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PREFACE

Language is the vehicle of our communication, which is the
foundation of our social relation. A communication becomessuccessful if
an understandable language is used. Language cannot always give us a
non-ambiguous unequivocal meaning because there is something
behind the use of a particular language. Normally a particular desire of
the speaker is encoded in language, when it is communicated to a
particular person, that desire of the speaker is understood through the
decoding of the language. Language itself can provide meaning, which
may not always be non-ambiguous. The same language can be using
the sense of appreciation, non-appreciation, teasing and suggestion. An
individual should know whether it is used in the sense of appreciation,
non-appreciation or something else. For this reason, the desire of the
speaker or the intention of the speaker should be properly understood. It
is due to this reason; the concept of tatparya is fundamental and basic
for verbal understanding. Considering this | have chosen the topic on
intention and | feel the communication through language becomes easy
- and understandable if the intention is properly grasped. The success of
a language in communicating some ideas depends on the apprehension
of the intention of the speaker. If the problems arising out of the intention
of the speaker are raised and carefully sorted out, communication
becomes more easier, leading to the communication gap,

misunderstanding and other difficulties.
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CHAPTER - |

Introduction

Language is an important tool in communicating thoughts,
because of the fact that thinking is almost impossible without thought.
But, in the west, philosophy was thought to be concerned with the
established truths of a very general kind with metaphysics and ethics,
with other truths to be arrived at through the power of reasoning. In this
scheme, philosophy of language occupied no important place. Later in
the post Fregean period, some analytical philosophers believed that
‘philosophy  of language’ in a specific sense should constitute the

starting point of philosophical studies.”

For Dummett, (1980, 442) philosophy of language is “the base
of the entire structure’™— we call philosophy. However, how language
functions was not the chief concern of most classical Indian
Philosophers except Bhartrhari. In this way, language gained a
metaphysical importance, which influenced all post-Bhartrhari
grammarians. Philosophy of language as a separate discipline is a
contemporary phenomenon in British and American Philosophy. Exoept
for its concern with language the boundary of this branch of knowledge
is anything but clear or definite. Sometimes descriptive metaphysics
and study of language have been identified.? But even when the two
have not been identified it is believed that philosophy of language is -
that study of language which is relevant in some special and important
way for philosophy. The other disciplines like grammar and linguistics,

particularly when taken in a narrower sense, do not, howeyver, conduct



equally useful study of language — useful, that is, for the philosophers
and philosophy. But when it is understood broadly so as to include
descriptive linguistics, psycho-linguistics or socio-linguistics, one finds
the study of language conducted by the linguists to be philosophically
most relevant. It is often thought that with the development of these
specialized branches of linguistics, philosophy of language is facing the
problem of losing much of its subject matter.®) A philosophers who
does philosophy of language for the relevance and uses the latter for
philosophising tends to view language more as a medium of thoyght
and concentrates more of the theory of reference. But one who is firsta
philosopher of language seems to take language a vehicle of
communication and concentrates mainly on the theory of meaning.” A
philosopher or an ontologist can emphasizes how the language can be
anchored in relation to experience. This anchorage, of course is to be

supposed by reference.

it has been accepted in the theory of reference that the
~ expression considered as referring expressions, are chosen in relation
to its prior commitment to certain ontology or elegance and exactness
of the logic on the language to be used. In actual linguistic act in the
matter of communication it is necessary that there should be a speaker
and a hearer. In communicating something, it is not necessary that the
communicative sentence is a true one. But language is fastened to
reality or world through the corresponding referring expression involved
in the true sentence. As a result, a large number of thinkers, focused
their attention to the problem or theory of truth, who were earlier
studying language for its relevance for ontology. It is not deniable that
the false sentence can also carry information. Yet, in case of
communication assertion of true sentence plays an important role. That

means, the assertion of true sentence is the way of conveying correct



information to the competent speaker. Thus the theory of truth get a
special attention from the contemporary ontologists and philosophers

of language.

The language has got various roles in various Indian
Philosophical systems. To the Buddhists, language cannot received the
true picture of reality while Bhartrhari believes that no reality escapes
the net of language. In this way we will see how language plays an

important role in the development of a particular system.

In order to discuss the Buddhists thought about the role of
languages, it is necessary to point out the Buddhists conception of
perception. In this connection a question may arise what is the nature
of perceptual awareness? Is our perceptual awareness non-
judgemental and hence non-linguistic in nature? These questions make
a great debate among the different school of Indian Philosophy.
Answering the question the Buddhists say that, perceptual awareness
are not-linguistic in nature. Defining the perception Bauddha logician
Dignaga says perception is free from conceptual construction or
Kalpana. According to the definition, the Buddhists also support that
any use of language involves conceptualism, which makes a

connection with name (nama), genus (jati), categories, etc.

A man may perceive a thing, which is blue. But it is not
necessary for him to conceive that “This is blue’. This argument was
taken by Dignaga from Abhidharma treatise to support his position that
perception is free from Kalpana. That means in perception, when we
perceive an object, we are aware of the object itself. But when we
attach a name to it and express our perceptual awareness that takes a
judgemental form. The object of perception is a unique momentary

particular (svalaksapa) and for this reason, memory of this svalaksana



is impossible. But if Buddhists view is true, that meéns if all things are

momentary then how can perception take place at all?

To supporting this point Dharmakirti said that when we perceive
an external object, we actually perceive the copy of that object in the
mind and this copy is supposed to represent the object faithfully. That
means, in case of perception of an external object, we first perceive the
copy in- our mind and then infer the existence of that external object.
But how we are sure that whether a copy represents the object
faithfully or not? We cannot determine the validity of our perception
without a perceptual judgemental awareness of the object concerned.
That is to say, pre-judgemental awareness of an object is useless and
as good as non-existent. So, the validity of pre-judgemental awareness

is dependent upon the corresponding judgemental awareness.

But Dharmakirti holds that judgemental awareness is not
perceptual in character, since it involves memory, which is not a valid
knowledge. Moreover, judgemental awareness is not a valid knowledge
since it grasps an object that is already known in a pre-judgemental

state. It cannot serve our purpose also.

Words can denote objects but cannot be identical with that
material one. On the other hand judgememtal awareness helps in
comprehending the object as referred to a verbal expression and thus
cannot be perceptual in nature. As words are related to the universal
so also the judgemental awareness are related to the universal.
Judgemental awareness is not related to the unique object and so is

not perceptual in nature.

To the Buddhists language cannot determine the true picture of

reality and something, which is signified by a word, is not real.



Language is mental friction, which has nothing corresponding to it in

reality.

After discussing the Buddhists view an effort is being made to
give a brief account about the role of language according to
Naiyayikas. To the Bhartrhari, every knowledge is interrelated with
language. On the other hand Grammarians hold that, if an object is not
denoted by a name then we cannot know the object exactly or we have
not the knowledge of the name of that object. From the above
discussion it is clear that our knowledge of an object is identical with
our knowledge of the corresponding word. Arguing against the
Grammarians, Vacaspati says that the word does not mean the sphota
or any audible sound. Because, children and dumb persons can
perceive object without the awareness of any words or expressing any
names. For their understanding speech latency (S/abda-bhévana) play
an important role. It follows that, since children and dumb persons are
not able to realize the relation between word and object, they have
non-judgemental perceptual knowledge. Normal and literate persons
also have such kind of knowledge. Having the awareness of relation
between word and object when the normal and literate person
perceives an object he try to memorise the name of that object. So, itis
clear that, perception of the object precedes the phenomenon of
naming or using word. That means phenomenon of naming or using
word comes out from perception of the object. This type of perceptual
knowledge, which is produced just after perceiving the object is called
‘avypades’ya’. The Naiyayikas accept both memory and sense object
contact in case of perceptual judgemental knowledge. But, whatever

comes within the range of the knowledge produced by the senses is

perceptible.



It is said that there is a causal relation between sense object
contact and the subsequent judgemental awareness. The denial of that
causal relation creates impossibility in making the difference between
non-perceptual judgemental awareness and perceptual judgemental
awareness. Under these circumstances a point may be noted.
Whenever we try to reflect on our pre-judgemental awareness it would
involve construction of judgements and so we fail to perceive any
difference between pre-judgemental awareness and the subsequent

judgemental one.

Explaining the role of language in Indian philosophical system

now | am trying to discuss the Bhartrhari's standpoint.

The Sanskrit Grammarian school of Indian Philosophy holds that
only word is the ultimate reality. In the works of Panini we can find out
the origin of the Sanskrit Grammarian school. But Bhartrhari made a
great and historic task by developing a separate school of philosophy.
Linguistic  monism (S’abdédvaitavéda or S:abdabrahmavé'da),
Bhartrhari's separate school of Indian philosophy gave him the honour

of first man in developing such kind of separate school of philosophy.

In the Vékyapadfya Bhartrhari discusses his thesis, (i)
Brahmakanda, (ii) Vakyakanda and (iii) Padakanda are three chapters
of his thesis. Brahmakanda gave us an outline of the metaphysics of

linguistic monism.

According to Bhartrhari, language or knowledge of language is
the only source from which our all actions and thoughts are developed.
Without the knowledge of language no one can perform any action for
not having action performing guidance. That is to say, language is the
only way, which gives us the awareness of ‘what | should do’ and’

‘what | should not do’. If | have no knowledge of language, | cannot



think, “this is what | should do” and as well as | cannot think, “this is
what | should do” and as well as | cannot perform any action. So all our
actions are the result of knowledge of language. Without any
knowledge of any language a person have nothing to think and as well
as have nothing to do. In this circumstances a question may arise.
Babies do not possess any knowledge of language, yet they know what
they ought to do when they are playing. If without having any
knowledge of any language creates thoughtless, actionless situation,

then how is the action of babies possible?

Bhartrhari puts his argument against this objection and. points
out the ‘innate-ism’. Every human being possesses a previous birth.
And as far as traditional Indian belief, soul is immortal and it has no
destruction, but it shifts from one body to another. Thus a new birth is
due to the shifting of soul. And with this shifting the soul brings
impression of knowledge of language (S’abdabhévana), which is due to
the use of language in previous birth. Hence, a baby who does not
possess any knowledge of language is able to know of what ought to
do.

In case of an absurd entities language plays an important role.
On the basis of linguistic expression the absurd entity like ‘hare’s horn’
appears to be an existing one in the real world. Although we know that
there is no such thing like ‘hare’s horn’ in the real world. But with the
use of the linguistic expression ‘hare’s horn’ we come to know what the
expression ‘hare’s horn’ actually means. On the other hand a thing,
which exists in the real world may turn to be a non-existent absurd

entity for not having such linguistic expressidn.



In mythological incident we also see the role of language. Such
mythological characters only appear to us as real through language.

Even though they have no historical proof.

The ascribed existence (Aupacarikisattd) of a thing appears to
as primary existence of a thing due to having the corresponding

linguistic expression.

For Bhartrhari, Sébdabhévana which is main thing for babies
action is implicit in every human being. And as because of this

(S/abdabhévané) knowledge of language of every individual is possible.

The relation of speaker and hearer can be explained through
Sabdabhavana. It is said the Sabdabhavana of the speaker is the
cause (not in sense of production, but in the sense of awakening) of
the Sabdabhavana of the hearer. So Bhartrhari claims that no

knowledge is possible which is not followed by words.

Imagihative knowledge and knowledge of past and future thing
is possible only because of corresponding linguistic expression. To
Bhartrhari pre-linguistic awareness is a sensation. But when the human
being verbalises it or able to give a linguistic expression of that

sensation, it is considered as knowledge.

After having a sound sleep | can say | have enjoyed a sound
sleep. This explanation of mind is the effect of S,abdabhévané. In such
case S/abdabhévan'a' takes a subtle form. But, in our walking

» / — -— .
experience we possess Sabdabhavana in an active form.

So, from the Bhartrhari's thesis it is clear that every knowledge
is object oriented. Even though the nirvikalpaka knqwledge posseés
linguistic expression implicitly which will take overt form in Savikalpaka

stage. The object-oriented knowledge must have a relation with words.



That means with the help of linguistic expression the object reveal to
our consciousness and the awareness is considered as a true
knowledge. Although every individual possesses Sabdabhavana but in
description of past experience, the exact remembering also has an
important part. If | forget some necessary elementary words, | cannot

express that past experience in overt speech.

Bhartrhari's doctrine of sphota is the result of the distinction

between overt speech activity and Sabdabhavana.

According to the Grammarian school, word is an eternal,
indivisible, single entity. This is Sabdabrahaman the Ultimate Reality.
To them all objects worthy of being known (/"\ﬁeya) are pervaded by
consciousness while consciousness is pervaded by word, since there
is no consciousness beyond it — “na asti pratyayo loke yah
sabdanugamadrte / anubiddhamiva jnanam sarvam sabdena
bhasate/”® All eternal objects, even this material universe, emanates
from Sabdabrahman which though simple, eternal and indivisible,
appears to be numerous:” : “anadividhanam brahma sabdatattvam

yadaksaram / vivartate'rthabhavana prakriya jagato yatah //° ©

The Grammarians are of the opinion that the conceptuél word-
entity is named sphota from which meanings become apparent. This
Sphota is to be suggested (abhivyakta) by the articulated speech,
which is referred to as nade or dhvani. The grammarians state that the
pronounced sounds cannot be S/abda, since they are destroyed as
soon as they are pronounced. Hence they cannot make sense. If each
syllable is destroyed as soon as it is produced, how can a number of
syllables exist together, forming a word, which conveys a sense? If
wordness belongs to the pronounced syllables, how can we claim that

an entire word is a word? For instance, in the word-gauh, if ‘g’ is the



word, ‘au’and ‘h’ are not the word. If ‘au’ is the word, neither ‘g'or‘his
the word and so on. Each syllable is destroyed as soon as it is
pronounced. For this reason it is feasible to conceive of sphota reason
which is none other than Sabdabrahman. This is the word referred to
when the grammarians say : siddhe sabdarthasambandhe. In this
connection Patafjali says that the connotation of sphota may be either
universal or individual. In other case the connotation too is eternal and

the relationship between word and meaning is also eternal.

Language, according to Bhartrhari, is the bearer of all ideas. As
told earlier even the absurd entities can be expressed in language. The
Naiyayikas have expressed their reservation as to this. The Naiyayikas
do not believe in an entity, which does not fall under the seven
categories. To Bhartrhari the entities like ‘hare’s horn’ etc. do not have
the accurate meaning or its senselessness if they were not uttered
through words. That they belong to null class is known through their
utterance in words. On the other hand, the Naiyayikas think that these
are not meaningless, because they do not belong to any particular

category and hence they are apadarthas.

The Naiyayikas have pointed out the philosophical significance
of inteAntion (Tatparya) first in the context -of enquiring the seed of
implicative meaning (Laksapa). To them the non-realisability of
intention or fatparya (tatparyanupapatti) is the seed of laksana i.e.,
implicative meaning. In fact, the implicative meaning of the term, ganga
as found in the sentence gangayam ghosah is ‘the bank of the ganga'.
The primary meaning of the term ghosah and ganga are ghos;apa//fand
a particular flow of water (Jalapravéha-vi§e§a) 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 /aksana.

Now what is to be understood by the term tafparya? The desire
of the speaker (vakturiccha) is tatparya. In other words, it has been
stated that when a word or a sentence is uttered with a desire to
convey something, it is called tatparya (tétpratfticchaya uccaritatvam).
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 fatparya.
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. intention of the speaker is tatparya) which is also

supported by the grammarians.

The non-realisability of tatparya but not of relation (anvaya) is
the seed of Jaksapa. This point is substantiated when the implicative
meaning is accepted in the sentence, 'kakebhyo dadhi rakgsyatam’ (i.e.,
protect the curd from crow etc.) in which there is obviously
tatparyanupapatti, but not anvayanupapatti. In order to incorporate all
types laksapa it is better to accept the non-realisability in respect of

tatparya is laksapa but not otherwise.

Let us see the role of tatparya in determining the meaning of an
ambiguous sentence having various meanings. If such one utters the
sentence saindhavam anaya,it may mean the bringing of a horse of
salt. The exact meahing of the term saindhava is to be determined
acco'rding to the intention of the speaker uttered under a particular
context. That is why, the knowledge of tatparya is taken to. be the

cause of verbal comprehension.

11



It can be said in reply that in order to understand the intention of
the speaker the context (prakarana), qualifier (vis/egapa), space (des/a)
etc. serve as promoters. If in thé context of taking meal the term
saindhava is uttered, it will mean salt. But if the context is otherwise
(i.e. going to the battle-field), the same term would mean horse. 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 so uttered in the context of talking meal (etadvakyaghataka-
saindhavapadam lavanatatparyayakam bhojanaprakarane
* 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.

Though the non-realisability of the intention of the speaker
(tatparyanupapatti) is taken as the seed of the implicative meaning,
there may be the case of the non-realisability of semantic competency
(Yogyatanupapatti). This phenomenon of the non-realisability of
semantic competency may lead to the implicative meaning. If some
one syas — ‘| am building castle on the air, it has surely the lack of
semantic competency, (yogyatabhava) which leads us to take recourse
to the implicative meaning. As the meaning (primary) fails in the above-
mentioned case due to the lack of yogyata, it may give rise to the
implicative meaning i.e., to think absurd in the present case. Hence,
the non-realisability of the intention generated through the lack of

yogyata may also be taken the seed of laksana.

S:abda, in the philosophical discourse in India, is valid verbal
testimony, and in order to be valid it has to be derived from a

trustworthy person. Hence it is said — ‘apatavakyam s’abdal]’ and

12



‘aptastu yatharthavakta'. Sfabda is literally a word, for which of course
the word pada is employed. A vakya or sentence is a group of words,
vakyam padasamuhah, e.g., ‘Bring a cow’. Now the question is: how
are the sentence comprising words be understood? A linguistic particle
or word is understood by virtue of its possessing a property or Sakti,
saktam padam. How does a word come to possess the property or
potency? The Nyaya answers this issue in the following way. Sakti or
significative potency of words is the desire of God (and also of an
individual being) that a certain concept be understood from a certain

word.(?

Sakti is the characteristic of word. It is the relation of a word and
the object meant by that word which is always favourable in reviving
the memory of that object. The Bhasapariccheda accounts for verbal
comprehension in terms of a set of metaphors, and says that the
knowledge of words is the instrument (karana) of verbal
comprehension, the knowledge i.e., recollection of the meaning of
words is the operation (dvara), verbal comprehension is the result
(phalam), and thé knowledge of denotative function (s’akt/) is an aid
(sahakarini).® it is not that words actually being verbal comprehension
even in the absence of word uttered, as in the case of a man under the
vow of silence (mauna) who recites verse mentally. Hence the
recollection of the meaning of words produced by the words is the
operation. It may be said that a man with knowledge of words would
have verbal comprehension if he had knowledge of the thing denoted
by the words through perception. Even in that case recollection should
be taken as being produced or generated by words through their
significatory function or vrtti. Significatory function is the relation
(between words and the things denoted by them) consisting in either

denotative function (sakti) or implication (/ak§ap5). Knowledge of things



is denoted by words, and it is generated by words in virtue of their
denotative function. The denotative function of words has a priority
over recollection. Recollection could not have been there unless the
association of words with their objects had been earlier established.
Knowledge of words reminds us of their meaning by virtue of being the
knowledge of either of two related things. When one of the relata is

known, the other also is recalled through association.®

By denotative function of words, it is implied that there exists a
relation between a word and its meaning. The relation is pre-existent in
a divine will (is’varecché) that such and such a word should denote
such and such a thing. The notion of divine will need not be taken
narrowly. In point of fact any will has got to be there so as to make
denotation of words possible. At this point the old school adheres to the
Vedic dictum that a child should be named on the eleventh day of its
birth. The new school of Nyaya thinkers prefer to enlarge the concept
of will, including that of jfvas as well. Otherwise recent nhames would

become meaningless.“o)

How is denotative function be apprehended? Already some
reference has been made in this regard to a will, divine or human.
Grammar is another source of it. Another may be the lexicon and
statement of the apta or trustworthy persons. In point of fact there are
various other sources of our knowledge if denotative function of words,
such as comparison, usage, supplementary statement, paraphrase and
the contiguity of a well-known word. As distinguished from the
Mimarmsaka view, the Nyaya thinkers emphasize the ordinary language
approach to meaning of words. The Nyaya thinker shuns whatever is

cumbersome. This is evident from the Nyaya rejoinders to the

Mimarmsaka.!'"
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The Mimarhsakas hold that denotative function or significative
potency of words is apprehended only in the generic attribute. They
hold that the immediate apprehension of the notion of generic attribute
is the attribute of the 'qualified object, say a cow. The Mimamsakas
hold that the individual, as qualified by the jati; is apprehended by

necessary implication or by means of arthapatti pramana.

The Nyaya point of view rejects the argument. To ask some one
to get a cow, the denotative function applies to the individual cow
(vyakti). It is not possible to fetch only the generic .attribute for
exclusion of the individual. Nor does any hearer ever go to fetch the
generic attribute of the vyakti when he is called upon to bring a cow.
The usage of the elders, vrddhavyavahara endorses the point. Hence
the significative potency of a word connotes an object as determined
by its generic attribute (and not merely the generic attribute). Even in
the case of the producibility of knowledge by a proposition, jﬁénasya
vékyajanyatvan"l, there occurs no exception. The point is that
significative potency or denotative function of a word, say cow, is
apprehended in the object cow, as determined by the adjunct

cowness.!'?

The Mimarnsakas further aver that the intention in using a
sentence is to motivate the hearer into action. The Nyaya thinker would
point out that there are statements not intended at all to motivate the
hearer into action. There may be statement, without a copula. Popular
usage in such cases guarantees the comprehension of the significative
potency of the word used. Again, a word like madhukara may be
unknown to one, but when the word is used in well-known contiguity of

word like ‘a lotus in bloom’, one comes to comprehend that the word

madhukara means a bee.
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Varieties of words possessing denotative function: A word may
come to have denotative function in different ways. They are
enumeratedA as follows: (a) derivative (yaugika), (b) -conventional
(rtha), and (c) both derivative and conventional (vaugika-rudha). At
times one may understand only the root and the prefix or suffix and
their meaning. In such a case the denotative function is derivative. The
example given for this case is pacaka, i.e.,cook. The word pacaka is
de_rived from the root pac, which means to cook with a particular suffix
signifying a doer. A word of which the meaning is wholly determined by
usage, or in the language of Nyaya, by the power abiding in the word
as a whole (samudé'yas/aktl), without any reference to its derivation is
called rﬁgha. For example, go (cow) or ghata pata, etc. The word go
(cow) is derived from the root gam; it signifies the power of going.
However, anything that goes is not cow. So irrespective of the words
derivation, the words go indicates a cow. In the same manner the
derivational meaning of the term ghata is ‘that which has happened’,

but usage-wise the word means a jar or pot.?

Now the example of yogarugha word is pankaja (lotus). The
word conveys, by the denotative function of its component parts, the
idea of something that grows in mud. But by its collective denotative
function it conveys the idea of a lotus as a lotus. A water lily also grows
in mud, but the word pankaja does not denote that, since the
conventional meaning obstructs the purely derivative meaning, though
pankaja may denote water lily by implication. The word pankaja is
therefore is usage-governed to denote lotus. Consider the case of
flower known as Hibiscus Mutabilis popularly called land-lotus
sthalapadma or bhumipadma the meaning of the component parts is
contradicted, though the meaning is conveyed by collective denotative

function, namely that the flower is a lotus. If it be intended to suggest
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that bhumipankaja is a flower belonging to a different species

altogether, in such a case the meaning is obtained by implication.

But where the derivative and the conventional meanings are
conveyed independently of each other, there the word is both
derivative and conventional. For example, let ué take the case of the
word udbhida. Etymologically, the word suggests the i‘dea of something
that goes up. Customary (rudha) significance of the word is a kind of
sacrifice. The word udbhida has a technical and a derivative meaning
attached to it. From derivation the word means a ‘plant’, anything that
sprouts up by breaking open the ground, while from usage the word

means a particular form of sacrifice.

It may be recalled that in the yogarudha mode of using a word,
as with pankaja, both the etymological and customary significances are
partly retained. Yoga or etymological significance is the power of
several roots or component parts of a word. Rudhi or customary
significance is the power or force of the composite whole. In order to
get at the customary meaning of pankaja as lotus the power of
composite whole is used, otherwise, the word pankaja may also mean

water-lily etc.!"

Implication: its varieties: Implication that is /aksapa, is defined
as: 'laksana 's/akyasambandhal_v tataparyanupapattitah’.'® That is,
implication is the relation with what is denoted by denotative function,
where the intention of the speaker is not directly compatible. Tatparya
is the intention of the speaker. The relation of a word with its meaning
is called vrtti. Now the vrtti in the form of word-meaning relation, is two-
fold: sakti and laksana. Vidvanatha remarks that sakyasambandha

laksana. The potency of a word to present or express its meaning or

206642
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object is called s'akyéltha while the object that is presented is the

laksyartha.

Laksapa is classified in a three-fold way-jaha//ak§ap5,
ajahallaksana and jahadahallaksana. Each has got its own examples,

which we shall consider later.

Laksana consists in the relation between sakyartha and
laksyartha. Implication is the relation between a word and its meaning.
By the term vrtti, both Sakti and laksana are meant. Hence we may
speak of laksanavrtti. Laksana, like Sabda, is a vrtti in sabda.
Implication is thus the relation with the direct meaning of a word. The
celebrated example of laksana is the sentence ‘Gangayam ghosal?,
that is, a cowherd’s hamlet on the Ganga. Here we get the implied
meaning of on the bank of the Ganga on account of the relation of the
bank with the stream, signified by the term Ganga. Therefore, in the
example, the signifcative potency cannot be said to indicate the bank |
also. To take another example, i.e., the word saindhava, which may
mean a horse and salt according to the context and intention of the
speaker. In the case of the cowherd's hamlet on the Ganga, the
relation of the primary meaning, viz, a stream is apprehended with the
bank, the latter is recalled, and this leads to verbal comprehension. But
if the incompatibility of relation be the essence of implication, then
there would be no implication. In a sentence like ‘Protect the curd from
the crows’, the word ‘crow’ implies any creature that would spoil the
curd. The intention of the speaker is about protecting the curd from all

creatures.(®

We may turn to considering the three-fold nature of /aksana or

implication. Jahallaksapa is that where the primary meaning is wholly

abandoned and a new one is substituted, e.g., the statement, mancas
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kros’antiti, or ‘The cots cry out'. Ajahallaksana is that where a word
conveys something more, while retaining the sense of the primary
meaning, as is found in the statement Chatrinpo gacchanti, ‘The
umbrella-holders are going’. Jahadajahallaksana is that where only a
part of the statement is abandoned, as is found in the Vedic dictum tat

tvam asi, i.e., Thou art That.

The statement maﬁ’ca’{ykros/anti, when taken in its primary
meaning means Cots are crying, which is absurd. This absurdity can
be avoided only through the implied meaning, which the statement
yields through its association with the primary meaning. By implication
the statement means —The children on the cot are crying’. Here the
word manca implies the meaning of the children by virtue of its relation
with the cot. The relation between the cot and the children is adhara-
adheya-bhava, i.e., the relation between the supported and the
support. Thus in order to get a sensible meaning, the primary meaning
has to be abandoned entirely and substituted by a totally different
meaning. This method of discarding the primary meaning and

substituting it by implied meaning is called jahallaksana.

In the example, Chatrino gacchanti, ‘Men holding umbrellas are
going’, the primary meaning is in the doership consisting in the activity
of going, in those who are holding umbrellas. Since the sentence is
employed with the intention of including also those who accompany
them without umbrellas (ekasarthavahitve), the primary meaning
implies also men without umbrellas. When a sentence conveys
something more than what its bare primary meaning conveys, it is

called ajahallaksana.”'”

Now the third variety, i.e. jahadajahallaksapa. The Vedic dictum

Tattvamasi is cited as its example. The word tat signifies
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consciousness conditioned by omniscience, partial omnipotence etc.
Here the attributes ascribed to consciousness signified by Tat and
Tvarh are mutually contradictory and arise consequent upon the
conditioning adjuncts of Maya in the case of Tat and avidya or
antahkarana in the case of Tvarn. The real sense of the dictum
Tattvamasi is that Tat is the same as Tvam but this sense of oneness
cannot be had as long as the above terms are qualified by
contradictory attributes arising on account of the respective limiting
adjuncts. When these limiting édjuncts are removed, the dictum
conveys its real sense, viz, oneness of consciousness signified by Tat
and Tvam in Tattvamasi. This method of abandoning a certain part
while retaining another part is known as jahadajahallaksapa or

bhagatyagalakasana.

There may be cases of words where the primary meaning is
implied by an indirect relation. It is called double implication or laksita-
laksana. As for example, in words like dvirebha (bee). The relation of
the two R's is apprehended with the word bhramara, and of the latter
with a bee through an indirect relation called parampara; hence it is a
case of double implication. Compared to this the word Ganga, which
bears the implied meaning, does not lead to verbal comprehension in a
direct manner. It is some other term, i.e., ‘a cowherd colony' that leads
to the verbal comprehension of the implied meaning. The words a
‘cowherd colony’ have been ascertained to have the power of
generating verbal comprehension of their primary meaning as
connected with the meaning of the word ‘Ganga’, by the relation of
either denotative function or implication. This has been the view of old
Nyaya School. But the new schoolmen hold that the word that bears
the implied meaning also is certainly a cause of verbal comprehension

(tadapyanubhévakan'v), and the apprehension of the meaning of
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the word is the (padarthopasthitistu dﬁvérarh). For the old schoolmen

the word Garga itself means the bank of the Gariga."®

Language is a set of sentences described by the rules of
‘competence grammar’ and that knowing language is essentially
knowing such rules. And sentences or linguistic utterances further can
be held, in modern linguistics, especially in Chomskyan linguistics, to
express a set of ‘propositions’. Thus, Chomsky and his followers have
held (Neil Smith, 1980) that meaning of a sentence is a set of
proposition which afe objects designed to represent semantic structure,
while ignoring syntactic and phonological form. For instance, consider

the following two sentences:
i) ‘The football game is over’ and
ii) ‘The football game has finished'.

Here both the sentences, though there are differences in the
syntactic and phonological forms, they convey the identical proposition,
namely, the end of the football game. Thus, according to modern
linguists, sentence-meaning is a set of propositions expressed by

sentence.

However, in so far as linguistics and philosophy are concerned
with the descriptive function of the language, lexical meaning and
sentence meaning are clearly complementary to the language function
of communicating prepositional or factual information. Therefore,
modern linguists have drawn a clear distinction- between the meaning
of words or lexemes and the meaning of sentences, i.e., between
lexical meaning and sentence-meaning. While the word or lexical
meaning is the meaning of words or lexemes used in a sentence, and

hence constitutes a component part of sentence meaning, sentence
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meaning is a product of word-meanings and hence depends upon the
meanings of its constituent lexemes. Also, further, grammatical
formation of sentences is also essential to the ascertainment of the
meaning of some words; and therefore, grammatical meaning is a
further component of sentence-meaning. Thus, John Lyons states
(198.56) that meaning of a sentence is both related to its lexical and
grammatical aspects meaning, i.e., of the meaning of the constituent
lexemes and the grammatical constructions that relate one lexeme

syntactically to other.

Sentence meaning is analysed by Indian epistemologists as
verbal cognition (S/ébdabodha) or comprehension of syntactico-
semantic relations between the word-meanings (anvayabodha). Thus
is taken also as a out-come of linguistic utterance i.e., dabda. The
linguistic utterance becomes instrumental (karana) in respect of verbal
cognition. As a matter of fact, the-above discussion makes it clear that,
there is a distinction between rﬁeanihg of lexemes and meaning of
sentences. Moreover, it also accepts that, meaning of words or
lexemes as a factor on which sentence meaning or comprehension of
syntactico-symantic relation between word meanings depends. Thus,
as verbal cognition is considered to be an effect generated from the
recollection of word meanings, epistomatogists, in India, have taken
into consideration many auxiliary causal factors conductive to verbal
cognition. The verbal cognition, as discussed above is held to be the
comprehension of syntactico-semantic relations between the individual
word-meanings. The epistomologist, in respect of the status of such
relation its nucleus, have expressed different views. A brief account of
these interesting aspects of sentence meaning will be given in the

following discussion.
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Verbal cognition (S/ébdabodha) can be explained from the view
point of epistemology as the cognition produced (derived) from words
that are being heard (Sabdacchrutat jéyazﬂié;ri% This explanation is
based on the theory that verbal cognition is produced from recollection
of word-meaning which are in turn produced from the words through

9 1t may be pointed out that the

their indicative power called sakti.
verbal cognition (s’ébdabodha) as emphasized above, holds good only
in the theory of the older selection of logicians or the Pracyas. Verbal
cognition as recognized by older selection of logicians is directly
produced from words; as a result, linguistic utterances of words are the
actual means of verbal cognition. But the Navyas or the newer section
of logicians says that — even in the case of dumb person or silent
speaker, knowledge of the words is taken as a factor on which verbal
cognition (S’ébdabodha) depends. So in respect of verbal cognition
(S/ébdabodha) -actual use of words is not necessary. That is to say,
verbal cognition (S’ébdabodha) depends only on the knowledge of the
correct words (as opposed to the words). Verbal cognition is
different/distinct from the analogical understanding (upamiti), inferential
knowledge (anumit) and perceptual knowledge (pratyaksa). Because
verbal cognition is derived from the words where the analogical
understanding (upamiti), inferential knowledge (anumiti) and perceptual
knowledge (pratyaksa) are derived from analogy, inferential cause and

sense organs respectively.

There are three distinct causes in respect of a produced effect |
(phala) .. (i) a unique cause (asadharana-karapa) or instrument
(karapa) (ii) an intermediate cause (dvara) such as operation (vyapara)
and (i) an associate or auxiliary cause (sahakarini). As for example —
a clay pot is an effect, since it is produced. And the stick, through which

the pot is produced, is the instrument, and simultaneously it is also the
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unique cause (extraordinary) or instrument. Moreover, in producing the
pot the movement of the potters wheel is taken as the operation and
simultaneously it is also the intermediate cause or operation. And the

associate cause is the clay etc. which is helpful in producing the pot.

In this circumstances, it is said that, though verbal cognition is
produced, it must have all three causal factors. In this case, that is in
respect of verbal .cognition the unique- cause (instrument) is the
knowledge of (the utterance of) words (padafﬁéna), the intermediate
cause or operation is the recollection of the word-meanings produced
from words (padarthadhi) and the associate or auxiliary cause is the
knowledge of the functional relations such as expressive power

between words and meanings (saktidhi).?®

The process of obtaining the verbal cognition, as an effect
produced from the (recollection of the word-meanings produced in turn

from) words, can be outlined as follows :

(i) With an intention to convey the (valid knowledge of) word meanings,
the speaker, utters the grammatically correct words; (ii) The
linguistically competent, hearer with adequate qualification to
understand hears the utterance and recognize the words, due to his
observation of elders’ usage, as possessing the functional relations of
words such as expressive power with word meanings; (iii) and then,
with the help of several auxiliary factors the hearer understands the
meaning of the words and thus acquires the knowledge of the

syntactico-semantic relations between the various individual -word-

meanings.

In the production of sentence-meaning (verbal cognition),
several auxiliary factors besides the utterance of words come to play

fundamental roles. One of the most fundamental auxiliary factors is the
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knowledge of word-relations or word-functions (vrtti). The hearer must
have the correct understanding of what word has what functional
relation (vrtti5niana) with what word-meaning. For instance the hearer
must have the understanding that the word ‘cow’ (go) in ‘Bring the cow’
(gam anaya) has the functional relation such as the expressive power
with the sense of the cow, and also that the word ‘Ganges’ (ganga) in
‘Village is situated on the bank of the Ganges’ (gangayam ghosah) has
the functional relation such as the indication with the sense of the bank
of the Ganges, to understand the meanings of the sentences ‘Bring the
cow’ and ‘Village is situated on the bank of the ‘Ganges’ respectively.
Thus, the knowledge of the word-relations or word-functions is an

auxiliary factor of the verbal cognition.

Sentence-meaning or verbal cognition is held to be indivisible
(akhanda) and divisible (sakhanda) by Indian epitemologists (Matilal,
1990). Bhartrhari proposes sentence-meaning to be indivisible, while

the Mimamsakas propose the same sentence-meaning to be divisible.

According to Bhartrhari sentence is an uhanalysable meaningful
whole, without any real constituent parts, and sentence-meaning is a
whole block of reality and also the same sentence-meaning is analysed
into unreal abstractions such as karakas, actions etc. due to our wrong

assumptions.(z”

However, the Bhatta Mimamsakas oppose Bhartrhari's
theory.?? According to them, sentence is a composite constitute
analysed into constituent parts such as words, particles, verbs, etc.
These constituent parts are meaningful units of expressions. Sentence-
meaning is also composite constitute entity consisting of many
constituent parts such as subject, object, action etc. To comprehend

sentence-meaning, one must comprehend the relations (connections)



between various constituent parts and hence the knowledge of the
sentence-meaning necessarily implies the comprehension of the

relations between various constituent parts of the sentence-meanings.

However, now the -question arises : how does one recognize
sentence-meaning ? Does one cognize the word-meanings (constituent
parts of speech) first and then recognize them as connected
syntactico-semantically together with each other to acquire the
knowledge of the sentence-meaning of the form of (comprehension of)
connected word-meanings or does one cognize sentence-meaning of
the form of (comprehension of) connected word-meanings at once

merely from the utterance of words together ?

Precisely to answer such a question, the Bhé’gt‘a Mimarhsakas
have proposed their theory of the cognition of the relation between the
meanings expressed by words (parts of speech) (abhihitanvayavada);
and established the position that hearer first cognizes the individual
expressed word-meanings separately and then recognizes the
sentence-meaning of the form of connected word-meanings by

(23)

connecting individual word-meanings together; whereas the

Prabhakara Mimarmsakas have proposed their theory of the cognition
of the expressed word-meanings that are already connected
(anvitabhidhanavada) and established that hearer cognizes sentence-
meaning of the form of connected word-meanings at once from words
without earlier cognizing the unrelated individual word-meanings

separately from the utterance of words.

it must be noted here, however, that epistemologists in general
have followed the Bhattas’ theory that one first cognizes the unrelated
individual word-meanings (various parts of speech) separately from

words and then recognizes them as sentence-meaning of the form of



connected word-meanings by connecting individual word-meanings
together. Thus verbal cognition or sentence-meaning in parts
(sakha/]gas'ébdabodha) precedes verbal cognition or sentence-
meaning in unity (akhé"ctjas/ébdabodha). And verbal cognition in parts
means verbal cognition of word-meanings in their isolated individual
capacity as word-meanings without the cognition of the syntactico-
semantic relations between them. Thus, verbal cognition in parts,
wherein the word-meanings such as the cow, the objecthood of the
cow and the action of bringing are cognized in their isolated individual
capacity as word-meanings without the cognition of syntactico-
semantic relations between them, may precede the actual verbal

cognition in unity from ‘Bring the cow’ (gam anaya) etc.

Now, verbal cognition in unity (akhanda$abdabodha) may be
described as the cognition of the syntactico-semantic relations between
various individual word-meanings found in a sentence
(vakyarthanvayabodha). For instance, consider the verbal cognition in
unity form the sentence ‘You bring the cow’ (Tvam gam anaya). Here,
in this sentence, there are six meaningful units (epistemologists of
India consider both the base or stem and the inflectional endings as
meaningful units) : namely, i) the nominative stem ‘tvat’ referring to the
second person, the agent, ii) the nominative case ending ‘su’ referring
to the oneness in the second person, the agent, iii) the accusative stem
‘go’ referring to the object of cow, iv) the accusative case ending ‘an’
referring to the objecthood of cow, v) the verbal stem ani referring to
the action of bringing and vi) the conjugational ending ‘a’ referring to

the effort cond.ucive to the bringing.

Now, after cognizing separately the six individual word-
meanings, namely, i) the second person, the agent, ii) the oneness in

these second person (the agent), iii) the cow, the object, iv) the
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objecthood of the cow, v) the action of bringing, and vi) the effort
conducive to the bringing, the hearer recognizes the syntactico-
semantic relations between these various word-meanings to relate or
connect them together. And the syntactico-semantic relations that are
recognized (comprehended) between the various pairs of word-
meanings are as follows : i) the occurrence or the superstratumness
between the cow and the objecthood of the cow, ii) the describing
between the objecthood and the action of bringing, i) the
conduciveness between the action and the conscious effort, and iv) the
substratumness between the effort and the second person, the agent.
Thus, the verbal cognition in unity produced from such a sentence is
that “You (the agent) having the oneness are the substratum of the
conscious effort conductive to the action of bringing that describes the
objecthood occurrent in the cow” (goni§§hakarmaténirﬁpaka-

énayan§nukUIak[tyés?ayahtvam).

Since the verbal cognition is held to be the comprehension of
syntactico-semantic relations between word-meanings (anvayabodha),
the question that arises now is that what is the epistemological or
semantic status of such relations. Are they too, like word-meanings, the
meanings referred to by words (prakara) or are they merely relations

(samsarga).

Now, the Prabhakara Mimamsakas hold that the relations such
as the superstratumness between the word-meanings (such as the cow
and the objecthood) too are the meanings expressed by the same
words that express the word—meanings.(z‘” According to them, no item,
unless expressed by words through word-functions or relations, can be
comprehended in verbal cognition; and therefore, even the syntactico-

semantic relations must be admitted to be the meanings expressed by

words only.
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However, the Bhatta Mimarhsakas, hold that the relations such
as the superstratumness etc., between the word-meanings such as the
cow and the objecthood etc. could be mere relations understood by
semantic conventions.?® According to them, only the word-meanings
need to be expressed by words and the syntactico-semantic relations,
not being word-meanings, can be understood by semantic conventions;

and hence need not be the meanings expressed by words.

Being influenced by the Bhatta Mimamsakas, the logicians too
hold that the syntactico-semantic relations are merely relations
(samsarga); however, they hold that the same relations are obtained
through power as existing in relations (samsargamaryada)®®.
According to them, words refer to only those items with which
functional relations of words (vrtt) are found. Since the functional
relations of words such as expressive power etc. are not perceived with
the sense of the syntactico-semantic relations such as the describing
etc. (they are found with only the word-meanings such as the cow, the
objecthood of the cow etc.), the words do not refer to such relations;
and therefore, the same relations could be obtained from the relational

seem or power of relations.

Sentence-meaning or verbal cognition has been analysed as the
cognition of the syntactico-semantic relations between the word-
meanings; however, the epistemologists  Indian, namely the
grammarians, the ritualists and the logicians have focused three
divergent theories regarding the chief-qualificand or the nucleus of

syntactico-syntactic relations.
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Chapter 11



CHAPTER -1l

The concept of Talparya in different systems of

Indian Philosophy.

There are different schools of thought in India who have
accepted tatparya (in relation to the meaning of the sentence) as a
factor of verbal understanding showing fine discrimination depending
on primary viewpoint taken by each. Although the general idea is very
clear. The term tatparya means intended meaning. That is, the tatparya
or intention stands for the meaning intended to be conveyed by a
sentence uttered or written by some one. Moreover, it signifies the
meaning intended by the speaker or the purport of the utterance. In
order to understand the intention of the speaker the context
(prakarana) 'plays an important role and different schools of thought
existing in India generally support this view. Thus, as far as the exact
role of tatparya is concerned there is no dissentient of opinion as

regards the communicative understanding (verbal comprehension).

The meaning of the sentence can be judged from viewpoint of
speaker and from viewpoint of listener. The speaker’s point of view in
general has been accepted in Western approach while the Indian

approach, mainly S/é'bdabodha approach is connected with listener's

point of view.

“In a normal speech situation there can be five different aspects
of the meaning of an utterance : what is in the mind of the speaker who

makes the utterance, what the speaker wants the listener to
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understand, what the utterance actually conveys, what the listener
understands as the meaning of the utterance, and what is in the mind

of the listener on hearing the utterance.”™

In proper linguistic communication all five of these meaning are
synonymous or identical, but often due to various reason differences
arise which stands in the way of lucid communication. When a person
.intends to speak lie, he hides his own mind deliberately in his utterance
at that time, so that confusion is created in the meaning intended to be

conveyed to the listener.

Thus in many situations, what the listener understands as the
meaning of the utterance is different from that intended to be conveyed
by the speaker. This is due to the weakness of the speaker’s ability in
expressing or the inability of the listener in proper comprehension of

the utterance.

The speakers mind before he express and listener's mind after
hearing the utterance of speaker are both imperceptible and are not
written the domain of scientific objective analysis. The original
utterance can be analysed objectively into its components of words,
morphemes and phonemes and studied, but it does not signify that the -

other aspects.as unimportant.

Common people understand something through the utterance of
a sentence without going to such intellectual analysis. The cultivators,
fishermen etc. understand others intention without any problem, which
indicates that verbal understanding is a kind of convention If the
intellectual analysis is given it becomes philosophical explanation of
the verbal expression. This exercise is essential for rationalising the
system. We should see why there is misunderstanding, ambiguity etc

and should try sort out the problems standing on the way of our
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understanding. If this can be done successfully we can do justice to the

rationalisation of the communicative system.
The Grammarians View

The grammarians have attached greater importance to the role
of speakers intention in interpretation of a sentence. Négesfa, a great
grammarian, is of the opinion that if there is intention, all words can
denote all senses (sati tatparye sarve sarvarthavacakah.”. If it is
admitted, all words can denote all senses, without recourse to
taksapa. To them the falparya or intention of the term ganga in
gangayam gho.sal] is the bank of Ganga, and hence there is no
necessity of applying /aksana here. If there is a strong intention of the

speaker, denotation of a word can convey all senses.

This type of speaker's intention can be extended to the
phenomenon of vivaksa (will to speak). The role of vivaksa in
determining the relation between word and meaning is brought out by
the grammarians. Bhartrthari has depended on vivak§§ for his ideas of
interpretation. At the initial Sloka of the Vé'kyapadfya he has claimed
that the words are the regulators of the usage of the meanings
" (“arthapravrttitattvanarm Sabdah eva nibandhanam”)®. The term
‘arthapravrttitattva has been interpreted in various ways to
accommodate various theories. The interpretation as found in the
Svopajﬁa_tiké is as follows : arthasya pravrttitattvam vivaksa i.e. the

intention of the speaker is the semantic factor.

The communication of a meaning does not always depend on
any real existent which would correspond to it. A word may be used to
convey some meaning, although the actual object cannot exist in
reality. The following sloka is a classic example of such cases “Eso

bandhyasuto yati khapuspakrtasekharah / kiirmaksiracaye snatah
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s’as’as_rngadhanurdharab // (i.e. The barren woman'’s son is going after
wearing a crown of sky flowers, he has taken bath in tortoise milk and
carries a'bow made from a rabbit's horn. The words ‘barren woman'’s
son’, ‘skyflower ‘tortoise-milk’ and ‘rabbits’ ‘horn’ have no
corresponding existing objects. From this it does not follow that these

words convey no sense at all.

What is the principle factor of semantics? It is an ideational
character of meaning which has no corresponding object in the outside
world. Equivalent to the rabbit-horn or sky-flower so dear to the Indian
thinkers we come across mythological beasts in the West, e.g. the
unicorn. Although these objects do not exist in the real world, they are
not really ‘nonsense’, for they make some sense in some way.
Bhartrhari has recognised the idea of aupacariki satta or a kind of
metaphorically imposed existence which is not existent in the literal
sense.) Words like sky-flower etc having no corresponding reality, still
make sense. This intellectual meaning (bauddha artha) is pure sense,

although they may not be a referent or external reality (vahya artha).

In fact, such a concept brings us to the concept of vikalpa or
ideational meaning recognized by the yoga thinkers. Vikalpa is defined
as a sense which appears in the intellect from the knowledge of certain
word, but which may have no corresponding external reality (vahya
artha)®. The grammarians too admit such ideational meaning. To the
grammarians, a pratipadikartha usually takes on the first case-
ending®. A pratipadikartha is the meaning that essentially appears in
the intellect as soon as the pratipadika is uttered. A pratipadika is a
word which has specific meaning, but is not a verbal root or a suffix”.
In the sentence sasasigam nasti (there is no rabbit-horn) the word
sasasinga assumes the first case-ending because it is a pratipadika

and conveys certain sense. If we do not admit the phenomenon of
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purely dependent on the speaker’s will — and hence there must be
some conventional connection between the two. It has been explained
with the help of the metaphor of eye which cannot grasp sound. Hence

the grammarians belong to the conventional school of thought.

Bhartrhari also admits that the meaning of a particular word or
sentence depends on the sweet will of the speaker. The usage of the
cases depends on buddhi or intellect, which is nothing but the
speaker’s intellectual or ideational analysis which is called vivaksa.®
The following instance may be cited for justifying the above case. If it is
used — asina chinatti, it is intended by the speaker that the sword is an
as instrument by the use of instrumental case. If the usage is
asischinatti taikspyena (i.e., the sword cuts with its sharpness), the
instrumentality is shifted to the sharpness from sword in order to
emphasise the sharpness of the sword. In another usage — “Taispyam
chinatti svasamarthyena (i.e., sharpness cuts by its own power), the
sharpness serves both as instrument and as subject to emphasise on

sharpness (1%

It is found in usage — ‘valahakad vidyotate’ (i.e. lightning flashes
from the cloud), where the lightning, thought mixed with cloud, is
perceived as different from it and coming out of it. If the usage i_s
valahake vidyotate (lightning flashes in the cloud), it would mean that
lighting, though perceived as non-different from the cloud, is seen
being situated in it. It may otherwise be described as valdhako
vidyotate (i.e. the cloud flashes lighting) the lightning is seen as non-
different from the cloud."” In the like manner, different case endings
may be used as per intention of the scholar. In the oblative case
(apadana karaka), the sense of oblative must be intended as found in
vrksat parnam patati (the leaf falls from the tree). If it is not desired, the

speaker is authorized to use otherwise as found in vrksasya parparh
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patati (the leaf of the tree falls). In this case the tree is playing the role
~of an adjunct of leaf with the use of genetive (sasthi), which is -not a
karaka due to not bearing any relation with the verb. Hence, the role of
intention cannot be neglected in framing a sentence and conveying a

particular meaning.

The Rhetoriciéns’View

The rhetoricians also have given much importance on the
intention of the speaker, not only in the field of poetics but in other
normal spheres also. The entire system is depended on the speaker's
will to speak a particular sense. The Alarhkara school of thought claims
that figures of speech (alarnkara) are essential to poetry, the Riti school
is of the view that style is of great importance in poetry, the Rasa
school believes in bringing out the aesthetic pleasure. The Dhvani
theorists combine are these and state that the suggested meaning is
the soul of poetry. The suggested meaning may be brought through
suggestion by the word, the primary meaning, the figure or anything
constituting the body of the poetry. Every word, every sense, etc must
be used keeping in view the delineations of aesthetic sentiment of
pleasure. For this reason one cannot but depend on the speaker's
intention to convey a sense which would enhance rasa or aesthetic
pleasure. We may elaborate this point in the following manner.

All aspects of poetic activity, from creation to expression, have
been studied with perceptive insight and its meticulous detail by the
great Hindu thinkers in the field of aesthetics from Bharata onwards.
Bharata's is perhaps the most complete theoretical statement in the
world heritage on the entire poetic circuit: the latent effective reactivity
of man, its activation by the organization of various kinds of stimuli in
the dramatic presentation, the reaction to it by the spectator, and its
final distillation into a pure aesthetic relish. Bhamaha explored the
mysterious mutual interfusing of sound and sense, their transformation
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into an indissoluble unity, in poetic language. Anandavardhana
perceived and Abhinavagupta further clarified the quantal leap of
power, the power of resonance or dhvani, which poetry acquires and
which transcends all the logical, grammatical and synatactical
resources of prose discourse. Vamana studies the features of the
integrated reality that is poetic diction. Other thinkers related poetics to

ontology and transcendence.

Before | proceed further in my endeavour of delineating the
salient and central features of Hindu aesthetic thinking, | propose to
make some clarificatory distinctions. There the Hindu view of art, and it
can be studied in a two-fold manner, one historical and the other
theoretical. One can pursue the historical development of Hindu art,
independent of aesthetics, from the poetry, descriptive nature~poétry
enlivened by wonder and imagination, followed by the combination of
passion and austerity in the language of the Upanisads and Pali
Buddhism. This was the language at the service of the search of the
truth. The late Hindu view treated the practice of art as a form of yoga
and identified aesthetic emotion with that fact when the self perceives
the Self. In later time the ‘defense’ of any art, such as poetry and
drama, was characterized as contributory to the achievement of all or
any of the Four Aims of Life (caturvarga). The point of moment is the
important part played in Hindu thought by the concept art as yoga. This
is a large issue and we can hardly undertake to deliberate on the issue.
But we can certainly cite a few instances to highlight the importance of

the concept.

It follows, in the other side of the story, that the quality of beauty
in a work of art is really quite independent of its theme. Beauty has

never been reached except throUgh the necessity that was felt to deal
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with a particular subject. The theory of beauty is a matter for

philosophers, not of the artists.

When we turn to the theoretical aspect of the Hindu view of art,
we come across the agreement that the one essential element in
poetry is rasa. With the term, which is equivalent of beauty or aesthetic
emotion, must be considered the derivative adjective rasavanta, having
rasa, applied to a work of art, and the derivative substantive, rasika,
one who enjoys rasa, a connoisseur, and finally rasasvadana, the
tasting of rasa, i.e., aesthetic contemplation. A whole literature is
devoted to the discussion of rasa and the conditions of its experience.
The theory is worked out in relation to poetry and drama. Aesthetic
emotion, rasa, is said to result in the spectator, rasika, though it is not
effectively caused, through the operation of determinants (vibhava),
consequents (anubhava) mood (bhava) and involuntary emotions
(saftvabhava). There is no one single term for the English ‘beauty’. The
words like saundarya, caruta, ramap;'}/a, rupa, camatkara,
hrdayalhadajanaka etc, should be taken as suggesting loveliness or
charm. But these are of secondary importance in relation to the master

idea of rasa.

it is arguable that the Hindu theory of poetry is an improvement
upon Croce’s definition, ‘expression is art’. A mere statement, however,
completely expressive, is not art. Poetry is indeed a kind of sentence,
but what kind of sentence? A sentence ensouled by rasa, is
Visvanatha's answer (‘vakyam rasatmakam kavyam’)'? in which one
of the nine rasa is implied or suggested, and the savouring of this
flavour, rasasvadana, through empathy, by those possessing the

requite sensibility is the condition of beauty.
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In discussing the nature of aesthetic experience, it said to be
pure, indivisible, self-manifested, compounded equally of joy and
consciousness, free of admixture with any other perception, the very
twin brother of mystic experience (brahmasvadasahodara), and the
very life of it is supersensuous (lakottara) wonder. For that very reason
it cannot be an object of knowledge, its perception being indivisible
from its very existence. Apart from perception it does not exist. It is not
on that account to be regarded as eternal in time or as uninterrupted. It
is timeless. It is again supersensuous, hyperphysical or alaukika and
only proof of its reality is to be found in experience. It is possible to
remark that the view of the aesthetic experience is monistic, implying
that through the world of experience may be seen by those of
penetrating vision (artists, lovers and philosophers) glimpses of the real
substrate. Beauty, then, is reality as experienced by the artist. It is
through the objective work of art that the artist is able to communicate
his experience. The artist reveals beauty wherever the mind attaches
itself, not directly to the Absolute, but to objects of choice. The true
critic (rasika) perceives the beauty of which the artist has exhibited the
signs. Works of art are reminders. It may be suggested that on the
Hindu view the -vision of the artist may be rather a discovery than a
creation. In aesthetic contemplation we momentarily recover the unity

of our being released from individuality.

It is time now that we turned to the Hindu theorists of art and
aesthetic experience. More specifically, we propose to consider the

centrality of prétibhajﬁé'na or intuitive cognition in aesthetic experience.

Most of us are more or less acquainted with the phenomenon of
aesthetic experience in our lives. It is the philosophers’ task to trace its
source and discover the nature of this unique experience, which is

rendered possible by Pratibha or creative genius. Of the Hindu
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philosophers of art Abhinavagupta has given the most elaborate
defense of aesthetic experience arising from the literature. But there

are other accounts as well of the phenomenon.

Poetry or kdvya is called a perfect combination of a word and its
meaning and hence it is said by Rajasekhara as ‘sabdarthau te
Sariraram®™®. Such a view is first propounded by Bhamaha in his
Kavyalamkarasutra as ‘Sébdé'rthau sahitau kavyam’'(1116) i.e., the
assimilation of a word and its meaning is called cavya or sahitya. The
appropriate combination between a word and its meaning is called
sahitya. Kuntaka in his Vakroktijfvita has expounded the exact
significance of such appropriateness. To him sahitya is a supernormal
composition of a word and its meaning, which becomes charming and
beautiful through their balanced usage neither too less nor too much
(‘anyunanatiriktivamanoharinyavasthitin)'¥ The point implies that a
word cannot be less or more beautiful than the beauty of meaning and
in the same way meaning cannot be less or more beautiful than the
beauty of -a word, which can be called balancing beauty. As if the
beauty of a word is challenging the beauty of its meaning and the vice-
versa, which is called metaphorically ‘paraspara-spardhitva-ramalgfya’
(Vrtti on Ibid) i.e., each other possessing the challenging beauty. The
assimilation between word and meaning is metaphorised as Parvati-
paramesvara and ardhvanarisvara. Just as the beauty of Parvati and
Paramésvara is realized when they stand biunity, where each is both,
the beauty of sahitya lies in the proper union between a word and its
meaning, which can never be separated. For, the existence of a word
is covered with its meaning and the existence of the meaning is full
with its word. A word and its meaning cannot be separated just as
there does not arise any question of separation between the lines and

the paintings painted through them. The ideal union of Parvati and
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Paramesvara is as inseparable as the union between vak (word) and
artha (meaning) — ‘vagarthaviva samprktau®™, which is the
fundamental material in creating the poetic universe full of various
colour; and aesthetic sentiment. In this way, the union can be
compared to the icon of Ardhvanarisvara in which both the halves afe
taken to be equally superior but not the upper half is relatively superior
or inferior to the other. To Rabindranath sahitya is the means to unite
not only a word and its meaning, but between one man with another
man, between the past and the present, between that what is remote
and the near. The inhabitants of a country where there is no sahitya at
all are alienated due to the lack of live mutual binding. Hence
Rabindranath has described s3hitya as temporal, cultural and social

union. (Bangla Jatiya Sahitya).

A piece of literature has its body which is in the form of a word
and its meaning. It has a self or essence, in the form of aesthetic
sentiment. It possesses the virtues like velour etc, styles like the
arrangements of the limbs, rhetoric like ear-ring etc and devoid of the
faults like deafness etc. (‘kavyasya sabdarthau Sarirarh, rasadiscatma,
gunah §aury§daya iva, dosah kanatvadivat, r/-'taya[r

—— .7 hd - e
avayavasamsthanavisesavat, alamkarasca katakakundaladivat)"®.

The merit, rhetoric or figure etc cannot be taken as vital factors
of a literary art due to their inadequacy in the manner of poetic
creation. When the poetic language is completely distinguished from
the ordinary language, the beauty of the former can easily be realized.
Though the merit, rhetoric etc. are of course found in the language in
our day-to-day communications, it is not taken as evidence of literature.
All persons are gifted to follow the ordinary language, but hardly the
poetic one. In enquiring into its cause Anandavardhana has proposed

the theory of Dhvani or suggestion, which alone can offer the
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reasonable explanation of the creation of the poetic beauty. The nature
of Dhvani is given in the following way — “Arthah sah_rdayas’léghya/]
kavyatma yo vyavasthitah™. The aesthetic pleasure arising from literary
art cannot be understood by all, but only by the appreciators
(sahrdaya). In other words, literature is always appreciated by the
sahrdayas alone. The portion which the appreciators specifically
apprehend and which is taken as a vital factor in literature is called
Dhvani. The aesthetic pleasure (rasa) arises if there is supremacy of

Dhvani; otherwise it is rasavadalamkara (i.e. rhetoric mixed with rasa).

The aesthetic experience arising out of literary form of art, as
Abhinavagupta has observed, is different from the experience arising
from other sources (i.e. non-art objects). Those who enjoy a literature
(either in the form of poetry of drama) become happy or unhappy after
sharing the happiness or misery of the hero or heroine. Behind this
happiness or misery of the audience there is no reason by which a
logical mind can be satisfied. As for example, Rama, a character of a
~drama might be happy or unhappy, but there is no reason of being
involved emotionally with the dramatic character sharing their pleasure
and misery. It is true of course that one in the audience or an
appreciator is found to be emotionally involved. From this particular
effect on the audience it is quite rational to look for a cause. As this
cause is not found through ordinary sense organs and logical
argumentation, it can be taken as something mysterious, non-logical in

essence.

That the aesthetic pleasure is mystical can again be known from
the fact that the aesthetic emotional mood of grief is found to rise to the
experience of joy. How is the joy realized in the depicted painful
situations? In the dramatic situation our mind is absorbed in the

performances of the actors and this absorption depends on the
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equilibrium of mind. When our mind is disturbed, the pain follows. If our
mind remains in the state of aesthetic experience, there is something,
which forcibly snatches our mind and keeps it in a state of complete
rest, which is called visranti. When a human situation is artistically
presented usually against the background of the nature, the critic does
not get himself transported to the peak of rasavis’rénti or repose. ltis in
fact the last stage of his contemplation. Leading up to it are the diverse
impressions he is receiving from different angles, almost
simultaneously. His imaginative sensibility helps him in reception while
his intellect is at work a" along sorting them out. When the intellect and
imagination slide into the margin, his heart is moved to an intense
aesthetic state of repose, which is an end in itself. It is the aesthetic
pleasure, which only can do this thing. This joy is endowed with such a
type of mystical power by which the audience can enjoy this bliss even
out of painful situation, but in our practical life human ﬁature is found
averse to experience pain. Hence, Vis’vanétha, the celebrated
rhetorician, has said that poetry is a unique unworldly phenomenon, an
extraordinary creation of a supernatural supérnormal genius and hence
it cannot be governed by the rules of ordinary human intellect. In
ordinary life sorrow comes from sorrow, fear follows fear, but in the
world of poetry we find pleasure deriving from the painful, horrible and

terrible situations.

In case of aesthetic encounters there is some sort of identity
between the audience and the object of experience. This notion of
identity emerges from havfng self-involvement (Ekatmata) with it. As for
example, when an individual perceives a scene in which Dusyanta
enjoys happiness in company of Sf'ﬂkuntalé, he is realizing bliss just as
Dusyanta. For the time being he is identified himself with the character

of the drama. On account of this identification (with the hero) the
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spectator loses his individuality and forgets his personal this-worldly

matters. This shows the mystical power of the aesthetic pleasure.

The real appreciator of a literature is a sahrdaya. The property
of being a sahrdaya lies in the fact of being identified with the feeling of
the poet. The poet creates poetry, the appreciator realizes it and being
a sahrdaya he recreates the creative mood in his own self. Just as fire
covers the dry wood, the aesthetic pleasure arising in one’s heart
engulfs experiencer's whole being. This aesthetic pleasure is
generated if the work of art is appreciated by the heart
(h[dayasamvédﬁ. (*Yo ‘rtho h[dayasarhvé'di tasya bhavo rasodbhavah /
Sariram vyapyate tena suskam kasthamivagnina”).!'” Generally artists
are not content with a sample and direct representation of nature. They
make the bhava or representation more and more complex when they
are gifted with imagination. The more refined critic welcomes it too, and
the most complex pattern thus imposed on nature and human nature
by the imagination of the artist wins the admiration of the most
cultivated man of taste. He calls such a completely successful bhava-

complex itself by the name rasa since it means supreme delight.

It may be asked why is this-worldly pleasure not aesthetic. In
reply, it can be said that the said pleasure is not aesthetic because
aesthetic pleasure should be impersonal, disinterested and universal in
character. When an individual feels happy at the happiness of the
dramatic character, that pleasure is not exclusively his own (i.e. arising
form his personal life) and it is impersonal. As this pleasure is not
owing to the fulfillment of his self-interest, it is disinterested. Such a
type of feeling does not occur in the case of only one individual. It
happens so in the case of all individuals. That is why it is universal. It
has been stated earlier that due to complete absorption in the aesthetic

pleasure a man forgets his own loves and fears etc. At that time there

46



prevails a universal love, which is aesthetic pleasure. When a terrible
scene is represented, there is an enjoyment of aesthetic pleasure
called Bhayanaka. In this case too we generally forget that this fear felt
by us belongs to the dramatic character and enjoys the universal
character of fear, which is free from privative barriers of individualistic
elements. The generalization is the process of idealization through
which an individual transcends and alights on his personal emotion to
the serenity of contemplation of a poetic sentiment. The poet and the
audience have to be endowed with the capacity of idealization. The
poet can present personal emotion as an impersonal aesthetic
pleasure, which is enjoyed by others, as if it were theirs. As this
pleasure transcends the limitations of personal interest and
inclinations, it is disinterested universal pleasure. A pleasure which
transcends this-worldly interest is surely transcendental and hence,
mystical. As this worldly pleasure arising out of this worldly affairs like
the birth of a son, attainment of property etc. is hardly impersonal,
disinterested and universal, it cannot be described as aesthetic.
Aesthetic pleasure is the emotional mood revealed in a blissful state of
knowledge free of all barriers. When someone undergoes aesthetic
experience, he becomes identified with the characters of the drama,
and it is called identification of self (ekatmata). Just as the identification
there is also distancing from the characters. The pathos experienced
as joyous in aesthetic sentiment is due to the impersonalisation of the
sorrow. Had this sorrow been my personal feeling, it would make me
cripple, but actually we ‘enjoys’ sorrow under such a special and
unique situation. The enjoyment of sorrow is possible through
impersonalisatibn, which is the product of distancing from the
characters. It is a kind of identification with as well as distancing from
the characters. Hence it is very difficult to say whether the experience

belongs to the characters of drama or to myself. As there are both the
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situations of distancing and identificétion, it is very difficult to describe it
as belonging to me or belonging to other. This is as Visvanatha's

account of the matter.('®

According to Abhinavagupta, an object becomes beautiful when
our self gets involved in it. When someone realizes the misery of some
character in a piece of literature, he thinks it as though it were his own
due to the reflection of his own self there. This view is more firmly
rooted in the Upanisadic view. The Brhadaranyakopanisad says that
husband comes to be loved to the wife not because she loves her
husban-d but because she loves her own self etc. (“...na va are patyuh
kamaya patih priyo bhavati, atmanastu kamaya patih priyo bhavati’
etc.) One can realize the nature of Rasa with the help of bliss arising
. from the realization of Brahman as accepted by the Advaitians. When
an individual's personal desire is transformed into the impersonal
aesthetic sentiment, the realization of aesthetic pleasure, universal in
character, comes into being. Hence, Abhinavagupta has accepted the
process of ‘generalization’ (sé'dhéraljl—'karana) as one of the
characteristic features of aesthetic pleasure. Though there is reflection
of Brahman in an individual's mind, which is free due to the prominence
of saftvaguna, this pleasure is quantitatively different (but qualitatively
same) from the pleasure of Brahman. Hence it is described as a
dwarfed image of the taste of Brahman (Brahmasvadasahodara).

The aesthetic pleasure leads a man to the world of creativity.
After seeing the separation of the one of the curlew-couple Valmiki
became greatly moved, and out of his grief he created a $loka. He
intensely felt of pathos in which he lost himself. Due to the complete
loss of personality he had a sense of joy out of the grief. This joyous
experience of pathos prompted him to composing a $loka

spontaneously. Valmiki's grief was not this worldly. Had it been so, he
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would have felt sympathy with the bird. This.could not have been
sufficient for the creation of poetry. This- wordly grief makes a man
stupefied and dumb. When a poet's vision deepens, he gets inspired
from within. Then the crafts of writing of Kavya (like characterization,
plot etc) follow just as water overflows a jar already filled with water.
The poet's genius absorbed in the aesthetic state comes to be
endowed with capacity of composing a Kavya in a spontaneous
manner. If a poet's heart is filled with emotion, it (emotion) finds a
spontaneous outlet in the metrical form. This spontaneity arises when
there are no barriers (like personal interest etc.) for the realization of
aesthetic pleasure. The spontaneous outlet of poetry from a man who
was idle before having aesthetic absorption proves again the mystical
character of aesthetic pleasure. This spontaneous poetry is called
Sloka as it arises from the grief due to the separation of the curlew
couple (‘krauficadvandvaviyogotthah sokah $lokatvamagatah)'® The
theory of Dhvani and Rasa, though invented in connection with the
literary form of art, can be extended to other forms of art also. It has
been stated by Anandavardhana that an individual, though conversant
in respect of word, meaning and their relation, cannot understand
literature until and unless his heart is saturated with aesthetic
sentiment. He explains this phenomenon with the help of an example
taken from the world of music. He adds that an individual, though
expert in the science of music, cannot understand melody and pleasure
arising from it until and unless his heart is saturated with rasa. The
same theory can be applicable to the pictorial form of art also. In the
phrase of Abhinavagupta, any type of the creative art presupposes the
condition of rasavesa (involvement in aesthetic sentiment) in an
individual. Various experiences of our daily life are represented in the
art-objects like literature, painting etc. In order to represent the reality

one should need deep concentration, which is supported in the Gita —
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‘na cayuktasya bhavana’. This abiding emotion or sentiment must exist
in artist, dramatic character and spectators (in the case of literary art).
In the case of pictorial art also, there must exist the same sentiment
among artist, pictorial presentation, and the viewer. Hence, the
property of being sahrdaya is not essential in the case of literature only,

but is in other forms of art also.

When an individual shares the feelings of the hero or heroine,
he becomes sensitive in having heart saturated with aesthetic pleasure
generated within him through his self-involvement. The situation of
being moved by rasa (rasé'ves’a) impels the individual with the power of
creativity (nirm5§1ak§amatva). Sharing the pathos of others in a drama
he gets aesthetic pleasure, which associates him with the power of
creativity. If, on the other hand, he has the feeling 6f pathos from the
incident occurred in his own life due to the death of a son etc, it (this
pathos) renders him incapacitated instead of conjoining him with the
power of creativity, which is called ké'rayitr7 pratibha.. An individual can
enjoy aesthetic pleasure after sharing his self with the character of the
drama as he is also having same feeling subsisting in the dramatist
and dramatic characters. This common experience is possible due to
having the similar feelings, because they are sahrdayas (literally having
common heart). When the hearts of the people are expanded having
clear mind due to a culture of fine arts and inculcate the capability of
being identified with the characters of the drama as described
(varnal.‘li_yatanmayfbhavanayogyaté), they are called sahrdayas as they

all possess the same feeling.

If the above-mentioned view of sahrdayatva were accepted, the
aesthetic experience would be regarded as universal. The success of
an art-object depends on its engendering universalisation

(sédhé’rapﬁ(ara(la), which depends on the experience of sah[dayatva. if
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each and every reader or audience has got the same sensitivity or
feeling, there is transparency regarding the fact, which is going on in alil
the hearts of the spectators (saka/a-sahﬂrdaya-samv5da-s’5/ité). This
phenomenon is otherwise described as ‘one-pointed concentration of
all the audiences’ (sarvasamajikanam ekaghanatd). Universality
(sédhérar:u-'karapa) is the hallmark of aesthetic experience though it
proceeds from the object highly individualized by the artist. The
situation presented in art becomes aesthetic only when all the
elements therein are grasped by the critic in their universal aspects.
Personal considerations fade away. Even impossible things in life do

not engender disbelief in art.

The universalisation is possible through the melting of the state
of being a knower (pramatrbhavavigalana). It can be explained in the
following manner. A knower of pramata has got some elasticity through
which he can expand himself. This may be called ‘subjectification’. As a
subject is no more confined within him and is extended to the objects
after covering their essential characters, it is called subjectification of

the object.®®

It may be adduced in this context, and it has already been stated
earlier, that one gets identified with object (tanmayibhavana). This state
may be called ‘objectified subject’. Again, when it is said that subject
extends himself to the object (pramatrbhavavigalana), it may be called
‘subjectified object’. | think there is no fundamental difference between
‘subjectified object’ and ‘objectified subject’ because this state allows a
two-way traffic. If someone shares the grief of a character of drama, he
obviously expands himself to the object. In other words, the same case
can also be interpreted, as ‘objectified subject’ as the subject is really
objectified in the sense that subject has no personal feeling at this

stage. That is why, it is said that in such an experience a two way-
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traffic may be accepted, even though Abhinavagupta has emphasized
on the subjectification of aesthetic experience. To Visvanatha also the
subject sees himself in the object being identified with it (“pramata
tadabhedena svatmanam pratipadyate”). In fact, self exists everywhere
and hence, following the Advaitin’s line Abhinavagupta is of the opinion
that the relishment itself is a rasa (rasani-yafr rasah). What is the object
of relishment? In reply, it is said that relishment of the bliss arising out
of self-knowledge (as reflected in the characters of the drama) is called
svasamvidananda. As if we have undertaken an activity of savouring
(carvapavyépé?ra) of the bliss arising from self-knowledge. It can be
asserted that to Abhinavagupta the relishment in the form of chewing
activity of the bliss rising from self-knowledge is called rasa. As rasa is
itself a kind of self-relishment, it is not proper to say — ‘relishment of
rasa’ with genitive case-ending, as we cannot say that he is cooking
the boiled rice, (odanam pacati). Just as ‘boiled rice’ is itself a cooked
object, relishment is itself rasa. If rasa is subjectified, it is not proper to
say — ‘rasa of', which presupposes subject-object dichotomy, which is

not accepted in Abhinavagupta’s philosophy.

In fact, one’'s mind is dominated by the saftvaguna at the
situation of aesthetic relish and hence it is uncontaminated by Rajah
and Tamoguna. Due to the prominence of sattvaguna a person can
enjoy the self-knowledge identified with him and hence he is not moved
or swayed away by knowledge of other objects
(vedyéntaraspars’a;§61_7ya). This bliss is the highest possible ananda
arising from self-revelation (svaprak§s/§nanda), and it is qualitatively
equivalent to the taste of Brahman but not quantitatively. The former is
transitory while the latter is ever abiding. That is why; such pleasure is

described by vidvanatha also as Brahmasvadasahodara (i.e. the

sibling manifest of the taste of Brahman).



Moreover, the concepts of disinterested pleasure
(lokottarananda), universalisation (sédhéraqfkarapa), subjectification
etc. are not to be taken as closed concepts but open ones as they can
be applied in a similar fashion to not-literary art objects like music,
dance etc. the bliss arising from melody, dance etc, is disinterested,
universal and subjectified in the same way as shown in the case of
literature. In short, the aesthetic experience is essentially a state of
bliss, a state of self-realization. This state of bliss is pervaded by a
feeling of spiritual illumination and free from sensual elements. The
physical emotions shake off their sordid attributes when they are
converted into artistic emotions-they are free from the limitations of
time and space and are universalized. As a resuit they do not become
a part of the direct physical experience of the spectator, they raise him
above the petty mundane experience of the self, refine his sensibility
and sublimate his consciousness. But it is not a state of pure spiritual
bliss, because it is neither a per\manent state of joy nor is it completely

unrelated with the material attainments.

Life is a complex fact and fancy, logic, meaning and mystery
and poetry pierces life where it is sensitive and seeks to pluck the heart
of the mystery. The poet uses words in a metrical form to convey such
mystefy or deeper significance of our life. But words are mere
appearance, and words have to be charged with significant undertones
that a poet may be able to convey the reality that remains beyond him
through the help of the appeérances. We often refer to the poet's
inspiration, which nothing but a primordial divine energy. Such
inspiration has to be turned into the currency of language before it
becomes poetry. We may describe poetry as mystic incantation allied
to prayer. When poetic expression achieves the status of a mantra, the

effect on the hearer is far more profound than the mere words seem to

53



mean. It is a kind of leap from the physical boundaries or intellectual
cognition to the realm of reader’s soul. Words, grammatical formations,
rhythmic arrangement, figures of speech, operation of intellect,
emotional excitement etc. all have their part to play in determining the
composition of a poem. In spite of this without soul-quality there is no
poem. Without soul it would turn into a lifeless mass of words, a temple
without an installed deity, a statue without life. Dhvani in poetry is really
this soul-quality. When a poem, without suffocating the reader within
the walls of precise meaning, proves to be magic casement opening on
the foam of the endless oceans of significance, it is poetry in the true
sense of the term. In poetry we seék to pierce the maya or cognizable
picture and touch the intangible reality within. To Anandavardhana the
poetry is a means of cultivating the double vision so that we may be
able to perceive the vision and invade the invisible. Professor Srinivas
lyerger opines — “We are not the same people after reading the poem
that we were before. The words of the poet are verily like a dance of
creative life, they are like unto a racing squadron of the spirit, and
whereas the five senses open without, the sixth sense that poetry gives
us opens within, and the undertones of Dhvani carry us almost to the
threshold of Reality. The pleasure is not denied, it is only transformed
into a discipline in awareness, a deepening of consciousness, a

realization of things undreamt of before”.

Dhvani is an exclusively poetic feature concerned with exploiting
the beauty of the elements embellishing the language like alamkara,
guna etc to delineate aesthetic pleasure. Anandavardhana admits its
independent existence after refuting the views that it can be included in
laksana or tatparya. He had given a scientific account of Dhvani to
explain the phenomenon of sahrdayatva. The suggested meaning or

prat;i/amé'na artha cannot be stated in words and can only be felt or
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realized by the reader possessing an aesthetic attitude. In poetry the
suggested meaning has always been taken as superior to the direct
embellishment. Hence the suggested meaning is always of the nature
of Rasa. When the heart of the reader is affected by that meaning, the
reader is impressed by the poetic genius (pratibh@). Those who have
an attitude of aesthetic relish can feel it. It is not felt by those who have
complete mastery over the language and reasoning, because a
sentence or word provides us the suggestive meaning suddenly like a
flash. Rasa is that which initially inspires the poet into creativity and
ultimately ensures the aesthetic delight of the critic. In life there is joy
and pity in our life, but no aesthetic enjoyment or relishment. The
impersonal, disinterested and universal delight is exclusive to poetry.
The suggested beauty surpasses the beauty of the expressed (vacya).
Such poetry is called first-rate poetry (Dhvani-kavya). On the other
hand, if the beauty of the expressed (vacya) outshines the beauty of
the suggested (vyangya), it may be described as a second rate poetry.
The characteristic features of Rasa can be realized more fully in the
Dhvani theory. There may be various causes of beauty between the
expressed and the expresser (vacya-vacaka). When these causes fail
to attract others due to the supremacy of the suggestiveness, the real
Dhvani is realized (“Vacya-vacakacarutvahetunam vividhatmanam /
Rasadiparata yatra sa dhvanervisayo matah”.?V When Rasa is
considered superior, it is surely Dhvani. If otherwise, it is not Dhvani
and hence acquires the lower status called Rasavadalamkara. In fact,
beauty generated through suggestion is more intrinsic and aesthetic
than what is expressed. In other words, vyangya-carutva is always
better than vacya-carutva. Dhvani is that which is vyangya and
exclusively important in comparison with other factors in poetry. In a
good poetry there are various elements, which help to generate beauty

of poetry. Some of the elements are vacya and some vyangya. The
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prominence of the vacya over the vyangya or the vice-versa has to be
judged to determine something as Dhvani or alamkara. If the vyangya
meaning is prominent over vacya then it is Dhvani. Otherwise it is
alamkara. Each and every poem has got a theme of its own which is
called vastu. It may be communicated to the audience directly (vacya),
figuratively (laksya) or suggestively (vyangya). In an understanding of
poetry a critic should judge what gives him the final resting place
(samvid-vis/rént/). Such freedom and the lack of precision is the
essential characteristic of poetry. No logic is applicable here, because

the logic of poetry is something different from that of other fields.

Dhvani is of three types: vastudhvani, alamkara-dhvani and
rasa-dhvani. Of these three the province of rasa-dhvani is not only
largest but sweetest also. In poetry language is taken as unigue
medium, because the poet tries to convey his emotion and feelings
through it. Just as the apparently dry things like stones and bones are
associated with our feelings, poetry that apparently seems to be rasa-
~ less passages, a connoisseur will experience some aesthetic pleasure.
Even in the case of vastu-dhvani and alarmkara-dhvani the existence of
Rasa cannot be denied logically. It is admitted that the dhvani is the
essence of the best poetry through which the rasa is delineated.
Hence the application of the definition cannot be denied to vastu-
dhvani and alamkara-dhvani. These are more beautiful than their
vacya-counterpart due to their contribution to partaking the healing

touch of rasa.

We may cite the following example in favour of Rasa-dhvani:
“Evam vadini devarsau parsve pituradhomukhi / L/T/é'kamalapatré'pi
ganayamasa parvati/” (That is, while the seer-deity was telling such,
Parvati counted the leaves of the beautiful lotus standing by the side of

her father. The expressed meaning of the counting of the petals of the
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beautiful lotus has no direct excellence. If we ponder over the whole
situation, we will see that Narada, the seer deity, was having some talk
about Parvati’'s marriage with Shiva. After hearing this Parvati was
ashamed of as found often in an unmarried woman and she was trying
to hide this feeling after counting the petals of the lotus, which indicates
that as if she had not heard any thing from them. This meaning is more
beautiful than the expressed meaning. This is a classic example of

rasa-dhvani.

In the Meghnadvadha the lamentation and frustration of Rama is
depicted in a very beautiful way. It has been said by Rama that there is
no need of rescuing Sita, because innumerable monkey-soldiers are
killed in the battle, many great kings are brought to Lanka with their
soldiers. But every thing is in vain, because their bloods have
dampened the earth just like rainwater. He has lost kingdom, wealth,
father, mother and relatives due to his bad luck. There is none in this
world for whom he can protect his life and live in this world. Hence it is
better to go back to forest. Being enchanted by infatuative hope they
have come to the kingdom of Raksakas. The original verse goes as

follows:

“Nahi kaj Sitai uddhari, vrtha, he jaladhi, ami bandhinu tomare,
asamkhya raksasagram badhinu samgrame; aninu rajendradale e
kanakpure sasainye, sonitasrota, hai akarane, barisar jalasama ardrila
mahire! Rajya dhan pita mata svabandhubandhabe-harainu
bhagyadose. Keval acchila andhakar ghare dip maithili tahare (he
vidhi, ki dose das dosi tava pade?) nibaila duradrsta! Ke ar acche re
amar samsare, bhai, jar much dekhi rakhi e paran ami? Thaki e
samsare? Cal phiri, punah mora jai banabase, Laksman, kuksane,

r N ol » 2
bhuli asar chalane, e raksasapure, bhai ainu amara.”®
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The frustration and lamentation as found in the above-
mentioned verses are the expressed meaning (vacyartha). After
surpassing this expressed meaning another meaning (vyangyartha) is
suggested from which it is known that Meghnad is undefeatable due to
his immeasurable velour. Laksmana, however great hero he may be,
wi!l surely be destroyed in the confrontation with Meghnad. This
suggested meaning is more prominent and gracious. The matter
(vastu) expressed here gives rise to another matter (vastu)

suggestively and hence it is a case of vastu-dhvani.

If in poetry the matter (vastu) expressed gives rise to another
rhetoric (alamkara) suggestively then it is called alarhkara-dhvani. As
for example the following verse may be taken into account: “Divakar,
nisakar, dip taragan/ Divanisi karitecche tamah nibaran// Tara na harite
pare timir amar/ Ek Sita bihane sakali andhakar//' (That is, the Sun the
Moon, lamp and the stars are dispelling darkness day and night. But
they cannot dispel my own darkness. Everything seems to be dark to
me if alone Sita is absent). In this case also the suggested meaning is
more graceful and prominent than the expressed one. In this context
the superiority of Sita has been suggested than the Sun, Moon etc. The
rhetoric called vyatireka is found here, which is the suggested meaning

coming under alamkara-dhvani.

Dhvani may again be divided into two-avivaksita-vacya and
vivak§/’t5nyaparav50ya. When the suggested meaning is most
desirable but not the expressed one, in such situation there we find
dhvani called avivaksita-vacya. It may be used in two distinct cases-
inclusion of another méaning rejecting the expressed one (arthantara-
samkramita) and inclusion of the opposite meaning rejecting the
expressed one (atyanta-tiraskrta). The second type of dhvani ie.,

atyanta-tiraskrta is found in the following case where the prohibition

58



(nisedha) is suggested in disguise of injuction (vidhi). The Sloka runs as
follows: “Bhrama dharmika! Vis/raddha[) sa sf/pako’dya maritastena /
Godabarinadikiila-latagahanavasind drptasimhena//® (That is, O
virtuous man, you can freely move now. The particular dog, which you
are afraid of, is killed by dangerous lion living in the dense creepers
situated on the bank of Godavari). This is an excellent example of
Dhvani of atyanta-tiraskrta type. A virtuous man used to destroy the
secrecy and beauty of the bower by way of plucking flowers and leaves
where a couple meets very often. But that man was always scared of a
dog living there. Towards this man the intelligent ladylove uttered this
beautiful sloka. The injunction (vidhi) to move freely is the expressed
meaning (vacyartha), but the suggested meaning is the prohibition,
which is completely different from the expressed one. The suggested
meaning is that, though there is no dog, a dangerous lion had replaced
it. Hence he should be more cautious and leave the place immediately.

It comes under the Dhvani called atyanta-tiraskita.

The second type of Dhvani is vivak§it5nyaparav§cya. In this
case the expressed meaning, though desired, suggests another
meaning as more prominent and excellent. It is again of two kinds —
asamlaksyakrama (understanding dhvani, the stages of which are not
capable of being noticed) and samlaksyakrama (understanding dhvani,
the stages of which are capable of being noticed). In the previous case
it seems that both the expressed and suggested meanings are
manifested simultaneously. Though there might be some stages for the
origination of the suggested meaning, it is very difficult to notice them
due to their minute and subtle character as per the principle involved in
the pricking hundred petals of a lotus (satapatrabhedanyaya). The
second type of dhvani is found there where the stages for

understanding the suggested meaning from the expressed one are
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noticed. The case cited as an example of rasa-dhvani may be taken as
an example of the samlaksyakrama dhvani. The fact of Parvati's feeling
of uneasiness arising from her marriage-talk is available after analyzing

different stages in the expressed meaning.
The Vedantists’ view -

The Vedantists are not ready to appreciate tatparya in the sense
of speaker’s intention as a condition of verbal knowledge. The
utterance of a parrot do not bear any intention. But it is not difficult to
us to understand such expression. When one mechanically recited or
uttered a vedic passage he cannot be said to intend the meaning which
the hearers interpret out of it. The Vedantist therefore advocate
earnestly that fafparya as a condition of verbal comprehension is not
constituted by the meaning which the speaker intendens to convey with
it, but by the fitness of the meaning which the words of a sentence
creates. Thus the sense ‘the jar is in the room’ is fit to locate the
relation of room and jar but not the relation of room and cloth. The
Nyaya meaning of tatparya which the Vedantists readily accepts only in
the case of nanarthakasabda’s where the same statement involves the

possibility of different implications.®*

In case of ambigious words like ‘saindhava’ etc. it can be said
that tatparya appears in their fithess to locate a particular meaning in
absence of some other meaning intended to. The word ‘saindhava’ is
correct to signify ‘salt’ when there is no scope to involve the meaning of
horse at all. However, if both the meanings of salt and horse are to be
taken into account, we can say that it is capable of to mean both in
absence of any intended meaning other than the two. In accepting

tatparya as a condition of understanding of words or sentence the
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vedantists reduces it to fitness of words themselves with a particular

meaning other than the speaker’s intention if any.
The Mimamsakas’ View

The Mimarnsakas consider a sentence as a combination of its
constituent words where every word of that sentence has a definite
meaning of its own and the power of tatparya helps to understand the
construed meaning of the sentence. Of course, it is true that, the
constituent words of a sentence have its own separate meaning, but a
bunch of ununified separate meaning cannot make a unified meaning.
In this context, a point may be noted. Whenever we use words, we
have intention to convey a connected meaning or sense. The intention
of a speaker behind the use of words in juxtaposition (samabhivyahara)
is to carry a conjugated meaning without which the simultaneous
application of different words in a sentence could be of no use. In such
situation tatparya appears to be a general initiating factor in bringing
into the relation of word meaning and the formulation of sentence
meaning. Tatparya, as the Mimarnsakas’ envisage, is the purport of the
sentence while the Naiyayikas accept it as intention or desire of the

speaker.

The Mimarmsakas do not recognize the Nyaya concept of
tatparya at all. This is why they totally ignore the requirement of the
knowledge of the speaker’s intention in the matter of sabdabodha in a
sentence. Moreover, it is assumed that fatparya is all comprehensive
but not absolute one, as it cannot change the sakti, the primary
meaning of a word. The Mimamsakas visualize sakti or the relation
between the word and its meaning as normal, innate or permanent, i.e.,

they believe sakti as autpattika.®”
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But on the other hand, the Naiyayikas consider the sakti or the
relation between word and its meaning as conventional i.e., the sakti is

samketika and permanent.

Moreover, to enrich the Mimarhsakas’ standpoint a modern
scholars view is quoted : ‘The Mimamsakas' habit of attending too
exclusively to the ‘revealed’ texts of the Vedas probably encouraged
them to formulate a theory of Verbal Comprehension without any
reference to the speaker at all. Even a sentence, which is unintelligible
to the speaker has an inherent capacity to convey its meanings. Thus
the phrase, ‘the pot in the room’ conveys the relation of the pot and the

room without the help of the speakers intention”.?®

To discuss the Mimarhsakas’ view about tatparya a point may
be noted. All Mimarhsakas do not envisage the concept of tatparya in

the same fashion.

The Prabhakaras, the advocates of Anvitabhidhanavada
consider that it is {4tparya that makes the power of Abhidha to convey
or carry the total meaning of sentence as well as the
(prathamyadabhidhatrtvat tatparyavagamadapi / padanameva sa
Saktirvaramabhyupagamyéatam) individual meaning of the word.?”
“According to the Prabhakaras, the tatprya enables primary meaning
itself to give both its word meaning and the syntactic relation. These
anvitabhidhanavadins think that the sakti of words is understood with
reference to a meaning that is related to some karya. All sentence,
especially in the Veda, have to be ultimately meaning injunctions or
prohibitions. The later theory of Dhanika, who includes dhvani under

tatparya, follows this anvitabhidhanavada®

Bhatta comes to reject the notion of Tatparya prevailing in the

circle of prabhakaras. Drstanugunyadapi padarthanimittaka eva
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vakyartho na padanimittah drstavadhaprasangat..... tatparyancava
ntaravyaparadvarenapi sadhayatamaviruddhamityucyate tadatrapi

samanam.®®

On the other hand the Bhatta Mimamsakas holds the view that
in a sentence, the individual words denotes their isolated meaning

while the meaning of the sentence is found through laksana depending

on tatparyanupapatti. For the Bhatta, tatra
vakyenanvayanubhavajanane akanksa yogyatasattijnanam sahakari....
tatparyam tu tatpratiticchaya vaktranusamhitatvam ..... kecittu
tatparyajnanam laksnikananartha sthaliyasabde heturnatu
sabdabodhamatre .... pare tu tatparyajnanasya na hetutvam
sambhavati.®”
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Chapter - I11



CHAPTER - 11l

The concept of Tatparya in Navya Nyaya

A sentence is a collection of words. When a sentence is
considered as made up of words, having independent meaning of each
of its own, it requires an explanation as to how a connected meaning is
understood from the sentence. Different schools of thought in India
discussed the matter resulting in the evolution of various theories.
Mi—mérhsé, the vakyasastra, are prominent in this field. Various
characteristics of this problem have been discussed by Bhartrhari and
different observations were noted. Of course, he clarified his view in

this regard that the sentence as a whole is the unit of utterance.

Vakya as used by Panini is understood as the general sense of
an utterance without defining it. Katyayana, who defines it as group of
words having a finite verb (ekam vakyam). Panini, as it appears, does
not contribute to such a view of Katyayana. Paninis view about
sentence seems more to that of Mimarhsakas than to that of Logicians.
Grammarians later agreed that a simple sentence may have more than
one finite verb provided other conditions are fulfilled. To illustrate,
pasila mrgo dhavati, “See, the dear is running” — is an example of its
kind.") Sentence or sentence-meaning does not referred to by the
Nyayasutra whereas the Nyaya is mainly concerned with the word
meaning. In Tarkasamgraha it is said that when a group of letters
arranged in a fixed order is called a word.® The essential nature of a
word Iieé in its meaning.® The meaning of a word consists in its
relation to the object which it signifies. Thus we can say that words are

significant symbols.
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Verbal knowledge is produced by verbal testimony, which is
dependent on the use of sentences. Though a sentence is a
combination of words yet any combination of words cannot be
regarded as sentence, or to be more precise, meaningful sentences.
For example, if one says — “The cow is white”, it carries some meaning;
but another arrangement of the same set of words conveys nothing, for
example, “The cow, white, is”. This is, at best, a pseudo-sentence
(vakyabhasa). ‘Cow, horse, man, elephant’ is another example of
meaningful words that have failed to combine into a meaningful
sentence, There are certain conditions, which are to be fulfilled if one is
to understand a sentence. According to the Nyaya school, there are
four such conditions: sannidhi, yogyata, tatparya and akamksa. These
four conditions as such do not become operative in producing a
meaningful sentence, but cognition of these conditions are necessary
for our verbal knowledge. Let us explain it with an example. There is a
sentence — “cow exists”. When the speaker utters this sentence, we
are sure that he is uttering a meaningful sentence. But it may so
happen that the hearer is unaware of akamksa, yogyata, and sannidhi
operative in this sentence. He may not know the speaker’s intention,
i.e., tatparya. In that case, the hearer would not have any verbal
cognition. So, for the generation of verbal cognition, the mere presence
of akamksa, yogyata,sannidhi and tatparya is not enough; the hearer
must be aware that there are ékéﬁj\%é. yogyata, sannidhi,and tatparya.

Let us see the nature of akamksa, yogyata, asatti and tatparya.

There is nothing in the Nyaya concept of a meaningful sentence
(vakya) to show that all four of them are involved in the very concept of
a sentence, though cognition of these conditions are necessary for
understanding a meaningful sentence. That is, cognition of akamksa,

yogyata, etc., is essential for the generation of vakyarthabodha.
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Akarnksa

In the case of the generation of verbal knowledge, we require
the cognition of akamksa, without which we cannot have verbal
cognition. Verbal knowledge is generated from meaningful sentences.
A sentence is a combination of different words. These words refer to
different objects. When a relation is established between these objects
~and is captured properly by the sentence (which is an ordered
sequence of words), it can be said that verbal knowledge has been
generated. We require akarmksa for the understanding of this relation

among the objects referred to by different words.
Padasya padantaravyatirekaprayuktananubhavakatvam akarnksa

Tarkasamgraha says — the inability of a word to produce without
another word, an apprehension of the relation between what is signified
by these two words is akarmksa. By akarksa or expectancy is meant
that quality of the words of a sentence by which they expect or imply
one another. A word is not solely self-sufficient in conveying a
complete meaning but in order to express the complete meaning the
word should be brought into relation with other words. When someone
said the statement like “bring out a pot’ the hearer understand the
meaning of that statement. But when the hearer hears only the word
‘bring’ it cannot give a unified sense. Hence, the word ‘bring’ has an
expectation for another word to give a complete or unified meaning.
Such mutual expectancy of the words of a sentence is regarded as
akarhksa. Akarhksd can be considered from two aspects —
psychological and syntactic. The Naiyayikas consider it as a syntactic
expectancy. When someone said the statement like “bring out a pot”
the hearer understand the meaning of that statement. But when the

hearer hears only the word ‘bring’ — it can not give a unified sense.
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Such mutual expectancy of the words of a sentence is regarded as

akamksa.

In this context a point may be noted. Though there is one
akarnksa in a simple statement (‘bring out a pot’) but there are many
longer statements where we observed more than one &karksa.
Akarnksa is thus a kind of ‘syntactical demand’.® That is to say, the
‘relation between kriyatva and karakatva is the akamksa. If so many
words like ‘man’, ‘horse’, ‘dog’, ‘tree’, ‘cow’, etc are uttered, they can
not convey a complete meaning. Because there is no syntactical
demands between those words.® Inspite of all these things we may
have some instances. Where, the relation of kriyatva and karakatva is
not present between the constituent words of a sentence, e.g., “so’
yam Devadatta”. Moreover the relation of kriyatva and karakatva is not

necessary for the relation of identity.

The question arises where does this akarnksa belong to? In a
conversational situation there are speaker and a listener. The listener
has the verbal cognition, when an individual understands the relation
among the referents of the terms that constitute the sentence
generating verbal cognition. Apart from the speaker and the relation
between the term and the referent, there are three major factors — the
listener, fhe term and the referent. The question is: does akamksa
belong to the referent (padarthagata) or to the listener (s’rot[gata or

atmagata) or to the term (padagata) itself?

According to the first view, @kamksa means avinabhava or
universal concomitance betweens the objects. What "is the exact
significance of avinabhava? Suppose there is a sentence having two
words ‘a’ and ‘b’. If there is akamksa, then it is not the case that the

negation of the referent of ‘b’ can reside along with the referent of ‘a’.
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This is called avinabhava and it indicates that akamksa is a
characteristic associated with the referent (padarthagata). Let us take
an example to clarify the point. In the sentence nilo ghatah (The jar is
blue) the term Nilo indicates ‘blue’ and ghata indicates ‘a jar’. If there is
ékélhk§é in this case, then it is not the case that the negation of the jar
resides along with something blue. In other words, the negation of the
referent of ghata does not reside along with the referent of nila. This
explanation of ‘avinabhava’, however, is not complete. Referring back
to our first example which indicates that the sentence is constituted of
two terms ‘a’ and ‘b’, we can say that we have to specify the relation in
which the referent of ‘a’ does not reside in some locus along with the
negation of the referent of ‘b’. If we do not specify the relation, then a
difficulty may arise. Let us think that someone employs the following
sentence, Caitrah pacati (Caitra is cooking). The case-ending tip
attached with the verb-root pac refers to the kartrtva (agency) and this
would have akarnksa with Caitra who is the kartd or agent here.
According to the criterion set by the propounders of avinabhava, the
negation of kartrtva should not reside along with Caitra. But if we do
not specify the relation, then the negation of kartrtva can reside along
with Caitra. The locus of Caitra may be the ground (bhiitala) on which
he is standing in the relation of conjunction or samyoga. The ground or
the bhatala cannot be an agent or karta. Therefore, the negation of
kartrtva can reside there. Therefore, the negation of kartrtva resides
along with Caitra in bhutala. So the criterion of avinabhava would be
violated in this case. So we have to specify the relation. If we say that
the absence of kartrtva does not reside in a locus where Caitra resides
in the relation of identity or tadatmya, then the difficulty would be
solved. Caitra does not reside in the ground or bhdtala in the relation of
tadatmya or identity. Referring back to the example of the sentence

constituted of ‘a’ and ‘b’, we can say in a general way that if there is

70



akarmksa, then the negation of the referent of ‘b’ resides in some locus,
where the referent of ‘a’ does not reside in the relation of identity, i.e.,
the negation is conceived here as a reciprocal negation or
anyonyabhava. Now, if we explain the concept of dkamksa in this
fashion, then it becomes a characteristic of the objects referred to by
the words without any doubt. The philosophers here raise a question:
should we regard these objects as qualified by any property? If we
consider the object to be qualified by its generic property, then
immense difficulties follow. Let us take a concrete case to show this —
nilam sarojam (i.e., The lotus is blue). According to the former
stipulation (taken simply) there would be a universal concomitance
between the two constituent concepts, viz., between blueness and
lotus species. In other words, there should be the reciprocal negation
of some object in lotus, which has thé negation of blue in it. If we
consider lotus to be qualified by lotushood, then we are to think of each
and every lotus to be having the reciprocal negation of that object,
which has the negation of blue. Now, if we take such an object to be
white object, then it is difficult to imagine that every lotus would be
having its negation, since we know that there are white lotuses also. To
avoid this difficulty it may be suggested that the object should not be
qualified by the generic property, but by a particular property. So,
lotuses, which are white, or those, which are not blue, are excluded
from our domain of discourse. The difficulty may be avoided in the
former case. But it cannot be avoided in the following two instances —
vimalam jalam nadyah, kacche mahisah carati (i.e., How clear is the
water of the river / The buffalo is grazing on the bank). If akarmksa is
avinabhava, then these two sentences would be reduced to a single
sentence as there is avinabhava between the river and its bank or to
be more specific, between the referent of the sixth case-ending

attached after nadi and the bank; and the intended construction of the
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word kacche as being a member of a sepatate sentence would become

impossible.

This, however, is not the only difficulty, which is to be found in
this definition of akamksa. This definition is vitiated by certain other
fallacies. In the sentence-prameyam abhidheyam there may be some
problems. If we are to maintain the former criterion, then we are to
think, that which is prameya has the reciprocal negation of the object
having the negation of abhidheya. We know that abhidheyatva is an
exclusively affirmative property (kevalanvayi dharma). That which is
abhidheyatva is omnipresent. Hence its negation cannot be found.
Similarly prameyatva is an exclusively affirmative property (kevalanvayi
dharma). That which is prameyatva is omnipresent. Its negation cannot
be found. So the former definition of akarksa cannot be applied in this
case. So we cannot accept the alternative that akamksa is

padarthagata.

Now let us deal with the second alternative that akamksa
belongs to the self (atmagata) what has the verbal cognition. In our
everyday vocabulary, we use the term ‘desire’ as an English equivalent
to akamksa. So this second alternative tallies with the common view. In
this alternative, it has been suggested that the desire to relate the
objects denoted by the words constituting a sentence is akarnksa. The
sentence-ghatah asti (The jar exists) is constituted of four words —
ghata, su, as and tip. The will cognise (the relation among) the four
objects referred to by these four terms and grasped via memory is
akamksa in this case. These words, which constitute a sentence,
should have a certain order and when we desire to relate different
referents of these terms we have to maintain the order. Otherwise
improperly ordered terms would claim to constitute a meaningful

sentence, if we desire so, e.g., ghata, tip, as, su.
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Let us consider the sentence — “The jar is blue”. If we want to
have verbal cognition from this combination, we have to accept that
first of all the referents of these words would be remembered by us and
then if we can establish a relation among these objects, we would be
able to have verbal cognition. Suppose the objects are presented to us
not by the knowledge of Sakti or laksana, that is, by v[ttﬁﬁ/éna, but by
some other way. For example by the relation of being present at the
same time (samakéli—natva). Would we say that this is another condition
for producing verbal cognition? This is not the intention of the Nyaya
philosophers. Because the Naiyayikas think that in the case of verbal
cognition the referents must be present via vﬁtt]’ﬁé’na. So we must
include the factor of vritiinana in the definition of akamksa. The revised
definition would be as follows “The will to have the cognition of relating
the objects referred to via vﬁt[iﬁéna by different words constituting a
sentence producing verbal cognition is akanksa”. Even if we accept this
definition, we would not be able to avoid difficulties. Let us consider a
sentence from the Vedas — The sacrifice called Visvaijit should be
performed (visvajita yajeta). What is @kamksa in this case? Akamksa is
the will to have the cognition of the relation among the objects referred
to by different words of the above sentence via vrtti. But only that does
not satisfy our will. We would be eager to know as to who would be the
performer of the rite. The answer will be — “one who is eager to attain
svarga”. This is not indicated by any word of the sentence. So this
object is not presented by vﬁtt]’iﬁéna, though this feature in the verbal
cognition under consideration. Therefore, we have to abandon the
former formulation of akarnksa. To reformulate the definition, we should
say that not the will, but the capability of having the will to have the
cognition of the relation among the objects, etc., should be regarded as
akamksa. How does this capability originate? Whenever we have a

prior absence of the verbal cognition, we can say that we have the
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capability of having the will. This also is not sufficient. We would try to
elaborate it more clearly. Whenever the speaker has the prior absence
of a piece of verbal cognition produced by the pronunciation of
particular words constituting the sentence generating the verbal
knowledge, the speaker has the said capability or yogyata. It may be
asked why we have inserted the fact of pronunciation. It is relevant
because otherwise we cannot explain the following case. We may have
verbal cognition from a particular set of words. If that particular set is
pronounced again, we should have verbal cognition. But according to
the definition adopted by us, akarmksa would be absent in that case
and verbal cognition would not be generated. /Z\kéﬁ7k§é would be
absent because here there is not the prior absence of that verbal
cognition as it has already been generated. So each time we should
put emphasis on the pronunciation of the particular words. The
pronunciation of the first time is not the same as the pronunciation of
the second time. From the standpoint of type it may be the same. So,
the second piece of verbal cognition can be generated. But there arises
a difficulty. If pronunciation is of that importance then what about
maunisioka-s i.e. the verses which are read silently without any
pronunciation? Should we not take maunisloka-s to be generating
verbal cognition? In fact ‘pronunciation of the set of words' means
knowledge of that particular sentence. It is present in the case of
maunisloka-s. So there is akamksa and there can be verbal cognition

from the mauni$loka-s.

Now, suppose there is a false cognition about yogyata and we
have a piece of verbal cognition from ghatah karmatvam amounting to
the fact that ghata is identical with karmatva. So this piece of cognition
is not illusory. Can we regard the prior absence of this verbal cognition

to be the é'ké/hk@é in the case of gha{am? This, however, cannot be
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accepted. We should follow the rule that the prior absence of that

verbal cognition which is intended, is akamksa.

Why are we considering the prior absence without taking into
consideration the generic absence? If we take generic absence, there
will be some problems. Suppose there is a sentence constituted by the
words ‘a’, ‘b’, ‘c’, ‘d’ etc. In order to have verbal cognition from this, first
of all the referent of ‘a’ would be related with the referent of ‘b’. Then
the referent of ‘b’ would be related with the referent of ‘c’ and so on.
We would get a complete verbal cognition from the total sentence by
summing up the partial cognition. When we have the verbal cognition
from the whole sentence, there is not the generic absence of the verbal
cognition generated by the whole sentence, because partially the
verbal cognition is present before hand. But there is the prior absence

of the said verbal cognition.

Again, if we take generic absence seriously, another problem
would crop up. There may the case when the speaker has the intention
that let there be the same verbal cognition twice: some difficulty will
crop up in the second case. There will not be the generic absence of
the verbal cognition though there will be the prior absence of the
second verbal cognition. Generation of this piece of verbal cognition is
called the absentee (pratiyog7) of the prior absence. The prior absence
differs depending on the absentee i.e., pratiyogf. In the case of generic
absence only one absentee (pratiyogT) is sufficient to negate this. This

is not so in the case of prior absence.

Those, who insist that the prior absence of verbal cognition
should be taken into account, can put forward another argument. The
generic absence of verbal cognition can reside in self or atma. Now,

cognition does not pervade the self. When the self is attached with a
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body, cognition can reside in the self. But if we think this self to be
attached with a jar or cloth, then it can be said that the generic
negation of the cognition resides in the self. Through this sort of
generic absence same verbal cognition can be thought to be generated
repeatedly as there always will be the generic negation. This situation
cannot be tolerated. So we cannot take any generic absence of verbal

cognition to be akarksa.

It is maintained by some that this objection regarding the
repeated verbal cognitions is not a genuine one. We all know that
Sabda is a cause of verbal cognition. As this sabda is impermanent
having duration of two moments (dvik.gapasthéyf) according to Nyaya
philosophers this can act as the cause in the first case of verbal
cognition, but will not act as the cause for the second or the third
instance of verbal cognition, as it would be destroyed by that time. In
reply to this it is suggested that the sabda as such does not act as the
cause of verbal cognition. But the cognition of the referent signified by
the sabda is the cause of verbal cognition. This is the cause for the first
case of verbal cognition. This acts as the cause for the second case of
verbal cognition also. Again the cognition of the referents of the words
constituting the sentence generating the second verbal cognition acts
as the cause for the third case of verbal cognition and so on. This
solution, however, invites a problem. If the former process continues,
then there will be unending repeated verbal cognition. Can this be
accepted? The reply is that as long as our mind is not diverted to a
different subject of whom we are not occupied by sleep, disease, etc.,
there can be repeated verbal cognition. As soon as any of the former
factors appears, it acts as an obstacle for the generation of verbal
cognition and verbal cognition is not produced again. If we think that

the first case of verbal cognition is produced, then we are to take it for
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granted that before the generation of this cognition there was its prior
absence. Similarly if the second verbal cognition is originated, we have
to think that there must have been its prior absence before its
generation. But if we know that the third verbal cognition is not

produced at all, then the case is otherwise.

Now, if we take the prior absence of verbal cognition to be
akamksa, then an objection may be raised regarding the following
sentence, vimalam jalam nadyah, kacche mahisah carati (How clear is
the water of the river / The buffalo is grazing on the bank).When
uttering the sentence the speaker intends that nadi (river) shouid be
related to jala (water). We have to think of the verbal cognition in that
form. Again, where the speaker intends that nadi should be related with
kaccha (bank), the form of our verbal cognition becomes different. If we
consider the prior negation of the verbal cognition to be akamksa, then
we may imagine a case where we have prior absence of the verbal
cognition indicating the fact that nadi is related with kaccha and
consequently verbal cognition of that form would follow although the

speaker intends that nadi should be related with jala. This problem may
| be solved by indicating the fact that everywhere the intention of the
speaker should be taken as one of the causes of verbal cognition.
Where the speaker does not intend that nadi would be related with
~ kaccha we couldn’t have verbal cognition of that form, even if other
causal factors are present. The clause ‘prior absence of the verbal
cognition’ can be analysed in the following way — ‘prior absence of the
verbal cognition generated by the pronunciation of a certain set of
words’. Let us take the following example — ghatah karmatvam
anayanam krti. We all know that if the naming words constituting a
sentence have the same case ending, then the relation of identity

relates the referents of the words. So if we consider the above
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sentence, then we can say that the referent of the word ghata is related
with the referent of the word karmatva by the relation of identity,
provided we have false cognition about yogyata. But we can never
have the cognition that ghata is the object of the verb of bringing from
this sentence, as one of its causes, viz. ékén'vkgé is absent here. In this
sense the contention of the above words is said to be devoid of
akamksa or it is nirakamksa. It is claimed that if any cognition be
generated from the above combination of words, then the set cannot
be said to be nirakamksa, as akamksa is nothing but the prior absence
of the verbal cognition. Now if we think that there can be no verbal
cognition from the above set of words, then the notion of prior negation
of that verbal cognition, viz. akarmksa, and the notion of the absence of
the prior absence of that verbal cognition, viz, nirakamksa are devoid of

facthood. So we cannot claim that above case to be nirékéﬁvkgé at all.

Another objection has been raised here by the author of
Tattvacintamani. In the sentence-vimalam jalam nadyah, kacche
mahisa carati. The speaker intends that nadi should be related with jala
and kaccha would be construed with mahisa. If it is a case that there
are two listeners, one of them does not hear the whole sentence. Let
us suppose that he does not hear the part vimalam jalarh. The second
listener has got auditory perception of the whole sentence. For the first
listener, there is the prior absence of the verbal cognition expressing
the fact that nadi and kaccha should be related. The second listener,
however, has the verbal cognition depicting the fact that the nadi is
related with jala and kaccha is related with mahisa. But both the first
listener and the second one have verbal cognition from the same
sentence and as such the prior absence present for the first listener is
also there for the second. And an objection may be raised that let us

suppose that because of the first prior absence, both the listeners have
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verbal cognition expressing the fact that nadi is related with kaccha.
This type of situation may arise in some other circumstances when the
listeners has the false cognition about the intention of the speaker, or
when the listener is deceived by the context that determines the
intention of the speaker. This problem, however, cannot be solved.
Therefore, this sort of prior absence cannot be treated as the cause of
verbal cognition. But we regard 5k5/hk§§ to be the cause of verbal
cognition. Therefore 5k§rhk§§ cannot be understand in terms of this

sort of prior absence.

Actually the prior absence of verbal cognition has been
introduced as a cause of verbal cognition just to avoid the unpleasant
consequences resulting from repetitive verbal cognition. The Nyaya
philosophers, however, hold that the prior absence of each and every
effect ié the cause of that particular effect as per the definition —Karyam
pagabhavapratiyogi. If we regard prior absence of any effect to be
cause of that effect, then it is a common precondition for all the effects
and cannot be treated as a special (instrumental) cause of verbal
cognition only. If &kamksa is nothing but a kind of prior absence, then
another difficulty will alfso crop up. There are certain terms, which
cannot be used si‘ngly. These terms always refer to some other terms
in order to be intelligible. These are called svasambandhika or related
terms, for example — ‘wife’, ‘slave’. Etc. Whenever we use the term
‘wife', immediately the question arises — ‘whose wife’? Whenever we
use the term ‘salve’, immediately the question arises — whose salve?
Zkén'vk._sé‘, present in these cases is called utthita’ké'ﬁvk:sé, ie., thé
akamksa that has already been evoked. Again, there are some other

cases where we call this @karmksa to be utthépyé'ké‘n'vk:sé, i.e., the
| akamksa that may be evoked, e.g. let us take the sentence —“there is

water in the pond” (sarovare jalam vidyate). A question may be raised
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— what is there in the water? (jale kim vidyate), Answer — ‘lotuses’.
Again another question may be raised — what is there in the lotuses
(padme kim vidyate)? The answer is — ‘bees’. Even if this type of
questions are not raised, the original sentence, i.e., “there is water in
the pond” does not cease to be intelligible. /_\ka—rhk._sé present in the
case of this type of sentences is called utth'épyaTkaTrﬁk_s§. If we regard
prior absence of verbal cognition to be 5kérhk§5, we cannot make any
distinction between utthitékérhk§é‘ and utthépyéké”rhk§5. Because in
both the cases the nature of prior absence would remain unchanged.
Therefore, we should not regard prior absence of verbal cognition to be

akamksa.

Let us now deal with another view regarding the nature of
Eka”n'vkgé. Sondada, (a Nyaya philosopher, who is a predecessor of
Gaﬁges’a) is the prepounder of this position. It is questionable whether
according to this view éka’rrhk:sé is purely atmagata. We shall try explain
this view with an example. Let us suppose that here is a sentence —
“The pot is blue” (nilah ghatah). If we utter only ‘blue’, a question will be
raised — “what is blue”? In this case we will have a notion of blue from
the word ‘blue’. So, the object biue here is the object of cognition. It has
become the object of cognition because the cause for it, i.e., the
utterance of the word ‘blue’ is present here. This object, ‘blue’ is called
j?v’é'pya (indicated). In the case under consideration (n7/a[7 ghatah) there
is the memory of the referent favourable to the desire to have cognition
about the relationship of what is the object of cognition (i.e.jnapya,
here it is blue) and what has not yet become the object of cognition,
i.e., which is different from the object of cognition (jnapyetara ,here it is
pot). Now, according to Sonadada, whenever this sort of situation
occurs along with the non-occurrence of the verbal cognition intended

by the speaker, there is dkamksa. These two conditions are present
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when there is the utterance of only ‘blue’ (n/TIab). So there is 5k5n'7k§5
in this case. According to the former explanation nila is the object of
cognition and ghata is the object, which is different from the object of
cognition A difficulty crops up here — can we really regard ghata to be
different from nila as according to the Nyaya explanation, there is the
relation of identity between nila and ghata? Some later Naiyayikas
raised this difficulty. It may be suggested that from the explanation of
akamksa, as given by Sonadada, explicit indication of the object of
cognition and object different from the object of cognition should be
eliminated. Instead, it should be stated that we want to have the notion
of the relation between the referents or simply between the objects.
Now, do we always want to know or do we always have the desire to
* know the relation between the objects or does it sometimes come
naturally to us even if we do not have the desire? It sometimes really
happens so that we do not have the desire. Then what would be the
fate of the explanation as given by Sonadada? The answer is that even
if there may be no actual desire, there is always the scope or the

possibility for having the desire.

It may, however, be suggested that there is no necessity of
bringing in the factor of desire or the scope or possibility of desire as a
separate condition. Can we not say that whenever the verbal cognition
desired by the speaker is not generated, there is akarmksa? This
suggestion cannot be accepted. Suppose a speaker in order to
communicate Gha;an’v anaya or “bring the pot”, by mistake utters the
words ghatah karmatvam @nayanamkti, ghatam is a combination of
ghata and am. Am indicates karmatva. Anaya’ is a combination of a
dhatu indicating anayana and a dhatu-vibhakti indicating krti. Hence,
someone instead of uttering ghatam anaya, by mistake can utter

ghatah karmatvam anayanam krti. If we accept the above suggestion

81



then we must admit that akamksa should be present in the case of this
combination of words. To avoid this sort of difficulty, we must say that
along with the non-origination of verbal cognition, there should be the
cause of the memory of the referent favourable to the desire to cognize
the relationship between what has become the object of cognition and
what has not become the object of cognition. Let us suppose a speaker
utters the word gha.tar‘h. It comprises of two words ghata and am. The
term ghata indicates a sort of locushood residing in ghata and am
indicates the object of action. So the utterance gha!an'v indicates the
ghata is the object of action. If there is only the word ghagan'v,then there
would be the cause of the memory of the referent favourable to the
desire to cognize the relation between the referent of gha_tan'7 which is
a locus of something and some other referent which has not yet
become the object of cognition (here it may be the referent as indicated
by anaya). But when there is the combination gha_tal_v,karmatvan"l, etc.
ghatah does not refer to ghata as a locus of something. Therefore, the
former cause of the memory of the referent favourable to the desire of
cognition is not present in the second case and the verbal cognition
resulting from ghaljan'v anaya and the verbal cognition resulting from
ghatah karmatvam anayanarm krti cannot be regarded as the same. At
this point another question may be raised. If the phrase ‘cause of the
memory of the referent favourable to the desire to cognize the relation
between the object of cognition and which is not the object of Eognition
is so important, why should we not regard this to be 5k5rh"§é? Why
should we add the condition that there should be the non-origination of
the verbal cognition as intended by the speaker? We should better
drop it. Now, let us consider a sentence: anymeti putrah réjﬁéb

purusah apasaryatam, there may be two types of verbal cognition from

this.

82



1) Rajapurusa is coming. Drive away the putras.
2) Rajaputra is coming. Drive away the purusa.

It is well known that a single person cannot have these two
cognitions at the same time. But if we consider the '‘Cause etc.’ to be
éka‘nﬁkgé then one would have two cognitions at a time, which is
absurd. To avoid this situation, the condition that there should be non-
origination of the verbal cognition as intended by the speaker, should
be added. Each time, a single verbal cognition would be originated

depending on the intention of the speaker.

Now, some thinkers may not agree with the opinion of Sondada.
It may be interpreted that, when Sondada deals with the sentence
ghatam anaya,he says that from the term ghata we should have the
reference, i.e., ghata as a locus of something. It may be said that there
is no such stipulation that we should refer to ghata as a locus of
something. Therefore, we should reject ghata as a locus of something.
Therefore, we should reject the opinion of Sondada. Moreover,
according to Sondada, when gha{arh is pronounced, it can act as a
cause of the memory of the referent favourable to the desire to cognise
that object which has not yet become the object of cognition. But how
can we be aware that ghata and am (which we get by analyzing
ghatam) possess akarnksa? If it is suggested that ghafa would be
apprehended as such, then we have to grant that ghata can be the
cause of the memory of the referent favourable to the will, which
indicates that ghata should be related with kafrtva (not signified by am)
and not with karmatva. That is, ékérhk_sé in th.is case may be of the
above sort. If that be the case, then why should we not take the
combination of words, ghatah karmatvam 5nayanarh krti to be

possessing akamksa and generating sabdabodha as gha.taﬁv anayati?
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It is accepted that this combination does not generate sabdabodha as
gha‘tarh anayati. But if we agree with Sondada, we would have to admit

the reverse. Hence, Sondada’s view cannot be accepted.

After rejecting various views about akamksa, Gangesa proceeds
to give a view about 'a‘ké'rhk:eé' in Tattvacintamani. According to
Gangesa, akamksa is nothing but abhidhd@naparyabasanam i.e., the
speaker intends to speak something. Sometimes it happens that this
desire is not fulfiled because there is absence of some factor for
generating verbal cognition.”) This factor is called §k5ﬁ1k§5. Suppose
there is a sentence, ghatah asti. If the speaker pronounces only ghatah
then the listener feels that something more is to be pronounced if the
speaker intends to utter a whole sentence, which would generate
verbal cognition. Now, we can say that this something more has
akamksa with formerly pronounced term, i.e., ghatah. In this sentence
ghatah asti it can be said that the term asti has akarhkgsa with ghatah. If
we want to analyze the case more minutely, then we should say that
the term ghatah is a combination of ghata and su. And between these
two terms there is @akamksa. Similarly the term asti is a combination of
as and fi, hence ti has &kamkgsa with as. There are certain case
endings in Sanskrit grammar and language, which are to be related
with name-words, and there are some other case endings, which are to
be related with verb-roots. The first type of case endings is called
sabdavibhakti whereas the second type of case endings is called
dhatuvibhakti. If the sabdavibhakti is not joined with name-words, then
it cannot generate any verbal cognition. Similarly, if the dhatuvibhakti is
not joined with verb-roots, then it cannot produce verbal cognition. In
~ the former example, the name-word ghata is immediately followed by

sabdavibhakti su. Therefore su is related with ghata in the relation of
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immediate precedence and ghata is related with su in the relation of

immediate succession ; this is ékén'vk§5.
Yogyata

Yogyata is the second condition of verbal knowledge. It is also
described as mutual fitness. According to Tarkasamgraha “Arthabadho
yogyata®. That means — the absence of incompatibility among what is
signified by the several words of a statement is yogyata®. The author
of the title Bhasapariccheda, Visvanatha has discussed the nature of
akarhksa, yogyata etc. In his view, yogyatais a system of words with
mutual fitness (Ekapadarthe aparapadarthasamandha yogyata).® The
realization of meaning of a sentence cannot be achieved in absence of
the knowledge of yogyata. When a sentence has a yogyata it can be
considered that there is no contradiction between the meaning of the

constituent words forming that sentence.

To explain the yogyatd more clearly we may say that verbal
knowledge can never be produced from a sentence unless the objects
denoted by the different terms of the sentence have the capability of
getting related. For example, if | utter a sentence —"bring water” it can
produce verbal knowledge, because the action of bringing (signified the
term ‘bring’) and water (signified by the term ‘water’) can be related.
But if | utter the sentence, “bring the moon”, it cannot produced verbal
~ knowledge proper, because the action of bringing (signified by the word
‘bring’) can never get related with moon (signified by the word ‘moon’),
because it is not possible for a man to accomplish it through his effort
(krtisadhya). Someone may, however, question whether bringing the
moon is logically impossible, though it is factually impossible. For them,
let us cite another example, where it is logically impossible to relate the

objects denoted by different words — “he is watering with fire”. It cannot
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be a source of true knowledge; for ‘watering’ (of some ground) means
‘'sprinkling’ with a liquid called ‘water and such sprinkling is not
possible with ‘fire’. Yogyata, or more specifically, the cognition of

yogyata is thus a requirement for verbal knowledge.

It may be objected that, the cognition of yogyata cannot be a
precondition for verbal knowledge. Because the cognition of the
relation between the objects signified by different words of a sentence
Is quite uncertain before the verbal knowledge is produced. The Nyaya
ph'ilosophers, however, would not agree with this. According to them,
when an individual remembers the objects signified by different words
of a sentence, he can have the cognition of the relation between the
objects in two ways. Where the objects are not present perceptually,
the cognition of the relation between them comes in the form of doubt
and where the objects are present perceptually, the cognition of the
relation between them has the element of certainty in it, i-e., there is a

definite knowledge of the relation.

Though the traditional Nyaya philosophers consider the
cognition of yogyata to be a necessary requirement of verbal
knowledge, it is very interesting to note that the Neo-Nyaya
philosophers oppose this view. They hold that the cognition of yogyata
is not to be considered as a necessary precondition of verbal
knowledge, because it is redundant. To understand their position, we
would have to analyze the very concept of ‘cause’. What is a cause?
Generally, it is accepted that a cause is an immediate, indispensable,
unconditional, invariable antecedent of the effect. This antecedent may
be understood from two points — the positive and the negative. There
are certain conditions, the presence of which is necessary for the
production of the effect. This is the positive aspect. And there are

certain other conditions, the absence of which is required for the
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peruction of the effect. This is the negative aspect. Let us consider a
situation when | see a flower. The production of this effect requires that
among other conditions | should have clear eyesight and also that
there is not the absence of light when | see the flower. The absence of
light acts as an obstacle for the production of the effect. The absence
of obstacle is also necessary for the production of the effect. And this is
the negative condition. Now let us come back to the Neo-Nyaya
philosophers’ view regarding yogyata. They think that yogyata is not to
be considered as a separate cause for verbal knowledge, because the
concept of the absence of the obstacle is enough to explain away the
concept of yogyatad. The question is — how? Let us take the former
instance — “he is watering with fire”. The Neo-Nyaya philosophers
would say that we have the knowledge that the fire has the incapability
of sprinkling'water. This acts as the obstacle. The absence of this
obstacle is necessary for the production of the knowledge. If that were
so, we require no separate positive precondition like yogyatd in the
case of verbal knowledge. The grammarians also hold that the factor of
yogyata is insignificant in the generation of verbal cognition. Yogyata
can very well be dispensed with. Nagoji Bhatta contends that in such
sentences as, “there goes the barren woman’s son with a chaplet of
sky-flowers on his head. He has bathed himself in the waters of a
mirage and is holding a bow of rabbit's horn”, we are fully aware of the
relation though the knowledge of the absurdity of such relations is
immediately present before our mind. “Can we honestly disclaim our
cognition of judgmental thoughts despite the physical impossibility of
the relations between the concepts denoted by the constituent terms?
Certainly not. Their prepositional character must be admitted if we are
true to our experience, if for nothing else. According to the Naiyayikas,
the words, “he is sprinkling the flowers with fire” would be nonsensical

because of the physical impossibility of the relation between the two
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concepts — viz.,, sprinkling and fire. But such a position is
psychologically unjustifiable, argues Nagoji Bhatta. For, whenever we
héar someone speaking the words, “Sprinkle with fire” we invariably
ridicule the speaker thereof and accost him with the remark: “How is it
possible to sprinkle anything with a non-liquid fiery substance?” Had
the words referred to above been completely nonsensical signifying
nothing but themselves, such remarks would have been impossible.
Silehce would have been more proper than such sarcastic comments,
just as a northerner is apt to be silent when he hears the words of a
stranger hailing from the land of the Dravidas, even though the latter
might express the self-same idea, physically impossible as it is, in his
own language. What more, the adoption of the Naiyayika viewpoint
would render all philosophical disquisitions jpso facto absurd and
impracticable? In all serious disputes two or more disputants take part,
each representing the views of the school to which it is affiliated. For
instance, in a discussion about the category of ‘sound’ (Sabda), the
Mimarmsakas would uphold its ubiquity and eternity while the heterodox
Buddhists would maintain its transitoriness consistently with their
peculiar doctrine of universal flux. Consequently, the vigws of one
disputant would be absolutely repugnant to the other. But if the validity
of the Naiyayika thesis be acknowledged, the arguments of the
Buddhist in favour of the impermanence of sound would be absolutely
nonsensical, may unintelligible abracadabra, in view of the syntactical
impossibility of the component concepts from the Mimamsaka
viewpoint and vice versa. This would lead to an insoluble deadlock”.
Now, the Naiyayikas might contend that though in the absence of
‘syntactical possibility’ there might be non-cognition of the relational
thought from a particular group of words, yet there is nothing to prevent

the comprehension of the discrete and isolated concepts per se in
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succession, so that the apprehension of a total collapse of

philosophical disputes becomes irrelevant.

Again admitting that such groups of words as, “sprinkle with fire”
constitute valid propositions and are capable of generating the final
relational cognitions even though deficient in respect of yogyata, why is
it that those cognitions are not followed by corresponding pragmatic
activities as is usually the case with propositions that satisfy the
requirement of yogyata? The grammarians’ answer to this contention
would be as follows: The opponents’ criticism of our position is
altogether irrelevant as it is based on a confusion of two totally
divergent issues. The Naiyayika uncritically enough confounds it with
the issue of objective validity of propositions. These two issues must
always be kept apart and studied separately. The Nyaya philosophers
can answer that when they discuss the pre-conditions of the generation
of verbal knowledge they cannot just ignore the fact of objective

validity.
Sannidhi or asatti

According to Annambhatta, sannidhi is the utterance without
delay of the several terms that constitute a statement. If we take a
statement like, “ a horse is a quadruped animal”, uttered in a normal
manner i.e., the several words uttered without any undue time-gap
them, then we can say that this combination of words has sannidhi. It
would obviously be a source of knowledge because it satisfies the
condition of sannidhi. The same words, however, uttered at long
intervals of time, say of one minute (a horse.................. is a
.................. a quadruped) will not be a source of any verbal cognition

because of the absence of the required sannidhi. In

Tarkasamgrahadipika Annarﬁbh'aj’ga explains that the word sannidhi is
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to be understood not really as the utterance of words without delay but
rather the presentation without delay to the mind of what is signified by
the words of a statement. In Tarkasamgraha he has spoken of
utterance (uccarana) only because such utterance without delay of
certain words has usually been in the presentation without delay of
what is signified by those words. This explanation is quite sufficient to
understand the nature of sannidhi. But in Bhasapariccheda it is
maintained that whenever there is closeness or proximity among the
terms used in a sentence there is &satti or sannidhi. In the Siddhanta-
muktavali, Viévanatha tries to elucidate the criterion of Zsatti. We all
know that verbal knowledge is produced by meaningful sentences, i.e.,
if the reference of the terms used in a sentence are related with one
another, then and only then, verbal knowledge is possible. This can
happen only if the referring expressions, i.e., the terms have no gap
between them and the cogniser or the knower has cognition about that.
It may be objected that sometimes the terms are so arranged that the
" consecutive terms produce meaning, though the speaker does not
intend that. Particularly, in the case of the Sanskrit language, we find
many such instances. “The cloth and the jar are blue and substance
(respectively) (nilo ghato dravyam patah). It is not the case that ‘the
cloth’ and ‘blue’ have no gap between them. But we may have proper
verbal knowledge regarding the cloth. So this counter-example proves
that there is no necessity for the condition called sannidhi as defined in
Bhasapariccheda. In the Muktavali, however, it is said that in the case
of nilo ghato dravyam patah it may be arranged in such a away that the
hearer have some invalid cognition about the gap between the terms.
In fact, as we find that the proximity of the terms is not always
necessary for the verbal cognition, we can say that the presentation
without delay of the reference, which is intended to be related by the

speaker, is the necessary precondition for verbal cognition.
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It may be argued that the syntactical contiguity need not be
considered as an essential precondition for verbal cognition. To those
of quick intelligence it is absolutely superfluous. The absence of
contiguity can at best delay the comprehension of the required
judgment, but it cannot check it altogether, just as we compreheﬁded
relational ideas from a verse where the concepts intended to be
brought into relation are mostly separated by intervening words that do
not directly stand to any such relation? Just as a mob, when it is about
to enter a royal city through a narrow gateway, must arrange itself into
an ordered line, so too concepts even though expressed by words
jumbled up together without any syntactical contiguity, relate
themselves with one another. This explanation is not too strong to
combat the position of the Nyaya philosophers that the apparent non-
proximity is bridged with the help of memory and the impression left by

it. Hence there is the necessity of asatt.
Tatparya

The meaning of a sentence can be considered from two points
~ of view — from the speaker's point of view and from the listener's point
of view. The general Western approach has been from the speaker's
point of view. But the Indian approach has been mainly from the
listener's point of view. According to the Nyaya philosophers, apart
from sannidhi, yogyata and akamksa, the factor of the speaker's

intention or tatparya should be taken into account.

In Indian Philosophy of language tatparya is a technical term.
The term tatparya is a noun and it indicates the intended meaning,
which is conveyed by a sentence either in a written form on in a spoken
form. A wing of the Naiyayikas consider fafparya or a general

knowledge of the meaning intended by the speaker as a criteria that is
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~ compulsory for any kind of verbal comprehension. This is why they
have placed tatparya in the same group of criteria consisting of
akamksa, yogyata and asatti that are essential for all verbal
comprehension. But others do not accept speakers intention as a direct
factor rather they want to include tafparya in akamksa itself. Moreover,
they p;efer to take into consideration the role of tatparya in
understanding @satti completely. It is Gangesa the father of the Navya-
Nyaya and Vi§vanatha who have considered tatparya as a fourth

necessary condition.

The Naiyayikas have pointed out the philosophical significance
of intention (Tatparya) first in the context of enquiring the seed of
implicative meaning (Laksana). To them non-realisability of intention or
tatparya (tatparyanupapatti) is the seed of laksana i.e. implicative
meaning. In fact, the implicative meaning of the term, ganga as found
in the sentence gangayam ghosah is ‘the bank of the ganga’. The
primary meaning of the term ghosah and gariga are ghosapalli and a
particular flow of water (Jalapravéha-viséga) respectively. The milk-
man-colony cannot remain in a particular flow of water and hence there
is 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 laksana.

Now what is to be understood by the term tatparya?'® The
desire of the speaker (vakturiccha) is fatparya. In other words, it has
been stated that when a word or a sentence is uttered with a desire to
convey something, it is called tatparya (tatpratiticchaya
uccaritatvam)."" 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 tatparya. The term uccaritatva is superfluous here on

account of the fact that in the written statement of the dumb persons
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there is tatparya in spite of not having utterance of the same. Hence, it
is better to accept the former definition (i.e. intention of the speaker is

tatparya) which is also supported by the grammarians.!'?

The non-realisability of tatparya but not of relation (anvaya) is
the seed of laksana. This point is substantiated when the implicative
meaning is accepted in the sentence, ‘kakebhyo dadhi raksyatam’ (i.e.,
protect the curd from crow etc.) in which there is obviously
tatparyanupapatti, but not anvayanupapatti. In order to incorporate all
typeé of laksana it is better to accept the non-realisability in respect of

tatparya is laksana but not otherwise.

Let us see the role of fatparya in determining the meaning of an
ambiguous sentence having various meanings. If someone utters the
sentence saindhavam anaya, it may mean the bringing of a horse of
 salt. The exact meaning of the term saindhava is to be determined
according to the intention of the speaker uttered under a particular
context."® That is why, the knowledge of fatparya is taken to be the

cause of verbal comprehension.

It can be said in reply that : in order to understand the intention
of the speaker the context (prakarapa), qualifier (vis’egarga), space
(desa) etc. serve as promoters. If in the context of taking meal the term
sa)’ndhava is uttered, it will mean salt. But if the context is otherwise
(ie. going to the battle-field), the same term would mean horse.
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 so uttered in the context of talking meal
(etadvékyaghag‘aka—saindhavapadan'? lavanatatparyayakam

bhojanaprakarane prayuktatvat). In the same way, the hearer infers the
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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.('®

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 alternative such as
either closing or opening the door. Let us think of a situation wheh 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 ddor. 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 aiso to be accepted as a fundamental basis of verbal

comprehension.

Dinakara has analysed the concept in the context of non-
ambiguous sentence. Taiparya is the intention of the speaker of
conveying the sentences like ‘Bring a jar (gha{arh anaya) in which ‘jar
has become a prakara 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 ghatamanaya, there is the knowledge of a jar, karmatva as
denoted by the word gha{an"r and as this, being a property, remains in
the substance ghata. Here the jar is the substratum and karmatva is
the superstratum. This is the nature of awareness (praﬁt/) which is the

intention of the speaker."® When a particular sentence is uttered in
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order to convey a particular intention, the knowledge of such intention

of the speaker is the cause of verbal comprehension. "

Ramarudra further raises a different problem. To him ambiguity
is of two types: ambiguity a involved in the sentences like
Saindhavamanya etc., and as involved in ghatamanaya patamanaya
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."'® In order to remove this problem it is said that the
particular intention of the speaker behind the utterance of a particulaf
sentence must be taken as the cause of verbal comprehension of it. If it
is said sveto dhavati (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’.'"® Such an awareness of intention
serves as 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 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.?”

Let us see how the intention of the vedic sentence and
S/ukavékya 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 causes 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
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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.®" |n the same way, the Divine 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 (samvadi.® The knowledge of the intention of
the trainer is the cause of the verbal undérstanding of the sentence
(uttered by a parrot) which does not correspond to the reality
(visamvadakatva). For, the property of being non-correspondent to the
reality (visamvadakatva) lies on the intention of their trainer, but not on
that of God, as in the intention of God visamvaditva is not possible.®
Hence, the knowledge of tafparya existing in God cannot be the causes
of verbal understanding of the visamvadi statements made by a
parrot.?” The term sarmvadi in this context has been introduced to
convey that God’'s knowledge of intention becomes the cause of
understanding the sentence (utterd by a parrot) which is prama. If the
parrot, on the other hand, utters the sentence vahnina sincati (i.e.,
watering with fire), God’s knowledge of intention cannot be the cause
of the same, as God does not possess any intention which does not
correspond to the reality (visamvédfcché). In order to exclude such

sentences from the purview of the Divine intention the term samvadi is

" introduced.®®

Generally, a speaker of the sentence is supposed to have a
volition in favour of what is said in the sentence (vakyanukula). As the
Divine volition is working behind each and every effect, it becomes

favourable to what is uttered by a parrot incidentally. As a parrot cannot
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have intention of its own, there are no other alternatives than to accept

Divine intention behind it.?®

It may be argued that if context, etc, are taken as the causes of
the potency of word, it (i.e., potency) should be taken as the cause of
' méaning and hence there is no necessity of accepting another distinct

cause i.e. tatparya.

This view is not tenable. For, when a word or a sentence having
double meaning is uttered, the inténtion of the speaker cannot be
known due to having potency conveying two meanings, which leads to
the impossibility of verbal understanding. Hence, the knowledge of thé
intention of the speaker has to be accepted as a determining factor in
verbal understanding, which has been beautifully classified by
Nagesa.®”) Moreover, for understanding a non-ambiguous sentence
also the intention of the speaker plays a prominent role. It determines

the potency of the word giving rise to sentence.

Let us consider some philosophical problems, which may arise
in one’s mind in this- connection. First, human actions in the forms of
inclination (pravrtti) refraining from (nivrtt) and being indifferent
(upeksa) are dependent on the knowledge of the intention of the
speaker. If someone utters an ambiguous sentence navakambalam
anaya (i.e., Bring nava blanket or blankets), no pravrtti or inclination of
the hearer is possible due to the non-understanding of intention of the
speaker. In this case, it is not clearly known to us what the speaker.
intends -to say by this sentence (i.e., wheather 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

méy confuse others under certain circumstance. It may happen that the
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speaker wants to hide his own intention by way of confusing others
deliberately so that he does not face 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 a 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 (ni/]s’reyaas) of seen (drasta) 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
tatparya, it can be described as such and hence it is very much

important in the field of philosophical discourse.

Secondly, the non-realisability of fatparya is the seed not only of
laksana but also of suggestive (vyarjana) and metaphorical meaning
as accepted by the rhetoricians. Moreover, tatparya is closely 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
tatparya of the sentence uttered by him. A sentence which is non-

sensical in a particular context may seem to be significant in another
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context depending on the vivaksa of the speaker. A word or sentence
may seem to be significant if the speaker wants to signify something by
uttering this. This desire of signifying (vivaksa) is the tatparya 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 incomparability of the cities like London or Bombay
through this. If this vivaksa is taken into account, this sentence will

certainly bear fatparya.

Though Raghunath does not accept the absence of the absurd
_ entities ke sasasrrigam  nasti, etc. (which is called
aﬁkapratiyogikébhéva) as real absence, it is known from the ordinary
experience that such usages provide us with some information. Though
the direct meaning (sakyartha) of this is not possible, these usages
give some implicative meaning due to the tatparyanupapatti in the A
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 tatparyanupapatti in the direct
meaning. Raghunath’s position is 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 s’as’as.rr')ga, castle _in
the air etc. This view of Raghunatha, | believe, is acceptable so far as
the direct meaning (Sakyartha) 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 particuiar
context by an individual presupposes some vivaksa which is the

intention. Considering the particular aspect Dharmakirti has accepted
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the importance of vivaksa in determining the meaning of a word or a

sentence in the following karika :

“vaktrvyaparavisaye so’rtho buddhau prakasate

pramanyam tatra Sabdasya narthatattvanivandhanam.”®®

That 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, ‘| 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 at all non-sensical.

Thirdly, 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 a non-
ambiguous sentence also. Otherwise how can a sentence be known as
‘non-ambiguous’ ? As the intention of the speaker is perfectly reflected
in the language used 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-
meaning though it is true that the role of it is much more prominent in
the case of an ambiguous sentence. The role of fafparya in non-
ambiguous sentence like ghatamanaya Patamanaya, etc., has aiready
been pointed out. The samyoga, distance, co-existence, etc., are taken

as the indicators (jiTépaka) of a non-ambiguous sentence.
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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
(tatpratth/jananayogyatva). 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 as they are
not related to each other. This relation is not possible through
abhidhavrtti. Hence, tatparyavriti 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 (sﬁddhapadé'rtha—visayinﬁ while

tatparya gives rise to connected meaning (samsargavisayini).®®

Lastly, it 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 Nimittakarana 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 of sentence by a parrot. If God’s
intention is common causes 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 samvadakatva 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.

However, the answers suggested here in response to the
problems raised are just forwarded to defend Nyaya position in some
cases and to deviate from Nyaya position. In course of study we may

come across various problems, which also need some focus. A
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question may be raised : What is the exact distinction between tatparya
and vivaksa ? The former is defined as ‘vaktuh iccha’ i.e., intention of
the speaker while the latter as ‘vaktumiccha i.e., ‘intention to say'.
There is a subtle distinction between these two formations on which the
grammarians can highlight. Another problem may be raised : can an
individual mean anything by any word if he bears a strong intention ?
Certainly not. Otherwise there would not have been any law between a
word and its denotation. The grammarians have said vivaksa i.e., ‘will
to speak’ as having restricted freedom of a speaker. It is metaphorically '
said that vivaksa is a kiilabadhii (house-wife) having freedom within
restriction, but not a kulata (house-wife not adhering to family norms)
who has unrestricted freedom which is called svecchacara. Would the
intention of a speaker be of such type to Nyaya ? At last we may see
some problems regarding language and its meaning which are due to
the different set of presuppositions admitted by the Navya Naiyayikas
and the grammarians. As the latter believes in the theory of
Sébdabrahma, there is not a single word which is meaningless. But so
far as the Navya Nyaya view is concerned,- a word would be
meaningful if and only if it refers something which really exists in this
world. Many problems concerning this would come up and a sincere

effort would be made to suggest solutions of the same.
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Chapter - [U



CHAPTER - IV

A critical evaluation of the concept of tatparya in other

systems and defence of Navya Nyaya view.

The view mentioned in earlier chapter of the grammarians that
all words may refer to all objects or any word may refer to any word if
there is the intention of the speaker is not acceptable due to the
following reasons: First, if any word can refer to any object then there
would have been deviation with regard to the relation between a
particular word and a particular meaning. If the relation is vitiated, no
one would rely on the usage of the word leading to the total non-
reliability of the word meaning relationship. Under such circumstances
the acceptance of language as Pramana would have been at stake.
Secondly, it is a common practice that a word stands for a particular
object as evidenced from our daily behaviour or convention. The
connection (vrddha-vyavahara) has a prominent role in determining
word-meaning relationship. If the above-mentioned view of the
grammarians is taken for granted, it would go against the traditional
linguistic behavioural pattern leading to the communication gap.
Thirdly, the intention of the speaker ({atparya) must have some limit of
its own. The intention may be not arbitrarily, but in accordance to some
logic. If there is reason for using a particular word for referring a
particular meaning, it must have some grounds or rational grounds.
Moreover, the intention of the speaker must be communicable to the

hearer. If it is not communicated to the hearer or wrongly
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communicated, the hearer cannot get proper meaning. Hence it is very

difficult to admit that any word can refer to any meaning.

Bhartrhari has interpreted the term arthapravrttitattva in another
way too -  arthapravrttitattvam  kim tattvamartharupakarah
pratyayatama bahyesu vastusu pratyastah sa ca s’abdanibandhanab/”
What is the principle factor of semantics? It is an ideational character of
meaning which has no corresponding object in the outside world.
Equivalent to the rabbit-horn or sky-flower so dear to the Indian
thinkers, we come across mythical beasts in the West, e.g., the
phoenix or the unicorn. Although these objects do not exist in the real
world, they are not really ‘nonsense’, for they make some sense in
some way. Bhartrhari has recognized the idea of aupacariki satta,’® or
a kind of metaphorically imposed existence, which is not existent in the
literal sense. Words like ‘sky-flower' or ‘rabbit-horn’ etc. which have no
corresponding reality still make sense. This intellectual meaning
(bauddha artha) is pure sense, although there may not be a referent or

external reality (bahya artha).

This brings us to he concept of vikalpa or ideational meaning
recognized by the Yoga philosophers. Vikalpa is defined as a sense
which appears in the intellect from the knowledge of a certain word, but
which may have no corresponding external reality.® The Grammarians
too accept the ideational meaning. According to the rules of grammar,
a pratipadikartha normally takes on the first case-ending.”) A
pratipadikartha is the sense that essentially appears in the intellect as
soon as a pratipadika is uttered, and a pratipadika is a word which has
a meaning, but is not a verbal root or a suffix.*) So in a sentence as
sasasrrigam nasti —"there is no rabbit-horn” —the word sasasrmga takes
on the first case-ending because it is a pratipadika and conveys a

particular sense. But if we do not accept the idea of the ideational
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meaning, then the word sasasiriga ceases to be a pratipadika, and
hence cannot be used in a sentence. No word can be used in Sanskrit
unless it is either declined or conjugated, i.e., has a normal suffix
attached to it. Nagesa says that words like bandhyasuta etc. have an
intellectual meaning although they do not have a corresponding reality,

hence they are pratipadikas.®

But in that case, what becomes of the word-meaning
relationship? Sanskrit grammar claims that as word and meaning are
eternal, so is their relationship constant.”) if the meaning of a word
varies according to the speaker’s will, how can words make sense to
anybody, in fact, how can language operate, if each one interprets
each word in his or her own way? In Lewis Carroll's “Though the
looking-glass”, Humpty Dumpty tells Alice that he uses words to mean
anything he wants. “The question is”, said Alice, “whether you can

make words mean so many different things.”

“The question is”, said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be master

—that's all.”®

We would be put to the same situation if the meaning of no word
was fixed, and any speaker used any word to mean anything he or she
liked. Bhartrhari himself has clearly stated that the word-meaning
relationship is as constant as the relationship of the sense-organ to the
object of that sense. That is to say, the eye has a constant relationship
with the object of sight. One cannot grasp a smell with the eye, or a
sound with the nose. This constant relationship, beyond human effort,

is provided between word and meaning.®

Does this mean that Bhartrhari is contradicting himself? That is
not so. The concept of vivaksa is controlled by perennial social

convention. Unless this were so, no word would convey the same
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meaning to both the speaker and the hearer. So although the word-
meaning relationship is ‘constant, ie. determined by social
convention, the speakers will has a great deal to do with is
determination.? |t is impossible for a word to convey a sense a sense
solely by the speaker's will, unless there is a conventional connection
between the two —as impossible as it is for the eye to grasp a sound, or
the ear a smell. Thus the grammarian belongs to the conventionalist

school of thought.

There is no denying, however, that conveying one particular
sense by a particular word is the prerogative of the speaker. This is
made very clear by Bhartrhari in his discussion on the cases
(Sédhanasamudde§a). He clearly states that the usages of cases
depends on buddhi or intellect, which is nothing but the speaker’s
intellectual or ideational analysis,"" or in other words. his intent —
vivaksa in fact. Following this tenet, we get instances like asina chinatti
—cuts with the sword —where the sword is intended by the speaker to
be the instrumental case; asischinatti taiksnyena —the sword cuts with
sharpness—where the sharpness of the sword is seen as the
instrumental while the sword is seen to be the subject, in order to
emphasise the sharpness of the sword; also taiksnyam chainatti
svasamarthyena —sharpness cuts by its own power —where sharpness
is perceived as both the instrument as well as the subject, in order to

further emphasise the sharpness.('?

Thus we may say valdhakad vidyotate —lighting flashes from the
cloud, - where the lightning which is part of the cloud is perceived as
different from it, and as coming out of it. We may say valdhake
vidyotate —lightning flashes in the cloud —where the lightning, still

perceived as different from the cloud, is seen as being located in it. We
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may also say valahako vidyotate —the cloud flashes lighting —where the

lightning is seen as non-different from the cloud ("

Whether an object will be intended as Karaka or not depends on
one’s intention. An object may not be intended as a kiraka at all. A
karaka of course, is related directly to the verb.™ in the ablative case
(apadana karaka), the sense of ablative must be intended, as in vrksat
p_arr]arh patati —the leaf falls from the tree. But if the ablative is not
intended, we may also have v_rk.ga'sya prapan'v patati —the leaf of the
tree falls. “Tree” has no direct relation to the verb here, and merely
serves as an adjective qualifying ‘leaf. Hence it is not a karaka, and
takes on the sixth case-ending in the sense of possession.™® From this
it follows that before Bhartrhari the importance of vivaksa or speaker's

‘intention had been admitted by Katyayana etc.

The above-mentioned view of the grammarians particularly of
Bhartrhari cannot be taken into account in so far as Nyaya is
concerned. The intention of the speaker for Nyaya cannot be such that
the used word may refer to a fictitious entity in the external word. For
this reason the entities like bandhyaputra (barren woman’s son), akasa
kusuma (sky-flower), sasa-srriga (hare’'s horn) etc. do not have any
meaning, because they do not have any referents. To the Naiyayikas
there is no distinction between sense and reference. The grammarians
will admit the meaning of the fictitious entities, because they mean
something in the intellect of human being, though referents
corresponding to them are not exist in the external world. In this
connection we may recall Frege's theory of sense and reference and
compare it with Indian Systems. So far as grammarians are concerned
the above-mentioned words have got senses, though not referents,

which are the meanings. The Nyaya, on the other hand, will admit that
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they do not have any meaning because they do not have any referents.

In fact, they do not believe in distinction of sense and reference.

Now | discuss the Fregean concepts of sense and reference and
compares the same with the Nyaya concept of meaning (artha). An
effort has been made to show that in Nyaya the distinction between
sense and reference has not been maintained explicitly, which is

followed by some critical and evaluative remarks.

To Frege the statement a=a is apriori and analytic which is
called identity having uninformative nature. On the other hand, the
statement a=b contains, if true, very valuable extension of our
knowledge and hence it is not apriori, but informative in nature. -Frege
observes that, if a sign ‘a’ is distinguished from the sign ‘b’ only as an
object but not as a sign, the cognitive value of a=a is equal to that of
a=b if later is true. A difference can be found if the difference between
the signs cdrresponds to a difference in the mode of presentation of the
thing designated. The expression a=b does not refer to the subject

matter, but to its mode of designation.

What a sign designates is called meaning of the sign. The mode
of presentation is the sense of the sign. The meaning of ‘Morning Star’
would be the same as that of ‘Evening Star’, but not the sense. Sign
has a definite sense and a definite thing meant. Every grammatically
well-formed expression known as a proper name always has a sense,
but this does not mean that the sense has a corresponding thihg
meant. The words- ‘The celestial body most distant from the Earth’
have senses, but it is doubtful whether there is an object meant by
them. In the awareness of a sense an individual is not confirmed about
its meaning. The meaning and sense of a sign are to be distinguished

from the associated idea. If a sign means an object perceptible through
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senses, my idea of it is nothing but an internal image generated

through my previously experienced impressions.

The meaning of a proper name is the object itself, which is
designated through it. The idea received through it is subjective. Sense
is neither subjective like idea nor objective like an object. The
distinction between sense and reference is just like that of the Moon
seen through a telescope and the Moon seen through visual organ.
The former is the sense and the latter is the meaning or referent of the
term ‘Moon’. The proper name expresses its sense and designates its

meaning or referent.'®

If one word of the sentence is replaced by another one having
the same meaning, but a different sense, it will have no effect on the
meaning of a sentence, e.g., ‘The morning star is a body illuminated by
the sun’, 'The evening star is a body illuminated by the sun’. An
individual who does not know that the morning star and evening star is
same might have a feeling that one thought is true and the other is
false. This thought is not the meaning of the sentence, but only its
sense. The above-mentioned sentences are possible because these

are parts of sentence having sense but no meaning.‘'”

The Nyaya account of the theory of meaning reveals that it does
not strictly distinguished between sense and reference. The term
‘artha’ stands for referent only. If a word has no referent, it will be taken
as non-sensical. To them there is a relation called vrtti between an
expression and what is referred to by it. The referent is meaning or
artha, which is of two types- primary and secondary. The directly
pointed meaning or referent is called primary one. As for example, the
referent of the term ‘Ganga’ is a particular flow of water enclosed by
canal brought by Bhagiratha (Bhagirathakhatava-
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cch/nnajalapravahawsesé) When this direct referent is conceivable, an
indirect referent is to be assigned to a particular expression. Wthh is
called secondary referent or implicative referent. As for example, the
expression-'Gangayam ghosah’ (The milk-man-colony is on the
Ganges) gives rise to secondary meaning or referent of the term
‘Ganga’ as ‘Gangétfra’ (the bank of the Ganges) due to having some
incompatibility in taking the primary meaning, i.e., the flow of water. A
»mirlkmar)lélcolony cannot remain on it and hence there is a shift in the

refe/rg:nt.

s

The relation, which is called vrtti, exists between an expression
and its referent. This vrtti is of two types: Sakti (primary power) and
Laksana (secondary power).('® Each and every word possesses some
power directly to refer something and this power is called samketa
given by the devine will (TS’varecché) or by the will of an independent

being (svatantrapurugaprayojyal).

In fact, the Naiyéyikas believe in the conventional usage of
language and its referent. Oné can aware of a referent referred to by a
particular word depending on the convention or verbal usage of the old
(v[ddhavyavahéra). A child learns linguistic usage from the convention
in the following way. A child comes to know the primary relation
(samketa) of a term with its meaning at first from the verbal usage of
the old (vrddhasyas%bdédhfnavyavahéra) When a person who is
aware of the meaning of a term (vyutpanna) asks another person who
also knows the meaning of the same term to bring a cow, for example,
the person who is asked to bring a cow by the senior person
(uttamavrddha) brings it as per order of the senior. 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 effortness in it, as in the case of my
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inclination to suck mothers breast (idam gavanayanamsva-
gocarapravrttijanyam, cestatvat, madiyastanapanadivat).®
Accordingly, the child comes to know that the knowledge of the verbal
usage of the old (vrddhavyavahara) is the uncommon cause of the
learning usage of language. In fact, a child infers the meaning of a
word uttered by a senior person to the comparatively les senior person.
After hearing the command of the senior a junior person performs
some activity. Seeing such activities a child infers the meaning of a

word through the methods of agreement and difference.”

If convention were taken as the sole cause of learning language
and its referent, it would have been very difficult to explain the
determination of the referent of a word at the time of initial usage just
after the dissolution (pralaya). Hence the Divine will has been accepted
as the potency in the form: ‘This particular meaning has to be accepted‘
from this particular word’ (asmat sabdadayamartho boddhavya iti
isvareccha samketah).?" If it is accepted, another problem is raised in
the Dinakari may crop up. If God’s desire is accepted as a samketa, it
can give rise to the primary meaning as well as secondary meaning
(laksana) of term, i.e., Ganga due to having Divine will in this form,
which will lead to the non-acceptance of /aftksana.“® The position can
be defended in the following manner. When the primary meaning of the
term cGar’la,?gz?i’is understood, the samketa in the form of God’s desire
éxists in the primary meaning (sakyartha), but not in the implicative
meaning. When the ‘bank’ is understood by the term ‘Gaﬁgé,’ the
samketa is of that type. Hence there does not arise any question of
atiprasanga. However, the later Naiyayikas do not subscribe this view.
To them 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. ascription of ‘jar’ to an object jar) may be introduced by a
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particular person, which may be followed by the later generations. In
fact, it is found in our everyday life that the name -of a new object is
initially ascribed by a scientist, or by a researcher, which is followed by
others. Hence the phenomenon of verbal understanding is possible
even without accepting the Divine desire. For this reason the Navya
Naiyayikas have accepted the desire of an individual instead of Divine
will for understanding a particular meaning from a particular word.?®
This power comes from the knowledge of. grammar, comparison,
dictionary, reliable texts, or statement of a trustworthy person,

paraphrase, usages and contiguity of well-known words.??

To Nyaya the language is the bearer of reality, which is of seven
types-substance (dravya), quality (guna), action (karma) etc. Language
is invented to express such reality or padarthas. It cannot be used to
express something having no reality at all (i.e., an absurd entity). Each
and every word must have a referent, which is metaphorically
described as ekaikasaranuviddha. Just as an arrow is thrown aiming at
a particular object existing in the external word; each and every word is
used to express a particular real entity. A language cannot express
something absurd or unreal. In fact the expression of unreality is
contradictory in terms, as expressibilty (vacyatva) presupposes its
knowabilty (jneyatva). On account of this the Naiyayikas have not
accepted even the absence of an absurd entity. To them the
expressions like ‘Akasakusumam nast’ (sky-flower does not exist),
‘bandhyaputro nasti’ (barren's son does not exist) etc. are not
considered as absence in the true sense of the term, because the
absentee (pratiyogi) whose absence is asserted here does not exist in
the real world. The knowledge of absence pre-supposes its absentee
(pratiyog/'erénasépekgaﬁv abhévajﬁénarh) and hence the absence of an

entity could be talked about if and only if its absentee belongs to the
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world of reality hence the absence of an entity could be talked about if
and only if its absentee belongs to the world of reality (prasaktasyaiva

pratisedhah).

It is said following the line of Frege that the terms ‘sky-flower,
‘bandhyaputra’ etc. have got sense but not reference; it will not be
acceptable to Nyaya. Because, if they are taken as having sense, they
would have been taken as vacya or expressible entities, which
amounts to say that they will have knowability (jr?éyatva). As
knowability of such expressions is not there, they do not have any
sense. If it is argued that the entities belonging to the world of reality
have got senses, it may be well taken by the Naiyayikas (istapatti). The
fact that an entity belonging to the real world has got sense proves that

it has got referent also.

A problem may be raised in this connection. Can the verbal
usage of something, which stands for some unknowable entity be
justified as meaningful through implication or laksana? In other words,
it is true that the expressions like akasakusuma etc. cannot give rise to
primary meaning. Can they provide any meaning through implication?
In reply, it can be said that the seed of /aksana (implicative meaning)
lies on the non-realisability of the intention of the speaker
(tatparyanupapatti)®. The expression-“The milk-man-colony is on the
ganges’' (gangayam ghosah) bears implicative meaning, as the
speaker’s intention is not realisable to us. A sensible speaker cannot
say that a colony remains on the flow of water. In order to understand
the real intention of the speaker, which is not known from the primary
meaning the implicative meaning of the expression as “The milk-man-
colony on the bank of the Ganges’ (Gangétfre ghosah) is to be resorted
to. It is to be borne in mind that implication is always connected with

the primary meaning (sakyasambandha laksana). If there is

115



incompatibility in the primary meaning due to non-realisability of the
speaker’s intention, an individual is allowed to search for its implicative
meaning. To have this secondary meaning the understanding of the
primary meaning is a precondition. Otherwise how is the non-
realisability of the speaker’s intention known? In the case of the
statements about an absurd entity like ‘@kdsakusumam surabhi’ (sky-
flower is fragnant) etc. fail to provide the primary meaning due to the
absurd character of the subject, leading to the impossibility of the
secondary meaning. Moreover, the contradiction in the primary
meaning (mukhyarthabadha) is the precondition of assuming the
secondary meaning. In the above-mentioned case there is no
realization of any contradiction in the semantic level, because the
absurd entities fail to provide the direct meaning. But in the case of
Gangayam ghosah etc. there is no problem of understanding primary
meaning and also the non-realisability of the speaker’s intention. In
order to get rid of this situation the only way out is to admit implicative
meaning of the same. From the above discussion it is followed that in
Nyaya philosophical framework there is no room for sense without

reference.

To Freze an identity statement in the form: ‘The morning star is
the morning star’ which is apriori and analytic is uninformative in
character. The Naiyayikas have accepted identity statements of similar
nature like ‘gha;q@ha{a@’ (i.e., ajaris a jar) etc. To the most of the Neo-
.thinkers such identity statements are meaningful due to the following

reasons.

The term tadatmya may be understood at the very beginning as
the absence of bheda (difference), which is accepted as anyonyabhava
(mutual absence). If the term tadatmya were replaced by the term

‘abheda’, it would mean an absolute absence of bheda i.e., mutual
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contradictory by virtue of the fact that bheda which is taken as an
absentee limited by the property bhedatva is not at all possible. If it is
said that there is the absolute negation of bheda limited by bhedatva is
contradictory, because the bheda limited by the limitor of bheda
(bhedatva) is always available and hence the search for its absolute
negation leads to absurdity (abhedo yadi bhedatvavacchinna-
bhavastadaprasiddhih).®” An individual manifestation of bheda limited
by bhedatva would never be available, because everywhere there is a
bheda. Even if it is accepted that an individual manifestation of bheda
is there but not in general (bhedatvavacchinna) then in this case also
there is a contradiction to the absolute negation of the mutual absence
or bheda. Because we do not find a place in the world where there is
no individual manifestation of bheda. So absolute negation of the

mutual absence is not possible.®®

From the above discussion it can be said that identity (tadatmya)
is nothing but the non-distinction, which implies an uncommon property
(asadharanodharmah) existing in a particular object (sva). This
uncommon property exists in one and only one object
(Abhedastadatmyam Taccasvavrttyasadharano dharmah.
Asadharanyalica ekamatravrttitvam). If it is said that —Devadatta is
Devadatta’ or a jar is a jar (ghato ghatah), they convey the sense of
absolute sameness (bhedabhava) between two objects. It has been
accepted that a jar exists in itself through the relation of identity
(tadatmyasambandhena  ghatah  svasminneva varttate). The
importance of fadatmya may easily be understood if the definition of
anyonyabhava (mutual absence) is carefully reviewed. We generally
explain anyonyabhava (bheda) with the example- ‘a pot is not a cloth’
(ghato na patah) where the absentee (pratiyogT) is a cloth (pata). The

relation of identity for knowing an object as non-different from other is
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to be admitted. If it is asked why a jar is different from a cloth, because
the absentee or pratiyogi, which is a cloth (pata) does not exist in itself
(pata) through the relation of tadatmya (tadatmyasambandhava-
cchinnapratiyogitakabhava). That something is different from
something is known by the absence of tadatmya between them. When
it is said —'Calcutta is Calcutta’ ‘Rabindranath is Rabindranath’, it
cannot be ignored as having no meaning, because they convey some
meaning to the hearer. When we want to express some incomparability
of a city or an individual, we express the same with the help of such
identity statement. The city Calcutta has got certain characteristics of

its own which cannot be compared with other cities, but with itself.

Some Indian thinkers have been found interested in making an
artifical difference between after using the term ‘iva’. Bhartrhari in his
Vékyapadfya said that two objects, though identical, are demonstrated
in such a way that one will think of their difference. But this difference is
an artificial one in order to show the absolute sameness of the object.
When a different object is not available as standard of comparison, it
itself is used as the standard in order to bring out its incomparability as
found in the following example —'Ramaravanayoryuddham
ramaravanayoriva’ (i.e., the Rama-Ravana-fight is just like Rama-
Ravana-fight) is also a case of identity.®® Visvanatha, the author of the
Séhitydarpapa, has accepted the meaningfulness of such identity
statements, as he has accepted such statements as rhetoric called
ananvaya. When an object is imagined as having both the property of
upamana (the object with which something is compared) and the
peroperty of upameya (the object compared) simultaneously is called
ananvaya (upamanopameyatvamekasyaiva tvananvayah). In short, if
an object is taken as both upameya and upamana simultaneously, it is

called ananvaya. The following example may be cited- ‘Ra‘jfvam/'va
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reTjiT/am jalam  jalamivajanicandrascandra ivatandrah Saratsamu-
dayodyame’i.e., when autumn arrives in full swing, the lotus becomes
like a lotus (untouched by mud of the rainy season), water becomes

like water, the moon becomes like moon (uncovered by thick cloud).®”

Following the Navya Nyaya tradition some of the Anglo-Sanskrit
contemporary thinkers, Professor Kalidas Bhattacharya and Professor
Jayashankar Shaw think that the distinction between sense and
reference as found in Frege’s philosophy is available in the Navya
Nyaya texts also in the forms of shkya and sékyatévacchedaka or
pravirttinimitta. Their points of view may be highlighted in the following
manner. The Navya Naiyayikas have admitted that when the word
‘cow’ is uttered, it refers to many individual cows which are limited by a
property called ‘cowness’ (gofva). The property called cowness is
called s’akyatévacchedaka or pravritinimitta of the term ‘cow’ while the
individual cows are sakya. Professor Bhattacharya has described the
former as connotation and the later as denotation.®" So far as the
sékya (referred entity) i.e., an individual cow is concerned, it is called
referent in Fregean terminology. The property existing in a cow or
cowness or characteristics of a cow like having tail, dewlap etc, which
is called sékyatévacchedaka or connotation, is the sense of the

term.®?

In the sense portion any type of description or mode of
presentation can be accomrﬁodated as found in the expression-The
morning star is the evening star’ or 'Rabindranath is the author of
‘GTtéﬁjaIi’. It may come under the purview of the pravrttinimitta or
Sakyatavacchedaka of the term. From this it can be said that though
referent in such cases is the same, the sense is different. This view is
subscribed by Vardhamana Upadhyaya who has defined pravrttinimitta

in the following manner: ‘vacyatve sati vacyavrttitvesati
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vacyopasthitiprakaratvam'®® That is, something is to be taken as
pravrttinimitta of a word if it constitutes a part of the meaning complex,
if it remains in the referent and becomes qualifier in the context of its
emergence as a referent. it resemibles Frege's theory, because it

belongs to the object and it is a mode of presentation of the object.

The above-mentioned interpretation deserves thorough critical
analysis. In Nyaya the primary meaning is a composite whole called
Sakyatavacchedakavacchinnah s%kyar.; i.e., the primary meaning is
something limited by the limitor of being a primary meaning. This limitor
which is described as connotation is a part and parcel of the
denotation. This view is subscribed by Gadadhara also. To him the
pravrttinimitta of a term is a part of the meaning as a whole or it
belongs to the referent of a term, which is another member of the
meaning complex (vacyatve s%tggcy%rz@/g).‘“) Hence in Nyaya it is
very difficult to distinguish between denotation and connotation or

sense and reference.

Raghunatha wants to drop the term ‘vacyatve sati and says that
the pravrttinimitta of a term belongs to the referent but not the part of
the composite meaning. The pravrttinimitta has got some indicative
value (upalaksanatva), as it functions as an indicator of a particular
referent from others.®® It is otherwise fixes a particular referent from
others. Whatever may be the case, the meaning of a term in Nyaya
primarily is available through the potency (s/akt/) of a term, which exists
in an individual (vyakti), universal (jati) and also configuration (akrti) as
a composite whole. To Nyaya the meaning of a term is its referent
associated with universal and configuration.®® There is togetherness
(samﬁhétva) or inseparability among the pravrttisamarthya or akiti,
universal and individual referent. Hence it is very difficult to distinguish

strictly between sense and referent in the Nyaya.
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In the same way, it can be said that the eternity of the relation
between a word and its meaning as admitted by the Mimamsakas may
be taken as a flowing eternity (pravahinityatd) but not permanent
eternity (kﬁfasthanityata). If this eternity is of flowing type, the meaning
arising after words can be accommodated there. That is, it is having a

beginning but no end, which is easily acceptable to us.
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Chapter - U



CHAPTER -V

Some philosophical problems and their probable

solutions

It has already been shown that the non-realisability of the
intention of the speaker (tatparyanupapatti) is the seed of implicative
- meaning (laksana). That is why, the intention of the speaker (tatparya)
has occupied a prominent role in our daily verbal understanding. One
could raise a question in this connection. If the non-realisability of
intention of the speaker becomes the seed of implicative meaning, why
the non-realisability of expectancy (akamksanupapatti and non-
realisability of semantic incompetency (Yogyatanupapatti) cannot be |
the seed of the same? The question can properly be discussed in the

following manner.

An effort will be made to evaluate critically the theories that the
non-realisability of the intention of the speaker (tatparyanupaptti) is the
root of Laksana, the supremacy of tatparya in the phenomenon of
verbal comprehension, whether yogyatanupaptti can be taken as a the

seed of Lak:sa/]é or not etc.

Implication or Laksana is a relation to that which is conveyed by
the potency (sakti) of a word due to the non-comprehensibility of the
intention of the speaker (Laksapa Sakyasambandha-
statparyanupapattitah). The Naiydyikas have pointed out the
philosophical significance of intention (tatparya) first in the context of

enquiring the seed of implicative meaning (laksana). To them the non-
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realisability of intention or tatparya (tatparyanupapatti) is the seed of
laksana i.e. irhplicative meaning. In fact, the implicative meaning of the
term ganga as found in the sentence gangayam ghosah is ‘the bank of
the ganga’. The primary meaning of the terms ghosah and ganga are
ghosapalli and a particular flow of water (Ja/apravéha-visé§a)
respectively. The milk-man-colony cannot remain in a particular flow of
water and hence there is 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 /ak§af_15.
In the same way, the implicative meaning of the term ghosah is also
possible. In the former case laksana in the term ganga is accepted, but
not in the term ghosah.In another the reverse case is accepted. If
/ak.?aqé' is accepted in either of the terms, there will not be the non-
realisability in respect of relation (anvayanupapatti). 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 laksana lies in the
fact of removing the non-realisability of intention (tatparyanupapatti) of

the speaker, ™ which is also supported by Nagesa.®

Now what is to be understood by the term tatparya? The desire
of the speaker (vyakturiccha) is tatparya.”® In other words, it has been
stated that when a word or a sentence is uttered with a desire to
convey something, it is called tatparya (tatpratificchaya uccaritatvam).®
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 fatparya.
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.® 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.
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(arthajﬁ'énas'ﬁnyenapuru§enoccaritatvé'dvedarthapratyayabhévaprasan
gat).® 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 —gangayam 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 fatparya. As per the intention of the speaker the
implicative meaning of the terms ganga and gho:_sa{; 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 Iak.gapé.Moreover, this point
is substantiated when the implicative meaning is accepted in the
sentence-kakebhyo dadhi rak.:syatérri (i.e., protect the curd from crow
etc) in which there is obviously tatparyanupapatti but not
anvayanupapatti. The statements like ‘We donot 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
donot smoke’. In order to incorporate all types of laksana it is better to
accept the non-realisability in respect of fatparya as laksana 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

praves/aya). Because the phenomenon of admission is not
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inconceivable with the stick and hence no anvayanupapatti. If the non-
" realisability of intention is taken as the seed of lakgap?a 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.m

Let us see whether the non-realisability of tatparya which is
accepted as the seed of /aksana 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.®

It may be argued that as a group of words does not have any
potency or import (s’aktl), 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.®

_ Let us examine whether the non-realisability of the semantic
competency (yogyatanupapatti) may be taken as the root of implication
or Iakgapé. The semantic competency (yogyata) is the relation of the
meaning of a word with the meaning of another (padarthe tatra tadvatta
yogyata parikirtita).'® Such awareness is the precondition of the verbal
comprehension. The sentence — ‘sprinkling with water’ (jalena sincati)
gives a verbal comprehension due to having semantic competency. It

is known to us that the instrumentality of water is connected with the

other meaning of the word — ‘sprinkling’.
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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.'?

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 yogyatd, 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 Meghnadvadha by Madhusudana Datta which has no
semantic competency and for this there is a scope for implicative
meaning. The sentence goes like this — ‘fuldal diya katila ki vidhata
salmoli tarubare? i.e., does God cut the silk-cotton tree called Salmali
with the petal of flower? In fact, the petal of flower cannot cut the hard
tree like Salmali 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-patel 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.

In this connection it should be kept in mind that
yogyatanupapalti 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-realisabilty of the semantic

competency.
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If the intention of the speaker is realized (tatparyanupapatti) the
primary meaning (s’akyértha) 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

(8kamksanupapatti).

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
sakanksa)." The karakas cannot generate relation without the help of
the verb and hence there is an expectancy of kdrakas with the verb
(kriyapadam vina karakapadam nanvayabodham janayatiti tena
tasyakanksa).!" 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 (prakarana) under

which it is spoken.(

So far as Z\sttyanupapatti (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 anupapatti
here, it is not different from the non-realisability of expectancy
(ékén’lkgénupapattl). | think what is accepted as asatti or contiguity is
not essentially different from the expectancy (akamksa). Asatti is
defined as the contiguity of the words (sannidhdanam tu
padasyasattirucyate)."” In other words, the contiguity of the terms in

forms of subjunct and adjunct forming a relation is called asatti
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(anvaya-pratiyogi—anuyogi-padayoranvyavadhanamésatt/).(16) 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 to at all
for having a long temporal gap. It is very difficult to apprehend the
relation of both due to the non-identification of the subjunctness and
adjunctness (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 is any lack of -

asatti, it is nothing but the lack of akarnksa.

Though the Naiyayikas have accepted four means of verbal
comprehension-  expectancy (akamksa), semantic competency
(yogyata), contiguity (asatt) and intention of the speaker (tatparya), |
think the fourth factor i.e., the intention of the speaker (fatparya) 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 the
primary meaning (Sakyartha). If there is the non-realisability of the
intention (fatparya-anupapatti), the implicative meaning is to be
resorted to. Hence the tatparya 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 tatparya or intention of the speaker is realized or unrealized. In the
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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 realized. In other words, the inconceivability of the
- intention in the primary meaning gives rise to explore the implicative
meaning which reveals the true intention fatparya (upapatti) of the

speaker.('”

Another problem may be raised in this connection. The non-
realisability of the intention of the speaker (tatparyanupapatti) is the
seed of implicative meaning. Can this cognition of the intention of the
speaker (tatparyajfiana) lead us to other theories like
Praméqasamplava,'Pak§ata, Zhéryajﬁ'a’na etc ? The answer is in the
positive. Let us see how an individual's intention plays a role in

different spheres as mentioned above.

A problem may be raised how one can think of ‘knowledge
produced through desire’ (icchajanyajnana). A solution to this problem
may be offered in the following way. Let us look towards the exact
nature of aharyajnana. The knowledge which is produced out of one's
own desire at the time when there is the contradictory knowledge is
called aharyajnana. ( Virodh/]'ﬁa’nakélﬁ?ecchépra yojyajiianatvam
aharyajfianatvari or ‘Vadhakalinecchajanyam jianam)."® The word
‘aharya’ means ‘artificial’, which is found in the Bhattikavya where the
ladies are described as aharyasobharahitairamayaih'® (that is, free
from artificial beauty). From this, it follows that the word anaharya
means ‘natural’ which is expressed by the term ‘amayail’. When we
talk of aharya-knowledge, it has to be taken as an artificial knowledge
on account of the fact that between two objects an object is deliberately
thought as otherwise in spite of knowing the distinct character or real

nature of these two objects. In these cases one’s desire of thinking an
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object as otherwise acts as an instrument (icchajanya). It is to be borne
in mind that the Navya Naiyayikas have given much importance on
vivaksa (that is, will to say). Let us put forth some cases where we find
a knowledge produced through the instrumentality of desire
(icchajanyajnana). One is allowed to say sthali pacati (he cooks with
clay-pot) with the nominative case-ending to the pot instead of the
correct expression ‘sthalya pacati, with the instrumental case-ending

with the word sthali if one so desires.

Apart from these there are a few cases where we find
knowledge attained through the instrumentality of desire (icchajanya)
as in the case of paksata. If someone bears a strong desire to infer
(sisadhayisa), he can infer in spite of having siddhi. (sisadhayisasattve’
numitirbhavatyeva).?® It is permissible as the Naiyayikas believe in the
theory of pramapasamplava (that is, capability of applying various
pramanas) to ascertain an object. According to this theory, ‘fire’ which
is perceived can be inferred if someone so desires. That a cloth is
completely different from a jar is completely known from the perception
and hence there is not at all any necessity to infer a cloth as distinct
from a jar. In spite of this one is found to infer : ‘It (that is, a cloth) is
endowed with the mutual absence of a jar, as it has got clothness’
(ghatanyonyabhavavan patatvat). All these cases are supportable as
- an individual desires to do so and hence the role of icchafanyatva in
the attainment of knowledge cannot be denied. But it should be clearly
borne in mind that all icchajanya — inferences or knowledges — are not
aharya. The icchajanya-jnana as found in the case of rupaka and tarka
are the instances of aharyajnana. From the above-mentioned cases it
is proved that desire may act as the instrument of knowledge which is

called icchajanyajriana.
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Another problem may be raised how the concept of aharyajnana
can be accommodated in Nyaya as the sentence conveying such
cognition has no yogyata. It may seem strange to us as to why such
artificial nature of knowledge is at all essential in the context of Nyaya.
Though there is no direct result of the deliberation of such artificial
knowledge due to not having semantic competency (yogyata), it plays

a great role in pointing out the exact nature of an object indirectly.

The importance of accepting aharyajnana can be realized easily
if we ponder over the importance of tarka as a philosophical method.
Tarka is nothing but an aharyajnana, which is evidenced from the
definition given in the Nflakang‘haprakééiké on Dipika ‘/_\héryavyépya-
vattabhramajanya aharyavyapakavattabhramastarkah’®" That is, tarka
is an imposed (aharya) erroneous cognition of the existence of a
pervader (vyapaka) which is produced by another imposed erroneous
cognition of the existence of a vyapya. If the knowledge in the form-
‘There is fire in the lake’ (hrado vahniman) is produced out of one's
desire at the time where there is the awareness of the contradictory
knowledge in the form-‘there is the absence of fire in the lake’
(hradovahnyabhavavan), it is called aharya. In this case erroneous

cognition is deliberate which is not found in ordinary illusion.

The main purpose of accepting aharyajiana is to ascertain the
true nature of an object (vi§ayaparis/odhaka) and to remove the doubt
of deviation (vyabhicéras’arhkénivartaka). The aharyajnana existing in
the former type-‘If it has no fire, it has no smoke’ (Yadyam vahniman
na syat tada dhimavan na syat) ascertains the existence of fire in a
particular locus. In the same way, the Navya Naiyayikas have accepted
another form of tarka which is also aharya in order to eliminate one'’s
doubt of deviation (vyabhicarasamka). If someone bears a doubt

whether smoke and fire have an invariable relation or not, this doubt of
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deviation (vyabhicdrasamka) can be dispelled by demonstrating the
aharya-knowledge in the form : ‘If smoke be deviated from fire, it will
not be caused by fire’. (dhimo yadi vahnivyabhicart syat tarhi
vahnijanyo na syat). From this it is indirectly proved that as smoke is

caused by fire, it will not be deviated from fire 22

By virtue of being dharya both the parts — the ground (apadaka)
and consequent (apadya) are imaginary or hypothetical. If the first part
is true, the second part would become automatically true. But it is a
well-known fact that the second part is not true in so far as we do not
get any smoke, which is not caused by fire. So, the doubt as to the
deviation of fire with smoke can be removed by applying the tarka in
the form of aharya. It, Being a kind of mental construction is useful for
removing doubt and hence it becomes promoter to pramanas. This
aharya cognition is otherwise called anistapatti or anistaprasanga, that
Is, introduction of the undersired through which the desired one is
established. This imposition of the undersired is of two types . the
rejection of the established fact and the acceptance of the non-
established object (Syadanistarn dvividharn smrtam
prémépikaparityégastathe-taraparigrahab). If there is an aharyajiiana in
the form-‘water cannot quench thirst’, there would arise an objection-‘Iif
it is so, no thirsty people shouid drink water’. It is known from our
experience that water is capable pf quenching thirst, which is denied

here and hence it comes under the first type of anista.

If it is said that water causes burning, there would arise
objection in the form-If it is so, the drinking of water would cause a
burning sensation. The burning sensation from water is not an
established fact, which is admitted here and hence it belongs to the
second type of anista. We often take recourse to dharyajiiana even in

our day-to-day debate. If an opponent says to a Naiyayika that self is
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non-eternal (anitya), he may first agree with what the opponent says in
the following manner-'O.K_, initially | agree with you that self is non-
eternal’. This agreement for the time being is @harya and the next step
in the form-If self were non-eternal in nature, there would not have
been the enjoyment of karma, rebirth or liberation due to the
destruction of the self, is also aharya which indirectly points to the
eternality of self. In the same way, various expressions like ‘If | were a
bird, | would have flown from one place to another’If you were a
firmament, | would have stretched my wings like a crene’ (which'
reminds me of a Bengali song- Tumi dkas yadi hate ami balakar mato

pakha meltam) can be included under aharyajnana.

The accommodation of aharyajfidna in Navya Nyaya is primarily
to promote an indirect method through which truth is ascertained. In the
indirect proof in symbolic logic the negation of the conclusion is
deliberately taken which is also an aharya and from this it is shown
that, if this is taken as conclusion, it will lead to some contradiction or
absurdity. If the negation of P which is originally a conclusion is taken
as a conclusion of aharya-type and proved it as contradictory or
absurd, it will automatically follow that the original conclusion, that is, P
(anaharya) is true. The method is also called the method of proof by

reductio ad absurdum.®

In metaphorical expressions such aharyajnana bears a
completely different import. Rupaka remains in the representation of
the subject of description which is not concealed, as identified with
another well known standard (ripakam rupitaropad visaye
nirapahnave).®” In the famous case of rgpaka-mukhacandra the
upameya is ‘face’ which is identified with ‘moon’. In this case, the
distinction between these is not concealed in spite of having excessive

similarity. Though the difference between them is not concealed yet
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there is the ascription of the identification between two objects
(atisamyat anapahnutabhedayoh upamanopameyayoh abhedaropah).
In spite of knowing the distinction between upamana and upameya,
there is the hypothetical ascription of identity deliberately which is also

an aharya.®®

From the above discussions, it is known to us that the
accommodation of the ahharyajnana presupposes some intention of an
individual. In the case of metaphor, aharyatva is taken recourse to in
order to show the extreme similarities between two objects. In the
same way, aharyajnana is accepted by the logicians to ascertain the
real nature of an object indirectly. Hence aharyajnana can be utilized
as an accessory to a pramépa (pramanpanugrdhakarupena). Though
semantic competency (yogyata), the criterion of the meaningfulness of
a sentence, is not found in the sentences conveying aharyajnana,
meaning of such sentences is easily understood by others. Had these
been not understood at all, the absence of yogyata cannot also be
known. Moreover, as there is semantic incompetency, a search for
other indirect or secondary meaning is permissible. As there is the
absence of yogyata in the expressions like mukhacandra and ‘If | were
a bird, | would have flown’, etc., a thorough search for indirect meaning
like extreme similarity (atisamya) between face and moon, the
absurdity of describing a man as bird, etc. have to be ascertained. It is
to be kept in mind that the semantic competency is essential only in the
case of direct meaning (s’akyértha) but not in implicative or suggestive
rheaning (laksyartha or vyangyartha). In fact, an implicative or
suggestive meaning is looked for if there is the incompetency among
the words (mukhyarthavadhe). Hence the semantic incompetency
paves way to the indirect meaning as found in the expressions like ‘I

am building castles in the air’, etc. Following the same line it can be
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said that éhéryajﬁéna can communicate something to us indirectly in

spite of not having the said competency.

Can we speak of 5h5ryajr’r§na existing in the pure music or
ragas, pure dance or abstract paintings that are new worlds created
through imagination? In response to this, the following suggestion can
be made. Though &haryajnana is a product of imagination, all
imagination cannot be taken as 'éhé/yajﬁé'na. The imaginary ideas as
found in the fanciful stories or fairy tales, etc., are not aharya. Some
imagination is created out of one’s own will (icchaprayojya) at the time
when one is conscious of the contradictory  knowledge
(virodhijr';:éi'nakéli—na). In spite of being conscious of the fact that fire
cannot stay in the lake, we imagine that the lake has fire out of our
strong will. It is a case of aharya as already mentioned. In the case of
pure music, dance and abstract paintings, we are not aware of the
contradictory knowledge (virodhijﬁéna) through which the imaginary
states are sublated (vadhita). Though these are the cases of
imagination having the characteristic of icchaprayojyatva, or
icchajanyatva, they are not éhé'ryajl’;:ina due to the lack of the other
characteristic, that is, virodh/era'nakéliBatva or vadhakalinatva. In the
case of éhé‘/yajﬁé'na both the characteristics should be taken as
adjuncts of imaginations. An imaginary cognition associated with
icchaprayojyatva or icchajanyatva and virodhij/';'a’nakélﬁ?atva is called
aharya. Due to the absence of the second characteristic the charge of
avyapti of the definition of aharyajnana to the pure music, etc., does

not stand on logic.

To my understanding the whole philosophy of language is centred
around the concept of intention. It is intention of the speaker while
determines the meaning-primary and secondary. It has already been

said that one can go in search of secondary meaning in the form of
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Lak.gapé or vyénfé'né if there is some sort of incompatibilities in the
primary one which is in terms of intention of the speaker
(tatparyanupapatti) considering the importance of the intention of
speaker the Grammarians have admitted tatparya as the main criterion
of meaning. Depending on the intention of the speaker one can
determine the meaning and hence there is no necessity of admitting
Lakgagé or vyéﬁ]ané as a separate category. If intention of the is given
prominence, other meaning follows automatically. If the purpose is
served with the help of intention of the speaker, what is the utility of
admitting Laksana, Vyanjana, vakrokti etc. Moreover, the incompatibility
of yogyata or 5k§r3k§5 is nothing other than the inconceivability of
tatparya (tatparyanupapatti). On account of this, intention of the speaker

(tatparya) is the pillar on which the whole philosophy of language stands.

Apart from the above it is essential to search for an intention of
the speaker while a meaning is assigned to a particular technical term.
For example ‘guna’ is a technical term. It denotes constituents like
saftva, raja and tama so far as the Samkhya philosophy is concerned. In
the same way the Vaisésjkas have used the same in the sense of
qualities colour (rupa) etc. In grammar also the term is used in a
completely different sense. For this reason the meaning is not fixed to a
particular term. We have to assume the meaning of the same depending
on the intention of the speaker. That is why, the terms like vivaksa,
tatparya etc. receive much attention of the scholars in the field of Idian

philosophy.
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