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PREFACE 

LANGUAGE has been studied in India both in respect of 
morphology and of semantics from very ancient times. The 
relation of language with thought is so intimate and 
fundamental that scarcely one can be thought without the 
other. This truth was recognised from a very early date, 
even in the Sutra-period. Moreover, thought can be made 
objective and communicable only if it is vested with linguist­
ic symbol. The metaphor will not be unwarranted if it 
is said that language is thought externalised and objectified. 
It had been a debated issue whether the relation of language 
and meaning is constitutional and natural or conventional 
and accidental. The latter alternative is the conclusion 
of the Naiyayikas and the student of Nyaya is too familiar 
with the arguments that have been propounded in the 
Nyaya-Sutra in support of the theory and in refutation of 
the opposite theory. The Nlimarµsists and the Grammar­
ians endorse on the contrary the opposite theory-viz., that 
language and thought, though not ontologically identical, 
are logically inseparable. The philosophers of the Vaise­
~ika and Buddhistic schools of thought have, however, 
advocated a theory different from both and there is an 
appreciable difference in the arguments and in the con­
clusions which have been sponsored by the Buddhists 
and Vaisesikas themselves. Later on, the relation of 
language and thought has been studied both analytically 
and synthetically by the logicians of the N avya-nyaya 
school with their characteristic thoroughness and pre­
c1s1on. Analytically, the unit of language was disco-
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vered to be the irreducible minimum of judgment called 
proposition or sentence. But though the sentence is the 
irreducible logical structure which can have a theoretical 
and practical value, it was recognised that the sentence is 
a synthetic whole made up of constituent terms cemented 
by a relation. Hence, the logical necessity of the study of 
terms and their relation. 

In the first chapter of the present dissertation the cons­
titution of words, which are the elements of a sentence· 
and function as terms in a proposition, has been studied 
from the metaphysical point of view. Though the exami­
nation of this topic may appear to have little practical 
significance so far language as the medium of thought is 
concerned, yet a student of philosophy who will not take 
for granted the arbitrary concepts of empirical thought as 
ultimate principles has every reason to be interested in the 
metaphysical speculations on the ultimate nature and 
constitution of words that have been expounded by us in 
the first chapter. In the second and third chapters I have 
studied the problem-viz., the relation of words and 
meani~gs, from the standpoint of the Grammari~ns, 
Buddhists and Vaise~ikas, and I hope that the speculatwns 
recorded in them will not fail to interest even a modern 
~ind. It appears to us that so far as the speculative act_i­
vity of the human mind is concerned it is problematic 
~heth:r the march of time with the progress of science and 
Its vaned applications in the practical field has been able 
to :ender the findings of the ancient thinkers of India 
antiqu_ated and out of date. Without prejudging the issues 
an? without assuming the role of an advocate holding a 
bnef for any party, I may be permitted to observe that 
the. spec~lations of the ancient thinkers of India on the 
stihJect will not fail to stimulate the interest of a modern 
student who finds it difficult to have access into the origi-



[ vii ] 

nal wntmgs for their inadequate knowledge of Sanskrit. 
Sanskrit which has been developed and enriched by the 
speculation of men of outstanding intellect for thousands 
of years and from all parts of the Indian sub-continent 
deserves intensive studv at the hands of modern scholars. 
Though it must be rec~gnised that much has been done by 
scholars of the world-Europe, America, Japan and India, 
in modern times, yet without the slightest suggestion of 
disparagement it may be legitimately asserted that the ac­
tual achievement is only a small fragment of what remains 
to be done. The difficulties of a modern Research Scholar 
are manifold. Apart from the lack of financial help which 
makes it impossible for them to have books of their own, 
the researches of previous scholars have left very little 
scope for embarking upon subjects of wide general interest. 
Almost in every field of lndological study the contour has 
been surveyed and the general features have been mapped 
out. What now remains is the study of particular prob­
lems with all their difficulties. It will not be inexcusable 
diffidence if a modern student entertains the apprehension 
that the result of his labour will appear to be much too aca­
demic and technical. A Sanskrit scholar who has bestow­
ed years of labour on the acquisition of mastery over the 
language which is stupendous in its vastness and variety 
alike can best turn to account his knowledge by trying 
to make it the universal property of humanity. Inspired 
by this idea I have endeavoured to represent the thoughts 
of the master minds of India in a particular field to the 
best of my ability and light. 

In conclusion I may be permitted to draw the atten­
tion of the prospective reader to the fourth and fifth chap­
ters that deal with the connotation of words. I may be 
excused for saying that I have broken new ground here. Of 
course, the Buddhists' position has been faithfully represen-
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ted in the Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux.1 But my 
approach has been rather from the standpoint -:>f the 
student of philosophy of language than of metaphysics. I 
have also made my study more comparative and accord­
ingly the Naiyayika standpoint has been given as thorough 
a treatment as the Buddhists' position together with the: 
position of the Mima111sists and the Grammarians. The 
last two chapters which deal with the problems of syntax 
and the theories called Abhihitanvaya-vada and Anvitabhi­
dhana-vada ought to be regarded as original contributions. 
In Chapter VI I have tried to utilise all the available data 
having some bearing on the study of the vexed and 
abstruse porblems of syntax, save those featuring in 
Gangesa Upadhyaya's Tattva-cintamatJ,i and Vyasa Tirtha's 
Tarka-ta1J,¢ava-which I have deliberately eschewed for fear 
of making the present disssertation too much lengthy. The 
treatment of the two theories of Anvitabhidhana-vada and 
Abhihitanvaya-vada in Dr. Prabhat Chandra Chakravarti's 
Philosophy of Sanskrit Grammar has been rather scrappy. In 
Chapter VII I have tried to make them as comprehensive 
as my resources permitted. Of course, I have dealt with 
the position of the Mimarpsists of the Bhatta and Prabha­
kara schools, the speculations of Gangesa Upadhyaya and 
Madhusudana Sarasvati with the illuminating disquisi­
tion on the subject by Brahmananda in his commentary 
on the Advaita-siddhi called the Laghu-candrika being left out. 

I worked under the guidance of Dr. Satkari Mookerjee 
M.A., Ph.D., the then Head of the Department of Sanskrit, 
Calcutta University, and the subject of my study was 
suggested to me by him. I had the privilege of studying 
difficult philosophical texts with him and thus clarifying 

1By Dr. Satkari Mookerjee M. A., Ph. D. (Published by the 
University of Calcutta, I 935). 
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many points in the abstruse dialectics of the ancient Indian 
thinkers. This dissertation was submitted as a thesis for the 
Premchand Roychand Studentship in Arts of the University 
of Calcutta in 1945 and is now being published with a few 
minor variations. I would be happy if it is able to attract 
the attention of the scholars and arouse their interest in a 
comparatively neglected field of lndological research. 

Dated, Calcutta, 
November 7, 1962. 

Bishnupada Bhattacharya. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

CONSTITUTION OF vVORDS : 

SPHOTA THEORY OF GRAMMARIANS 

BEFORE we proceed to the study of the functions of words, 
it is but legitimate that we should examine the nature of 
words themselves. vVhat is the use of having recourse to 
words and sentences in preference to other means-like 
the movement of limbs and mimes, for expressing our 
feelings? How can words, composed of unmeaning letters 
as they are, hope to convey any idea at all ? Can indivi­
dual words be isolated by a process of abstraction from 
the various sentence-units ? These are vital questions 
that must be satisfactorily answered, before the study of 
the functions themselves is seriously taken up. 

The development of language is the most striking 
phenomenon in the history of the civilization of mankind. • / 
How inarticulate ejaculations gradually crystallised into 
articulate word-units is still a mystery to the students of 
philology. But it is not difficult to imagine that mimes 
and exclamations yielded place to distinct words and 
sentences because of the advantage that the latter un­
doubtedly possess over the former. vVhile ejaculatory 
sounds and mimes can express only a very limited variety 
of feelings intended to be conveyed, and that too not un­
equivocally, the words, if properly used, have the inherent 
capacity to convey just those ideas that one intends to 1

'-: 

convey. This question was first broached by Ya.ska in • 
the introduction to his Nirukta, where he has endeavoured 
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to justify linguistic usage on grounds of expediency and 
parsimony.1 

The next question is more fundamental and has a 
very far-reaching philosophic import. A word, if duly 
analysed, is nothing but a mere juxtaposition of discrete 
and meaningless sounds,-without any nexus to hold them 
together and make a significant whole out of the non-sig­
nificant parts. Our organs of articulation are so constitu­
ted that it is beyond our capacity to utter more than one 
sound-unit at a moment. Thus when we state that "the 
word gau~ means a particular species of animal" we are 
simply begging the question and using a language that 
cannot stand the test of scientific investigation. For, we 
are presupposing thereby the unitary character of the 

.J sound-group gau~-which is jJrima facie untenable2 • Thus 
the claim that the words constitute the most suitable 
vehicle for the communication of our ideas falls to the 
ground. Philosophers have tried to evaluate the claims 
of the rival theories whether it is the constitutive letters, 
syllables or whole words that possess significance. Vv e 
therefore propose to embark upon a discussion of the 
problem as it has been debated among the rival thinkers. 

"\Ve should note at the very outset that the investiga­
tion of the nature of words forms one of the main topics 
in treatises on ]Vyaya, Munartzsa and Vyakarm;a. The Naiya-

1al)Iyastvacca sabdena sarpjfiiikaranam vyavaharartham Ioke-
]{irukta, 1.2. which has been explained· by Durga as follows·: " ..... . 
abhinaya api vyaptimantalJ pai:iiviharak!_>inikocadaya}:i/taircva karya­
siddhir astu iti/ ..• satyam, abhinaya api vyaptimantalJ/natu ai:iiyarrsalJ/ 
te mahata yatnena vyapnuvanti na ca nilJsandigdha111- kurvanti/ ...... " 
-pp. 49-50 ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. ) 

2Compare: atha van::ial). sabdasabdena ucyante te ca arthaprati­
padakas tatha'pi sabdad ityekatva111 vibhaktyartho na sarpgacchate/ 
sabdebhyaq. pratipadyamahe-iti vyavaharal) sya.t/-Nyiiya-Manjari, 
Vol.l, p. 339. ( Chowkhamba Edn. ). 
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yikas and Mimarµsakas are agreed in their denial of the 
metaphysical reality, called __ .5jJ}lQfa., which according to the 
Grammarians, possesses the capacity for revealing mean­
ings. And yet, their respective view-points differ from each 
other in conformity with their mutually varying meta­
physical doctrines. So we should better deal with the 
Grammarians' approach towards the real nature of words 
first, and then examine the criticisms of the Naiyayikas 
and l'dimarµsakas levelled against it. 

The first distinct reference to the theory of sp!wfa, 
though not in so many words, is to be met with in Yaska's 
JVirukta. Here Ya.ska refutes the view of Audumbaraya:i;ia 
that the classification of words into four different catego­
ries-viz., nama~ aklzyata, upasarga and nipata, is im­
possible, as there is no existence of a word as distinct from 
the sound-units that follow each other in quick succession.1 

Ya.ska answers the objection by asserting that as words are 
ubiquitous and eternal there is no difficulty in the way of 
the above classification. 2 Here Ya.ska has adopted the 
Iviimarµsaka doctrine of ubiquity and permanency of 
\\·ords, which will be explained in detail later on when 
we come to deal with the l\!Iimarµsaka attitude towards 
sjJ!zota. 

The Grammarians contend that the meaning that is 
comprehended from a particular word is not due to the 
momentary sound-units that go to its formation, but it is 
generated by the eternal and indivisible TVord-Essence 
( sphota) which is alone significant. The letters3 merely 

1indriyanityam vacanam .ity-Audumbariiyar.ial~/ tatra catu~tvar~1. 
~1:_opapadyatc'y1;1gapadutpannana~1 vii sabcLinam itarctaropadesal~ 
sastrakrto yogas ca-J\firukta, l. 2. 

2vyaptimattvat tu sabdasya-loc. cit. Vide Skandaswamin's comm. 
on the above text. Vol. I, pp. 16-17. ( Edited by Dr. L. Sarup ). 

3Throughout the discussion the term 'letter' should be taken to 
mean the 'sound-unit' represented by it. 
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serve to manifest that eternal sjJ!zota, just as the parti­
culars serve to manifest the universals that arc eternal 
and ubiquitous. Pataiijali has noticed this theory of splzota 
in his gloss on P. I. I. 69. : eval?Z tarhi-sjJ!wtalz fobdalz/ 
dhvani~ sabdagw;a~. 

The opponents might argue : The Vaiyakarar:ia con­
ception of sabda as spho{a which is totally different from 
the sounds of letters that are perceived is alogical. For, 
if the letters serve only to manifest the eternal and in1mu­
table spho{a, it might be asked whether they do so severally 
or conjointly. The first alternative is impossible because 
in that case the first letter alone would suffice to manifest 
the spho{a, and all subsequent letters would be useless repe­
titions. The second alternative too is untenable inasmuch 
as an aggregate of the momentary sounds of letters is a fic­
tion. Consequently, the Vaiyakarar:ias themselves cannot 
be immune from the main difficulties by positing dogmati­
cally the entity of spho{a that cannot stand critic al test. 1 

To this the Grammarians' reply would be as follows : 
The opponents' repudiation of sjJho{a on the gro,und that 
letters are incapable of manifesting it either severally or 
conjointly is devoid of reasons. For, the very first letter 
itself manifests the immutalbe sound-unit. Nor can it be 
argued that the remaining letters would be utterly redun­
dant thereby. For, they help to make the apprehension of 
the sound-unit more explicit and vivid, just as repeated 
observation of a precious stone helps the connoisseurs in 
grasping thoroughly its real essence. 2 The Grammarians, 

1nanu sphotavyaktau api idaniqi kva gataste van:iana.11, vyasta­
samastadi-vikalpa}:l? aha ca Bhatta}:1-"yasyanavayaval:i sphoto vya­
jyate vari:iabuddhibhi}:1/ so'pi paryanuyogena naikenapi vimucyate/" 
-iti/-NM. Vol. I, p. 339. 

2Cp. "samastyena tu tadvyakti}:l sarvante mai:iitattvavat"­
Vakya-jJadiya. Vide also Nl1J. Vol. I, p. 340. 
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moreover, contend that though the existence of sjJ!wta 
is commonly established by Inference ( anumana ), yet it is 
capable of being cognised through Perception ( pratyak~a ) 
as welll. \Ve say that the word 'cow' means a particular 
species of animal. This unity of the word 'cow' corres­
ponding to the unity of the meaning is obviously felt 
and no sophistry can explain it away. It is not plausible 
to argue that this singular and unitary conception is 
illusory as it is in reality the perception of more than 
one letter-unit, just as the perception of 'forest' as a 
singular concept is illusory, the objects of perception in 
this case being the 'trees' that make the forest. Had 
it been an illusion it would have been supplanted by a 
subsequent valid cognition. But as the unity of the per­
ceptual cognition is never overriden or contradicted by 
any subsequent cognition, it would not be reasonable to 
repudiate its validity. 1 

The l\1imarpsakas, however, do not favour the sphota­
theory of the Grammarians. According to them there is 
no separate entity called sphota-indivisible and immu­
table, apart from the sound-units that are immediately 
perceived. Sahara in his Bha~ya on JS. I.1.1.5. cites the 
view of Upava~·~a-an ancient Mimarpsaka, to the effect 
that the-letter~ alone constitute the word. 2 In order to 
understand the position of the Mimarpsakas vis-a-vis that 
of the Grammarians, we must have to take note of their 
peculiar tenets regarding the nature of sound. Sound, 
according to the Mimarpsakas, is not a momentary pheno­
menon, as the Naiyayikas hold. It is eternal and omni-

1.Nyiiya-manjari, Vol. I, pp. 340-41. 
2 Op. cit. Vol. I. p. 45. (ASS. Edn. ). Saf!lkaracarya in his Sifriraka­

BhiiJya on BS. I. 3. 28 has referred to Upavar~a's view : "varr:ia eva tu 
sabdal:i-iti Bhagavan UpavaqaJ:i''-p. 325. ( NSP. Edn. with B/ziimati 
and Kalpatarn ). 
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present. Nor it is a 'quality' inhering in Ether ( akasa ). 1 

It is in reality a substance, just as Earth and \ Va ter are 
substances. In the light of these _fundamental differences 
in respective doctrines, we must approach to study the 
spho!a-theory advanced by the Grammarians from the 
Mima:rp.saka viewpoint. 

Thus the sounds conveyed by letters being permanent 
and omnipresent an aggregate is not impossible, a contin­
gency that forced the Grammarians to posit the entity 
of spho[a. But if we probe somewhat deeper we would 
find that the difficulty is not altogether absent eve!}. 
though the Mima:rp.saka viewpoint be accepted. For, all 
the sound-units of individual letters being equally omni­
present and eternal, it would be impossible to decide 
which of them would form a group to convey a particular 
concept. And in the absence of any crucial test in favour 
of one group as against another no conceptual cognition 
would be possible. 2 Moreover, the letters themselves can­
not be taken to have the power to signify any definite idea. 
Had it been so, both nadi and dina would have conveyed 
the same idea, as the same letters enter into their forma­
tion. If, however, to avoid this difficulty it is argued that 
the letters as arranged in a particular sequence are cap­
able of conveying a definite concept and any change in 
that sequence would entail a correspondig change in the 
idea, the position is not improved any the least thereby. 3 

1 Vide : srotramatrendriyagrahya~ sabda~ sabdatvajatiman/ dra­
vyaf!l sarvagato nitya~ Kumarilamate mata~/viyadgui:iatvarp sab­
dasya kecid iicur man'i~ii:ial?-/Pratyak1?adivirodh~t tad Bhattapadair 
upek~itam/-Narayai:ia Bhatta's Miinameyodaya. 

2athapi M1ma.1!11?akamatena nitya~ sabda i1?yate, tatrapi sattaya 
yaugapadyasya sakalavari:iasadharai:iatvat kena van?-asamudayena 
ko'rtha~ pratyayyeteti navadharyate-NM., loc. cit., p. 337. 

3Cp. Sarpkara's Bhii,rya on BS. I. 3. 28. ( p. 330 ). Vide: "yavanto 
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For, it is not possible to attribute any sequence, either in 
space or in time, of sound-units that are eternal and omni­
present-as the :rvlimarµsakas would have us believe. The 
:rviimarp.sakas might meet this objection by stating that 
though sounds of letters J;er se are omnipresent and eternal, 
they must have to be manifested through the contact of 
organs of articulation if they are to form themselves into 
what we call a word and express a definite idea. Consequent-
ly those letters alone would be said to constitute a word 
which are actually uttered. The contention that spatio­
temporal sequence is inconceivable with regard to ubiqui­
tous and eternal sounds is similarly based on an erroneous 
conception of the real viewpoint of the 11imarp.sakas. For, 
though the letters themselves are eternal and omnipresent, 
their manifestation is momentary. Thus temporal sequence 
is certainly conceivable. But one might argue: The mani­
festation of individual letters being thus transitory in 
character, the objections that originally applied to momen­
tary letters would be mutatZ:s mutandis applicable in this 
case too. For, it might be pertinently asked whether the 
manifested sounds reveal the sense severally or conjointly. 
The Mimarp.sakas can accept neither of these alternatives 
for reasons that led the Grammarians to the conception of 
sj;lzota. To this the Mimarp.sakas would reply : Though 
the manifestations are momentary, yet each of them leaves 
behind an impression, which being aroused after the mani- \ 
festation of the last letter of a particular word, helps us in I 

/' 

recollecting all the sound-units simultaneously in just the 
very sequence as they were originally manifested, and thus 
these sounds as finally recollected would signify the parti­
cular idea.1 Consequently the apprehension of the oppo-

yadrsa ye ca yadarthapratipadane/vari:i,al), prajfiatasamarthyas te ta­
thaivavabodhakal~/" -Slakavarttika : SjJhofavada. v. 69. 

1athava kramopalabdhe~vapi vari:i,e~u m'inasam anuvyavasaya-
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nents, viz., that different words having the same cons­
tituent sound-units would not be distinguishable from each 
other is altogether groundless inasmuch as the final re­
collection would be fully cognizant of the sequence as well. 
There is still another difficulty to be overcome before the 
Mimarµsakas can hope to carry conviction to the oppo­
nents. The latter might argue : Granted that the mani­
festations leave behind them the impressions that give rise 
to the final recollection of the letters, is it not logical that 
the recollections of individual letters should be in the 
same sequence in which they were manifested instead of 
simultaneously? So what is gained by postulating one total 
recollection based on synthetic impression ? The l\tlimarµ­
sakas would assert that the successive individual impres­
sions in combination with the last impression do produce 
one synthetic impression which ultimately causes the simul­
taneous recollection of the letters which reveal the parti­
cular meaning.1 Now the Grammarians might retort : 
The process contemplated by the Mima:rp.sakas in which a 
series of letters is supposed to convey a meaning is certain­
ly tortuous as contrasted with the theory of sjJhofa. The 
postulation of sjJhota as a tertium quid is a much simpler 
way for accounting for our verbal cognitions, as it does 
not assume illogically that impressions can produce im­
pressions. But the Mimarµsakas may urge: The Gramma­
rians' theory of sjJhota is much more tortuous and cumber­
some than what it appears to be at first sight. For, while 
we have assumed merely that primary impressions them-

riipam akhilavari:iavi~aya1!1 sa1!1-kalanajfiana~1 yad utpadyate tad 
arthapratyayananga~1 bhavi~yati/ ... sa ca ya111 sa1!1kalanapratyayal~ 
smaryamai:ianubhiiyamana-praktanantyavari:ia-vi~ayataya citrariipa 
upeyate/yadi va'ntyavari:ie'pi tirohite bhavan asadvan:iagocara eva na 
citrakiral_i so'rthapratitihetur eka eveti niravakasa vyastasamastavikal­
pa~/-.NM. Loe. cit. 

1Njii.ya-Maryari, Vol. 1. p. 347. 



CONSTI'l'UTION OF ""ORDS 9 

selYes arc capable of producing further impressions, the 
Grammarians posit, in addition to the primary impressions 
that are common to both the theories, a host of unwarran­
ted facts-viz., the entity of sphota) its distinction from 
constituent letters, its indivisibility and so on. 1 But, after all 
has been said and done, one important question still re­
mains to be answered-viz., what is the advantage of re­
cognising the permanency of sound-units if their manifes­
tation is still regarded as transitory ? To understand the 
the l\tlimarµsaka standpoint we must have to study their 
outlook in respect of the Vedas. The Vedas, the :t\1ima:rp.­
sakas assert, are not the handiwork of a personal omni­
potent God as the Naiyayikas contend. They are eternal 
and self-existent. \Vere it not the case, the Vedas could 
not possess that validity which is held to attach to them. 
They would have become circumscribed temporally and 
spatially in the sense of having a beginning just as all 
poetic works have. They could not have been the reposi­
tory of eternal and self-evident Truths, being the product 
of a personal God who is as susceptible to fallibility as all 
mortals are known to be, and there would be an end to 
all talks of self-authoritativeness that is attributed to the 
Vedas. To avoid this contingency the Ivlimarµsakas postu­
late the eternity of the sounds that constitute the Vedic 
mantras. The Vedic mantras being eternal and self-existent 
independently of any personal God, no suspicion as to 
their fallibility can at all arise. 2 The words composed 
of eternal sounds are eternal as are the sentences made 

1Cp. "sadbhava-vyatirckau tu tatha'vayavavaijanam/tavadhikaqi 
bhavet tasmad yatno'savarthabuddhisu/"-.S'V. Splwtavada. v. 94. Vide 
also }f,Vf. Vol. 1. p. 34 7. • • 

2 tad evaqi sarvaprama1:iana1~ svatal:i pramai:iye siddhc samana­
nya yataya sabdasyapi tathaiva prama1:iyai~ bhavati ... puru~ado~anu­
pravcsakarital:i kvaciddhi viplavaJ:i/taduktam-"sabde do~odbhavas 
tavad vaktradhina iti sthitiJ:i,,-( SV. )/ ... vede tu prai:ietul:i puru~asya-
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of eternal words. Thus, the Veda in its entirety 1s co­
existent with the ideas that are eternally present. 

But the Naiyayikas do not acquiesce with the l\1imarp­
sakas in regarding the Vedas as self-subsistent. They up­
hold with great vigour the existence of a personal God 
who is the creator of the Universe as also of the Vedas 
that derive their validity from the infallibility and omni­
science of the Creator. Consequently the Vedas being thus 
created, it cannot be reasonably maintained that the words 
and letters constituting them are self-existent and eternal, 
independently of that omnipotent God the Creator. 1 But 
if we leave this fundamental difference of metaphysical 
doctrines out of account, there is very little difference be­
tween the respective approaches of the l\1imarpsakas and 
Naiyayikas towards the splwta-theory of the Grammarians. 
The Naiyayikas too regard the letters themselves, as re­
collected through the instrumentality of the impressions, 
to be expressive of particular ideas. ,v e have noted above 
that the Grammarians cite in favour of their theorv the 

; 

usage-viz., that 'a particular word signifies a particular 
sense.' Such a usage, they maintain, can be justified only 
if it refers to the unitary and indivisible ,v ord-Essence. 
But if it refers to the discrete letters as such, it must be pro­
nounced as erroneous. To this the N aiyayikas reply: True, 

bhavat do~asa1:1kaiva na pravartate, vaktraclhinatvad do~ai:iam/ na ca 
badhakapratyayo'dya yavat vedarthe kasyacit utpanna iti nirapava­
da1:1 vedapramai:iya1:1/aha ca-"tatrapavadanirmuktir vaktrabhavat­
laghiyasl/vecle tenaprama1;atva1:1 na sa11kam aclhigacchati"-iti-.NM. 
Vol. I, p. 154. 

1ucyate-!vTima~saka yasa}:l pivantu, payo Va pivantu, buddhi­
jac_lyapanayanartha1:1 brahmighrta111 va pivantu, vedastu puru~apra­
:r:iita eva, natra bhranti}:1/-

yatha ghatadisa1:1sthanad bhinnam apyacaladi~u/ 
sa111-sthana1:1 kartrmat siddha111 vede'pi racana tatha// 

-NM. Vol. 1. p. 216. Vide also ibid. p. 229. • 
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in popular usage the singular number is invariably used. 
But it ·would not be a sound method of ratiocination to pos­
tulate the entity of an indivisible sphota to make it conform 
with the popular usage which not infrequently runs counter 
to the real nature of things.1 But if in despite of this the 
opponents insist strongly on a satisfactory explanation of 
the popular usage, the N aiyayikas are ready with one. 
They would argue that the letters themselves are many, yet 
the final recollection, cognizant of the individual letters as 
described above, is one and indivisible, and the unity of 
this final recollection is sufficient to account for the unity 
that is presupposed in the popular usage cited above. 2 

'i\That more, the Naiyayikas turn the table against the 
Grammarians themselves and argue that the postulation of 
sjJ/zota cannot save them from the charge that ·was brought 
against the Naiyayikas and 1\1:imarpsakas. For though by 
positing splwta the Grammarians can satisfactorily explain 
the unity, they a1:e on the other hand unable to defend 
the use of the term fobda. The term .fobda denotes the 
audible sounds and not sphota which is capable of being 
cognised through mental perception alone. 3 Thus the Gram­
marians' conception of pada-splwta as an immutable entity 
is not based on sound logic. 

,,v e have thus far discussed the problem as to how dis­
crete letters formed into particular groups called 'words' 
can express distinct ideas. ,v e are now in a position to 

1yadapyabhai:ii-sabdad artha1:1 pratipadyamahe iti vyavahara}:i 
sphotapak~asak~itam evavalambate .... van)asabdavadinam anupapan­
no'ya1:1 vyavahara}:i sabdad artha~1 pratipadyamahe-iti/ucyate-kim 
anena upapannenanupapannena va krtyam/yaclyayam upapadyate 
tatal~ kim, athapi nopapadyate tata}:i kim/na hi lokavyapadesaniban­
dhana vastusthitir bhavati/-.NAI. Vol. I. pp. 349-50. 

2ibid. p. 350. 
3kifica sphotapak~e sutaram anupapanno'ya~1 vyapadesa}:i sabdad­

iti/ pratipadikasyarthasyabhavat/nahi vari:iavat sphote sabda-fabda-
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deal with the next issue which is equally important-viz., 
whether it is logical to isolate individual words from a sen­
tence which alone conveys a complete sense-unit. This 
also is an extremely controversial topic, and here too the 
Grammarians' view differs from that of the lVlimarp.sakas 
and Naiyayikas as on the issue of pada-sphota. 

The Grammarians argue that in our <lay to <lay con­
versation we invariably use a sentence to communicate 
our ideas to others. vVords are rarely, or never, seen to 
be used singly in our discourse. So it is but proper to 
maintain that the whole sentence taken as one single unit 
is expressive of the particular sense-unit, which too is like­
wise indivisible. If, on the other hand, the sentence be 
conceived as being composed of individual words, the 
judgmental thought would never arise. For, it might be 
asked whether the words express the final relational 
thought severally or conjointly. The first alternative is 
prima Jacie impossible. The second too is not logically 
sound. For, the words being momentary and discrete, as 
were the letters constituting a word, their collection be­
comes a figment. Consquently, we must have to abandon 
the theory that words themselves signify the relational 
thought that comes into being as soon as a sentence is 
heard. There is still another argument, the Grammar­
ians contend, in favour of the sentence being reckoned as 
an indivisible unit as the word composed of isolated letters 
was taken to be in the case of pada-sjJhota. For, when the 
expression lzare'va is heard the resultant relational thought 
is cognised distinctly even though one fails due to igno­
rance of the laws of euphonic combination to recogmse 
discriminatingly the two words hare a!)-d ava. 1 Thus we 

tvam prayufijano dplyate vyavahartrjanaq./arthapratipattihetutvarri 
sabda-lak~ai:iam asadhu/dhiimadibhir vyabhicarat/-NM. Loe. cit. 

1Cp. 'hare'vetyadi dr~tva ca vakyasphotaqi viniscinu'-Varyakara~a-
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are perforce led to the conclusion that a sentence is as 
much an indivisible unit as a word. The letters that 
constitute a sentence only help in the manifestation of that 
eternal sjJ/zofa, which in this case is styled as vak_)'a-splwta, 
and it is the latter that conveys the final relational thought, 
just as in the case of an unrelated concept it was the pada­
sj,hota alone that was really expressive and not the letters 
that merely revealed it. Consequently, it is erroneous to 
split up a sentence into so many word-units and to classi­
fy the latter into four or five different parts of speech-viz., 
nama, akll)'ata, ujJasm:ga, nipata and karmajJravacanz_)'a, as is 
commonly done. The Grammarians repudiate such a 
procedure in strong terms because it is logically unreal. 1 

Now it might be argued that if, as the Grammarians main­
tain, the va.k_)'a-splwta alone be really expressive, how can 
they be justified in positing the /Jada-sjJ/zofa as a separate 
entity, every act of communication being judgmental in 
their opinion? To this the Garmmarians would assert: 
The pada-splzota has been noticed by us not because of its 
reality. It is undoubtedly a fiction inasmuch as there is 
no separate existence of words apart from the sentences of 
which they are integral parts, just as it is a mistake to split 
up words into so many letters or to analyse them into 
roots and suffixes. 2 All this is the outcome of nescience 
which obscures the true vision and precludes all p_ossibility 
of getting a glimpse of the underlying reality. We analyse 

bhii.,iarJa-karika, which has been explained by Koi:ic:J.abhaHa in the llftli 
as follows : atra adina vi~i:io'va ityadi grhyate/atra padayol:i spa~tam 
ajfiane'pi samudayavyutpattyabodhad avasyikaiva samudayasaktir 
iti bhaval:i-P• 240. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. ) 

1"dvidha kaiscit padaf!1 bhinna1:1 caturdha paficadha'pi va/ 
apoddhrtyaiva vakyebhyal). prakrti-pratyayadivat/ /" 

2"pade na vari:ia vidyante van:ie~vavayava na ca/ 
vakyat padanam atyanta1:1 praviveko na kascana/ f" 
-VB. Karika. 66. 
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sentences into different parts of speech, and the latter 
again into roots and suffixes because it would have been 
impossible to know severally the relations that subsist be­
tween the numerous propositions on the one hand and the 
corresponding judgmental thoughts expressed by them on 
the other. 1 By analysing the propositions into distinct 
terms it becomes easy to grasp· the relations subsisting be­
tween the latter and the particular concepts, linguistic 
usages being facilitated thereby. So jJarla-sjJ!wta is posited 
not as the ultimate reality, but as a step forward along 

c, the path leading to the realisation of the latter, which is 
\ Sabda-brahman. The conception of jJada-sphota, though as 

unreal as a snake-in-the-rope, is helpful inasmuch as it 
disciplines and orients our mind and enables it consequently 
to realise the vakya-splwta which is more real in comparison 
with j1ada-sj,lwta. 2 But from the standpoint of transcenden­
tal reality even a sentence is as much unreal and illusory 
as a word, since both refer to the world of appearance. 
Every act of communication is false as it presupposes the 
reality of the phenomenal world, which is illusory and non 
est being hypostatised by the mind labouring under the 
influence of nescience. The ultimate truth according to 
the Grammarians is Sabda-brahman, the sjJ/zota jJar excellence, 
out of which all the cognizable phenomena evolve and in 
which they are finally merged. The articulate sounds that 
manifest the immutable pada-sphota and vakya-splwta are 
similarly unreal, being evolutes of S'abda-brahman, which is 

1tatra prativakye saf!lketagrahai:i,asambhavat tadanvakhyanasya 
laghupayena asakyatvacca kalpanaya padani pravibhajya pade pra­
krti-pratyaya-bhaga-kalpanena-kalpitabhyam anvaya-vyatirckabhya.1-:ri 
tattad-arthavibhagaf!l sastramatravi~ayaf!l parikalpayanti smacaryal~ 
-Nagoji Bhatta's Vaiyakara~ia-Siddhanta-Manju.yi.i, pp. 5-6. ( Chow­
khamba Sanskrit Series Edn. ) 

2atra vakyarthasya apek~ikaf!l satyatvaqi. dra~tavyam/sarvavyava­
harasya asadvi~ayatvat-VSkJ., p. 413. Vide also NJ\11., Vol. I. p. 343. 
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incapable of being revealed by any determinate instru­
ment of knowledge, and can be realised in the mood of 
ecstasy only through indeterminate perception by virtue of 
the highest mental discipline. \Vhen that supra-mundane 
reality is comprehended, the entire phenomenal universe 
ceases to be, being absorbed in the substratum out of ,,vhich 
it sprang up, in the same way as an illusory snake super­
imposed on a piece of rope loses its entity as soon as the 
rope, the substratum of the illusion, is cognised in its in­
trinsic aspect qua rope. But on this side of the transcen­
dental plane when we are under the spell of nescience, 
the physical universe alone seems to be real, and all our 
linguistic usages couched in the form of sentence-units 
must be taken to be pragmatically valid. Thus from the 
standpoint of mundane reality it is the vakya-splzo{a that is 
the ultimate Truth, the entity of pada-sphota being noticed 
solely with a view to leading to the realisation of the for­
mer, though from the viewpoint of transcendental reality 
both of them are equally false and unreal. 1 

The Naiyayikas, as has been observed before, criticises 
the above view of the Grammarians. They do not repu­
diate the reality of words even though they be isolated 
from a sentence, and explain the origin of verbal knowledge 
( sabda-bodlza) arising out of a sentence on lines indicated 
above in connection with the discussion about the nature 
of words. Just as in the case of single words the cogni­
tion of the last letter being reinforced by the simultaneous 
recollection of the preceding ones conveys the particular 
concept, so also with regard to a sentence the cognition 
of the final letter of the concluding word in conjunction 

1iha tu etavataiva punal). prayojanam/vari:iapadapurvako vyava­
haro na bhavatiti vakyena lake vyavaharat, tasya cavayavavayavi­
vyavasthanupapatter nirvibhagam eva tad vacakam, nirvibhagasca 
tasya vacyo'rtha-iti/ ... avidyavastheya111 varttate - tatreyarp vartani 
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with the collective recollection of the preceding \vorcls ex­
presses the relational thought-unit that follows in its 
wake. vVhat more, the substitution of one ,vorcl by ano­
ther brings about a corresponding change in the final 
relational thought, which is a composite of the different 
concepts. So by applying the Joint l\tfethod of Agreement 
and Difference ( anvaya-vyatireka) it is easy to discover that 
words are individually significant.1 As for the claim of the 
grammarians that .fobda-brahman, that inarticulate s/J!wta 
in the form of internal consciousness, is the ultimate reali­
ty out of which evolves the entire phenomenal universe­
the Naiyayikas regard it as fantastic in the extreme, there 
being no logic to substantiate it. An account of that doc­
trine together with the criticism from the Naiyayika stand­
point would be elaborately noticed in a later section when 
we come to discuss the relation between the words and 
their meanings. 

. The :Niimarp.sakas too fall in line with the Naiyayikas 
m confuting the doctrine of vakya-sjJ/wta. They cannot, 
consistently with the canons of the Purvamzma,?zsa relating to 
the application of mantras in rituals, deny the reality of in­
dividual words independently of the sentences of which 
t~e~ are members. If the words be regarded as utterly non­
sigmficant, the aphorism laying dmvn such operations as 
uha, tantra, prasaizga etc. relating to particular words would 
become absolutely meaningless and lose all their scope. 2 

yathadp3yamanaivastu/ vidyaya.111 sarvam cvcdam asaram-iti padcna 
var~ena Va vyavaharabhavat tasya kevalasyaprayogat tatsvarupam 
asyam api dasayam na vastavam isyate-iti/-NNI. Vol. I. p. 344. 1 , . . 

atasca savayavau vakya-vakyarthau padopajanapayabhyam 
tadartho'paJ· a - - d , ' bd h · • _ napaya arsanat/ ... yo'rtho ya111 sa am anugacc at1 sa 
tasyartha ityavasiyate/ tat katham asatya bhaga}:i/-.N1H. Vol. I. 
p. 354. 

2 
nanu vari:ianaqi tadatiriktaspho\asya va'rthapratyayakatva1-rise 

praknautpattikasambandhadharatva111se va tulyataya prayatnapuralJ-
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The Vaiyakarai:ias, however, might meet this charge by 
asserting that it is with a vievv to upholding the validity 
of such operations taught in the PurvamzmarJJ,sa that they 
too have been forced to accord a limited reality to the 
pada-Jplzot a, as also to the sense expressed by i t. 1 But it is to 
be noted in this connection that the celebrated ]V.Iimarµsaka 
l\1ai:i9-ana l\rfisra, who is known to be a direct disciple of 
Kumarila Bhatta, upholds enthusiastically the reality of 
sj;/wfa as a metaphysical entity confuting the Bhatta thesis 
to the contrary. He is a fervent supporter of the Vaiya­
karai:ia doctrine and an uncompromising critic of the 
Bhatta viewpoint. In one of the introductory verses of 
his Sj;hota-siddhi, a critique of the splzo{a-theory of the 
Grammarians in all its ramifications, l\1ai:i9-ana l\1isra 
stigmatises the opponents of the splwta-theory of the Gram­
marians, of whom Bhatta Kumarila, his preceptor, is per­
haps the most renowned precursor, as 'lacking wisdom' 
( durvidagd/za) in respect of the issue under discussion-too 
strong an expression to be used by a disciple with refe­
rence to his erstwhile preceptor. 2 

Bhamaha in his KavyalmJJ,kara, again, 
attacked the splzota-theory in his own way. 

has strongly 
He discards 

saraqi sphotaprati~edho nirarthaka iti cet na/ yatal) sphotapak~e hi 
niravayava111 vakya~1 niravayavasya vakyarthasya vacakam, avayavas­
tu padatmaka vari:iatmakasca mr~abhuta iti~yante/ tatasca pada-tad­
ava yavasritasya uhadcr mah a vakya vayavavantara-vakyartha-pra ya­
jadyastritasya prasa1i.ga-tantrades ca uttaratra vicaryama9asya 
mr~atva111- syat/ atas tatsatyata-siddhyarthai~ sphotanirakarai:iam-iti 
na ni~phalam/-Prab/za on Sabara-Bha.rya on ]S. I. 1. 5. 

lVide VSM. p. 6 and Durbalacarya's Kuncika thereon. Also ibid. 

pp. 403. ff. 
2 Vide : durvidagdhair avak~ipte darsane pada-darsinam/ yathaga­

rna111 yathaprajnaqi nyayaleso nidarsyatej-Sphota-siddhi: Karika 2. 
Compare also the comm. Gopalika of ~~iputra Paramesvara on the 
above verse. Ibid. p. 8. ( Madras University Edition, 1931 ). 

2 
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the sphota-theory on the basis of the Budclhistic tenet that 
repudiates the reality of any integral whole apart from the 
parts composing it. In his view, the integrity and cnti­
tative distinctness of a particular word like 'cow' consist 
in th(' component letters, or rather sounds themselves, as 
arranged in a particular sequence and nothing more. 
T~ere is no necessity of postulating the reality of a tertium 
quzd, a metaphysical entity called sj1lzota, eternal and 
transcendental. As Bhamaha sarcastically observes: "Our 
salutations to those learned theorists ( viz. the Gramma­
rians) who alone constitute the sole authority as to the 
ascertainment of this truth. "1 

icp. Karyalan:ikara, VI. 8-15. 



CHAPTER TWO 

THE RELATION OF \VORDS \VITH THEIR 
IvIEANINGS: THE GRAl\!11\t[ARIANS' 

VIE\V-POINT 

I~ the preceding section we noted en jJassant the Vaiya­
karai:ia claim that the ideas signified by words are nothing 
but evolutes of sabda-bra!unan, the Ultimate Reality. They 
contend that even our minutest psychical process is inex­
tricably bound up with the cognition of the word expressive 
thereof. \Vhenever we have to refer to a particular cogni­
tion we characterise it invariably by qualifying it with the 
corresponding word. \ 1Ve say: 'Cow' is the form of the cog­
nition ( gaur-iti jnanam ). So too is the case with the mean­
ing connoted by a particular word. Here again the word 
and its meaning are completely identified in our usage. 1 

V\T e say : This is 'cow' ( gaur ayam ) . Here the substance 
'cow' as referred to by the demonstrative pronoun this, has 
been identific<l with the word-unit cow. Identification of 
words with qualities and actions is also noticeable in instan­
ces like-aym?Z varr;a~ sukla[l, aym?z cala[z. This identity of 
sabda on the one hand with the cognition and its content on 
the other, as also the constant association of cognitions 
with sabda as the invariable determinant, constitute the 
basis on which the Grammarians' thesis of sabda being the 
ultimate and all-pervading reality is grounded. This also 

1gauritye~a hi nirdeso vacya-tadbuddhi-vacinam/ kastvaya <lrHo'­
rtha iti pr~to gaur-iti, kidrsa1!1 te jfianam utpanna1!1 gaur-iti, kidrsa1!1 
sabda1!1 prayuktavan asi-gaur-iti/-.?V.NJ. Vol. II. p. 100. 
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explains Patafijali's dissertation in the PasJ;afa which opens 
with the interrogation: atlza gaur-ityatra ka[z sabdafz. For, the 
word gau~ is identified as much with the substance 'cow' as 
with its attributes, viz. qualities and actions, of which it is 
a mere collocation, as Patafijali along with the author of 
the gloss on the Yoga-sutra hold in common. This mutual 
identification leads to confusion of words and their mean­
ings, and it is with a view to solving this tangle that 
Patafijali launches on a discussion about the nature of 
sabda in the introductory section of his A1afzabhaua. 1 

Both these contentions-viz. the ultimate reality of sabda 
(sabdadvaita-vada) which is the substratum ,of the world of 
appearance, and the mutual identity of sabda and artha 
( sabdadhyasa-vada), that constitute the key-stone of the 
Grammarians' system of metaphysics, have elaborately 
been controverted by the rival schools of thought. \,Ve 
propose to record below the dialectics of this rival school 
of metaphysics in some detail. 

Let us first take up the question of sabdadvaita-vada. To 
unders:and the Vaiyakara:i:ia position fully we must know 
somethmg about the generally accepted views regarding 
the ~ature of our cognitions. Cognitions are usually classi­
fied mto two broad divisions-viz. determinate (savikal­
paka) and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka). Our perceptual 
knowledge too can be classed under either of these two 
he~ds-according as it is cognizant of an object as charac­
~ensed by a universal, a quality, an action, a name, or an ob­
ject as totally divorced from any such determinant, in the 
latter case it being equivalent to what is called sensation 
by western writers on psychology. Of these two types of 

1sarvatra sabd bh- . . k h 
, , . a anam 1tyayam artha~-'atha gaur-1tyatra a. 
sabdah -1tyanenap· - • 'bh- -d ,_ 

_ , • . l suc1ta}:i ... / sabdarthayor av1 aga eva paspasa-
y_am_ ~t~a ga~r ityatra ka}:i sabdah' -iti prasna~/ kiiica tatpraghattake 
Jatyadma:qi. sabdatvam asankita·:qi. tadvivikta-sabdatattvajnanat/ na 
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perception the Buddhists regard the indeterminate one as 
alone valid, the determinate perception being invalid 
based as it is on the above-mentioned determinants that 
are purely subjective constructions (kalpana) without any 
objective reality to correspond with. 1 The l\!Iimaqisakas 
and Naiyayikas however uphold the validity of both. But 
the Grammarians differ from both these views inasmuch 
as, according to them, it is the determinate perception 
that is the only possible type of perceptual cognition. They 
not only deny all validity of the indeterminate perception, 
but they argue that it is not at all conceivab]e and must 
be condemned as a chimera. For, in every cognition, 
whether it be perception or otherwise, the object is com­
prehended together with the term expressive thereo£ \Ve 
cannot conceive of anything without being at the same 
time aware of the nomenclature that is associated with it. 
Thus every act of our knowledge is relational, its content 
being invariably determined by a name. If the name is 
extracted from the form of cognition, it ceases to be a cog­
nition as it lacks illumination per se and consequently is as 
much inert as a jar made of clay. It is the name that illu-

caivam api gmJadlnarri gosabdatvasa11ka katham, tena sabdena te~arri 
tadatmyabhavat-iti vacyam/ nirantaratvarupayutasiddhatvavad­
avayavise~anugata - samanyavise~arupa-gm;asamf1hasyaiva dravya­
tvat/ "striyam"-iti sutre 'dravye ca bhavatal) kal) sampratyayal)? 
gu9asamudayo clravyam' -iti Bha~yat/ 'ka.qi. ca prati avayavo gmJai)? 
samudayarri prati'- iti "sa.qi.khyaya avayava"- iti Patanjala-Bha~yacca 
-VS1W. p. 365. 

1 tatra pratyak~a~1 kalpanapo9ha~1 yaj-jnanam artharupadau 
nama-jatyadi-kalpana-rahitam-Diimaga's ]1/_yiiya-prai•eJa, p. 7. (GOS. 
Ecln.). Tatra nama-kalpana yatha \littha-iti/ jatikalpana yatha gaur iti/ 
adisabdena gm;a-kriya-dravya-parigrahal;/ tatra guryakalpana sukla­
iti/ kriya-kalpana pacaka iti/ dravya-kalpana dan9Hi/ abhil) kalpana­
bh1 rahita~1 sabda-rahitaI'!)- svalak~aryahetutvat/ uktarri ca-na hyarthe 
sabdal) santi, tadatmano va, yena tasmin pratibhasamane te'pi prati­
bhaserann-ityadi-Haribhadra-suri's comm. thereon. Op. cit. p. 35. 
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mines our psychical processes, just as according to the 
Vedantist viewpoint it is the brahman that illumines the 
inert objects of knowledge. 1 

Now it might be argued that the Vaiyakara1_1 view 
that all forms of our cognition are of necessity interpene­
trated by names is a dogmatic assertion. The cognition of 
a new-born child cannot but be indeterminate in nature, 
as there is no possibility of its being determined by a name. 
The child being totally ignorant of the conventional re­
lation (san:,,keta) subsisting between the object of cognition 
-say, a 'cow', and the term expressive thereof-viz. gau!z, 
cannot be aware of the term when the cow is perceived 
or recollected. 2 So we must have to reckon indetermi­
nate perception too as a form of valid knowledge. The 
Grammarians, however, would not be hood-winked by 
such sophistry. They contend that the perceptual cogni­
tion of a newborn child even cannot but be determinate, 
though it must be conceded that in this case the a ware­
ness of the term as a determinant is not so vivid and ,distinct 
as in the case of the cognition of a grown up ma~. The 
term as a determinant is still there-howsoever unmanifest 
and inarticulate it might be. Though the child has no 
knowledge of the relation between the word and its mean­
ing in his birth, yet the possibility of its being invested 
~ith an impression of the pre-natal knowledge of the rela­
tion cannot be ruled out3. Thus it must be admitted 

. 
1?!_· "na so'sti pratyayo lake ya!~ sabdanugamad rte/ anuviddham 

~~a- Jn_ana~ sarvaqi. sabdena bhasatef" -Viikya-padiya, I. 114. Also : 
va~rupata ced utkramed avabodhasya sasvati/ na prakasam prakase­

ta sa hi ?ratyavamarsini/"-ibid I. 125. Vide also NM. Vol. II. p. 99 . 
•• _

2~'ast1 hy,alocanajfianaqi. prathamaqi. nirvikalpaka111/ bala-mukadi­
VIJnanasadrsarri suddhavastujam/ "-SV. 

3yadi tiicyate-balanam tirascim ca'vikalpaka~ pratyayal~ vyava­
haras ca-iti-tanna/ te~a~ api siik~ma-vag-upapattel)-/ tredha hi va-
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that the word is the constant determinant of our cognitions 
and it cannot be dissociated from the latter without at 
the same time destroying their very essence. 

It is but a step from the above doctrine to the theory 
of .fobda being the Ultimate Reality, the material cause of 
all this phenomenal universe, which is but an evolute 
of sabda-brahman, just as according to the Sarp.khya philo­
sophers the universe is the outcome of a gradual process 
of evolution of the primordial matter (pradhana ). 1 As the 
Grammarians argue : Since every object of our cognition 
is comprehended alongwith its concomitant word-element} 
therefore the latter must be regarded as one of the consti­
tutive elements of the former, just as 'clay' is regarded as 
the sole material cause of all earthly substances, inas­
much as the cognition of clay is common to all perceptions 
of objects that are known to be products of clay-like the 

cam vibhajante- vaikhari, madhyama, siik~ma ceti/ yathoktam­
"sa"bdabrahmaiva te~arp. hi parii:iami pradhanavat/vaikhari-madhyama­
siik~ma-vagavastha-vibhedatal:t/" -iti/ kirp. punar balanarp. siik~ma-sab­
da-sadbhave pramai:iam ? pratyayatvam eva/ pratyaya hi te katham 
asabda bhavi~yanti, asmadadipratyayavad eva/ katham avyutpanna 
balah sabdena'rthan yojayantiti cet, na/ pragbhaviya-sabdavasana­
vasad upapatte!J/ asti hi te~am bhavantariya-sabdavasana/ sa'dr~ta­
vasad abhivyakta satI sabdasmarai:iam upakalpayati/ tatalJ siik~ma­
sabda-sambhinnam artham balo'pi pratipadyate/-Sucarita Misra's 
KcHikii on SV. Pt. I. p. 248. ( Trivandrum Sanskrit Series Edn. ). 

1cp. "sabdabrahmaiva te~arp. hi parii:iami pradhanavat/ vaikhari­
madhyama-siik~ma-vagavastha-vibhedatalJ/"-cited anonymously by 
Sucarita Misra in his KiiJikii ( vide supra ) as also by B,.~iputra Para­
mesvara in his comm. Gopiilika on Mai:ic;lana's Splzota-siddhi, p. 6. Vide 
also : "sabdasya parii:iamo'yam ityamnayavido vidul:t/ chandobhya 
eva prathamam etad visvarp. vyavartata/"-yathaivanye karya-karai:ia­
bhava-matram acak~anah karye~u karai:ia-dharma-samanvayarp. drstva 
vyavrtta-bhedarp. siik~~~m asarp.vedyarp. sarva-vikara-saktyanugatarp. 
pratyastamita-vyaktisaktiriipam ai:iugramarp. pradhanasaktisamiiham 
avidya-kara9arp. janma-pari9amasarp.sargarp. vivartarp. vyavastha-
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jar, the cup, the plate and so on. 1 All external objects 
are thus products of sabda-brahman which, though one and 
indivisible and eternal, appears to be many and liable t_o 
spatio-temporal determination as long as we are suscepti­
ble to cosmic nescience, just as to a man of defective eye­
sight the clear and indivisible space appears to be divided 
by so many coloured lines that have no objective reality at 
all. 2 But when we have overcome that nescience­
which is the sole cause of multiplicity and distinction, the 
ultimate Reality-viz. sabda-brahma, is comprehended as 
One and Immutable-divested of all plurality and differ­
entiation, and the external world, which is as unreal as a 
snake-in-the-rope, ceases to be. 

But this theory of evolution out of the immutable sabda­
hrahman, on the analogy of the Sarp.khya theory of evolution 
out of the primal stuff, has been subjected to severe criti­
cism by the N aiyayikas, Mimarp.sakas and Buddhists alike. 
The foremost objection against such an hypothesis is that 
the Grammarians' assumption that all our cognitions are 
associated with words-on which this imposing metapysi­
cal superstructure has been founded-is altogether base-

payanti, tathaivamnaye sa111hrta-bhogya-bhoktr-sakter vagatmano 
bahudhii karai:iatvam amnatam/-Viikya-padiya, I. 121 and Bhartr­
hari's o"Yn gloss thereon. ( Ed. by Pt. Carudeva Sastrin, p. 108 ). 
See also Santarak~ita's Tattva-Sa1rgraha, Karika 128. (GOS. Edn.). 

1 Vide Kamalasila's Panjika on TS., Kiirika 128. Vol. I. p. 68. 
2Cp : "yatha visuddham akasa111 timiropapluto janal~/ 

sa111kin:iam iva matriibhis citriibhir abhimanyate// 
tathedam amrta111 brahma nirvikiiram avidyayii/ 
kalu~atvam iva'panna111 bheda-riipa1!1 prapadyate//" 

-cited by Bhartrhari in his gloss on Viikya-padiya, I. I. These verses are 
commonly ascribed to Bhartrhari himself. But as these and other 
verses are introduced with ~he words 'tat/ta lzyuktam' it is plausible 
that they have been quoted from some other work of different author­
ship. ( Ed. Pt. C. D. Sastrin, p. 8. ) 
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less. It might be held that the association of sabda ,-vith 
the objects of our cognition is capable of being cognised 
by perception. But to this the opponents ask : Is this 
perception dependent on sense-organs or is it introspec­
tion ? The first alternative cannot be accepted since 
sensual perceptions can comprehend external objects alone 
--like colour, smell etc., and consequently cognitions being 
internal, their attribute-viz. their association with sabda, 
is incapable of being cognised through sensory perception. 
The second alternative too is equally untenable inasmuch 
as, though cognitions can be perceived through introspec­
tion, yet their attribute sabda is not so perceivable.1 Now 
the Grammarians might argue that since sabda and artha are 
mutually merged (anuviddlza), when the latter is perceived 
the former too must be perceived. But this argument also 
is not strong enough to support their thesis. ]for, it might 
be asked : What is the meaning of this merger ( anuvidd/za­
tva)? Does it mean co-existence of the two elements in the 
same substratum or their complete identity ? The first 
alternative is untenable. For, while in perception the jar 
is out there in space, the word expressive thereof-viz. glzafa, 
if at all perceived, is in the ear-drum of the percipient. 
The second alternative too is logically absurd. If two 
things are to be at all identical they must be invariably 
cognised by means of an identical sensory organ. vV e can­
not identify colour and touch for while the former is the ob­
ject of visual percept~on, the latter is perceived by means 
of the tactile sense. Sabda and art/za too being cognised by 
different sense-organs cannot be identified. For, while we 

1sabdanuviddhatvasya jiiane~u apratibhasat/ taddhi pratyak~ei:ia 
pratiyate, anurnanena va ? pratyak~ei:ia cet kim aindriyakei:ia, sva­
saf!lvedanena va? na ta.vat aindriye1)a-indriyai:ia1!1 rupadiniyata­
tvena jiianavi~ayatvat/ napi svasaf!lvedanena-asya sabdagocaratvat/ 
-Prameya-kamala-miirtaiu/.a, pp. 39-40 ( NSP. Edn. ). 
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see the blue colour with our eyes, we hear the word nzla 
with our ears. Thus the colo-ur nzla and the word ,ala can­
not be held as identical.1 The Grammarians' claim that 
the perceptual cognition of a new-born child even is asso­
ciated with the cognition of the corresponding term, how­
soever unmanifest that might be, is equally devoid of all 
reason. The case is not improved either by invoking the 
instrumentality of the impression produced by the ante­
natal knowledge of the conventional relation ( sa,?zketa). Had 
it been a fact there would have been no need of learning 
these relations between words and their senses de nova. If 
recollection of words is possible on the part of a new-born 
child,· it becomes jJrima Jacie inexplicable how in the course 
of a few years that capacity of recollection becomes com­
pletely extinct. 2 To argue that the impressions are subse­
quently destroyed and the child is thus incapacitated for 
further recollection for which a fresh acquisition of the 
knowledge of those relations becomes necessary is of no 
avail. For, there can be no logic behind the contention 
~hat while the impressions of a quick-born child in spite of 
its experiencing the pangs of birth remain unimpaired, 
they are gradually effaced out of its soul in the course of 
two or three years, without any evident cause to account for 

1atharthasya tadanuviddhatvat tadanubhave jfiane tadapyanubht"1-
yat~ ityucyate / nanu kimida~ sabdanuviddhatva1:1 nama/ arthasya 
abhmna-dese partibhasaJ:i, tadatmya~ va/ tatradyavikalpo'samicl­
naJ:i/, tadra~itasyaivarthasya adhyak~e pratibhasanat/na hi tatra yatha 
~uro vasth1to nHadiJ:i pratibhasate, tatha taddese sabdo'pi-srotr­
~ro~ra~radese tatpratibhasat/ ... napi tadatmyam-vibhinnendriya­
pmta-Jfiina-grahyatvat/ yayor vibhinnendriya-janita-jfianagrahya­
~va~ na tayor aikyam - yatha rupa-rasayor.i/ tathatvaf!l ca nilart1pa­
sabdayor.i/ sabdakara-rahitam hi niladirupa1:1 locana-jfiane pratibhati 
tadrahitas tu sabdaI:i srotra-jfiane-iti kathaf!1 tayor aikyam ?-PKM., 
p. 40. 

2 Vide Sucarita Misra's KaJika on SV. Pt. I. p. 249. 
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this total extinction, thus necessitating the learning of those 
relations afresh.1 The postulation of an unmanifest and 
inarticulate sound, like pasyantz and suk~ma, made by the 
Vaiyakarai:ias to fit in with their theory of sabda-brahman, 
the omnipresent and immutable entity, is equally a tra­
vesty of facts, being contrary to the accepted connotation 
of the term 'sound' ( vak ) which is used to refer to arti­
culate and audible letters, words or sentences alone and 
not to the imperceptible word-essence as well as the Vaiya­
karai:ias have rather arbitrarily assumed. 2 Thus percep­
tion connot comprehend the invariable association of sabda 
and artha. 

It is alike futile to resort to Inference ( anumana ) for 
proving the aforesaid thesis. The basis of a valid inference 
is the universal concomitance between the probans ( hetu) 
and the probandum (sadhya) standing to each other either 
in the relation of causality (karya-kanJa-bhava) or identity 
( tadatmya). But in the present case no such pro bans is 
possible. Even if there had been one leading to the in­
ference of the association of sabda and artha, no validity 
would have attached to it, contradicted as it is by per­
ception, as discussed in the preceding paragraph, which is 

1atha matam-parastad asya saJ.!lskaro nasyatiti, tanna / yasya hi 
nidhanena yoniyantrapiq.aya ca sa~1skaro na vinafal)., tasya katham 
akasmad eva dvi-trair eva var~ail). SaJ.!ISkaranaso bhavati-KaJika, 
Loe. cit. 

2samhrtasesavarnadi-vibhaga tu pasyanti, siik~ma cantar-jyoti­
riipa vig~va ~a bh~vati/anayor arthatmadarsanalak~ai:iatvat, vacastu 
van:ia-padadyanukrama-lak~ai:iatvat/ tato'yuktam etallak~ai:ia-prai:iaya­
nam - "sthane~u vivrte vayau krtavan:iaparigraha/ vaikhari vak pra­
yoktri:iaJ.!I prai:ia-vrtti-nibandhana/ prai:iavrttim atikramya madhya­
ma vak pravartate/ avibhaga tu pasyanti sarvatal:i saJ.!lhrta-krama/ 
svariipa-jyotir evantal:i siik~ma vaganapayini/ taya vyaptaJ.!1 jagat 
sarva1!1 tatal:i sabdatmaka1!1 jagat/" -ityadi /-PKM. pp. 41-42. The 
above verses are cited by Bhartrhari in his gloss on VP. I. 143. 



28 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE A~D l\IEAXI:--G 

a stronger instrument of knowledge than inference and 
consequently has the power to override the latter. 1 

Even the theory of evolution out of the unmanifcst and 
immutable word-essence (sabda-vivarta-vada) taken by itself, 
apart from all other considerations, is an empty dogma 
with no basis to stand upon. For, what is the exact 
meaning of the term vivaria that the Grammarians so fre­
quently use? If it signifies transformation (jJari?J,ama) from 
one state to another, as the transformation of milk into 
curd, the unity of sabda-brahman sought to be established by 
the Grammarians cannot hold good. For, just as curd, 
though merely a manifestation of milk, is different from 
the latter and is as much real as milk itself, so too this 
visible universe, though an evolute of sabda-bra/zman, would 
be different form the latter having reality in its own right. 
Consequently multiplicity would supplant unity. More­
over, on this view, .fobda-bralzman being susceptible to trans­
formation becomes reduced to a transient entity and the 
Grammarians' doctrine of immutability falls to the ground. 3 

If, however, it is maintained that the word-essence in the 
course of evolution is not itself transformed and retains its 
distinctive essence so that its immutability is not impaired, 
-it might be asked why the cognition of the external ob­
jects is not accompanied by the cognition of the corres­
ponding word-elements. Had it been so even a deaf person 
would have been able to comprehend with his eyes the 

1anumanat tc~am tadanuviddhatva-pratitir ityapi manoratha­
matram-tadavinabhavi-lingabhavat/ tatsambhave va'dhyak~adi­
badhi ta-pak~anirdesanantararr pra yuk ya tvena kala tya ya padi~ ta tvac­
caJ-P K lvI., loc. cit. 

2vivartavado'pi na samafijasaJ:i J tatha hi vivarte k~iram iva 
dadhirupei:ia parii:iamitvcna vikaritaya va k~irader ivanityatva-pra­
sangat/ tathhabhave' pi ca nadvaitasiddhir dadhna iva k~iravikarasya 
sabdavikarasyarthasya tato'nyatvat/-N.lvl. Vol. II. p. 102. 
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word ghata which, the Vaiyakarai:ias argue, is identical 
with the jar itself. 1 

Now, the G;rammarians might interpret their thesis in 
another way. Sabda, when cognised, has the power to con­
jure up before our mind fictitious objects that have no 
external reality at all, just as a magician by means of 
necromancy can present before our eyes various forms and 
colours that are totally non est, and it is from this stand­
point that the Grammarians assert the universe to be a 
vivarta of Jabda-brahman. Such a defence, the Naiyayikas 
contend, is extremely unconvincing. For, according to 
the Naiyayikas, the external world is as much real as the 
sabda-brahman of the Grammarians, so that it is not 
possible to repudiate its objectivity as in the case of ob­
jects presented in a state of dream. 2 That would be 
another version of solipsism and the Grammarians could 
aspire to be no better than the camp-followers of the 
heterodox Buddhist subjectivists3 • 

To appeal to the instance of the illusory cognition of 
the silver-piece in the mother-a' -pearl for an elucidation 
of the term vivaria is equally effete. For, there is ample 

lfabdatmaka111 hi brahma niladiriipata.111 pratipadyamanaf!l sva .. 
bhavikam sabdariipa111 pnrityajya pratipadyeta aparityajya va ? .. dvi­
tiya-pak~·e tu niladisa111vedanakale badhirasyapi sabda-saf!lvedana­
prasangalJ, niladivat tadavyatirekat/ yat khalu yadavyatiriktaf!l tat 
tasmin saf!lvedyamane sa111vedyate, yatha niladisa:q1.vedanavasthaya111 
tasyaiva nilader atma, niladyavyatiriktas ca sabda iti/-PK.iH. p. 43. 

2atharthapratibhasam asatyam api indrajalavat upadarsayati sab­
dalJ - ityaya111 vivartarthal:i, so'pi na yuktal:i/ bahyasya vastuna];t 
padabhidheyasya jati-vyaktyader, vakya-vacyasyapi bhavanade};t 
piirva-prasadhitatvat/ ... na ca indrajala-mayadivat ayatharthataya:rp 
kimapi karai:iam utpasyamal:i/-NM. Loe cit. 

3Sucarita Misra stigmatises the Grammarians' views as bauddha .. 
gandhi-i. e. savouring ofBuddhistic dogmas. Vide: "eva111 hi Bauddha .. 
gandhi-Vaiyakarai:ia manyante"-Op. cit. Pt. I. p. 275. Nagojibhana, 
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reason for the cognition of the silver-piece in the nacre 
' which though different in some respects arc also similar in 

others, and that accounts for the illusion. But .fobda and 
artha being poles asunder in their respective charactcrstics 
and totally dissimilar from each other, there can be 110 

illusory superimposition of the latter in the former, as the 
Vaiyakarai:ias would have us believe. 1 

The Vaiyakara1;ia, might, however, fall back upon a 
different interpretation. It might be contended that 
Jabda-bra/mzan, like the personal and omnipotcn t God the 
Creator in the other orthodox systems, is the cflicicn t cause 
-the Creator of this phenomenal universe, and that is 
why the universe is called the vivarta of sabda-bra/zman. This 
contention too is not reasonable. For sabda-bralzman , 
though it might be the Ultimate Reality as the Gramma-
rians would fain try to establish, is an inert and uncons­
cious principle. To ascribe the power of creation to it, 
as to a conscious Godhead, is not logically justifiable. If, 
however, consciousness too is attributed to .fobda-bralzman 

' besides omnipresence and eternity, it becomes identical 
with the God of the Naiyayikas, differing only in name, 
so that there is left nothing new in the Grammarians' 
system of metaphysics. 2 To maintain the causality of sabda­
bra/mzan on the analogy of the Nyaya-Vaise~ika theory of 

too, in his VSi\1., anticipating such a possible indictment, differentiates 
the Vaiyakara1!a doctrine as stated above from the subjectivism of the 
Buddhist philosophers. Cp. "etenasato bhane Bauddha-matapravesa 
ityapastam/ tena tatra aropita-sattvasyapyanangikarat/ atmanas tena­
nangikaracca/" -Op. cit. p. 280. 

1Vide NM. Vol. II. p. 102. 
2atha Sabda.-brahmaiva srjati jaganntyayarri vivartaprakara ucyate, 

so'pi na samyak, acetanatvena sabdasya Isvarasyeva sra~~rtvanupapat­
tel:/· · ·atha "vijnanarri anandarri brahma"-iti agamavacana111 anu~ara­
ta vibhutvam iva cetanatvam api sabdabrahma1!o var1!yate tarhisvar-
asyaiva sabdabrahmeti nama krtarri syat/-NM. Vol. II. pp. 101-102. 
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atomic causation is equally invalid. For, every physical 
product, whether it be a jar or a piece of cloth, is com­
posed of smaller jJarts, the whole inhering in these parts. 
But if iabda-brahman-the unitary and indivisible entity­
be regarded as the material cause of the universe, every­
thing would then be indivisible and part-less-a contin­
gency that must be avoided on pain of conflict with the 
uncontradicted verdict of perception.1 The theory of 
causation with regard to sabda-brahman is easily refutable 
on other grounds as well. Had sabda been the material 
cause of the numerous material objects constituting the 
universe, all of them should have been produced simul­
taneously and not in succession, for the causal efficiency 
of sabda, the immutable entity, being eternally present 
and self-sufficient there can be nothing to deter the simul­
taneous production of all conceivable effects. 2 The Gram­
marians might now take a last stand in defence of their 
theory of unity-viz. sabdadvaita-vada. They might refer 
to the scripture attesting to the reality of sabda-brahman : 
"One must have to comprehend the reality of sabda-bralz­
man as well as jJara-bralzman. The knowledge of sabda-brah­
man leads to the realisation of para-brahman". Thus the 
Grammarians' thesis is based on a valid scriptural founda­
tion and cannot be demolished with the aid of adverse 
polemics alone. To this the Naiyayikas' reply would be as 
follows : Is the dualism of sabda-bralzman and para-bralzman 
as envisaged in the above sriptural text real or apparent ? 
To accept it as real would be self-defeating as it would 

Ina ca parama1;mvad asya kara9atvam/ avayava-samavayena 
prthivyadel:i karyasya grahai:iat/-ibid. 

2napi sabdat utpattiJ:i/ tasya nityatvenavikaritvat, kramei:ia karyot­
padavirodhat sakalakarya9a~1 yugapad evotpattil)- syat/ kara9avaikal­
yaddhi karyai:ii vilambante nanyatha/ tacced avikala~ kim apara~ 
.tair apek~ya~ yena yugapanna bhaveyuJ:i/-PKJ\.1. p. 44. 



32 A STUDY IX LANCU.AGE AND l\IEAKIXC: 

strike at the very root of the theory of non-dualism preached 
by the Vaiyakara9-as. Nor is it sane to see bralunan in every 
corner as the validity of the above text would suggest. The 
acceptance of the second alternative too would be compro­
mising to the Grammarians' position, for sabda-brahman 
would lose all its claim to ultimate reality which would 
attach to para-brahman alone. Consequently, the Gramma­
rians must abandon their fantastic thesis and acknowledge 
defeat, which is the only course open to them. 1 

\Ve must now turn to the sabdad!ryasa-vada-that pur­
ports to defend the identity between sabda and art/ta as en­
visaged in the popular usage on the theory of superimposi­
tion of sabda on the cognition and its object. Though the 
doctrine of sabdad!ryasa-vada is closely related with the 
theory of .sabdadvaita yet we propose to deal with it sepa­
rately in some detail. Kumarila, the great Mimarµsist tea­
cher, devoted a considarable section of his Sloka-varttika 
on JS. I. 1. 4 to the discussion and refutation of this pecu­
liar doctrine of the Grammarians. Our survey would be 
mainly based on Kumarila's text, which has also been 
scrupulously followed by Jayanta Bhatta in his Nyaya-man­
jarz in reviewing the Grammarians' position. 

We noted at the very beginning of the present disser­
tation how in popular usage we refer to the cognitions as 
also the objects as being characterised by the correspon­
ding terms standing in the relation of identity with the 
former. The term gau~ not only stands for the particular 
sound-group-viz. g, au, ~' but also for the cognition 
and the substance 'cow' which is the object thereof. This 

1yadapyucyate - "dve brahmaI_li veditavye sabdabrahrna pararri 
ca yat/ sabdabrahmai:ii ni~r:iata}:i. pararri brahmadhigacchati/"-iti, 
tadapi brahma-subhik~am atyantam alaukikam ekatarasya brahma­
I_la}:i. kalpanikatvat/ akalpanikatve va katham advaitavada}:1./ tasmat 
krtam anena sabda-brahmaI_la/ ... -NM. Vol. II. p. 103. 
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identity, as presupposed in ,the popular usage, is not real­
the Grammarians argue. Sabda and artha are totally dissi­
milar and discrete and the identity between two such 
dissimilar and discrete entities cannot but be unreal and 

' is caused by an illusory superimposition (adlzyasa) of the 
former on the latter. This is how the Grammarians justi­
fy the popular usage. 

Kumarila's animadversions against the above Vaiya­
karai:ia viewpoint are extremely keen and revealing. He 
has exposed with characteristic thoroughness the utter 
weakness of such a thesis and the gross oversights on the 
part of its propounders. He argues : The main postulate 
that our popular usage presupposes the basic identity of 
sabda and artha is an unwarranted hypothesis. Vv e noted 
how the Grammarians' contention-viz. that all our 
psychical acts are imbued with the awareness of the corres­
ponding terms, is a purely dogmatic assertion. There is 
knowledge of the thing-in-itself (sva-lak$arJ,a), undetermined 
by any nomenclature prior to our acquisition of the 
knowledge of the relations subsisting between the words and 
the objects signified by them, as in the case of a new-born 
child or a mute animal. Thus the constant accompani­
ment of sabda and artha is an unproven hypothesis. 1 In 
our subsequent conceptual cognitions too when the thing 
is cognised along with the term expressive thereof we do 
not identify the two, for their respective instruments of 
cognition being different we are able to discriminate one 
from the other.2 What more, a particular word is used 
with a view to signifying a particular attribute of a subs­
tance, composed of infinite attributes as it is, to the exclu-

1na cavikalpita}:t. sabdad iti vacyo na grhyate/ tenagrhitasabdo'pi 
gotvadin pratipadyate/-SV. v. 176 on JS. I. 1. 4. 

2srutisa111sparsabodhe'pi naivabhedopacarata/ vivekad artha-sab­
dana.111 cak~ulJ-srotradhiya krtat/-loc. cit. 

3 
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sion of all others, and thus it is a means to a definite end, 
just as a lamp is a means to the cognition of the jar and 
its colour, which is the end in view. To identify the means 
(viz. sabda) with the end (viz. artlza) would be tantamount 
to identif)1ing the lamp with the jar-absurd on the very 
face of it. 1 Kumarila, further, puts a query to the Gram­
marians: Do you hold that all our cognitions of the 
different categories-viz. jati, dravya, gwJ,a and krfya, are 
invariably aware of their identity with the corresponding 
terms? To answer in the affirmative would take away all 
force from their doctrine of super-imposition (ad/zyasa) 
which presupposes a real difference between the thing super­
imposed and the object of superimposition. A negative 
answer too would not save them any more from the 
fallacy. For, if it be admitted that we are constantly cog­
nisant of the real difference of the two entities-viz. sabda 
and artha, all talks of superimposition would automatically 
cease, since it implies besides the basic difference, occasio­
nal identification as well. So the theory of illusory super­
imposition forged out by the Vaiyakarai:ias has no factual 
basis.2 This illusion of identity and of supcri1nposition 
consequential thereupon is caused by the unscientific 
popular usage that indiscriminately identifies the sabda 
with the cognition and its content. We simply express what 
has been already cognised by us by means of sabda, because 
there is no other possible means of expression besides sabda, 
not that the thing cognised is identical with the sabda. 

1anantadharrnake dharrnii:iyekadharrnavadharal).e/ sabdo'bhyupa­
yamatrarri syat natmadyharopakarai:iam/ na copeye'bhyupayasya riipii­
dhyasa~ prasajyate/ na hi dipendriyadinaqi riipadyaropa i~yate/-ibid. 
vv. 178-79. Vide also NM. : na hyupayiid abhinnatvarp tadupayasya 
yujyatc/ riipasya na hyabhinnatvaqi dipiid va cak~u~o'pi viif-loc. cit. 

2nityarri yadi ca gotvadi sabdariipei:,.a grhyate/ rupantaraqi na 
dp,tam ced bhedadhyasau kuto nvimau/ yadyabhedo na mithyatvam 
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Consequently, the identity envisaged in linguistic us~ges is 
an illusory one and has no objectivity. So to conclude 
sujJerimJJosition on the strength of this trivial evidence can­
not but be extremely fallacious. Besides, the word, the cog­
nition and its content are actually felt as different in essence 
from one another. '1\Thile the word (viz. gau~) is felt as a 
composite of discrete sounds-viz. g, au, and ~' the object 
cow is perceived as a particular type of animal having a 
particular arrangement of limbs, and the cognition that is 
aware of both is nothing but a formless consciousness-unit 
(nirakara sm?witti(i) having the property of illumination in­
herent in it. 1 The theory of sabdadhyasa involves other 
fallacies too. For, if it is maintained that sabda is identi­
fied, by virtue of superimposition, with artha, then in the 
case of a homonym the different meanings would become 
identical-all of them being identical with the self-same 
word. For example, the homonym ak.ya-meaning a die, 
a sense-organ, an axle, being identical with all the three ob­
jects, the latter too should be regarded as mutually identi­
cal-which however is not the case. To infer the existence 
of three different word-units (pada-sphotas) from the com­
prehension of three different senses would be of no avail. 
For, when we comprehend the particular word ak.ya, there 
is doubt as to which of the three meanings is intended to 
be conveyed. This is due to the similarity of constituent 

bhedas cet syat svarf1patal:i/ nadhyaropa-prasangal:i syad bhrantya 

tvadhyasakalpana/ -ibid. 
1api ca yadi sabdad abhinno'rthal:i pratibhatyeva ko'dhyasartha}:i? 

adhyasa-bhramas tu Vaiyakara1:ianam ekakara-nirdesa-do~anirmital:i/ 
yatha-'gaur itye~a hi nirdeso vacya-tadbuddhi-vacinam/'-kastvaya 
dr~to'tha iti pr~to-gaur-iti, kidrsam tejnanam utpannam-gaur-iti, 
kidrsam sabdam prayuktavan asi-gaur-iti/ tata e~a bhrantil:i/ vastu­
tastu vivikta evaite sabda-ji'ianarthaJ:i/ taduktam-"gavi sasnadimadrii­
pa gadirupa'bhidhayake/ nirakarobhayaji'iane sarpvittiJ:i paramartha­
taq./" ( SV. )-iti// 
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letters of the word ak~a, that are common to all the three 
cases. Had the word-units been intrinsically dissimilar 
from one another there would not have been any doubt 
at all as to the meaning, which must have an element of 
similarity as its basis.1 Conversely again, synonymous words 
like hasta{z, kara&, parJ,i& etc., that signify the same idea 
would be expressive of different ideas instead of an iden­
tical sense, if the theory of superimposition is adopted 
inasmuch as they differ in respect of their constituent 
letters. 2 

Besides, what can be the basis of superimposition be­
tween sabda and artha? Superimposition commonly takes 
place either on the basis of similarity-as for example, the 
superimposition of the silver-piec~ in the nacre, or by 
reason of the transference of one's attributes on to the other 
(up~-raga) as in the case of superimposition of red-ness on 
a piece of crystal on account of its being imbued with the 
red hue of the Japa flower. 3 But none of these can hold 
good in the present case. For, there is no similarity be­
!ween sabda and artha-which, as the Grammarians hold, 
IS merely an appearance without any objectivity at all. 

1evam indriyaje~viva na sabde~vapi pratyaye~u sabdal:i svartipam 
adh_:,asya!i -iti yuktam/ yadi ca sabdal:i svarupe9artham pratipadayati 
ta~a k~a-sabdasyaikyad devana-vibhitaka-rathak~e~u tulya pratitil~ 
syat/ na ca ak~a-sabdi bhinna iti vaktavyam, riipapratyabhijiiana­
napayat, taduccara9e ca artha-trayyaf!l saf!lsaya-darsanat/ -NJH. Vol. 
II. P- lOI. Vide SV. loc. cit. vv. 186, 189-90. 

2 • 

_api ca paryaye~u hastah, karal:i, pa9ir-ityadi~u sabdarupabheda-
tlhyasapak~e arthabuddhibhedah prapnoti, na casau asti-iti nadhya­
~:1:t/-NM. lo_c. cit. Vide : ka.ra-hastadi-fabdebhyal:i sabdarupasya 

ed~ta]:i/ bhmno'rtha}:t sampratiyeta tadadhyaropakalpanc/-SV. 
lac. czt. v. 208 . 

. 
3a_tmadhyasas ca sadrsyad uparagacca jayate/ -SV. lac. cit. v. 209. 

a~I ca!am adhyasa}:t sadrsyad va bhavati suktau iva rajatasya, upara­
gad va-ma9au iva japarui:iimna]:i/-Sucarita Jviisra's comm. there on. 



THE RELATION OF WORDS WITH THEIR MEANINGS 37 

The second variety is equally impossible. For, sabda and 
artlza, being removed in space from each other, one cannot 
transfer its attributes to the other. To argue that sabda is 
reflected in artlza in the same way as the disc of the moon, 
though far removed, is reflected in the waters of a lake, is 
not an effective mode of reasoning. For, sabda being 
devoid of colour is incapable of being reflected.1 \,Vhat 
more, this superimposition as based on the transference of 
attributes is possible in those cases alone ·where the object 
of superimposition and the attribute superimposed are 
both cognizable by means of the same sense-organ. But 
when they are perceivable through different senses there 
cannot be any superimposition at all. For instance, when 
we perceive a piece of crystal through the tactile sense, we 
are not at all aware of the superimposition of red-ness on 
it, which can be perceived by means of the organ of vision 
alone. Similarly, the superimposition of sabda and artha is 
utterly inconceivable, they being cognizable through 
different sense-organs. 2 

1Cp. SV. Loe. cit. vv. 210 ff. Vide also-"sabda-gandha-rasadina.1:1 
kidp;i pratibimba ta/". 

2na ca bhinnendriya-grahya1:1 kiiicid astyanuragakrt/ nahi lak~a­
nurakte'pi sphatike dhis tvagadibhilJ/-ibid. Cp. kiiica'yam anuraga}:l 
samanendriyagrahyei:iaiva dr~ta~/ cak~u~asya mar.ier arur.iimna cak~u­
~er.iaiva/ nahi spha\ike'nubhuyamane cak~u~o'rur.iima tam anurafijaya­
ti/ eva1:1 srautal: sabdal:i, na cak~u~am artham anuraiijayitum saknoti­
tyaha -'na ceti' /-Sucarita :rvfisra's gloss thereon. 

Vl/e should note here that Mar.ic_lana Misra, the celebrated Mima.1:1-
sist, records three different views, most probably all of them advan­
ced by different sects of Grammarians, in respect of the relation be­
tween the word and the object signified by it. Cp. "nanu eva1:1jatiya­
ke~u eva abhedavastubuddher ekasabdatmakatvam upagaman/ na hi 
avastu~u sa1:1sargasamii.ha'tyantasadadi~u sa:q1sargi~u va nanatmasu 
ekavastupratibhasal: sambhavati/ vinaikasya sabdatmanalz pratyasat, pari­
~zamad, vivartad va/ -iti"-Vidhi-viveka, pp. 286-87. While sabda-pratyiisa-
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viida, which is but another name of Jabdiidhyiisa-viida, and fobda-pari~1iima­
viida envisage the reality of the phenomenal world of experience be­
sides the T4'ord-Essence, the exponents of sabda-vivarta-viida repudiate 
the reality of the objects signified by words and as such can be justly 
ranked with Vedantists as being upholders of a pure and unqualified 
Monism. Vide Vacaspati Misra's }lyiiya-ka7Jikii on the above Vid!ti-viveka 
text : pratyaso'dhyasaJ:i/ yatha vastutalI svaccha-dhavale lak~arasava­
seka-tiraskrta-dhavalimni sthaviyasi sphatika-mai)au taniyastaya lak­
~alak~al)a-dravyagrahal)at Iak~agul)arope9a arm)alJ sphatikamai)ir­
iti matir adhyasa}:i/ ... paril)amo'pi yathaikam suvar1fa-tattva111 kata­
ka-mukuta-karl)ikanguliyadibhedena vipari9amate, tatha sabdatat­
tvam api nanapadartha-rupe9eti/ etasminsca darsane bhedana111 
kathaficit padatattvat bhinnanam paramarthikatvam/ ... vivartastu 
yatha mukham aneke~u ma9i-krpai:ia-darpai:iadi~u sadbhute~u vi­
vartamanam tacchayapattau vibhinnavari:ia-parimai:ia-dcsa111 cakasti/ 
natu tatra tattvat bhinnavar9a-parimai:ia-dcsani mukhani santi/ 
evam anadyavidyaya vasanopadhanavasat padatattvam ekam aneka­
padarthatmana prathate, natu padarthas tato vibhiclyamanatmana}:i 
paramarthataJ:i santi/ ete pratyasa-parii:iama-vivarta matabhedena 
mantavya}:i/ -iti-loc. cit. ( Medical Hall Edition, Benares, 1907 ) . It 
must, however, be observed that for a proper understanding of the 
sabda-vivarta-viida, of which Bhartrhari is the unique propounder, one 
must have to pass through the two earlier theories that are but con­
venient and necessary stepping-stones towards the realisation of the 
Ultimate Unity of the Word-Essence which the Grammarians of the 
school of Bhartrhari seek to establish. Cp. "vivartavadasya hi purva­
bhumiJ:i/ vedanta-vade parii:iama-vadaJ:i/" -Sa7?Zk,repa-Jariraka, II. 61. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE RELATION OF v\TORDS vVITH 
THEIR JVIEANINGS : ( CONTD. ) 

THE POSITION OF THE BUDDHISTS AND 
V AISE~IKAS. 

OuR utterances can be classified into two broad divisions 
according as they are in the form of single isolated words or 
sentences consisting of more than one word syntactically 
related to each other.1 In the present section we propose 
to limit our discussion to the realm of isolated words-or 
logical terms alone, postponing for the time being the ana­
lysis of sentential utterances and their significance for a 
later treatment. 

Thus far our discussion chiefly consisted in a review of 
the Vaiyakara:r:ia viewpoint. \Ve noted how the Gramma­
rians' thesis-viz. that sabda is the ultimate reality out of 
which evolve all this phenomenal universe lacking objecti­
vity of its own, is an unproven hypothesis destitute of 
sound reasons. Neither the relation of causality nor that 
of identity can subsist between the two entities. But it 
might then be asked : If there be no basic relation be­
tween sabda and artha to link them together, how can a 
term convey a particular idea of an object ? There is 
complete unanimity as to the expressiveness of words, and 
there must be shown sufficient reason to account for this 
phenomenon. Different answers are given by philosophers 

1dvividhazi sabdazi - padatma, vakyatma ca/ ... -NM. Vol. I. p. 
140. 
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of different schools to this query. The present section 
would be devoted to the examination of the view held by 
the Buddhist and Vaise~ika philosophers, who regard the 
sense comprehended from a particular word as being 
inferred from the latter. 1 Let us examine the Vaise~ika 
viewpoint first. 

It must be admitted that a particular word has some 
sort of relation with the particular idea signified by it, for 
otherwise there can be no raison d'etre of our conceptual 
cogmt10ns. \,Ve cognise 'fire' from 'smoke', because they 
stand to each other in the relation of cause and effect. 
But what can be the nature of relation between a word and 
the object cognised therefrom ? It is quite evident in the 
light of the previous discussions that there is no natural 
relation between a particular word and the object as be­
tween fire and smoke. The Vaise~ika atomists would 
solve this impasse in the following way : All our concep­
tual cognitions are obviously cases of Inference. Inference 
has for its basis a necessary and invariable relation be­
tween the object inferred ( i. e. the probandum ) and the 
object leading to the inference of the former ( i. e. the 
probans ). This condition is satisfied in the case of our 
conceptual cognitions. To English-speaking people the 
word 'cow' has a necessary relation with the object 'cow', 
that is as much fixed and invariable as the relation 
between fire and smoke, the only difference being that 
while in the latter case it is natural and as such indepen­
dent of human will, in the former it is artfficial owing its 
being to the convention of a particular community. 
Substitute this conventional relation for causality and there 
remains nothing to distinguish a case of verbal cognition 
from genuine cases of inference. The analogy can be 

1 Cp. "tatranumanam evedam Bauddhair Vaise::,ikail:i smrtam" 
-SV . .S'abda-pariccheda, v. 15. 
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pushed farther. Just as in the case of inference-viz. of 
fire from smoke, the knowledge of the relation is neces­
sary and not the relation J1er se, so too in the case of ver­
bal cognitions the knowledge of the conventional relation 
is essential. 1 There are other points of affinity too be­
tween inferential and verbal cognitions. A word, like a 
jJrobans in inference, gives rise to the cognition of an object 
which is not immediately perceived, just as smoke leads 
to the knowledge of fire which is not in itself the object of 
perception2 • Moreover, the idea conveyed by a word is of 
the nature of a universal as is the case with inference where 
the smoke can generate the cognition of the fire-universal 
and not of any J;articular fire-entity. 

But these arguments in favour of reckoning verbal 
knowledge as a species of inference have been refuted 
alike by philosophers of Sa:rp.khya, Mima:rp.sa and Nyaya 
schools. The first objection to the above view is that 
the essential factors of inference are lacking in the case 
of verbal knowledge. No doubt, the conventional relation 
( samaya ) is present here in lieu of such necessary and in­
variable relations as causality, identity, antinomy etc. that 
underly genuine cases of inference. Yet that is not all. 
To be styled as inference, the process of conceptual 

1sabdidinam anumane'ntarbhavo'numanivyatiriktatvaqi samina­
vidhitvat, saminapravrttiprakaratvat/ yathi vyaptibalenanuminaqi 
pravartate tatha sabdidayo'pityarthal:/ ... samanavidhitvam eva darsa­
yati-yatheti/prasiddhal). samayo'vinabhivo yasya puru~asya tasya 
lingadarsana-prasiddhyanusmarai:abhyam/ ... tavaddhi sabdo nartharri 
pratipadayati yavad ayam asyavyabhicarityevaqi navagamyate, jfiate 
tvavyabhicare pratipadayan dhiima iva lingaqi syat/-Sridhara's 
Nyaya-kandali on PraJ-astapiida-Bha.rya, pp. 213-14. ( Viz. Sans. Series 
Edn.). 

2itas canumana:qi sabdal).-arthasyanupalabdhel)./ pratyak~e1:ianu­
palabdharthavi~'.l.yatvat/-U ddyotakara's Nyiiya-varttika on Gauta­
ma's Nyaya-Sutra, II. 1. 49. 



42 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND l\IEAXIXn 

cognitions should fit in with the established schema of 
syllogistic reasoning. If it fails to be on all fours with that 
schema it must be pronounced as being a different cate­
gory of knowledge altogether. Let us first closely examine 
the contention of the Vaise~ikas who endeavour to 
equate conceptual cognitions with inferential knowledge. 
They argue, as has been repeatedly noted above, that a 
particular sense, the object cow for example, is inferred 
from a particular word-the word cow in this case. Now 
it might be asked : "\;\That would be the form of the J;ropo­
sition in this case ? Is the object cow the subject ( J1akJa ) 
and the term cow the probans ( hetu ) ? An affirmative 
answer is not possible. For, the idea of the object being 
inferable and consequently as yet unknown, it cannot be 
regarded as the subject of the premiss that must be 
known and perceived-as for example, the hill ( J1arvata ) 
that is immediately parceived.1 To maintain that the term 
cow is itself the subject as well as the probans, the object 
cow being the probandum, is equally futile. For, it would 
then involve the fallacy of petitio princiJ1ii where the pro­
bans is a part of the thesis or J1remiss ( pratijna ) itself.2 

Now, it might be pointed out by the Vaise~ikas that the 
criticism on the ground of the probans being indistinguish­
able from the premiss itse]f is not fatal to their position. 
For, in the inference-viz. "This smoke is fiery, because 
it is smoke", the probans and the subject are identical and 
yet the reasoning is not fallacious as was to be expected 
on the showing of the opponents. Similarly, there can be 
no fallacy if the term cow itself be the subject as well as 

_ 1anumane sadhyadharmavisi~to dharmi pratiyate/ sabdad arthanu­
m:ne ko dharmI? na tavad artha}:i, tasya tadanim apratiyamana­
tvat/-Nyiiya-kandali, p. 214. 

2~tha sabdo'rthavattvena pak~a}:i kasmat na kalpyate/ pratijfiarthai­
kadeso hi hetus tatra prasajyate/ -SV. loc. cit. 
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the probans.1 But this argument overlooks the essential 
difference between the two cases. For, in the inference 
of fire in the subject smoke, the term smoke that is the sub­
ject of the premiss-viz. "This smoke is fiery", refers to 
a jJarticular smoke-entity, while the probans smoke is of 
universal import, and consequently their identity is appa­
rent only and not real. But the term cow which is posited 
as the subject as well as the probans is of identical import 
representing as it does the immutable and unitary 
word-unit cow. So, there is no real fallacy of petitio principii 
in the former case, but in the latter it is unavoid­
able. 2 Even if all this is admitted, the relation between 
sabda-the subject ( pak~a ), and the idea ( viz. of 
cow )-which is the probandum ( sadhya ), still remains 
unspecified. For, it is quite evident that the relation 
of conjunction ( sa7?zyoga )-as between the 'hill' ( pak~a ) 
and 'fire' ( sadhya ), cannot hold good between sabda 
and artha. Nor is the relation of inherence ( samavaya) 
any more possible.3 To argue that sabda and artlza are 
linked together on the basis of the relation of expressiveness 
1s to presuppose the very thing that is going to be in-

1nanu yatha 'agniman ayarp. dhiirr.atJ, dhiimavattvat, mahanasa­
dhiimavat' -ityuktam "sa desasyagniyuktasya dhumasyanyais ca kalpi­
ta" -iti ( SV. Anumiina-pariccheda, v. 48 ) evarp. gosabda eva artha­
vattvena sadhyatam, gosabdatvat ityadi samanyarp. ca hetukriyatam 
-iti/ -N~M. Vol. I. p. 140. 

' 2pak~e dhiimavise~e ca samiinyarp hetur i~yate/ samiinyarp. gama-
karp. natra gosabdatvarp. ni~etsyate/ vyaktir eva visi~yato hetus caika 
prasajyate/-SV. Sabda-pariccheda. vv. 63-64. Vide also Parthasarathi 
Misra's gloss thereon. 

"naiva sabdasyarthena sambandha}:l kascid asti/ ... nahi sabdartha­
yolJ kui:icJ.a-badarayor iva saq1.yogasvabhaviilJ, tantu-patayor iva sama­
vayatma va sambandha}:l pratyak~am upalabhyate/ tanmiilatvacca 
sambandhintarai:iyapi na santi/ taduktam--'mukhe sabdam upalabha­
mahe, bhii.mavartham' -iti-.NM. Vol. I. p. 220. 
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ferred. Moreover, if verbal knowledge is to be equated 
with inferential cognition, sabda and artha must be show?­
to be spatio-temporally associated. But that is jnima Jacze 
absurd. Spatially the two entities are removed from e~ch 
other-for while sabda is in the ear-drum, the object 

' specified by it is "out there" in space. As to temporal asso-
ciation too there is no concomitance between them. For 
instance, the utterance of the term Caesar is not accom­
panied by the presence of the Emperor of that name. 
Thus the conventional relation (samaya) that is imposed by us 
for our own expediency is not necessary in the same 
degree as causality or identity is held to be necessary, and 
consequently can ill serve as the basis of inferential rea­
soning.1 Another argument against the Vaise~ika view­
point is that the sense designated by a particular word 
varies from one country to another. This is quite unlike 
the fixed relation between fire and smoke that never 
varies in any age or clime.2 Lastly, had verbal cognition 
been a species of inferential knowledge its authenticity 
would have depended on the validity of the syllogistic form 
alone and not on the reliability and authoritativeness of 
the speaker-an extraneous factor altogether, as is really 
the case. 3 Thus the Vaise~ika thesis has to be abandoned 

, 1n~pygni-dh~mayor iva sabdarthayor asti avinabhavaniyamal~/ 
desa-kala-vyabh1carat/ tadvyabhicaras ca asatyapi Yudhi~thire kalau 
Y_~dhi~t~ira-sabdaprayogat, asatyam api lankaya.111 jambudvipe lan­
kasabdasrava1:iat/ / tasmad anumana-samagrivailak~ar:iyat sabdo nanu­
manam/-NK. p. 214. Vide also NM. Vol. I. p. 141. 

2i~o'pi n_anumanam, desavise~e~u arthavyabhicarat/ na dhii.mo 
vahm111 kvacid vyabhicarati, sabdastu svartha111 vyabhicarati/ ... -NK. 
Loe. cit. 

3yadi ca sabdo'numana111 trairupya-pratitya'sya prama9ya-niscayal~ 
syat/ naptoktatva-prantya/ tatpratitya tu nisciyamane pramar:iye anu­
manad vyatiricyate eva, eva111 vaidharmyat/-NK. p. 214. 
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as erroneous since it fails to satisfy the basic requirements 
of syllogistic reasoning. 

The t;fimaqisakas and Naiyayikas have closely investi­
gated this important problem. The Mimaqisakas contend 
that just as the property of burning inheres in fire by its 
very nature and cannot be dissociated from the latter, so 
too the property of expressiveness is the very essence of 
words. The term glzata signifies the 9bjcct known as jar, 
since the expressiveness with reference to that particular 
object is eternally existent in the former and is one of its 
constitutive elements. But this peculiar tenet of the 
Mimaqisakas has evoked a good deal of opposition from 
the Naiyayikas. It might be contended that the expres­
siveness being the natural and inherent property of 
words, a child would be able to comprehend the meaning 
of a particular word even when he first hears it, though 
he might be completely ignorant of the relation of 
the word with the object signified by it. It does not 
require the property of burning as inherent in fire to be 
known for our fingers to be scorched. Fire burns our 
fingers even if its property of burning remains for ever un­
known. To this the Mimarp.sakas would reply : Vv ords 
though possessed of the eternal property of expressiveness 
cannot convey the idea of the corresponding objects till 
the conventional relation (samaya) is grasped. This is not 
peculiar to words alone. Our different sense-organs are in­
vested with the capacity of revealing the respective objects 
-e.g. the eyes can reveal colour, the ears sound and so on. 
But they do not always reveal those objects, because they 
require their contact with the respective objects. So too 
the expressiveness of a particular word with regard to the 
particular object signified by it, though self-subsistent 
and eternal, is in need of the knowledge of the conven­
tional relation peculiar to a particular community or 
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region to be fully operative. 1 Thus the expressiveness of 
words consists in their immutable property (Jakti), in the 
conventional relation (samaya), and in the recollection of 
of that relation which is the operation or function ( vyli­
para)-all taken together and not severally. The pro­
perty (sakti), whether of production or illumination, can­
not be self-sufficient and must need the aid of relation 
and operation or function-the two other factors that must 
be present in order to make that property effective. But 
again it might be asked : Is this natural property of ex­
pressiveness as inherent in words restricted with reference 
to particular ideas? For instance, can the word ghata con­
vey the particular idea of jar alone ? This is what is to 
be ex~ected. For, our different senses are possessed of the 
capacity of revealing respective objects alone. Our eyes 
can reveal the colour alone and not smell. So too the 
lamp that can illumine the colour of objects is incapable 
of releav· h · 

. mg t e taste. Thus, this limitation of respective 
properties as ob d • • • h · t r-

11 serve m other mstances is w at is na u 
a Y to be e • ' ·l • xpected m the case of words too. But t iis 
our anticipaf £ ·1 • • • \AT fi d 
d·rr. ion a1 s m this particular case. '" e 1n 

1 1erent se , b • d · 
d·rr. nse:s emg expressed by the self-same wor m 

1 1erent r • . 
egions. For mstance the same word caura 

means thie+ in th A- ' 
• '.I e ryavarta region, while in the Deccan It means cooked • H . . . 

rzce. ad the Mimamsaka thesis of mherent eternal prope · d 
b . rty of expressiveness with regard to wor s een valid h . 

ld h ' sue unrestricted communication of ideas wou ave b . 
een impossible. Thus the Mimarµsaka hypo-

1nanu sati svabh- 'k - . 
bodhah - . avi e sambandhe vyutpannavad avyutpannasyap1 

• syat/ na h1 agn· 'd• , k · d h · · t I sadeh -bh- . ir av1 1tasa t1r na a at1 -1tyatra pra ya<-
• • sva av1ke'rthap t - k · - · · 'k -eksa h-, _ . ra yaya atve satyap1 yatha mdnyasanm ar~a-

JP • _ that a trapi sa-qiketagraha-sacivasyaiva bodhakatvam ityaha/-
a at1rt a's - - . . . . _ 

Y Nyaya-sudha as cited by Kondabhatta m his Vaiyakarana-
bhii[ii~za, p. 189 ( BSS. Edn. ). • • .. • 
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thesis must be condemned as absurd. 1 The l\llimarpsakas' 
reply to this criticism would be as follows : ,,v e do main­
tain that the property of expressiveness is eternal and 
naturally inherent in words, and is restricted to one parti­
cular idea alone. That numerous ideas are comprehend­
ed from the self-same word does not annul the validity 
of our thesis. Though the property of expressiveness is 
unitary and restricted, yet it is susceptible of variation 
according as the conventional relation varies from one 
clime to another. Note, for instance, the illusory know­
ledge of silver in the nacre. Our organs of vision are 
actually brought into contact with the nacre-which is the 
substratum of the illusion, as well in both cases of percep­
tion-whether it be valid or illusory. This contact (sanni­
kar~a) of the sensory organ with the object is identical in 
both cases. And yet at one time we perceive nacre and 
at another a silver-piece. Would it be sane to argue on 
this ground of variability that the property of illumination 
as inherent in the organs of vision is not natural ? Similar 
is the case with regard to expressiveness of words as well. 
The property though unchangeable and restricted to a 
particular object alone appears as variable along with the 
changeability of the conventional relation-which being 
the product of human will is liable to constant variation. 
While a particular conventional relation runs parallel to and 
alongside of the natural inherent property of expressive-

Iathapi svabhavikal} sambandhal} sarve~arp sabdanarp sarvair 
evarthail! samarp asthiyate, kasyacit kenacid eva samarp va/ nadyaq./ 
-sabdarthavyavastha'nupapattel!/ antye arya-mlecchanam aniyama­
bhavaprasangaq./ tathahi-arya hi yavasabdarp dirgha-siike prayuii­
jate, dirgha-siikam eva ca ca budhyante/ mlecchas tu priyangau pra­
yuiijate priyangum eva ca budhyante-ityevam aniyamaq. svabhavi­
kyarp saktau na syat/ nahi paradipo riipaprakasanasakti rasam api 
praka.sayati/-VaiyakaraTJ.a-blzii-raTJ.a, loc. cit. 
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ness, others again run counter to it.1 Now, it might be 
urged by the Naiyayikas that if in addition to the postu­
lation of the natural efficiency of words the knowledge 
of the conventional relation too is posited as a necessary 
element, what is the use of the former ? \Vhy not substi­
tute the eonventional relation alone as the necessary fac­
tor in generating the verbal cognitions ?2 To tl1is the 
Mimarp.sakas would reply: The Naiyayika contention that 
conventional relation alone as forged by a fiat of Divine 
Will (lsvareccha) is sufficient to account for the comprehen­
sion of particular ideas from particular words lacks foun­
dation altogether. For, had will-whether it be divine 
or human-alone been the cause of our conceptual cogni­
tions, every word would have conveyed every sort of idea 
-there being no factor to check its freedom. Besides, on 
our part, there is sufficient ground for positing the entity 
?f conventional relation as being auxiliary towards mak­
i~g the inherent efficiency of words effective and opera­
tive. For, just as the relation of universal concomitance 
(avinabhava) as subsisting between fire and smoke, though 
eternally present independently of any human will, is not 
comprehended till the observation of numerous instances 
of concomitance helps us in being aware of it, so too, the 
natural property of expressiveness, though eternally 

. 1yadva svabhaviki saktir ekatraivasti/ vyutpattivasat vyavahiir~­
myamasambhavat/yatha khalu suktisannikarsena caksusa kascit sukti­
ka.111 pratipadyate, kascid rajatam/ na caita~'ata ca~u~o'rtha-pratya­
yakatva111 na svabhavikam/ tatha sabdasyapi saktyanusary-ananusari­
vyutpattilakl;ial).a-sahakarivasat aniyame'pi svabhavika-saktisadbha­
val_i. sambhavati/ .. iyan vise~aq.-sabdal). sa111ketenapi bodhako na pra­
tyak~am iti/-VB., loc. cit. 

2nanu svabhavikasambandha-grahakatvena samketavasyakatve 
ki111 svabhavikya saktya ? atha asati svabhavike samb~ndhe sarpketa­
niyama eva katha111 syat ?-VB., loc. cit. 
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present in words, is in need of the knowledge of the con­
ventional usage that helps only to suggest it. Human will 
is incapable of imparting to words the property of expres­
siveness that does not belong to them in their own right. 
We can neither impart, by any fiat of our will, to fire the 
property of quenching thirst, nor can we take away from it 
the property of burning that naturally inheres in it. 1 The 
Naiyayika viewpoint is, moreover, contrary to our ex­
perience. They hold that the word as heard helps us in 
recollecting the corresponding idea,-linked as they are on 
the basis of the conventional relation superimposed by 
human will. It is common experience that the knowledge 
of one of the relata brings about the recollection of the 
other relatum. The perception of an elephant would in­
variably lead to the recollection of the elephant-driver­
constantly associated as they are. So too is the case with 
sabda and artha. The perception of the one leads to the 
recollection of the other. 2 But such a view is obviously 

lko'yaq1. samayo nama ? abhidhanabhidheya-niyamaniyoga}:t 
samaya ucyate/ .. sahi puru~akrtah saf!1keta}:t/ nahi puru~ecchaya vastu­
niyamo, vakalpyate-tadicchaya avyahataprasaratvat / .. nacaivam asti/ 
nahi dahanam anicchann-api puru~o dhumat na taf!1 pratyeti, jalaJ¥ 
va tata icchnn-api pratipadyate/ tatra yatha dhumagnyor naisargika 
evavinabhavo nama sambandhalJ, jfiaptaye tu bhuyodarsanadi nimit­
tam asriyate, evaf!1 sabdarthayo}:t saf!1siddhika eva saktyatma samban­
dhah, tadvyutpattaye tu vrddhavyavahara-prasiddhisamasrayai;iam/ 
svabhavike sambandhe sati dipadivat ki111 tavyutpattyapek~ai;ieneti 
cet-na/ sabdasya jfiapakatvat/ ... saktis tu naisargiki yatha rupapraka­
sini dipades tatha sabdasyartha-pratipadane/ tasmat na samaya­
matrad arthapratipatti}:t/-NM. Vol. I. p. 221. Comp. "nahi svato'sa­
ti sakti}:t kartum anyena paryate"-SV. 

2padajanyapadarthasmarai;ia111 vyapara}:t/ .. padajfianasya hi eka­
sambandhijfianavidhaya padarthopasthapakatvam/ saktis ca padena 
saha padarthasya sambandhal]./ sa casmat sabdad ayam artho boddha­
vya-itisvareccharupa-Visvanatha's Siddhiinta-muktiivali : Sabda-kha1J.¢a. 
Vide the following statement of Mr. Bertrand Russell that bears a 

4 
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erroneous. The knowledge of that-ness (tatra) which is the 
very essence of recollection is absent in the case of concep­
tual cognition. When we comprehend a particular idea from 
a particular word, the content of the resulting introspec­
tion is neither recollection nor inference. It is a tertiwn quid, 
totally distinct from both the forms of knowledge. Our 
introspection is of the form: We are aware that the par­
ticular word expesses the particular idea.1 And this proper­
ty of expressiveness, which is peculiar to words alone, has 
been styled sakti or abhidlza (denotation) by the 11imarp­
sakas, and must be differentiated from the conventional 
usage (sa1r,,keta, samaya, aptopadesa or vrddha-vyavahara, as 
the Naiyayikas have variously called it ), which is but 
auxiliary to the comprehension of that self-existent and 
eternal property, though the Naiyayikas might postulate 
it as the sole cause of our conceptual cognitions and dis­
pense with the above-mentioned property of expresiveness 
as being irrelevant and superfluous. Moreover, had the 
e_xpressiveness of words depended solely on the conven­
~10.nal usage and had no objectivity of its own, the lingu­
istic usage would have been indistinguishable from other 
symbolic acts such as mimes, that signify ideas, not because 
they have any inherent property of expressiveness, but 

close similarity to the above view of the Naiyayikas : "The meaning 
of an object-word can only be learnt by hearing it frequently pro­
nounced in the presence of the object. The association between word 
and object is just like any other ha.bitual association, e. g. that be­
tween sight and touch. When the association has been established 
the object suggests the word, and the word suggests the object, just 
as an object seen suggests sensation of touch, and an object touched 
in the dark suggests sensations of sight."-An ET}quiry into Meaning and 
Truth, p. 67. ( Second Edition. 1943 ). 

1padebhyal). smrtir eva iti na yukta111 tatta'nullekhat/ ... kifica sab­
dayami ityanuvyavasayat na smrtitvam anumititva111 va tajjanya­
pratyayasya/-VSM. pp. 59-60. 
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because a tentative relation has been interposed be­
tween those symbolic mimes and the ideas they represent. 
Such is also the case with strokes of the whip, the hook, 
and the goad which, though by themselves destitute of 
any significance, are found to convey definite ideas to the 
horse, the elephant and the ox respectively, because of 
the relation that has been artificially improvised by the 
trainers thereof. The adoption of the Naiyayika view­
point would have reduced words into mere symbols like 
the strokes of the goad and the hook.1 Now at this stage 
the Naiyayikas might revive the old question-viz. whe­
ther the efficiency of words is restricted to a particular 
idea alone-as one should expect it to be on the analogy 
of the natural efficiency of our sensory organs, as has 
been shown above in some detail. The lV[imarp.sakas 
might meet this challenge by maintaining that a parti­
cular word is invested with the efficiency of expressive­
ness with reference to a particular idea alone. The com­
prehension of other ideas is due to our illusory knowledge 
as to that efficiency. There is another solution also. It 
might be held that the identity of words conveying more 
than one sense is only apparent and not real, being 
caused by the similar arrangement of letters, accent etc. 
Thus, the word gau~ that expresses the idea of cow is 
different from the word gau~ that signifies 'earth'. For, 
the efficiency being different in each case, the substratum 

1api ca samaya-matra-sara9aq. saktisunyal: sabdal: katham ak~i­
nikoca-hastasa1!]-jfiadibhyo bhidyeta/ sa hi tadanim kasankusa-pratoda­
bhighata-sthaniya eva bhavet/ tatha ca sabdad artha1!]- pratipadya­
mahe iti laukiko vyapadeso badhyeta/ samayat artha1!]- pratipadya­
mahe iti syat/ -NM. Vol. I. p. 222. Salikanatha in his ~juvimala on 
Prabhakara's Brhati explains the expression kasiitikusapratodabhighatavat 
as : kasankusapratodai}:i. asvebha-vr~abha9am abhigha.tavat/ pratodal). 
prajanam/ - Op. cit., p. 192 (Madras University Press). 
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of that efficiency must be different too, since they sta1:d 
to each other in the relation of identity as is the prevail­
ing dictum.1 A third solution to the problem might also 
be offered. It might be argued that just as different 
entities like taste, colour and smell inhere in the self-same 
substance-viz. the mango-fruit, so too diverse efficiencies 
(viz. of expressiveness) capable of conveying diverse ideas 
might inhere in the self-same word-unit without breaking 
up its unitary character. Thus in this view the identical 
word is expressive of more than one idea in contradis­
tinction with the above-mentioned view that words vary 
along with the variation in their meanings-though they 
might appear to be identical owing to similarity in forma­
tion. 2 

Thus, to sum up our discussion about the nature of 
the relation between words and objects signified by them: 
A diversity of opinions is to be found with regard to the 
specific character of the relation between words and ob-

, 1arthabhe~t tat-tadatmyapannasabde~u bhedaucityenii'rthabhediit 
sa_b~abhed~ _1tyupapadyate/ samanakaratvamatrel).a tu eko'yaf!1. sabdo 
~anartha 1ti vyavahara~/ tasya nirii.pakasrayabhedabhyaf!1. bheda 
ityeke/-VSM. p. 54. 'sakti-saktimator abhedat' -Comm. K uncika there­
on. T~ argue that difference of efficency need not, of necessity, split up 
the umty of the substratum, on the analogy of the unity of the lamp 
that removes darkness, burns the wick reveals colour etc., possessed 
~s it is_ of the resp_ective efficiencies, is fallacious. For, the lamp per se 
is not mvested with all these efficiencies, but as reinforced by other 
ca~sal fac~ors, _so that the totality in each case is different. Vide : 

drsyate ~1 ~~ailak~al).am api vilak~ananekakaryakari/ yatha pradipa 
eka ev~ _tim~rap~hari, varttivikarakar"i, rii.pantaravyavaharakariti cet, 
na/ va1c1tryat ~ar~asya/ -"ekasya na kramal). kvapi vaicitrya~ na 
samasya ca/ saktibhedo na cabhinnah svabhiivo duratikramal,1/"-
Udayana's Kusumiinjali, I. 7. • 

2anye tu ekatraiviimraphale rii.pa-rasa-gandhadiniif!l. bhinniiniif!l. 
tadiitmyavat ekatraiva sabde'nekarthanirii.pitani bhinniini tiidiitmyii-
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jects. \Vhile in the one extreme we are confronted with the 
theory of sabdadhyasa-vada of the Grammarians seeking to 
establish the identity of the two entities, in the other ex­
treme we have to face the radical hypothesis of the Bud­
dhists repudiating the reality of any sort of relation be­
tween sabda and artha and condemning all our conceptual 
cognitions as being illusory like the cognition of duality 
in the unitary lunar orb. And in between these two ex­
tremes, we have the views of the Vaise~ikas, upholding 
a sort of necessary and invariable relation between sabda 
and artha akin to the relation of universal concomitance 
(avinabhava) as between smoke and fire, comprehending 
conceptual cognitions within the sphere of inferential 
knowledge. The Mimarp.sakas and the Naiyayikas, though 
however agreed as to the implausibility of the Vaise~ika 
thesis, differ among themselves. The Mimarp.sakas, oppo­
sed as they are to any conception of theism in metaphy­
sics and maintaining as they do the intrinsic nature of the 
validity of our verbal cognitions, 1 are led to maintain the 
thesis of eternal and inherent potency of expressiveness 
with regard to words, relegating conventional usage to a 
secondary position of an auxiliary element. But the 
Naiyayikas whose metaphysical scheme is essentially theis­
tic, hold the relation between sabda and artha-lacking 
any inherent connection inter se, as the Mimarp.sakas fain 
try to establish, as wholly artificial, improvised as it is by 
Divine Will, and consequently reject the inherent potency, 

nityahul~/-VSM. p. 56. "b/zinniini tiidiitmyiini/ arthabhedena na sabda­
bheda}:t/ anantavyaktikalpanapatte}:t/ tasmad ekavrntagataneka-phala­
vat ekasminsabde nanarthasambhava}:t-iti bhava}:t"-Comm. Kuncikii 
thereon, p. 57. 

1vedaprama9ya-siddhyartha111 autpattikatvam i~yate svatantra­
gamavadibhih/ -Prabhakara's Brhati, p. 350. 'svatantragamavadibhi}:i. 
-Mima111sakai}:t' -Salikanatha thereon. 
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as posited by the Mimarp.sakas, as being wholly superflu­
ous and unnecessary.1 

1e~a eva cavayor vise~o yade~a sabdartha-sambandha-vyavaharas 
tavanadir mama tu jagat-sargat prabhrti pravrtta iti/ adyatve tu sab­
dartha-sambandha-vyutpattau tulya evavayolJ panthaq./ tatrapi tava­
yal!l vise~o yat tava saktiparyanta vyutpattir mama tu tadvarjam iti/ 
-NM. Vol. I. p. 224. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

CONNOTATION OF vVORDS 

Now that we have concluded our dissertation on the rela­
tion between words and objects, we are in a position to 
study the different categories of objects that constitute the 
connotation of words (pravrtti-nimitta ). The word cow conveys 
a category of object essentially different from vv"liat is con­
veyed by the word red. It is our aim to examine the dis­
tinctive nature of each of these categories-which from 
now on we propose to style as the connotation, which is as 
nearly as possible the English equivalent of the Sanskrit 
term pravrtti-nimitta, the literal English rendering of which 
would be "an attribute (of the object concerned) that occa­
sions the use of the particular word ( to the exclusion of all 
others)." It is important to note at the very outset that 
the study of the connotation of words is closely interlinked 
with the study of ontological categories, and any change 
in our ontological outlook would involve a corresponding 
change in our view regarding the connotation of words. 
Grammarians, Mimarµsakas, Naiyayikas and Buddhists­
all differ in their views regarding the connotation of words, 
as is to be expected in consonance with their respective 
metaphysical doctrines-no two of which are found even 
partially to agree. Mammata in his Kavya-prakasa has 
succinctly noticed the views of the four above-mentioned 
philosophical schools, without however pausing to exa­
mine their respective worth. 1 Our present study would 
also proceed along these lines-though we propose to 

1gaus suklas calo 9ittha}:i. - ityadau catu~tayi sabdanarp pravrttil:t 
-iti Mahabha~ya-karaI:i-/ ... sarve~arp sabdanarp jatir eva ityanye/ tad-
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enter somewhat deeper into the problems involved so 
that the basis of this difference in outlook might become 
evident. 

It is convenient to begin with the Grammarians' 
theory as first adumbrated in distinct terms by Patafijali 
in his magnum opus-the M ahabharva. In so far as the 
metaphysical doctrines of the Grammarians can be 
gathered from that work, it is evident that Patafijali him­
self maintained the existence of only four categories ( J;adartha 
or prameya )-viz. universal (samanya), quality (gw;a), 
action (kriya), and substance (dravya), though there were 
rival doctrines in the field as well, as we shall see later on. 
This theory of four ontological categories, exhausting 
among themselves the whole cognizable universe, is not 
peculiar to the Grammarians alone. In this respect the 
followers of the Bhatta school of Purva-mimamsa are in 
complete agreement ~ith them. 1 They too upi1old only 
the four above-mentioned categories, denying all reality 
to such categories as visesa and samavaya-which are 
posited by the philosophers ~f the Nyaya-Vaise~ika school 
as being independent entities altogether. The reason for 
this a version on the part of the two principal philosophical 
sects-viz. the Grammarians and the Bhattas~ with re­
gar~ to the last two categories, is not far to seek. For, 
while the Grammarians and Bhattas confine their inqui­
ries to the commonsense world-t~ the world that is cog­
nizable by means of the normal efficiency of human sen­
sory organs unreinforced by any suprahuman or trans-

van, apoho va sabdartha]:i kaiscid ukta]:i/ iti grantha-gaurava-bhayat 
prakrtanupayogacca na darsitam-Op. cit. Chap. II. 

1dravya-gui:ia-karma-samanyani catvara eva padartha-iti Tautati­
ta]:i/-Padmana.bha Misra's Setu on PraJ-astapada-Bhii.rya (Chowkharriba 
Sanskrit Series Edition), p. 104. The followers of Kumarila are 
designated as Tautatita. 
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cendental mechanism, and build their metaphysical struc­
tures on the basis of the findings of such absolutely secular 
inquiries, the philosophers of the Nyaya-Vaise~ika school 
extend their field of metaphysical inquiry beyond the 
limits of the commonsense world so as to embrace even 
those categories that are susceptible not of normal percep­
tion-but of that supernormal type of perception which is 
possible for the Yogins alone by virtue of some sort of 
occult efficiency that is inherent in their sensory organs, 
but denied to common men. This would be evident 
from a comparison of the two sets of categories that are 
respectively posited in the two schools. \,Vhile the cate­
gories set down by the Grammarians and Bhattas are all 
capable of normal perception, the two additiona] catego­
ries (viz. vise{a and samavaya) posited by the Nyaya-Vaise­
~ika theorists can be the objects of Yogic perception 
alone-even on their own showing. The philosophers of 
the Bhatta and Grammatical schools have rendered their 
metaphysical systems more p_ractical and less cumbersome 
by refusing to introduce this additional leaven that has 
been admitted by their opponents with scant deference to 
the verdict of the experience of common man.1 

Let us first examine the Grammarians' theory, which 
has exercised no little influence on later speculations 
about the meaning of words. The author of the D!wa­
nyaloka extols the Grammarians as being in the forefront 
of all learned men-the primus inter pares. 2 Patafijali is 
the greatest exponent of the theory that goes in the name 
of the Grammarians and which we are going to examine. 

1vise~a-samavayau tu sasavi~ar:ia-sabrahmacari1:iau, tatsiddhau pra­
ma9abhavat-1vfa11a-mtryadaya of Narayar:ia Bhana, p. 288. (T. P.H. 
Oriental Series.) 

2prathame hi vidva~so vaiyakarar:iil:i-vyakarai:iamiilatvat sarva­
vidyanam-ibid. Uddyota I. 
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In the introduction to his M a!zabha~ya and in various 
other places of that Great Comnzenta1y, Patafijali has defi­
nitely recorded four distinct categories, which we have al­
ready referred to just now. And just as the cognizable 
universe is composed of these four different categories­
viz. universal, quality, action, and substance,-so too the words 
that are expressive of those things must of necessity differ 
inter se in view of the difference in their import, and fall 
under four distinct grpups.1 Thus, there are terms ex­
pressive of universals, of qualities, of actions, and of substances 
-and they are as distinct from one another as the catego­
ries they signify. In the sentence-"The white cow X is 
running" (gaus suklas calo rfitthaM, the four terms constitu­
ting the sentence-viz. X, white, cow, and running, are not 
synonymous, though they refer to the self-same object­
which is X (rJitthaM. Had they been of identical import 
there would have been no justification for the use of all 
the four terms, which would have involved an unavoid­
able tautology just as the sentence-"a jar is a pitcher" is 
tautologous. 2 And of these four terms in the above sen­
tence, the term cow is a class-name ( jati-sabda ) , standing 

1_tatra vidhivadinas codayanti-yadi bhavata.1:1 dravya-gm:ia-karma­
samanya-visqa-samava yalak~arya upadha yo vise~aryani sabda pra tya ya~1. 
prati nimittani paramarthato na santi - tat katha1:1 loke da991tyabhi­
dhanapratyaya}:l pravarttante dravyadyupadhinimittal:i ? tathahi­
~a99i vi~aryityadidhidhvani loke dravyopadhikau prasiddhau_, 
sukla}:l kr~r:ia-iti guryopadhikau, calati bhramatiti karmanimi­
ttau, • • .gaur asvo hasnti samanyavisesopadhi, iha tantu~u pata-iti 
s~m~vayabalat/ tatrai~a.1:1 dravyadinam abhave dan9ityadi-dhidhvani 
nirv1sayau -t- • • .. • sya am-1t1/-Tattvasamaraha-Paruikii. . 

. b 
2 ' 'kl' · . . gaus su as calo qitthal:i- ityadina.1:1 vi~ayavibhago na prapnot1-

1t: :~ _ ta~up~dhaveva sa1:1ketal:i/-KP. Ullrisa II. "tatha hi gotva­
rupaJat1man suklatvariipaguryavan calanariipakriyavan 9itthanama'­
yam iti tatparye9a 'gaus suklas calo ditthah' -iti prayoge gavadibhis 
caturbhir api sabdair eka saiva govy~ktir u~yate iti pravrttinirnittasya 
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as it does for the cow-universal (go-tva), which is common to 
all the members comprised within that particular class. 
The other two terms-viz. white and running, connote qua­
lity (whiteness) and action respectively, while the fourth term 
X (rjittha(z) signifies the blank stuff, the discrete individual 
entity, the substratum of the above-mentioned three attri­
butes-viz. the universal (go-tva), the quality(sukla-tva), 
and the action (cafona),-though of itself devoid of all 
attributes-the substance of Aristotle's metaphysics. Thus, 
we are led perforce to acknowledge four distinct groups 
of terms on the basis of their connotative difference on 
pain of judgmental absurdity arising out of verbal tauto­
logy. "\,Ve must however take up the consideration of 
each of the above four species of terms, so that the differ­
ence in their respective connotations might be clinched 
further. 

The terms like cow, horse, dog, elephant etc. are class­
names, as they signify universals-viz. cow-universal, horse­
universal etc. There is much difference of opinion among 
the various philosophical sects as to the objective reality 
of universals. The Buddhists repudiate such a synthesiz­
ing positive entity as a universal, which according to the 
orthodox philosophers is as much real as the component 
members subsumed under that universal. The Buddhistic 
conception of universals is purely subjective and negative 
as we shall see later on when we come to examine the 
Buddhistic theory of concepts. Let us now concentrate 

bhedo na syat, vyaktivadimate vyakter eva pravrttinimittatvat, tasyas 
ca vyakte}:i prakrte ekatvad iti/ tatha ca - vi~ayavibhagabhave gava­
disabdanal'!l 'ghata}:i kalasal].' ityadinam iva ekarthavacakataya saha­
prayogo na syat/"-Biila-bodhini of Jhalkikar thereon. (BSS. Edn.) 
Vide also : vyakti}:i sabdartha iti mate 'gaus suklas calo 9itthal~'­
i tyadlnal'!l sarve~a1'!1 vise~ya-svarii pama tra para tvena ekartha ta pa ttil:i-f-­
Ekiivali of Vidyadhara. 
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our attention op the Grammarians' viewpoint. The Gra­
mmarians' arguments in favour of the terms like cow, 
horse, etc. being class-names expressive of universals can 
be summed up as follows : It has already been noted that 
a word expresses a particular object because there has 
been a relation between the two entities-be it natural and 
inherent or artificial and improvised. Now, what can be 
the other relatum that is brought into relation with the 
term cow ? One might reply that the term cow is related 
to a particular cow-entity-call it sabaleya. Had it been the 
case the term could not have signified other cow-entities 
( bahuleya etc.) save that particular cow sabaleya, inasmuch 
as no relation has been established between the term cow 
and other individual cows besides the sabaleya one. If how­
ever it be maintained that other individual cows would 
also be signified by the term cow besides the particular 
sabaleya individual in spite of their numerical difference, 
and even in lack of any ostensible relation, it would lead 
to grave logical absurdities. For, there would be no bar 
for even a horse being signified by the term cow, in so far 
as the former stands on the same footing with the other 
individual cows-like bahuleya etc., numerically different 
alike as they are from the sabaleya entity and equally lack­
ing as they do any relation with the term cow. Moreover, 
to argue that the relation of the term cow is established 
with all the individual cows severally is to ask us to believe 
in an impossible feat. For, it is not in the power of any 
individual man to be acquainted with all the cow-entities 
that exist-not to speak of the past and future cow-entities 
that are ipso facto incapable of perception. And lacking 
such an all-embracing acquaintance with the individual 
cows,-past, present, and future, it is idle and futile to 
talk of the relation being established severally with the 
latter. Thus the suggestion that the term cow signifies an 
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individual cow (go-vyakti) is feeeble and absurd on the 
very face of it.1 Consequently, the only possible answer 
can be that it is the cow-universal-that unvariant princi­
ple inhering in each and every individual cow, that is the 
connotation of the term cow. That immutable and ubi­
quitous universal remains unchanged-despite all changes 
of the individual members-that can be red or white or 
black. No doubt the objectivity of such a universal has been 
questioned seriously by the heretic philosophers. But, as 
we shall see later on in connnection with the Buddhistic 
theory of apoha, the arguments against the admission of 
such a unitive principle are not convincing, and the 
negative concept of apoha, that the Buddhists put forth in 
lieu of the positive universal of the orthodox schools, can 
ill serve the purpose of synthesis and fails to account for 
the felt positivity of our conceptual thoughts. That the 
universal is the import of such terms as cow, horse etc. can 
be easily demonstrated by an appeal to psychology. For, 
whenever the term cow is uttered we are aware not of any 
particular cow as such,-possessing some definite colour 
or dimension, but of cows in general divested of all parti­
cularities. 2 Had it been otherwise, there would have been 
but little difference between perception and verbal know­
ledge. For instance, when we perceive fire with the aid of 

1yadyapyarthakriyakaritaya pravrtti-nivrttiyogya vyaktir eva 
tathapi anantyat vyabhicaracca tatra sa-qiketa}:I. kartu-qi na sakyate/­
KP. loc. cit., which has been explained by Govinda in his Pradipa as 
follows : kirri hi vyakti~u sarvasu sa-qiketagraho vyavaharangam uta 
yasya-qi kasyaficit/ nadya}:1.-anantyat/ nantya}:i-vyabhicaraprasangat/ 
yatogrhitasanketagopii:iq.a iva ghatader api gopadat pratiti}:I. prasak­
ta/ agrhitasal!lketatvasya tulyatvat/ ki-qica na yatra sa-qiketag·rahas 
tasyapi pratiti}:i-iti vyabhicaranna vyaktau sa-qiketa}:1/-ibid. pp. 
21-22. (NSP. Edn.). 

2 Vide : nahi gaur ityukte vise~a}:I. prakhyayate-sukla nila kapila 
kapotiketi/-Mahabha,rya on P. I. 2. 64. 
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our tactile sense we are aware of its scorching heat. But 
when we hear the word .fire or heat we are never a ware of 
that heat. If it were maintained that the word _fire signi­
fies a particular fire-entity with all its individual and dis­
tinctive attributes-viz. colour, heat, dimension etc., 
there would have been nothing to resist the possibility of 
our sensing those attributes which alone constitute its es­
·sence and being, just as in an act of perception we are 
able to cognise distinctly those attributes. The cognition 
of fire as arising out of the term fire is blurred and indis­
tinct with all its distinctive attributes hidden from our 
consciousness, while the perception of the self-same entity 
perforce thrusts upon our consciousness all those qualities 
with an unmistakable impact and vividness. 1 Thus ,it 
must be admitted that it is the universal that is signified by 
terms like cow, horse etc. inasmuch as the conceptual cog­
nitions generated by those terms are not cognisant of dis­
tinctive attributes-of which the particulars are merely 
but a totality. For, it might be laid down as a general 
dictum that-what is not invariably present as a content 
in the cognition generated by a particular term, say cow, 
•cannot be regarded as the connotation of that term. 2 

1yatha hi u~ry.adyarthavisayendriyabuddhiJ:t sphutapratibhasa ve­
dyate na tatha u~r:i,adisabdbhavina/ nahi upahata-nayana-rasana­
ghrary.adayo matulirigadisabdasravanat tadrupa-rasadyanubhavino 
bhavanti, yatha'nupahata-nayana-ra~ana-ghrary.adaya indriyadhiya' 
nubhavantaJ:t/ yathoktam- "anyathaivagnisambandhad dahaqi dag­
dho'bhimanyate/ anyatha dahasabdena daharthalI sampratiyate/" -
iti/-Panjika on TS. karika 879. Vol. I. p. 280. Vide also : sataso'pi 
gaur ityukte suklatvadi-vise~anavagamapurvarp samanyasya sabdato'­
vagateJ:t sa sabdasakya/ dravyasyaiva sakyatve tu tasya gm:iasamuha­
rupatvena suklatvadivise~avagatiprasarigaJ:t/-VSi\.1. p. 472. 

2Cp. na sa tasya ca sabdasya yukto yoga na tatkrte/pratyaye 
sati bhatyartho rupa-bodhe tatha rasaJ:t/-TS. karika 880 and Kamala­
sila's Panjika thereon. Vol. I. p. 280. 
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vVe must now pass on to the second category of words 
-viz. the words that signify qualities. As instances of that 
species we might refer to such words as red and white, sweet 
and bitter etc. There is an essential difference between the 
ontological status of universals on the one hand and quali­
ties, and for the matter of that, actions also on the other. 
And it is this basic difference that has led Pataiijali to 
postulate a separate species of words besides those signify­
ing universals. For, whatever might be the difference be­
tween perception and verbal cognition, the latter must 
follow the lead of the former and take note of these cate­
gories, that are discriminated in perception.1 Now what 
is the difference between a universal-say, cow-universal 
(go-tva), and a quality-say, white-ness (sukla-tva) ? The 
latter is as much indissociable from its substratum as the 
former. vVe cannot divest an individual cow of its white 
colour any more than we can dissociate from it the class­
characteristic-viz. cow-hood, without destroying its very 
individuality. 2 The question is pertinent no doubt, but 
an answer too is not inconceivable. Bhartrhari in his 
Vakya-jJadzya has offered a solution. According to him the 
universal is the quintessence of the individual and re­
mains unchanged through all its duration. As he has 
succinctly stated : The universal imparts life to an indivi­
dual (padartlzasya pra:1J,a-pradaM. But howsoever closely inter­
woven the qualities ( and actions also) might be with 
their substratum-the substance, they cannot be conceived 
of as being the esse of the latter. They are merely the 
differentiating factors (vise~adlzana-lzetu)-the differentia of 

1 Vide : "pratyak~avi~aye vrttir i~ta sabdanumanayol).''. 
2nahi jatyadinirmuktam vastu dr~taqi. kadacana/ tadvimokena va 

tani lak~adi-sphatikadivat/:._SV. v. 144 on JS. I. 1. 4, as also the illu­
minating comments of Sucarita Misra in his KiiJikii thereon. 
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Aristotelian Logic, serving only to mark them off from 
all other individuals belonging to the same genus or to a 
different one. There would be no inconsistency in ima­
gining a cow changing hourly its colour as a chameleon 
does. But to conceive of a cow changing its generic attri­
bute cow-universal and at the same time remaining a cow 
is as much fantastic as to imagine a circle shedding off its 
circularity and remaining a circle nonetheless. As Bhar­
trhari has stated : A cow-entity per se is neither distin­
guishable from other entities nor is it affirmable as a cow. 
Its positive character of being a cow as also the negative 
character of being different from what is not cow is not 
intrinsic but only derived from the inherence of the uni­
versal cow-hood in it. Had it been otherwise there would 
have been no difficulty in recognising from afar a co\-v-en­
tity as cow and as distinct from horse etc., even though 
the universal cow-hood might not be cognised owing to 
its outlines being blurred through distance. But we can 
neither recognise nor describe a cow as cow from a 
distance till the universal cow-hood-which 1s the 
basis of any such affirmative or negative cognition or 
description, remains uncognised. 1 The qualities and 

1uktaqi hi Vakyapadiye-'na hi gauJ:i. svaruper:ia gaur napyagaulJ/ 
gotvabhisambandhat tu gauJ:i.' -iti/-KP. Ullasa II. For an elucida­
tion of this statement of Bhartrhari vide the following passage of J agan­
natha's Rasagarigadhara : aya1:1 hi jatirupaJ:i. sabdarthaJ:i. prar:iada-ityu­
cyate/ prar:iaqi vyavaharayogyataqi dadati sampadayatiti vyupatteJ:i./ 
taduktam-'nahi gauJ:i. svaruper:ia ... '-iti/ asyarthaJ:i.-gauJ:i. sasnadiman 
dharmi svaruper:ia ajfiatagotvakena dharmisvarupamatre:i:i.a na gauJ:i., 
na govyavaharanirvahakaJ:i./ napyagauJ:i.- napi gobhinna iti vyavaha­
rasya nirvahakaJ:i./ tatha sati durad anabhivyktasaqisthanataya gotva­
grahadasayaqi gavi gaur iti gobhinna iti va vyavaharaJ:i. syat/ svaru­
pasyavise~at ghate gaur iti gavi ca'gaur iti va vyavaharaJ:i. syad iti 
bhava}:t/ gotvabhisambandhat gotvavattaya jfianat gaur gosabda-vya­
vaharya iti/-Op. cit., p. 182 (NSP. Edn. 1939). 
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actions are mutable1 being extraneous to the being of 
a particular entity-be it cow or horse, but the uni­
versals cow-hood, horse-hood etc. are immutable and un­
variant, persisting throughout the life-history of that 
entity and making it vvhat it is. This basic difference 
between universals on the one hand and qualities and 
actions on the other has been taken note of by the 
Naiyayikas as well. For though all of them are equ­
ally related with their substratum through the instrumen­
tality of the relation of inherence (samavaya) and as such 
are indistinguishable on that count, yet their respective 
mode of inherence in each_ case has been differentiated 
by the introduction of the time-factor. The relation of 
universal and its substratum-the substance, is congenital, 
there being no intervening sequence between the latter's 
birth and the aforesaid inherence with the universal. No 
sooner is a jar produced than the jar-hood inheres in it. 2 

But such is not the case with qualities. The Naiyayikas 
interpose a moment's intervention between the produc­
tion of an entity-say, a jar, and the inherence of quali­
ties in it. This distinction is no doubt unsatisfactory 
from the empirical standpoint and is only a dogmatic 
assertion of the Naiyayikas to make it conform Vi'ith their 
peculiar etiological tenet that envisges a relation of causa­
lity between a substance and its qualities in lieu of the re­
lation of identity-cum-difference posited by the Gramma­
rians as also by such non-absolutist philosophers as the 
Mimarµsakas and J ainas. Nevertheless it is important in 
so far as it stresses logically the ontological difference be­
tween the two categories and gives additional weight to 

1Cp. "sattve nivisate'paiti-" -the definition of a quality from the 
Vaiyakara9a viewpoint. 

2 jatas ca sambaddhas ca - ityeka}:i kala}:i/-Uddyotakara in his 
Nyaya-varttika. 

5 
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the Vaiyakarai:ia view that diflerentiates them purely on 
empirical grounds. Now it might be asked : \Vhat is the 
reason of grouping such terms as white, red, sweet, bitter 
under a separate category? \,Vhy not remove the dividing 
barrier and put the terms cow, horse, sweet, bitter, white etc. 
under the same class ? Is it not a fact that the term white 
signifies the universal wlzite-ness as characterising all the 
different white patches of varying shades ? Should it not, 
therefore, with deference to our experience as also to logic, 
be regarded as a class-name-connoting a universal, along 
with such undisputed class-names as cow, horse etc. ? The 
problem is very subtle no doubt, and the opinions are 
divided-as in the case' of so many other abstruse prob­
lems of philosophy. Patafijali, in his Mahabha~ya on P. V. 
3. 55 enjoining superlative suffixes after terms expressive 
of qualities to signify comparison, has discussed with his 
characteristic thoroughness the topic at great length and 
?as made the issue, as far as the Vaiyakara:i:ia standpoint 
~s co~cerned, sufficiently clear. We commonly say-"l\tfilk 
~s whiter (sukla-tara) than butter." Had wlzite-ness been an 
immutable and unitary entity like the cow-universal such a 
us~ge :vould have been grammatically as well as logically 
~nJust:fiable. There can be no comparison of a unitary en­
tity with respect to its own self save on the basis of an illu­
sory polarisation. Comparison ~resupposes entitative differ­
e_nce (!heda)-be it real or apparent due to superimposi­
~ion (aropa). Had the particular white colour of milk been 
ide1:~ical with the particular white colour of butter, the pro­
positi?n would have been as much unmeaning as the 
a_sse:gon-"J am stronger than myself." Thus, to uphold the 
sig~i c~nce of the above proposition we must have to 
mamt~m perforce that the white colour in each case is 
numerically different.1 Patafijali, in consistency with his 

1 kim punar eka ' k _ . - - · • 111 sau lyarri. ahosv1t nana ? kup. catal)- ? yadyekarµ 
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fourfold classification of terms, maintains the unity of 
qualities. The quality in this case known as white-ness is an 
individual having no second. The difference in degrees 
of wlzite-ness in different patches of white-colour cannot 
argue the real difference of the instances of white-ness them­
sclyes. The colour white in milk and butter is identical. 
Their difference is apparent, the difference of their subs­
tratum-the substaizce, being superimposed on white-ness, 
which jJer se is destitute of all degrees that form the basis 
of comparison. Just as the self-same piece of crystal 
appears to be different owing to the superimposition of 
different hues of flowers like the blue lotus and the rose, 
so too the quality known as white-ness, though immutable 
like the universal, appears as variable owing to the super­
imposition of attributes of varying substances in which it 
inheres. Patafijali clarifies his position further by propo­
sing another solution. The less or greater degrees of white­
ness is not due to the actual difference of particular ins­
tances of white-ncss inter se, but is caused by an inter-mL'{­
ture of other colours-like black or )'ellow or blue, that either 
obscure or enhance the white-ness which is unitary all the 
same, howsoever much we might cognise their difference 
that must be ultimately repudiated as illusory. As for ins­
tance, the fragrance of the mallika flower seems to be enhan­
ced as it is mixed with the fragrance of Jasmine or lotus. 1 

Thus according to Patafijali qualities are as much particu­
lars as individuals like Devadatta and Yajnadatta. Udayana 
however in his Kira7Javalz on the Prasastapada-Bhafya has cri-

prakar~o nopapadyate/ nahi tenaiva tasya prakar~o bhavatij­
Mahabhii,Ua, Loe. cit. 

1astu eka:qi sauklyam/ ... nanu coktam-'prakaqo nopa padyate, nahi 
tenaiva tasya prakaqo bhavatiti'/ gm:iantare1:ia pracchadanat prakar­
~o bhavi~ya~ij-Nfahabha.rya, lac. cit., on which Kaiyya~a comments : 



68 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND MEANING 

ticised this doctrine of unity and immutability of particular 
types of quality such as white-ness, sweet-ness etc., as propose~ 
by Patafijali and his followers. The immutability of parti­
cular types of quality, such as white-ness,-U dayana ob­
serves, is untenable. For, we experience black-ness in jar 
and the emergence of red-ness as it is put into the fur­
nace. And such experiences attest the impermanence 
and multiplicity of qualities instead of their immutability 
and unity.1 Udayana however does not commit himself 
to the view-as might appear to he owned by him from 
the trend of his argument seeking to establish the multi­
plicity of qualities like white-ness, sweet-ness etc.-that there 
is a universal white-hood (let us say, to avoid confusion with 
the quality white-ness which according to the Grammarians 
is. one and eternal) characterizing all particular white 
patches of varying luminosity, just as there is the universal 
cow-hood synthesizing the different cow-individuals that are 
distinct from one another in colour, shape, and dimen­
sion. For on such a view there would be the fallacy of 
cross-division ( jati-sa:hkarya J due to the co-inherence of two 

gur;.antarer;.a pracchadanad-iti/sambheda.t, misrlkara1:iad ityarthal:i/ yatha 
hi ja:_Yu:pa_ladi~asitaya mallikaya.l:i/-which again has been explained 
by Nagesa m his Uddyota as follows : sambhedad-itij gu9antarel).a kr~9a­
dina prac~~aditatvat apakar~ar.i/ aujjvalyadigu9antaracchaditasya ca 
pr_:1-ka,r~,a 1ti bhavar.i/-ibid. Vol. IV. p. 378. (NSP Edn.) Vide also 
N~gesa s V~M: athava eke (scil. sukladayo gu9ar.i) niravayaval:i, 
nai~m_al~a?~gu9antaramisra9at prakar~a-iti bhavar.i/ yatha jatyut­
palad1-vas1taya mallikaya gandha-prakaqar.i/ -Op. cit. p. 458. 

lye punar ahur.i suklatvadikam. eva samanya~ nasti, kutas tada­
vantar~-ta:atamyam iti/ ekaika eva hi suklarui:iadi-riipavyaktayo ni­
tya api amtyabhir.i dravyavyaktibhir vyajyante/ taratamyam tvamii­
~am asrayamisrataya,-yatha yatha hi dhavale kr~9adravyinuprave­
sas tatha tatha taratamyabhasa iti tad ayuktam/ te~am asrayasthitau 
api pavakasaf!lyogat piirvariipanivrttir uttarariipotpadas ca na syat/­
Op. cit., pp. 47-48. (Benares Sanskrit Series Edition). 
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mutually exclusive universals-viz. white-hood (suklatva) 
and cow-hood (go-tva), in the same substratum-viz. the 
individ~al cow.1 Salikanatha in his commentary ]J.ju­
vimala on Prabhakara's Brlzatz, however, has endeavoured 
to support the unity and immutability of particular types 
of quality-as Patafijali maintains. He argues that the 
difference that is experienced in particular white patches 
cannot be construed as being an evidence of a real entita­
tive difference, as it can be accounted for by the presence 
of extraneous elements. The argument that has been 
raised by U dayana against the unity and permanence of 
quality-types on the basis of the disappearance and emer­
gence of varying qualities like the black-ness and red-ness in 
the self-same substance 'jar' which is their substratum 
can also be satisfactorily accounted for on the basis of 
unity,-as Salikanatha observes. For, though black-ness 
( syamatva) is one and eternal, yet it is experienced as be­
ing destroyed because of the destruction of inherence 
(samavaya) which links the quality with the substance. So 
also the quality of red-ness though by itself present every­
where all time, ubiquitous and eternal as it is, is felt to be 
produced because of the actual production of inherence 
in the jar. Thus the actual production and destruction 
of inherence are falsely superimposed on the qualities 
that are per se unitary and permanent and ubiquitous. 
Though according to the Naiyayikas inherence is one and 
eternal yet the philosophers of the Prabhakara school, 
differing as they do from the Bhattas in positing the real­
ity of inherence as a separate category, uphold its multi­
plicity and impermanence.2 Consequently the Naiya-

1astu tarhi suklatvadikam samanyam eva-iti cet/ na, gotvadina 
paraparabhavanupapattau jati-sa1ikarya-prasangat/-loc. cit. 

2ghatc1-samavayal~ pata-samavaya iti bhedavyavahara-darsanat 
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yika thesis that the qualities of white-ness, red-ness etc. in 
earthly atoms are produced through heat (pakaja) while 
in objects that are products themselves like jar or cloth 
they are produced through the instrumentality of the res­
pective qualities of the material causes (viz. earthly atoms) 
thereof is an unproven hypothesis.1 Now it might be 
contended by the critics that the particular white colour 
being thus proved to be a unitary, ubiquitous and eter­
nal principle like cow-hood inhering in numerous indivi­
duals it should be regarded as a universal like the latter 
satisfying as it does all the conditions of a universal-viz. 
unity, permanence, and subsistence in the substratum 
through the relation of inherence. 2 Thus in lieu of white­
hood as synthesising the different white patches being con-

samavayo nana-iti Prabhakara.4/- Mallinatha's Sarasa~graha on Vara­
daraja's Tarkika-rakra, p. 56. (Medical Hall, Benares.), For the refu­
tation of samavaya from the Bhatta standpoint vide Narayai:ia BhaHa's 
Mana-meyodaya, pp. 288ff. (T. P. H. Oriental Series Edn.). According 
to the Bhattas inherence is nothing but identity-cum-difference. Comp : 
tasm~d avayava'vayavino4 gui;ta-gm:iino4 jati-jatimato4 kriya-kriya­
vatos ca parasparaqi. tadatmyam eva sambandha4/-ibid. p. 291. 

1We quote here the relevant portion from Salikanatha's JJ.juvimala: 
nanu pratigui;tyarui;tadinaqi. bhedat eka111 samanyam angikartuf!l 
yu~tam, anyatha sabdadinaqi. pravrttyanupapatte}:i/ atrabhidhiyate­
bhmnatvaqi. abhinnatvam va vastuno bhinnabhinnavabhasibuddhini­
bandhana111/ tatra tavad ~rui;timadi~u na bhedabuddhir asti/ ya.pi ca 
~atum~nd~:adibhir vise~air vise~abuddhi4, sa'pi na svariipabhedam 
ava~ati-:-=--v1se~amatratvat/ nanu arui;timadaya4 paramal).u~u parthive­
~u _paka.1a}:i, sarvakaryadravye~u ca karai;tagui:iapiirva - ityutpattimat­
~vat. aparaparataiva avasiyate/ maivam - kasyayam abhyupagama4 ? 
akrtivad dravye~u guJ?.a4 samavaititi vaya111 pratipadyamahe/ sa 
gul).asamavaya}:i kasyacit kathaficit udeti apaiti ca/ na ca samavayam 
api nityam ekam abhyupagacchama}:i/ tena sakaladravye~u eko'rui:ii­
ma arul).a~adabhidhaniya4-iti/-ibid. p. 164. 

2yadap1-"bhavantu va gui:ia eva sukladaya}:i, parantu jagatigata 
ekaika eva nityas ca"-ityadina niruktam, tadapyayuktam/ .... nitya-
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sidered as a universal,-the particular colour white-ness it­
self, which is identical and immutable as the Grammari­
ans and the Mimarp.sakas assert, is made into a universal, 
countervailing all the arguments in favour of recognising 
it as a quality entitatively different from the universal. So 
nothing is gained by repudiating the universal white-hood 
and substituting for it another universal-viz. white-ness, 
the colour itself. The Grammarians, however, at this 
point, are forced to resort to a ruse to tide over this diffi­
culty. They concede that the colour wlzite-ness is as much 
a synthesizing principle as the class-characteristic cow-hood. 
But while the former is merely a common characteristic (sama­
nya), the latter alone is a genus or universal (jati). This 
differentiation has been suggested by Patafi.jali himself in 
his Malzabha0ya on P. V. 3. 55 already referred to in which 
he explains the term jati on the basis of its derivative 
meaning as being a category that inheres in the substra­
tum by virtue of its very birth, independent of any human 
effort. If this etymological sense of jati is adopted, such 
attributes as cow-hood, horse-hood etc. alone can be strictly 
considered as genera or universals inasmuch as they are con­
genital with their substrata, while the qualities like white­
ness and sweet-ness, and actions like running, cooking etc. are 
not so.1 Thus, if these two aspects of synthesis are discri­
minated, the Vaiyakarai:ia position urging the unity and 
permanence of quality-types like wlzite-ness etc. can be 
maintained without reducing them to universals and up­
setting the four-fold classification of words that corres­
ponds to the four-fold division of ontological categories 

sya'nekasamavetasya jatitvapattes ca/-Padmanabha's Setu on Pra­

sastapada-Bhiiua, p. 202. (Clwwkhamba Sanskrit Series). 
1eva~ ca pacakatvam api samanya~ bhavatyeva/ jatitva~ tu 

yatha na tathoktam/ "atisayane tamab"-iti sutre Bha~ye 'jananena 
yat prapyate sa jatil)-'-ityuktam/-VSM. p. 468. 
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themselves, as has been already pointed out at the very 
outset of our present dissertation. 1 

All these arguments are mutatis mutandis applicable to 
the terms expressive of actions also-which differ from the 
qualities ontologically in so far as while the latter are Jait 
accompli, the former refer only to a continuous f1rocess,-a 
continuity of points in Time. Thus while actions have a 
temporal significance, qualities have none. The action­
unit-viz. cooking, is not a self-sufficient and isolated fact, 
but a succession of facts stretched through a definite period 
of time-viz. kindling the cinders, placing the pan on 
fire, pouring water and putting rice into it, and lastly 
taking the pan off the oven when the rice has been boiled. 
All these events taken together constitute the action known 
as cooking and not severally. Thus temporal sequence is a 
constituent element of actions of every sort, and conse­
quently enters into the connotation of terms like cooking, 
running, etc. as a determinant. But not so with such terms 
as white, or sweet, or loud. They signify qualities to under­
stan~ which we are not required to have any knowledge 
of Tm~e. They have no temporal import at all. 

It 1s now time to pass on to the consideration of J1roper 
names ( san:zJna-sabda) like Devadatta, YaJnadatta, etc. The term 
Devadatta refers to a particular! individual as distinct from 

l"k 1Professor Bertrand Russell considers white-ness etc. as universals 
1 e cow-hood. As he observes: " .... It is obvious, to begin with, that 
we are acquainted with such universals as white, red, black, sweet, 
sour, loud hard t • . . . 1 · I "fi d · 

d ' , c c., 1. e. with qualities w 11c 1 arc cxemph 1e 111 
sense- ata \Vhe . • d · l 
fi . • n we see a white-patch, we arc acquamtc , m t 1e 

rst mstance with th . · I · 
' e particular patch· but by scemo- 1nany w ute 

patches we easily 1 ' . . 0 . 
' . earn to abstract the wh1te-ness which they have m 

common, and m learn· d h" I · 1 · cl . l l . mg to o t 1s we are carmng to )C acquamte 
wit 1 w ute-ness A • ·1 • · · l 

. • 81m1 ar process will make 1ts acquamted wit 1 any 
0ther umversal of the same sort. Universals of this sort may be called • 
" • bl r • " sensi e qua t ties • They can be ajJprehended with less effort of abstrac-
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all other individuals in the universe. The one essential 
difference between proper names on the one hand and the 
three other categories of terms on the other is this that 
while the usage of the latter is conditioned by the objecti­
vity of one or other of the three attributes-viz. universals, 
qualities and actions, there is no conditioning factor, the 
absence or presence of which can prevent· or provoke the 
usage of what are known as jJroper names. The term cow 
would be used only where there is the presence of the 
universal cow-hood. Similarly the terms white and cooking 
-would be used where the corresponding attributes of 
white-ness and cooking respectively-one a quality and the 
other an action-are objectively present. But the appli­
cation of the term Devadatta has nothing objective to cor­
respond with. \A/e might call a dog by the name of 
Caesar as much as the great Roman Conqueror-though 
there is not the least semblance between the two that can 
occasion the utterance of the same sound-group. And it 
is because of this that proper names have been significantly 
styled as yadrccha-sabda's-i. e. terms that owe their appli­
cation to one's own personal caprice or whim. They 
connote nothing else but the succession of a particular 
group of sounds. Thus they are self-connotative as 
opposed to the other categories of terms that signify things 
that are other than the terms themselves and are objec­
tively real. 1 Consequently in the case of a proper name-

tion than a,ry others, and they seem less removed from particulars than other 
universals are". (I tali cs ours). The concluding sentence of the passage 
cited from Russell's The Problems of Philosophy, pp. 158-9 shows, how­
ever, that Russell is more inclined to regard white-ness etc., as immu­
table quality-types identical in all substances as the Grammarians 
maintain than to class them with genuine universals like cow-hood 
etc. as some would fain hold them to be. 

19itthadisabdanam antyabuddhinirgrahya~ sa~hrtakrama~ sva­
rii.pa111 vaktra yadrcchaya gitthadi~u arthe~ii.'padhitvena sannivesyate 
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say, Devadatta, we comprehend a substance-as devoid of all 
objective attributes like the universal, the quality, the action, 
and as a discrete entity characterised by the sound-group 
D-e-v-a~d-a-t-t-a which alone is the connotation of the term1 . 

And that is why proper names are called dravya-sabda's 
inasmuch as they ultimately signify no other objective 
category but the substance (dravya) itself-the substratum 
of all attributes that remain unexpressed2 • 

Now, at this stage a query might be put : Conceding 
t~at there are four distinct categories of words correspon­
dmg to four distinct ontological categories-viz. the uni­
versal, the quality, the action, and the substance, do they con­
note the corresponding category alone to the exclusion of 
all others? Or, to make our position clearer : Do the 
terms cow, red, cooking, and Caesar, signify the universal cow­
hood, the quality red-ness, the action cooking and the blank 
stuff.-the substance characterised by the particular sequence 
of the letters C-a-e-s-a-r respectively to the exclusion of all 
o~hers _? Do we apprehend from the term cow nothing but 
t e umver~al cow-hood ? Don't we cognise from the term 
c~w a particular individual-the substance to be more pre­
cis~, as also the qualities that are found associated with that 
umversal besid th . . D 
h ' es e universal itself? o we not compre-

end from the term cow, the peculiar formation of the 

-iti so'yam samj0- - · h 
C d-d- • arupo yadrcchatmaka-iti/-KP. Ulliisa II, on wluc 

an 1 asa comment d" • - . d', bd-
/• 'b 'd 2 s : . 1tthadisabdanam svarupam d1ttha 1sa a eva -z z • p. 5. (P • : • · 

nncess of Wales Sanskrit Series)• 
1Cp "There 

• fare many men called "Smith," but they do not share 
any property o Smithy . · · b" 
• h ness ; 1n each case 1t 1s an ar 1trary conven-

t10n that. t e man has that name." -Bertrand Russell : An Enquiry 
into Meaning and Truth, p. 110. 

_ 
2:va~-c;litthad!sabdana.111 samjnatva-viditatmanam/ abhidheyasya 

samanyasunayatvad vyaktivacita/ _ ata eva hi dravyasabda ityucyante 
-NM. Vol. I. p. 298. 
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creature, its docility, and its usefulness as a beast of burden 
-that are the invariable concomitants of the universal 
cow-hood which alone is regarded as the connotation of the 
term cow ? If we do cognise all these things besides the 
universal, then why is it that the latter alone should be re­
cognised as the connotation to the exclusion of all oth~rs ? 
Is it not a dogmatic assertion and nothing more? The 
same query can be made with regard to terms expressive 
of qualities like red, white etc. Do we not understand from 
these terms the substance too in addition to the respective 
qualities-viz. red-ness, white-ness etc. Even proper names 
cannot be exempted from this charge. Do we not compre­
hend from the term Caesar, if we are to be true to our ex­
perience, all those qualities and actions that make up the 
life-history of that great hero and not merely the taste-less 
individual as characterised by the sequence of those six 
letters, destitute of all conceivable attributes and as such 
uncognisable per se ? The problem is difficult and differ­
ent answers have been given by different theorists consis­
tently with the body of the rest of their respective postu-
lates. • 

The Naiyayika answer to the above problem seems to 
be the most rational from the empirical point of view. 
They maintain that the connotation of a particular term 
consists in the universal, the qualities, the action, the substance 
as also the configuration of the substance-where possible­
all taken together and not severally. 1 This theory has a great 
claim to our recognition, being as it is a faithful interpreta­
tion of our conceptual thoughts. We have already record­
ed the dictum that the contents of perceptual and con­
ceptual cognitions are identical. When we perceive a cow 
we perceive not merely the universal cow-hood but its dis-

1 Vide : jatyakrtivyaktayastu padartha}:t-Gautama's Nya:ya-Satra. 



76 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND l\IEA.c,,_ING 

tinctive qualities and actions as also its peculiar configuration. 
So it is but logical that the conceptual cognition caused by 
the term cow would be alike cognisant of all these ele­
ments. 1 But it might be contended against this view that 
if the contents of perceptual and conceptual cognitions be 
indistinguishable, verbal cognition is reduced to a spe­
cies of perception and loses its raison d'etre for being record­
ed as a separate instrument of knowledge. Moreover, on 
this view, the difference in vividness between the two 
forms of cognition becomes inexplicable. To this the Naiya­
yikas' reply would be as follows : The identity of contents 
posited by us in both perception and verbal cognition 
need not be construed to apply to every detail. We do not 
maintain that the conceptual cognition of fire is as much 
cognisant of its heat as the perception of the self-same enti­
ty. But what we do intend to mean is that though qua­
litie~ like heat etc. might not be comprehended in their 
specific aspect qua heat etc. in the conceptual cognition of 
fire, wh_ich is a universal-term, as in perception, yet those 
categories are as much present there in their non-specific 
aspect qua qualities as the universal fire-hood. The differ­
ence be~ween the two forms of cognition lies more in the 
emp~asis as to one or the other of the particular elements 
formmg their contents than in the entitative differences of 
the ~lements themselves. While perception emphasises the 
Particular aspect of an entity as opposed to its universal as-
pect the posi·t· • • · d" ' Ion IS Just reversed in the correspon mg 
~oncept~al cognition. The difference lies in the stress and 
1n nothmg mo 2 Th • . h 

re. e identity of contents refers to t e 
1pratyaksam na h" • 1 ._ , . . 

• • 1 lll~,cr~ta-Jatyamsa-panvestitam/ 
tadgocara-pravrtt , , b • • • 

_ • as ca sa <las tam kathayet katham/ 
-tasmat pratyaksavisay .: - • h 

• . • • e prava.rtamanarri tatsamanav1~ayam eva b a-
v1h~m arhat1 ~adam~ na samanyamatrani~\ham/-N.At/. Vol. I. p. 296. 

natu sarvatmana pratyak~atulyavi~ayal:i sabdal:i, pratipattisamya-



CONNOTATION OF WORDS 77 

categories in their non-specific aspects qua universals, qualities, 
actions and substances, and not in their specific aspects qua 
cow-hood, whiteness, and so on. No two perceptions even of 
the self-same entity-say, fire, can be identical in their 
contents if they are considered in their specific aspects. 
The visual perception of fire differs from its tactile percep­
tion as to their specific contents inasmuch as while in the 
former colour is a constituent element of the content, in the 
latter it is replaced by touch, though the universal.fire-hood and 
the substratum the substance-the unknowable something, are 
common to both the cases. But if we ignore the specific 
aspects of colour and touch, and view them from their non­
specific aspects as qualities-which both of them actua11y 
are, there remains no distinction between the above two 
modes of perception as they are alike cognisant of the uni­
versal, the qualities, and the substance. It is from this basis 
that perception and verbal cognition too have been iden­
tified as to their contents, the difference in this case being 
somewhat more pronounced than that between cases 
of perception inter se on account of the shifting of the 
emphasis from the substance to the universal. That Gram­
marians too had a definite inclination towards the above 
view of the Naiyayikas advocating the cumulative aspect of 
connotations, as opposed to the isolationist aspect stressed 
by the followers of Kumarila, as we shall see presently, 
has been definitely shown by Jayanta Bhatta in his Nyaya-

pra~a1i.gat/ naca sabdad indriyacca tulye pratipatti bhavata}:t/ tad 
uktam-"anyathaivagnisambandhat daha111 dagdho'bhimanyate" -
ityadi/ - ucyate/ ... sakalavise~a-grahai:iagrahai:iabhya.111 pratipatti-vise~a­
siddhe}:i/ dharmyabhiprayel).a ca sa111-plavasyoktatvat/ naitavata sama­
nyamatrani~tha}:i sabdo bhavati/-NM. Vol. I. p. 296. Vide also : 
indriyaprai:ialikaya cittasya bahyavastiiparagat tadvi~aya samanya­
vise~atmano'rthasya vi!se#vadlzara7J.apradhiina vrttib pratyak~a111 prama­
IJ.am/ -Vyasa-Bhaua on Patafijali's Toga-sutra, I. 7. 
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manjarz. Katyayana in one of his Varttikas under P. V. 
1. 119, enjoining the suffixes -tva and -tal after substan­
tives, observes : "(The suffixes) -tva and -tal (are enjoined 
after substantives) to signify attributes (viz. qualities or 
actions or universals) the inherence of which in parti­
cular objects (viz. substance or quality or action) provokes 
the use of those substantives to signify those objects." 
Thus, Katyayana is definitely in favour of regarding the 
substance possessed of attributes like the universal, the quali­
ties and the actions, as the connotation of a particular 
word.1 Patafijali's statement too in his introduction to 
the MahabhaJya suggests the same view. As he has dis­
tinctly observed : "The word (gau{i) is that whose utter­
ance gives rise to the comprehension of the dew-lap, the 
tail, the hump, the hoofs, and the horns (scil. all taken 
together)." Nothing can be more explicit than this ob­
servation of Patafijali as to the cumulative or rather compo­
site aspect of connotations,-which is the thesis of the 
Naiyayikas. 2 That a term expresses all these elements-

1tatha cahui).-'yasya gm)asya hi bhavat dravyc sabdanivesalJ 
tadabhidhane tva-taladayal/-iti (Katyayana's Vii.rttika 5 on P. V. 1. 
l l~. _ The proper reading of the Viirllika is '-lva-talau')/ gm~asya hi 
bhavad dravye sabdanivesalJ iti tadvadvacyapaktmsak~Il)yak~ara1)i/ 
-NM. Vol. I. p. 297. That auna in the above Viirllika includesjati 
and krrya too, has been explici;ly. stated by Kaiyya\a in his Pradipa 
thereon • yasrn ·1 ' bd - - k ' • - ' • ;/'a gu'}asyelz -gul)asa ena yavan asc1t parasrayo 
hhe~ako_ jatyadir arthalJ sa sarva iha grhyate/ ... bhavad vidyama­
~atvat- ityarthaI:i/ dravyasabdena vise~yabhiital} sattva-bhavapanno­
rtha ucyate/ -Mahabha,rya, Vol. IV. p. 295. (NSP. Edn) . 

• _ . 
2Gautamo'pi ••• 'jatyakrtivyaktayas tu padarthal}' -ityaha/ tatra 

JatiI:i pravrttinimittopalak~al)am/ akrtipadena riipakriyadivisi~tam ava­
yavasarp.sthanarp. jatilingam eva/ ata eva ca 'garp. likha'-ityadau lekha­
nakarmatvopapattiq./ ata eva 'gaur iti vijfiane pratibhasamane~u 
vast~!u ~aq. ~abdaq. iti prasne sasnadivisi~tasyarthsya kriyayal}, gul)a­
sya, Jates ca sabdatvarp. 'kirp. yat tat sasna-langiila-kakuda-khura-vi~a-
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viz. the substance, the universal, the quality, and the action as 
also the configuration-can be further proved by an appeal 
to our psychology. For, when we hear the term manao .::, 

(amra) we are invariably found to be inquisitive as to its 
taste-as to whether it is sweet or sour. This inquisitiveness 
cannot be explained if a general cognition of the qualities 
-taste in this case, howsoever vague that might be, is 
denied. It is the accepted dictum of philosophers that 
any enquiry as to the specific attributes can be possible 
with respect to that alone with which one is generally ac­
quainted. We cannot ask anything about Caesar if we 
are in no way aware of his existence-not acquainted 
with his name even, to say the least. Thus in conformity 
with this dictum it must be admitted that the awareness of 
taste is caused by the term mango, though not qua taste 
but qua quality. 1 In the visual perception too of a mango-

iJyartharupa1:1 sa sabdal:' - ityetad-granthe iti-sabdabalat, taditi-na­
pm~sakavasacca sukla-surabhyadivise~asabdair vyavahriyama1!a1:1 vas­
turiipa1:1 gandha-sparsadikaI:l ca sabda-ityadyarthakenasa11kya 'ne­
tyaha - vak~yama1!agmJasrayarp dravya111 nama tat, kriya nama sa, 
uktadravyavrttir gm!o nama sal:, akrtir nama sa' -ityeva1:1 te~a.111 
tattvabhavam upapidya 'yenoccaritena sasna-la1igula-kakuda-khura­
vi~a1fina111 sa1!1pratyayo bhavati sa sabdal:' -ityuttarita111 Patafijalina/ 
ata cva Kaiyya~ena "atha gaur ityatra kal: sabdal:" -iti prasnasya 
gaur iti vijnate~u vastu~u kal: sabdal: ityasayam uktva tanyeva vas­
tuni krameq.a nirdisatlti 'ki1:1 yat tat sasna-'-ityadibha~yam avatari­
tam/ 'yena-' ityadisiddhanta-bha~ye vi~anasyopalak~ai:atvat gm!a­
kriyajatigrahai:am/-VSM. pp. 458-59. That sasna, la1igiila etc. 
include gwya, kriya and jati has been noted by Nagesa in his 
Uddyota on Kaiyyata's Pradipa under the above-quoted Bhaua-text : 
.atra vi~a1:i,antair avayavair gm:i,adayo'pyupalak~yante/-Vol. I. p. 16. 
(NSP. Edn). Vide also : atha gaur ityatra gaur ityanenavise~at jfiana­
matrasya graha9ena jfianamatrc sabda-gu9a-kriyadi-samanya-bhava­
sya Bhawakrta dhvananat/-VSAf. lac. cit. 

1ata eva ca'mraphaladau srute rasavise~adijijfiasa/ vise~ajijfiasa­
ya}:i. samanyajfianapurvakatvat/ -VSA1. p. 459. 



80 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND l\IEAXIXG 

fruit the taste is generally cognised qua taste though not 
qua sweet-ness or sour-ness, as eyes are incompetent to 
cognise taste in its specific aspect as bitter or sweet or sour 
-which is capable of being cognised by the palate (rasa­
na) alone. For, here too, the same mood of inquiry is 
found to follow upon the aforesaid visual perception.1 

Thus all conceptual cognitions being complex by nature it 
is reasonable to maintain the corresponding connotations 
too as complex and not merely consisting of a single 
isolated universal, quality, action or substance as the case· 
may be,-abstracted from all the rest. 

But the Mimarµsakas demur against the above view 
of the Naiyayikas and the Grammarians. According to­
them all terms are in the first instance expressive of univer­
sals. We have already discussed in some detail the issue 
as to whether there are universals like wlzite-ness, sweet-ness, 
cooking, movement etc. synthesising the varying instances of 
qualities and actions. Though the Grammarians and 
Naiyayikas refuse to accept such universals, the Mimarµ­
sakas of the Bhatta school declare themselves in favour 
of such a view. 2 .. The Bhattas go farther and regard 
even the proper names which we have seen are denotative 
of individuals as having universals as their connotations. 
For though the term Devadatta, which is a proper name, has 

1cak~uradibhir api samanyato rasadigrahar,i.a111 bhavatyeva/ vise~as 
t~ r-~~-anaditattadindriyagrahya eva/ ata eva amraphale drHe rasavise­
~adIJIJfiasa/ 

2'":f'he Prabhakaras however strictly follow the Grammarians' 
classification of terms into four different categories as against the 
Bhan_as who regard all connotations as being essentially in the form 
of umversals. Vide : abhidheye hi na kvacid vise~al)-/ akrtir vyaktir 
g~r,i.o va bhavatu/ na hi autpattikatve kascid virodhal~/ asthayi 
caya111 pak~a~/ nayam raddhanto yaduta-akrtivacanataiva sarva­
sa_b~anam-iti/ gur,i.avac~natapi arur,i.adi~~ dr~ta, vyaktivacanata udbhi­
dadi~u/ -Brhati, pp. 163-64. Vide also Salikanatha's Panjika thereon. 
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prima Jacie no corresponding objective attributes inherent 
in the substances referred to by that term that can entail 
its useJ yet on a closer examination we would be able to 
discern some peculiarity in it that escapes our judgment 
on a superficial examination. The particular substance 
which is signified by the proper name Devadatta is 
always in a state of flux-constantly. varying in size and 
colour and action. So though at first sight the subs­
tance might appear to be identical all the time) yet on 
closer inspection it is in reality many. Now) how can the 
self-same term Devadatta apply to more than one subs­
tance differing from each other in more than one respect, 
if there is not an objective universal common to all the 
substances to occasion the use of the identical verbal 
utterance ? The identical word cow is used to refer to 
numerous individual cows-every ony distinct from all 
the rest, only because there is the universal cow-hood 
which is shared in common by all the members. So in 
the present case too we must have to posit the objectivity 
of a universal-call it Devadatta-lwod) so that the validity of 
the use of the self-same term to signify mutually differing 
substances might be justified. Consequently the proper 
name Devadatta too is of universal connotation. The 
same thesis might be substantiated by another mode of 
argument as well,-without affiliating ourselves to the 
theory of flux advocated by the Buddhists. Even if we 
admit the identity of the substance throughout its dura­
tion) the proper name Devadatta cannot but be of univer­
sal significance. The word Devadatta, granting it to be 
the name of an identical substance) is liable to variation 
per se as it is uttered by different individuals. The word 
Devadatta as uttered by an octogenarian is different in pitch 
and intonation from the word Devadatta as uttered by a 
child of five. But, though these two instances of utter-

6 
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ance are different we do not fail to recognise the two 
words as being essentially similar, if not identical. Now, 
what is this recognition of similarity due to? This cog­
nition of similarity can be explained if we acknowledge 
the reality of a universal Devadatta, like the universal 
cow-hood, common to all particular utterances of that 
sound-group, which are but instances of the former. This 
too points to the same conclusion. In either case, we 
must regard proper names too as being expressive of uni­
versals-whether they be universals synthesizing the subs­
tances signified by those proper names, or universals syn­
thesizing a class of similar verbal utterances. 1 This 
attempt on the part of the Bhattas to classify all words 
under a single category as being expressive of universals 
has been thwarted by the Naiyayikas in strong terms. 
We must now proceed to discuss the criticism of the 
above view from the Naiyayika standpoint as also the 
possible arguments that might be aduced by the Mimarµ­
sakas in self-justification. 

The principal agrument of the Mimarp.sakas in favour 
of promulgating the universal as the sole connotation is 
that it is the universal alone that is capable of being 
brought into relation with the eternal words, since both of 

1bala-vrddha-sukadyudirite~u 4itthadisabde~u ca pratik~ai:ia111 
l,hidyamane~u 4itthadyarthe~u va 4itthatvadyasti'ti sarve~iiJ!l sabda­
nif!1 jatir eva pravrttinimittam-ityanye/-KP. Ulliisa II. Compare the 
following observation of Mr. Bertrand Russell : "The word "dog" is 
universal, just as dog is a universal. We say, loosely, that we can 
utter the the same word "dog" on two occasions, but in fact we utter 
two examples of the same species, as when we see two dogs we see two 
examples of the same species. There is no difference of logical status 
between dog and the word "dog" : each is general, and exists only in 
instances. The word "dog" is a certain class of verbal utterances, just 
as dog is a certain class of quadrupeds."-An Enquiry into Meaning and 
Truth, p. 24. 
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them are eternally co-existent. Other entities like the par­
ticular qualities and actions and substances are susceptible of 
constant mutation and thus cannot be the fit relata to be 
linked with the eternal words. vVhat more, the old diffi­
culties on the score of multiplicity and variability that we 
have already noted at the very outset in connection with 
our examination of the view advocating the particulars as 
the connotation of words, would crop up anew.1 The 
theory though sound and satisfactory in some respects is 
easily vulnerable in others. For example, the foremost 
charge against the theory might be expressed in the 
following words, as has been actually done chiefly by the 
Naiyayikas : Granting that the universal is the real conno­
tation of words, how would you explain the comprehen­
sion of particular individuals ? All Vedic or non-Vedic 
injunctions relate to a particular individual. For instance, 
the injunction-"One should immolate a cow" (gam ala­
bheta), refers not to the universal cow-hood, but to a parti­
cular cow-individual, inasmuch as the universal being amor­
phous cannot be in any way susceptible of immolation. 
So the comprehension of an individual cow must be ad­
mitted even by the Mimarµsakas on pain of reducing all 
Vedic injunctions to an unmeaning verbiage. But if the 
individual be not a constituent element of the connotation 
of the term cow how can its comprehension arise at all ? 
The Mimarµsakas might try to answer this indictment in 
the following manner : We are at one with the Naiyayi­
kas as with all other theorists in admitting that the indivi­
dual cow is as much comprehended from the term cow as 
the universal cow-hood. \,Vhat we do refuse to acknowledge 
is that the individual too is a constituent element of the 

1akrtivyatirikte'rthe sambandho nityata'sya ca/ 
na siddhyetam iti jiiatva tadvacyatvam ihocyate/ / 

-Sloka-viirttika : Akrti-viida, v. I. 
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connotation and is contained within it. To acknowledge 
two different efficiencies of the self-same word cow-with 
respect to the universal as also to the individual, would be 
putting too much strain on a word. And consequently 
such a procedure should be avoided by all means, if there 
can be found any other method that can sufficiently 
account for the apprehension of the individual. \'Ve regard 
the universal as the real connotation of words in so far as it 
is the determinant while the individual or rather the substance 
is the determinatum and because every knowledge of the 
latter must presuppose the knowledge of the former. It is 
because of this precedence that the universal-viz. cow-hood, 
which is the determinant, has been reckoned as the connota­
tion of words. The knowledge of the substance or the 
individual must, of necessity, arise through implication even 
though it might not be regarded as the connotation. Thus 
the Mimarpsaka has in favour of his thesis the law of jJarsi­
mony as it limits the efficiency of words to the minimum 
requirement-which is the comprehension of the universal. 1 

Manc;lana IVIisra, the great Mimarpsist teacher of the 
Bhatta school, expressly states that the individual as the 
substratum of the universal is comprehended through the 
function of Indication (lak~a~za), while the latter is denoted 
through the expressive power of words. 2 Now, against this 

1na hi vaya111 vyakti-pratiti111 bhavantim apahnumahe, napi bha­
vant1111jatipratitim apahnumahe-ubhayapratitel) pratyatmavedaniya­
tvat/ ubhayatra ca'bhidhatri saktil~ atibharal) sabdasya /anyatarapra­
titya ~anyatarapratitisiddhe}:l/ tatra gosabdal). ki111 jatau varttamanal} 
~akti~, ahosvit vyaktau varttamanaJ:i. jatim ak~ipatu-iti vicarai:iayiirp 
Jater vise~al).atvat purvataram pratipattir iti saiva sabdartho bhavi­
tum arhati, tasyam ca sabdad avao-atavam tata eva vyaktyavao-amah 

• ::, l • 0 • 

setsyatiti nobhayatra sabdo vyaparaJ:i./-NM. Vol. I. p. 293. 
2jater astitva-nastitve na hi kascid vivak~ati/ nityatvat lak~al).iya­

ya vyaktes te hi vese~at)e/-Quoted by Jagadisa in his Sabda-S'aktipra• 
kiHikii. 
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the opponents might argue. The arguments in favour of 
the universal alone being the connotation of words on 
grounds of parsimony (laglzava) and precedence cannot carry 
conviction. For, just as the term da~ujin expresses both the 
individual ( viz. the staff-bearer) which is the substance as 
also the staff that qualifies it, so too the term cow might 
well expr-css both the individual cow as also the determi­
nant-cow-universal. But the :Mima.111sakas would defend 
their position against such an attack by pointing out the 
fallacy in the instance cited. True, that from the term 
da~z{j,in both the substantive and the adjectival elements are 
cognised together. But it is fallacious to argue that both 
of them are expressed by the self-same unit. For, ,vhile the 
term da~uja is expressive of the staff--which is the determinant, 
the possessive suffix-in expresses the idea of the indivi­
dual-which is the substantive. So the two elements are 
expressed by two different parts-one by the stem and the 
other by the suffix-into which the word da~zrj,in is analysa­
ble. But the term gau~ being unitary and indivisible is 
incapable of such etymological analysis. Consequently it 
can express either the substantive or the adjectival element 
and not both simultaneously. And of these it is the adjec­
tival element-viz. the universal cow-hood, that is to be re­
garded as the true connotation, for reasons already sta­
ted. 1 Thus far the Mimamsakas have well defended their 

1 nanu da1:i9i-sabdad iva vise~ai:iarp ca jati1:1 vise~yam ca vyaktirp 
gofabdid eva pratipadyamahe/ ko'syatibharal:i? vi~amo'yai:1 dr~antal:i/ 
tatra hi prakrti-pratyaya-vibhagena dvayapratitir avakalpate/ da1:i9a­
sabdal:i prakrtir vise~a9am abhivadati, matvarthiyapratyayas ca vise~­
yam iti/ gosabde tu nai~~ nyayal:i sambhavati/ tatra na vise~a1:ie da1:i­
~i-sabdo varttate, na visesye dai:iq.a-sabdal:i/ iha tu gosabda eka eva/ 
sa ca vise~ai:ie vise~ye va vartteta/ vise~ye varttamano vise~ai:ie prama-
9antaram apek~ate/ vise~ai:ie tu varttamanas tadavagamaya vise~yam 
ak~ipatiti na kascid do~aJ:i/-,N.M. Vol. I. p. 293. 
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position. But the Naiyayikas, defeated on this point, might 
revive the old argument. They might state that the iso­
lated universal devoid as it is of any pragmatic utility can­
not be regarded as the connotation of a ,vord. So from 
the pragmatic standpoint the individual too must be 
reckoned as a constituent element of the connotation 
which is thus a composite. But to this the :rvllmarp.sakas 
would reply : The universal too has pragn1atic efficiency of 
its own, amorphous as it is. Is it not a fact that in such 
injunctions as-"One should buy (soma-plant) in exchange 
for red (scil. a red cow)", etc., the qualities like red-ness that 
are amorphous are enjoined as having pragmatic efficiency 
towards the act of barter ? Just as in these cases qualities 
and actions imply their substratum the individual for 
making the injunctions significant and valid, so too the 
term gau~ (cow) in such injunctions as "One should immolate 
a cow", though expressive primarily of the universal cow­
hood! of necessity implies the substratum of the latter-viz. 
the mdividual cow, thus rendering the injunction capable 
of performance and as such valid. Even as our soul though 
fer se incapable of any action, being amorphous as it is, 
Is actually the agent of all actions through the instru­
mentality of the material body and the respective sense­
org~ns, so too the amorphous universal though by itself 
la~kmg any pragmatic efficiency comes to be invested 
~ 1th t~at efficiency through its being brought into rela­
tion with the individual which is its substratum.1 The 

_ 
1~at tu. amurtatvat jatelJ na kriyiingatvam iti/ nai~a do~a~/ amur­

tt~~~~ api_ gu9-a-karma9-aqi kriyasadhanatayopapattelJ/ 'arm;ayii kri­
:r:iati , ab~k1:,1mau juhoti' -vyaktyiik~epadvare~a calambhana-visasa­
na prok~.a~adipra yogacodanasu siidhanatvaf!l j a ter upa pad ya te /--' 'lak~i­
ta vyaktisadh yaqi tu tatsadhyam karyam i~yate/ yathii bhutendriyot­
piidyam iitmakartrkam ucyate/'-iitma ta.vat sarvakarmasu adhikrtalJ 
kartii ca/ sa Ciimurttatviit dehendriyadvare~a audumbarisammiirjana-
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Mimarpsakas have represented their thesis creditably no 
doubt. But the Naiyayikas would not be convinced even 
by these apparently irrefutable arguments. They contend : 
The l\!Ilmarpsaka thesis that the individual or the substance 
as imjJlied by the universal is able to satisfy the pragmatic 
validity of Vedic injunctions as also of all our ordinary 
propositions is untenable. The first objection that can be 
raised against such a view is that the factors that are re­
quisite for Implication or Indication (lakJarJ,a)-that the 
Mimarp.sakas posit for the comprehension of the individual 
-are lacking. l\!Ioreover, even if we suppose that the indi­
vidual is implied (lakJita) and not expressed (ablzihita), how 
can the number, gender etc., that are expressed by different 
suffixes enjoined after a stem, be related with the former? 
The number or gender cannot be construed with the universal 
-as the Mimarp.sakas too admit, being amorphous and uni­
tary as it is. Nor can it be construed with the individual if it 
is implied, as the Mimarp.sakas would fain suppose. For, the 
prevalent dictum is that the sense eupressed by the suffix is 
to be construed with the sense expressed by the stem, and 
not with what is impled thereby. Kumarila himself states: 
The proposition-viz. "tlze smoke is burning" is nonsensical 
in so far as the predicate burning cannot be constr~ed with 
the subject smoke, nor can it be construed with _fire, since 
it is not the expressed sense of the term smoke, but is only 
implied by or rather inferred from the latter. 1 These objec­
tions would apply mutatis mutandis in the case of the 

jyavek~ai:i,adini karyai:i,i nirvartayan karta te~u bhavati, eval'!l jatir api 
vyakti-vartmana. tannirvarttayanti sadhanatal'!l lapsyate/-"at~s ca 
jatir evangam iti mim:ci.rp.saka jagul:t/ tasyas cedal'!l kriyangatvam 
anya-dvarakam atmavatf"-NA'l. Vol. I. p. 294. 

1atrabhidhiiyate-na jatil~ padasyartho bhavitum arhati/ padarp. hi 
vibhaktyanto vari:tasamudayo na pratipadikamatram/ tatra ca pra­
krtipratyayau itaretaranvitam artham abhidhatta-iti sthitam/ dvi-
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individual too as implied by the universal. Now, the 
Mimarp.sakas might state that even the sense indicated 
or implied by the stem is at time.s found to be construed 
with the sense of the suffix added thereto or with other 
component words in the sentence. For instance, in the 
proposition "The herdsman lives on the Ganges", the bank 
of the Ganges, which is but implied by the term Ganges, is 
construed with the verb to live. So, too, in the present 
case there would be no real difficulty in construing the 
individual with the number, gender and other elements, even 
though it might be implied and not expressed. To this the 
opponents might reply : Implication or Indication presup­
poses temporal sequence. But this sequence is not felt be­
tween the comprehension of the universal and the final 
comprehension of the individual. And failing such an in­
trospective evidence it is not proper to invoke the aid of 
implication or indication for the comprehension of the 
individual, which is to be finally construed with the 
number, gender etc.1 Moreover, on such an hypothe­
sis, two different functions-viz. expressiveness or denota­
tion and indication, are simultaneously to be attributed to 
the self-same word with a view to making the comprehen­
sion of the individual possible so that the pragmatic vali-

tiyadis ca vibhaktiq. pratipadikad uccaranti pratipadikarthagatatvena 
svartham acaHe/ yugapacca tritaya1:1 vibhaktyartha}:t-karaka1:1, lin­
gam, sa111khya ca/ na caitat tritaya111 pra.tipadikarthe jatau anveti/ 
na jatiq. karaka111, na ca jateq. stri-pu1:1-napu1:1saka-vibhagal)., na casya 
dvit'iyadiyoga-iti/ -NM. Vol. I. p. 294. Vide also : padarthanvayas ca 
ak~epite na syat/ ukta1:1 hi tadbhiitadhikara9e - "gamyamanasya ca'­
rthasya naiva d~ta111 vise~al).am/ sabdantarair vibhaktya va dhiimo' 
ya1:1 jvalatitivat/"-iti-Varyakara,:za-bhu.ra~a, p. 117. 

1nanu vyaktilak~aI?-ayasarvam upapatsyate-ityuktam/ naca yuktam 
uktam/ sakrt prayukta111 pada111- a111-sena ka1:1cit artham abhidadhati, 
tato'rthantara111 lak~ayati. tadgatatvena punar linga-~a~1khyadyabhi­
dhatte-iti na pratitiko'ya111 kramaq./-N.1v.f., Loe. cit. 
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dity of propositions might be upheld-a pos1t1011 absurd 
on the very face of it. 1 Now, the Bhattas might fall back 
upon their non-absolutistic tenet that envisages a relation 
of identity-cum-difference in lieu of complete difference be­
tween the universal and its substratum the individual subs­
tance-so that any comprehension of the universal would 
necessarily include the individual as well. Consequently, 
the criticism on the score of temporal sequence presup­
posed by Indication or Inference can have no locus standi. 
But such a defence, the opponents argue, is extremely 
tortuous and forced on the very face of it. :Nioreover, the 
acceptance of this interpretation would compromise the 
Bhatta position. For, according to this interpretation the 
individual is as much expressed as the universal standing as 
they do in the relation of identity to one another-which 
is the very opposite of the Bhatta thesis that recognises the 
universal alone as being expressed. Besides, it would be open 
to all those charges that the Bhattas have themselves level­
led against the view that posits the individual as the conno­
tation of a word. 2 The Bhatta thesis of the universal alone 
being the connotation of words is controvertible on other 
grounds as well. If the term gau{i be itself expressive of 
the universal cow-hood alone, what is the significance of the 
term go-tva with the suffix -tva added to the stem? Should 
we consider the terms gau~ and go-tvam as being identical 
in their import and thus regard the suffix as having no 
special significance of its own ? If the answer is in the 
affirmative-the two statements-viz. "the cow is white" 
(gau~ sukla~) and "cow-hood is white" (go-tvan.z suklan.z) would 

1sarvqveva 'ga.1'!} na ya '-ity adi-jativisi~tabodhakavakye~u vrttidva ya­
kalpani y i1:1 gauravacca/ yugapad vrttidvayaviroclhasya'clu~ai:iapa­
ttes ca/ -VB. p. 118. 

2jati-vyaktyor abhedat daninvaya iti cet na/ tatha sati vyakter 
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be exactly interchangeable.1 The Mimarµsakas might at­
tempt to meet this charge by taking recourse to some such 
argument as follows : The term gau~ without the suffix 
-tva is certainly expressive of the universal cow-lzood-but 
the universal as qualified by its substratum the individual, 
which is on its part implied or indicated by the former. 
But the term go-tva signifies the universal cow-hood alone as 
abstracted from its substratum the individual. But this 
is nothing but mere sophistry and is contrary to the accep­
ted dictum that the universal as in absolute isolation from 
the individual is nothing but a chimera. A universal must 
always be conceived as being qualified by the individual in 
which it inheres. 2 

Thus we should adopt the Naiyayika view that holds 
the connotation of a particular word as being a composite 
of the universal, the individual (be it substance, quality, or 
action), and the configuration thereof ( where possible )-all 
taken together. And this too is the Grammarians' view 
if we are to rely on the interpretations of Jayanta Bhatta, 
of Kaiyyata and of Nagesa. But we should note one im­
portant fact before we conclude our present discussion. 
Though all the above three elements are equally consti­
tuents of connotations, being invariably present in all ins­
tances as they are, yet the emphasis on any one of these 

vacytvam ayatam eva/ anantyadyuktakrtyadhikarai:iiyado~atadavas­
thyacca/-VB. p. 119. For the relation of identity-cum-difference between 
the universal and its substratum vide : tena tallak~itavyaktel: kriya­
sambandhacodana/ vyaktyiikrtyor abhedo vii vakyarthe~u vivak~ital:/ 
-Kumarila. 

1api ca ni~kr~tasamanyii.1:7-savacanatve padsye~yamai:ie gosabdad 
gotvasabdacca tulye pratipatti syatam/ gaul: suklal:-itivacca gotva~1 
suklam iti buddhil: syat/ caturvarr:i-yadivacca svarthe eva gosabdad 
bhavapratyayas tva-taladil: syat/-N.M. Vol. I. p. 296. 

2atha manyethal:-ak~iptavyaktika.1:1 jati1:1 gosabdo vakti, bhava-
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elements is liable to variation from one instance to. 
another. In one case it is the universal that is in the 
foreground, in another the individual, in a third still it is. 
the configuration that is principally intended to be convey­
ed. Thus in the statement: "One should not touch a cow with 
his feet" it is the universal cow-hood as comprising all indi­
vidual cows that is principally connoted~ even though other 
elements are present there all the same. Again, in the pro­
position "Paint a cow", the emphasis is on the configuration 
or outline,-which alone is capable of being shown in 
painting or drawing. Similarly in the statement "Tether 
the cow" the emphasis has been shifted from the universal to 
the ·individual, since the statement is made with reference to 
a particular individual alone, and not to each and every 
individual cow comprised under the universal cow-hood. 1 

pratyayantas tu ni~kr~~asvariipamatrani~~ham iti-tad anupapnnam/ 
anak~iptavyaktikaya jatel]. kvacid api adarsanat/ -Loe. cit. Vide : nirvi­
se~arri hi samanyarri bhavet sasavi~al).avat/-Kumarila. 

1sthite'pi tadvato vacyatve kvacit prayoge jatel]. pradhanyam, 
vyakter a1igabhaval:i/ yatha -'gaul~ na pada spra~tavya' -iti sarvagavi~u 
prati~edho gamyate/ kvacit vyaktel~ pradhanyaJ!l jater angabhaval}/ 
yatha -'gaJ!l mufica', 'ga.1:1 badhana' -iti niyatarri kaJ!lcit vyaktim 
uddisya prayujyatc/ kvacit akrtel~ pradhanyam, vyakter a1i.gabhavo 
jatir nastyeva/ yatha. - 'pi~takamayyo gaval~ kriyantam'-iti/ -]{AI. 
Vol. I. p. 297. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CONNOTATION OF \VORDS (Contd.): 
BUDDHISTIC THEORY OF APOHA OR 

NEGATION OF THE OPPOSITE. 

I~ the previous section we have discussed at length the 
comparative strength and weakness of the Vaiyakarai:ia, 
Mimarp.saka and Naiyayika theories about the connotation 
of words. All of them, though differing from one other in 
more than one respect, are agreed as to the basis in reality 
of the conceptual cognition as also of the relation subsisting 
between a particular term and the object referred to by it. 
But the Buddhist philosophers are opposed to the above 
orthodox views. They repudiate the realistic basis of the 
conceptual cognition. They admit however that when a. 
word is heard we cognise a corresponding concept. But 
they deny the objective reality of that concept. It is as 
much unreal as the cognition of two moons by a man of 
defective vision.1 In the present section we propose to 
examine the arguments that have been adduced by the 
Buddhist philosophers to substantiate their thesis and to 
demolish the view of the orthodox philosophers. 

The difference between the orthodox and Buddhistic 
viewpoints regarding the connotation of words is nothing 
but a logical outcome of their different views concerning 
the ontological categories. The Buddhists unlike the 
orthodox philosophers repudiate the objectivity of the 

1 Vide : nahisarvatha sabdarthapavado'smabhil~ kriyate-tasya ago­
palam api pratitatvat/ kintu tattvikatva~ dharmo yal~ parais tatra­
ropyate tasya ni~edha~ kriyate/ natu dharmiry.alI/ -Tattvasmi_graha­
Panjikii, Vol. I. p. 277. 
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universal as an independent category. According to them 
the universal is a fiction having no objective counterpart. 
Nor do they think it necessary to posit the existence of a 
core of reality-called substance) which according to the 
orthodox philosophers is the substratum of qualities and 
actions and universals. According to the Buddhists the 
individual or the substance is nothing but a collocation of 
attributes, apart from which it has no existence at all. If 
we analyse the constitution of a substance we would find it 
to be composed of certain qualities and nothing more. 
There would be left no inexplicable residue that might 
be held to be the substratum of those qualities. Just as a 
forest has no existence apart from the individual trees 
that go to make it, so also the substance has no objective 
reality apart from the qualities that enter into its consti­
tution. 1 \Vhat more, while according to the orthodox 
theorists an individual is static though it might pass 
through Yarious modes and vicissitudes through its dura­
tion, the Buddhist philosophers are the advocates of the 
theory of flux that propounds the momentariness of each 
individual entity. At no two successive moments is a 
thing identical. The cognition of identity is illusory. 
The apparent temporal continuity of an entity is but made 
up of discrete moments, just as the continuity of the cine­
matographic pictures is illusory, composed as it is of 

Inanu dharmatireke1:ia dharmi1:io'nupalambhanat/ tatsaii.ghamatra 
evaya1:1 gavadil:i syat vanadivat/-SV. v. 151 on Pratyak.ra-Sritra, the 
Kasika on which quotes the following verse, probably from a treatise 
of Di1i.naga, the eminent Buddhist philosopher : yatha'hul).-"l·,11:iani 
cak~t1raclini rt1padi~veva pai'icasu/ na ~a~tham indriya~1 tasya graLa­
ka1:1 vidyate bahil:i/" -iti/ ato rupadi-saii.ghatamatram eveda~1 bahir 
upalabhyate, na tattvantarar~1-vrk~a-sa11ghata iva vanabuddhir iti/­
Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 264. 
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swiftly moving successive snap-shots. The cumulative 
eff~ct of all these radically differing metaphysical tenets is 
faithfully reflected, as is naturally to be expected, in the 
Buddhistic theory of concepts. Thus to understand the 
Buddhistic theory of concepts we must have to acquaint 
ourselves with their position regarding universals vis-?t-vis 
the orthodox theorist:,, as the latter supplies the founda­
tion of the former, and as such are indissolubly interlinked. 

According to the orthodox philosophers the universal is 
a positive entity that serves to synthesise mutually differ­
ing individuals into a particular class. The universal 
cow-hood is a positive entity which is present in all the 
individual members known as cow. The orthodox philo­
sophers regard the universal not merely as a positive 
entity, but it is ubiquitous and immutable as well. But 
the Buddhists who repudiate the permanence of every­
thing real cannot but demur to the orthodox thesis that 
regards the universal as eternally subsistent. What more, 
all reals are discrete according to the Buddhists and as 
such they cannot share in common the attribute known 
as the universal, for that would strike at the very root of 
this self-contained-ness of the reals~ which is the key-stone 
of Buddhistic metaphysics. Dharmaklrti's polemics against 
the orthodox theory of universals are only too well known 
to be reiterated here at length. But it might be asked 
against all this : Admitting that there is no such entity as 
an objective universal inherent in all the members of a 
particular class, what is this similarity or rather identity 
of cognition and verbal usage due to? Why should all 

-cows be designated by the identical term 'cow' inasmuch as 
they are all mutually different, as the Buddhists argue ? 
If this mutual distinction be no bar to all the individual 

·-cows being referred to by the self-same word-viz. cow, 
members of other classes too would have an equal claim 
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to that designation. There would be nothing to preclude 
the possibility of a horse being referred to as a cow. Con­
sequently the position must be abandoned in view of the 
utter impossibility of all linguistic usage due to everything 
being capable of being referred to by every word. The 
Buddhist reply to this charge would be as follows : True 
that all cows are as much different from one another as 
they are; from horses and dogs and buffeloes. Yet the 
individual cows have this much in common that vvhenever 
any cow-whether it be red or white or black~ is per­
ceived it is cognised as being different from not-cow. And 
this property of being different from not-cow which com­
prises all conceivable objects other than the particular 
individual cow which is the object of cognition for the time 
being is compresent in all the individuals classified under 
the species cow. Consequently, it is quite reasonable that 
the term cow would signify this difference from not-cow, or 
to put it succinctly, would signify the negative concept of 
being not-not-cow, rather than the positive universal called 
cow-hood, which has no ontological basis, and it vvould be 
as much effective as a synthesising principle as the 
latter. Thus every word has a negative connotation­
which is but the negation of the opposite. And as negation 
according to the Buddhist philosophers is but an idea­
tional abstraction1 and as such illusory, all conceptual 
cognitions must be repudiated as being false without 
having any corresponding reality. But this theory of 
negation of the opposite being the connotation of terms has 

1vikalpavi~aye vrttir i~ta sabdanumanayol~/ 
avastuvi~ayas caite vikalpa iti vanJitam// 
ya ca bhumir vikalpana.~1 sa eva vi~ayo giram/ 
ata eva hi sabdartham anyapoha111 pracak~ate//-NM. Vol. I. 
p. 276. 
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been strongly criticised by Bhamaha in his Kavyalanzkiira, by 
Kumarila in his Sloka-varttika and by U ddyotakara in his 
Nyaya-varttika. \'Ve propose to record below, in order, the 
views of these representative thinkers so that the Buddhist 
doctrine of aJJoha may be understood in a better perspective. 

Bhamaha in the sixth chapter of his Kavyalm?zkara,­
one of the oldest, if not the oldest, extant systematic works 
on Sanskrit poetics, has passingly examined the Buddhist 
theory of ajJoha in a triplet. His contentions are as follows: 
If the term cow connotes nothing but the negation of the 
opposite-which is purely a negative concept, how are 
we to account for the positive concept of a cow, which is the 
uncontradicted experience of everybody ? The self-same 
term cow cannot generate simultanously the positive con­
cept of a cow as also the negative concept of its being 
different from not-cow, inasmuch as a single act of cogni­
tion is incapable of comprehending two mutually exclu­
sive concepts of affirmation and negation at one sweep. 
What more, since according to the Buddhists the term 
cow primarily signifies the idea of negation of not-cow, it 
~ust be admitted that the negatum of the complex nega­
~ive concept-viz. not-cow, should be comprehended first, 
masmuch as the knowledge of negation presupposes the 
knowledge of the negatum in question-since the latter is 
the determinant of the former. And if the precedence 
of th~ knowledge of not-cows, which is the negatum in 
question, be admitted in view of logical necessity, the 
Buddhists would find their doctrine involved in a morass 
of contradiction. For it is but natural to argue that 
~hat is comprehended directly without any intervention 
IS t~e connotation of a word. And as in the present case 
the idea of the opposite-viz. not-cow, is generated direct­
~y without any other concept to intervene, and as the 
idea of its negation-viz. not-not-cow, follows in its wake 
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it follows logically that the concept of not-cow is the 
connotation of the word cow rather than its negation­
viz. not-not-cow, as the Buddhists would fain have us 
believe. The conclusion is certainly fantastic-and there 
is no escape from this fiasco if the Buddhists obdu­
rately stick to their absurd hypothesis propounding the 
negation of the opposite to be the connotation of words. 1 

Kumarila's critique of the Buddhist doctrine is more 
elaborate and penetrating. He has devoted a whole sec­
tion of his .S'loka-varttika to the examination of the theory of 
aJ;o/za in all its ramifications. As J ayanta Bhatta has 
characteristically remarked in his J,/yaya-manjarz: Bhatta 
(viz. Kumarila Bhana) has brandished his sword of pole­
mics with a view to demolishing the Buddhist position of 
the negation of the opposite being the connotation of 
words. 2 Kumarila's animadversions might be briefly 
stated as follows : The theory of apo!za is nothing but a 

iyadi gaur ityayai~1 sabdal: knartho'nyanirakrtau/ janako gavi 
go-buddher mrgyatam aparo dhvanil:i/ arthaj11anaphalal: sabdal:i na 
caikasya phaladvayam/ apavada-vidhijilane phale caikasya va}:i katham/ 
pura'gaur iti vijilana111 gosabda-sraval).ad bhavet/ yenagoprati~edha.1 a 
pravrtto gaur-iti dh;vanil?,/-Bhamaha's KiiVJ1alm!1kara, VI. 17-19. 
These verses occur in Sintarak~ita's Tattva-sa,?zgraha with certain vari­
ations and are introduced by the commentator Kamalasila with the 
remark : 'yadi gaur' -ityadina sloka-traye9a Bhamahasya matena pra­
tityadibadham udbhavayati/. Kamalasila's gloss on the third kiirikii 
of Bhamaha is as follows : yadi ca gosabdena ago-nivrttir mukhyatal: 
pratipadyte, tada gosabda-srava9antara1~1 prathamataram agaur­
itye~a pratipattir bhavet/ yatraiva hi avyavadhanena sabdat pratyaya 
upajayate sa eva sabdartho vyavasthapyate/ naca'vyavadhanena ago­
vyavacchede matir upajayate/ ato gobuddhyanutpattiprasangat pra­
thamatararn agopratitiprasaii.gacca napohal: sabdartha-iti/-Op. cit., 
Vol. I. p. 291. 

2nanu apoha-sabdarthap;ik~e mahati~ krpa.1:iavrHim utsasa1ja 
Bhattal:/-ibid. Vol. I. p. 277. 

7 
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clever camouflage which seeks to reinstate the ortho, 
theory of universals in a deceptive garb. The Buddh 
argue that the word cow connotes the negation 
not-cow. But every negation in the last resort is a p< 
tive entity-which in relation to other entities beha· 
as various types of negation. Thus, the pre-11011-exister 
( prag-ablzava) of curd in the milk is nothing but the ni 

per se viewed with reference to the curd-entity. Similarly, t 
positive curd-entity appears. as post-non-existence ( d!waJ?Z, 
bhava) of milk as viewed with reference to the latter. In t 
light of this finding as to the essential positive reference 
every negation-type it is but logical to assume that t 
negative concept of not-not-cow, which the Buddhists put fc 
ward as the real nature of the connotation of the term co, 
and for the matter of that of all terms in general, is also . 
the ultimate analysis identical with and indistinguishab 
from a positive entity-whether it be a subjective conce1 
or an objective category. 1 The Buddhists might attempt 1 

meet this charge by arguing at the positive entity in requis 
tion is nothing but the real, momentary and self-containe 
cow-individual-intended to be designated by the word cou 

1bhavintaratmako'bhaval~ purastat pratipadita}:i./ tatrasvadi-nivrtt 
atmi bhavaJ:i. ka iti kathyatam//-SV. Apoha-vada, v. 2. Also cited t 
Santarak~ita in his TS (v. 916) on which Kamalasila comments , 
follows: yena yasmat pragabhavadilak~aryas caturviclhal). san.ra evabhi 
vo bhavantaratmako vyavasthitaJ:i./ yaccoktam-"k~Ire dadhyadi yar 
nasti pragabhaval). sa kathyate/ nastita payaso dadhni pradhvaJ'!lst 
bhava-lak~aryam/ gavi hyasvadyabhavas ca so'nyonyabhava ucyate/ si 
r aso'vayava nimna vrddhika~hinyavarjital1/ sasaspi.gadirupel).a so'tyan 
tabhava ucyate/ na cavastuna etc syur bhedas tenasya vastuta['-:-_iti/ 
(SV. Abhiiva-pariccheda, vv. 264ff)/etena k~ira~aya ~~a ca ~adhyadmip~ 
J?,avidyamanaJ:i. pragabhavadivyapadesabhaJaJ:i.-1t1 ?ars1tarri bhavat1 
tatraivam abhavasya bhavantaratmakatve sthite sat1 ko'yaf:!1 bh:~~~ 
bhir asvadinivrttisvabhavo bhavo'bhipreta}:1-iti kathyatam/-Pmuikai 

Vol. I. p. 292. 
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But such a reply is inconsistent with the Bucldhistic theory 
of discreteness of individuals that are ne,·er smcc::ptiblc of 
verbal description-which by itself beino- illusory a!ld ideal 
can ill serve as a description of the real :110111entary indivi­
dual. The Buddhist might however conter~cl that the 
negative concept of apoha in the form of not-not-cow is an 
absolute negation (prasajya-lak~a~za) and consequently 
should not be understood relatively with reference to a 
positive entity. Consequently the above contingency need 
not arise at all. The M1mamsaka criticism of this Buddhist-
ic stand is as follows : If the concept of apo!za be held to 
be an absolute negation (viz. of the opposite), as the 
Buddhist argues, it would lead to absolute negativism, and 
make all activities utterly impossible. For, then the con­
cepts cognised should be repudiated as iilusory, as their felt 
positivity is not conveyed by words. "\Vhat more, -negation 
according to the Buddhists having no objective status, 
the judgmental thought, being composed of different 
concepts that are identical with absolute negation, would 
be reduced to a sumtotal of several negations that would 
have no extra-mental reference. Thus, the sentences 
would be held to generate illusory ideal judgments, not 
paralleled by outer real events. Consequently, the prag­
matic efficiency of propositions-which is an undeniable 
fact, would be thrown overboard. l\1oreover, on this hy­
pothesis the Buddhist thesis of absolute negation totally 
collapses. For, if inspite of positing absolute negation as 
the connotation of words, the Buddhists acknowledge the 
origin of positive concepts-even though they might 
be repudiated as ideal fictions present in the mind alone, 
-what is the logic and necessity of ushering in the entity 
-of absolute negation? Why not regard the ideal positive· 
fictions alone as being the connotation of words ? \ Vhat 
more, there is further inconsistency in this thesis inasmuch 
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as the Buddhists, though refusing to accord any objective· 
status to the category ofNegation, do not hesitate to posit 
the illusory entity of absolute negation as being the real con­
notation of words. If, however, the Buddhists do acknow­
ledge the ontological reality of negation they w, oe no­
thing but mere camp-followers of the orthodox ... aiyayikas· 
-a prospect that is repulsive to all true Bucldhists.1 The 
Mimaqisakas bring still another charge against the theory 
of apoha being the connotation of words. They contend: 
The Buddhists posit that the word cow signifies not-not-­
cow. ,v ell, is the negatum of the final negation,-viz. 
not-cow that comprises within its scope everything outside 
the species cow, to be understood in its universal aspect, or 
does it refer to the particular aspect alone ? To be more 
precise,-do the concepts 'horse', 'dog' etc., that are the 
objects of the negation that is apoha, stand for the class 

1ni~edhamatrariipas ca sabdartho yadi kalpyate/ abhavasabdava­
cya syat siinyata'nyaprakarika/ tasya.1!1 casvadibuddhinarn atmarnsa­
grahai:ial!l bhavet/ tatranyapohavacyatval!l mudhaivabhyupaga~y­
ate/-TS. vv. 919-20. Vide Paiijikii thereon: ago'pohalak~anabhav;J. .. 
vacakal:i sabdo'bhavasabdas-tadvacya bahir arthasunyata syat, vas­
turiipapahnavat/ an)'aprakiiriketi/ piirva1"!1 vijfianamatravadopanyasa­
kale bhavadbhir upanyasta, nirasta casmabhil:i/ punar apyatra sabdar­
thacintanaprastave saiva'pohavyajenabhihita, pratitisiddhasyartha­
sya'pavadat/ tatas ca ko do~a--=ityaha-t~sy~nc:-ity_ady tasyal!l silnyata­
ya.1!1 vacyayaf!1 sabdinam asvad1buddhmam ~tmal!lsagrahai:iam prap­
noti, bahyavastusvariipagrahat/ eval!l ca sati ko do~a ityaha-tatre­
tyadi/-tatraiva1"!1 sthite sati apohasya vacyatval!l mudhaivabhyupga­
tal!l syat/ buddhyakarasyanapek~ita-bahyarthalambanasya vidhirilpa­
syaiva sabdarthatvapatte!J/ tatas ca'bhyupagamabadha pratijfiayah­
iti bhaval:i-/-Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 293. Vide also : kim apohalaksana;n 
samanyal!l vacyatvena'bhidhiyamanal!l paryudiisalak~ai:iam cabi1idhI­
yeta, prasajyalak~ai:iar!1 va. ? ... dvitiye pak~e tu na kificit va~tu vacya1"!1 
sabd'lniim ityato'pravrttinivrttiprasangalJ/ tuccharilpabhavasya ca'na­
bhyupagamat na prasajyaprati~edhabhyupagamo yuktalJ, paramata­
pravesa.nu~angiit/-Pramrya-kamala-miirtta,;rja, pp. 432-33. 
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.horse etc., or do they merely signify individual horses and 
dogs etc. ? If the first alternative is accepted, it would 
lead to a regressus ad infinitum, as according to the Buddhists 
all generic concepts are nothing but negation of the 
opposite. And since horse, dog, etc. as the objects of apo!za 
conveyed by the term cow are generic concepts, on this 
alternative, they too must be reducible to the correspond­
ing negation of their opposites, and so on. The second 
alternative too is similarly absurd, for, as the Buddhists 
themselves hold, particulars are absolutely inexpressible. 
Besides, if the Buddhist tenet be properly analysed, the 
·concept of apoha appears to be nothing but a purely posi­
tive concept despite their protestations to the contrary. 
For the negation of the negation, ·which is the form of 
apoha, is a pure affirmation,-as two negatives make one 
affirmative. The Mimarpsakas put another query to the 
Buddhists : Is the negation of the negata-not-cows-viz. 
horses, dogs, etc., distinct from the negata themselves, or is 
it identical with the latter ? On the first assumption, the 
final negation must be a positive entity as a positive 
entity alone can constitute the negation of a negation. 
If however the second alternative be accepted the concept of 
aJJo/za-viz. not-not-cow, becomes indistinguishable from the 
negata-viz. horses, dogs, etc., so that the Buddhists would be 
compelled to uphold the extremely fantastic view-viz. 
that the term cow signifies the idea of not-cows-like horses, 
dogs, etc. as the· apolza-viz. not-not-cows has been held, as 
shown above, to be identical with horses, dogs etc. that are 
comprised within not-cows.1 The Mimarpsakas point out 
another glaring inconsistency if the Buddhist position be 
adopted without reservation. The ~Iimarpsakas ask: ,vhat 

1api casvadayal:1 samanyarupena vii'pohyeran vise~:itmana va/ na 
-vise~atmana-tadana1i.gatvat, asabdavacyatviicca/ samanyiitmana tu 
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would be the connotation of such terms as 'existent' (sat):,. 
'knowable '(jnqa) etc. in conformity with the Buddhist 
tenet? The Buddhists would perhaps contend that the 
connotation of the term existent would be the negation of 
not-existent, and that of the term knowable the negation of 
not-knowable. But such a reply connot be substantiated by 
any amount of logic. For, the reality of not-existent and 
not-knowable being a chimera, the complex concepts con­
stituting their negation must be repudiated as figments of 
imagination too. Existence and cognisability being co-exten­
sive, the imaginary conception of a non-existent entity that 
can work as the negatum of the final negation conveyed by 
the term existent is likewise precluded. What more, as an 
uncognised entity can never be negated, and as cognition 
presupposes existence-even though it might have no 
extra-mental reference, the adoption of the Buddhist doc­
trine would lead to the connotation of such terms as exis­
tent, cognisable etc., being self-negatory in import-which 
no sane man can profess.1 ,,Vhat again is the connotation 
of the term apolza itself? The form of the connotation in 
consonance with the Buddhistic doctrine would be not-not-

te~am api apoharf1patvat abhivatvam/ kathafica abhavasyaivabha­
val~ kriyate/ karai:ie va prati~edhadvayayogat vidhiravati~thate-iti 
vidhirupa}:i sabdarthal~ syat/ apohyatmanas ca turagader yo'pohal_1 sa 
tasmad vilak~ai:ial~, anyatha va ? vailak~ai:iye tasya bhavatmati bha­
vet/ availak~a1~ye tu yadrsa eva'pohyal~, tadpfa eva tadapoha-iti gaur 
apyagaulJ syat/-J\/Af. Vol. I. p. 276. The whole extract is based 
~pon Kumarila's Sloka-viirttika : Apoha-viida, vv. 95-97. Also cited in 
Santarak~ita's Tattva-sa1?1gralza, Vol. I. pp. 304 ff. 

1Comp • .S'V. Apolzii-viida, vv. 98-99. Vide also: saj-jfieyadisabdanam 
apohyanirf1pa1;asambhavat napohavacitvam/ nahi asad ajfieya1:1 va 
kificit arngatm:1 yacl vyavacchidyate/ jnata111 cet sad eva taj jiieyam 
ca-ityatal~ katha1:1 sacchabdena sadeva ji'ieya-sabdena ca jiieya~ 
eva'pohyeta/ ajfiatai:1 tu nitaram anapohyam, kalpita1:1 tu tad vaktum 
asakyam, kalpanayaiva sattvajjfieyatvacca/-NM., loc. cit. 
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apoha. But what is the nature of not-apoha that 1s being 
negated? The theory too fails miserably to explain the 
nature of connotation of negative particles like 'na' etc., of 
prepositions) and of verbal forms that signify actions, since 
the Buddhists' theory of aJ;o/za as a concept is a challenge 
to the orthodox theory of universals alone and does not 
extend to the terms signifying actions etc. that are distinct 
from universals. 1 

,,v e must next proceed to the discussion of U ddyota­
kara's criticisrn of a/;o/za. Uddyotakara has noted several 
other incongruencies in the Buddhist position besides those 
already referred to above. His contention is· as follows : 
What according to the Buddhists is the negative implica­
tion of the word all ? Is it not-not-all ? But what is the 
nature of the concept not-all like that is being negated ? 
Is it not purely a fiction? Now, the Buddhists might 
strive to maintain their position by pointing out that the 
negatum of the final negation that is aJ;oha is not not-all, 
which is admittedly a fiction, hut it is such numbers as 
one, two, three etc., that are certainly as much the opposite 
of the concept of all as not-all is. Thus the negative impli­
cation of the word all would be not-one, not-two and the 
like, so that the Buddhist theory of negation of the oppo­
site would hold good even in this case. The argument, 
U ddyotakara asserts, is more ingenious than convincing. 
For, such a course of defence is incompatible ,vith the 
Buddhist doctrine that repudiates the objectivity of a 

1apohasabdasya ca kif!l vacyam iti cintyatiim/ anapoho na bhava­
tityapoha}:1-kascayam anapohal}> katha:rp. va'sau na bhavati, abha­
van va kim avasi~yate-iti sarvam avacakam/ prati~edhavacinarp. ca 
nanadisabdan'iq1 ka vartta/ atra 'na bhavatiti na' -iti ko'rtha}:1/ upa­
sarga-nipatana.111 ca katham apohavi~ayatvam i~yate/ ye~am bhavanto 
jativacitrn:rp. tadvad-vacitva:q1 va pratipadyante-iti cet tato'nye~a:rp. 
tarhi ka vartta/-NM., loc. cit. 
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whole (samudaya) apart from the parts (sa,~udayin) constit~­
ting it. Consequently, the concept all, bemg purely adch­
tive as opposed to synthetic, includes the concept one as 
one of its components, so that the negation of the latter 
would but be a negation of the former. Thus the 
Buddhists would be forced to admit that the connotation 
of the term all is self-negatory in character-which is 
prima facie incongruous. The same would be the case with 
every collective term such as two, three etc. as also terms 
expressive of wholes as opposed to the component parts.1 

Again, it might be asked : Is the connotation not-not-cow 
conveyed by the term cow a positive or a negative entity? 
If it be positive-is it identical wiih the cow-entiry itself? 
Or, is it different from it ? On the first alternative, there 
is absolute agreement, no doubt. But, then, the Buddhist 
argument that pure negation is the connotation of a word 
is surrendered. To adopt the second alternative in view of 
preserving the negative aspect of apolza is not logical too, 
insamuch as it would be tantamount to asserting that the 
connotation of the term cow is not-cow. If, however, the 
concept not-not-cow be purely negative in import there 

1anyapohas ca sabdartha ityayuktam avyapakatvat/ yatra dvaira­
syal"!l bhavati-tatra itaraprati~cdhat taditara}:l pratiyate/ yatha 
gaur iti pade gaul; pratiyamana}:l agau}:t prati~idhyamanaJ:t/ na punal;t 
sarvapade etad asti/ nahi asarvaf!l nama kin.cit asti yat sarvapadena ni• 
vartyeta/ ekadi-vyudasat vyapakam iti cet ?-atha manyase ekacli asar­
vam, tat sarvasabdena nivartyeta? -tanna/ svarthapavadado~apra• 
sangat/ evaf!l sati ekadivyudasena pravartamanal; sarva-sabdal; anga­
sya pra.ti~edhat angavyatiriktasya cangina}:l anabhyupagamat anar­
thakal_i syat/ evaf!l sarve samudayasabda ekadesaprati~edhari"1pe­
:r;ia pravarttamana.J:t samudayi-vyatiriktasamudayanabhyupagamat 
anarthaka}:l prapnuvanti/dvyadisabdanal"!l ca samuccayavi~ayatvat 
ekadiprati~edhe prati~idhyamanal"!l asamuccayad dvyadisabdanam 
anarthakatvam/-Nyaya-varttika, p. 329. (Chowkhamba Sanskrit 
Series). Vide also Tattva-saTl}graha, Vol. I. p. 313. 
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would be an end to all pragmatic activities that can be 
possible only if they have reference to some positive entity. 
Besides, introspection which is the ultimate arbiter as to 

the real character of all sorts of experience-whether 
conceptual or not, is completely unaware of the negative 
aspect of conceptual cognitions. 1 Let us consider another 
point : Is the negation of not-cow, that is being trotted out 
by the Buddhists as the connotation of the term cow, itself 
variable in the case of every individual cow intended to 
be signified by the term cow ? If it be variable and dis­
crete it would be as much inexpressible as the individual 
cows themselves. If on the other hand it is regarded as 
an unvariant concept, what can be the logic in repudia­
ting the universal which too likewise is an unvariant concept 
and re-instating in its stead the novel concept of apolza ?2 

There is still another objection to be considered : Is the 
negation of the opposite-viz. not-not-cow, which is the 
connotation of the term cow, to be understood as a self­
sufficient concept per se, or is it to be comprehended on its 
part as being the negation of the opposite-viz. not-not­
not-cow ? On the first alternative the universal validity 
of the Buddhist doctrine would be impaired inasmuch as 
they admit in the case of apolza itself a knowledge of the 

1yas cayam anyapohal:i.-agaur na bhavatlti gosabdasyarthal:i. sa 
kir:1 bhavo' thabhaval:i. ? yadi bhaval:i- ki1:1 • gaur agaur iti ? yadi 
gaur nasti vivadal:i/ athagaur go-sabdasyarthal:i-, aho sabdarthakausa­
lam/ abhavas tu na yuktal:i--prai~a-sampratipattyor avi~ayatvat/ nahi 
gosabclasravai:iat abhabe prai~o nava sarnpratipattil:i-/ sabdarthas ca 
pratipattya pratiyate/ na ca gosabdad abhavm:1 kascit pratipadyata 
-iti/-NV., p. 329. Compare : TS. vv. 982-38 and Kamalasila's 
Pa,tjikii thereon. Vol. I. p. 313. 

2aya1:1 capohah prativastu eko'neko va iti vaktavyal:i-/ yadyeko'ne­
kagosambanclhi tada gotva1:1 tad iti/ athanekas tata}:i pi1Jc:lavad anan­
tyad akhyananupapatter arthapratyayo na yuktal:i-/-.,VV., p. 330. Vide 
also TS. vv. 995-96. 
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negation in its positive aspect in lieu of its being compre­
hended as the necration of its opposite. If apoha be thus 

t, . 

capable of being cognised in its positive aspect irrespec-
tive of any reference to its opposite, what harm can 
there be in admitting the same positive reference in the 
case of the primary coni1otation of the term itself without 
conjuring up the spectre of an intervening apoha ? If, 
however, for the sake of theoretical consistency it is main­
tained that the a/Joha too can be understood as being the 
negation of its opposite, there would ensue a regressus ad 
infinitum, as the second apoha too can be realised as the 
negation of its opposite, and so on ad infinitum. 1 It is very 
strange that Diimaga-the originator of this novel doc­
trine, did not hesitate to transfer on to aJ;oha, which has 
not the least objectivity, all those attributes that are pre­
dicated of the universal by orthodox theorists. Thus we 
can wind up our criticism of the theory of apoha by citing 
the observation of Kumarila that the Buddhist claim that 
apoha is the real connotation of words cannot be univer­
sally valid, though it might hold good in those cases where 
a word is prefixed by a negative particle, as for example 
in the word non-Brahmin (a-brahma~za{z). But in those cases 
where words are used without any negative prefix, the 
connotation has no negative implication at all, but is 
invariably comprehe1:1decl as a purely positive concept. 2 

1ida1!1 ca ta vat pra~wavyo jayate bhavan/ kimayam apoho v:icyo' 
-thavacya iti/ vacyatve vidhiru.pei:ia va vacyal]. syat anyavyavrttyii 
va ? tatra yadi vidhiriipel).a tada'naikantikal:i- sabdarthal:i anyapo­
ha}:i sabdartha-iti/ athanyavyavrttya-iti pak~as tada tasyapi anya­
vyavacchedasya aparel).a anyavyavacchedariipel).a abhidhana1!1, tasya­
pi aparei:ia-ityanavastha syat/ ... -Kamalaslla's Panjika on TS. vv. 
997-1000, a verbatim reproduction of Uddyotakara's Nyaya-varf!ika. 
Vid 0 pp. 330-3 L 

:!api caikatva-nityatva-pratyekasamavayinal:i-/ nirupakhye~vapohe­
~u kurvato'sutrakal:i patal:i/ ta~mad ye~veva sabde~u nan-yogas te~u 
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But the Buddhists would not acknowledge their defeat 
despite the above scathing criticism of their position by 
prominenent orthodox theorists. They might argue as 
follows in defence of their position : The criticism of the 
orth~dox philosophers directed against the concept of apoha 
is an outcome of their muddled thought and want of 
appreciation of the fundamentals of the Buddhistic hypo­
thesis. Iviisled as they are themselves they try to mislead 
others by means of their vitiated ratiocinations. 1 The 
apo!ta, which is the negation of the opposite, can be a posi­
tive entity (pmyudasa) as ,vell as an absolute_ negation 
(jHasajya-JJrafifed/za) destitute of any positive implication. 
The former again might be of two kinds according as the 
positive entity in question is an ideal image or an objective 
entil)'. Thus there are three different kinds of apoha. 2 The 
opponents have been completely blind to this three-fold 
classification of ajJolza, and have directed thei.r criticism 
against the Buddhists solely on the false assumption that 
the latter refer to an objective entity whenever they speak 
of aJJo/za. Consequently their attacks have been mostly 
ill-directed and ·wide of the mark. 3 To appreciate properly 
the Buddhist doctrine of apoha we must have to grasp the 
difference between its three types noted above. Let us 

kevalam/ bhaved anyanivrttya1:1salf svatmaivanyatra gamyatc/-SV: 
Apoha-uiida, vv. 163-64. Vide also TS. Vol. I. p. 316 where the above 
kiirikas have been cited. 

1anyapohaparijfianad evam ete kudr~tayal]./ svayai"!l tuga clurat­
mano nasayanti paran api//-TS. v. 1003. 

2 tathahi dvividho'pohalf paryudasa-ni~edhatal!/ dvividhalf paryu­
daso'pi buddhyatma' rthatmabhedatal!//-TS. v. 1004. 

3 ucyate tad etad avidita-bauddhasiddhantanam abhidhanam­
apoho yadi bhavatma bahir abhyupagamyate/ 
tato bhavati bhavatka1"!1 vagjala1:1 na tvasau tatha/ / 

-Nyiiya-maiijari, Vol· I. p. 279. 
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first examine the nature of the first type of apoha-which is 
in essence an ideal image and has no external reality. \Ve 
have noted more than once that according to the Bud­
dhists all individuals-whether they might be supposed to 
belong to the same species or another, are discrete and 
self-contained. For instance, all individual cows are dis­
tinct inter se there being no common link to hold them 
together. But it might be asked : How is it that the cow 
·entities being mutually distinct are cognised as being simi­
lar to one another? How is it possible, too, to refer them 
by the self-same term cow ? The Buddhist answer to this 
apparently insoluble query is as follows : True, that all 
individual cows are different. But it is not altogether 
impossible to account for the phenomenon of each of 
them being cognised as mutually similar-viz. as a cow, 
and being referred to by the identical term cow. This 
similarity or rather identity of cognition and expression 
with reference to different individuals is possible in view of 
the fact that each of the individual cows, for example, per­
forms the self-same activity and satisfies the self-same need. 
For instance, each individual cow yields milk and carries 
burdens in just the same way. And this identity of func­
tions is at the basis of the identity of cognition and expre­
ssion. Thus whenever we perceive a cow, an identical ideal 
image is generated that characterises the mutually differ­
ent cow-entities by serving to mark them off from all other 
entities of a different species-like horse, dog, etc. Thus 
the image has no extra-mental reality at all, but is solely 
an ideal construction caused by the cognition of func­
tional identity of entitatively different particulars. Nov:, 
this ideal image, which is non-variant despite the variabi­
lity of particular instances, is termed as apo!za since it has 
a negative implication inasmuch as it is cognised jJer se as 
being distinct from all other ideal images-e.g. of a horse 
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or a dog, and functions as a differentia of the particu­
lar instance as well by marking it off from all other indi­
viduals. 1 The particular co,v-entity which is intended to 
be expressed by the term cow is also designated by the term 
apolza inasmuch as it is cognised as a discrete entity-dis­
tinct from all other individuals-whether of the same 
species or not. This objective apolza which is another name 
for the particular instance in question, is the cause of the 
ideal ajJoha-or the subjective cow-image. 2 The existence 
of the third variety of apolza as an absolute negation is 
likewise attested by our jntrospection, since whenever 
there is any perceptual or conceptual experience of a cow 
it ultimately takes the form of the following negative judg­
rr1ent-viz. 'this particular is not not-cow.' 3 Thus we must 
have to admit all these three types of aJJOlza, as they are 
attested by our experience. Out of these three types of 
aJJo!za, it is the first variety, which is an ideal image, that 
is primarily comprehended from the term cow, argue the 
Buddhists, since it is the ideal image alone, as for example 
-the cow-image, that is the invariable concomitant of the 
knowledge of the term cow, to the exclusion of the other 
two varieties of apolza-viz. the objective individual and the 
absolute negation of the opposite, the cognition of which 
follows in the trail of the ideal image raised by the term cow. 4 

1ekapratyavamarsasya ya ukta hetaval: pura/ abhayadisama ar­
thal: prakrtyaivanyabhedinal:/ tan upasritya yaj ji'iane bhatyartha­
pratibimbakam/ kalpake'rthantarabhave'pyartha ityeva nisei tam/ ... 
pra ti bhasan ta rad bhedad an ya vya vrtta vastunal?, / ... ta tranya poha i tye­
~a samji'ioktii sanibandhana//-TS. Vol. I. p. 317. 

2svalak~1:e'pi taddhetau anyavisle~abhavatal?,/-TS. v. 1009. 
3 prasajyaprati~edhas ca gaur agaur na bhavatyayam/ 
ativispa~ta cviiyam anyapoho'vagamyate//-loc. cit. 
4 tatrayarri prathamal: sabdair apohal: pratipadyate/ 
bahyarthadhyavasayinya buddhel: sabdat samudbhavat/-/oc. cit. 
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The comprehension of the absolute negation of the con­
tradictory-say, not-cow, is only a derivative concept 
implied, of necessity, by the cognition of the ideal cow­
image, which is ~he pr~m_ary _connotation of ~he t~r~ ro1~, 
since the latter 1s a d1stmcttve entity as bcmg chf1crcnt1-
able from other ideal images-viz. of horses and dogs and so 
on. Thus it is but an invariable and nece::;sary appanage 
of the primary connotation and as such must not be ~ive~ 
precedence over the latter. So, too, is the objective 11:d1-
vidual-whose knowledge is likewise derivative being im­
plied as it is by the primary connotation. The term cow, 
though primarily expressive of the ideal cow-image, second­
arily conveys the idea of the objective individual, inasmuch 
as there is a necessary link of causation between the per­
ception of the discrete particular-viz. the objective cow­
entity on the one hand and the utterance of the word cow, 
as also the resultant emergence of the ideal cow-image on 
the other, so that the cognition of the image cannot but 
suggest the idea of the individual cow-entity, which is the 
remote cause of the verbal utterance. But we must be 
careful to note that the idea of the individual cow is only 
a b~e product, bei?g conveyed by suggestion as it is 
through the mechamsm of the causal relation. 1 But, in 

1sak~ad akara etasminncvaqi ca pratipaclite/ prasajyaprati~edho'pi 
samarthyena pratiyate/ na tadatma paratmeti sambandhe sati vastu­
bhil:i/ vyavrttavastvadhigamo'pyarthad eva bhavatyatal:i/ tenayarn 
api sabdasya svartha ityupacaryate/ natu saksad aya111 sabclo dvivi­
dho'poha ucyate/-TS. vv. 1013 ff. 011 which ·Panjika remarks: tatra 
sambandhaJ:i sabdasya vastuni paramparyerya karya-karakabhavalak~~­
ryal:i pratibandhal:i/ prathamarp yathasthitavastvanubhaval.1, tato v1-

vak~a, tatas talvadiparispandaJ:i, tatal:i sabdah-ityeval"!l paramparaY~ 
yada sabdasya vastubhir bahyair agnyadibhih sambandal:i syat tada 
tasmin samb~ndhe sa~i. vija;l~avyavrttasyapi ~astuno'rthapattito'd~i­
gamo bhavat1/ ato dv1v1dho p1 prasajyapratisedho'nyavyavrttavastvat­
ma capohaJ:i sabdiirtha-ityupacaryate/-ibid. Vol. I. p. 319. 
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reality, the word cow is incapable of dh-ectly conveying the 
idea of the individual cow-entity, because the latter being 
momentary cannot be brought into relation with the 
former, which is the pre-requisite of any conceptual know­
ledge. The usage that the term 'cow' exf;resses the particu­
lar cow-entity is only secondary, inasmuch as the expressive­
ness with reference to the individual is nothing but sugges­
tion and not denotation which subsists between the word 
cow and the ideal cow-image consequent upon it. The con­
cept of absolute negation, too, resulting in the wake of the 
awareness of the ideal image is likewise a derivative con­
cept-implied or suggested as it is by the intrinsic essence 
of the image itself. Thus the orthodox contention, as for 
example the one raised by Bhamaha, that if the term cow 
<lenotes the idea of the absolute negation of not-cow without 
any reference to the positive cow-concept which alone has 
any pragmatic efficiency, another term would be in requi­
sition for the cognition of the latter has no basis to stand 
upon, since the Buddhists do not m2.intain that absolute 
negation alone i_s the connotation of the term cow,-as 
has been falsely assumed by Bhamaha, but it is the posi­
tive ideal cow-image that is the primary connotation of 
the term cow, the idea of the absolute negation of not-cow 
being only a derivative concept. There can be no incom­
patibility in the position of the Buddhists as represented 
above on the ground that the self-same term cow gener­
ates two mutually contradictory ideas of affirmation and 
negation-as Bhamaha would maintain. For, while the 
. one is expressed, the other is suggested. And denotation­
i. e., expressiveness, and suggestion cannot be held to be 
mutually exclusive and incompatible. Is it not a fact 
that the sentence-"Devadatta does not take his meals by day­
time and yet he is fat," denotes negation and suggests affirm­
ation-sci!. of eating by night, without any the least 
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logical incompatibility ? So, what can be the logic in 
denying this dual function of denotation and suggestion 
with respect to individual terms as well on the analogy 01 
such sentences ?1 Now, this ideal cow-image being cons­
tant even though the particular cow-entities might vary 
according as they are black or white or red, it is regarded 
as an objective element-an objective common factor inher­
ing in all the objective indivicluals,-ancl as such deludes 
us to conceive of it as a universal-objectively real. But this 
is an illusion. Now, the critics might argue : \ Vhat can be 
the basis for this illusion ? You Buddhists do not acknow­
ledge the objectivity of the category called universal. Thus 
the universal being quite a figment, there can be no ground 
for the thesis that the ideal image is illusorily cognised as 
the objective universal, for the cognition of similarity which 
is the basis of illusion cannot be possible between two enti­
ties one of which is practically non est. \V c cannot illuso­
rily cognise a bull's horn as a rabbit's horn-the latter 
being a fiction. The Buddhist reply to this contention would 
be : True, that the objective universal is nothing but an 
ideational abstraction,-a chimera. Nevertheless, the illu­
sion of the ideal cow-image as the objective cow-universal is 
possible despite the fictional character of the latter, inas­
much as the ground of this illusion is not the cognition of 

1divabhojanavakyader ivasyapi phaladvayam/ sak~at samarthyato 
yasmat nanvayo'vyatirekavan/ nabhimukhyena kurute yasmat sabda 
ida~1 dvayam/ svarthabhidhanam anyasya vinivrtti1:1 ca vastunalJ[­
TS. vv. 1020-21. Comp. Kamalasila's Paiijikii thereon : yatha1rn 
diva na bhm'lkte pino Devadatta-ityasya vakyasya sak~ad divabho­
janaprati~edhal~ svarthabhidhanam, gaunas tu ratribhojanavidhilJ-11a. 
sak~at, tadvad gaur ityader anvayapratipadakasya sabclasya anvay~­
jfiii.na~ sak~at phalam,vyatirekagatis tu samarthyat/ ... na hi ago-pr~ti­
~edham abhimukhyena go-sabdal~ karoti'tyabhyupagatam asrnabI111•1/ 
ki~ tarhi ?-samarthyad iti pratipaditarn/-OP, cit., Vol. I. p. 321. 
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similarity, as is the case between a shell and a silver-piece, 
-but a short of psychological aberration (antar-upaplava) 
consequent upon the primal and perennial nescience that 
is the unavoidable heirloom of mankind. Look, for exam­
ple, at the illusory cognition of duality in the lunar orb by 
an opthalmic patient. It is in no way based on the cog­
nition of similarity, which is primafacie impossible because 
of the non-existence of the duality of the lunar orb. It is 
an illusion solely due to some kind of psychical or sensory 
deficiency without having any ultimate objective entity to 
explain it. So is it in the present case too.1 Consequent­
ly, there is a wide gulf separating the orthodox theory of 
objective universals being the meaning of words and the 
Buddhist theory of a purely subjective ideal image that has 
no objective basis, even though it might well serve the 
functions of the former. ,vhat more, the ideal image, 
though it is purely an intra-mental entity, is cognised as 
an external category capable of pragmatic activities. This 
is possible because of the hypostatisation consequent upon 
inherent nescience. 2 Now it might be argued by the oppo­
nents that the Buddhist thesis-viz., that cow-individuals 
though different from one another are ref erred to by the 

1 Vide TS. vv. 1022-23. on which Parijikii co~ments as follows : 
nanu yadi kadacit mukhyavastubhiita111 samanya111 bahyavastvasri­
tam upalabdharp bhavet tada sadharmyadarsanat tatra samanya111 
bhrantir bhavet/ yavata mukhyarthasambhave saiva bhavat~ sama­
nya-bhrantir upapanna- ityasankyaha- jlzatityeva lzityiidi/ jhatiti - sama­
nyadarsanadyanapek~ya dvicandradijfianadivat antarupaplavat etat 
jataf!} jnana111/ nahi sarva bhrantayal). sadharmyadarsanad eva bha­
vanti/ kirp tarhi - antarupaplavad api'tyado~alJ/-Op. cit., p. 322. 

2 ... vikalpa-pratibimbakarp jfi.anakaramatrakam eva tad abahyam 
api vicitravasanabhedopahitariipabhedena bahyavad avabhasama­
na.111- lokayatra.111- bibharti, vyavrtticchayayogacca tad apoha iti vya­
vahriyate/ seyam atmakhyativadagarbha sarai:ii}:1./-NM., Vol. I. p. 
281. 

8 
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self-same term cow, because of their functional identity-like 
yielding milk and carrying loads, cannot hold good in­
asmuch as the id€ntity of functions is a myth, since func­
tion-en6ties themselves are susceptible of variation along 
with the variation of particular cow-entities. Is it not 
unreasonable to assume that the red cow yields just the same 
milk and carries the same loads as the white cow does ? So, 
their functions being as much distinct as they themselves 
are, how is it possible to account for the use of the identi­
cal term cow with reference to each of them ? The 
Buddhists' answer to this contention might be expressed 
as follows : We admit that the issue raised by the oppo­
nents is cogent. But our position too is nonetheless sound 
and reasonable. True, that the function-entities too are 
variable along with the particulars-such as cows, horses, 
and so on. So also the cognitions of these function-entities 
are mutually different. Yet the determinate knowledge 
(pratyavamarsa-pratyaya) in the shape of the ideal image 
being a non-variable entity the cognitions which are the 
causes thereof are regarded as identical, as are the func­
tion entites that are the causes of the latter. Thus, the 
Buddhists do maintain that words primarily refer to a 
positive entity-viz., the ideal image, howsoever fictional 
that might be in essence,-the negation of the opposite 
being suggested or implied, of necessity, by the latter. 
Consequently, the criticism of Bhamaha and Kumarila 
that, as for the idea of the negation the knowledge of the 
negatum is a prerequisite, the Buddhist hypothesis of abso­
lute negation being cognised immediately without the inter­
vening cognition of the negatum in its positive aspect 
becomes absurd,-has no basis in facts, and is an errone­
ous representation of the implications of the Buddhistic 
doctrine of apoha. Now, the opponents might point out at 
this stage that the introduction of a positive entity into 
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the scheme of the conceptual apoha in the shape of an 
ideal image and postulating it as the primmy connotation of 
:a word is an altogether new device-a novel orientation 
improvised by later theorists and does in no way logically 
follow from the statements of Diimaga who is the origina­
tor of this thesis. Diimaga categorically maintains that 
the absolute negation-pure and simple, is the connotation 
of a word, there being not the least vestige of any element 
of positivity in it. So, how can the above interpretation 
of the concept of apoha by later theorists, be reconciled with 
the views of the Master as propounded in his treatise entit­
led Hetumukha ?1 The Buddhist plea would be : Surely 
the l\!Iaster denied any the least positivity of verbal con­
cepts, but that denial is from the transcendental stand­
point, as from the viewpoint of ultimate truth there is no 
-such thing as a positive synthesising universal or its coun­
terpart the ideal image. But from the empirical stand­
point, about which Diimaga is silent, the above interpre­
tation of the thesis of apoha is a satisfactory explanation of 
our conceptual thoughts. Thus the contradiction appre­
hended is only apparent and not real. 2 

Now, the opponents might raise an objection by point­
ing out that if the Buddhist theory of conceptual apoha be 
adopted, the addition of suffixes expressive of gender, 
number etc. to words would be logically unjustifiable, 

1syad etad yadi vidhirupa~ sabdartho'bhyupagamyate/ kathaf!l 
tarhi Hetumukhe Iak~al).akarei:ia asambhavo vidher uktam ?-Panjikii. 

on TS., Vol. I. p. 339. 
2asambhavo vidher ukta~ samanyader asambhavat/ sabdana:qi ca 

vikalpana:qi vastuto'vi~ayatvata~/-TS. v. 1097. Comp. Panjikii there­
on : samanyalak~a9ader vacyasya vacakasya ca paramarthato'sam­
bhavat, sabdana:qi vikalpanarp. ca vastutalJ paramarthatalJ vi~ayasam­
bhavat paramartham asritya vidher asambhava ukta Acaryei:ia-
1.tyavirodha~/-loc. cit. 
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since apoha-an ideal image, a conglomerate of positive­
cum-negative implications, which is the connotation of 
the stem, is absolutely a genderless and numberless 
entity. Nor is it possible to argue that though the ideal 
aj1oha is incapable of being determined by any gender or 
number, yet the discrete particular which is the cause of 
the former is liable to such sexo-numerical determination 
and as such these characteristics of the ca use being trans­
ferred on to the effect which is the ideal aJJolza, the addi­
tion of suffixes denotative of gender and number after 
stems signifying apo!za is secondarily justifiable. For, 
according to the Buddhists, the particulars being totally 
inexpressible are not susceptible of such verbal character­
isation, and failing that the original difficulty persists.1 

The Buddhists however would not be put down by such 
sophistry. They ask: Have the conceptions of number 
and gender any factual basis either ? Are they not purely 
arbitrary devices owing their being to convention alone? 
Not only do we profess agnosticism with reference to the· 
real constitution of particulars, but also we absolutely 
deny any connection of particulars with such conceptions 
as of sex and number and so on. Is it not a fact that the 
same entity is characterised by all the three genders-as 
for example, the stem 'tata'-meaning bank? So, lacking 
any constant relation with a definite gender, how is it 
possible to characterise the objects sexually ?2 Similarly,_ 
the number too denoted by the suffix joined to the stem 

1liii.ga-sa111kyadisambandho nacapohasya vidyate/ vyaktes cavya· 
pade~yatvat taddvarer:i-a'pi nastyasau/-SV: Apoha-viida, v. 135. 

2Ini.gas111khyadiyogastu vyaktinam api nastyayam/ iccharacita-­
sa~eta-nimitt? natu vastavaq./ / ta~as tati tata111 ceti trairiipya111 na 
ca vastunaq./ sabalabhasataprapteq. sarve~a.111 tatra celasam //-TS. 
vv. 1122-23. on which Panjika comments as follows : ... vyaktinam api 
-ityapisabdad apohasyapi/ prayogal].-yo yadanvaya•vyatirekau 
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bas no objectivity at all. Take for example such stems as 
dara (v1•ife) and vipina (forest). The former is used always 
in the plural even though there be no factual plurality, 
while the latter, though it refers to a plurality of indivi­
duals-viz. of trees, takes the singular. 1 Had grammati­
cal number and gender been grounded on facts, such 
phenomena would have been impossible. Thus we must 
have to admit on pain of logical incongruity that sexo­
numerical determination of stems is purely an arbitrary 
convention destitute of any empirical foundation. Such 
being the case, what point can there be in the opponents' 
objection criticising the Buddhist theory of apolza from the 
viewpoint of the supposed absurdity of sexo-numerical 
determination, while the same contingency is inevitable 
even if their own theory be adopted ? v\Te noted above 
the opponents' contention that the Buddhist thesis of con­
·ceptual apolza is not universal, as there is no comprehen­
sion of negation in the case of verbal forms, such as 'pacati' 
( 'he cooks') etc. But the Buddhists would not acknowledge 
the validity of this contention. They argue : It is a uni­
versally admitted fact that words are used soldy with a view 
to generating the cognition of the object intended to be 
communicated for the time being. Does it not follow from_ 
this proposition that the connotation of a word has a res­
trictive implication excluding as it does what is not in­
tended to be conveyed? This is the underlying basis of 
all sorts of linguistic usage-irrespective of whether they be 
verbs or nouns or adjectives. Thus whenever the word 'pacati' is 
used with reference to someone, it implies of necessity the 

nanuvidhatte, nasau taddharmalJ/ yatha sitatvam agnel]./ nanuvi­
dhatte ca lin.ga-saf!1khyadi vastuno'nvayavyatirekau-iti vyapakanu­
,pala bdhilJ/-Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 346. 

1saf!1khya'pi samayikyeva kalpyate hi vivak~aya/ 
bhedabhedaviveke'pi daradi-vipinadivat/ /-TS. v. 1134. 
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exclusion of all other action-entities like running, eating, sleep­
ing and so on for the time being. So how can it be main­
tained with any show of reason that there is no negative 
implication in the case of verbal forms ?1 The opponents 
pointed out, as has already been noted, that words like 
knowable, existent etc. can have no negative significance 
inasmuch as their opposites-viz. un-knowable, non-existent 
etc. being fictional, cannot be the fit objects of negation 
that is apolza. But the Buddhists maintain that the objec­
tion has no basis at all. They ask : vVhat is the connota­
tion of the term existent or knowable ? The peculiar 
characteristic of these two terms is that they can be signi­
ficant only if they are used along with other words in a 
sentence. But in isolation they have no significance at all. 
For example, in the sentence-"Books, tables and pens are 
existent", the term existent is significant as it has been pre­
dicated with reference to some definite objects. But if we 
say simply "existent" it becomes purely an unmeaning 
sound. In analysing the connotation of the above two 
terms, therefore, this fundamental fact has to be borne in 
mind. But the opponents in their zeal for criticism have 
been oblivious of this basic phenomenon and have attack­
ed the Buddhists on the supposition that they maintain 
the significance of the above two terms even when they are 
extracted from their propositiona] setting and used in isola­
tion. Such an assumption is contrary to the Buddhist posi­
tion. Nor can the orthodox theorists themselves uphold such 

1abhiprete nivesartham buddheh sabdah prayujyate/ 
anabhi~~avyudaso'ta~ samarthyenaiva ~iddh ya ti// 

••••••••••••••••••••••··························•••••••••••••••••• 
tatha hi pacatityukte nodasino'vati~thate/ 
bhunkte divyati va neti gamyate'nyanivarttanam// 

-Tattva-san;igraha, vv. 1144, 1146~ 
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an hypothesis in view of the contingency noted above.1 Now, 
keeping in view the peculiarity referred to above, does it 
not appear cogent that the terms existent, knowable etc. when 
used in a sentence should have in fact a negative implica­
tion, as the Buddhists maintain, in common with all other 
terms ? '\Yhat then are the negata constituting the con­
tents of the negations connoted by such terms ? \\That, for 
example, would be the nature of the negative judgment like 
that is to be connoted by the word cognisable or knowable 
in the proposition "Colour is cognisable by means of visual 
perception" ? It is, assert the Buddhists, the negation of 
the doubt as to whether 'colour' is the object of visual per­
ception or the negation of the perverse belief that colour 
is the object of auditory perception. Thus, the predication 
of cognisability in the above proposition with reference to 
the visual perception of colour has an obvious negative 
implication that no sane man can deny. 2 Likewise, the 
term existent ( prameya) can be significant only if it is predi­
cated with reference to a definite subject in a definite con­
text, and then its negative implication would be apparent 
beyond doubt. Thus in the premiss "Momentariness of 
sound is existent (i.e. a phenomenon whose existence is as-

lpramcya-jfieya-sabdadau kasyapohya1!1 na vidyatc/ nahyasau 
kevalo'ka1:i4e prek~avadbhil:i prayujyate//-TS. v. 1166, on which Paii­
jikli comments : kasya prameyadisabdasya apohya1:1 nastityabhi.dhi­
yate? yadi tavad avakyastha1:1 padantarasambandharahita1:1 prameya­
disabdam asrityocyate, tada siddha-sadhyata/ kcvalasya prayogabha­
vad eva nirarthakatvat/-Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 356. 

2cak~ur-jfianadivijfieya1:1 rupaditi yad ucyate/ tenaropitam et-::i.d­
dhi kenacit prati~idhyate// na cak~urasritenaiva riipa1:1 niladi vedyate/ 
kintu srotrasritenapi nityenaikena cetasa//-TS., vv. 1171-72, on which 
Panjika comments : ... srotrasritenapi nityena cetasa niladiriipam vedy­
ate .. . ityeva:qi yan-mandadhiya samaropita:qi tac-cak~urvijfianavijfie­
ya:qi riipam ityanena vakyena ni~idhyate/ cak~urasritavijfianavijfie­
yam eva riipa:qi na srotriidivijfieyam-ityartha}:1/-ibid. Vol. I. p. 357. 
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certained by valid instruments of knowledge)," the term 
existent is significant by virtue of its negative implication 
that vetoes the existence of the eternity of sound as pro­
pounded by the Mima:rpsakas. In the light of this dis­
quisition it would be apparent that terms like existent and 
cognisable to be expressive are in need of syntactical rela­
tedness, lacking which they are devoid of any connotative 
efficiency at all. U ddyotakara's contention, too, that on 
the adoption of the Buddhist thesis of conceptual apoha 
the connotation of the term all would be self-negatory is 
due to the same confusion. The term all, like the terms 
existent and cognisable, stands in need of syntactical rela­
tion with other words to acquire any significance. 'All' 
by itself, has no meaning unless it contains an implied 
reference to definite objects constituting the universe of 
discourse. The opponents have erred in their evaluation 
of the Buddhistic doctrine as they have proceeded on the 
basis of logical isolation instead of real syntactical relation. 
Now, in the proposition-"All men are mortal'', is it not 
possible to find any negative significance consequent upon 
the restrictive force of the term all? l t is certain! y possible. 
All excludes some so that "not-some men arc mortal" 

' would be the form of the negative judgment constituted 
upon the basis of the negative implication of the term all. 
Totality is a negation of partiality. Thus in the above pro­
position the use of the term all serves to dispel the in­
correct notion, if any, that 'some men only are mortal'. 
~onsequently, the attack upon the Buddhists is logically 
mdefensible as it misinterprets the Buddhistic viewpoint. 1 

,1vyavahar_opanite ca sarva-sabde'pi vidyate/ vyudasya111 tasya car­
tho ya111 anyapohobhidhitsital)// sarve dharma niratmanal) sarve vii 
purul?a gatal)/ samastya111 gamyate tatra kascid a111sas tvapohyate/ / ke­
cid eva niratmano bahya i1?ta ghatadaya}:i/ gamana111 kasyaciccaivaJ!l 
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The opponents might raise still another possible objec­
tion at this point : Admitting that words like cow, jar etc. 
are expressive both of the positive cow-entity etc. having an 
objective status and the negative entity of apo!za, what is 
to be the nature of the connotation of terms like 'a barren­
womar.i's-son' etc. that have no objective entity to refer 
to ? And in the absence of any objective particular, 
which is apolza par excellence by virtue of its constitutive dis­
creteness as has been already explained, the Buddhist 
theory of apolza fails in such cases at least, so that the uni­
versality claimed of it by the propounders thereof falls to 
the ground. 1 The Buddhists' rejoinder to the above con­
tention can be put as follows : Even admitting that there 
is no objective particular that can evoke the use of such 
terms as 'a barren-woman's-son' (bandhya-putra), 'a rabbit's­
horn' (sasa-srizga), 'a sky-flower' (kha-p~pa)-what point 
·can there be in the opponents' criticism ? Each of these 
terms is self-connotative inasmuch as it gives rise to an ideal 
image of the word itself, irrespective of any objective parti­
·cular whatsoever,-and that is the connotation of a term 
-like bandhya-suta. There would have been cogency in the 
·orthodox criticism, had the Buddhists maintained the 
apoha to be the primary connotation of words. But as has 
been elaborately shown above, the thesis of absolute nega-

bhrantis tad vinivarttate// sarvangaprati~edhas ca naiva tasmin vivak­
·~itaI:i/ svarthapohaprasango'yal!l tasmad ajfiatayocyate/ /-TS. vv. 
1185-88. 

1yasya tarhi na bahyo'rtho'pyanyavyavrtta i~yate/ vandhyasutadi­
sabdasya tena kvapoha ucyate//-TS. v. 1202, which has been ex­
plained in the Panjika as follows : yasya tarhi-ityadina paro'poha­
sabdartha-vya vasthaya avyapitvam eva udbhavayati/ tathahi yasya 
bandhyasutadisabdasya bahyasutadikaf!l vastu anyavyavrttam apoha­
srayo nastyeva, tasya kimadhi~thano'poho vacya ucyate/ avasyal!l hi 
vastuna'dhi~thana-bhutena apohasya bhavitavyam, tasyanyapohapa­
,darthavyatirekat/-Op. cit., Vol. I. p. 363. 
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tion being the primary connotation of words as first pro­
pounded by Dinnaga in his Hetumukha was whittled down 
by later Buddhist theorists so as to conform with the un­
contradicted experience of laymen-that is cognisant of the 
positive-cum-negative concept as its content as also to 
meet the opposition of the orthodox theorists like Bhamaha, 
Kumarila and U ddyotakara. According to this modified 
version of the theory of apoha, the idea of absolute nega­
tion was relegated- to a secondary position, the positive 
ideal image being accorded the primary position. Thus. 
in the case of the terms in question the possibility of the­
ideal image., even though it be of the terms themselves,. 
being unimpaired, the Buddhist theory of apolza as inter­
preted by the moderns stands unassailed though the deri­
vative concept of the discrete objective particular might 
not follow in its wake.1 But the_ opponents might ask: 
Conceding that the ideal image is the connotation of a 
term, how is it possible to interpose a relation between 
the two ? At the very outset of our discussion about the 
connotation of words it was pointed out that the conven-­
tional relation which is the key-stone of any conceptual 
knowledge becomes impossible if the variable particular be 
regarded as the connotation of a word. vVould not the 
same contingency likewise appear in the case of apolza too 
thus invalidating all its claim to recognition ? Let us 
soberly analyse the problem. The speaker uses a word 
solely with a view to transmitting what he is cognisant of 

_ 1_:i~thasunyabhijalpottha-vasanamatranirmitam/ pratibimbaqi yad 
abhat1 tacchabdaiJ.:i pratipadyate//-TS. v. 1204. cf. sabdai~-iti/ ban•­
d?yasutadisabdaiJ.:i/-Paryikd. 'abhi}alpa', in the above karika, is a tech­
nical term. It has been explained .by Santarak~ita in the following 
karikii of the Tattvasa7!lgraha : so'yam ityabhisambandhat riipam eki­
lq-taqi yada/ sabdasyarthena taqi sabdam abhijalpa:qi pracak~ate/ / 
-ib,d., v. 890. 
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to the hearer. Thus there can be no difference of opinion 
as to the fact that there must be absolute identity of con­
tents of conceptual knowledg-e both on the part of the speak­
er as also of the hearer. If the term cow means one thing 
to the speaker and quite a different thing to the hearer there 
would be an end to all linguistic usage. But is not this 
very difficulty, ask the orthodox critics, inherent in the 
Buddhist thesis ? The Buddhists maintain that the term 
cow stands for the ideal cow-image primarily, both in the 
speaker and in the hearer. But does not the ideal cow­
image which is but a form of consciousness itself and as. 
such ir.1separable therefrom vary from one case to ano­
ther ? Is it not a fact that the cow-image as cognised by 
Devadatta-the speaker, is quite a different entity alto­
gether from the cow-image that is cognised by Yaj:fiadatta 
-the hearer, since the two streams of consciousness are 
mutually different ? This being the case, is not the vali­
dity of the maxim that there must be absolute identity of 
conceptual contents on the part of the speaker and the 
hearer flagrantly violated, if the Buddhist theory be accep­
ted without modification ?1 The Buddhists however would 

1nanu capohapak~e'pi kathar!} saiiketasambhaval:i/ saphalya~1 ca 
kathai~1 tasya na dvayol:i sa hi siddhyati/ / vaktr-srotror nahi jfianal!l ve­
dyate tat parasparam/sankete na ca taddr~~aI"!} vyavahare samlk~yate// 
-TS. vv. 1208-09. Comp. Pa1zjikii thereon : pratyatma-vedanlyam eva 
arvagdarsanana~1 jfiinam/ nahi anyadlya-jfianam aparo'paradarsanal:i 
sal"!}vedayate/ jfianad avyatiriktas ca paramarthataJ:i pratibimbatma­
kalak~ar:iapohaJ:i/ tatha ca vaktr-srotror dvayor api kasyacid ekasya san­
ketavi~ayasya arthasya asiddhel:i kutra sa~1ketal:i kriyate grhyate va/ 
na hi asiddhe vastuni vakta sa~1ketal!} kartum isano'pi srota grah1tum 
-atiprasangat/ tatha hi srota yat pratipadyati svavijfianarii.9ham 
arthapratibil"!}bakal"!} na tad vaktra sal"!}vedyate/ yacca vaktra sal"!lve­
dyate na tat srotra-svasya svasyaiva avabhasasya vedanat/-ibid.~ 
p. 365. 
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not yield even to this contention. They argue: There ,v·ould 
have been cogency in the orthodox criticism based on 
the absurdity of the conventional relation, had we main­
tained the reality of the conventional relation as subsisting 
between the word and the ideal-image cognisecl therefrom. 
The ideal image too is not the real connotation of words, 
though its precedence in cognition has been established at 
length. That it has been hitherto referred to as the jJri­
mary connotation of words is only to serve as a make-believe. 
What is really the fact is that the term causes, and not ex­
presses, the ideal image. Now, though the ideal image 
thus generated by the term is variable from one person to 
another, from the speaker to the hearer, yet the mutual 
difference is not cognised by the persons concerned on 
account of the nescience-which is the prime cause of such 
illusions, being the same in each case. Look, for example, 
at the illusory cognition of duality in the unitary lunar 
orb by two opthalmic patients. Though they are entitative­
ly different yet their cognitions are identical in contents 
because of the identity of nescience-which is the cause of 
the illusion. Both of them refer to their illusory cognitions 
in iclenticaJ terms saying : "I perceive two lunar discs", 
and they understand each other. This would illustrate 
the nature of all linguistic usuges in general. In essence 
the concept referred to by a term js variable from one 
person to another, and has no objectivity at all. Yet ver­
bal usages can satisfy all pragmatic activities by facilitating 
an interchange of concepts, that are distinct" per se, on the 
basis of an illusory identity, since in the last analysis the con­
·cepts though differing from each other lead to the attain­
ment of an identical objective particular. Thus it is this 
final attainment of the identical extra-mental object that 
is at the basis of this illusory identity of ideal images or 
concepts as also of the possibility of linguistic usage conse-
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quent thereupon.1 But it may be asked : How is it 
possible on the adoption of the Buddhistic hypothesis to 
discriminate between a true proposition and a false one, 
inasmuch as in both cases the component words alike give 
rise to ideal concepts alone that are mutually related later 
on ? And ideal concepts being ipso facto non-objective and 
unreal it is idle to talk of truth and falsehood with reference 
to propositions. The issue involved is intricate on doubt. 
But we might summarily note here the solution offered by 
the Buddhist theorists. The Buddhist answer would be : 
True, that all conceptual thoughts are universally fictional 
in character. Nevertheless it is not quite impossible to verify 
the validity of propositions. It must be conceded by all 
that propositions give rise to pragmatic activities. And 
what is this proneness to activities actually due to ? 
Activities are evoked by an object perceived with reference 
to which we are willing to act. Thus we see water, and at 
once want to drink it feeling that it can quench our thirst. 
Simultaneously the ideal image of water rises up in our 
mind, and we utter the word 'water'. We fail to perceive 
the difference between the ideal water-image and the glass 
of water 'out there' in space. Thus it is this non-percep­
tion of the difference between the real object on the one 
hand and the ideal image which is essential1y false on the 
other that lies at the root of all our activities. It is the 

' essential pre-requisite of all our actions-whether they be 
bodily movements or verbal utterances in the form of pro­
pos1t1ons. Now, if there be real objects to evoke the 
proposition concerned to satisfy the pragmatic activities 
caused by the latter, even though it might be composed 

lsvasya svasyavabhasasya vedane'pi sa varttate/ bahyarthadhyava­
sayo'pi dvayor api samo yatalJ//-TS. v. 1210. Vide Panjikii thereon. 
Also : timiropaplutak~o hi yatha praha sasi-dvayam/ sva-samaya tatha 
sarva sabdi vyavahrtir mata//-TS. v. 1211. 
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of individually fictional concepts falsely identified with 
real objects,-the proposition is said to be true and valid. 
Otherwise it is false. The fulfilment of pragmatic activi­
ties is thus the test of validity of judgments irrespective of 
the fictitiousness of the component concepts generated by 
individual terms. To sum up, in both true and false 
judgments the constitutive concepts are equally false. Yet 
in one case they lead to pragmatic activities that satisfy 
our needs of the moment by enabling us to attain real ob­
jects and the proposition is then true, while in the other 
case 1t 1s...-not so. That illusory concepts can lead to the 
attainment of objective reals is not a novel phenomenon. 
The Buddhist theorists point to the illusory cognition of a 
gem in a gem's rays in one case and in a lamp's rays in 
.another. Both are unqualified illusions and as such false. 
Yet in the one case the gem is really attained, while in the 
·other it is not, since in the former case the illusion had its 
roo~ in the real gem in the casket which was not the case 
in the latter. These two illustrations, argue the Buddhists, 
would satisfactorily exemplify the problem of propositio­
nal validity.1 

1Comp. yatra hi paramparya.t vastuni pratibandho'sti tasya bhra­
ntasyapi sato vikalpasya ma9iprabhaya.I!1, ma9ibubdhivat na biihyar­
thanapek~atvam asti/-Kamalasila's Panjika, Vol. I. p. 323. Vidc also : 
naniibhayatha'pi vastuvi~ayatvabhave vikalpanaI!l kathaI!l vastuni 
vyavahara.J:i pravarttante/ ... pravrttis ta.vat drsya-vikalpayor arthayor 
·ekikara:r:ia-nibandhanii drsyadarsanantaram utpanne vikalpe vikalpya 
tena pratipadyate pramata, darsananantaryavipralabdhastu drsyam 
eva grhitaI!l manyate, tadabhimanena ca pravarttate-idam tad eki• 
kara:r:iam iihulJ/ ... praptir api drsyasyaiva arthakriyakarii::i~ vastu9aq. 
piiramparye:r:ia tanmiilatvat karyaprabandhasya/ drsyadarsanaI!1, tato 
vikalpaJ:i tataJ:i pravrttir iti/ atha hi miilavarttinam upalabhya pra­
vartamanas tam apnoti apavaraka-nihita-ma:r:iiprasrtiiyarp kuiicikiiviva­
ra-nirgatayiim iva prabha.ya.1!1 mai:iibuddhya pravarttamana}:i/ yatra tu 
mule' pyartho nasti tatra vyamohat pravarttamano vipralabhyate-
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-tlipaprabhayam iva tathaiva ma~ibuddhya pravarttamana}:1/ eva~ ca 
ibahyavastusaqi.sparsasunye~vapi vikalpe~u samullasite~u bahyo'rtho 
maya pratipannal:t tatra ca.ha~ pravrttal: sa ca mayii prapta}:1-itya­
bhimano bhavati Iaukikanam/-.i'{yaya-manjari', Vol. I. pp. 281-82. The 
source of these two illustrations is to be traced in the following verse : 
''ma~i-pradipa-prabhayor ma~ibuddhya'bhidhavatol:/ mithyajnana­
vise~e'pi vise~o'rthakriya~ prati//." It has been cited by Madhavacarya 
in his Paiicadafi, ix. 2, where the commentator Ramakr~1?,a ascribes it 
to one Varttika-kara : sa~vadibhramavad ityuktam prapancayituI!J­
sa~vadibhrama-pratipadaka-varttika1?Z pathati/. Is this Viirttika-kara 
to be identified with Dharmakirtti-the author of the Prama1Ja­

.viirttika ? 



CHAPTER SIX 

WHAT IS A SENTENCE ?-ELErv.IENTS OF SYNTAX 

Now that we have discussed in some detail the connota­
tion of individual words it is time to pass on to the study 
of propositions. What is a proposition ? How is it to be 
distinguished from an isolated term ? Does it cosist in 
grouping together isolated v.1ords irrespective of any se­
mantic or syntactical consideration ? The questions might 
appear naive and easy of solution at first sight. But in 
reality they are not so easy as they appear to be and there 
is much scope for clarification and critical analysis. 
Bhartrhari in his Vakya-JJadzya records various views regard­
ing the nature of a proposition that were held by different 
schools of thought. 1 But despite all these differences there 
is an underlying unity of opinion as regards the basic 
characteristics of a sentence. All theorists, belonging to 
rival camps as they are, do maintain that mere juxtaposi­
tion of any and every two or more terms cannot make a 
sentence. 'Fire is cold' is not a sentence, though it has the 
outward form of the latter. Why is it then that of the two 
groups of words-viz. 'Fire is cold' and 'Fire is hot', we 
must repudiate the one and regard the other as a sentence? 
What is the basis of this discrimination ? The obvious 
answer would be: The component words to constitute a 
sentence must satisfy the triple requirements of expentancy 
(aka:nkta), competency or propriety (yogyata), and proxi­
mity or contiguity (asatti) or sannidhi). We must discuss 

1akhyatasabdal:i- sa~ghato jatil)- sanghatavarttini/ eko'navayaval:i­
sabdal:i kramo buddhyanusa~hrti/ padam adyarµ padarµ cantya1:1 
pada~ sapek~am ityapi/ vakya~ prati matir bhinnii bahudhii nyaya­
vedinam//-OP. cit. II. 1-2. 
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the nature of each of these three factors that together cons­
titute the formal validity of all sentential utterances. 

\Vhat is expec_:tancy (akaizk~a)? I tis the foremost require-
ment of a sentence. ,vhen we utter the word "Enter ...... " 
to someone else standing nearby and waiting for direction 
the sense expressed by the word, of necessity, expects some 
other sense expressed by another word competent to be . 
brought into syntactical relation with the former. vVithout 
the knowledge of such another concept or concepts the 
sense remains incomplete. And this inco:npletion of sense 
due to the absence of some other concept or concepts 
having necessary relation with one another is what is 
called expectancy. Expectancy is in reality a mental state-
a particular state of receptivity of the mind, and as such 
can primarily reside in the hearer of the word or words 
concerned-as for example, the word "Enter-", since only 
sentient beings alone can expect or desire. The sense express­
ed by the word enter cannot possess the property of expec­
tancy as it is purely inert. And yet we say that the concept 
expressed by the word enter expects the concept expressed 
by the word room, because the state of expectancy which 
is the attribute of the hearer is transferred on to the con­
cepts cognised from the particular words, so that such 
usages are secondarily justifiable. This attribute of ex­
pectancy., secondarily transferred to the component con­
cepts, is further transmitted to the terms expressive thereof 
so that the usage-viz. that the words 'fire is' expect the word 
'hot' is tantamount to the statement that the concepts cog­
nisecl from the words 'fire' and 'is' expect the concept con­
veyed by the word 'hot' (for the completion of the sense in­
tended to be conveyed) .1 It is this mutual interdependence 

1vakyasamayagrahika cakank~a/ sa caikapadarthajfiane tadartha­
nvaya-yogY,,asyarthasya yaj-jfiana~1 tadvi~ayeccha 'asyanvayyartha~ 
kalf-ityevarprii.pa puru~ani~thaiva/ tatha'pi tasya akank~a-vi~aye'rthe 

9 
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of concepts consequent upon the psychological expectancy­
or rather the state of receptivity or suspense of the hearer that 
constitutes the essence of the element called aka1ikfa. Uclaya­
na, in his Kusumanjali in connection with the refutation of the 
Vaise~ika view that verbal knowledge is indistinguishable from 
inference, has discussed with penetrating keenness the nature 
of expectancy as a pre-condition for the comprehension of the 
relational sense-unit expressed by the sentence. vVe propose 
to record below the abstruse dialectics employed by Uclaya­
na to further clarify the essence of this important element. 

Udayana introduces the issue with the query : \Vhat 
is this element called expectancy ? One might try to 
answer it by saying that it is nothing but the relation 
subsisting between an adjective and the substantive quali­
fied by it. But to make this relation itself a pre-condition 
of the relational thought-unit expressed by the sentence is 
nothing but a case of petitio principii. 1 Nor can it be 
argued th~t expectancy is equivalent to universal concomi­
tance (avznabhava) between the concepts concerned. For 
sue~ an argument would make relational thought impossi­
ble m the case of propositions like 'a blue lotus' etc., inas­
much as there is no necessary universal concomitance be­
tween the two constituent concepts-viz., blue-ness and the 
lotus-species, a redlotus being as much possible and common 

aropah/ tadevabhidh- - . h , I -.: _. anaparyavasanam 1tyucyate/ ayam art o rt 1an-tara-sab.nksa if h- -
bodho • - 1 ~yava arat/ pade tu naropa}:1-manabhavat/ artha-
k _ thttbardahm eva J1Jfiasodayacca/ 'padam sakanksam'-iti tu sakan-sar a o ak • • • 
vyapeksa _ am ityarthakam/-VSM., p. 297. Vide also: paraspara-
br- h. ~bdsamarthyam eke/ ka punah sabdayor V)'apeksa ? na uma sa a • • . . • · 

, • _ ,Y0 r-iti/ kn:!1 tarh1? arthayoh/ iha ra1·a purusam apeksate 
- mam'lyam "f/ • • • • 
bh - • p -i 1 puru~o rajanam apeksate-'aham asya'-iti/--Ma/za· 

aua on . II. 1. 1. • 
1tatra keyam aka· ks- - _ . , . , 

n .a nama? na tavad v1se~ai:ia-v1se~ya-bhavalJ/ 
tasya sarpsargasvabhavataya 5-dh t -t/ o · Cl III a ya va ... - ip. ctl., 1ap. ., 
p. 61. (Benares Sanskrit Series). 
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as a blue lotus. But it might be contended that though 
.blueness qua blueness is not necessarily related with the lotus 
qua lotus, yet blueness qua quality is universally concomi­
tant with the lotus qua substance, so that in the case of pro­
positions like 'a blue lotus' too the element of expectancy as 
the univeral concomitance is justifiable on the basis of the 
universal relation subsisting between the generic concepts 
of quality and substance of which blueness and lotus are but 
specific instances. Consequently, there can be no absur­
dity of relational thought in such propositions. But this 
·defence is too weak to stand- critical test. If expectancy were 
identical with universal concomitance the two sentences­
viz., 'How clear is the water of the river ! The buffalo 
is grazing on the bank.' ( aha vimala7?z jala7?z nadya[z kacclze 
ma/zi~as carati) would be reduced to a single proposition, since 
there being a necessary relation between the river and its bank 
they would expect each other. Consequently, they would be 
syntactically construed with each other so that the intended 
construction of the word kacche as being. the member of a 
separate proposition would become impossible.1 Now, 
another explanation of expectancy might be advanced in 
lieu of the one stated above. It might be argued that expec­
tancy as being the essential pre-condition of the formal validi­
ty of a proposition is but the inquisitiveness of the hearer. 
As long as that inquisitiveness or state of suspense of the 
hearer is not set at rest the proposition cannot be said to 
be formally valid lacking as it does that completeness and 
self-sufficiency of sense which is the characteristic of a 

1napyavinabhaval:i,/ 'nllarp sarojam'-ityadau tadabhave'pi vakya­
rthapratyayat/ tatrapi vise~ak~iptasamanyayol:i avinabhavo'stlti cet, na/ 
'aho vimalarp jala~1 nadyal:i, kacche rnahi~as c:arati' -ityadau vakya­
bhedanupapattiprasar'lgat/ -Kusumiiiijali, loc. cit. Vide Varadaraja's 
Kus11miinjali-bodha11i for an exposition of the above text of Udayana. 
Ibid., p. 120. (Saraswati Bhavana Texts. No. 4.). 
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unit of judgment. If this interpretation be accepted the­
contingency apprehended above-viz. the merger of the 
above two propositions into a single proposition, can­
not emerge at all. For both the propositions being alike 
expressive of self-sufficient judgment-units the ekmrnt of 
expectancy qua inquisitiveness on the part of the hearer is 
absent. Thus they are really two sentences ancl not one 
as it would have been the case had expectancy been 
identified with universal concomitance. This contention 
too cannot be taken to he valid. For instance, when the 
words-'Tlzere is a cloth' are uttered a particular hearer 
might be inquisitive as to its specific colour-viz. as to 
whether it is red or blue or white. \Vould it be valid to 
argue on that ground that the words-' There is a cloth' 
~hen used independently do not constitute a propoc:;ition, 
Just as they do not constitute a separate proposition \vhen 
used in conjunction with other words in such sentences as 
-' There is a red cloth' ?1 But the upholders of the above 
thesi~ might try to defend their position by introducing 
certam modifications into the proposed interpretation of 
expectar_1cy as being the inquisitiveness of the hearer. 
They might ague : Inquisitiveness by itself is not required 
by us to be the pre-requisite of propositions. True, that 
w~en the word cloth is uttered the hearer necessarily in­
qmres as to its specific qualities and actions that are its 

1 - • 

, knapi pratipattur jijnasa/ 'pato bhavatityadau sukladi-jijnasaya~1 
ra tah pato bha . t"' • • , 1- -k - -: _ • \a 1 -ltyasya ekadesavat sarvac 't va ·yaparyavasana-

prasangat/ -Kusu --· 1. V cl -· , " 1 , ... manJa z, loc. cit. Co1np. ara ara_ia s comm.- nant 
srotur JlJfiasa -k- . k _ , . . , . _ 

• a an ~a/ tasyas ca 'v11nalaqi pla1~1 nadyal_i -1tyctava-
ta1va parvavasan-:-t -k bl • • -1 .. "/" "b"I 

120 • . '1 va ya 1edopapatt1r 1tyatra rn-nafn -1t1 -2 u ., 
p. bh. Vzde also Vardhamana's Prakii!ia : rakta-iti/ yatha raktal_1 
pato avantyat k • - - k d : • ar ra tapadarthanvayam vma pato bhavat1tye ·a eso 
na paryavasyati tath- k . ..: • b _ -, a ra tapadam vma yatra pato havautycva va-
kyam udbhavitam t - . • d · • I I / o ·1 , atrap1 tanna paryavasye -1tvart 1a 1 - 'P· Cl ., 
p. 62. (Chap. Ill). , • 
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determinants. And yet it is not feasible to state that there 
is expectancy with reference to all those specific attri­
butes. Propositional expectancy should be evoked by 
t~rms that are actually constituent parts of the proposi­
t10n concerned and should not be determined with refer­
ence to the subjective inquisitiveness of the particular 
hearer that is variable from one person to another and 
as such is not a satisfactory criterion with which to test 
the formal validity of a proposition. Thus, when we 
say 'The cloth is there' the word is ( bhavati), signifying the 
action of being, circumscribes the ill-defined zone of ex­
pectancy by fixing it down to a specific action to the ex­
clusion of all other possible determinants of the cloth­
like its colour, shape etc., for the time being. If again 
we further add the epithet red and say 'This is a red cloth,' 
the scope of expectancy is further extended, and red-ness 
is thus ushered in within the orbit of propositional expect­
ancy having syntactical relation with the cloth qualified 
by it and vice versa. 1 At this stage U dayana makes a 
query : Admitting that expectancy is the inquisitiveness 
of the hearer with respect to the concepts that are actual­
ly expressed through the medium of words, is it itself 
to be cocrnised for the comprehension of the relational 

b 

thought-unit, or is the latter possible even in the absence 
of any awareness of the former by virtue of its existence 
per se ? For instance, when we hear the sentence-viz. 
'The king's son is coming' (rajna{z putra agacchati), are we to 
be aware of our inquisitiveness with regard to the two 

1gu1:iakriyadyase~avise~ajijfiasayam api padasmaritavise~ajijfiasa 
aka1i.kf1/ pata ityukte kir~1rupal_1 kutra kif!l karoti-ityadirupajijfiasa/ 
tatra bhavatityukte ki1~1 karoti ityqaiva padasmaritavi~aya, natu 
kif!1rupa ityadirapi/ yada tu rakta ityucyate, tada ki~1rC1pa itye~api 
padasmaritavi~aya syat/-iti na kificid anupapannam iti/ .. -Kusumiin­
jali, loc. cit. 
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concepts-viz. king and son, for the comprehension of their 
mutual relation as conveyed by the sentence, or is there 
no need of such a-wareness the relational judgment being 
cognised solely on the basis of the etpectanr;y that is objec­
tively subsistent between the above two concepts ? The 
first alternative is not possible on the ground that our in­
trospection do~s not reveal any such a warcness of the 
required inquisitiveness that is upheld to be one of the 
essential pre-requisites of judgmental cognition. Judg­
mental thought is found to arise even if there be no 
awareness of the said inquisitiveness unlike inference 
which is not possible unless there is the know ledge of the 
probans, as for example, of smoke in the inference of fire. 
In this respect judgmental cognitions are on a par ·with 
perceptual cognitions, since just as in the latter the sense­
organs by virtue of their very presence are able to generate 
the respective perceptions of various categories, so too in 
the former, expectancy that is the basic factor of judg­
mental cognitions and as such stands in the same level 
':ith sensory organs, is capable of generating the rela­
tional thought despite its existence being left uncognised. 
Thus we. must give up the first alternative that the 
proposed mquisitiveness itself has to be comprehended in 
order to have any causal efficiency towards the relational 
thought following in its wake. Thus we must have to 
~do~t_, _perforce, the second alternative according to which 
z~quzsztzveness by itself is capable of generating the rela­
twn~I thought-unit without any knowledge of it being 
re~mred_. Udayana further demonstrates the validity of 
t~is thesis by an illustration : vVhen we perceive the out­
Imes of some object from a distance we are found to be . . . . ' 
mqmsiti~e ~s to the specific character of the object-as to 
whether It IS a tree-trunk or a man. Coming nearer we 
might perceive it to be a tree-trunk. But are we then 
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aware of the inquisitiveness that led us to the final per­
ception of the object in its specific aspect? Certainly not. 
Introspection is silent as to the awareness of the inquisi­
tiveness. Similar is the case with propositional expec­
tancy. 1 Besides, there are other arguments too that can 
invali.date the thesis that the knowledge of the said expec­
tancy itself is also required for the comprehension of the 
relational thought expressed by the sentence. For ins­
tance, when the speaker utters the words 'ayam eti putro 
rajna{z, jJztrufo' /Jasaryatam' meaning 'There comes the king's 
son. Remove the man', and the hearer through inadvertence 
hears the words 'rajna~ puru10' pasa1yatam' alone, so that 
the intended syntactical relation of the word rajna~ with 
jJutra!z is lost sight of being replaced by that between rajna~ 
and Jmru1a!z, there is no obstacle towards the comprehen­
sion of the relational thought on the part of the hearer­
viz. 'Remove the king's man'. But had the knowledge of the 
intended expectancy been in request the origin of such a 
judgment would have been impossible. 2 ,,vhat more, it is 
futile to argue inquisitiveness-whether itself known or 

1katham e~a niscayal: saka1ik~a eva pratyeti, natu jiiatakan~alI­
iti cet/ tavanmatre1:a upapattau anupalabhyamana-jfiana-kalpana'nu­
papattel:,. anyatra tatha. darsanacca/ yada hi diirat dr~tasamanyo 
jijnasatc ko'yam iti, pratyasida1isca stha1:mr ayam iti pratyeti, tada'­
sya 'jfiitum aham icchami'-tyanuvyavsayabhave'pi stha1:iur ayam itya­
rthapratyayo bhavati/ tathehapi avise~ad/ vi\,e~opasthanakale sa111sar­
gavagatir cva jayate natu jijiiasavagatir-iti/-Kusumaiyali, loc. cit. 

2 yada hi 'ayam eti putro rajfialI puru~o'pasaryatam'-iti vakta 
uccarayati, srota ca vyasai1gadina nimittena 'ayam eti putra'-iti 
asrutvaiva 'rajiial: puru\,o'pasaryatam' -iti sp:ioti, tada asti akarik\,a­
dimattve sati padakadambakatvam, na ca smaritarthasa~sargajfiana­
purvakatvam iti/-Nyaya-Kusamiiif:jali, loc. cit. which has been explained 
by Varadaraja as follows: na hi rajiia-ityadipadatraya-samaritana~ 
sa111sargabuddhya tad uccaritam, raja-puru~ayol:i, putrapasarai:iabhya~ 
sa1-risargajiianapiirvakatvat/-Op. cit., p. 121. 
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unknown, to be universally the cause of all judgments, in­
asmuch as judgmental cognitions are found to arise even 
in the case of an indifferent person lacking any inq uisiti­
veness at all, not to speak of the awareness thereof. 1 But 
it may be asked : \Vhat then is the nature of syntactical 
expectancy ? U clayana now offers his own interpretation 
of the element of expectancy as the basic factor of all 
judgmental cognitions. His view may be put as follows : 
Expectancy is neither equivalent to universal concomitance 
between concepts, nor inquisitiveness of the hearer. It is 
really equivalent to that element which is capable of 
giving rise to the supposed inquisitiveness of the hearer. 
And what is this inquisitiveness? It is, says Udayana, 
nothing but the pre-non-existence of the relational thought 
consequent upon the interdependence of the constituent 
concepts with the proviso that there is some necessary 
~elation between the component concepts or between the 
ideas implied by these concepts. Component words are said 
to ~ave expectancy and are not regarded as constituting a 
~ahd proposition until the hearer is able to grasp the rela­
tional thought-unit intended to be communicated by the 
speaker thereof. 2 As there is no possiblility of comprehension 
of ~ny n~lational thought in the case of a pure stem divested 
of m~ex1onal endings-there is no question of expectancy 
too, smce the pre-nonexistence of the relational thought 

1 

N n~ ca sarvatra jijfiasa nibandhanam, ajijfiasor api vakyarthodayat/ 
- yaya-Kusa --· 1· -···~- _ . _manJa z. Vide Varadaraja's comm : evam aki11k~a nama 
JIJnasa-ityangikrtya tasyah sattaya vakyarthajfianahetutvat li11gavise-
sana tvam na sambh • - , · 1 - t-
• .:h • avatityuktam/ idani1!1 tu sattaya p1 1etutva1!1 nas 1-
tya a-na ca sarvatra-iti/- .b .d • 122 

2-k- . - - l l ., p. . 
a anksapadarthas t h" k h/ ... t" -/ - -r1• _ . • . ar 1 a. JIJfiasa.111 pra 1 yogyata sa ca sma -

ta-tadaks1ptavor av1n-bh- • , · d t -d -_ :.. • . a ave satt srotan ta u pa yasarrisargavagama-
pragabhavah/-zbid V'd h ·d • f 11· · V • • z e t e eluc1 at10n o t 1s statement 1n ara-
daraja's Kusumiiiijali-bodhan- 122 z, p. . 
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is ab3ent. 1 But it may he asked whether this pre-nonexist­
ence of the relational thought is per se the basic factor of a 
judgment or if we are to be aware of the pre-nonexistence 
itself for grasping the true nature of expectancy. U daya­
na's answer to this query is as follows : Expectancy qua 
the pre-nonexistence of the relational thought is not re­
quired to be cognised. Its very esse, uncognised though it 
he, would suffice for the requirements of a proposition. 
Had the knowledge of the pre-nonexistence itself been 
essential for the formal validity of a proposition, it would 
involve the fallacy of petitio principii. For, as any aware­
ness of the negation, of which pre-nonexistence is but a 
variety, presupposes of necessity the cognition of its nega­
tum, the awareness of the pre-nonexistence of relational 
cognition would depend on the previous knowledge of the 
relational cognition itself, which again on its part involves 
the cognition of the relation as its content-that is to be 
generated by the proposition, so that the end is identified 
with the means,-a prima facie absurd position. 2 But 
Vardhamana, the commentator of the Kusumanjali, refutes 
this view of U dayana. He argues : vVhen an isolated 
word is heard there is no cognition of relational thought. 
This is an undisputed fact. Consequently, it must be 

1 Vide : pratipadike sarpsargaji'ianapragabh:i.vo nastiti ata uktam 
frotari'-ti/-Vardhamana's PrakiiJ;a on Nyiiya-Kusamiinjali. 

2na cai~o'pi ji'ianam apek~ate, pratiyoginirt"1pal).adhina-niriipa1:ia­
tvat, tadbhavaniriipai:iasya ca vi~ayanirC1pyatvat-iti/-Ny-Ku., which 
has been explained by Varadaraja as follows : sarpsargavagamapra­
gabhavo'pi pratiyogibhiita-sarpsargavagamanirtipyal:i, sa ca vi~aya­
bhutasarpsarganiriipyal:i, sa ca akank~adh1nanirf1pa1:ial:i-iti itaretara­
srayatva-prasa1igal).-iti/-Op. cit., p. 122. Vide also Vardhamana's 
comm : sarpsargavagamapragabhavo hi pratiyogini tadavagame 
ji'iate ji'iatavyal:i, sa ca svavi~aye sarpsarge ji'iate boddhavyal).-iti sarp­
:sargasya prageva jfianat vakyasyanuvadakatvat apramal).yapattir­
ityarthal)./-Op. cit. 
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admitted that there is no propositional expectancy in the· 
case. But on Udayana's view the possibility of syntactical 
expectancy cannot be averted in such cases too, for there 
being no cognition of relational thought the presence of 
its pre-nonexistence-which is the definition of propositio­
nal expectancy according to Uclayana, cannot be preclu­
ded. To deny the presence of the said pre-nonexistence 
again would be equally absurd, since it would lead to the 
cognition of the relational thought itself in the case of a 
single isolated word even.1 Having thus revealed the 
absurdity of U dayana's position Vardhamana has offered 
his own interpretation of syntactical expectancy. He 
maintains : Syntactical expectancy is nothing but the 
non-completion of the relational sense intended to be commu­
nicated by the speaker. A particular term is said to have 
propositional expectancy with reference to another term, 
if the non-cognition of the latter is responsible for the 
absence of the resultant relational judgment of which the 
former is one of the constituent relata. Keeping in view 
this criterion of propositional expectancy it is possible to 
assert that a substantive, a declensional suffix, a radical stem, 
and a conjugational suffix,-all these are mutually expectant, 
having semantic interdependence on each other for the 
communication of a particular relational thought-unit, so 
t~iat they constitute the basic requirements of a proposi­
t~on that is asserted to be the vehicle of judgmental cogni­
trnn. Thus to communicate the idea-viz. "Bring the jar", 
the constituent concepts must be expressed by their verbal 
counterparts in such a succession of the stem the nominal 
infiexfon, the root, and the radical suffix, as i~ capable of 
makmg the comprehension of the particular relational 

1nanu nirakank~e taduccarai:iajanyasa~sargajfiana pragabha vasya 
siddhyasiddhibhya~ vyaghatal::/-ibid., p. 66. (Chap. III). 
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thought psychologically possible. And in the case of the judg--
1nent referred to above--viz. "glza/am anaya" ("Bring the jar"), 
the particular sequence would be as follows-viz. ghata-, 
-am (denotative of the accusative case), a-,vni, and -hi (ex­
pressive of the second person Imperative).1 Thus, in the 
ultimate analysis, propositional" expectancy is reduced to a 
particular sequence (anupurvi) of stems and roots and ver­
bal and nominal suffixes-that is fixed in so far as the 
comprehension of a particular relational thought-unit is 
concerned. And when this basic requirement of syntacti­
cal expectancy is fulfilled a string of verbal utterances is 
said to constitute a formally valid proposition. This has 
been made perfectly clear by J agadisa in his Sabda-sakti­
jJrakasika and by the scholiast K~i:iakanta in his commen­
tary thereon. 2 

\Ve might now pass on to the consideration of the next 
factor-viz. yogyata, which we have rendered into English 
as competency. It is however more appropriate to translate 
it as syntactical possibility. 3 In the preceding paragraphs 

1atrahul~/ abhidhanaparyavasanam aka11k~a/ yena vina yasya na 
svarthanvayanubhavakatvm-ri tasya tadaparyavasanam/ nama-vibha­
kti-dhatvakhyata-kriya-karaka-padana.1:1 paraspara1:1 vina na svartha­
nvayanubhavakatvam/-ibid., p. 67. Rucidatta has explained abhi­
dhii1ziipa1yavasiiuam as follows : abhidhanam anvayanubhavalJ/ tasya­
paryavasanam ani~pattir ityarthalJ/-Makaranda on Vardhamana's 
Prakiifo, p. 1 G. 

2yadp;a-sabdanam yadrsarthavi~ayitakanvayabodha1:1 prati anu­
kula. parasparaka11k~i tadrsa-sabdastoma eva tathavidharthe vakyam/ 
-SSP., p. G4, on which Kr~1~akanta comments as follows: tatha 
ca yadrsanupurvimattva111 sak~at-parampara-sadharaJ?,a-nirupyaniru­
pakabhavapanna-yaddharmavacchinna-vi~ayatasali-sabdatvavyapalrn­
yatkincijjanyatanirupitajanakataya vi~ayatavacchedakatayal~ par­
yaptyadhikaraJ?.al:1 tadrsanupurvimattva1:1 taddharmavacchinna­
tadrsavi~a yatakabodhane vakyatvam iti paryavasitam/-ibid. ( Clzow­
klzamba Sanskrit Series. 1934). 

3The expression is used by Prof. Bertrand Russell in Chap.XIII of 



140 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND l\lEANING 

we discussed the nature of expectancy as the foremost 
element of a proposition, lacking which words are inca~­
able of conveying any relational judgment. But tlus 
second factor too is equally important in respect of all 
sentential utterances. It might be asked : Do the words 
'Fire is cold' constitute a proposition? It must be admitted 
that there is the required syntactical expectancy as de­
fined by us in so far as there is the fixed sequence and 
there is the non-completion of the relational thought in­
tended to be conveyed in the absence of any one of the 
concepts expressed by the constituent terms. Consequent­
ly, if expectancy be alone posited as the sole criterion for 
determining the formal validity of propositional utter­
ances, the string of words-viz. 'Fire is cold' must per­
forc~ be admitted to be a valid proposition. But is it in 
reahty a valid proposition? The answer from a purely 
commonsense point of view would be in the negative. 
~ut why, it may be asked, should we deny the proposi­
tional character of the words 'Fire is cold' despite the 
~re~ence of syntactical expectancy amongst them ? ~he 

bv~o~~ answer would be : Because there is no syntactzcal 
Pos:zbzlzty ~e.tween the constituent concepts, the inheren~e 
~~a:ldness m 'fire' b~i~g ph~sically impossibl~. The sign~-

ce of the proposition bemg thus contradicted by pei­
ceptual experience, the words 'Fire is cold' cannot be re­
garded. as constituting a valid proposition capable of 
feneratmg any relational thought. Now it may be plausib-
y as~ed : How are we to determine whether there is the 

reqmr~~ syntactical possibility between words constituting a 
proposition or not? Vardhamana the commentator of 
Udayana's Ku --· z· d ' • · · · h sumarl.Ja z, efines syntactical posszbzlzly as "t e 

his treatise entitled An E • • • - fi d 
• . nquiry into lvleamng and 1 ruth, already re erre 

to m the previous sections. 
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absence of any such cognitive instrument that is capable 
of controverting the relational idea sought to be conveyed 
by a particular group of words" .1 In the expression 'Fire 
is cold' the said syntactical possibility is lacking inasmuch as 
there is the presence of the cognitive instrument-viz. 
Perception, that contradicts the relation of inherence 
between fire and coldness as superposed by the proposition. 
Consequently the cognition of the relational thought in 
the above expression is checked in view of its coming into 
conflict with the stronger perceptual experience. Thus 
the words 'Fire is cold' cannot constitute a valid proposi­
tion nor can they generate the cognition of any relational 
idea. They are totally insignificant. This is the view of 
the ~aiyayikas. But the Grammarians would not 
acquiesce in such a view. According to their opinion, 
syntactical possibility can very well be dispensed with as it 
has nothing to do with the formal validity of sentential utter­
ances. Nagoji Bhatta in his Va7:yakarar;a-siddhanta-manjuJa 
has critically examined the Naiyayika thesis upholding 
the claim of syntactical possibility to be considered as the 
basic factor of a proposition. \ 1\T e propose to record below 
the reasons assigned by him for justifying the soundness 
of the Grammarian's thesis. Nagoji Bhatta contends that 
in the case of verbal cognitions the comprehension of the 
contradictory idea cannot prevent the cognition of the 
relational thought-unit sought to be conveyed by the pro­
position. Nor is it any more necP-ssary to postulate the 
knowledge of the absence of any such possible contradic­
tion as the cause of the cognition of the relational thought. 
For, in such sentences as "There goes the barren womau's son 
with a chajJlet 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," 

1yogyata ca badhakamanabhaval:i/-PrakiHa, Chap. III, p. 67. 



142 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND :\IEAXING 

we are fully aware of the relational thought expressed by 
the propositions concerned even though the knowledge of 
the absurdity of such relations be 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 con­
stituent terms ? Would it be logically sound to repudiate 
the significance and propositional character of such verbal 
utterances notwithstanding the undisputed cognition of the 
relational thoughts therefrom? Certainly not. Their propo­
sitional character must be admitted if we are to be true 
to our experiences, if for nothing else. 1 According to the 
Naiyayikas, the words 'He is sprinkling the .ftowers with fire' 
would be non-sensical and incapable of generating any 
relational knowledge because of the physical impossibility 
of the relation between the two concepts-viz. sjJrinkl£ng 
andjire. But :mch a position is psychologically unjustifi­
able, argues Nagoji Bhatta. For, whenever we hear 
someone speaking the words 'Sprinkle with fire' we invari­
ably 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 non-sensical signifying nothing but 
t~emselves, such remarks would have been impossible. 
Silence would have been more proper than such sarcastic 
comments, just as a northener is apt to be silent when he 
hears the words of a stranger hailing from the land of the 
Dr ·d avi. as, even though the latter might express the self-
same idea, physically impossible as it is, in his own 

bl _1fa~~aprayojye bodhe b:idha-jfi'inasya apratibandhakatvat/ tacla­
ia~aJnanasya akara9atvacca/ satyapi badha-niscaye 'asya k~o1:iipatelI 

~~rardhaparaya lak~ikrtil:i sa1:1-khyaya,' 'e~a vandhyasuto yati'-itya­
ito bodbadarsanat/ -VSM., p. 507. 
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language.1 \Vhat more, the adoption of the Naiyayika 
viewpoint would render all philosophical disquisitions ljJso 
facto absurd and impracticable. In all serious disputes 
two or more disputants take part, each representing the 
views of the school to which he is affiliated. For instance, 
in a discussion about the category of 'sound' (sabda), the 
11Iimaqisakas would uphold its ubiquity and eternity 
while the heterodox Buddhists would maintain its 
transitoriness consisently with their peculiar doctrine 
of universal flux. Consequently, the views of one dis­
putant would be absolutely repugnant to the other. 
But if the validity of the Naiyayika thesis be ac­
knowledged the arguments of the Buddhist in favour 
of the impermanence of sound would be absolutely non­
sensical, nay unintelligible abracadabra, in view of the syn­
tactical impossibility of the component concepts from the 
11imarp.saka viewpoint and vice versa. This would lead to 
an insoluble deadlock. 2 Now, the Naiyayikas might con­
tend 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 succession, so that the apprehension of a 
total collapse of philosophical disputes is irrelevant. But 
the defence is too weak. For the same argument might be 
employed in the case of groups of words apparently having 
.syntactical possibility, so that the judgment as a tertium quid 

1kificaivam vahnina sificati--ityato bodhabhave tadvakyaprayoktuh 
'adrave1Ja vahnina katha111 seka111 bravi~i'-ityupahasalJ srotrbhilJ kri~ 
yama1Jo'sarigatalJ syat/ etadarthakadraviq.abha~iisravai:iottara111 pas­
·cattyasyeva miikata tasya sya.tf-loc. cit. 

2kincaiva111 sati vade prativadisabdasya'bodhakatve tatkhai::iq.ana­
kathocchedaJ:t/-VSM., p. 507. 
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apart from the component concepts would be a chimera. 1 

What more, it is an admitted dictum that all our prag­
matic activities can be evoked by the comprehension of the 
relational thought-whatever that might be. \Vhen we 
run towards a nacre thinking it to be a silver-piece, it is 
evident that we have already cognised the relation of iden­
tity-false though it really be, as subsisting between the 
nacre and the silver-piece. Not only pragmatic activities, 
but all our feelings-like happiness and sorrow and anger 
and envy, can be possible if there be a corresponding cog­
nition of a judgment or relational idea to account for 
these mental states. Failing that, there would be no acti­
vity at all-whether bodily or mental. But if the Naiya­
yika viewpoint propounding the element of syntactical 
possibility as a sine qua non towards the com1Jrehension of 
a relational thought-unit be accepted as valid, we would 
be perforce drifting towards such a contingency. Now, is 
it not a fact that when we hear one utter false execrations 
and curses against our own selves we feel angered ? But 
is there in those cases any shred of syntactical possibilty as 
required by the Naiyayika theorists ? Similarly whenever 
we hear the recitation of a good poem enriched with poetic 
metaphors and such other literary embellishments we in­
variably experience a certain kind of joy for the nonce. 
But what is this enjoyment of joyous feeling due to ? Is 
there any syntactical possibility in the metaphorical ex­
pression 'moon-face' that can cause the cognition of the re-
9-uired relational judgment which is capable of account­
mg for the resulting psychological state of joy experienced 
by every person that has any the least pretension to litera-

1na ca etadp;e'.m nanvayabodhal}, kintu padarthabodhamatram iti 
vacyam/ sarvatra evam apattel}/-ibid. Vide : naceti/ yogyavakye eva 
visi$tabuddhil,1 svikriyate ityarthal:i/ sarvatreti/ yogyavakye'pi visi~\abu­
ddhyucchedapattir ityarthal,1/-Kuncika thereon, p. 509. 
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ry taste ? \Ve know by perception that there is a real 
<li.fference between the moon and the face. And yet they 
are iclentified by the poet's imagination. Thus it might 
be, that then~ is the required cognition of the relational 
idea even in the absence of syntactical possibility, so that 
our uncontradicted psychological experiences might be 
properly explained. If it be argued that in the case of such 
metaphors, too, there is no comprehension of any relation 
of identity between the two concepts, and yet there is the 
experience of joy, the Grammarians would raise a counter­
contention and ask : \Vhy is it then that there is no such 
experience of joy when isolated concepts of the moon and 
the face are cognised as such minus the relation of identity 
that is interposed by the poetic imagination? No satisfac­
tory answer can be found to this contention.1 Besides, ask 
the grammarians, is it not a fact that in the case of 
perception relational cognitions are found to arise even 
though there might be contradictory cognitions present ? 
For instance, we do perceive a face as being identical 
with the moon, a piece of stone as the Deity itself, 
even though we are fully conscious all the time that 
this identity is false, that the face and the moon are as 
much distinct as the stone and the Deity invoked. And 
yet the knowledge of contradiction cannot thwart the per­
ceptual cognition. Similarly, in the case of verbal cogni­
tions, too, the knowledge of contradiction is altogether 
~ff ete being incapable of resisting the origin of the cogni-

1na ca pravrttirp prati visi~\ajfianasya hetutvanurodhena sabda­
visi~\ajfianasiddhir iti vacyam/ dul}kha-dve~e'ccha-sukhadavapi tulya­
ritya taddhetutvena satyapi badhaniscaye mithya'bhisapagalidana­
riipakadika vya ja-dul}kha-d ve~ecchasukhadyanurodhena ta tra pi tada­
vasyaka tva t/ anyatha vyutpannanarp mukhatvam asrayas candra­
tvam asrayal}-ityato'pi 'mukharp candra'-ityadita iva camatkara­
pattilJ/-VSM., p. 509. 

10 
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tion of the relational thought, and as such syntactical 
possibility as an essential factor of judgmental cognitions 
need not be postulated at all. Look for example at the 
following illustration : Suppose a man perceives a real 
silver-piece and yet due to defect of vision turns away 
from it in the false belief that "it is not a silver-piece". In 
the meantime a knowledgeable person comes to the spot 
and asserts that "it is a real silver-piece". Now the first 
person who illusorily perceived the silver as not-silver 
would certainly cognise the relational idea conveyed by 
the sentence "This is silver" as uttered by the second 
person and would again run towards the object before him 
even though the verbal cognition consequent upon the 
hearing of the sentence referred to above be contradicted 
by his own perceptual cognition. Thus in this case contra­
diction cannot be regarded as entailing syntactical impossi­
bility capable of resisting the comprehension of the relatio­
nal idea. Similar is the case with every other porposition.1 

Now the Naiyayikas might argue against this criticism as 
follows : We admit that perceptual relational cognitions 
-are possible even in the presence of contradictory know­
ledge as in the case of the perceptual comprehension of 
the identity between the moon and the face contradicted 
as it is by the perceptual knowledge of the real difference 
between the two, as referred to above. This is due to the 
countervailing factor of subjective will or assumjJtive knowledge 
(aharya-jnana) in favour of the said identity that out-weighs 
~he contrary verdict of the normally valid perception. But 
-~n every other form of cognition-whether it be analogy or 
inference, the comprehension of contradiction would resist 
the emergence of the final relational cognitions too, so that 

1ne~a~ _rajatam iti bhramavatas t~to nivrttau aptcna 'idarp raja­
ta°:eva -1ti prayukte badhajfianakale eva tato bodhat pravrtti­
-d.arsanacca/-Op. cit., p .. 507. 
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for the comprehension of the relational idea there must be 
the preceding cognition of syntactical possibility as an 
·essential causal factor. That relational ideas are found to 
-emerge from such avowedly syntactically impossible pro­
positions as_ "Sprinkle with fire" cannot be construed as 
invalidating the above thesis, for here too the relational 
cognition might be justified on the basis of the cognition 
of a false syntactical possibility between the two concepts 
on the part of the hearer. 1 The Grammarians however 
refuse to be convinced by such sophistries. They con­
tend that just as assumptive perception (alza,ya-prat)'ak.fa) 
is possible by virtue of the fiat of our will that over­
.rides all contradictory evidences, so too assumptive ver­
bal cognitions are undeniable in face of syntactical impos­
sibility. 2 In fact, just as in the case of perception a 
jaundiced man is apt to perceive a conch as yellow though 
fully m-vare of its white-ness, so too in the case of proposi­
tions apparently lacking any syntactical possibility the 
cognition of relational thought is unavoidable because of 
the recollection of the constituent concepts as connoted by 
the component terms of the proposition concerned. But 
it might be asked : 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 syntactical possibility, 

1yattu badhakale'pi aharyapratyak~odayat pratyak~anyaji'ianatvam 
eva pratibadhyatavacchedakam vacyam/ tasya carthapattisadhara1:ia­
tvena pratibadhyatavacchdakatvasambhavat anumititvadikam eva 
pratibadhyatavacchedakam-iti sabdabodhe tasyakJptatvat yogyata­
jiiana111 prthag eva hetur -iti/-Comm. Kuncika on VSM., p. 509. 

2badhakale'pi aharya-pratyak~odayat icchaya uttejakatvanurodhe­
na pratyak~atvasyaiva pratibadhyatavacchedakatvat upanitabhana­
saclharai)a-pratibadhyataya}:i sabdabodhavrttitvat badhakale'pi ahar­
yal:i, sabdabodho bhavatyeva-iti bhaval:i/-Kuncika, loc. cit. 
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why is it that those cognitions are not followed by corres­
ponding pragmatic activities as is usually the case with 
propositions that satisfy the requirement of syntactical 
possibility ? \Vhen we hear the sentence "Sjninkle with 
water" we at once proceed to the performance of the 
corresponding action. But in the case of the sentence 
"SfJrinkle with fire" we do not stir ourselves to any activity 
at all. How are we to account for this distinction from 
the viewpoint of pragmatic activities bet,veen two proposi­
tions-one having syntactical possibility and the other 
devoid of it, if both of them alike be capable of evoking 
relational cognitions ? 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. Our denial of 
syntactical possibility as a sine qua non of relational cogni­
t~ons has reference only to the formal validity of proposi­
tions, while the N aiyayika uncritically enough confounds. 
it with the issue of objective validity of propositions. These 
two issues must always be kept apart and studied sepa­
rately. The question of validity of propositions (sabda­
prama'f}ya)-whcre validity means objective validity-is a 
separate problem altogether and may well be the subject­
matter of a separate study. For the present, it has no­
place in the scheme of our discussion that mainly centres 
round the problem of formal requirements of a certain 
group of words in order to constitute a proposition 
c_apable of producing judgmental cognition. Now rever­
tmg to the Naiyayika contention as to why the relational 
~hought cognised from the prc_>position "Sprinkle with fire" 
is not_ followed by the corresponding pragmatic activity, 
we might state that the cognition of the relational thought­
unit carries with itself no guarantee as to its objective 
validity as well. And all pragmatic activities are possible 
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if there be the knowledge of objective validity of the rela­
tional cognition itself, at least for the nonce. ,v e would 
never run towards a shell if the relational perceptual 
cognition of the shell being a silver-piece, hovvsoever 
illusory in itselC were not supposed to be valid for 
the time being. But this knowledge of objective validity 
of the relational cognition evoked by the proposition 
"Sprinkle with fire" is rendered impossible contradicted 
as it is by the verdict of much stronger cognitive instru­
ments such as percej1tion and iliference, and as such the ex­
pected pragmatic activity is also checked in consequence. 
True, that the element of validity of verbal cognitions con­
sequent upon the element of syntactical pos='libilily has an 
important bearing on the question of feasibility of prag­
matic activities, but it would be the height of ignorance 
to make the verbal cognition a variable of syntactical 
possibility. Bhartrhari too has unequivocally asserted 
that words have the inherent power of calling forth cogni­
tions of ideas that have not the least objectivity, thereby 
implying the uselessness of syntactical possibility, or its 
awareness as a causal element of judgmental cognitions.1 

This is not peculiar to verbal cognitions alone. In the case 
of perception and inference as well the knowledge of contradic­
tion cannot impede or arrest the emergence of the deter­
minate relational cognition though it might later on be 
-condemned as illusory or false in the light of the contra­
dictory evidence ushered in by a stronger cognitive instru­
ment. For, the emergence of deteminate relational cog­
nition--whether it be perception or inference or verbal cogni-

1 .•. na ca 'vahnina sifica' -ityadital:i pravrttir api syat/ badha-jfiane­
na jayamanajfi'ine apramai:iyasa11kaya jananat tacchimya-jfianasyaiva 
pravrttyupayogitvena'k~ate~/ bauddhasyaiva sarvatra bodhavi~ayat­
vena bidhasyaivabhavacca/ tadukta~1-''atyantasatyapi hyarthe 
jfiina111 sabdal:i karoti hi" -iti/ -VSM., p. 512. 
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tion, requires nothing but the presence of the totality of 
those factors alone the combination of which is competent 
to give rise to that cognition. It does not stand in need of 
any other extraneous circumstance. As for instance, visual 
perception is possible ·wherever there is unimpaired vision 
besides the presence of the object concerned, the presence 
of light, as also of the triple contact of the soul with 
the mind and of the sense-organ ,vith the mind and the 
object. Thus when there are two different combinations 
of causes-competent to give rise to two different sorts of 
contradictory cognitions, nothing can prevent the simul­
tenous emergence of both of them, though afterwards one 
must be regarded as valid and the other condemned as 
false in conformity with the Law of Excluded A1iddle. And 
of these that alone should be false which was produced by 
a defective causal combination. But as has been already 
stressed, this question of validity or otherwise of cognitions 
should be carefully kept divorced from the question of 
their origin-that constitutes a problem in itself. 1 This 
thesis is further corroborated by the statement of Patafijali 
in his Mahabhau,a on P. III. 2. 124. There Patafijali 
asserts that occasionally inferential knowledge supersedes 
perceptual cognition though in the normal course it is the 
latter that overrides the former in case of mutual conflict. 
To substantiate his assertion Pantafi.jali refers to the ins­
tance of a string with a white-hot piece of iron tied to its 
end ,vhirled round with great speed, so that to an onlook­
er it appears as if an iron disc is being moved round. Here 

1 vastuto badhajfianal!l na kvapi jfiane pratibandhakam/ tatkale'pi 
satya1!1 samagryal!l jayata eva jfianam/ tatra sva-sva-samagrivasat 
dvayor api jfianayor jatayor yatra jfiine sadosa-samarrri•J·anyatva-. ~ 

grah~s tatrapramal).yagraha ityeva maryada jyayasi/ yatha 'gche gha-
to'-sti', 'gehe gha~o nasti'-iti paraspaparaviruddhe dvabhyal!l prayu­
k te/-VSM., lac. cit. 
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perception that represents the string as an iron disc is re­
pudiated as illusory by a simultaneous act of inference on 
the basis of the fact that the heat of the white-hot piece of 
iron as felt by our tactile sense is intermittent and not· conti­
nuous on all sides as it would have been the case had a real 
heated iron-disc been moving. One might however object 
that this is no case of supersession of perception by a 
simultaneous act of inference but merely an example of 
supersession of a jJreceding act of preception by a subsequent 
one. For, what is really the case is that when the move­
ment of the string stops, the perception of a white-hot piece 
of iron tied to the end of the string instead of a heated 
iron-disc confirms the illusory nature of the former act of 
perception. But this interpretation is too naive to be 
convincing. Are we not aware of the illusoriness of our 
perception of the moving white-hot iron-piece as a disc 
even when it is being actually whirled round by feeling its touch 
on all sides ? And as such are not the two cognitions­
one perceptual and the other inferential, simultaneous and con­
tradicto,y? So what is the point in the Naiyayika thesis 
that the knO\vledge of the contradictory resists the emer­
gence of the relational cognition ? And if this be possible 
in the case of peception what logic can there be in deny­
ing its possibiHty in the case of verbal cognitions, suppos­
ing the contradictory knowledge due to the absence of 
syntactical possibility to be simultaneously present ? Simi­
larly inferential knowledge is possible even if the pro bans be 
mistimed or incomjJatible1 due to the probandum being con­
tradicted by a simultaneous act of perception in such cases 
of reasonina as-·'This fire is non-warm, because it is a .:, 

product", even though it might be finally repudiated as 
illusory. So the Naiyayika contention that inference is 

1The English equivalent of the fallacy called 'kaliitita'. See the 
late MM. Dr. S. C. Vidyabhu~ai:ia's History ef Indian Logic. 
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altogether impossible in the event of the compresence of 
the knowledge of contradiction is wholly untenable. Thus 
the knowledge of contradiction cannot arrest the simul­
taneo·us emergence of both the antinomic cognitions, 
though it serves to determine the validity or othenvise of 
the one as against the other1 • Now the opponents might 
argue at this stage : Conceding that the knowledge of 
contradiction cannot resist the emergence of the verbal 
cognition, but can merely lead to the knowledge of its 
invalidity as the Grammarians strive to maintain, how is 
it possible to account for the resultant sorrow, anger and 
other feelings that one is apt to experience on hearing 
utterances of execrations that primafacie lack any syntacti­
cal possibility, inasmuch as the awareness of invalidity 
with reference to the emergent judgmental cognitions 
arising therefrom rules out the possibility of such feelings 
that can be evoked by a comprehension of validity with 
regard to those judgmental cognitions? How can one be 
angry or sorrowful when he is fully cognisant that the 

1kinca iisusaiicarat alatacakrarri pratyak~ei:ia drsyate, anekadikkasya 
riipa-sahacarii:ial:t sparsasya yugapadagrahai:iad hetolJ, anumiiniid ga­
myate naitad astiti/ ananyathasiddhiinumiiniicca tadabhiivajfiiine 
tena purvajfiinasya bhramatvarri kalpyate-iti "Latah satr-" iti sutre 
Bha~ya-Kaiyyatayor uktarri/ evarri ca bidhajfiinakiile'pi anumiti~ 
svikrta/ atra drsyate gamyate iti varttamiinanirdes:ibhyam ubhayor 
ekakalikata siicita/ anekadikka-sparsasya yugapadagrahanan1pahetor 
b~rama ityeva tasmin sambhavacca/ pratyak~asya prabalatve tu anu­
mitau bhramatvakalpanam/eva111 ca badhasya hetviibhiisatvam anu­
p~pa~nam/ anumitau tena apramai:iyagrahasya jananat/ evam anya­
trapyuhy~m/-VSM., pp. 512-13. Comp. alsoBhartrhari's Vakya-padiya, 
I. 131 cited by Kaiyata in his comm. on the above Bhii.yya-text:. 
" ' b dh spania~ra ~n o hastena yatha cakrasya santatalJ/ na tathii'lataca-
kras_ya vicchmnarri sprsyate hi tat//''. For other references to this illus­
tration of aliita-cakra in philosophical works vide Col. G. A. Jacob's 
Han4ful of Popular Maxims, Pt. III, p. 92. ( Nirnaya Sagara Press. 
Second Edition. 1911 ). 



ELEMENTS OF SYNT,\X: 153 

judgmental cognitions caused by the propos1t10ns em­
b?dying execrations are destitute of the least validity in 
view of the latter lacking any syntactical possibility ? The 
point is subtle no doubt, but the Garmmarians mio-ht 

t, 

meet it as follows : ,v e admit that the awareness of in-
validity with reference to the relational cognitions aroused 
by execratory propositions should ipso facto prevent the 
emergence of any such feelings. . But the feelings are not 
produced by the cognition of the relational idea /Jer se, as 
has been falsely apprehended by the opponents, but they 
are brought about through the instrumentality of the 
function of suggestion (vyanjana-vyaj1ara), the nature of which 
ought to be studied separately. It might however be con­
tended : ,vould not the same difficulty consequent upon 
the awareness of invalidity emerge in the case of sugges­
tion too ? The answer is : Certainly not. For the cog­
nition generated by suggestion can in no way be superse­
ded in view of its invalidity, the function of suggestion 
being psychological rather than logical. 1 

The next item of contiguity (asatti) now comes up for 
discussion. The intended relational cognition cannot arise 
from a group of words if the terms expressing concepts 
expecting one another be separated by intervening words 
not having any immediate syntactical expectancy with 
the former. Thus syntactical contiguity has two component 
elements : (a) There must be immediacy of two or more 
concepts that are intended to be related, and (b) second­
ly, the concepts concerned must be actually expressed 
through the medium of words and should not be merely 
present in the mind by virtue of recollection. If any of 

1na ca galidanadisthale'pi badhajnanena tatrapramai:i-yagrahe duI:i­
khanupapattir iti vacyam/ tato duI:ikhabhave'pi vyafijanajanyajnane 
tu na badhajnanena apramai:i-yajnanam iti spa~tam Kav;•a-prakiiJiidau/­
.VSM., p. 516. 
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these two constituents be lacking there would ensue the· 
absence of the said contiguity, and consequently the in-­
tended relational thought would not be comprehended. 
For example, when we say-" The mountain has eaten is 
fiery Devadatta", meaning thereby that "the mountain is 
.fie1y" and that "Devadatta has eaten", there is the absence 
of the first of the above two constituent elements of 
contiguity inasmuch as there is temporal intervention be­
tween the interdependent concepts due to the utterance 
of other words in between so that the emergence of the 
intended judgmental cognition is obfuscated. Again, 
when we utter the words "Tether the cow" intending to 
mean however "Tether both the cow and the horse (which 
also is present before us)" the second requirement of syn­
tactical contiguity is violated in view of the concept of 
horse being not expressed through the medium of the word 
'horse', which prevents the cognition of the intended judg­
ment.1 But Nagoji Bhatta maintains that syntactical 
contiguity need not be considered as an essential pre-­
requisite of judgmental cognitions. It might be required 
for those who are deficient in the capacity of comprehend­
ing the mutual expectancy of the interdependent con­
cepts, but to those of quick intelligence it is absolutely 
superfluous. 2 The absence of contiguity can at best delay 
the comprehension of the required judgment, but it can-

1sabdai}:l sannihitatvena bodhitatva111 padarthana~1 sannidhir 
ucyate/ atah sannihitatvabhavat sabdabodhitatvabhavacca clvcdha 
sannidhyabl~avo bhavati/ tatra bhinnakaloccaritayor gam anaya itya­
tra padayol:i- sannihitatvabhavat ananvaya}:1/ ga.111 badhana-ityatra 
bandhanapek~asya drsyamanasya asvasya sabdabodhitatvabhavad eva 
ananvaya}:1/ ata}:l sabdapratipannanam eva anvaya}:l iti niyamalJ sicl­
dl1al:i/-Mii11a-m~yodaya. 

2asattir api mandasya avilambena sabdabodhe karaJ)am/ ... amandasya 
tu asattyabhave'pi padarthopasthitau aka.Ii.k~ajfianavato bodho'vi­
lambenaiva bhavatiti na tadbodhe tasya}:l karai;iatvam/-VSM., p. 522~ 
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not check it altogether. Do we not comprehend rela­
tional ideas from a verse ,vhere the concepts intended to 
be brought into syntactical relation are mostly separated 
by intervening ,vords that do not directly stand to any 
such relation ? This is further suggested by a passage in 
the Alalzablzaf ya under P. I. 1. 58 : "na padanta-dvirvacaua­
varc)'a l o/Ja-sl'ara-savarzza-nusvara-dzrglza-jas-car-vidhiJu' ', where 
Patafijali definitively asserts that the required judgmental 
cognition is possible even though there be lack of conti­
guity (anujJUrvya) with reference to the words denoting 
concepts that are intended to be syntactically related, 
provided there be the element of syntactical expectancy. As 
an example he refers to the following apparently enigmatic 
group of words-viz., "The bull (anacjvaham) carrying 
water ( udalzari) who ( ya ) thou (tvam) carriest (lzarasi) 
upon head ( sirasa ) the pitcher ( kumblzam ) 0 sister ! 
(blzagini) crookedly (sacznam) running (ablzidlzavantam) hast 
seen ( adrakJz{t) ? " where the the intended relational idea 
-viz. "0 thou sister ! who carriest upon (thy) head a 
pitcher of water, hast thou seen a bull running crooked­
ly ?"-is cognised even though the terms are used hapha­
zardly without any heed to the element of contiguity 
that their semantic interdependence demands. 1 Commen­
ting on this passage Kaiyyata-the scholiast of the Maha­
blzaf ya, refers to the parallel dictum of the Purva-mzma1?zsa 
system that envisages the element of logical sequence (artha­
karma) inherent as between two mutually expectant con­
cepts as much stronger than mere textual sequence ( pa/ha-

1ananup11rvye9api sannivi~tana1!1 yathe~ta1!1 abhisambandho bha­
vati/ tady,i,tha -"anac;Ivaham udahari ya tva1!1 harasi sirasa kumbhai:1 
bhagini sacinam abhidhavantam adrak~il:" - iti/ tasya yathe~tam abhi­
sarnbandho bhavati-udahari bhagini ya tva1!1 kumbha1!1 harasi 
sirasa anac;Ivaha1!1 sacinam abhidhavantam adrak~iriti/ -Op. cit., Vol. 
I., p. 450. (NSP. Edition). 
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krama ) and as such able to supersede the latter when 
required. 1 In further elucidating this, Nagoji Bhatta-in 
his sub-commentary Uddyota on Kaiyyata's Prad1pa, refers 
to the popular maxim known as rajaJJUra-JJravesa-nyaya-i. e. 
the simile of the manner of entering a royal city. Just as 
a mob, when it is about to enter a royal city through a 
narrow gate-way, must arrange itself into a regular file in 
an orderly fashion, so too concepts even though expressed 
by words jumbled up together without any heed· as to 
their syntactical contiguity, of necessity relate themselves 
with one another according to their inherent expectancy 
before they can form into a self-sufficient relational judg­
ment. 2 This view of Pataiijali is corroborated by a state­
ment of Vatsyayana as occurring in his Bhat;ya on Gauta­
ma's Nyaya-Sutra, I. 2. 9. There it is asserted without 
the least ambiguity that concepts relate themselves with 
one another according to their syntactical expectancy even 
though there might not be the usual propositional proxi­
mity in respect of the terms expressive thereof. 3 

1Pathakramad arthakramo baliyan iti yathe~tam abhisambandhalJ/ 
-Pradipa, Loe. cit. For an elucidation of the six varieties of krama-viz. 
sruti-krama, artha-krama, piitha-krama, prau,:tti-krama, sthiina-krama, and 
muk}rya-krama-of which patha-krama and artha-krama are but two ins­
tances uide Jacob's Handful of Popular Maxims, Pt. III, pp. 86-87. 

2arthakramo nama riijapuraprauesa-nyiiyena svasvaka1i.k~itarthanvaya­
krama}:i/ eva111 ca kalpitasannavakyad bodhavi~aye tatparyaJ"!l niyii­
:nakam iti bhavah/ Bhiisyiit tu asattyabhave'pi padarthopasthitau 
ak- 'k • • 

an ~avasat vyutpattyanusarel)-a'nvayabodho labhyate/-loc. cit. For 
;n explanation of the maxim referred to above uide Jacob, Op. cit., Pt. 

I, pp. 67-68. • 
3Ya_:;ya yena'bhisambandho diirasthasyapi tasya sa}:i/ arthato hysa­

~art~anam anantaryam akaral)-am//-Op. cit., p. 84- (Benares Edition); 
~ 0 ~ited by Riiyyaka in his Vyaktiuiueka-uyiikhyiina-a commentary on 

_ ah~mabhatta's celebrated treatise on Poetics, where for asamartliii-

snam_ is read asamiislinam. Vide Vyakti-uiueka, p. 287. ( Kashi Sans. 
enes Edition). 
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Thus a review of the basic requirements of a propo­
sition, from the standpoint of formal validity of course, 
reveals that it is e>..j}ectancy alone that matters, the other 
two elements-viz. syntactical possibility and contiguity, being 
unnecessary,-the former being more concerned vvith the 
determination of objective validity of the judgmental thought 
than with its formal legitimacy, and the latter being rather 
in the nature of an auxiliary than an essential causal factor. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

ABHIHIT.1INVAFA-VADA Versus A.NVITABHIDH.LVA-V.-ID.:l: 

BHATTA Versus PR.A.BRA.KARA VIEW REGARDING 

THE PROCESS OF VERBAL COGNITIO~. 

hr the preceding section we have discussed the Naiyayika 
position vis-a-vis the Vaiyakarai:ia thesis with regard to the 
basic requirements of a formally valid proposition capable 
of generating determinate judgmental cognition. This 
leads us naturally to inquire as to the process and possibi­
lity of relational cognitions. It is obvious that the concepts 
expressed by isolated words are discrete and self-contained. 
But as soon as these words are grouped together side by 
side according to the requirements of syntax there emerges 
an altogether new element-a cognition relational in its 
essence that can in no way be equated with any of the 
:-0 mponent concepts. For instance, when the word cow 
Is uttered we cognise the idea of an individual cow per se. 
But when the words "The cow is white" are heard that 
isolation breaks down. Here the word 'cow' refers riot to 
any and every cow-individual-a non-determined and 
discrete particular, but the cow as characterised by the 
concept white-ness. Nor does the term 'white' convey the 
idea of the quality of white-ness per se, but as inherent in 
the substratum of that particular cow individual. Thus 
t~ere can be no gainsaying the fact that there is• absolute 
difference in the sense of the term as used in isolation from 
wh_en it is brought into juxtaposition with other terms. 
It Is the comprehension of the relation or mutual interdepend­
e:z~e between the component concepts that marks a propo­
SitIOn from an isolated word. But where does this cognition 
of relation as a tertium quid come from ? Is it clue to the 
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1nherent capacity of the isolated concepts to bring them­
selves into relation with one another? Or does relation 
too fall within the orbit of the connotation of a particular 
term as does universal as well as quality and action and subs­
tance as already discussed in a previous chapter, so that it 
is nothing extrinsic to the constitution of a concept ? To 
put it more plainly, does the word cow-e.g. in the propo­
sition "the cow is white", itself connote the idea of the cow­
.individual as characterised by the universal cow-hood and as 
related to the concejJt wlzite-ness, so that the relation becomes 
an intrinsic part of the connotion itself, or does it connote 
the idea of the individual cow per se destitute of any rela­
tion with any particular concept like white-ness, in which 
case relation becomes something extraneous to the conno­
tation of the term, for the comprehension of which some 
satisfactory explanation has to be sought for ? The 
problem is subtle and abstruse in the extreme-as the 
eminent Prabhakara himself admits in his Brhati on 
.Sabara's Blzaf ya1 and must have to be tackled with ut­
most care and highest critical acumen. There are two 
principal views prevalent on this problem-one being 
advanced by Kumarila and the other put forth by 
Prabhakara, the eponymous founders of the t\-vo schools 
of the Purva-mzma1?zsa system of philosophy, and as in so 
many other respects they are totally divergent in respect 
of the present issue as well. According to the follov,,ers 
of Kumarila-the words constituting a sentence first 
convey their respective meanings-isolated and discrete, 
and it is these meanings or concepts as denoted by the 
words that relate themselves together in conformity with 
the triple requirements of syntactical expectanc)', competency, 

1gahane'ya:q1 nyaya-padavi/ katham avagahaniye'ti yukta sampra­
dhara9a/-Op. cit., Pt. I, p. 360 (Madras University Sanskrit Series). 
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and contiguity,-as already discussed in the last section in 
some detail. This is known as ab!zilzitanvaya-vada-or the 
theory that views the judgment arising from a proposition 
as the relation ( anz,a}'a) of concepts that are denoted 
(abhilzita) in isolation by the constituent words. The ex­
ponents of the rival theory of anvitablzidlzana-vada are the 
followers of Prabhakara, in whose opinion the judgment 
that is evidently relational in character is nothing but a 
juxtaposition of the concepts themselves that are in essence 
expressed along with the relation that they ultimately 
bear to one another. The basic difference between these 
two divergent theories consists in this that while Kumarila 
and his followers envisage an isolated word as a unit of 
expression and an isolated concept as a unit of sense, the 
followers of Prabhakara regard the sentence as a unit of 
expression the judgment being the true unit of sense in 
their view1 . It would become plain as we further develop. 
these two theories. 

Let us begin with Kumarila's thesis. According to. 
him the words constituting the proposition-e.g. "Bring 
the jar" (ghatam anaya), first convey their respective mean­
ings. In respect of the relation (sa1l7,sarga) which is com-­
prehended from the sentence, the component words have 
no efficiency at all. It falls totally beyond the orbit of 
the connotation of individual terms. But it might be 
asked: Whereform does this comprehension of the required 
relation arise ? Kumarila states that the relation which 
is the connotation of the sentence as opposed to individual 
terms is attained through the instrumentality of the indivi-

1atredaf!1 vicaryam/ vyutpattir baliyasi-na sabdo'rtham avagama­
yati vyutpattim antareIJ.a/ vyutpattis ca kirp vakyasya vakyarthe, 
padasya va padarthe iti/ yadi vakyasya vakyarthe vyutpattis tad 
anvitabhidhanam/ padasya padarthe vyutpattau abhihitanvaya-iti/­
N .lv/., Vol. I., p. 364. 
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dual concepts by virtue of their possession of syntactical 
expectancy, competen()' and contiguity-that are primarily 
the attributes of concepts themselves as already made clear 
in our previous disquisitions. Thus relation is not the direct 
connotation of constituent terms of a proposition, but is 
intervened by the comprehension of the individual ·and 
isolated concepts as communicated in succession that 
must invariably pre~ede its comprehension. , This theory 
of Kumarila is based on the statement of Sahara under 
JS. I. 1. 25 where the Bha~yakara clearly maintains that 
the comprehension of the relation is possible through the 
agency of the concepts themselves. 1 But the opponents 
might contend : If the concepts themselves be capable 
of directly conveying the required relation independently 
of the terms that are totally defunct with reference to 
the latter, what is the necessity of using words to convey 
that relation? For instance, when we see a swiftly running 
patch of white colour, hear the neighing accompanied with 
the sound of hoofs-there instantly arises in our mind the 
relational cognition-viz. that "the white horse is running". 
Here too concepts themselves as cognised through percep­
tion, irrespective of any verbal agency, are capable of 
generating the relational thought-unit concerned. But 
would that relation be regarded as equivalent to the verbal 
cognition of the self-same relational thought or the judg­
ment that arises from the verbal statement-viz. "The 
white horse is running"? Certainly not. The relational 
thought as conveyed by a proposition is quite different 
from the one that is comprehended through other instru­
ments of knowledge-whether it be perception or inference or 
analogy. But if Kumarila's position be accepted, argue the 

1padani hi sva~ svam artham abhidhaya nivrtta-vyaparal).i/ athe­
dan1111 padartha avagata}:i santo vakyarthal!l gamayanti/-ibid. 

11 
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followers of Prabhakara, the difference between the above 
two categories of relational thought cannot be satisfac­
torily accounted for inasmuch as the comprehension of 
the component concepts that is posited to be the direct 
cause of the relational cognition is ·alike in both the cases.1 

What more, if the verbal knowledge be really the product 
of the efficiency inherent in concepts and falls beyond the 
scope of verbal efficiency a seperate instrument of cogni­
tion qua 'Concepts' (padartha) has to be posited to that end 
in addition to the six already recognised-contend the 
critics of Kumarila, inasmuch as verbal cognition stands 
as a category apart from all other cognitions-whether 
they be Perception or Inference or Analogy or anything 
else. 2 But the Bhattas might argue in order to differ­
entiate the determinate relational verbal cognition from 
the corresponding relational cognition generated by other 
instruments of knowledge by pointing out that while the 
constituent concepts of a determinate verbal cognition 
must be expressed through the agency of words, in a 

1nanu tatha'pi padanam anvitabhidhane samarthyan.1 na kalpan1-
ya~ padasmaritanam eva padarthanam akank~adivasat anyonyanva­
yapratyayakatvopapatter-iti cet/ maivam/ manantaradhigatanaJ11 
padarthana~ vakyarthapratyayakatvadarsanat/ nanu-"pasyatal:i- sve­
timarupa~ he~asabda~ ca Sfl).Vatal:i-/ khuraniJ:tk~epa-sabda~ ca sveto'­
svo dhavatlti dhiJ:t//" (SV. Vakyadhikara1J.a, v. 358.)-iti nyayat astyeva 
padarthana~ sa~sargabodhajanakatvam iti cet-na/ anumanat artha­
patter va tatra sa~sargavagamat/ /-Tattva-pradipika of Citsukhacarya, 
p. 148 (NSP. Edn.). 

2nanukta~ na manantaranubhutanam arthariipal).a~ vakyartha­
dhi-prasavasamarthyam upalabdham/ upalambhe va saptamaprama­
i:i-aprasangal:i-/-Vacaspati Misra's Tattva-bindu, p. 120 (Annamalai 
University Sanskrit Series, No. 3.). Also ibid., p. 110. Vide also : api 
ca sabdasamarthyajanyatve vakyarthapratyayasya padarthakhyarµ 
saptama~ prama.1:i-am abhyupeya~ syat/ pratyak~adi~u tasyanantar­
bhavat//-TP., pp. 148-49. 
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corresponding relational cognition other than verbal 
knowledge like Perception etc. this condition is lacking 
inasmuch as the component concepts there are presented 
through other instruments of knowledge, so that the argu­
ment of the critics of the abhihitanvaya-vada that the accep­
tance of the Bhatta thesis would obliterate all distinction 
between verbal knowledge on the one hand and other 
-1::ategories of cognition on the other has no raison d'etre at 
all. In verbal cognition the constituent concepts must be 
expressed through the denotative function of words and 
this can be construed as a dijferentia sufficient to distinguish 
it from all other categories of knowledge. But as against 
this the followers of Prabhakara might contend : True, 
that the difficulty can be tided over temporarily by such 
a course of argumentation, but this would obviously lead 
to the postulation of a plurality of functions. For instance, 
in view of the above inteirpretation of the Bhatta position, 
it should be maintained that in addition to the efficiency 
inherent in individual terms with regard to the compre­
hension of the corresponding concepts per se, the concepts 
too are invested with an efficiency with reference to the 
cognition of the relational judgment, as also the fact that 
the isolated terms have in themselves the further efficiency 
in respect of investing the concepts conveyed by them with 
the said causal efficiency with regard to the cognition of the 
final relational judgment. Thus, on the Bhatta view there 
must be postulated a plurality of functions that outrages 
the basic principle of the Law of Parsimony which remains 
non-violate if the rival theory of anvitabhidhana is accepted, 
as would be shown later on.1 To this the Bhattas might 

1 tatha tisral: saktayalJ kalpyera1J, dveva/ padana1~1 hi ta vat artharu­
pabhidhanarupa saktil), tadartharupa9am anyonyanvayasaktilJ, tada­
dhana-saktis ca.para padanam eva-iti/ smarakatvapak~e ttikta1!1 
sakti-dvayam/ anvitabhidhane tu padanam ekaiva saktil:/ tat kalpa-
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reply : Admitting that the acceptance of our thesis in­
volves the postulation of a plurality of functions as sl:own 
by the opponents, is there any sufficient reason for blm?ly 
adhering to the Law of Parsimony as if 'it were somethmg 
sacrosanct? ls not this sort of fetishism completely irrecon­
cilable with scientific open-minedness that forms the condi­
tio sine qua non of any serious dispute worth the name? 
We uphold the claim that isolated words first convey the· 
ideas of isolated conceJ;ts which again on their part lead to 
the cognition of the final Judgment. And this procedure is 
confirmed by an impartial analysis of our verbal cogni­
tions. Suppose a person labouring under some inherent 
psychological delinquency hears a group of words that 
really constitute a formally valid proposition. "\iVould he 
not comprehend the isolated concepts expressed by the 
constituent words of the proposition even though he might 
fail to realise the relation subsisting between those concepts. 
on account of his mental aberration that resists the aware­
ness of the triple requirements of expectancy, comjJelency and 
contiguity that exist per seas between the concepts? It is qnite 
evident therefrom that words have the inherent efficiency 
of generating the idea of discrete concepts destitute of the 
relation that links them together, the realisation of which 
is dependent upon the awareness of the triple requirements. 
of syntax. And if this be really the case how can one help 
postulating a plurality of functions, and recognising the 

nalaghavat etadeva nyayyam iti/-Tattva-bindu, pp. 122-23. Vide also : 
ki111 ca padarthanam anabhihitana:qi. sa:qi.sargabodhakatvabha\·at 
abhihitanam eva tad e~tavyam/ tatha ca padarthanam samsargapra­
tyayajananasamarthyarri padana~ ca padarthe~u tatsa~arti1yadhana­
samarthyam iti dvaya111 kalpaniyam-iti kalpanagauravam abhihitanva­
yavadinal!- · ·/-TP., on which the commentary Nayana-j1rasiidi11i ob­
serves : atra ca samarthyadvayabhidhana:qi. prathamika-padartha­
buddhel~ sahacaryat smrtitvam abhipretya/-ibid., p. 149. 
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-concepts alone as the proximate cause towards the final 
cognition of the relational judgment, the words having 
only a remote bearing on our verbal cognitions ? This is 
further illustrated by the fact that the realisation of the 
final relational judgment is present or absent according as 
its proximate cause-viz. the comprehension of the com­
ponent concepts as expressed by the isolated words, is 
present or absent, so that the causal efficiency of concepts 
with regard to the relational thought is logically estab­
lished beyond dispute by an appeal to the Joint lvlethod of 
Agreement and Difference. 1 But the theorists of the Prabha­
kara school might argue : Granting that words convey 
the idea of discrete concepts, totally unrelated with one 
another, how can the relation be at all cognised, and 
even so how can that cognition of relation be valid ? 
Suppose a man recollects a palace without knowing its 
exact location-say, Pataliputra, and at the same time re­
-collects a different place-say, j\1ahi1matz, instead of 
Pataliputra, which is in no way related with the palace 
-concerned. Would it not be an implausible fact to connect 
the palace with the country of Mahi1matz instead of Patali­
putra, and would not the cognition of such a relation if at 
.all possible be condemned as illusory in view of the 
-complete isolation of the two concepts ? And yet the 

1atrabhidhiyate-e~a tavad autsargiko nyayo yad asati balavad­
badhakopanipate-"sahakaril)i karye ca pratyasanna1:1 hi karai:iam/ 
sati tadbhavabhavitve tatha carthasmrtil:i- padat//"-bhavati hi kutas­
cit manasad aparadhat viditapadartho viditapadart:ipamatras ca ceta­
no na manag api vakyartham avagacchati/ avagacchati tu samabhivya­
hrtapadakadambakopajanitasvarthasmrtyanantarnm/ tad amu~am eva 
vakyarthasmrtlnam akank~a-yogyata'sa tti-sahakarinina1:1 karai:ia tva1:1 
vakyarthapratyaya1:1 pratyadhyavasyama}:i/-TB., pp. 111-12. Vide 
also: vina'bhidheyasmarai:iam anvayapratipattital:i-/ tattat-padartha­
smrtayas te~am anvayabodhikal]-//-TP., I. 25. 
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exponents of the theory of abhihitanvaya-vada lead us un­
awares to an identical contingency by asking us to acqui­
esce in the view that the relation falls outside the orbit of 
the direct efficiency of words and is the product of juxta­
position of concepts totally isolated and as such lacking 
any essential nexus per se. 1 The answer of the followers 
of the Bhatta school against this contention would be as 
follows : The argument of the opponents bespeaks a hope­
less muddle of thought consequent upon the confusion of 
two altogether different issues. True, that in cases of non­
verbal recollections of mutually non-related concepts, the 
comprehension of any relation would be prima facie im­
possible. But why should it be so in the case of the recollec­
tion of isolated cancepts as generated through the me-­
dium of words invested as they are with the triple syntac­
tical requisites of expectancy, competency and contiguiry ? The 
same phenomenon can generate different effects in turn 
when it is re-inforced by different groups of auxiliaries in 
succession. For instance, recollection per se is capable of 
generating the mediate cognition of past objects. But rein­
forced by perception, it is found to be the instrument of a 
different category of valid cognition altogether-viz. recog­
nition ( praryabhijna ) that is cognisant of an immediately 
present object. Similarly, as pure non-verbal recollections. 
of isolated concepts cannot generate the cognition of the re­
lation, there can be no reason why they should equally fail 
to produce that cognition when they become re-inforced 
by other auxiliary factors like the verbal medium and 
the three-fold elements of syntax with regard to which there· 

1yadapi matam-svarthasvarii.pasmrtayo'pi hi vastutas tadartha-­
ntarasa111gatarthagocara na svarii.pamiitragocaram arthantarei:ia ghata-­
yati, vibhramaprasa:ti.gat/ na khalu prasadamatrasya smaranto'smara­
ntas ca taddesa111 pataliputra111 svarii.pamatrasmrtaya mahi~matya 
ena111 gha~ayitum isate, isana vii bhavantyabhranta.lJ./-TB., p. 113. 
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is perfect agreement between the two rival sects. 1 Now, 
the antagonists might argue : Conceding that the isolated 
concepts as recollected from jndividual terms constitute 
the proximate cause, independently of the words expres­
sive thereof, of the cognition of the resultant relational 
thought, would it not lead to the postulation of the con­
cepts themselves as the seventh instrument of cognition besides 
the six already existing-as has been previously pointed out? 
To this the abhihitanvaya-vadins would reply : It is accep­
ted on all hands that .fruti ( direct statement), liizga (mark), 
vakya (syntactical connection), prakaraTJ,a ( context), sthana 
(position) and samaklzya (name) are all equally different 
categories of the same instrument of cognition-viz. 
Verbal Testimony. Of these sruti, vakya and samakhya alone 
can be properly regarded as instances of verbal testimony 
inasmuch as they are verbal in essence, while the remain­
ing three-viz. liizga, prakara{za and sthana bejng non-verbal 
in essence, devoirl as they are of any connection with ver-

1tad apyasampratam/ ma nama bhut 1drsa111 smarai:iaphalasya 
sa:qiskaryasya samarthyarp yat anubhuta'nanubht1tasvarupa-tadartha­
ntarasan_1sargavi~ayam adhatte smara1~am samicinam iti/ sambhavati 
tu sama bhivyahrta-padavali-labdhajanmanam arthasvarupasmrtinam 
akank~adiru pa-sahakaribhedopadhanahita - dasantaropa tta -pnmai:ia­
bhaviin im anantaradrsyamana- manantaranadhigata - svarthaparas­
parasambandha-nirbhasa-prakasaphalanam/ anyatha pratyabhijfianam 
api nopajayeta/ .. . -TB., pp. 114-16. Videalso: na ca padarthasvarupa­
matravi~ayasmrtinam anyonyanvayabodhakatvam anupapannam 
anyatradr~tatvat-iti vacyam/ smarai:iamatrasya samarthyabhave'pi 
sarnabhivyahrta-padakadambaka-samupajanita-padarthasmrtinam a­
kank~adisahakarii:iinarp sambhavatyeva tadbodhakatvam, sahakaribhe­
dopadanat/ katham anyatha sa111~karendriyayor anyatra parasparasa11-
gatarthavi~ayayoJ:i pratyabhijfiayaf!1 purvaparadesakalasarpsr~taika­
vastubodhakatvam/ parasparasahakaritaya tathatva111 tu prakfte'pi 
tulyam/-TP., p. 149, on which the Nayana-prasadini observes: visakali­
ta padarthama trasmrtinam adarsane' pi padasmari ta padarthasmrnnarp 
sahakarivasat upapadyate-ityarthal:i/-loc. cit. 
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bal element in the first instance, should have been properly 
classed under a different category of cognitive instrument 
-viz. Concept (padartha). And yet they have been classed 
together as instances of the self-same cognitive instru­
ment qua Verbal Testimony. Had Concept been recognised 
as a separate instrument altogether this classification 
would have been logically unjustifiable. This analogy is 
applicable mutatis mutandis in the case of isolated concepts 
too. 1 But it might be contended that the inclusion of 
linga (mark), sthana (position) and prakararJa (context) 
under the species of verbal testimony is justiliable on 
the ground that there too the final relational judg­
ment qua Injunction (vidhi) arises from the direct state­
ment ( sruti ), that must be supposed to be intervening 
between the cognition of the three above-mentioned ele­
ments on the one hand and the final relational cognition 
on the other. Thus the analogy is false inasmuch as no 
such verbal intervention is postulated in the case of con­
cepts when they are set down by the followers ofKumarila 
as constituting the proximate cause of the final judgmental 
cognition to the exclusion of the isolated terms that accord­
ing to their view become defunct after they have conveyed 
the ideas of the concepts themselves. If, however, it is 
maintained by the Bhattas in defence of their thesis that 
even though concepts alone are really the proximate cause 
of the relational thought, yet there can be no incongruity 
in considering the latter as being caused by the verbal state­
ment composed of isolated terms and thus justifying the 

1na ca padartha-smrtiniil'!l smrtaniil'!l Va padarthanam anvayabo­
-dhakatve saptamapral'!liit:iabhyupagama-prasanga~/ linga-prakarai:ta• 
sthananam iva sabdapramai:iantarbhavopapatte~/-TP., p. 149. Vide: 
naceti/ sruti-vakya-samakyanal'!l sabdariipatve'pi linga-prakara9a-stha­
nana.1'!1 na sabdariipatvam/ atha ca na sabdat prthak-prama.9,atvam, 
tathopapattir/-N ayana-prasadini thereon. 
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recognition of verbal testimony alone as a separate instru­
ment of valid cognition in lieu of Concepts, in view of the 
cognition of the isolated concepts being generated by the 
isolated terms, remote though they be, the opponents 
would ask : vVould not such a course of argument reduce 
Inference to a sub-variety of Perception inasmuch as it is 
based on the remote perception of the probans-e.g. of 
smoke, that leads to the inference of the probandum-e.g. 
of fire, so that there would be no incongruity in referring 
to the latter as being visually perceived while it is in fact 
only mediately cognised ?1 But the charge is not altoge­
ther unanswerable from the Bhatta viewpoint. They might 
point out : The opponents' criticism is based on a miscon­
struction of our true thesis. Though we, the followers of 
Kumarila, maintain that it is the concepts that stand in a 
proximate causal relation with regard to the relational 

· cognition, yet we do not absolutely negative the relation 
of causality, howsoever remote that might at first sight 
appear to be, that subsists between the words on the one 
hand and the judgmental cognition on the other. Besides, 

1nanu lingadi~u srutif!! kalpayitvaiva viniyoga-pratitel} svikarat 
sabdatva1~1 na virudhyate/ iha tu padarthasmrtinaf!l smrtana.1!1 va pa­
darthanam anvayabodhakatvam iti vai~amyam/ sabdavagatapadartha­
janyatvena anvayapratiteh sabdatve cak~u~a'vagatadhumajanya­
syapi vahnijnanasya cak~u;atva-prasa11gaq.-iti/-TP., p. 150, which 
has been explained in the Nayana-prasiidini as follows : nanviti/ 

· sabdasyarthasya'pek~a9iyo'rthal} sabdenaiva samarpa9iyaq., na pra­
ma9antare9a/ na hi trayo brahma9-a agataq. Kathas ca Mathuras ca­
ityuktva trtiyam angulya nirdisantal!l santaq. prasansanti, prasansanti 
tu Kau9~inya iti sabdenaiva samarpayantam/ tad ihapi srutibhir eva 

,cet tattad-angani samarpyante samasyante tada srutapradhanena, 
netaratha-iti srutikalpanayaiva e~a.111 lingadinal!l viniyojakatvam, na 
svatantrye9a/ srutikalpanayam ca tvara-manthara-taratamyena e~a.111 
prabal ya-daurbalye, yatha'ha· paramar~i}:1-" .... artha-vipraka~at" -iti 
(JS. III. 3. 14)/ -Loe. cit. 
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in our view, it is the words alone that are really invested 
with the power of causation in respect of the final cogni­
tion, the intervening recollection of isolated concepts 
being merely a subsidiary function (vyapara) of the words 
themselves, so that the contention of the opponents-viz. 
that if the concepts be regarded as the sole proximate cause 
of the resultant relational cognition there would be no place 
for verbal testimony as an independent category in the scheme 
of cognitive instruments, is wholly without basis. Nor can it 
be argued that the intervention by recollection of particular 
concepts that immediately precedes the relational cogni­
tion in question would baffle the causal efficiency inherent 
in the words. For it is an accepted dictum that the Junc­
tion of a causal instrument, standing as it does nearer 
to the effect produced than the latter, cannot override the 
causality of the instrument itself. 1 As for instance, though 
a sacrificial act is separated temporally from its result-such 
as heavenly bliss, due to the intervention of the impercept­
ible transcendental result ( apurva )-itself an effect of the sacri­
ficial performance, that immediately precedes the final bliss 
-the latter cannot supersede or thwart the causal efficiency 
of the sacrifice itself with regard to its ultimate effect 
-viz. bliss. It is merely a function of the sacrifice and 
not a cause in itself. Similar is the case with words, the 
recollection of the isolated concepts being an intermedium. 
If this interpretation be accepted the contingency appre­
hended by the critics that Inference would be reduced to· 
a type of Perception itself-based as it is ultimately on the 
latter would also disappear. For, the perceptual cogni-­
tion of smoke qua probans as universally related with the pro­
bandum is not caused by vision alone, as it requires the-

1Compare the maxim : svarigaI!l sva-vyavadhayakarri na bhavatin­
-cited and explained in Col. Jacob's A Handful of Popular Maxims, Pt. I, 



ABHIHlTANVAYA•VADA us. ANVITABHIDHANA·VADA 171• 

know ledge of the universal concomitance itself. So the final rela- • 
tional Inferential knowledge of fire cannot be regarded as 
being caused by vision alone. For one who does not possess. 
that knowledge of the universal concomitance between.fire and 
smoke even perception of smoke would not be competent to· 
produce the knowledge of fire, while even a non-perceptual 
cognition of the smoke-entity would generate the cognition 
of fire, provided there is the knowledge of the required 
concomitance. This proves that the knowledge of universal 
concomitance alone is the direct cause of the inferential cog­
nition, irrespective of the instrumentality of any perceptual 
cognition whatsoever. 1 

In spite of this able and elaborate defence of· 
the theory of ablzihitanvaya-vada by Kumarila Bhatta and 
his followers, the theorists of the Prabhakara school 
would obstinately persist in their indictment.2 They 
maintain : Conceding that the Bhagas have succeeded 

1maivam/ anvayapratitif!1 janayata1!} padanam avantaravyapara­
tvat padartha-smaral).anam/ na ca svavyaparavyavadhanat vyaparava­
taJ:t kara9atva111 vihanyate/ yagadinam apurva-vyavadhanena phalasa­
dhakanam akara9atva-prasa11gat/ na ca cak~u~o linga-jfianam avan­
tara-vyaparaJ:t/ agrhitavinabhavasya anumananudayat/ acak~u~asthale'­
pi lii'lgasya bodhakatvat/-TP., p. 150. Vide Nayana-prasiidini thereon: 
maivam-iti/ natra sabdavagata-padarthajanyatvamatrat anv~yap~atI­
teJ:t sabdatvam ucyate, ycna'numiterapi cak~u~atva-prasakt1J:t/ kmtu 
sabdavantaravyapararupa-padarthasmarai::ia-janyatvat/ ukta1!} hi­
"sak~ad yadyapi kurvanti padartha-pratipadanam/ vari::ias tathapi nai­
tasmin paryavasyanti ni~phale// vakyarthamitaye te~am pravrttau 
nantariyakam/ pake jvaleva kasthanai~ padarthapratipadanam//" 

(SV: Viikyadhikarar;a)-iti//-loc. cit. 
2Though Vedantists scrupulously. follow the BhaHa philosophers 

in respect of epistemology and metaphysics from the mundane view­
point-vide the dictum "l!)!avahiire Blzii!!a-naya(l''-yet a few Vedantic 
teachers like Prakasananda, the author of the Pancapiidikii-vivara1Ja, 
affiliate themselves to the Prabhakara school on the present issue of 
the process of verbal knowledge. 
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in logically justifying the position they have taken up, 
is it not a psychologically absurd explanation of our 
verbal cognitions ? Is it true that we cognise isolated 
concepts from isolated words? Certainly not. \·Vords are 
never used singly, nor are the concepts cognised singly as 
the followers of Kumarila capriciously maintain. Prabha­
kara in his Brhatz on Sahara's BhaJ-ya tauntingly stigmatises 
Kumarila by referring to him as the "mother's beloved child" 
(matr-priya) meaniRg thereby that he has been spoilt by 
an excess of parental affection that hindered his acquisi­
tion of th~ science of linguistics from a competent teacher 
without which it is the highest of folly and impertinence 
on one's part to theorise on the nature of verbal cogni­
tions. 1 He categorically observes : Nowhere, in practice, 
is a word found to be used singly to express an isolated 
idea. Even when a word is used singly, the meaning 
cognised therefrom is necessarily associated with the con­
cept of existence (satta) so that the related-ness of the cog­
nition in question cannot be gainsaid. 2 Thus, it is foolish 
to maintain, as Kumarila and his followers do, that iso-

1pada-padarthanabhijiio matr-priyo bhavan/ -Brhati under JS. I. 
I. 25. Salikanatha in his ]Jju-vimalii brings out the implication of the 
above statement of Prabhakara as follows: yo matr-snehanubandhe­
na gurukule na ciram u~itaq./ -Op. cit., p. 383. 

2padarthas ta.vat navyat~aktaq. kvacit upalabhyante/ antato'styar­
thena/ -Brhati, Loe. cit. Vide the following statement of Patafijali in 
his Mahiibhii,rya on P. V. 2. 94 : "na sattiin;i padiirtho vyabhicarati"­
which has been interpreted in Kaiyyata's gloss as follows : yatra kri­
yapadarp. na sriiyate tatrastir bhavanti-paraq. prathamapuru~o'prayu­
jyamano'pyastiti gamyate-ityetadasayena "na sattiin;i padiirtho vyabhica­
rati"-ityuktam/-Op. cit., Vol. IV, p. 341 (NSP. Edn.). The same 
dictum is found also in the Vyasa-Bhii-rya on Patanjali's roga-siUra, 
III. 17, where the relatedness of all verbal cognitions has been cate­
gorically maintained : sarvapade~u casti vakyasaktiq./ vrk~a-ityukte 
astiti gamyate/ na sattiin;i padiirtho vyabhicaratiti/ tatha na hyasadhana 
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lated words signify isolated concepts. \Vhat is proper is 
that propositions signify judgments. A child, that has not 
yet been acquainted with the linguistic usage and as 
such is completely ignorant of words and their meanings, 
first of all hears a sentence-e. g. "Bring the cow", as uttered 
-say, by his old grand-father to his father. He does not 
at all realise the composite character of the proposition­
"Bring the cow", as being made up of isolated word-units, 
but comprehends it as an indivisible unit of expression. 
Similarly, when his father performs the action-viz. 
"bringing the cow", which is the significance of the sentence 
as a whole, he fails to discriminate between the concepts 
that make up the contents of the action and comprehends 
it as a unitary thought-unit. He does not as yet know 
that bringing is the idea conveyed by the word 'bring' or the 

• individual cow of the term 'cow'. Both the proposition and the 
judgment are to him indivisible units of expression and 
thought respectively. 1 But it might be asked : How then 
does the child acquire the knowledge of individual words 
and their meanings ? The answer would be : By a close 
inspection of insertion (avapa) and extraction (udd!zara) of 
the component words and the corresponding variation in the 

kriya'stiti/-on which Vacaspati Misra in his commentary Tatfra­
vaiJaradi remarks : loka eva hi padanam arthavadharanopayal_i/ sa ca 
kevala~1. paclartham astyarthena abhisamasya sarvatra vakyarthikaro­
ti/ so'yam avyabhicaral_1 sattaya padarthasya/ ata e\·a sabdavrttivida.1:1 
vyavaharo'ya1:1-'yatranyat kriyapadar:1 n:tsti tatra astir bhavanti-paral_i 
prayoktavya'-iti/-loc. cit., p. 145 (Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series). 

1 Comp. "vakyenaiva hi vakyarthal_1 prathan1ar11 pratip:ciclyate/ 
upalak~a1_1atas casya sambandhagraha-s::unbhaval.1// vakya1:1 go-pada­
yukta~ yat tat sasnadisamanvitam/ vakyartha1:1 \'aclatltyevarp vyut­
pattil~ sukaraiva hi//" -cited by Mallinatha in his Tara/a on the 
Ekavalt of Vidyadhara. Also found in the Laglw-candrika-a comm. 
by Gauq.a Brahmananda on the Advaita-siddhi of :1'.faclhust"1dana 
SarasvatI with slight variations. Ibid., p. 673 (NSP. Edn.). 
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significance of the propositions. Such being the case it is 
· quite obvious that never can an isolated concept be com­
prehended per se. For instance, when the meanings of the 

· component terms of the proposition "Bring the cow" are 
· comprehended discriminatingly, they are comprended as 
being related to one another. The term 'bring' signifying 
action denotes the concept of bringing as related with the 

· concept of the individual cow, while the term 'cow', signify­
ing substance, conveys the idea of the cow-individual as con­
nected with the particular action-entity-viz. bringing, so 
that the relation itself enters into the very constitution of 
the concepts signified by individual terms, and as such 
there is no necessity to postulate an additional function of 

• concepts themselves with a view to the cognition of the 
relation which is the connotation of the proposition as a 
whole being made possible. Thus a judgment is nothing 
but a mere juxtaposition of the concepts themselves that 

• comprise within themselves the element of relation as a 
• constitutive factor. But to this the abhihitanvaya-vadins 
might contend : Are both the concepts cow and bringing­
viz. in the proposition "Bring the cow", that are postulated 
by the followers of Prabhakara to be constitutionally 
related to each other, to be denoted through the mecha­
nism of words or not, so that the resultant relational 
knowledge might be sty]ed as verbal cognition ? If it be 
argued that both the concepts need not be expressed 
through the function of denotation, then the required 
verbal cognition would be possible even if there is the 
absence of any one of the two words constituting the pro­
position, in so far as either of the two concepts as denoted 
by the word expressive thereof would be itself capable of 
signifying its relation with the other. If, however, the 
Prabhakaras insist that both the concepts are to be express-

• ed through the medium of words for the cognition of the 
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relational judgment, then it would involve the fallacy of 
petitio principii. Since, on such an hypothesis, the word 
. cow would convey the idea of the concept cow as related 
with the concept of bringing only if the latter itself is 
-expressed as being related with the former through the 
-corresponding word and vice versa. 1 But the anvitabhidhana-
vadins might try to avoid the fallacy of petitio principii by 
adopting the following course of reasoning : True that 
words signify concepts as syntactically related with one 
another. But the comprehension of the relation as a 
•constituent element of the concepts follows in the wake of 
the comprehension of the concepts per se in their non-rela­
tional aspect, though it is the function of denotation 
(abhid/za) that is active in respect of both the cognitions. 
Thus, the issue of interdependence vitiating the thesis of 
the Prabhakara theorists, as apprehended by the Bhatta 
Mimarµsists, is easily averted-argue the protagonists of 
the anvitabhidhana-vada. But this explanation is certainly 
unsatisfactory and contrary to all logic. For if, as the 
Prabhakaras maintain, the words are competent to convey 
the idea of concepts per se as also of the concepts as related 
to one another through the mechanism of the self-same 
verbal efficiency-viz. denotation (abhidha), what logic can 
there be in maintaining the precedence of one cognition 

lnanu kim anabhihitena padarthena anvitaf!l svartham avabodha­
yati go-padam, uta padiintarabhihitena/ nadya!)./ ekasmad eva padat 
tattad-arthanvi tasvarthavava bodhasam bhavena padan tarasya vaiyar­
thyaprasangat/ na dvitiyalJ/ parasparasraya-prasa1igat/ tatha hi gam 
anaya-ityatra go-padaf!l ya.vat anayapadena gopadanvitasvartho na­
bhidhiyate na ta.vat tadanvitasvartham abhidhatum arhati/ evaJ!l 
tadapi padaf!l ya.vat svarthanvitam arthaf!l gopadaq1 nabhidadhyat 
ta.vat tadanvitasvartharp nabhidhatte/ tatas ca gopadena tadanvita­
svarthe'bhihite pascad anaya-padena tadanvitasvartho'bhidhatavya!)./ 
-sati ca tasmin gopadena svartho'bhidhatavya!).-iti vynktam eva paras­
,parasrayatvam/-TP., p. 145. 
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-scil. of the concepts per se, over the other-viz. of the 
concepts as related to one another ? Simultaneity in the 
two cognitions is what is to be expected if the aforesaid 
Prabhakara interpretation to explain away the fallacy of 
petitio principii be granted to be valid. Moreover, on that 
assumption either there must be duality of the function­
entity called denotation or there must be the revival of the 
self-same unitary denotational efficiency,-both of them 
being alike unwarranted postulations, the latter more so 
inasmuch as it is contrary to the established dictum laying 
down as impossible any resurrection of functions inherent 
in words, consciousness-unitsJ and actions. 1 But the Prabhakaras. 
might try to escape this contingency by resorting to a 
clever subterfuge. They might contend : There need 
not be any reduplication of the function-entity called 
denotation, nor any need of its resurrection-as the oppo­
nents apprehend. For, we might easily state, that the 
primary comprehension of the isolated concepts per se from 
individual words is the outcome of recollection due to their 
natural association-as the Naiyayikas aver, and not the 
outcome of the inherent expressiveness of words, as denotation 
is made out to be by the followers of Kumarila, while the 
comprehension of the concepts as related to one another 

1padarthamatrabhidhanapurvake tu tadanvitabhidhane dvir abhi­
dhanam apramai:iarn anupapadyamanaf!l capadyeta/-TP., Loe. cit., 
which has been explained in the NaJ·ana-jJrasiidini as follows : nanu 
natra parasparasrayataya avataral:i/ prasparanirapek~ai::ii prathama[!l 
padani padarthan asarpsr~tan abhidhaya pascad anyonyanvitans­
tan eva padarthan abhidhatte/-tatraha/-padiirthamiitreti/ na keva­
lam evaf!l kalpanayaf!1 pramar:iabhaval:i, api tu pramai:iavirodhas 
ca-ityatraha-anupapadyamiina7?1 ceti/ tatha hi sarpsr~taf!1se'pi cet 
padani grhitasarpgatikani, tam api prathamam evabhidadhyul:i/ agrhi­
tasaf!lgatikatve pascad api nabhidadhyul:i-ityastyevanupapattil:i/ sa­
krt-prayEktasabdasya viramya-vyaranupapattir va'nupapattil:i//-loc. 
cit. Comp. the dictum : "sabda-buddhi-karmmJiiJ?l viramya-vyapiirabhiivaf1." 
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that follows upon the wake of the aforesaid primary reco­
llection is certainly due to the function of denotation, as· 
defined by the Bhattas,-so that the criticism on the score 
of functional repetition or resurrection falls to the ground. 
But the argument is not very convincing either. For, the 
primary recollection too of the concepts that is argued 
to precede the denotation must also be equally cognisant 
of the relation (sa7!lsarga or anvaya) as their constituent, 
since the Prabhakaras themselves hold that all our expre­
ssions and cognitions are in essence related in constitution. 
So how can it be possible to recollect isolated concepts per 
se, the original cognition on which the recollection is 
based being essentially related in character? There must 
be absolute identity between the contents of the basic cog­
nition and the corresponding recollection based upon it. We 
cannot recollect a cow when we have merely seen a horse 
instead. Thus to be logically as well as psychologically con­
sistent the Prabhakaras must have to admit perforce that 
the primary recollection too that precedes the subsequent 
denotation, must be cognisant of the concepts as related to 
one another that constitutes the contents of the latter as 
well. And if this position is admitted the old fallacy of 
petitio principii would crop up once more, that would take 
away all the force of their thesis.1 Against this the 
followers of Prabhakara might maintain : True, that the 
primary recollection of the concept arising-say, from the 
term cow, . should be according to strict logic, cognisant 

1nanu dvir abhidhana111 na padajatasya sahacaryadarsanat svarthe­
~u prathama111 smarakai:ia111 pascad anvitabhidhayakatvabhyupaga­
mat-iti cet, maivam/ sahacaryadarsanadasayam anvitanam evanu­
bhiitataya tathaiva smaral)asyavasyasrayal)iyatvat/ nahi padarp pa~a­
rthamatrapratipattaye prayujyate, kirptu. vyavaharaya/ sa ca anv1!a 

-eva-iti katham ananvitanam eva padarthanarp padebhya9 smrt11}. 
sya.t/-TP., p. 146. 

12 
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also of the relation-say, with the action-unit bringing as ex­
pressed by the term 'bring', as is the final judgment con­
veyed through the denotative efficiency of words. Yet, 
in view of the variability of the other possible relata and eo 
ipso of the relations along with them, the term 'cow' gene­
rates the recollection of the isolated concept of cow-which 
is the only constant factor, so that the criticism on the 
ground of interdependence has no raison d'etre. But this 
sort of argumentation is alogical. For, in Gautama's 
Nyaya-Sutra where the causes of recollection have been 
exhaustively enumerated there is no reference to invariabi­
liry (avyabhicara) as the cause of recollection. On the other 
hand association (sahacarya) has been enlisted as one of the 
numerous causes of recollection, and this association be­
ing noticeable beween the concept of cow and the other 
relatum-viz. bringing, there can be nothing to preclude the 
possibility of the recollection 0f the latter too a]ong with 
the former. The lack of invariabiliry cannot act as a 
check to that recollection since invariability has no causal 
bearing on recollection as is evident from the aphorism 
of Gautama. Thus the contingency of petitio principii 
stands unassailed on the acceptance of the Prabhakara 
hypothesis. 1 But the Prabhakaras might argue : ls not 
this fallacy of petitio principii equally present in the thesis 
of the abhihitanvaya-vadins as well, inasmuch as the 

1~a ca:7yabhicarat gam-iti padarp svartham eva smarayati, na tu 
pad~ntarartham, vyabhicarat-iti sampratam/ patvabhyasahita hi bha­
v~n~- prabodhavati smrtiq. saf!}giyate/ tasyas ca prabodhaJ?. prai:iidha­
nad1J_:1nma navyabhicara evayatate/ sahacaryamatrasyapi tu samban­
dharupei;ia prai;iidhanadigai;iapathat upapattes ca tadbodho na viru­
dh~te/ tac ca_ svarthasyeva padarthantarasyasti-iti padantarartha­
sahitamevasvarthamanakank~itarp sahasaivasmarayet iti hata vakyar­
' hadhis tapasvini/-Tattva-bindu, pp. 96-99. Cp. also TP., pp. 146-147. 
For the causes of recollection vide NS. III. 2. 42. 
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:Primary comprehension of concepts, argued by them 
to be the cause of the final judgmental cognition, must 
-of necessity be in the nature of recollection and as such 
.must be cognisant of the relation and the relatum as 
well-the element of association as the basis of recollection 
,being unavoidable there too? The weapon forged by the 
-Bhanas to assail the Prabhakaras would thus recoil on 
,their own selves. The contention is subtle no doubt, but 
the Bhanas might be prompt enough to improvise an 
-equally subtle solution. They would urge : True, that the 
primary comprehension of isolated concepts, that is pos­
tulated by us to be the cause of the final relational cogni­
tion is in the nature of recollection. But this recollection 
-of isolated concepts is not based on the element of associa­
.tion a<:, the Prabhakaras erroneously think. Had it been 
so, there would have been recollection of the relation along 
with the relata-as the Prabhakaras apprehend. But it is 
,brought about through the medium of the denotative effici­
ency of words, in which case however the • recollection or 
rather comprehension is purely of the isolated concept 
which is the connotation of that particular word and not 
-of the concept as syntactically related with the former besi­
des. Thus recollection based on association and that based on 
.denotative efficiency being essentially different from each other 
the counter-attack intended by the Prabhakaras against 
their opponents on the score of interdependence is effective­
ly disarmed. Thus according to the Bhattas those concepts 
alone should have any causal bearing towards the final 
relational cognition, that are recollected or rather com­
prehended through the mechanism of the function of 
denotation and not of association. The argument seems to 
be very keen and ingenious. And yet the Prabhakaras 
-obstinately stick to their own thesis. Against the aforesaid 
Bhatta solution they contend : If those concepts alone be.: 
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regarded as the cause of the relational verbal cogmt10n, 
that are recollected through the denotative function or 
words, then in the proposition "The cow-herd lives on the 
Ganges", the concept-viz. the bank of the Ganges, as com­
prehended through the secondary function of lndica-. 
tion or lak~ar;:a, would not enter into the final verbal 
cognition as a component as it is not recollected or 
comprehended through the function of denotation. 
Moreover, though association is certainly a factor of recol-. 
1ection yet intensity (abhyasatisaya) is a stronger factor and 
as such it is the specific and invariable connotation jJer se 
that is primarily recollected from a particular word-to. 
the exclusion of other concepts syntactically associated with 
it, which are later on cognised through denotation, urge­
the Prabhakara theorists, so that there need not be any­
question of petitio principii at all. Thus the Prabhakara 
position as finally interpreted would stand as follows :· 
Isolated concepts are primarily recollected from particular 
words by virtue of their intensity and recurrence, and later 
on denoted along with the syntactical association based upon the­
triple requirements of expectancy, competency and contigui£v. 
On this view the judgmental verbal cognition falls within, 
the orbit of denotation inherent in words themselves, while 
on the Bhatta thesis the judgment is generated through the: 
function of Indication as inherent in isolated concepts, 
which on their part are conveyed through the primary 
function of denotation. Thus there is an unnecessary multi­
plication of verbal functions, asse"rt the Prabhakaras, if 
the Bhatta viewpoint is accepted-which can be easily 
dispensed with on the Prabhakara hypothesis, so that the 
Prabhakara assertions do not merely constitute an instance 
of the fallacy known as argumentum ad hominem involving­
vain recriminations alone, but are based on sound logic 
and steer clear of all fallacies like petitio principii, as erro--



ABIDIDTANVAYA•VADA VS. ANVITABHIDHANA•VADA 181 

neously alleged by the Bhattas.1 As against this defence, 
the followers of K.umarila might pose a question: Admitting 
the validity of the Prabhakara thesis-viz. that individual 
·words first of all give rise to the recollection of isolated concepts 
.and afterwards convey the idea of the relation with other 
·concepts through denotation, would it not make the use of 
·other words in a proposition altogether redundant in view 
-of a single word being capable of denoting the relational 
judgment? For instance, if in the proposition "Bring the 
cow" the term cow first generates the recollection of the 
-concept of the cow-individual per se and afterwards denotes 
the idea of the cow-individual as related with the action­
viz. bringing, what is the use of uttering the other term 
-viz. "Bring" ? It is a mere repetition, as syntactical 
·expectancy is completely set at rest by the denotative effi­
ciency of a single term-viz. 'cow.' Besides, the word 'cow' 

1maivam/ tvayii'pi padarthavi~ayalJ pratyayal} prama1}a-viparyaya­
-sarpsayadi~u anantarbhaviit smrtaya evai~\avyal}, tas ca anvitagocara 
na svaruparn.atragocara-iti tulyo do~al~/ na ca vacyam-abhidhana­
·tal.1 smlritam eva vakyarthanvayi na sahacaryamitrad-iti/ 'Gangayaf!I 
gho~al~ prativasati'-tyidil?u padinabhihitafiradinaf!l vakyarthananva­
yaprasa11ga.t/ abhyasatisayas ca padarthasmaral).ahctulJ/ sa ca yatha 
:padanar!l svarthel?u, na tatha'rthantare~u/ te~a.111 vyabhicaritvat/ tatha 
,ca svarupamitrel).aiva padebhyal~ smarital~. padartha aka11k~adiman­
tal~ padair anvita abhidhiyante-iti na parasparasrayata/-TP., p. 
147, on which Nayana-prasadini observes: atriinvitiibhidhanavadi sva­
·pakl?adttl?al).arp pratibandya samadadhati-maivam ityadina/ padartha 
•eva padair abhidhiyante, tadanvayas tu Jak~yate-iti yasyabhihita­
nvayavadino matarp tena'pi padarthavi~ayal~ pratyayiil} pramal).atve­
·na nabhyupaganturp sakyal}/ anadhigatarthagantrtvabhavat, sarvasya 
·sattva-prasa1igacca/ napi viparyaya-sarpsayatvabhyam/ yathartha-nis­
•cayatvat/ atal} parisel?at smrtaya evai~tavyal~/ tas ca na padarthama­
tragocara.l}, sah.acaritadarsanat khalvaya111 sarpskarodbodhal}, sahaca~ 
~yaqi. canvitaiJ:i p;idarthail}, na tu ananvitail}-ityayu~mataivaveditam/ 
tath'i ca katharp tvanm-ate'pi pad'irthamatrasya prathamaf!1 smara~ 
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being found to be related with numerous other words ex­
pressive of actions and qualities beside the one-viz. bring, 
found to be associated with it in the proposition "Bring 
the cow", the term 'cow' should express the idea of cow as 
related with all such numerous actions and qualities,-a 
fantastic feat on the verv face of it. Are we then to 
cognise all those relati~ns from the utterance of the 
single word 'cow' ? Certainly not. Even if such omniscience· 
be admitted to be logically possible, it cannot be desig-­
nated as any better than total nescience from the stand­
point of pragmatic activities, that stand in need of clear­
cut specific cognitions as one of their essential precondi­
tions. An ocean of saline water is no better than a vast 
expanse of waterless desert to one who is thirsty-

~am/ so'yam atmiya eva ba90 bhavanta~1 praharati-iti bhavalI/ 
nanu dvividha smrtilJ padaj~nita-sahacaryat, abhidhanacca/ tatr~ 
sah_acaryam anvite'pi samana~/ abhidhana~ tu padarthamatre/ ablu­
??anadvara ca yat smaritam tadeva vakyarthanvayopayogi-netarat-
1~ briimal:i/ 'Devadatta gam· anaya' -ityadau tatsahacarita-Yaj~adat­
tader anvayadarsanat/ tato vai~amyam iti tatraha-na ceti/ hetumaha~ 
Gangiiyiim-itij yadi hi abhidhanena smaritam eva vakyiirthopayogi 
tarhi tiradipadarthana~ vakyarthanvayo na syat, te~am abhidha~ii­
bhavat, mukhyarthasahacaryat eva smaritatvat-ityarthalJ/ tat knn 
:Varn anupapattisamyapadanena nivrtto bhavan, tatha ca matii.nz(inar~­
Jayak.pna-kak.{i.kiira!;. syat-ityatalI svapak~e pariharam a.ha-abhyiis~ti/ 
-Zoe. cit. 'matiimJna.' is a variety of nigraha-sthtina or argumental deim­
quency and consists in mutual recriminations that cannot argue the­
v~lidity of either of the two antinomic propositions held forth by the 
disputants concerned and as such is a close parallel of the fallacy known 
as argumentum ad hominem in Western Logic. For a definition of the 
fal_lacy vide NS. V. 2. 21. : "sva-pak.re do,riibhyupagamiit para-pak.re do,rapra­
sango matiinujnii." Comp. also the oft-quoted dictum : "yatrobhayol:i 
samo ~o~al). pariharo'pi va samal]./ naikal]. paryanuyojyal). syat tadrg ... 
arthavic~rai:iefl"-For exactly similar arguments vide Vacaspati Misra's 
Tattva-bzndu, pp. 100 ff., on which the passage quoted from TP. iS, 
substantially based, 
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contend the abhihitanvaya-vadins.1 To this the upholders of 
anvitablzidhana-vada would argue : True that the term 'cow' 
by itself is capable of generating the cognition of the 
concept couJ as related with all possible actions and qualities. 
But for the communication of a specific relational thought 
-as for example of the judgment "bringing the cow", it 
must have to be re-inforced by another term expressive of 
some specific action or quality, so that its all-comprehensive 
significance might be restricted to a specific thought-con­
tent that alone has any causal efficiency in respect of our 
specific pragmatic activities. This is not peculiar to terms 
alone. Other causes, too, to be productive of any specific 
effect must have to come into conjunction with certain 
other specific auxiliaries. For instance, an acorn to be 
productive of a sprout must be combined with a certain 
amount of moisture and heat, otherwise the causal 
efficiency inherent in it would lie dormant and ineffective.2 

But against this the Bhattas might contend : The defence 
is not very convincing. For, just as the term 'cow' in the 

1atas caivam padantaroccarai:iavaiphalyaprasangat ekasmad eva 
padat taduparanjaka-dvinyapadarthavagatiQ. siddhaiva tadapi anya­
nuraktasvarthavaci'tya.nenaiva nyayena ekameva pada111 akhilapada­
bhidhcyarthavaci sampannam-iti tenaiva vyavaharo'stu/ na casau 
sampadyate/ gaur ityukte sarvagui:iakriyavagamat na jiiayate kim 
upadiyatam iti/ sarvavagamo hi anavagamanirvise~a eva-vyavahara• 
nupapatte}:t/ na hi rasavida.1!1- ptm:io'pyabdhir maror atiricyate, salila­
kiiryani~patte}:t/-Nyiiya-manjar'i. 

2yadapi padantaroccarai:iam aphalam iti tadapi parihrtam/ padan• 
tara-sannidhane hi sarvai:ii padani krtsnakarii:ii bhavantityuktatvat/ 
ki:qi padantarasannidhanena kriyate iti cet, sarva-karyapak~e'pi tulyo'­
yam anuyoga}:t/ sa1!1-hatya tu sarva~i kurvanti karakai:ii'tyucyante, 
tatha padanyapi/-NA1., loc. cit. Vide also Prakasananda's Sabda-nir• 
~aya (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series) : Kiirika 29: na siimiinyanvaya:qi 
brumo vise~anvayam eva tu/ arthe'pi codana tulyapek~a ca sahakari• 
l)i//-which has been explained in the gloss as follows: " .... atha saJ!l• 
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propos1t1on "Bring the cow", is capable of signifying the 
concept cow as syntactically related with all possible 
qualities and actions, so too the term 'bring' is capable of 
denoting the action bringing as related with all possible 
substances and qualities. And, as such, both being of uni­
versal significance, how can one be argued to be restrict­
ing the connotation of the other, as the Prabhakaras 
naively maintain ?1 The answer given by the exponents 
of the theory of anvitablzidlzana-vada to this query of the 
Bhatta theorists will be found to be not very satisfactory. 
They invoke the instrumentality of such extraneous factors 
as context etc. with a view to narrowing down the vague 
all-comprehensiveness of the connotation of a particular 
word to a specific thought-content that is alone condu­
cive towards the pragmatic activity that constitutes the 
ultimate object of all linguistic usage. 2 Now, still another 
objection might be alleged against the Prabhakara thesis : 
In a proposition like "Bring the cow", "Tether the cow", 
"Milk the cow"etc.-the composite relational significance of 
the term cow varies according as the action-viz. bringing, 
tethering, milking etc. related with cow varies from one pro­
position to another. In this case, we must have to postu­
late a plurality of denotative functions with reference to 

sarga-pratipadansamartha api padartha na parasparam anapek~ya 
pratipadayanti, saktana.111 api karyajanane sahakarisavyapek~atvat 
-iti/ sabde~vapi tarhi tulyo'ya111 nyaya~/ ata eva satyapi go-sab­
dasya yogyetarase~a-padarthavise~asa111sarga-pratipadana-samarthye 
sahakarikaral).asamavadhanabhedena kadacit kvacit eva karya­
hetutvam arthapa~a iva na virudhyate/-Op. cit., pp. 21-22. 

1nanu yogyetarase~avise~a-sa111sargabhidhanasamarthe go-sabde 
prayukte anayatina tadape~ito vise~a~ samarpyate/ anayater api 
anekavise~asa111Sargasamarthataya kvacit eva niyamabhavat / ..... tas­
mat na parasparapek~asyapi sa111sarga-niyama-siddhir iti/-Siibda­
-nirrJ.aya, p. 22. 

2loc. c#. 
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:the word 'cow', inasmuch as the self-same word is not cap­
.able of conveying a pluraliy of ideas through the mecha~ 
nism of a single unvariant denotative efficiency. The 

·efficiency must change along with any corresponding 
change in the concept conveyed therethrough. Conse­
· quently, the Law of Parsimony so devoutly clung to by the 
Prabhakaras is flagrantly violated by their own selves. 
The Prabhakaras however have endeavoured to offer a 
solution to such a possible contention of the Bhattas 
against their thesis. It is an argument based on analogy: 
True, that the significanee of a term, scil. 'cow', varies 
from one proposition to another, but that cannot lead us 
to the postulation of a multiplicity of function-entities. 
Does not the self-same efficiency of revealing colour in 
general as inherent in the organ of vision give rise to 
specifically distinct cognitive images-like red, white, blue 
and so on, according as it is brought into contact with 
-objects characterised by such colour-entities ? Similarly, the 
self-same efficiency of words too has the capacity to convey 
different composite judgments by virtue of those words 
being brought into relation with specifically different 
terms. 1 

From this rapid survey of the two rival theories it is 
quite evident that the followers of Prabhakara stand in 
between the positions advocated by their opponents-the 
Bhattas, as also by the Grammarians. For while like the 
-Grammarians they postulate the sentence as a logical 
unit of expression, and as such repudiate the theory of 
isolation of terms and concepts as asserted by their rival 

1yatha cak~u~o nila-pitadivi~aya-sahakaribhedat eva ekaya'pi riipa­
prakasanasaktya nilapitadivijfianakaryabheda!J/ tarhi sabde~vapi 
sahakaribhedat karyabhedo na dar:iq.avaritalJ/-Prakasananda's gloss 
on Siibda-nir1Jaya : Kiirikii 31. 



186 A STUDY I~ LA~GUAGE .-L"1> l\lEANING 

theorists-the Bhattas, yet unlike the Grammarians they­
do not completely denounce the reality of the isolated' 
concepts, thus falling in line with the Bhattas, though 
differing from the latter in admitting its sole reality. 
According to the Prabhakaras the words connote isolated' 
concepts no doubt, but they denote, besides, concepts as 
related with one another as well-which the Bhattas re­
fuse to admit. Thus it would be seen that the Prabhakara 
thesis is a compromise between the Bhatta and Vaiya­
karai:ia views,-radically distinct as they are, and this has 
been clearly noted by the author of the Nyaya-manjarz 
in course of his review of the two theories regarding· 
the process of verbal cognition.1 In the present section 
we have only stated the two theories from the view­
point of the respective protagonists-referring to those· 
arguments and counter-arguments alone that actually 
feature in the texts of the disputants concerned, without 
concerning ourselves with the attitude of the theorists 
belonging to other philosophical sects-chief among wh?m 
are the Naiyayikas. 2 For, an appraisal of the respectiv_e· 
plausibility of the two Mimarp.saka theories discussed in this 
chapter and their repercussion on other schools may weff 
require a seperate study. 

1tad eva111 avayavakaryopalambhat na Vaiyakaral)avat nimitta­
nyapi nihnumahe, krtsx:iaphalasiddhyavadhi-vyaparapariniscayacca 
~~nya-Mima~saka vat suddha padartha bhidhanam u pagacch amahe- • 
1ti/-NM., Vol. I. p. 367. Vide also: na hi bhavatam anape­
k~itapadartha eva Vaiyakarax:ianam iva vakyarthapratyayal~---/-ibid.,. 
p. 369. 

2The Naiyayikas, affiliate themselves neither to the Bhatta nor to 
the Prabhakara school as regards the issue of verbal cognition, though 
erroneously they are regarded as upholding the abhihitiinvaya-viida of the­
BhaHas. This has been noted unequivocally by J a yanta BhaHa himself,. 
as also by the great Vedantist teacher-Madhusiidana Sarasvati in 
his magnum opus-Advaita-siddhi. J ayanta BhaHa cites an anonymous verse-
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that definitely declares the difference of the Naiyayika viewpoint from 
the theses discussed in the foregoing dissertation. Vide : taduktam­
"matadva yam apidarri tu na.'smabhyarp rocatetaram/ kuto'nvitahhi• 
dhana111 va kuto va'bhihitanvayal).J/"-Op. cit., p. 370. Vide also 
Adi1aita-siddhi : "tarkikamatasya ubhayapak~abahirbhavadika1:1 ca 
Vediirzta-kal/Ja-latikii_yii,!l vyutpaditam ityuparamyate"-which has been 
explained in the commentary Laglm-candrikii as follows : nanu uktari• 
tya ahhihitanvayii'nvitabhidhanapa~ayor vyutpadanarp na yuktam/ 
tarkikadimatasya tadapravesapatte!)./ tathahi-nadyapak~e tatpra• 
vesal-)/ tarkikadimate padanam anubhavaprayojakasaktisvikarei;ia tas• 
ya eva mulasambandhatvasambhavena arthasmarakatvasambhavat/ 
napyante/ tarkikadibhir anvitabhidhanapak~asya du~a1~at/ ukta1:1 hi 
lvlazzikiiriidibhilt-yadyapi padajanyo'nubhaval). anvitiirthavi~ayaka~, 
tathapi anvitasvartha-sabdhadhitvena na padajanyatii, kirptu svartha• 
sabdatvena-iti nanvitabhidhanarp yuktam iti/-Op. cit., pp. 704-05. 
(NSP. Edn.). It is to be noted en passa11t that the Naiyayika thesis is 
just a modified version of the genuine abhihitiiTwaya-viida and is actually 
posed as one of the possible interpretations of the doctrine of abhihitii• 
nuaya-vii<ta, as implied by the text of Sahara's Bhiirya already referred to 
at the commencement of the present disquisition, in Kumarila's Slo· 
ka-viirttika : Viik)'iidhikara11a-with which the Varttika-kara does not 
fully concur. This is the root cause of the erroneous belief that the 
Naiyayikas are actually followers of Kumarila's abhihitiirwaya-viida. 
Consequently the Naiyayikas cannot claim any the least originality as 
regards their apparently novel thesis in respect of the process of verbal 
cognition. We must note that it is the Mima1:1sakas alone who are 
truly competent to express any view on topics concerned with senten­
ces and sentential cognitions, as it is their exclusive task toanalyse the 
Vedic texts-composed of injunctive propositions as they are, 
while the Naiyayikas are primarily concerned with the analysis of 
possible instruments of knowledge and problems of epistemology. 
Consequently the greatest weight must attach to the opinions of the 
Mimarrisakas on the issue of verbal cognition and analysis of sentences, 
while others can only choose to follow them-lacking as they do any 
independent prerogative of their own, differing though they might be 
from one another in minor details. Vide the significant epithets­
viikya-jna, viik)'a-nipu1Ja, uiik)'a-vid etc. as applied to the Mima1:1sakas of 
both sects. 
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Madhavacarya, author of Paiica-
daJi, 127n. 

lVIadhusii.dana Sarasvati, l 73n., 
186n. 

lvla/zii/1/iiiua, 20, 56, 58, 6ln., 66, 
67n., 71, 78, 13011., 150, 152n., 
155, 17211. 

Mahimabhatta, 156n. 
.A1akaranda, of Rucidatta, 139n. 
Malli11atha, 70, 173. 
l\ifammata, 55. 
Miina-meyodaya, 6n., 57n., 70n, 

154n. 
Mai:iqana Misra, a Mimarpsaka, 

17, 3711., 84. 
matiinujna. a variety of nigraha-stkii­

na. 182n. 
Mimarpsakas, their denial of· 

sphofa, 3. 

Nagoji BhaHa (or Nagesa), a 
celebrated grammarian and 
author of Uddyota on Kaiyya­
ta's Pradipa, 29n., 68n., 79n., 
90,141,142,154, 15~ 

Naiyayikas, their attitude towards 
splwfa, 1 Off. 

nama(11), 3. 
Narayal)~haHa, author of Alana• 

me)'oda)'a, 6n., 57n., 70n, 
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. ..Nayana-prasiidini, commentary on 
Tattva-pradipikii, 164n., 167n., 
168n., 169n., 17ln., l 76n., 
181n. 

nipiita, 3. 
Nirukta, 1, 2, 3n. 
Nyiiya-kandali, 4ln., 42n., 44n. 
Nyiiya-kaTJikii, comm. on Vidhi-

viveka, 38n. 
Nyiiya-manjari, 2n., 4n., 5n., 6n., 

8n., 9n., l0n., l ln., 12n., 16n, 
19n., 22n., 28n., 29n., 30n., 
32, 34, 36n., 39n., 43n., 44n., 
49n,, 5ln., 54n., 74n., 76n., 
77n., 78, 84n., 85n., 87n., 
88n., 90n., 9ln., 95n., 97, 103, 
107, l 13n., 127n., 160n., 183n., 
186n. 

Nyiiya-pravesa, of Dinnaga, 21 n. 
-Nyiiya-sudltii, 46n. 
Nyiiya-siitra, 4 ln., 75n., 156, 178. 
-.Nyiiya-viirttika, 65n., 96, 104n., 

l05n., 106n. 

Pada-spho/a, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 35. 
.Padmanabha Misra, 56n., 71n. 
PancadaJi, 127n. 
Pancapiidika-vivararJa, 171 n. 
PaQini, author of Ai!iidhyqyi, 155. 
Panjika, comm. on TS., 24n., 58n. 

62n., 92n., l00n., 105n., 106n., 
l lOn., l 12n., l 13n., l 15n., 
116n,, 119n., 12ln., 122n., 
l23n., 125n., 126n. 

Para-brahman, 31, 32, 
,Parthasarathi Misra, 43n. 
Paspasa, introductory section of 

Patafijali's Mahiib/ziif ya, 20. 
.Patafijali, the author of the Mahii­

bhaiya-on sphofa, 4,"20, 56, 57, 

63, 66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 78, 172n • 
Patafijali, the author of the Yoga­

siitras, 20. 
pii/ha-krama, 155. 
petitio principii, 42, 43, 130, 13 7, 

175, 178, 180. 
Prabhii, .! comm. on Sahara's Bhii­

-rya, 17. 
Prabhakara, the Mima111sist, 51 n., 

53n., 159, 171. 
pradlziina, primordial matter accor­

ding to Sal!lkhya, 23. 
Pradipa, a comm. on KP., 6111. 
Pradipa, comm. on Mahiibliiiv•a, 

78n., 79n., 156. 
PrakiiJa, a comm. on Ny-ku. by 

Vardhamana, 132n., 137n. 
Prakasananda or Prakasatma­

yati, 17 ln., 183n., 185n. 
Pramii~za-viirttika, of Dharmakirti, 

127n. 
Prame;•a-kamala-miirtta~zrfa, 2511.► 

26n., 27n., 28n., 29n., 3111., 
100n. 

Prasastapiida-B/Jii-rya-4ln., 56n., 
67, 7111. 

pratinjii or premiss, 42. 
pra0Jabhijnii or recognition, 166. 
Purva-Mimiin,zsii, 16, 17, 159, 

riijapura-pravesa-nyiiya, 156. 
Rasa-gangiidhara, 64n. 
JJ.ju-vimalii, a comm. on Br/tali, 

51n, 69, 70n., 172n. 
~~iputra Paramesvara, commen­

tator of Splwta-siddhi, l 7n., 23n. 
Rucidatta, commentator of Var­

dhamana's Prakiisa, 139n, 
Russell, Bertrand, 49n., 72n., 74n •• 

82n., 13911. 
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Riiyyaka, commentator of V_yakti­
viueka, 156n. 

:Sahara, author of the Bhii,i)"a on 
Jaimini's Siitras, 5, 159, 161, 
187n. 

siibda-bodha, verbal knowledge, 15. 
Jabda-brahman, 14, 16, 19, 22n, 24, 

27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32. 
Jabdiiduaita-viida, 20, 31, 32. 
sabdiidhyiisa-viida, 20, 32, 35, 38n. 
Jabda-vivarta-viida, 28, 38n. 
s_abda-pari7J.iima-viida, 38n. 
~iibda-nirf}aya, l83n., 184n., 18511. 
S,abda-sakti-prakiisikii, 84n., 139. 
Salikanatha, 5ln., 69, 70n.; his 

Panjikii, 80n., 172n. 
samaya, or conventional relation, 
, 41, 44. 

·saf!lkaracarya, 5n., 6n. 
Satrzketa, 22. 
Sa'!lk-FePa-sa1·iraka, of Sarvaji"iatma­

yati, 38n. 
sannikar-ra or sense-object contact, 

47. 

Santarak~ita, 24n., 9711., 98n., 
l02n., 122n. 

Siira-sa'!lgraha, comm. on Ttirkika­
ra/qii, 70n. 

-Sarup, Dr. L., 3n. 
• Setu, a comm. on Prasastapiida­

Bhii.[ ya, 5611., 7 In. 
• Siddhanta-muktiivali, 49n. 
Skandasvamin, commentator of 
, Nirukta, 3n. 

Sloka-viirttika, 7n., 9n., 22n., 23n., 
32, 33n., 35n., 36n., 37, 40n., 
42n., 43n., 49n., 63n., 83n., 
93n., 96, 97, 98n., 102n., 10711., 
l l6n., 162n., l 7 In., 187n. 

sphofa, theory of, lff. 
Sp hot a-siddhi, 17. 
Sridhara, 41 n. 
Sucarita ~fisra, commentator of 

Sloka-viirttika, 23n., 29n., 36n., 
37n., 63n. 

sva-lakia~za, 33. 

tantra, 16. 
Taralii, a comm. on Ekiic'ali, 173n. 
Tiirkika-rak.[ii, 70n. 
Tattua-bindu, of Vacaspati 

16211., I 64n., l 65n., 
l 67n., I 78n., 182n. 

Tattva-pradipikii, l 62n., 
165n., 167n., 168n., 
171 n., l 76n., 17711., 
181n. 

Misra, 
166n., 

164n., 
169n., 
l 78n., 

Taltva-samoraha, 24n., 62n., 97n., 
·"' IOOn., 102n., 104-n., 105n., 

l07n., l09n., l lOn., l 12n., 
113n., 11511., 116n., 117n., 
l 18n., 11911., 12ln., 122n., 
123n., 125n. 

Tattva-vaisiiradi, comm. on roga· 
siltras, 173n. 

Tautiitita, followers of Kumarila, 
56n. 

The Problems of Philosophy, 73n. 

Udayana, 52n, 67, 68, 69, 130, 133, 
134, 136, 137, 138, 140. 

Uddyotakara, 4ln., 6511., 96, 103, 
106, 120, 122. 

iiha, 16. 
upasarga, 3. 
Upavar~a, 5. 

Vacaspati Misra, 38n., l 73n., 
182n. 
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Vaiyiikara7Ja-bhura~1a, 46n., 47n., 48n., 
88n., 89n., 90n. 

Vaiyiikara~1a-bhu.ra1Ja;kiirika, 12n., 13n. 
Vaiyiikara7Ja-siddlui11ta-manj11Jii, 1 7 n., 

2ln., 5011., 52n., 53n., 62n., 68n., 
7ln., 79n., 130n., 141, 142n., 
143n., 14411., 145n., 146, 149, 
150n., 152n., 15311., 154n. 

Vaise~ikas, on the relation between 
the word and its meaning, 40. 

Vakya-jna, -vid, -nipu7Ja, referring 
to the Mima1!1sakas, 187n. 

Viikya-padiya, of Bhartrhari, 4n., 
22n., 2411., 27n., 63, 12811., 
152n. 

Vatsyayana, author of the Blui{ya.-
on Nyiiya-Sil.tias, 156. 

Vediinta-kalpa-latikii, 187 n. 
Vidhi-viveka, 37n. 
Vidyabhu~ar:ia, Mm. Dr. S. C., 

151n. 
Vidyadhara, 59n., 173n. 
Visvanatha, the celebrated Naiya­

yika, 49n. 
Vyakti-viveka, 156n. 
Vyakti-viveka-vyiikhyiina, 156n. 

vyiinjanii-vyiipiira, or function of 
Suggestion, 153. 

Vyiisa-bhiirya, on the Toga-siiiras,. 
7711., 17211. 

Viikya-splwta, 13, 14, 15. 
Varadaraja, 70n., 13ln., 

135n., 136n., 137n. 
132n., yadrcchii-sabdas or proper names, 73. 

Vardhamana, 132n., 13711., 138, 
140. 

Varttikas, of Katyayana, 78. 

Ya.ska, 1. 
Toga-sutras, of Pataiijali, 

172n. 
yogyata, 128. 

77n.,. 
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