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PREFACE

Lancuace 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 therelation 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-Satra in support of the theory and in refutation of
the opposite theory. The Mimamsists 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-
sika 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 Navya-nyaya
school with their characteristic thoroughness and pre-
cision. Analytically, the unit of language was disco-
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vered to be the irreducible minimum of judgment callec
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
meanings, from the standpoint of the Grammarians,
Buddhists and Vaisesikas, and I hope that the speculations
recorded in them will not fail to interest even a modern
rr}lnd. It appears to us that so far as the speculative acti-
vity of the human mind is concerned it is problematic
whether the march of time with the progress of science and
1ts varied applications in the practical field has been able
to render the findings of the ancient thinkers of India
antiquated and out of date, Without prejudging the issues
i;‘ifwfg?o;lr: assuming the role of an advocate holding a
the Speculat}iloparty, I may be permitted to observe that
subject wil norzsfo'f the ancient thml.iers of India on the
student wh ail to stimulate the interest of a modern
Who finds it difficult to have access into the origi~
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nal writings 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 study at the hands of modern scholars.
Though it must be recognised 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 Indological 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 2 modern student entertains the apprehension
that the result of hislabour 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 hasbeen faithfully represen-
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ted in the Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flyx: gyt my
approach has been rather from the standpoint Hf the
student of philosophy of language than of Metaphysics. 1
have also made my study more comparative and accord-
ingly the Naiyayika standpoint has been given a5 thorough
a treatment as the Buddhists’ position together with the
position of the Mimamsists and the Grammarians, The
last two chapters which deal with the problems of syntax
and the theories called Abhikitanvaya-vada and Appitabhi-
dhana-vada ought to be regarded as original contributions.
In Chapter VI 1 have tried to utilise all the avaijlahle data
having some bearing on the study of the vexed and
abstruse porblems of syntax, save those featuring in
Gangesa Upadhyaya’s Tattva-cintamani and Vyasa Tirtha’s
Tarka-tindava—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 Mimamsists of the Bhatta and Prabba-
kara schools, the speculations of Gangesa Upadhyaya anfi
Madhusiidana Sarasvati with the illuminating disquist
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 Mookerjf"e
M.A., Ph.p., the then Head of the Department of Sanskrits
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

I.BY Dr. Satkari Mookerjee M. A., Ph.D. (Published by the
University of Calcutta, 1935).
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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 Indological research.

Dated, Calcutta, Bishnupada Bhattacharya.
November 7, 1962.
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CHAPTER ONEB

CGONSTITUTION OF WORDS :
SPHOTA THEORY OF GRAMMARIANS

Berorr we proceed to the study of the functions of words,
it is but legitimate that we should examine the nature of
words themselves. What is the use of having recourse to
words and sentences in preference to other means—Ilike
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 ? Gan indivi-
dual words be isolated by a process of abstraction from
the various scntence-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 cjaculations 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. While 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
convey. This question was first broached by Yaska in
the introduction to his Nirukta, where he has endeavoured
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to justify linguistic usage on grounds of expediency and
parsimony.*

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 discrcte
and meaningless sounds,—without any ncxus 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 morc than one
sound-unit at 2 moment. Thus when we state that ‘“the
word gauh 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 thercby the unitary character of the
sound-group gaukh—which 1 prima facie untenable?. 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. We
therefore propose to embark uypon a discussion of the
problem as it has been debated among the rival thinkers.

We should note at the Very outset that the investiga-
tion of the nature of words forms one of the main topics
in treatises on Nyaya, Mimanisa and Vyakarana. The Naiya-

o

laniyastvacca Sabdena Sanﬂjﬁ«ikarar}ar{l vyavaharartham loke—
Nirukta, 1.2. which has been explained by Durga as follows = .nees
abhinaya api vyaptimantah PﬁniVihiréksinikocédayah/taircva kirya-
siddhir astu iti/...satyam, abhinayd apj vyaptimantah/natu aniyamsah/
te mahata yatnena vyapnuvanti ha cg nihsandigdham kurvanti/...... 2
—pp- 49-50 ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. )

2Compare : atha varnzh sabdasabdena ucyante te ca arthaprati-
padakas tathda’pi sabdad ityckatvam vibhaktyartho na samgacchate/
$abdebhyah pratipadyamahe—iti vyavaharah syét/__N]dJ-,a_Maﬁjari’
Vol.1l, p. 339. ( Chowkhamba Edn, ).
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yikas and Mimamsakas are agreed in their denial of the
metaphysical reality, called sphota, 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 Mimamsakas levelled against it.

The first distinct reference to the theory of sphota,
though not in so many words, is to be met with in Yaska’s
Nirukta. Here Yaska refutes the view of Audumbarayana
that the classification of words into four different catego-
ries—viz., nama, akhyata, wupasarga 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.?
Yaska answers the objection by asserting that as words are
ubiquitous and eternal there is no difficulty in the way of
the above classification.® Here Yaska has adopted the
Mimamsaka doctrine of ubiquity and permanency of
words, which will be explained in detail later on when
we come to deal with the Mimamsaka attitude towards
sphota.

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 Word-Essence
(sphota) which is alonc significant. The letters® merely

lindriyanityam vacanam ity-Audumbarayanah/ tatra catustvam
nopapadyate’yugapadutpanninam va $abdinam itarctaropadesal
gastrakrto yogas$ ca—Nijukia, 1. 2.

vyaptimattvat tu $abdasya—I/oc. cit. Vide Skandaswamin’s comm.
on the above text, Vol, I, pp. 16-17. ( Edited by Dr. L. Sarup ).

3Throughout the discussion the term ‘letler’ should be taken to
mean the ‘sound-unit’ represented by it.
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serve to manifest that eternal sphota, just as the parti-
culars serve to manifest the universals that are ecternal
and ubiquitous. Pataifijali has noticed this theory of sphota
in his gloss on P. I. 1. 69.: evam tarhi-sphotah S$abdal/
dhvanih Sabdagunah.

The opponents might argue : The Vaiyakarana con-
ception of Sabda as sphota which 1is totally different from
the sounds of letters that are perceived is alogical. For,
if the letters serve only to manifest the eternal and immu-
table sphota, 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 suflice to manifest
the sphota, 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 Vaiyakaranas themselves cannot
be immune from the main difficulties by positing dogmati-
cally the entity of sphofa that cannot stand critical test.?

To this the Grammarians’ reply would be as follows :
The opponents’ repudiation of sphofa on the ground 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.? The Grammarians,

nanu sphotavyaktau api idanim kva gataste varnanam vyasta-
samastadi-vikalpah ? dha ca Bhattah—¢yasyanavayavah sphoto vya-
jyate varnabuddhibhih/ so’pi paryanuyogena naikenapi vimucyate/”
Liti)—NM. Vol. 1, p. 339.

*Cp. ‘samastyena tu tadvyaktih sarvinte manitattvavat’—
Vikya-padiya. Vide also NM. Vol, 1, p. 340.
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morcover, contend that though the existence of sphota
is commonly established by Inference ( anumana ), yet it is
capable of being cognised through Perception ( pratyaksa )
as welll.  We 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
onc 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.?

The Mimamsakas, 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. Sabara in his Bhasya on FS. I.1.1.5. cites the
view of Upavarsa—an ancient Mimamsaka, to the effect
that the letters alone constitute the word.? In order to
understand the position of the Mimamsakas 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 Mimamsakas, is not a momentary pheno-
menon, as the Naiyayikas hold. It is eternal and omni-

WNy@ya-mawjari, Vol. 1, pp. 340-41. ) )

20p. cit. Vol. 1. p. 453, (ASS. Edn.). Samkaracarya in his Sariraka-
Bhasya on BS. 1. 3, 28 has referred to Upavarsa’s view : ‘“‘varna eva tu
sabdah-iti Bhagavan Upavarsah”—p. 325. ( NSP. Edn. with Bhamati
and Kalpataru ).
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present. Nor it is a ‘quality’ inhering in Ether ( @kasa ).
It is in reality a substance, just as Larth and Water are
substances. In the light of these fundamental diflerences
in respective doctrines, we must approach to study the
sphota-theory advanced by the Grammarians from the
Mimamsaka 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 cntity
Yof sphota. But if we probe somewhat deeper we would
‘find that the difficulty is not altogether abscnt even
though the Mimamsaka viewpoint be accepted. For, all
the sound-units of individual letters being cqually 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.? 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 $ame lettérs 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.’

Vide : $rotramatrendriyagrahyah $abdah $abdatvajatiman/ dra-
vyam sarvagato nityah Kumarilamate matah/viyadgunatvam $ab-
dasya kecid Gcur manisinah/pratyaksadivirodhat tad Bhattapadair
upeksitam/—Narayana Bhatta’s Manameyodaya.

2athapi Mimamsakamatena nityah $abda isyate, tatripi sattaya
yaugapadyasya sakalavarnasidharanatvat kena varnasamudayena
ko’rthah pratyayyeteti navadharyate—NM., loc. cit., p. 337,

3Cp. Samkara’s Bhasya on BS. 1. 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 Mimamsakas would have us believe. The
Mimamsakas might meet this objection by stating that
though sounds of letters per s¢ 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 definiteidea. 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 Mimamsakas. 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 mutatis mutandis applicable in this
case too. For, it might be pertinently asked whether the
manifested sounds reveal the sense severally or conjointly.
The Mimamsakas can accept neither of these alternatives
for reasons that led the Grammarians to the conception of
sphota. To this the Mimamsakas 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 |
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." Consequently the apprehension of the oppo-

yadrsa ye ca yadarthapratipadane/varnah prajiiatasimarthyas te ta-
thaivavabodhakah/*—Siokavartiika : Sphotavada. v. 69.
*athava kramopalabdhesvapi varnesu minasam anuvyavasaya-
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nents, viz., that different words having the same cons-
tituent sound-units would not be distinguishablc 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
Mimamsakas 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 Mimam-
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.! Now the Grammarians might retort :
The process contemplated by the Mimamsakas in which a
series of letters is supposed to convey a meaning is certain-
ly tortuous as contrasted with the theory of sphota. The
postulation of sphota as a fertium 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 Mimamsakas may urge : The Gramma-
rians’ theory of sphota 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-

ripam akhilavarnavisayam samkalanijiianam yad utpadyate tad
arthapratyayanangam bhavisyati/...sa cayam samkalanapratyayah
smaryamananubhlyamana-priaktanantyavarna-visayataya  citrardpdi
upceyate/yadi va’ntyavarne’pi tirohite bhavan asadvarnagocara cva na

citrakarah so’rthapratitihetur eka eveti niravakasa vyastasamastavikal-
pah/—NAM. loc. cat.
YNyaya-Mafijari, Vol. 1. p. 347.
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selves are 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.* 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 Mimamsaka standpoint we must have to study their
outlook in respect of the Vedas. The Vedas, the Mimam-
sakas assert, are not the handiwork of a personal omni-
potent God as the Naiyayikas contend. They are eternal
and self-existent. Were 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 Mimzmsakas postu-
late the eternity of the sounds that constitute the Vedic
mantras. The Vedic maniras being eternal and self-existent
independently of any personal God, no suspicion as to
their fallibility can at all arise.* The words composed
of eternal sounds are ecternal as are the sentences made

1 - . - . s s
Cp. “sadbhava-vyatirekau tu tathda’vayavavarjanam/tavadhikam

bhavet tasmad yatno’savarthabuddhisu/’—S$V. Sphotavada. v. 94. Vide
also WM. Vol. 1. p. 347.

“tad evam Sarvapramanianam svataly pramanye siddhe samana-
nyayataya Sabdasyapi tathaiva pramanyam bhavati...purusadosanu-
pravesakaritah  kvaciddhi viplavah/taduktam-<$abde dosodbhavas
tavad vaktradhina iti sthitih”—( V. )/...vede tu pranetul purusasya-
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of eternal words. Thus, the Veda in its entirety is co-
existent with the ideas that are eternally present.

But the Naiyayikas do not acquiesce with the Mimam-
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.* 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 Mimamsakas and
Naiyayikas towards the sphota-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. We have noted above
that the Grammarians cite in favour of their theory 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 Word-Essence.
But if it refers to the discrete letters as such, it must be pro-
nounced as erroneous. To this the Naiyayikas reply : True,

bhavat dosasamkaiva na pravartate, vaktradhinatvad dosinam / na ca
badhakapratyayo’dya yavat vedarthe kasyacit utpanna iti nirapavai-
dam vedaprimanyam/aha ca—¢“tatrapavadanirmuktir vaktrabhivat-
laghiyasijvede tenapramanatvam na $ankim adhigacchati’-iti—NAf.
Vol. I, p. 154.

'ucyate—Mimamsaka yasah pivantu, payo va pivantu, buddhi-
jadyapanayanartham brahmighrtam va pivantu, vedastu purusapra-
nita eva, natra bhrantih/—

vatha ghatadisamsthanad bhinnam apyacaladisu/
samsthanam kartrmat siddham 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.! But if in despite of this the
opponents insist strongly on a satisfactory explanation of
the popular usage, the Naiyayikas are ready with one.
They would argue that the letters themselves are many, yet
the final recollection, cognizant of the individual letters as
de§cribcd 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.?
What more, the Naiyayikas turn the table against the
Grammarians themselves and argue that the postulation of
sphota cannot save them from the charge that was brought
against the Naiyayikas and Mimamsakas. For though by
positing sphota the Grammarians can satisfactorily explain
the unity, they are on the other hand unable to defend
the use of the term $abda. The term Sabda denotes the
audible sounds and not sphota which is capable of being
cognised through mental perception alone.®* Thus the Gram-
marians’ conception of pada-sphota as an immutable entity
is not based on sound logic.

We have thus far discussed the problem as to how dis-
crete letters formed into particular groups called ‘words’
can express distinct ideas. We are now in a position to

lyadapyabhani—sabdad artham pratipadyamahe iti vyavaharah
sphotapaksasaksitam evavalambate....varnasabdavadinam anupapan-
no’vam vyavaharah $abdiad artham pratipadyimahe-iti/ucyate—kim
anena upapannenanupapannena va krtvam/yadyayam upapadyate
tatah kim, athdpi nopapadyate tatah kim/na hi lokavyapadesaniban-
dhana vastusthitir bhavati/—NM. Vol. 1. pp. 349-50.

%ibid. p. 350.

3kifica sphotapakse sutaram anupapanno’yam vyapadesah $abdad-
iti/ pratipadikasyarthasyabhavat/nahi varnavat sphote $abda-$abda-
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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 Mimamsakas
and Naiyayikas as on the issue of pada-sphota.

The Grammarians argue that in our day to day con-
versation we invariably use a sentence to communicate
our ideas to others. Words are rarely, or never, secn 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 facie 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-
lans contend, in favour of the sentence being reckoned as
an 1nd1v151ble unit as the word composed of isolated letters
was taken to be in the case of pada-sphota. For, when the
expression hare’va is heard the resultant relational thought
is cognised distinctly even though one fails due to igno-
rance o-f the laws of euphonic combination to recognise
dlscrlmlnatingly the two words hare and ava.! Thus we

tvam prayufijino dréyate vyavahartrjanah/arthapratipattihetutvam
$abda-laksanam asidhu/dhiimadibhir vyabhicarat/—NM. loc. cit.

1Cp. ‘hare’vetyadi drstva ca vakyasphotam vini$cinu’— Vaiyakarana-
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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 sphota, which in this case is styled as vakya-sphota,
and it is the latter that conveys the final relational thought,
just as in the case of an unrelated concept it was the pada-
sphota 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, akhyata, upasarga, nipate and karmapravacaniya, as is
commonly done. The Grammarians repudiate such a
procedure in strong terms because it is logically unreal.!
Now it might be argued that if, as the Grammarians main-
tain, the vakya-sphota alone be really expressive, how can
they be justified in positing the pada-sphota as a separate
entity, every act of communication being judgmental in
their opinion ? To this the Garmmarians would assert :
The pada-sphota 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.? All this is the outcome of nescience
which obscures the true vision and precludes all possibility
of getting a glimpse of the underlying reality. We analyse

bhisana-karika, which has been explained by Kondabhatta in the urits
as follows : atra adina visno’va ityadi grhyate/atra padayoh spastam
ajfiane’pi samudayavyutpattyabodhad avasyikaiva samudayasaktir
iti bhavah—p. 240. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. )
l«dvidha kaiscit padam bhinnam caturdha paticadha’pi va/
apoddhrtyaiva vikyebhyah prakrti-pratyayadivat//”
2¢«pade na varna vidyante varnesvavayava na caf

vakyat padanam atyantam praviveko na kascana//”
—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.' 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 pada-sphota is posited
not as the ultimate reality, but as a step forward along
. the path leading to the realisation of the latter, which is
tl Sabda-brahman. The conception of pada-sphota, though as
unreal as a snake-in-the-rope, is helpful inasmuch as it
disciplines and orients our mind and enablesit conscquently
to realise the vakya-sphota which is more real in comparison
with pada-sphota.* 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 appcarance.
Evefy 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

r influence of n-esciencgr. The ultimate truth according to
the Grammarians is Sabda-brahman, the sphota par cxcellence,
out of which all the cognizable phenomena evolve and in
wh1c.h they are finally merged. The articulate sounds that
r{lar.ufest the immutable pada-sphota and vakya-sphota are
similarly unreal, being evolutes of Sabda-brakman, which is

lt_atfa prativakye samketagrahanisambhavat tadanvakhyanasya
lag'hupayena asakyatviacca kalpanaya padani pravibhajya pade pra-
k-rtl‘PratYaYa-bhiga-kalpanena-kalpitibhyim anvaya-vyatirekibhyam
tattad-a}‘thavibhégarp $astramatravisayam parikalpayanti smﬁciryﬁh
—Nagoji Bhatta’s Vapakarana-Siddhanta-Manjisa, pp. 5-6. ( Chow-

khamba Sanskrit Series Edn. )

) Patra vakyarthasya apeksikam satyatvam drastavyam/sarvavyava-
harasya asadvisayatvat—VSM., p. 413. Vide also NM., Vol. 1. 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. When that supra-mundane
reality is comprehended, the entire phenomenal universe
ceascs to be, being absorbed in the substratum out of which
1t 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-sphota 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.

The Naiydyikas, 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
( $@abda-bodha ) 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

liha tu etavataiva punah prayojanam/varnapadaplirvako vyava-
hiro na bhavatiti vikyena loke vyavaharat, tasya cavayavavayavi-
vyavasthanupapatter nirvibhigam eva tad vacakam, nirvibhigasca
tasya vicyo'rtha-iti/...avidyavastheyam varttate - tatreyam vartani
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with the collective recollection of the preceding words ex-
presses the relational thought-unit that follows in its
wake. What more, the substitution of one word 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 Mecthod of Agreement
and Difference ( anvaya-vyatireka ) it is easy to discover that
words are individually significant.? As for the claim of the
grammarians that $abda-brahman, that inarticulate sphota
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 ina later section when
we come to discuss the relation between the words and
their meanings.

. The Mimamsakas too fall in line with the Naiyayikas
in c9nfuting the doctrine of vakya-sphota. They cannot,

consistently with the canons of the Parvamimamsa rclating to

t}.le_application of mantras in rituals, deny the reality of in-

dividual words independently of the sentences of which

tbey. aremembers. If the words be regarded as utterly non-

ﬁlgmﬁcant, the aphorism laying down such operations as

uha, tanira, prasanga etc. relating to particular words would

become absolutely meaningless and lose all their scope.

z::zgisyva_minaivziS_tu_/ viflyiyénp sarvam eveflam asaram-iti padena
asye;tm X iad V'}ia\iaharabliavit tas?/a ke'v?.lasyaprayogit tatsvarapam
lataéga a%ayam na vastavam 1§yaEe-1t1/——N1’VI. Vol.. I. _[)._34_4. }
tadarthoru: Saz/a}/avau ' vékya-vi,kyarthau ’padopajanapayabhy'axp
tasyérthap iJtanapa_yadarsanét/...yo rtho yam sa}_)dflm anugacchati sa
p. 354. Yavasiyate| tat katham asatya bhagah/—NAL. Vol. I.

2
nanu varr_lé.l'lé.

prak

ar m tadatiriktasphotasya va’rthapratyayakatvamse
r taUtpattlkasambandhédharatvérpée va tulyataya prayatnapurah-
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The Vaiyakaranas, however, might meet this charge by
asserting that it is with a view to upholding the validity
of such operations taught in the Puarvamimamsa that they
too have been forced to accord a limited reality to the
pada-sphota, as also to the sense expressed by it.* But it is to
be noted in this connection that the celebrated Mimamsaka
Mandana Misra, who is known to be a direct disciple of
Kumarila Bhatta, upholds enthusiastically the reality of
sphota as a metaphysical entity confuting the Bhatta thesis
to the contrary. He is a fervent supporter of the Vaiya-
karana doctrine and an uncompromising critic of the
Bhatta viewpoint. In one of the introductory verses of
his Sphota-siddhi, a critique of the sphota-theory of the
Grammarians in all its ramifications, Mandana Misra
stigmatises the opponents of the sphota-theory of the Gram-
marians, of whom Bhatta Kumarila, his preceptor, is per-
haps the most renowned precursor, as ‘lacking wisdom’
(durvidagdha) in respect of the issue under discussion—too
strong an expression to be used by a disciple with refe-
rence to his erstwhile preceptor.?

Bhamaha in his Ravyalamkara, again, has strongly
attacked the sphota-theory in his own way. He discards

saram spllotapratisedllo nirarthaka iti cet na/ yatah sphotapakse hi
niravayavam vakyam niravayavasya vakyarthasya vacakam, avayavas-
tu padatmaka varnatmakasca mrsabhita itisyante/ tatasca pada-tad-
avayavaéritasya Ghader mahavakyavayavavantara-vakyartha-praya-
jadyaétritasya prasanga-tantrades ca uttaratra viciryamanasya
mrsatvam syat/ atas tatsatyata- siddhyartham sphotanirakaranam-iti
na msphalam/——P) abh@ on Sabara-Bhasya on 7. I. 1. 5.

1Vide VSM. p. 6 and Durbalacarya’s Kufictka thereon. Also ibid.

pp. 403. ff.

2yide : durvidagdhair avaksipte darsane pada-darsinam/ yathiga-
mam yathaprajfiam nyiyaleso nidarSyate/—Sphota-siddhi: Karika 2.
Compare also the comm. Gopalika of Rsiputra Paramesvara on the
above verse. Ibid. p. 8. ( Madras University Edition, 1931 ).

2
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the Sj)f.lo.m-th}fliorY O1Ii1t tlz)ef Ziiisir?fe;?a] whole apqrt frolmC Iiltlf
s e toseir:r eait ’ In his view, the in.t cgrclty E,L,I]cconsist
f:tizse Z(;?:iicmis o particul?lrrle:vsc,)ggngi(ethg(r)r:;clves, as
in the component letters, or ra hine more.
lar;rtanged iIr)l ® Darticular chu?nce'hanrialrilto\} of ga terlium
There is no necessity of postulating the ot otermal o

uid, a metaphysical entity called 5/)11 bserves - “Our
Zran,scendental. As Bhamaha sarczftstlcal X o e
salutations to thoge learned theorists ( viz.

rity as to the
rians) who alone constitute the sole authority
ascertainment of this tryth.’*!

1Cp. Kdt{ydlamkdra, VI. 8-15.



CHAPTER TWO

THE RELATION OF WORDS WITH THEIR
MEANINGS : THE GRAMMARIANS’
VIEW-POINT

Ix the preceding section we noted en passant the Vaiya-
karana claim that the ideas signified by words are nothing
but evolutes of Sabda-brahman, the Ultimate Reality. They
contend that even our minutest psychical process is inex-
tricably bound up with the cognition of the word expressive
thereof. Whenever we have to refer to a particular cogni-
tion we characterise it invariably by qualifying it with the
corresponding word. We say: ‘Cow’ s the form of the cog-
nition ( gawr-iti juanam ). 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.
We say : This is ‘cow’ ( gaur ayam ). Here the substance
‘cow’ as referred to by the demonstrative pronoun ks, has
been identified with the word-unit cow. Identification of
words with qualities and actions is also noticeable in instan-
ces like—ayam varnah Suklah, ayam calah. 'This identity of
$abda on the one hand with the cognition and its content on
the other, as also the constant association of cognitions
with fabda as the invariable determinant, constitute the
basis on which the Grammarians’ thesisof $abda being the
ultimate and all-pervading reality is grounded. This also

lgaurityesa hi nirde$o vacya-tadbuddhi-vacinam/ kastvaya drsto’-
rtha iti prsto gaur-iti, kidr§am te jfidanam utpannam gaur-iti, kidréam
Sabdam prayuktavan asi—gaur-itij/—NAM. Vol. IL. p. 100.
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explains Patafijali’s dissertation in the Paspasa which opens
with the interrogation: atha gaur-ityatra kal Sabdaj. For, the
word gaufy is identified as much with the substance ‘cow’ as
with its attributes, viz. qualities and actions, of which it is
a mere collocation, as Pataiijali along with the author of
the gloss on the 7, oga-siatra 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 Aahabhasya.’
Both these contentions—viz. the ultimate reality of §abda
(jabdﬁdvaim-vﬁda) which is the substratum of the world of
appearance, and the mutual identity of Sabda and artha
( fabdﬁd/lyﬁsa—v&da), that constitute the key-stone of the
Grammariany System of metaphysics, have elaborately
been controverted by the rival schools of thought. We

Propose to record below the dialectics of this rival school
of metaphysics ip some detail.
Let us first take

up the question of fabdadvaiia-vada. To
understand the Vaj

. yakarana position fully we must know
something about the generally accepted views regarding
the nature of our cognitions. Cognitions arc usually classi-
fied into two broad divisions—viz. determinate (savikal-
paka) and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka). Our perceptual
I}iHOWledge too'can be classed under cither of these two
t:sg;x;zozdl.ng as it is Co.gnizant o.f an object as charac-
ect as torat] nczlz')ersal, a quality, an action, a name, or an ob-
latter case ityb “vorced fl“Om any such d<.:term1nant, in ?he
by western wriimg €quwvalent to what is called sensation

ers on Psychology. Of these two types of

lsarvatra $ahdal,
éabdal}’~itYanene‘1pi
yam ‘atha gaur ityatr
jatyadinam $abdaty

Binam ityayam arthah—‘atha gaur-ityatra kah
slicitah.../ ¢abdarthayor avibhigadeva paspa$a-
a kah Sabdah’—iti prasnah/ kifica tatpraghattake

am  afankitam tadvivikta-Sabdatattvajiianat/ 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 (kalpanz) without any
objective reality to correspond with.! The Mimamsakas
and Naiyayikas however uphold the validity of both. But
the Grammarians differ from both these views inasmuch
as, according to them, it is thc 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 conceivable 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 thereof. We
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 gunadinam go$abdatvasanka katham, tena SIZ}deIla tesam
tidatmyabhavat—iti vicyam/ nirantaratvarapﬁyuta‘slddhatvavad-
avayavisesanugata - siminyavisesarapa-gunasamiihasyaiva  dravya-
tvat/ ‘striyim’-iti satrc ‘dravye ca bhavatah kap sampratyayah ?
gunasamudiyo dravyam’ -iti Bhasyat/ ‘kam ca prati avayavo gunah ?
samudiyam prati’- it1 «samkhyaya avayava”- iti Patanjala-Bhasyacca
—VSM. p. 365.

ltatra pratyaksam kalpanipodham vyaj-jiinam arthariipadau
ne‘lma—jﬁtyzidi-kalpanﬁ-rahitam——Dir’mﬁga’s Nyaya-pravesa, p. 7. (GOS.
Edn.). Tatra nama-kalpana yatha dittha-iti/ jatikalpana yatha gaur itif
adisabdena gur_1a—kriya-dravya-parigrahal_l/ tatra gunakalpana sukla-
iti/ kriya-kalpana pacaka itij dravya-kalpana danditi/ abhih kalpana-
bhi rahitam sabda-rahitam svalaksanahetutvat/ uktam ca—na hyarthe
$abdih santi, tadatmino va, yena tasmin pratibhdsamine te’pi prati-
bhiser-ann-ityz‘xdi—-Haribhadra-sﬁri’s comm. thereon. O0p. cil. 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.!

Now it might be argued that the Vaiyakaran 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 indeterminatc in nature,
as there is no possibility of its being determined by a name.
‘The child being totally ignorant of the conventional re-
lation (samketa) subsisting between the object of cognition
—say, a ‘cow’, and the term expressive thereof—viz. gauh,
cannot be aware of the term when the cow is perceived
or recollected.? 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 aware-
ness of the term asa determinant is not so vivid and .distinct
as in the case of the cognition of a grown up man. The
term as a determinant is still there—howsocver unmanifest
and inarticulate it might be. Though the child has no
%{HOWICdge of the relation between the word and its mean-
Ing in his birth, yet the possibility of its being invested
with an impression of the pre-natal knowledge of the rela-
twon cannot be ruled out®. Thus it must be admitted

i 1C~p_ “na so’sti pratyayo loke yah §abdanugamad rte/ anuviddham
1‘\‘/a_ Jnanam sarvam $ahdena bhasate/” -Vikya-padiya, 1. 114. Also :
Vagrupati ced utkramed avabodhasya $asvati/ na prakasam prakase-
ta s hi pratyavamargingp _ipig 1. 125. Vide also NM. Vol. 11. p. 99,
“i“astl byalocanajiianam prathamam nirvikalpakam/ bala-mukadi-
vijfianasadrsam éUddhava'stu_jam/”—SV,
3yadi tﬁcyate_ '

A béléném tiraScam ca’vikalpakah pratyayah vyava-
haras ca-iti—tap

na/ tesam api stiksma-vag-upapatteh/ 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 $abda being the Ultimate Reality, the material cause of
all this phenomenal universe, which is but an evolute
of $abda-brahman, just as according to the Samkhya philo-
sophers the universe is the outcome of a gradual process
of evolution of the primordial matter (pradhana).* 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—Iike the

cam vibhajante- vaikhari, madhyama, siksma ceti/ yathoktam-—
¢$abdabrahmaiva tesim hi parinamipradhanavat/vaikhari-madhyama-
siiksma-vagavastha-vibhedatah |’—iti/ kim punar balanam siksma-$ab-
da-sadbhave pramanam ? pratyayatvam eva/ pratyaya hi te katham
agabda bhavisyanti, asmadadipratyayavad eva/ katham avyutpanna
balih $abdena’rthin yojayantiti cet, na/ pragbhaviya-Sabdavasana-
vasad upapatteh/ asti hi tesam bhavantariya-Sabdavasana/ sa’drsta-
vasad abhivyakta sati ¢abdasmaranam upakalpayati/ tatal siksma-
¢abda-sambhinnam artham balo’pi pratipadyate/—Sucarita Misra’s
Katika on $V. Pt. 1. p. 248. ( Trivandrum Sanskrit Series Edn. ).
1Cp. ¢«¢éabdabrahmaiva tesam hi parinami pradhanavat/ vaikhari-
madhyam?l-sﬁkgmi-vﬁgavasthé-vibhedatah/”—cited anonymously by
Sucarita Miéra in his Kasika ( vide supra ) as also by Rsiputra Para-
meévara in his comm. Gopalikd on Mandana’s Sphota-siddhi, p. 6. Vide
also : “$éabdasya parinamo’yam ityamnayavido viduh/ chandobhya
eva prathamam etad visvam vyavartata/”’-yathaivanye karya-karana-
bhava-matram acaksanah karyesu karana-dharma-samanvayam drstva
vyavrtta-bhedam siksmam asamvedyam sarva-vikara-Saktyanugatam
pratyastamita-vyaktiSaktiripam anugramam pradhanasaktisamiham
avidya-karanam janma-parinamasamsargam vivartam vyavastha-
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jar, the cup, the plate and so on.? All external objects
are thus products of fabda-brahman which, though one and
indivisible and eternal, appears to be many and liable to
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 indjvisible space appears to be divided
by so many coloured lines that have no objective reality at
all.® But when we have overcome that nescience—
which is the sole cause of multiplicity and distinction, the
ultimate Reality—viz. $abda-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 fabda-
brahman, on the analogy of the Samkhya theory of cvolution
out of the primal stuff, has been subjected to severe criti-
cism by the Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas and Buddhists alike.
The foremost objection against such an hypothesis is that
the Grammariang’ assumption that all our cognitions are
associated with words-—on which this imposing metapysi-
cal superstructure has been founded—is altogether base-

payanti, tathaivamnaye samhrta-bhogya-bhoktr-Sakter vagatmano
bahudha karanatvam amnatam/—Vakya-padiya, 1. 121 and Bhartr-
hari’s own gloss thereon, ( Ed. by Pt. Carudeva Sﬁstrin, p. 108 ).
See also Santaraksita’s Tatlva-Samgraha, Karika 128. (GOS. Edn.).
'Vide Kamalagila’s Paiijika on TS., Karika 128. Vol. T. p- 68.
*Cp : “yatha visuddham akdsam timiropapluto janah/
samkirnam iva matrabhi$ citrabhir abhimanyate//
tathedam amrtam brahma nirvikaram avidyaya/
kalusatvam iva’pannam bheda-rapam prapadyate/;”’
—cited by Bhartrhari in his gloss on Vakya-padiya, 1.1. These verses are
commonly éscribed to Bhartrhari himself. But as these and other
verses arc introduced with the words ‘fathd lyuktam’ it is plausible
that they have been quoted {rom 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 fabda with
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—uviz. their association with fabda,
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 $abda is not so perceivable.! Now
the Grammarians might argue that since §abda and artha are
mutually merged (anuviddha), 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 (anuviddha-
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 thercof—viz. ghala,
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. We can-
not identify colour and touck for while the former is the ob-
ject of visual percept10n the latter is perceived by means
of the tactile sense. Sabda and artha too being cognised by
different sense-organs cannot be identified. For, while we

Y¥abdanuviddhatvasya jianesu apratibhasit/ taddhi pratyaksena
pratiyate, anumanena va ? pratyaksena cet kim aindriyakena, sva-
samvedanena va ? na tavat aindriyena—indriyanam ripadiniyata-
tvena jfianavisayatvat/ napi svasamvedanena—asya sabdagocaratvat|
—Prameya-kamala-martaida, pp. 39-40 ( NSP. Edn. ).
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see the blue colour with our eyes, we hear the word nila
with our ears. Thus the colour nila and the word nila can-
not be held as identical.! 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 cither by invoking the
mstrumentality of the impression produced by the ante-
'natal knowledge of the conventional relation (samketa). Had
it been a fact there would have been no necd of learning
these relations between words and their senses de novo. If
recollection of words is possible on the part of a new-born
child, it becomes prima Jfacie inexplicable how in the course
of a few years that capacity of recollection becomes com-
pletely extinct.? 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
kno.wledge of those relations becomes neccessary is of no
avail.  For, there can be no logic behind the contention
that while the impressions of a quick-born child in spite of
1ts 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

yat;aitth‘zrthasya tadanu\-/id_dhatvﬁ,t tadanu}.)havejﬁén(: tadapyanubhii-
abhinnya-((:iya}te / na‘nu_k1m1darp sabdanuviddhatvam nama/ arthasya
nah tadra(;:i par.tllzhasah, tadatmyam V-i/ tatradyavikalpo’samici-
putio’vasthitl aS}ia—lvz.lrthasya. adhyakse pratll)hz‘lsanzjtt/n'a hi tatra yatha
érotraprade’o mladlh. pratibhisate, tathid taddese sabdo’pi—Srotr-
. .~ adese tatpratibhasit/ ... napi tidatmyam—vibhinnendriya-
Jamtajnana-grihyatvit/ yayor vibhinnendriya-janita-jianagrahya-
fvam na ta}’or aikyam - yathd rapa-rasayoh/ tathitvam ca nilartpa-
Sabda}’f’h/ Sabdékéra—rahitar{l hi niladirapam Iocana-jﬁ'ine pratibhati
tadL}rghltas tu éabdal_l Srotra-jfiane—iti katham tayor aikyam >—PKM.,
p- 40.

®Vide Sucarita Miéra’s Kasika on SV, Pt. I. p. 249.
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this total extinction, thusnecessitating thelearning of those
relations afresh.* The postulation of an unmanifest and
inarticulate sound, like pasyaniz and saksma, made by the
Vaiyidkaranas 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-
karanas have rather arbitrarily assumed.* 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-karna-bhava) or identity
(tadatmya). But in the present case no such probans is
possible. FEven if there had been one leading to the in-
ference of the association of $abda and artha, no validity
would have attached to it, contradicted as it is by per-
ception, as discussed in the preceding paragraph, which is

latha matam—parastad asya samskaro nasyatiti, tanna | yasya hi
nidhanena yoniyantrapidaya ca samskaro na vinas'ah, tasya katham
akasmad eva dvi-trair eva varsaih samskaranaso bhavati—Kasika,
loc. cit.

2samhrtasesavarnadi-vibhaga tu paSyanti, siksma cantar-jyoti-
riipa vz"lgéva na bhavatifanayor arthatmadarsanalaksanatvat, vacastu
varna-padadyanukrama-laksanatvat/ tato’yuktam etallaksana-pranaya-
nam - “sthanesu vivrte vayau krtavarnaparigraha/ vaikhari vak pra-
yoktrnam prana-vrtti-nibandhana/ pranavrttim atikramya madhya-
ma vak pravartate/ avibhiga tu pasyanti sarvatah samhrta-krama/
svariipa-jyotir evantah sitksma vaganapayini/ taya vyaptam jagat
sarvam tatal $abdatmakam jagat/” -ityadi | —PKM. pp. 41-42. The
above verses are cited by Bhartrhari in his gloss on VP. 1. 143.
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a stronger instrument of knowledge than inference and
consequently has the power to override the latter.?

Even the theory of evolution out of the unmanifest 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 vivarta that the Grammarians so fre-
quently use ? If it signifies transformation ( parinama) from
one state to another, as the transformation of milk into
curd, the unity of fabda-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-brahman, would
be different form the latter having reality in its own right.
Consequently multiplicity would supplant unity. More-
over, on this view, §abda-brahman being susceptible to trans-
formation becomes reduced to a transient entity and the
Grammarians’ doctrine of immutability falls to the ground.?
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

fanuménét tesam tadanuviddhatva-pratitir ityapi manoratha-
matrz‘tm—tadavinibhévi-liﬁgébhévﬁt/ tatsambhave  va’dhyaksidi-
bidhlta-paksanirdeéénantaram prayukyatvena kz‘xlityayﬁpadistat‘véc-
ca/—PEM., loc. cil. B

2v'ivartav:ido’pi Na samafijasaly / tatha hi vivarte ksiram iva
dadhiriipena parinamitvena vikéri.tayz’l va ksirader ivz‘mit.yatva-pra-
sangat/ tathhabhave’ pi ca nadvaitasiddhir dadhna iva ksiravikarasya
$abdavikarasyarthasya tato’nyatvat/—NM. Vol. IL. p. 102.
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word ghata which, the Vaiyakaranas argue, is identical
with the jar itself.*

Now, the Grammarians 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 $abda-brahman. Such a defence, the Naiyayikas
contend, is extremely unconvincing. For, according to
the Naiyayikas, the external world is as much real as the
tabda-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.® That would be
another version of solipsism and the Grammarians could
aspire to be no better than the camp-followers of the
heterodox Buddhist subjectivists®.

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

¥abditmakam hi brahma niladiriipatam pratipadyamanam sva-
bhavikam éabdal:flpam parityajya pratipadyeta aparityajya va ? ..dvi-
tiya-paks‘e tu niladisamvedanakale badhirasyapi éabda-s_afpvedana-
prasangah, niladivat tadavyatirekat/ yat khalu yadavyatiriktam tat
tasmin samvedyamane samvedyate, yatha niladisamvedanavasthayam
tasyaiva nilader atmai, niladyavyatiriktas ca $abda iti/—PKAM. p. 43.

2atharthapratibhasam asatyam api indrajalavat upadarsayati sab-
dah - ityayam vivartarthah, so’pi na yuktah/ bahyasya vastunah
pa(:lz‘xbhidheyasya jati-vyaktyader, vakya-vacyasyapi bhavanadeh
plirva-prasadhitatvat/...na ca indrajala-mayadivat ayatharthatayam
kimapi kdranam utpasyamah/—NM. loc cil.

8Sucarita Misra stigmatises the Grammarians’ views as bauddha-
gandhi—i. e. savouring of Buddhistic dogmas. Vide : “‘evam hi Bauddha-
gandhi-Vaiyakarana manyante”—O0p. cit. Pt. 1. p. 275. Nagojibhatta,
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reason for the cognition of the silver-picce in the nacre,
which though diflerent in some respects arc also similay i
others, and that accounts for the illusion. But Sabda qnq
artha being poles asunder in their respective charactersticg
and totally dissimilar from each other, there can be po
illusory superimposition of the latter in the former, as (e
Vaiyakaranas would have us believe.!

The Vaiyakaranas might, however, fall back upon 5
different interpretation. It might be contended thgy
Sabda-brahman, like the personal and omnipotent God the
Creator in the other orthodox systems, is the efficient cauge
—the Creator of this phenomenal universe, and that jg
why the universe is called the vivarta of Sabda-brafiman. Thig
contention too is not reasonable. For éabda-bralmzan,
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 Sabda-brahman,
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.? To maintain the causality of sabda-
brahman on the analogy of the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of

too, in his VM., anticipating such a possible indictment, differentiates
the Vaiyakarana doctrine as stated above from the subjectivism of the
Buddhist philosophers. Cp. “etenasato bhiane Bauddha-matapravesa
ityapastam/ tena tatra iropita-sattvasyapyanangikarat/ atmanas tena-
nangikaracca/”—O0p. cit. p. 280.

Vide NM. Vol. 11, p. 102.

2atha Sabda-brahmaiva srjati jagantityayam vivartaprakara ucyate,
so’pi na samyak, acetanatvena Sabdasya iSvarasyeva srastrtvanupapat-
teh/...atha “vijiianam anandam brahma”-iti agamavacanam anusara-
ta vibhutvam iva cetanatvam api $abdabrahmano varnyate tarhisvar-
‘asyaiva $abdabrahmeti nima krtam syat/—/NAM. Vol. IL. 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 parts, the whole inhering in these parts.
But if sabda-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.! The theory of
causation with regard to Sabda-brahman is easily refutable
on other grounds as well. Had $abda 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 $abda, the immutable entity, being eternally present
and selfisufficient there can be nothing to deter the simul-
taneous production of all conceivable effects.? 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 fabda-bral-
man as well as para-brakman. 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 fabda-bralman and para-brahman
as envisaged in the above sriptural text real or apparent ?
To accept it as real would be self-defeating as it would

lna ca paramanuvad asya kiranatvam/ avayava-samavayena
prthivyadeh karyasya grahanat/—ibid.

2napi $abdat utpattih/ tasya nityatvenavikaritvat, kramena karyot-
padavirodhat sakalakaryanam yugapad evotpattih syat/ karanavaikal-
yaddhi karyani vilambante nanyatha/ tacced avikalam kim aparam
tair apeksyam yena yugapanna bhaveyuh/—PKM. p. 44.
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strike at thevery root of the theory of non-dualism preached
by the Vaiyakaranas. Nor is it sane to see brakmanin every
corner as the validity ofthe above text would suggest. The
acceptance of the second alternative too would be compro-
mising to the Grammarians’ position, for S$abda-brahiman
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.!

We must now turn to the fabdadhyisa-vada—that pur-
ports to defend the identity between fabda and artha as en-
visaged in the popular usage on the theory of superimposi-
tion of $abda on the cognition and its object. Though the
doctrine of $abdadhyasa-vada is closely rclated with the
theory of $abdadvaita yet we propose to deal with it sepa-
rately in some detail. Kumarila, the great Mimamsist tea-
cher, devoted 2 considarable section of his Sloka-varttika
on 7S. 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-
jart 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 gauk not only stands for the particular
sound-group—viz. g, au, h, but also for the cognition
and the substance ‘cow’ which is the object thereof. This

lyadapyucyate - “dve brahmani veditavye $abdabrahma param
ca yat/ S'abdabrahmani nisnitah param brahmadhigacchati)”-iti,
tadapi brahma-subhiksam atyantam alaukikam ekatarasya brahma-
nah kélpanikatvét/ akalpanikatve va katham advaitavadah/ tasmat
krtam anena éabda—brahmar}i/ ....—NM. Vol. I1. 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 (adhyasa) of the
former on the latter. This is how the Grammarians justi-
fy the popular usage.

Kumarila’s animadversions against the above Vaiya-
karana 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
$abda and artha is an unwarranted hypothesis. We 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-laksana), undetermined
by any nomenclature prior to our acquisition of the
knowledge of therelations 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 fabda and artha is an unproven hypothesis.' 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.? What more, a particular word is used
with a view to signifying a particular affribute of a subs-
tance, composed of infinite attributes as it is, to the exclu-

lna civikalpitah $abdad iti vicyo na grhyate/ tenagrhitasabdo’pi
gotvadin pratipadyate/—SV. v. 176 on JS. 1. 1. 4.

*¥rutisamsparfabodhe’pi naivabhedopacarata/ vivekad artha-$ab-
danam caksuh-$rotradhiya krtat/—loc. cil.

0
J
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sion of all others, and thus it is 2 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. $abda) with the end (viz. artha) would be tantamount
to identifying the lamp with the jar—absurd on the very
face of it.! Kumarila, further, puts a query to the Gram-
marians : Do you hold that all our cognitions of the
different categories—viz. jati, dravya, guna and kriya, 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 (adhyasa)
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 cntities—viz. $abda
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 Vaiyakaranas has no factual
basis.? This illusion of identity and of superimposition
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 $abda, because
there is no other possible means of expression besides $abda,
not that the thing cognised is identical with the sabda.

lanantadharmake dharminyekadharmavadharane/ $abdo’bhyupa-
yamatram syat natmadyharopakaranam/ na copeye’bhyupayasya riipa-
dhyasah prasajyate/ na hi dipendriyadinam riapadyaropa isyate/—ibid.
vv. 176-79. Vide also NM. : na hyupayad abhinnatvam tadupayasya
yujyate/ riipasya na hyabhinnatvam dipad va caksuso’pi va/—I/oc. cil.

nityam yadi ca gotvadi Sabdariipena grhyate/ riipantaram na
drstam ced bhedadhyasau kuto nvimau/ yadyabhedo na mithyatvam
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Consequently, the identity envisaged in linguistic usages is
an illusory one and has no objectivity. So to conclude
superimposition 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. While the word (viz. gauk) 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 samottiil) having the property of illumination in-
herent in it.! The theory of fabdadhyasa involves other
fallacies too. For, if it is maintained that fabda 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 aksa—meaning a dic,
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. T'o 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 aksa, there
is doubt as to which of the three meanings is intended to
be conveyed. This is due to the similarity of constituent

bhedad cet syat svariipatah/ nadhyaropa-prasangah syad bhrantya
tvadhyasakalpana/ —ibid.

lapi ca yadi éabdad abhinno’rthal pratibhatyeva ko’dhyasarthah?
adhyasa-bhramas tu Vaiyakarananam ekakara-nirdesa-dosanirmitah/
yatha—‘gaur ityesa hi nirdeso vicya-tadbuddhi-véciném/’—kastvaﬁy.zx
drsto’tha iti prsto—gaur-iti, kidrfam tejfianam utpannam-—gaur-iti,
kidréam $abdam prayuktavan asi—gaur-iti/ tata esa bhrantih/ vastu-
tastu vivikta evaite Sabda-jfianarthah/ taduktam—*<gavi sasnadimadri-
pa gadiriipa’bhidhayake/ nirakarobhayajfiane samvittih paramartha-

tah/*( SV. )—itij/
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letters of the word aksa, that are common to all the three
cases. Had the word-units been intrinsically dissimilar
from one another there would not have becn any doubt
at all as to the meaning, which must have an element of
similarity as its basis.! Conversely again, synonymous words
like hastah, karah, panik etc., that signify the same idea
would be expressive of different ideas instcad of an iden-
tical sense, if the theory of superimposition is adopted
inasmuch as they differ in respect of their constituent
letters.?

Besides, what can be the basis of superimposition be-
tween Sabda and arthq ? Superimposition commonly takes
place either on the basis of similarity—as for example, the
superimposition of the silver-piece in the nacre, or by
reason of the transference of one’s attributes on to the other
(upc'z-r&ga) 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.® But none of these can hold
good in the present case. For, there is no similarity be-
tween fabdg and artha—which, as the Grammarians hold,
18 merely an appearance without any objectivity at all.

levam indriyajesviva na ¢abdesvapi pratyayesu $abdah svariipam
adh_yasyati -iti yuktam/ yadi ca $abdah svaripenartham pratipadayati
ta(‘ia’ksa-s'abdasyaikyéd devana-vibhitaka-rathaksesu tulya pratitih
SYat[ Na ca aksa-$abda bhinni iti vaktavyam, rapapratyabhijAiani-
Napayat, taduccarane ca artha-trayyam samsaya-darsanat/ - NAL. Vol.
b 101 Vide 7. 1. cit, vy, 186, 189-90.
2_3P1 ‘@ paryayesu hastah, karah, panir-ityadisu $abdartapabheda-
h}’asapakse arthabuddhibhedah pi‘épnoti, na casau asti-iti nadhya-
Sah/—NM. fop, o Vide : kara-hastadi-sabdebhyah $abdaripasya
bhedfltab/ bhinno’rthah sampratiyeta tadadhyaropakalpanc/—SV.
loc. cit. v. 208, )
_35'_tmidhyésas' ca sadréyad uparagacca jayate/ -SV. loc. cit. v. 209.
aEn cayam adhyasah sadréyad va bhavati Suktau iva rajatasya, upara-
gad va—manay jva Japarunimnah/—Sucarita Misra’s comm. there on,
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The second variety is equally impossible. For, $abda and
artha, being removed in space from each other, one cannot
transfer its attributes to the other. To argue that $abda is
reflected in artha in the same way as the disc of the moon,
though far removed, is reflected in the waters of a lake, is
not an eflective mode of reasoning. For, fabda being
devoid of colour is incapable of being reflected.! What
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 fabda and artha is
utterly inconceivable, they being cognizable through
different sense-organs.*

1Cp. SV. loc. cit. vv. 210 fI. Vide also—¢$abda-gandha-rasadinim
kidrsi pratibimbata/”.

2na ca bhinnendriya-grahyam kificid astyanuragakrt/ nahi laksa-
nurakte’pi sphatike dhis tvagadibhih/—ibid. Cp. kifica’yam anuragah
samanendriyagrihyenaiva drstah/ caksusasya maner arunimna ce‘?kgu-
senaiva/ nahi sphatike’nubhiityamane caksuso’runima tam anur'alﬁjaya-
ti/ evam érautah §abdah na caksusam artham anurafijayitum saknoti-
tyaha -‘na ceti’j—Sucarita Misra’s gloss thereon.

We should note here that Mandana Misra, the celebrated Mimam-
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 evamjatiya-
kesu eva abhedavastubuddher ekaabdatmakatvam upagaman/ na hi
avastusu samsargasamiiha’tyantisadadisu samsargisu va nanatmasu
ekavastupratibhasah sambhavatif vinaikasya $abdatmanal pratyasat, pari-
ndamad, vivariad va| -iti" —Vidhi-viveka, pp. 286-87. While $abda-pratyasa-
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vada, which is but another name of $abdddhyasa-vida, and $abda-parinama-
vdda envisage the reality of the phenomenal world of experience be-
sides the Word-Essence, the exponents of jabda-vivaria-vada repudiate
the reality of the objects signified by words and as such can be justly
ranked with Vedantists as being upholders of a pure and unqualified
Monism. Vide Vacaspati Misra’s Nyaya-kanika on the above Vidhi-viveka
text : pratyiso’dhyésah/ yathd vastutah svaccha-dhavale laksarasava-
seka-tiraskrta-dhavalimni sthaviyasi sphatika-manau taniyastaya lak-
salaksana-dravyagrahanat laksagunaropena arunah sphatikamanir-
iti matir adhyisah/ -..parinamo’pi yathaikam suvarna-tattvam kata-
ka-mukut,a-karr)ikiﬂguliyidibhedena viparinamate, tatha s$abdatat-
tvam api nanipadartha-ripeneti/ etasminsca darSane bhedanam
kathaficit padatattvit bhinnanam paramirthikatvam/ ...vivartastu
yatha mukham anekesu mani-krpana-darpanadisu sadbhutesu vi-
vartamanam tacchayapattau vibhinnavarna-parimina-defam cakastif
natu tatra tattvat bhinnavarna-parimana-desani mukhani santif
evam anadyavidyaya vasanopadhanavasat padatattvam ekam aneka-
padirthatmana prathate, natu padarthas tato vibhidyamﬁnﬁtmanah
paramirthatah santi/ ete pratyasa-parinama-vivarta matabhedena
mantavyah/ -iti—Joc. ¢if. ( Medical Hall Edition, Benares, 1907 ). It
must, however, be observed that for a proper understanding of the
$abda-vivarta-vada, 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 parva-
bhﬁmib/ vedanta-vade parinama-vadah/’—Samksepa-sariraka, 11. 61.



CHAPTER THREE

THE RELATION OF WORDS WITH
THEIR MEANINGS : ( coxTp. )
THE POSITION OF THE BUDDHISTS AND
VAISESIKAS.

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.* In the present section we propose
to limit our discussion to the realm of isolated words—or
logical ferms 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 Vaiyakarana viewpoint. We noted how the Gramma-
rians’ thesis—viz. that fabda 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 $abda 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

ldvividhah $abdah - paditma, vakyatma ca/...——NM. Vol 1. 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 Vaisesika philosophers, who regard the
sense comprehended from a particular word as being
inferred from the latter.” Let us examine the Vaisesika
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
cognitions. We 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 cvident 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 Vai$esika 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-
deflt of human will, in the former it is artificial owing its
being to the convention of a particular community.
Subst.itute this conventional relation for causality and there
femains nothing to distinguish a case of verbal cognition
from genuine cases of inference. The analogy can be

,‘ICP-, “tatranuminam evedam Bauddhair Vaiéesikaih smrtam”
—SV. Sabda-paricc/zeda, 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 per se, so too in the case of ver-
bal cognitions the knowledge of the conventional relation
is essential.? There are other points of affinity too be-
tween inferential and verbal cognitions. A word, like a
probans 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
perception®. Moreover, the idea conveyed by a word is of
the nature of a universal as is the case with inference where
the smoke can genecrate the cognition of the fire-universal
and not of any particular fire-entity.

But these arguments in favour of reckoning verbal
knowledge as a species of inference have been refuted
alike by philosophers of Samkhya, Mimamsa 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

4abdidinam anumane’ntarbhavo’numanivyatiriktatvam samina-
vidhitvdt, samanapravrttiprakaratvat/ yathi vyaptibaleninuminam
pravartate tatha $abdidayo’pityarthah/...samanavidhitvam eva darsa-
yati—yatheti/prasiddhah samayo’vinibhivo yasya purusasya tasya
lingadaréana-prasiddhyanusmaranabhyam/...tavaddhi sabdo nartham
pratipadayati yavad ayam asyavyabhicarityevam navagamyate, jfidte
tvavyabhicire pratipidayan dhiima iva lingam syat/—Sridhara’s
Nyaya-kandali on Praastapada-Bhasya, pp. 213-14. ( Viz. Sans. Series
Edn.).

?ita§ canumanam $abdah—arthasyanupalabdheh/ pratyaksenanu-
palabdharthavisayatvat/—Uddyotakara’s Nydya-varttika on Gauta-
ma’s Nydya-Sitra, 11. 1, 49,
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cognitions should fit in with the established schema of
syllogistic reasoning. Ifit 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 Vaisesikas 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 : What would be the form of the propo-
sition in this case ? Is the object cow the subject ( paksa )
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 kil ( parvata )
that is immediately parceived.! To maintain that the ferm
cow is itself the subject as well as the probans, the object
cow being the probandum, is equally futile. Tor, it would
then involve the fallacy of petitio principic where the pro-
bans is a part of the thesis or premiss ( pratijna ) itself.?
Now, it might be pointed out by the Vaigesikas that the
criticism on the ground of the probans being indistinguish-
able from the premiss itself is not fatal to their position.
-For, in the inference—viz. “This smoke is fiery, because
1t is smoke”, the probans and the subject are identical and
vet 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

) lanumine sadhyadharmavidisto dharmi pratiyate/ §abdad arthanu-
méne ko dharmi? na tavad arthah, tasya tadanim apratiyamana-
tvat/—ANyaya-kandal;, p. 214.

%atha $abdo’rthavattvena paksah kasmat na kalpyate/ pratijﬁirthai-
kadeso hi hetus tatra prasajyate/ -SV. loc. cit.



THE RELATION OF WORDS WITH THEIR MEANINGS 43

the probans.* But this argument overlooks the essential
difference between the two cases. For, in the inference
of firc in the subject smoke, the term smoke that is the sub-
ject of the premiss—viz. “This smoke is fiery”, refers to
a particular 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 wunitary
word-unit cow. So, there is no real fallacy of petitio principiz
in the former case, but in the latter it is unavoid-
able.? Even if all this is admitted, the relation between
$abda—the subject ( paksa), and the idea ( viz. of
cow )—which is the probandum ( sadhya ), still remains
unspecified. TFor, it is quite evident that the relation
of conjunction ( samyoga )—as between the ‘hill’ ( paksa )
and ‘fire’ ( sadhya ), cannot hold good between abda
and artha. Nor is the relation of inherence ( samavaya )
any more possible.> To argue that $abde and artha are
linked together on the basis of the relation of expressiveness
is to presuppose the very thing that is going to be in-

lnanu yatha ‘agniman ayam dhirial, dhiimavativat, mahanasa-
dhiimavat’ -ityuktam “sa defasyagniyuktasya dhiimasyanyais ca kalpi-
ta” -iti ( SV. Anumana-pariccheda, v.48 ) evam gosabda eva artha-
vattvena sidhyatam, go$abdatvat ityadi samanyam ca hetikriyatam
-iti/ - VM. Vol. 1. p. 140.

2pakse dhiimavidese ca samanyam hetur isyate/ samanyam gama-
kam natra godabdatvam nisetsyate/ vyaktir eva vidisyato hetus caika
prasajyate/~.$"V. .S"aba’a-pariccheda. vv. 63-64. Vide also Parthasarathi
Misra’s gloss thereon.

*naiva sabdasyarthena sambandhah kaécid asti/ ...nahi sabdartha-
yoh kunda-badarayor jva samyogasvabhavah, tantu-patayor iva sama-
vayatma va sambandhah pratyaksam upalabhyate/ tanmilatvacca
sambandhintaranyapi na santij taduktam--‘mukhe sabdam upalabha-
mahe, bhiimavartham’ -iti—NA. Vol. L. p. 220.
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ferred. Moreover, if verbal knowledge is to be equated
with inferential cognition, $abda and artha must be shown
to be spatio-temporally associated. But that is prima facie
absurd. Spatially the two entities are removed from cach
other—for, while fabda 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-
SOI?ing.1 Another argument against the Vaisesika view-
po1f1t is that the sense designated by a partic{ﬂar 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.? Lastly, had verbal cognition
been a species of inferential knowledge its authenticit

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 reall

the case.® Thus the Vaidesika thesis has to be abandoned

deé:lka;z.g::i}}?n}a};or iva éabdart}}ayor asti avinibhﬁvaniyamah/
Yudhisthirz-éa} ;Carat/ tac_lvyabhicéras ca asatyapi Yudhisthire kalay
Paabns sab aprayo_gat, asatyim api lankdyam jambadvipe lan-

sabdasravanat/| tasmad anumana-simagrivailaksanyat $abdo ninu-
manam/—NK. p. 214. Vide also NM. Vol. L. p. 141.

ot s
1to'pl na 3 Y .
P numanam, desavisesesu arthavyabhlcarat/ na dhiimo

\lfahn}[m kvacid vyabhicarati, $abdastu svartham vyabhicarati/...—NK
oc. cil. ‘

T . o

. Yafh Ca] Sabdo Numanam trairfipya-pratityd’sya pramanya-niscayah
sye_tt/_napto ‘tatva-pratitya/ tatpratitya tu niSclyamane pramanye anu-
manad vyaliricyate eva, evam vaidharmyat/—NK. p. 214.
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as erroneous since it fails to satisfy the basic requirements
of syllogistic reasoning.

The Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas have closely investi-
gated this important problem. The Mimamsakas contend
that just as the property of burning inheres in fire by its
very naturc and cannot be dissociated from the latter, so
too the property of expressiveness is the very essence of
words. The term ghata signifies the object 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
Mimamsakas 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 Mimamsakas would reply : Words
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
——c. 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.! Thus the expressiveness of
words consists in their immutable property ($akii), in the
conventional relation (samaya), and in the recollection of
of that relation which is the operation or function (zya-
para)—all taken together and not severally. The pro-
perty (akti), 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 Il.)re.sent-in order to make that property effective. But
agamn 1t might be asked : Is this natural property of ex-
preSSIV?nesS as inherent in words restricted with reference
ioe}ff)?;telcular. ideas ? For instance, can the word ghata con-
be expecaz;tlcuéar dea Of_‘ jar alone ? This is what 1s to
Capacity Of.I‘ Or, our dlffere_nt senses are possessed of the
can revea| t}fveahng respective objects alone. Our eyes
lamp that cq e.ﬁOlO}lr alone and not smell. .S(') too the
of releavip ?hl umine the colour of objects is 1ncapa‘ple
Properties Es og taste. _ Thus, this limitation of respective
ally to be ey Served in other instances, is what is natut-
our anticipalt)ie cted m .the case of words too. But this
different Sensegr]; ?alls in this particular case. We ﬁr}d
different regioH:mgF expressed by the self-same word in
MEans thief in the A or instance, the samec word caura
It means cooked ric I‘IE’Iavarta refglon, while in. the.Deccan
eternal Property Zf ad the, Mlmams.aka thesis of inherent
been valid, syuch cxpressiveness with r.ega.rd to V\./ords
would havye been i unrestricted communication of ideas

mpossible. Thus the Mimamsaka hypo_

nanu sati svibhiv;
abhavike sp
bodhah Syat/ na hj agnir a

sadeh svabhiyik

Ir_lbandhe vyutpannavad avyutpannasyapi
et _\nditaéaktir na dahati —ityatra pratyak-
peksd tathyts ir apratyayakatve satyapi yathi indriyasannikarsa-
Jayatictha's Nyp Sarpketagraha-sacivasyaiva bodhakatvam ityaha/—

@ya-sudha as cit N A
bhisana, p. 189 ( BSS. Ed;.C;.ed by Kondabhatta in his Vaiyakarana
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thesis must be condemned as absurd.! The Mimamsakas’
reply to this criticism would be as follows : We do main-
tain that the property of expressiveness is eternal and
naturally inherent in words, and is restricted to one parti-
cular idca alone. That numerous ideas are comprehend-
ed from the seclf-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-
karsa) 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-

lathapi svabhavikah sambandhaly sarvesam sabdanam sarvair
evarthaih samam asthiyate, kasyacit kenacid eva samam va/ nadyah/
__éabdarthavyavastha’nupapatteh/ antye arya-mlecchanam aniyama-
bhavaprasangaly/ tathahi—arya hi yavasabdam dirgha-sike prayufi-
jate, dirgha-§ikam eva ca ca budhyante/ mlecchas tu priyangau pra-
yufijate priyangum eva ca budhyante—ityevam aniyamah svabhavi-
kyam $aktau na syit/ nahi paradipo ripaprakasanasakti rasam api
prakasayati/—Vaiyakarana-bhasana, loc. cit.
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ness, others again run counter to it.! Now, it might be
urged by the Naiyayikas that if in addition to thc postu-
lation of the natural efficiency of words the knowledge
of the conventional relation too is posited as a nccessary
element, what is the use of the former ?  VWhy not substi-
tute the eonventional relation alone as the nccessary fac-
tor in generating the verbal cognitions To this the
Mimamsakas would reply : The Naiyayika contention that
cogveqtional relation alone as forged by a fiat of Divine
\'N ill (I$vareccha) 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
9&‘ conventional relation as being auxiliary towards mak-
g the inh(.:rent efficiency of words effective and opera-
t(la\;(;z"blfj‘or’)JuSt as the relation of universal concomitance
aohava) as subsisti _ .
eternally present indteltr)legngz::l(;er;fﬁ;i aﬁirri'rlr;osvci,ll thi(s)tiloc}t
comprehended tll th(; Obse-rvation of}l numecrous in,stances
of concomitance helps us in bei . . the

natural pro P cing aware of it, so too,
perty of expressiveness, though ecternally

1 i le e
niyayr';cllsx;am Z\;a;f;vxkihiattir el}catr:aivésti/ vyutpattivasat V}Za'_"a?am.-
kam pratipadyate /Y; y a-d halu $uktisannikarsena caksusa kascit suktl-
yak_atvam 2 zvab,h k a_slzl rajatain/' na caitavata caksu;o’rtha-prat}/a:-
- vam avi _ar.n/ E?tha sgbdasyépi $aktyanusary-ananusaris
pattilaksana-sahakarivasat aniyame’pi svabhavika-$aktisadbha-
vah sambhavati/..iyan viSesah—$abdah samketendpi bodhako na pra-
tyaksam iti/—VB., loc. cit. -
2nanu svabhivikasambandha-grahakatvena samketivasyakatve

an_u svabhavikya Saktva ? atha asati svabhavike sambandhe samketa-
niyama eva katham 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.* 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. Itis 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
$abda and artha. The perception of the one leads to the
recollection of the other.? But such a view is obviously

lko’yam samayo nama ?  abhidhanabhidheya-niyamaniyogah
samaya ucyate/ ..sahi purusakrtah samketah/ nahi purusecchaya vastu-
niyamo, vakalpyate—tadicchaya avyahataprasaratvat /..nacaivam asti/
nahi dahanam anicchann-api puruso dhiimat na tam pratyeti, jalam
va tata icchnn-api pratipadyate/ tatra yatha dhiimagnyor naisargika
evavinibhivo nama sambandhah, jiaptaye tu bhuyodarSanadi nimit-
tam aériyate, evam sabdarthayoh samsiddhika eva saktyitma samban-
dhah, tadvyutpattaye tu vrddhavyavahara-prasiddhisamasrayanam/
svibhavike sambandhe sati dipadivat kim tavyutpattyapeksaneneti
cet—na/ $abdasya jiiapakatvat/...$8aktis tu naisargiki yatha rupapraka-
éini dipades tatha $abdasyartha-pratipddane/ tasmat na samaya-
matrad arthapratipattih/—NAM. Vol. I. p. 221. Comp. “nahi svato’sa-
ti éaktih kartum anyena paryate”—SV.

?padajanyapadarthasmaranam vyaparah/ ..padajfianasya hi eka-
sambandhijfidnavidhaya padarthopasthapakatvam/ sakti§ ca padena
saha padirthasya sambandhaly/ sa casmat $abdad ayam artho boddha-
vya-itiSvareccharipa—Visvanatha’s Siddhanta-muktavali : Sabda-khanda.
Vide the following statement of Mr. Bertrand Russell that bears a

4
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erroneous. The knowledge of that-ness ({aila) which is the
very essence of recollection is absent in the case of concep-
tual cognition. When we comprehend a particularidea from
a particular word, the content of the resulting introspec-
tion is neither recollection nor inference. It is a tertium 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.! And this proper-
ty of expressiveness, which is peculiar to words alone, has
been styled $akti or abhidha (denotation) by the Mimam-
sakas, and must be differentiated from the conventional
usage (samketa, samaya, aptopadesa or vrddha-yyavahara, as
the .l'\Iaiyayikas 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-
Ppense with the above-mentioned property of expresiveness
as belng irrelevant and superfluous. Moreover, had the
cxpressiveness of words depended solely on the conven-
Flo.nal usage and had no objectivity of its own, the lingu-
1stic 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 sm%llarity to the above view of the Naiyayikas : <“The meaning
of an objt?ct-word can only be learnt by hearing it frequently pro-
nounce.d in the presence of the object. The association between word
and obJ.ect 1s just like any other habitual association, e. g. that be-
tween .51ght and touch. When the association has been established
the ObJC(;‘,t 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.”—A4n Enquiry into Meaning and
Truth, p. 67. ( Second Edition. 1943 ).

1pa.de.bhya}_1 smrtir evaiti na yuktam tatta’nullekhat/.. kifica $ab-
dayami ityanuvyavasiyat na smrtitvam anumititvam 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. 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 Mimamsakas
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 gauk that expresses the idea of cow is
different from the word gauh that signifies ‘earth’. For,
the efficiency being different in each case, the substratum

lapi ca samaya-matra-§aranah $aktisinyah $abdah katham aksi-
nikoca-hastasarpj fiadibhyo bhidyeta/sa hitadanim kasankusa-pratoda-
bhighata-sthaniya eva bhavet/ tatha ca $abdad artham pratipadya-
mahe iti laukiko vyapade$o badhyeta/ samayat artham pratipadya-
mahe iti syat/ -NAM. Vol. 1. p. 222. $alikanatha in his Rjuvimald on
Prabhakara’s Brhati explains the expression kaidnkuSapratodabhighatavat
as: kaééﬁkuéapratodaih advebha-vrsabhanam abhighatavat/ pratodah
prajanam/ ~ Op. ¢it., p. 192 (Madras University Press).
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of that efficiency must be different too, since they stand
to each other in the relation of identity as is the prevail-
ing dictum.® 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
misht inhere in the self:same word-unit without breaking
up its }mitary character. Thus in this view the identical
vyord. 1s expressive of more than one idea in contradis-
tinction with the above-mentioned view that words vary
al?ng with the variation in their meanings—though they
might appear to be identical owing to similarity in forma-
tion.?

Thu53 to sum up our discussion about the nature of
the r.elatl.on between words and objects signified by them:
A d}VCFSItY of opinions is to be found with regard to the
specific character of the relation between words and ob-

1 -
§abg;?;fd:eizlta;'tﬁgéthiparinaéabdesu bk—ledaucityeni’rthab}ledit
nanirtha iti v zvpi‘ yate/ samanik.iratvarrlxatrer_xa tu_eko’yarp $abdo
ityeke|—VSAT y 52 ii'rah[ tasya mrﬁpakiS_rayabhedabhya‘m'q. bheda
on. To argue .t}I1)a'1t d{}"s Piti-aktimator abhedat—Comm, K'u.ﬁczka’ tl}ere-
the unity of the subslt erence of efficency need not, of necessity, split up
that removes darknesrai,um’ on the analogy of the unity of the lamp
as it is of the I‘CSpectii’ urns thfe wick, reveals colour etc., possessed
is not invested wigt a; eﬂicmncles3 is fallacious. For, the lamp per se
causal factors, so g these eﬁ.imencies, but as r.emfc?rced by other
dréyate hi availaksangr, O in cach case is different. Vide :
eka eva timirapahz{ﬁ'am apt V_llaksar_linekakéryakarl/ yatha pradipa
na/ vaicitryat kiryas’ ertivikaralars, rﬁpantarav_y av aharakariti cet,

Y3/ —‘“‘ekasya na kramah kvapi vaicitryam na

C ’ .
samasya al Sakt}b}'ledo na cibhinnah svabhavo duratikramah/’—
Udayana’s Kusumanjali, 1, 7. ’ '
. -
_ Panye tu ekatra}van}raphale ripa-rasa-gandhadinam bhinnanim
tadatmyavat ekatraiva Sabde’nekarthanirﬁpitani bhinnani tadatmya-
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jects. While in the one extreme we are confronted with the
theory of fabdadhyasa-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 Vaisesikas, 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 Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas, though
however agreed as to the implausibility of the Vaisesika
thesis, differ among themselves. The Mimamsakas, 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,* 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 $abda and artha—lacking
any inherent connection infer se, as the Mimamsakas fain
try to establish, as wholly artificial, improvised as it is by
Divine Will, and consequently reject the inherent potency,

nityahuh/—VSM. p. 56. “bhinndn tadatmyani| arthabhedena na $abda-
bhedah/ anantavyaktikalpanapatteh/ tasmad ekavrntagataneka-phala-~
vat ekasmin $abde nanarthasambhavah—iti bhavah”—Comm. Kuficika
thereon, p. 57.

lvedapramanya-siddhyartham autpattikatvam isyate svatantra-
gamavadibhih/ -Prabhakara’s Brhati, p. 350. ‘svatantragamavadibhih
—Mimamsakaih’—Salikanatha thereon.
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as posited by the Mimamsakas, as being wholly superflu-
ous and unnecessary.*

_1e$_a eva cavayor viSeso yadesa $abdartha-sambandha-vyavaharas
talvanadlr mama tu jagat-sargat prabhrti pravrtta iti/ adyatve tu $ab-
dartha_',sambandha‘VYUtPattau tulya evavayoh panthah/ tatrapi tava-
yam viseso yat tava §aktiparyantd vyutpattir mama tu tadvarjam iti/

—_NM. Vol. 1. p. 224



CHAPTER FOUR

CONNOTATION OF WORDS

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 ( pravytti-nimitta). The word cow conveys
a category of object essentially different from what 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 pravytti-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, Mimamsakas, 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-prakasae has
succinctly noticed the views of the four above-mentioned
philosophical schools, without however pausing to exa-
mine their respective worth.* Our present study would
also proceed along these lines—though we propose to

'gaus suklas calo ditthah - ityidau catustayi sabdanam pravrttih
—iti Mahabhasya-karah/...sarvesam $abdanam 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 Pataijali
in his magnum opus—the Mahabhasya. In so far as the
metaphysical doctrines of the Grammarians can be
gathered from that work, it is evident that Patanjali him-
self maintained the existence of only four categories ( padartha
or prameya )—viz. universal (samanya), quality (guna),
aFtion (kriya), and substance (dravya), though there were
I‘lVI:ll 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 Parva-mimamsa are in
complete agreement with them.! They too uphold only
the four above-mentioned categories, denying all reality
to §uch categories as vifesa and samaviya—which are
POSltt?d b}' the philosophers of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school
as.bemg independent entities altogether. The reason for
this aversion on the part of the two principal philosophical
sects—viz. the Grammarians and the Bhattas, with re-
garfi to the last two categories, is not far fo seek. For,
V\.’hlle the Grammarians and Bhattas confine their inqui-
ries to the commonsense world—to the world that is cog-
nizable by means of the normal efficiency of human sen-
Sory organs unreinforced by any suprahuman or trans-

Van,’ a_poho va fabdérthah kaiscid uktah/ iti grantha-gaurava-bhayat
prakrtanupayogicca na darsitam—Qp. cit. Chap. II.

ldravya- - S - ~ .. .
ya-guna karma~samanyan1 catvara eva padartha—iti Tautati-

tah/—Padmanabha Misra’s Sety on Praiastapada-Bhasya (Chowkhamba

San-skrit Series Edition), p- 104. The followers of Kumairila 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-Vaisesika school
extend their field of metaphysical inquiry beyond the
Iimits of the commonsense world so as to embrace even
those categories that are susceptible not of normal percep-
tion—Dbut 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. While the cate-
gories set down by the Grammarians and Bhattas are all
capable of normal perception, the two additional catego-
ries (viz. viSesa and samavaya) posited by the Nyaya-Vaide-
sika 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 practical 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.!

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 Dhva-
nyaloka extols the Grammarians as being in the forefront
of all learned men—the primus inter pares.* Patafijali is
the greatest exponent of the theory that goes in the name
of the Grammarians and which we are going to examine.

lyiSesa-samaviayau tu $asavisana-sabrahmacarinau, tatsiddhau pra-
manabhavat—Mana-mepodaya of Narayana Bhatta, p. 288. (T. P. H.
Oriental Series.)

*prathame hi vidvimso vaiyakaranih-—vyakaranamilatvat sarva-
vidyanam—ibid. Uddyota 1.
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In the introduction to his Mahabhasya and in various
other places of that Great Commentary, 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
tnter se in view of the difference in their import, and fall
under four distinct grpups. 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 whife cow X is
running” (gaus $uklas calo ditthah), the four terms constitu-
ting the sentence—viz. X, white, cow, and running, are not
Synonymous, though they refer to the self-same object—
which is X (ditthah). Had they been of identical import
there would have been no justification for the use of all
the four terms, which would have involved an unavoid-
able tautology just as the sentence—¢“a jar is a pitcher” is
tautologous.?  And of these four terms in the above sen-
tence, the term cow is a class-name (jati-$abda ), standing

) 1fattra vidhivadina$ codayanti—yadi bhavatim dravya-guna-karma-
samz_msfa-viéCSa—samavéyalaksar)é upadhayo viSesanani §abdapratyayam
Prati nimittani paramarthato na santi - tat katham loke dandityabhi-
dhanapratyayah pravarttante dravyidyupadhinimittah ? tathahi—
(,iandi visanityadidhidhvani  loke dravyopadhikau  prasiddhau,
::;kia‘l? alifsr-‘a',iti gun?pid_hik_au, .c,:alati bhra.matiti karmanim.i:-
. »++-gaur asvo ha:SEItl samanyavisesopadhi, iha tantusu pat_a-ltf
mavayabalat/ tatraisam dravyidinam abhave dandityadi-dhidhvani
erlsaY%u Syatdm-iti/— Tattvasamgraha- Pawjika.
N ?gaus $ukla$ calo ditthah- ityadinam visayavibhigo na prapnoti-
1t1 ca .tadupidhiveva sarpketah/——}(]s. Ullasa 11. “tatha hi gotva-~
rupa_].afxmén éuklatvarﬁpagur_xavz‘m calanartpakriyavan ditthanama’-
yam iti tatparyena ‘gaug §ukla$ calo ditthah’—iti prayoge gavadibhis
caturbhir api §abdair eka saiva govyaktir ucyate iti pravrttinimittasya
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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 (ditthah) signifies the blank stuff, the discrete individual
entity, the substratum of the above-mentioned three attri-
butes—viz. the universal (go-fva), the quality(Sukla-tra),
and the action (calana),—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. We 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 vyakteh prakrte ekatvad iti/ tatha ca - visayavibhagabhave gava-
disabdanam ‘ghatah kaladah’ ityadinam iva ekarthavicakataya saha-
prayogo na syit/”.-—B(ila-bod/lini of Jhalkikar thereon. (BSS. Edn.)
Vide also : vyaktih sabdartha iti mate ‘gaus suklas calo ditthah’~
ityﬁdinarp sarvesam visesya-svaripamatraparatvena ekarthatapattih/--
Ekavali of Vidyadhara.
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our attention on 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 §abaleya. Had it been the
case the term could not have signified other cow-entities
(bahuleya etc.) save that particular cow $@baleya, inasmuch
as no relation has been established between the term cow
and other individual cows besides the s@baleya one. If how-
ever it be maintained that other individual cows would
also be signified by the term cow besides the particular
$abaleya 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 $gbaleya entity and equally lack-
ing as they do any relation with the term cow. Morecover,
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
1ndivid'ua1 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-uvyakti) is feeeble and absurd on the
very face of it.! 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.? 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

lyadyapyarthakriyakaritaya pravrtti-nivrttiyogya vyaktir  eva
tathdpi anantyat vyabhicaricca tatra samketah kartum na sakyate/—
KP. loc. cit., which has been explained by Govinda in his Pradipa as
follows : kim hi vyaktisu sarvasu samketagraho vyavahdrangam uta
yasyam kasyéﬁcit/ nidyah—anantyat/ nantyah—vyabhicaraprasangat/
yatogrhitasanketagopinda iva ghatader api gopadat pratitih prasak-
ta] agrhitasamketatvasya tulyatvat/ kimca na yatra samketagrahas
tasyapi pratitih—iti vyabhiciranna vyaktau samketah/—ibid. pp.
21-22. (NSP. Edn.).

2Vide : nahi gaur ityukte viSesah prakhyayate—sukla nila kapila
kapotiketi/—Mahabhasya on P. 1. 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 aware of
that heat. Ifit 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.® 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
(_iictum 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.®

lyatha hi usr}édyarthavisayendriyabuddhib sphutapratibhisa ve-
dyate na tathi usnddidabdbhavina/ nahi upahata-nayana-rasana-
ghranadayo matulingadifabdadravanst tadriipa-rasidyanubhavino
bhavanti, yathé’nupahata-nayana-ra.sana-ghrér_lidaya indriyadhiya’
nubha\{antab/ yathoktam- “anyathaivagnisambandhad diham dag-
fﬂllo’bhlmanyate/ anyatha dihasabdena daharthah sampratiyz'tte/”———
1t1/—.Paﬁjz'kd on TS. karika 879, Vol. 1. p. 280. Vide also : $atado’pi
gaur ityukte éuklatvadi-viéesﬁnavagamapﬁrvarp samanyasya sabdato’-
vagateh sa éabdaéakya/ dravyasyaiva §akyatve tu tasya gunasamiha-
riipatvena s'uklatvidivis’esivagatiprasaﬁgah/———VSAI. p. 472,

?Cp. na sa tasya ca Sabdasya yukto yogo na tatkrte/pratyaye
sati bhatyartho ripa-bodhe tath3 rasah/—TS. kdrika 880 and Kamala-
$ila’s Papjikd thereon. Vol. 1. p, 280,
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We 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, acfions also on the other.
And it is this basic difference that has led Patafijali to
postulate a separate species of words besides those signify-
ing unwversals. For, whatever might be the diflerence 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.! 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. We 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.? The question is pertinent no doubt, but
an answer too is not inconceivable. Bhartrhari in his
Vakya-padiya 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 (padarthasya prana-pradah). 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 (viesadhana-hetu)—the differentia of

1Vide : “pratyaksavisaye vrttir istd sabdanumanayoh”.

2nahi jatyadinirmuktam vastu drstam kadicana/ tadvimokena va
tani laksadi-sphatikadivat/—S$V. v. 144 on 7S. L. 1. 4, as also the illu-
minating comments of Sucarita Misra in his Kasika thereon.
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Aristotelian Logic, serving only to mark them ofl 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 chamelecon
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 cow-en-
tity as cow and as distinct from horse etc., even though
jche universal cow-hood might not be cognised owing to
1ts-out1ines being blurred through distance. But we can
nlether recognise nor describe a cow as cow from a
dlst.ance till the wuniversal cow-hood—which is the
bas1s'of any such affirmative or negative cognition or
description, remains uncognised.*  The qualities and

‘uktam hi Vikyapadiye-—‘na hi gauh svariipena gaur napyagauh/
gptvébhisambandhét tu gauh’—iti/—KP. Ulldsa 11. For an elucida-
tion of this statement of Bhartrhari vide the following passage of Jagan-
natha’s Rasagarigadhara : ayam hi jatiriipah $abdarthah pranada-ityu-
cyate/ pranam vyavaharayogyatam dadati sampﬁdaya‘titi v.yupatteh/
taduktam-‘nahj gauh svariipena...’-iti/ asyarthah—gauh sasnadiman
dharmi svariipena ajfidtagotvakena dharmisvaripamitrena na gauh,
na gOV}favahéraniwéhakah/ napyagauh- napi gobhinna iti vyavaha-
rasya nirvihakah/ tatha sati dirad anabhivyktasamsthanataya gotva-
grahadadayam gavi gaur iti gobhinna iti va vyavaharah syat/ svari-
pasyavisesat ghate gaur iti gavi ca’gaur iti va wavahérah syad iti
bhavah/ gotvabhisambandhat gotvavattaya jiianit gaur gofabda-vya-
vaharya iti/—O0p. cit., p. 182 (NVSP. Edn. 1939).
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actions are mutable' 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 what 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.?
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 with 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
Mimamsakas and Jainas. 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 qualily from the

Vaiyakarana viewpoint,
2jata$ ca sambaddha$ ca - ityekah kalah/—Uddyotakara in his
Nyaya-vartiika.

5
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the Vaiyakarana view that difterentiates them purely on
empirical grounds. Now it might be asked : What is the
reason of grouping such terms as white, red, sweet, bitter
under a separate category ? Why 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 white-ness as characterising all the
different white paiches 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 Mahabhasya 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
has made the issue, as far as the Vaiyakarana standpoint
'S concerned, sufficiently clear. We commonly say—<“Milk
is whiter (s"ukla-tam) than butter.” Had white-ness been an
Immutable and unitary entity like the cow-universal such a
usage would have been grammatically as well as logically
E?Ju\?:ilglable. Ther(? can be no comparison of a unitary_ en-
SOY ! respect to its own self, save on the ba:c,ls of an illu-
Ty polarisation. Comparison presupposes entitative differ-
fircly(;f: ((C_zz;éia))-be it real or apparent due to superimposi-
identical Wi.th Iiad the.particular white colour of milk been
position Woulsl © particular white colour of butter, the pro-
assertion—« , have been as mucih unmeaning as the
significance Osz hstronger than myself.? Thus, to uphold the
L ¢ above proposition we must have to
maintain perff’rce that the white colour in each case is
numerically differen 1 Patafijali, in consistency with his

1ki : .
i punar ekam Sauklyam ahosvit nana ? kim catah ? yadyekam
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fourfold classification of terms, maintains the unity of
qualities. The quality in this case known as whife-ness is an
individual having no second. The difference in degrees
of white-ness in different patches of white-colour cannot
argue the real difference of the instances of white-ness them-
selves. The colour white in milk and butter is identical.
Their difference is apparent, the difference of their subs-
tratum—the substance, being superimposed on white-ness,
which per 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. Pataifijali 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-ness inter se, but is caused by an inter-mix-
ture of other colours—Ilike black or yellow 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.*
Thus according to Patafijali qualities are as much particu-
lars as individuals like Devadatta and Yajfiadatta. Udayana
however in his Kiranavali on the Praiastapada-Bhasya has cri-

prakarso nopapadyate/ nahi tenaiva tasya prakarso bhavati/—
Mahabhas ya, loc. cit,

lastu ekam $auklyam/...nanu coktam-‘prakarso nopapadyate, nahi

tenaiva tasya prakarso bhavatiti’/ gunantarena pracchadanat prakar-

so bhavisyati/—Mahabhasya, loc. cit., on which Kaiyyata comments :
\
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ticised this doctrine of unity and immutability of particular
types of quality such as white-ness, sweet-ness etc., as proposed
by Pataifijali and his followers. The immutability of parti-
cular types of quality, such as white-ness,—Udayana ob-
serves, is untenable. TFor, 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.' Udayana however does not commit himself
to the view—as might appear to be 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
15 a umwersal white-hood (let us say, to avoid confusion with
Yhe quality white-ness which according to the Grammarians
1s one and eternal) characterizing all particular white
patches of varying luminosity, just as there is the universal
co.w-.hood synthesizing the different cow-individuals that are
d_IStht from one another in colour, shape, and dimen-
sion. .I‘_‘O'I‘ on such a view there would be the fallacy of
cross-division ( Jati-sankarya ) due to the co-inherence of two

gunantarena pracchadangd-
hi jatyutpaladivasitayz
by Nagesa in his Uddyot.

iti/Sambhedit, mis’rikaranid ityartha_l_]/ yathﬁ_
mallikayah/—which again has been explained
dins haditatos a as follows : sambheddd-iti] gunantarena krsna-
mi pracc .adlta:tvat apakarsah/ aujjvalyadigunantaricchaditasya ca
N };;Alzh_a"ah/~ibz’d. Vol. V. p. 378. (NSP Edn.) Vide also
na'g ls 2d: - athava:’ eke (scil. $ukladayo gunih) niravayavih,

rmatyadigunantaramisranat prakarsa-iti bhavah/ yatha jatyut-
paladi-vasitaya mallikayz gandha-prakarsah/ —Op. il p. 458.

lye punar 3 § adi ama
_ “ye punar ahuh $uklatvidikam - eva samanyam nasti, kutas tada-
vantara-taratamyam itif .

tya api anityabhih dray
saim éérayamiérataya,~y

ekaikd eva hi $uklarunidi-rapavyaktayo ni-
yavyaktibhir vyajyante/ tiratamyam tvamii-
} A Srat atha yatha hi dhavale krsnadravyanuprave-
Sas ta—tha tathd taratamyabhisa it; tad ayuktam/ tesim asrayasthitau
apt pévakasarpyogat Plrvariipanivrttir uttarariipotpada$ ca na syat/—
Op. cit., pp. 47-48. (Benares Sanskrit Series Edition).
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mutually exclusive universals—viz. white-hood ($uklatva)
and cow-hood (go-tva), .in the same substratum—viz. the
individual cow.! Salikanatha in his commentary Rju-
vimala on Prabhakara’s Brhati, however, has endeavoured
to support the unity and immutability of particular types
of quality—as Patafijali maintains. He argues that the
difference that is experienced in particular white patches
cannot be construed as being an evidence of a real entita-
tive difference, as it can be accounted for by the presence
of extraneous eclements. The argument that has been
raised by Udayana against the unity and permanence of
quality-types on the basis of the disappearance and emer-
gence of varying qualities like the black-ness and red-ness in
the self-same substance ¢jar’ which is their substratum
can also be satisfactorily accounted for on the basis of
unity,—as Salikanatha observes. For, though black-ness
($yamatva) 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-

lastu tarhi $uklatvadikam simanyam eva-iti cet/ na, gotvadina
paraparabhavanupapattau jati-sankarya-prasangat/—loc. cit.
2ghata-samaviayah pata-samaviya 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.! 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 wuniversal—viz.
unity, permanence, and subsistence in the substratum
through the relation of inherence.? Thus in lieu of white-
hood as synthesising the different white patches being con-

SamEV?-YO nana—iti Prabhakarah/- Mallinatha’s Sarasamgraha on Vara-
dar:ajas Tarkika-raksa, p. 56. {Medical Hall, Benares.). For the refu-
tation of samavaya from the Bhitta standpoint vide Narayana Bhatta’s
Mana-meyodaya, pp. 288, (T. P. H. Oriental Serics Edn.). According
to thf_: Bhattas inherence is nothing but identity-cum-difference. Comp :
tasm’ad avayava’vayavinoh guna-guninoh jati-jatimatoh kriya-kriya-
vatos ca parasparam taditmyam eva sambandhal}/—z’bz}']. p- 291.

We qu.ote here the relevant portion from Salikanatha’s Rjuvimala :
nanu pratlgur;yan’madinim bhedat ekam saimianyam angikartum
}];UI.itam, anyathzi- sabdadinam pravrttyanupapatteh/ atrabhidhiyate—

hinnatvam abhmnatvarp va vastuno bhinnibhinnavabhasibuddhini-

bandhanarp/_té%tra. tavad arunimadisu na bhedabuddhir asti/ yapi ca
patumandatadibhir videsair visesabuddhih,

= e s3’pi na svarapabhedam
avahat1~v1se$amitratvat/

su pakajah = nanu arunimadayah paramanusu pﬁrt'hiVC‘
Su pakajah, Sarva.karyadravyesu ca karanagunapiirvi - ityutpattimat-
E\;{at.apgraparatalva avasiyate/ maivam - kasydyam abhyupagamah ?
akrtiva d_l‘aVYCSU gunah samavaititi vayam pratipadyamahe/ sa
gunasamavayah kasyacit kathaficit udeti apaiti ca/ na ca samavayam

ap_1 nityam ek?‘m .athUpagacchamah/ tena Sakaladravyesu eko’runi-
ma arunapadabhidhaniyah-iti/_ipid. p. 164.

?Y?dapl‘“l?haxantu va guni eva Sukladayah, parantu jagatigata
ekaikd eva nitya$ 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 Mimamsakas assert, is made into a universal,
countervailing all the arguments in favour of recognising
it as a quality entitatively different from the wniversal. 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 white-ness 1s 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 umiversal (jatr). 'This
differentiation has been suggested by Patafijali himself in
his Mahabhasya 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.* Thus, if these two aspects of synthesis are discri-
minated, the Vaiyakarana position urging the unity and
permanence of quality-types like while-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 jﬁtitvipatteé ca/—Padmanabha’s Seix on Pra-
sastapada-Bhas ya, p. 202. (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Sertes).

levam ca pacakatvam api simanyam bhavatyeva/ jatitvam tu
) yathd na tathoktam/ ¢atisayane tamab’’-iti sttre Bhasye ‘jananena
yat prapyate si jatih’-ityuktam/—VSM. p. 468.
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themselves, as has been already pointed out at the very
outset of our present dissertation.?

All these arguments are mufatis mutandis applicable to
the terms expressive of actions also—which differ from the
qualities ontologically in so far as while the latter are fait
accompli, the former refer only to a continuous process,—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,
Tunm'ng, etc. as a determinant. But not so with such terms
as white, or sweet, or loud. They signify qualities to under-
stand which we are not required to have any knowledge
of Tm}e_ ThCY have no temporal import at all.

It is now time to pass on to the consideration of proper
names ( samjna-fabdg ) like Devadatta, Yajiiadatia, ctc. The term
Devadatta refers to a particularl individual as distinct from

*Professor Ber

ik trand Russell considers while-ness etc. as universals
1K€ cow

we are :iooi'ain‘f‘sdhe ‘Observes : “.....It is obviogs, to begin with, that
sour, 10u;1q harde w1th.such u.mversals .a.s Whlt.C, red, black,' swce.t,
Sense-data,, \'Vh, ete,, 1. e. Wl.th qualities which are c_xemphf.icd n
first instance wit(;n ‘}'lVC e 2-1 whlte-patch, we are acquamted, m t.hc
patches, we (,:asil 1t € particular patch; Ljut by sceing many VVhl'tC

on, and ; Y carn to abstract the whlte-nes§ which they haY@ in
Con, and in learning 1o do this we are learning to be acquainted
with Whl.t€~n€SS. A similar process will make us acquainted with any
other.umvcrsa.l of the same sort. Universals of this sort may be called *
“sensible qualities”, They can be apprehended with less effort of absirac-
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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 proper names. The term cow
would be used only where there is the presence of the
universal cow-hood. Similarly the terms whife 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 Devadatia has nothing objective to cor-
respond with. We 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 part.lcular
group of sounds. Thus they are self—connoitatwe: as
opposcd to the other categories of terms that signify thl'ngs
that are other than the terms themselves and are objec-
tively real.? Consequently in the case of a proper name—

tion than any others, and they seem less removed from particulars than other
universals are”.  (Italics 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 Qrammarians
maintain than to class them with genuine universals like cow-hood
ctc. as some would fain hold them to be.

lditthadisabdanam antyabuddhinirgrihyarp samhrtakramgn},sva-
ripam vaktra yadrechaya ditthadisu arthesi’padhitvena sannivesyate
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say, Devadatta, we comprehend a substance—as devoid of all
objective attributes like the untversal, the quality, the action,
and as a discrete entity characterised by the sound-group
D-¢-v-a-d-a-t-t-a which alone is the connotation of the term!.
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 unexpressed?.

Now, at this stage a query might be put: Conceding
that there are four distinct categories of words correspon-
ding 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
Lerms cow, red, c0oking, 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 lpetters C-a-g-5-g.y respectively to the exclusion of all
::)}:}eleljfli.ve?s(;r:;siprehend frc:m the ter m cow nothing but

; 0od ? Don’t we cognise from the term
¢ow 2 particular individual—the substance to be more pre-
€15¢, as also the qualities that are found associated with that
untversal, besides the universal itself ? Do we not compre-
hend from the term cow, the peculiar formation of the

-(;Znsgizllzz Scéz)rgnarﬁpo Yadrcchitmaka-iti/——}fP. Ullasa 11, on WhiCl_l
ST ments - ditthadi$abdanam svaripam ditthadisabda
eVa{—lbl‘C‘i- p- 25. (Princess of Wales Sanskrit Series).
Cp. “There are Many men called “Smith,” but they do not share
any property of SmithYness; in each case it is an arbitrary conven-

tion that.the man has t},¢ name.” —Bertrand Russell :  4n Enquiry
into Meaning and Truth, p. 110

2evam ditthédiéabdanam sa
samanyasinayatvad vyaktiyze

—NM. Vol. 1. p. 298.

mjfiatva-viditaitmanam/ abhidheyasya
ta/ - ata eva hi dravyasabda ityucyante
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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 others ?
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 fer 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 maintajn 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.r '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-

Wide - Jjatyakrtivyaktayastu padirthah—Gautama’s Nyaya-Sitra.
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tinctive qualities and actions as also its peculi'a.r conft gur(éh;))n-
So it is but logical that the conceptual cognition caused by
the term cow would be alike cognisant of all these ele-
ments.* 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 spde-
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 .tV\ZO
forms of cognition becomes inexplicable. To t;his the Naiya-
vikas’ 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 muc.h
cognisant of its feat as the perception of the self-same enti-
ty. But what we do intend to mean is that though qua-
lities like heat etc, might not be comprehended in.thelr
specific aspect qua heat etc. in the conceptual cognition of
fire, which is 2 umersal-term, as in perception, yet thPSe
categories are as much present there in their non-sp?mﬁc
aspect gua qualities as the universal fire-hood. The differ-
ence between the two forms of cognition lies more in the
emphasis as to one or the other of the particular elements
forming their contents than in the entitative differences of
the elements themselves. While perception emphasises the
barticular aspect of ap entity as opposed to its universal as-
pect, the position g just reversed in the corresponding
conceptual cognition. The difference lies in the stress and
N nothing more 2 The identity of contents refers to the

1pratyak$an_1 na hi nisk_rst_a-jétyarpéa-parivestitam/
tadgocara-prav_rttaé ca fabdas tam kathayet katham/

—tasmat pratYaksavisaYe Pravartamanam tatsamanavisayam eva bha-

vitum arhati padam, na samanyamatranistham/—NM. Vol. 1. p. 296.
*natu sarvatmana pratyakgatulyavisayéh sabdah, pratipattisimya-~
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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 Zactile 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 isreplaced by fouch, 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 actually
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 s¢ 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-

prasangat/ naca $abdad indriyacca tulye pratipatti b}}avatah/ tad
uktam—“anyathaivagnisambandhat diham dagdho’bhl.rnan'yatf”_
ityadi/ - ucyate/...sakalaviéesa-grahanigrahar}ibhyim pratipatti-viSesa-
siddheh/ dharmyabhiprayena ca samplavasyoktatvat/ naitivata sima-
nyamatranisthah §abdo bhavati/—NM. Vol. L. p. 2'96. Vide also :
indriyapranalikaya cittasya bahyavastuparagat tadvisaya samanya-
visesatmano’rthasya vifesavadharanapradhand vrilih pratyaksam prama-
nam| —Vydsa-Bhas ya on Patafijali’s Yoga-sitra, I.7.
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manjari. Katyayana in one of his Varttikas under P. V.
1. 119, enjoining the suffixes -fva and -t/ after substan-
tives, observes : “(The suffixes) -fva and -fal (are enjoined
after substantives) to signify attributes (viz. gqualities 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.* Patafijali’s statement too in his introduction to
the Mahabhasya suggests the same view. As he has dis-
tinctly observed : “The word (gauh) 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
togeth.er)_” Nothing can be more explicit than this ob-
servation of Patafijali as to the cumulative or rather compo-
”t"’_asp'eCt of connotations,—which is the thesis of the
Naiyayikas.* That a term expresses all these elements—

t dlﬁtba _céhuh—‘xasya gunasya hi bhavat dravye sabdanivesah
1;1 abhidhine tva-taladayaly’-iti (Katyayana’s Varilika 5 on P. V. L.
blSi. _The propcr’ reading of the Varitika is “—lva-tataw’)| gunasya hi
havid dravye sabdanivesah iti
—NM. Vol. 1. p. 297, :
and kriyd too, has been
thereon :

tadvadvacyapaksasaksinyaksarani/
That guna in the above Varitika includes jati
explicitly stated by Kaiyyata in his Pradipa
J49a  gunasyeli) —gunasabdena yavan kascit paradrayo
:::\iatl-{oitjatyidlr arthah sa sarva iha grhyate/ ...bhavad vidyama-
>rtha ue aytart ah/ _dra_VyaSabdena viSesyabhutah sattva-bhavapanno-
G yate/ :]V.Iahab/za;ya, Vol. IV. p. 295. (NSP. Edn).
jatih pizia:trtlf) PL...Jatydkrtivyaktayas tu padarthal’ -ityaha/ tatra
yavésams{h;n1m1t-t—ol.)ia¥aksanam/ akrtipadena rﬁpa.kriyﬁdiviéisl_am ava-
nakaren, ham jatilingam eva/ ata eva ca ‘gam likha’-ityadau lekha-
rmatVOI?apattlh/ ata eva ‘gaur iti vijilane pratibhasamanesu
Vastlfs_u l::ab sabdah iti prasne sasnadivisistasyarthsya kriyayah, guna-
Sya, jates ca $abdatvam kim yat tat sasna-langila-kakuda-khura-visa-
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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 mango
(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
——{aste 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 qué quality.' In the visual perception too of a mango-

nyartharipam sa $abdah’ - ityctad-granthe iti-Sabdabalat, taditi-na-
pumsakavasicca $ukla-surabhyadivisesasabdair vyavahriyaminam vas-
turiipam gandha-sparsidikam ca Sabda-ityadyarthakenasankya ‘ne-
tyaha - vaksyamanagunasrayam dravyam niama tat, kriyd nama sa,
uktadravyavrttiv guno nama sah, akrtir nama sa’—ityevam tesam
tattvabhavam upapidya ‘yenoccaritena sasna-langila-kakuda-khura-
visininam sampratyayo bhavati sa sabdah’ -ityuttaritam Pataiijalina/
ata eva Kaiyyatena “atha gaur ityatra kah sabdah’ -iti prasnasya
gaur iti vijiidtesu vastusu kah $abdaly ityasayam uktva tanyeva vas-
tini kramena nirdisatiti ‘kim yat tat sasni— —-ityadibhasyam avatiri-
tam/ ‘yena—’ ityadisiddhanta-bhasye visanasyopalaksanatvat guna-
kriyajatigrahanam/—VSM. Pp- 458-59. That sasna, langala etc.
include guna, kriyi and jau has been noted by Nagesa in his
Uddyola on Kaiyyata’s Pradipa under the above-quoted Bhasya-text :
atra visanantair avayavair gunadayo’pyupalaksyante/—Vol. 1. p. 16.
(NSP. Edn). Vige also : atha gaur ityatra gaur ityanenaviSesat jfiana-
mitrasya grahanena jiianamatre $abda-guna-kriyadi-simanya-bhava-
sya Bhasyakrta dhvananat/—VSM. loc. cit.

lata eva ca’mraphalidau $rute rasaviSesadijijiiasa/ visesajijiiasa-
yah samanyajfidnapirvakatvat/ - VSM. p. 459.
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fruit the taste is generally cognised qua taste though not
quil sweet-ness or sour-ness, as eyes are incompectent 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.}
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 wniversal, quality, action or substance as the case
may be,—abstracted from all the rest.

But the Mimamsakas 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 t(? whether there are universals like white-ness, sweet-ness,
Cookzr.zg., movement etc. synthesising the varying instances of
qua}htle's and actions. Though the Grammarians and
Naiyayikas refuse to accept such universals, the Mimam-
sakas of the Bhatta school declare themselves in favour
of such a view.? The Bhattas go farther and regard
even t.he 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

w :;;i?;l(tl‘fidibhilj api. samanyato rasadigrahanam bhavatyeva/ viée.s’as
< geens ltattadindriyagrahya eva/ ata eva amraphale drste rasavise-
sadijijfiasz/
Claszsin‘i}::Ztif Fibf}‘likaras .however sFrictIy follow .the Gramr-narians’
Bhattas whn o1 terms into four .d1fferent .categorle.s as .agamst the
of ur.l-iverSal(s) I‘Cgfard all Cf)nnotauo.ns as beln_g es§?nt1ally in the forr.n
rsals. Vide : abhidheye hi na kvacid visesah/ akrtir vyaktir
f;n; va bhavatu_/ na hi_ autpattikatve kascid _virodhal_l/ asthayl
Sy r—l_'l_pa.ksa,h/ nayam raddhinto yaduta—akrtivacanataiva sarva-
Sa_bc,lanam‘lti/ gunavacanatapi arunadisu drsta, vyaktivacanata udbhi-
dadisu/ —Brhati, pp. 163-64. Vide also Salikanatha’s Panjika thereon.
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prima facie no corresponding objective attributes inherent
in the substances referred to by that term that can entail
its use, 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 one 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 to0 we must have to posit the objectivity
of a universal—call it Devadatta-hood, 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
samec 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 Devadatia 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.* 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 Mimam-
sakas in self-justification.

The principal agrument of the Mimamsakas 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

‘bala-vrddha-§ukadyudiritesu ditthadisabdesu ca pratiksanam
bhidyamanesu ditthadyarthesu va ditthatvadyasti’ti sarvesam $abda-
nam jatir eva pravrttinimittam-ityanye/—KP. Ullasa 1I. Compare the
fol%owing observation of Mr. Bertrand Russell : “The word ‘“dog” is
unmversal, 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. What 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.! 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 wniversal 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-kood, 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 Mimamsakas 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 Mimamsakas 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. What we do refuse to acknowledge
is that the individual too is a constituent element of the
lakrtivyatirikte’rthe sambandho nityati’sya caf
na siddhyetam iti jiiatva tadvacyatvam ihocyate// 7
—Sioka-vartiika : Akrti-vada, v. 1.
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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. We 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. Tt 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 subsiance or the
individual must, of necessity, arise through implication even
though it might not be regarded as the connotation. Thus
the Mimamsaka has in favour of his thesis the law of parsi-
mony as it limits the efficiency of words to the minimum
requirement—which is the comprehension of the universal.'
Mandana Miéra, the great Mimamsist teacher of the
Bhatta school, expressly states that the individual as the
substl.“atum of the universal is comprehended through the
function of Indication (laksana), while the latter is denoted
through the expressive power of words.? Now, against this

11_13 h_‘ vayam vyakti-pratitim bhavantim apahnumahe, napi bha-
Va—l'ltlmjatlpratitim apahnumahe—ubhayapratiteh pratyatmavedaniya-
tYat_/ u})hayatra ca’bhidhatri $aktih atibharah éaBdasya Janyatarapra-
titya canyatarapratiisiddhel/ tatra gosabdah kim jatau varttamanah
Y_yaktlr.r'l, ahosvit vyaktau varttamanah jatim iksipz;.tu—iti vicaranayamni
jater v1scsz%r_1atv€1t purvataram pratipattir iti saiva sabdartho bhavi-
tum arh.atl, tasydm ca $abdad avagatayam tata eva vyaktvavaqamah
setsy.a_titl nobhayatra $abdo vyﬁpﬁrah/—.NZM. Vol. 1. p.’ 29?;. .

%jater astitva-nastitve na hj kascid vivaksati/ nityatvat laksaniya-

Zﬁ vyaktes te hi vesesane/—Quoted by Jagadisa in his Sabda-Sakiipra=
Lasika.
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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 (laghava) and precedence cannot carry
conviction. For, just as the term dandin 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 express both the individual cow as also the determi-
nant—cow-universal. But the Mimamsakas would defend
their position against such an attack by pointing out the
fallacy in the instance cited. True, that from the term
dandin 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, while the
term danda 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 dandin is analysa-
ble. But the term gauh 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.! Thus far the Mimamsakas have well defended their

'nanu dandi-$abdad iva visesanam ca jatim visesyam ca vyaktim
gosabdid eva pratipadyamahe/ko’syatibharah? visamo’yam drsantah/
tatra hi prakrti-pratyaya-vibhagena dvayapratitir avakalpate/ danda-
Sabdah prakrtir vi§esanam abhivadati, matvarthiyapratyayas ca vises-
yam iti/ goSabde tu naisa nyayah sambhavati/ tatra na visesane dan-
di-sabdo varttate, na viSesye danda-Sabdah/ iha tu gosabda eka eva/
sa ca viSesane viSesye va vartteta/ visesye varttamano visesane prama-
nantaram apeksate/ videsane tu varttamanas tadavagamaya visesyam
aksipatiti na kascid dosah/—NM. Vol. 1. 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 word. 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 Mimamsakas
would reply : The universal too has pragmatic cfficiency 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 gauh (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 individual ¢ow, thus rendering the injunction capable
of performance and as such valid. Even as our sou/ though
per se incapable of any action, being amorphous as it is,
15 actually the agent of all actions through the instru-
mentality of the material body and the respective sense-
Orga'ns, S0 too the amorphous universal though by itself
la‘ckmg any pragmatic efficiency comes to be invested
VYlth t%lat efﬁciency through its being brought into reia-
tion with the individual which is its substratum.! The

yat tu amirtatyat
ttanam api guna-
nati’, ‘abhikram
naproksanadipr
tavyaktisadhya
padyam
karta caj

jateh na kriyangatvam iti/ naisa dosah/ amiir--
karmanam kriyasadhanatayopapatteh/ ‘arunaya kri-
ail juhoti’—vyaktyaksepadvarena calambhana-viéasa--
ayogacodanasusadhanatvam jater upapadyate/--‘‘laksi-
M tu tatsidhyam karyam isyate/ yatha bhatendriyot-
atmakartrkam ucyate/”’—atma tavat sarvakarmasu adhikrtah

sa camirttatvat dehendriyadvarena audumbarisammairjana-
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Mimamsakas have represented their thesis creditably no
doubt. But the Naiyiyikas would not be convinced even
by these apparently irrefutable arguments. They contend :
The Mimamsaka thesis that the individual or the substance
as implied 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 (laksana)—that the
Mimamsakas posit for the comprehension of the individual
—are lacking. Moreover, even if we suppose that the indi-
vidual is implied (laksita) and not expressed (abhihita), 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 Mimamsakas too admit, being amorphous and uni-
tary as it is, Nor can it be construed with the individual if it
is implied, as the Mimamsakas 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 ““the smoke ts burning’® is nonsensical
in so far as the predicate burning cannot be construed 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. These objec-
tions would apply mutatis mutandis in the casc of the

jyaveksanadini kdaryani nirvartayan kartd tesu bhavati, evam jatir api
vyakti-vartmani tannirvarttayanti sidhanatam lapsyate/—‘ata$ ca
jatir evangam iti mimimsaka jaguh/ tasyas cedam kriyangatvim
anya-dvarakam dtmavat/”’—NAM. Vol. I. p. 294.
latrabhidhiiyate—na jatih padasyartho bhavitum arhati/ padam hi
vibhaktyanto varnasamudiyo na pratipadikamatram/ tatra ca pra-
krtipratyayau itaretarinvitam artham abhidhatta-iti sthitam/ dvi-
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individual too as implied by the wuniversal. Now, the
Mimamsakas might state that even the sense indicated
or implied by the stem is at times 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 fo live. So, too, in the present
case there would be no real difficulty in construing the
wdividual 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
{mp.hf:ation or indication for the comprehension of the
individual, which is to be finally construed with the
n.umber, gender etc.* Moreover, on such an hypothe-
s1s, two different functions—viz. expressiveness or denota-
twon 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-

ti}tédié ca vibhaktih pratipadikad uccaranti pratipadikiarthagatatvena
svartham acaste/ yugapacca tritayam vibhaktyarthah—karakam, lin-
gam, s'an_'lkhyi ca/ na caitat tritaya.m pritipadikarthe jitau anvetif
na.‘]itlh _kérakarp, na ca jateh stri-punzl-napur{lsaka-vibhigah, na casya
?Vltiy.idlYOga'iti/ -NM. Vol. 1. p. 994. Vide also : padartlnénvayaé ca
aksepite na syat/ uktam hi tadbhatadhikarane - “gamyamanasya ca’-
rthasya naw.a drstam Viéesar_lam/ $abdantarair vibhaktya va dhamo’
yam _]valatit1vat/"-itiﬁVaz:ydkamr_za-bhﬂgar_za, p- 117.

lnanu vyaktilaksanayi sarvam upapatsyate—ityuktam/ naca yuktam
uktam/ sakrt prayuktam padam am$ena kamcit artham abhidadhati,
tato’rthantaram laksayati, tadgatatvena punar linga-samkhyadyabbhi-
dhatte—iti na pra‘ttitiko’yam kramah/—NM., loc. cit.
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dity of propositions might be upheld—a position absurd
on the very face of it.! 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 wuniversal 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 stand:.
But such a defence, the opponents argue, is extremely
tortuous and forced on the very face of it. Moreover, 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.? The Bhatta thesis of the universal alone
being the connotation of words is controvertible on other
grounds as well. If the term gaul be itself expressive of
the universal cow-hood alone, what is the significance of the
term go-tva with the suffix -fva added to the stem? Should
we consider the terms gauh and go-fvam 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”
(gauh $uklak) and “cow-hood is white” (go-tvam Suklam) would

lsarvesveva ‘gam naya'-ityadi-jativisistabodhakavakyesu vrttidvaya-
kalpaniyim gauravicca] yugapad vrttidvayavirodhasya’disanapa-
ttes ca/ -VB. p. 118.

%jiti-vyaktyor abhedat dananvaya iti cet na/ tatha sati vyakter
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be exactly interchangeable.* The Mimamsakas might at-
tempt to meet this charge by taking recourse to some such
argument as follows : The term gaus without the suffix
~tva is certainly expressive of the universal cow-lood—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-kood 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.?

Thus we should adopt the Naiyayika view that holds
the connotation of a particular word as being a composite
of .the uniersal, the individual (be it substance, quality, or
action), and the configuration thercof (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/ anantyadyiiktakrtyadhikaraniyadosatadavas-
thyacca./——-VB. p- 119. For the relation of identity-cum-difference between
the universal and its substratum vide : tena tallaksitavyakteh kriya-
sambandhacodanﬁ/ vyaklyakrtyor abhedo va vakyarthesu vivzlksitah/
—Kumarila,. S

1aP1 ca niskrstasaimanyamsavacanatve padsyesyamine go$abdad
gotvasabdacca tulye pratipatti syatam/gauh éuk]ah—itivéeca gotvam
$uklam iti buddhil syat, caturvarnyadivacca svarthe eva goéabdi;:l
bhavapratyayas tva-taladih syat/—NAM. Vol. 1. p. 296.

Patha manyethah—aksiptavyaktikam jatim go$abdo 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 “7ether
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.*

pratyayantas tu niskrstasvaripamatranistham iti-tad anupapnnam/
anaksiptavyaktikiaya jateh kvacid api adarsanat/ -loc. ¢if. Vide : nirvi-
$esam hi saimanyam bhavet $afavisanavat/—Kumarila.

Isthite’pi tadvato viacyatve kvacit prayoge jateh pradhanyam,
vyakter anngabhavah/ yatha -‘gauh na pada sprastavya’ -iti sarvagavisu
pratisedho gamyate/ kvacit vyakteh pradhanyam jater angabhavaly/
yatha -‘gam mufica’,‘gam badhana’ -iti niyatam kamcit vyaktim
uddiSya prayujyate/ kvacit akrteh pradhanyam, vyakter angabhavo
jatir nastyeva/ yatha - ‘pistakamayyo gavah kriyantam’-itij —NAM.
Vol. I. p. 297.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONNOTATION OF WORDS (Contd.) :
BUDDHISTIC THEORY OF APOH4 OR
NEGATION OF THE OPPOSITE.

Ix the previous section we have discussed at length the
comparative strength and weakness of the Vaiyakarana,
Mimamsaka 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.! 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

Vide : nahisarvatha §abdarthapavado’smabhih kriyate—tasya ago-
palam api pratitatvat/ kintu tattvikatvam dharmo yah parais tatra-

ropyate tasya nisedhah kriyate/ natu dharminah/ — Tattvasargraha-
Parjika, Vol. 1. p. 277. -‘
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unwersal as an independent category. According to them
the unwversal 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 unwersals. 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.* What more, while according to the orthodox
theorists an individual is static though it might pass
through various 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

1nanu dharmatirekena dharmino’nupalambhanat/ tatsaighamatra
eviyam gavadil syat vanadivat/—S$V. v. 151 on Pralyaksa-Sitra, the
Kasika on which quotes the following verse, probably from a treatise
of Dinndga, the eminent Buddhist philosopher : yatha’huh—¢l~inéni
caksurdadini riipadisveva paficasu/ na sastham indriyam tasya gralia-
kam vidyate bahily/” -iti/ ato riipadi-sanghatamatram evedam bahir
upalabhyate, na tattvantaram—vrksa-sanghata iva vanabuddhir it f—
Op. cit., Vol. 1. p. 264.
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swiftly moving successive snap-shots. The cumulative
effect of all these radically differing metaphysical tenects 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-a-vis
the orthodox theorists, 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. Dharmakirti’s polemics against
the orthodox theory of universals are only too well known
to l.)e 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 whenever
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 would 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 abstraction® 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 termshas

lyikalpavisaye vrttir isti $abdanumanayol/

avastuvisayas caite vikalpa iti varnitam//

ya ca bhiimir vikalpinam sa eva visayo giram/

ata eva hi fabdiartham anyapoham pracaksate//[—NM. Vol. L.
p. 276.



96 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND MEANING

been strongly criticised by Bhamaha in his Kavyalamkara, by
Kumarila in his Sloka-vartiika and by Uddyotakara in his
Nyaya-varttika. We propose to record below, in order, the
views of these representative thinkers so that the Buddhist
doctrine of apoha may be understood in a better perspective.

Bhamaha in the sixth chapter of his Kayyalamkara,—
one of the oldest, if not the oldest, extant systematic works
on Sanskrit poetics, has passingly examined the Buddhist
theory of apoha 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-
ti.on 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
COwW primarily signifies the idea of negation of not-cow, it
must be admitted that the negatum of the complex nega-
tive concept—viz. not-cow, should be comprchended first,
Inasmuch 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 thf: 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
}’Vhat 1s comprehended directly without any intervention
18 th.e connotation of a word. And as in the present case
the 1slea 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.!

Kumarila’s critiqgue of the Buddhist doctrine is more
elaborate and penctrating. He has devoted a whole sec-
tion of his Sloka-varttika to the examination of the theory of
apoha in all its ramifications. As Jayanta Bhatta has
characteristically remarked in his Nyaya-masnjari: Bhatta
(viz. Kumarila Bhatta) 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.? Kumarila’s animadversions might be briefly
stated as follows : The theory of apoka is nothing but a

lyadi gaur ityayam sabdah krtartho’nyanirdkrtau/ janako gavi
go-buddher mrgyatam aparo dhvanih/ arthajiianaphalah $abdah na
caikasya phaladvayam/ apavada-vidhijiidine phale caikasya vah katham/
purd’gaur iti vijilnam gosabda-sravanad bhavet/ yenagopratisedhaya
pravrtto gaur-itl dhyanil)/——Bhimaha’s Kayyalaml:ara, VI. 17-19.
These verses occur in Sintaraksita’s Tatlva-samgraha with certain vari-
ations and are introduced by the commentator Kamalasila with the
remark : ‘yadi gaur’ -ityadina $loka-trayena Bhamahasya matena pra-
tityadibadham udbhavayati/. Kamalasila’s gloss on the third karika
of Bhamaha is as follows : yadi ca gosabdena ago-nivrttir mukhyatah
pratipadyte, tada goSabda-sravanantaram prathamataram agaur-
ityesa pratipattir bhavet/ yatraiva hi avyavadhanena sabdat pratyaya
upajayate sa eva $abdartho vyavasthapyate/ nacd’vyavadhanena ago-
vyavacchede matir upajayate/ ato gobuddhyanutpattiprasangat pra-
thamataram agopratitiprasangicca napohal $abdartha-iti/—Op. ct.,
Vol. 1. p. 291.

2nanu apoha-$abdarthapakse mahatim krpanavrstim utsasarja
Bhattah/—ibid. Vol. 1. p. 277.

7
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clever camouflage which secks 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 pe
tive entity—which in relation to other entities beha
as various types of negation. Thus, the pre-non-exister
(prag-abhava) of curd in the milk is nothing but the
per se viewed with reference to the curd-entity. Similarly, t
positive curd-entity appears as post-non-existence (dhvam.
bhava) of milk as viewed with reference to the latter. In t
light of this finding as to the essential positive rcference
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 coi
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 concej
or an objective category.! The Buddhists might attempt {
meet thischarge 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

bhivintaratmako’bhavah purastat pratipaditah/ tatrasvadi-nivrer
atmi bhavah ka iti kathyatim//—SV. Apoha-vdda, v. 2. Also cited 1
Santaraksita in his 7S (v. 916) on which Kamalasila comments :
follows: yena yasmat pragabhavadilaksana$ caturvidhah sarva evabh:
vo bhavantaratmako vyavasthitah/ yaccoktam-‘ksire dadhyadi yar
nisti pragabhavah sa kathyate/ nastita payaso dadhni pradhvz‘an_)sf
bhava-laksanam/ gavi hya$vadyabhiva$ ca so’nyonyabhava ucyate/ s
r aso’vayava nimna vrddhikithinyavarjitah/ éasasrngadiripena Sf”’t}’_ an
tabhava ucyate/ na cdvastuna ete syur bhedas tenasya vastutﬁ_/ .—-m/
(Sv. Abhava-pariccheda, vv. 264fT) [etena ksiradaya cva ca ﬁadhyadlrupe:
navidyamanah pragabhavadivyapadesabhajah—iti darsitam bhavati
tatraivam abhavasya bhavantaratmakatve sthite sati ko’yam bhajftd_'
bhir asvadinivrttisvabhavo bhavo’bhipretah—iti kathyatam/ —Paijika,
Vol. I. p. 292.
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But such a reply is inconsistent with the Buddhistic theory
of discreteness of individuals that are never susccptiblc of
verbal description—which by itself being illusory and ideal
can 1ll serve as a description of the real momentary indivi-
dual. The Buddhist might however contend that the
negative concept of apoha in the form of not-not-cow is an
absolute negation (pram]ya-/ak;mlm) and consequently
should not be understood relatively with reference to a
positive entity. Consequently the above contingency need
not arise at all. The Mimamsaka criticism of this Buddhist-
ic stand is as follows : If the concept of apoha be held to
be an absolute negation (viz. of the opposite), as the
Buddhist argues, it would lead to absolute negativisni, and
make all activities utterly impossible. For, then the con-
cepts cognised should be repudiated as illusory, as their felt
positivity is not conveyed by words. What 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
¢ 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. Morcover, 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 of Negation, do not hesitate to posit
the tllusory 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 nE no-
thing but mere camp-followers of the orthodox . .aiyayikas’
—a prospect that is repulsive to all true Buddhists.! The
Mimamsakas bring still another charge against the theory
of apoha being the connotation of words. They contend :
The Buddhists posit that the word cow signifies nof-p0-
cow. Well, is the negatum of the final negation,—viz.
not-coww that comprises within its scope everything outside
the species cow, to be understood in its uniersal aspect, oy
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 (/g5

Inisedhamatrarapas ca Sabdartho yadi kalpyate/ abhavasabdava-
cya syat SGnyata’nyaprakarika/ tasyam casvadibuddhinam atmamsa-
grahanam bhavet/ tatranyapohavacyatvam mudhaivibhyupaga;ny-
ate/—TS. vv. 919-20. Vide Paijika thereon : ago’pohalaksaniabhzv,.
vacakah sabdo’bhiavasabdas—tadvacya bahir arthasiinyata SYat, vas.
turtipiapahnavat/ anyaprakariketi/ purvam vijﬁﬁnamatravﬁdopanyasa_
kale bhavadbhir upanyasta, nirasta casmabhili/ punar apyatra Sabdap-
thacintanaprastave saiva’pohavyajenabhihita, pratitisiddhasyar¢p,.-
sya’pavadat/ tatas ca ko dosa—ityaha-tasyafica-ityadi/ tasyam $iinyats-
yam vacyayam $abdinam asvadibuddhinam itmﬁn}éagrahanam prap-
noti, bahyavastusvariipagrahat/ evam ca sati ko dosa ityaha—tatre-
tyadi/—tatraivam sthite sati apohasya vacyatvam mudhaivﬁbhyupoa-
tam syat/ buddhyakarasyanapeksita-bahyarthalambanasya Vidhirﬁ;a-
syaiva Sabdarthatvapatteh/ tatas cia’bhyupagamabadhs pratijiayah-
iti bhavah/—O0p. cit., Vol. L. p. 293, Vide also : kim apohalaksanam
samanyam vacyatvena’bhidhiyamanam paryudésalaksanam Cablhiahi-_
yeta, prasajyalaksanam va ?...dvitiye pakse tu na kiﬁcit.vaétu vacyam
$abdinam ityato’pravrttinivrttiprasangaly/ tucchariipabhavasya ca’na-
bhyupagamat na prasajyapratisedhabhyupagamo yuktah, paramata-
pravesanusangat/—~Prameya-kamala-mdrttanda, 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 apoha
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 Mimamsakas put another query to the
Buddhists : Is the negation of the negata—mnot-coivs—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
apoha—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—Tlike forses,
dogs, etc. as the apoha—viz. not-not-cows has been held, as
shown above, to be identical with forses, dogs etc. that are
comprised within not-cows.* The Mimamsakas point out
another glaring inconsistency if the Buddhist position be
adopted without reservation. The Mimamsakas ask: What

'api casvadayah samanyarGpena va’pohyeran visesitmana va/ na
Visesatmana—tadanangatvat, a$abdavacyatvacca/ samanyatmana tu



102 A STUDY IN LANGUAUE AND MEANINC

would be the connotation of such terms as ‘existent’ (sat)..
‘knowable ’(jiieya) 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
nol-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. FExistence 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 ng
extra-mental reference, the adoption of the Buddhist doc-
trine would lead to the connotation of such terms as exs-
tent, cognisable etc., being self-negatory in import—which
no sane man can profess.* What again is the connotation
of the term apoha itself ? The form of the connotation in
consonance with the Buddhistic doctrine would be not-n0/-

tesam api apohartipatvit abhivatvam/ kathafica abhavasyaivabhi-
Vfllg kriyate/ karane va pratisedhadvayavogat vidhiravatisthate—iti
vidhiripah $abdarthah sydt/ apohyatmanas ca turagader yo."pohah sa
tasmad vilaksanah, anyatha va ? vailaksanye tasya bhivatmati bha-
vet/ availaksanye tu yadréa eva’pohyah, tadréa eva tadapoha-iti gaur
apyagaull syat/—NAL. Vol. I.p. 276. The whole extractis based
upon Kumarila’s Sloka-varttika - Apoha-vada, vv. 93-97, Also cited in
Santaraksita’s Taltva-samgraha, Vol. 1. pp. 304 ff.

1Comp. SV. Apoha-vada, vv. 98-99. Vide also : saj-jiieyadisabdanam
apo}?yanirﬁpanésambhavit napohavicitvam/ nahi asad ajfieyam va
klfiCl.t avagatam yad vyavacchidyate/ jiiatam cet sad eva taj jﬁéyam
ca—itvatah katham sacchabdena sadeva Jieya-Sabdena ca jﬁeyarﬁ
eva’pohyeta/ ajfiatam tu nitarim anapohyam, kalpitam tu tad vaktum
aSakyam, kalpanayaiva sattvajjiieyatvacca/—NM., loc. cit.
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apoha. But what is the nature of not-apoha that is 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 apoha 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 wniversals.*

We must next procced to the discussion of Uddyota-
kara’s criticism of apoha. Uddyotakara has noted several
other incongruencies in the Buddhist position besides those
already referred to above. His contention isas follows :
What according to the Buddhists 1s 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 apoka is not not-all,
which is admittedly a fiction, but 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-trwo and the
like, so that the Buddhist theory of negation of the oppo-
site would hold good even in this case. The argument,
Uddyotakara asserts, is more ingenious than convincing.
For, such a course of defence is incompatible iwith the
Buddhist doctrine that repudiates the objectivity of a

lapohasabdasya ca kim vacyam iti cintyatam/ anapoho na bhava-
titvapohah——kadcavam anapohah, katham va’sau na bhavati, abha-
van vi kim avadisyate-iti sarvam avacakam/ pratisedhavacinam ca
nafiidiéabdanam ka vartta/ atra ‘na bhavatiti na’—iti ko’rthah/ upa-
sarga-nipatanam ca katham apohavisayatvam isyate/ yesam bhavanto
Jativacitvam tadvad-vacitvam va pratipadyante—iti cet tato’nyesam
tarhi ka vartta/—NM., loc. cit.
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whole (samudaya) apart from the parts (samudayin) constitu-
ting it. Consequently, the concept all, being purely addi-
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 fwo, three etc. as also terms
expressive of wholes as opposed to the component parts.t
Again, it might be asked : Isthe connotation not-noi-cow
conveyed by the term cow a positive or a negative entity ?
If it be positive—is it identical wiih the cow-entity 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 apoha is not logical too,
msamuch 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

) lanyapoha$ ca Sabdartha ityayuktam avyapakatvat/ yatra dvaira-
Syam bhavati—tatra itarapratisedhit taditarah pratiyate/ vyatha
gaur iti pade gauh pratiyaminah agauh pratisidhyamanah/na punah
sarvapade etad asti/ nahi asarvam nama kificit asti yat Sarvépadel1a ni-
vartyeta/ ekadi-vyudasat vyapakam iti cet >—atha manvase ckadi asar-
Vafn, tat sarvasabdena nivartyeta ? —tanna/ svarthapavadadosapra-
sangat/ evam sati eckadivyudasena pravartamanah sarva-$abdal apea-
sya pratisedhdt angavyatiriktasya canginah anabllyupagama.t aan-
thakah syat/ evam sarve samudayasabda ekadesapratisedharipe-
na pravarttamanih samudiyi-vyatiriktasamudéyénabh};upagamﬁt
anarthakah prapnuvanti/dvyadi$abdanam ca samuccayavisavatvat
ekadipratisedhe pratisidhyamanam asamuccayad dvyédiéai)dinﬁm
anarthakatvam/—AN\yaya-varitika, p. 329. (Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series). Vide also Tattva-samgraha, Vol. 1. 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.! 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 apoha ?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-corv ?  On the first alternative the universal validity
of the Buddhist doctrine would be impaired inasmuch as
they admit in the case of apoha itself a knowledge of the

lya§ cayam anyapohah—agaur na bhavatiti gosabdasyarthah sa
kim bhavo’ thabhavah ? vadi bhavah kim' gaur agaur iti? yadi
gat.u‘ nisti vivadal/ athigaur go-sabdasyarthah, aho $abdarthakausa-
lam/ abhivas tu na yuktah—praisa-sampratipattyor avisayatvat/ nahi
godabdaéravanat abhibe praiso nava sampratipattih/ sabdartha$ ca
pratipattyd pratiyate/ na ca gosabdad abhivam kascit pratipadyata
-itij—ANV., p. 329. Compare : TS. vv. 982-88 and Kamalafila’s
Parjika thereon. Vol. 1. p. 313.

2ayam capohah prativastu eko’neko va iti vaktavyal/ yadyeko’ne-
kagosambandhi tada gotvam tad iti/ athanekas tatah pindavad anan-
tyad akhyananupapatter arthapratyayo na yuktah/—N\V., 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 negation of its opposite. If apoha be thus
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 connotation 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 apoha 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.r It is very
strange that Dinnaga—the originator of this novel doc-
trine, did not hesitate to transfer on to apoha, 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-Brakmin (a-brahmanak). But in those cases
where w.ords are used without any negative prefix, the
(.:onnc.)tatlon has no negative implication at all, bhut is
invariably comprehended as a purely positive concept.®

_11(%zm_1 ca .tivat prastyavyo jayate bhavan/ kimayam apoho vicyo’
-t:havacya iti/ vacyatve vidhiriipena va vicyah sydt anyavyavrttya
va? tatra yadi vidhirlipena tadad’naikantikah $abdarthah zmy.ﬁpo-
hah sabdartha-iti/ athanyavyavrttya-iti pak$a;s tada tasy.épi anya-
vyavacchedasya aparena anyavyavacchedariipena abhidhanam, taslyé-
pl aparena-ityanavasthi syat/...—Kamalasila’s Pafijikd on TS, wv.
997-1000, a verbatim reproduction of Uddyotakara’s Nyaya-vartiika.
Vid- pp. 330-31.

*api caikatva-nityatva-pratyekasamavayinah/ nirupakhyesvapohe-
su kurvato’sitrakah patah/ tasmid yesveva Sabdesu nafi-yogas tesu
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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
orthodox philosophers directed against the concept of apoka
is an outcome of their muddled thought and want of
appreciation of the fundamentals of the Buddhistic hypo-
thesis. Misled as they are themselves they try to mislead
others by means of their vitiated ratiocinations.* The
apoha, which is the negation of the opposite, can be a posi-
tive entity (parpudasa) as well as an absolute negation
(prasajya-pratisedha) destitute of any positive implication.
The former again might be of two kinds according as the
positive entity in question is an ideal iimage or an objective
entily. Thus there are three diflerent kinds of apoha.* The
opponents have been completely blind to this three-fold
classification of apoha, and have directed their criticism
against the Buddhists solely on the false assumption that
the latter refer to an objective entity whenever they speak
of apoha. Consequently their attacks have been mostly
ill-directed and wide of the mark.® To appreciate properly
the Buddhist doctrine of apoka we must have to grasp the
difference between its three types noted above. Let us

kevalam/ bhaved anvanivrttyamsah svatmaivanyatra gamyate/—SV :
Apoha-vada, vv. 163-64, Vide also TS. Vol. I. p. 316 where the above
karikas have been cited.
lanyapohdparijiianad evam ete kudrstayah/ svayam tusta durat-
miano nasayanti paran api//—7S. v. 1003.
®tathahi dvividho’pohaly paryudasa-nisedhataly/ dvividhah paryu-
daso’pi buddhyatma’ rthatmabhedatah/[—T7S. v. 1004,
3ucyate tad etad avidita-bauddhasiddhantanam abhidhanam—
apoho yadi bhavatma bahir abhyupagamyate/
tato bhavati bhavatkam vigjalam na tvasau tathd/|

—Nydya-mafjart, Vol- 1. 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. We
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 infer 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 (0%,
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, pet-
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«f,
this ideal image, which is non-variant despite the variabi-
lity of particular instances, is termed as apoha since it has
a negative implication inasmuch as it is cogniscd per se¢ as
being distinct from all other ideal images—¢.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.? The particular cow-entity which is intended to
be expressed by the term cow is also designated by the term
apoha inasmuch as it is cognised as a discrete entity—dis-
tinct from all other individuals—whether of the same
species or not. This objective apoha which is another name
for the particular instance in question, is the cause of the
ideal apoha—or the subjective cow-image.® The existence
of the third wvariety of apoha as an absolute negation is
likewise attested by our introspection, since whenever
there is any perceptual or conceptual experience of a cow
it ultimately takes the form of the following negative judg-
ment—viz. ‘this particular s not not-cow.”®> Thus we must
have to admit all these three types of apoha, as they are
attested by our experience. Out of these three types of
apoha, 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 apoha—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.*

lekapratyavamarsasya ya uktd hetavah purda/ abhayadisama ar-
thah prakrtyaivanyabhedinah/ tan upasritya yaj jiiane bhatyartha-
pratibimbakam/ kalpake’rthantarabhive’pyartha ityeva niscitam/ ...
pratibhasantarad bhedad anyavyavrttavastunaly/...tatranyapoha itye-
sa samjiioktd sanibandhana//—7S. Vol. 1. p. 317.

2svalaksne’pi taddhetau anyavislesabhavatah/—T7S8. v. 1009.

3prasajyapratisedha$ ca gaur agaur na bhavatyayam|/

ativispasta eviyam anyapoho’vagamyate//—loc. cit.

4tatrayam prathamal $abdair apohaly pratipadyate/

bahyarthadhyavasayinya buddheh sabdat samudbhavat/—I/oc. cif.
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The compl‘ﬁhi’amion of the absolute negation of the con-
tradictory—say, no0i-cow, is only a derivative concept
implied, of necessity, by the cognition of the ideal cow-
image, which 1s Fhe primary connotation of the term cow,
since the latter is a distinctive entity as being differenti-
able from other ideal images—viz. of horses and dogs and so
on. Thus it is but an invariable and necessary appanage
of the primary connotation and as such must not be given
precedence over the latter. So, 100, is the objective indi-
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 ut(erance of the word ¢0ws
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 go-entity, which is the
remote causc of the verbal utterance. But we must be
careful to note that the idea of the indjvidual cow is only
a bY.e product, being conveyed by suggestion as it is
through the mechanism of the causal relation.! But, in

'siksad akara etasminnevam cp pratipadite/ prasajyapratiseclllo’Pi
samarthyena pratiyate/ na tadatmg pariatmeti sambandhe sati vastu-
bh.ib/ vyavrttavastvadhigamo’pyarthzg eva bhavatyatah/ tendyam
api sabdasya svartha ityupacaryate/ naty saksid ayam éibdo dvivi-
dho’poha ucyate/—T5. vv. 1013 g1 op which 'Pm'ljikd remarks : tatra
sambandhah $abdasya vastuni Paramparyena karya-kirakabhavalaksa-
nah pratibandhaly/ prathamam yathasthitavastvanubhavali, tato vi-
vaksa, tatas talvadiparispandah, tatah $abdah-—ityevam paramparaya
yadi. $abdasya vastubhir bihyair agnyadibhil sambandah syit tadd
tasmin sambandhe sati vijitiyavyévyttasyapi vastuno’rthipattito’dhi-
ga}no bhavati/ ato dvividho’pi Prasajyapratisedho’nyavyavrttavastvat-
ma capohah sabdartha—ityupacaryate/—;3;4. Vol. 1. p- 319.
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reality, the word cow is incapable of directly 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’ expresses 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 onc raised by Bhamaha, that if the term cow
denotes 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 meintain that absolute
negation alone is 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 denolation—
i. e., expressiveness, and suggestion cannot be held to be
mutually exclusive and incompatible. Is it not a fact
that the sentence—<Devadalia does not take his meals by day-
time and yet he is fat,” denotes negation and suggests affirm-
ation—scil. 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 of
such sentences ?  Now, this ideal cow-image being cons-
tant even though the particular cow-cntities might vary
according as they are black or white or red, it is regarded
as an objective elemeni—an objective common factor inher-
ing in all the objective individuals,—and as such deludes
us to conceive of it as auniversal—objectively real. But this
is an illusion. Now, the critics might argue : What 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
isthe basis of illusion cannot be possible between two enti-
ties one of which is practically 7non est. We 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

Idivabhojanavakyader ivasyapi phaladvayam/ saksat samarthyato
yasmat ninvayo’vyatirekavan/ nabhimukhyena kurute yasmit éabda
idam dvayam/ svarthabhidhinam anyasya vinivrttim ca vastunal}['—
TS. vv. 1020-21. Comp. Kamalasila’s Paijikd thereon : yathalva
diva na bhuikte pino Devadatta-ityasya vakyasya saksad divabho-
janapratisedhah svarthabhidhanam, gaunas tu ratribhojanavidhih—0a
saksat, tadvad gaur ityader anvayapratipadakasya $abdasya anvaya-
jﬁﬁnarp saksat phalam,vyatirekagatis tu samarthyat/...na hi ago—pl’a_“'
sedham abhimukhyena go-Sabdal karoti’tyabhyupagatam asmabhily/
kim tarhi ?—samarthyad iti pratipaditam/—O0p. ¢it-, 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 prima facie impossible because
of the non-existence of the duality of the lunar orb. Itis
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.® 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 ¢deal image that has
no objective basis, even though it might well serve the
functions of the former. What 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.? Now it might be argued by the oppo-
nents that the Buddhist thesis—viz., that cow-individuals
though different from one another are referred to by the

1Vide TS. vv. 1022-23. on which Pafjjika comments as follows :
nanu yadi kadacit mukhyavastubhiitam samanyam bahyavastvasri-
tam upalabdham bhavet tada sadharmyadarfanat tatra samanyam
bhriantir bhavet/ yavata mukhyarthasambhave saiva bhavatam sama-
nya-bhrantir upapanni- ityasankyaha- jhatityeva hitpadi| jhatiti - sama-
nyadaréanadyanapeksya dvicandradijfianadivat antarupaplavat etat
jatam jfianam/ nahi sarva bhrantayah sidharmyadarsanad eva bha-
vanti/ kim tarhi - antarupaplavad api’tyadosah/—Op. cit., p. 322.

2,..vikalpa-pratibimbakam jianakaramatrakam eva tad abihyam
api vicitravasanibhedopahitariipabhedena bahyavad avabhasama-
nam lokayatram bibharti, vyavrtticchayayogacca tad apoha iti vya-
vahriyate/ seyam atmakhyativadagarbha saranih/—NAM., Vol. L. p.
281.
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self-same term cow, because of their functional identity—Ilike
yielding milk and carrying loads, cannot hold good in-
asmuch as the identity of functions is a myth, since func-
tion-entities 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
(pratyavamaria-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
Bu<‘ic.1hists 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-
IUte_ 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
-do.ctrme 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 apoka in the shape of an
ideal image and postulating it as the primary 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 Dinnaga who is the origina-
tor of this thesis. Dinnaga 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 propoundedin his treatise entit-
led Hetumukha ?* The Buddhist plea would be: Surely
the Master 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 Dinnaga 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.?

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

lsyad etad yadi vidhiripah sabdartho’bhyupagamyate/ katham
tarhi Hetumukhe laksanakarena asambhavo vidher uktam ?—Paiijika
on 7T§., Vol. I. p. 339.

2asambhavo vidher uktah saimanyader asambhavat/ $abdanam ca
vikalpanam vastuto’visayatvatah/—7S. v. 1097. Comp. Panjika there-
on : saminyalaksanader vicyasya vacakasya ca paramarthato’sam-
bhavit, $abdanim vikalpanam ca vastutah paramérthatal)_visayisam-
bhavit paramirtham aéritya vidher asambhava ukta Acaryena—
ityavirodhah/—-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
apoha 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 cause being trans-
ferred on to the effect which is the ideal apoha, the addi-
tion of suffixes denotative of gender and number after
stems signifying apoha 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.!
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 ¢/ata’—meaning bank ? So, lacking
any constant relation with a definite gender, how is it
possible to characterise the objects sexually ?*  Similarly,
the number too denoted by the suffix joined to the stem

ll%flga'samkyédisambandho nacapohasya vidyate/ vyaktes cavya-
Padefy.’atvét taddvarena’pi nastyasau/—SV : Apoha-vida, v. 135.

21mgasmkhyé—ldiyogastu vyaktinam api nastyayam/ iccharacita-
samketa-nimitto natu vastavaly// tatas tati tatam ceti trairlipyam na
ca vastunah/ {abalabhasataprapteh sarvesaim tatra cetasim [[—T3.
vv. 1122:23. on which Pafijika comments as follows : ...vyaktinam api
—ityapisabdad apohasyapi/ prayogah—yo yadanvaya-vyatirekau
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‘has no objectivity at all. Take for example such stems as
dara (wife) 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.! 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 apoha from the
viewpoint of the supposed absurdity of sexo-numerical
determination, while the same contingency is inevitable
even if their own theory be adopted ? We noted above
the opponents’ contention that the Buddhist thesis of con-
ceptual apoha is not universal, as there is no comprehen-
sion of negation in the case of verbal forms, such as ‘pacaty’
(‘he cooks’) etc. But the Buddhists would not acknowledge
the validity of this contention. They argue: Itisa uni-
versally admitted fact that words are used solely 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 theybe
verbs or nouns or adjectives. Thus whenever the word ‘pacat:’ is
used with reference to someone, it implies of necessity the

nanuvidhatte, nisau taddharmah/ yatha Sjtatvam agneh/ nanuvi-
dhatte ca linga-samkhyadi vastuno’nvayavyatirekau—iti vyapakanu-
palabdhih/—O0p. cit., Vol. 1. p. 346.
Isamkhya’pi samayikyeva kalpyate hi vivaksaya/
bhedabhedaviveke’pi daradi-vipinadivat/[—TS. v. 1134.
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exclusion of all other action-entities like running, eating, slecp~
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 ?* 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 objccts of negation
that is apofie. But the Buddhists maintain that the objec-
tion has no basis at all. They ask : What 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 propositional setting and used in isola-
tion. Such an assumption is contrary to the Buddhist posi-
tion. Nor can the orthodox theorists themselves uphold such

Yabhiprete nivesartham buddheh $abdah prayujyate/
anabhist_avyudéso’tab samarthyenaiva siddhyati//
tatha hi pacatityukte nodasino’vatisthate/
bhunkte divyati va neti gamyate’nyanivarttanam//
—Tattva~-samgraha, vv. 1144, 1146.
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an hvpothesis in view of the contingency noted above.! 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 > What then are the negata constituting the con-
tents of the negations connoted by such terms ? What, 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.? 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-

lprameya-jiieya-§abdadau kasyapohyam na vidyate/ nahyasau
kevalo’kande preksavadbhih prayujyate/[—TS. v. 1166, on which Paji-
jikd comments : kasya prameyadisabdasya apohyam nastityabhidhi-
yate ? vadi tavad avakyastham padantarasambandharahitam prameya-
disabdam asrityocyate, tada siddha-Sadhyata/ kevalasya prayogabha-
vad eva nirarthakatvat/—Op. cit., Vol. L. p. 356.

2caksur-jianadivijieyam rapaditi yad ucyate/ tendropitam etad-
dhi kenacit pratisidhyate// na caksurasritenaiva riipam niladi vedyate/
kintu érotradritenapi nityenaikena cetasa//—TS., vv. 1171-72, on which
Pajijikd comments :...§rotraéritenapi nityena cetasa niladiriipam vedy-
ate...ityevam yan-mandadhiyi samaropitam tac-caksurvijfianavijfie-
yam riipam ityanena viakyena nisidhyate/ caksurasritavijianavijfie-
yam eva riipam na srotridivijieyam—ityarthah/—ibid. Vol. 1. 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 Mimamsakas. 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. Uddyotakara’s contention, too, that on
the adoption of the Buddhist thesis of conceptual apoka
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. <Al
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—¢4ll men are mortal”, is it not
possible to find any negative significance consequent upon
the restrictive force of the term all{? Itis certainly possible.
All excludes some, so that ¢not-some men are mortal”
would be the form of the negative judgment constituted
upon the basis of the negative implication of the term all.
Tot-aligy 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’.
f]onsequently, the attack upon the Buddhists is logically
indefensible as it misinterprets the Buddhistic viewpoint.!

'vyavaharopanite ca sarva-Sabde’pi vidyate/ vyudasyam tasya car-
tho’yam anyapohobhidhitsitah// sarve dharma niratmanah sarve va
purusa gatah/ samastyam gamyate tatra kaicid amsas tvapohyate// ke-
cid eva niratmano bahya ista ghatadayah/ gamanam kasyaciccaivam
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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 apoiiaz, what is
to be the nature of the connotation of terms like ‘a barren-
woman’s-son’ etc. that have no objective entity to refer
to? And in the absence of any objective particular,
which is apoha par excellence by virtue of its constitutive dis-
creteness as has been already explained, the Buddhist
theory of apoha fails in such cases at least, so that the uni-
versality claimed of it by the propounders thereof falls to
the ground.* 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-$rnga), ‘a sky-flower’ (kha-puspa)—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// sarvangapratisedhas ca naiva tasmin vivak-
sitah/ svarthapohaprasango’yam tasmad ajiiatayocyate/[—T.S. vv.
1185-88,

lyasya tarhi na bahyo’rtho’pyanyavyavrtta isyate/ vandhyasutadi-
Sabdasya tena kvapoha ucyate/[—TS. v. 1202, which has been ex-
plained in the Pafijikd as follows : yasya tarhi—ityadina paro’poha-
Sabdartha-vyavasthaya avyiapitvam eva udbhavayati/ tathahi yasya
bandhyasutadi§abdasya bahyasutadikam vastu anyavyavrttam apoha-
Srayo nastyeva, tasya kimadhisthano’poho vacya ucyate/ ava$yam hi
vastuna’dhisthana-bhiatena apohasya bhavitavyam, tasyanyapohapa-
«darthavyatirekat/—Op. cit., Vol. 1. p. 363.
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tion being the primary connotation of words as first pro-
pounded by Dinnaga in his Hefumukha was whittled down
by later Buddhist theorists so as to conform with the un-
contradicted experience of laymen—thatis cognisant of the
positive-cum-negative concept as its content as also to
meet the opposition of the orthodox theorists like Bhamaha,
Kumarila and Uddyotakara. 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 apoha as inter-
preted by the moderns stands unassailed though the deri-
vative concept of the discrete objective particular might
not follow in its wake.! 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. Would not the

same contingency likewise appear in the case of apo/ia 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

1arthaéCinyibhijalpottha-vésanérnitranirmitam/ pratibimbam yad
abhati tacchabdaih pratipadyate/[—TS. v. 1204. cf. $abdaih—iti] ban--
dhyésutédiéabdaili/—Paﬁjika‘. ‘abhijalpa’, in the above karika, is a tech-
nical term. It has been explained by ééntaraksita in the following
karika of the Tattvasamgraha : so’yam ityabhisambandhit riipam eki-

krtam yada/ $abdasyarthena tam $abdam abhijalpam pracaksate//
—ibid., 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 knowledge 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-tmage 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 imseparable 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 Yajiiadatta
—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?! The Buddhists however would

nanu capohapakse’ pi katham sanketasambhavaly/ saphalyam ca
katham tasvana dvayoh sa hi siddhyati// vaktr-Srotror nahi jianam ve-
dyate tat paraspar am/sankete na ca taddrstam vyavahire samiksyate//
-TS. vv. 1208-09. Comp. Paijjika thercon : pratyatma-vedaniyam eva
arvagdarsananam jAinam/ nahi anyadiya-jiianam aparo’paradarsanah
samvedayate/ Jnanad avyatiriktas ca paramairthatah pratibimbatma-
kalaksanapohah/ tatha ca vaktr-$rotror dvayor api kasyacid ekasya san-
ketavisayasya arthasya asiddheh kutra samketah krlyate grhyate va/
na hi asiddhe vastuni vakta samketam kartum i§ano’pi $rota grahitum
—atiprasangat/ tatha hi §roti yat pratipadyati svavijianaraidham
arthapratibimbakam na tad vaktra samvedyate/ yacca vaktra samve-
dyate na tat $rotri—svasya svasyaiva avabhasasya vedanat/-—ibid.,
p- 365.
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not yield even to this contention. Theyargue: There would
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 cognised 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 pri-
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 identical 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 is 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.! But it may be asked : How is it
possible on the adoption of the Buddhistic hypothesis to
discriminate between a #rue proposition and a jalse 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 &ruth 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.
Simultancously 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 essentially 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-
positions. 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

lgvasya svasydvabhasasya vedane’pi sa varttate/ bahyarthidhyava-
sayo’pi dvayor api samo yatah/ |—TS. v. 1210. Vide Pamjika thereon.
Also : timiropaplutakso hi yatha praha $asi-dvayam/ sva-samaya tatha
sarva éabdi vyavahrtir mata//—T$. 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 cqually 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 it 13 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
root 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.!

!Comp. yatra hi pairamparyat vastuni pratibandho’sti tasya bhra-
ntasyapi sato vikalpasya maniprabhayam manibubdhivat na bahyar-
thanapeksatvam asti/—Kamalaila’s Paiijikd, Vol. 1. p. 323. Vide also :
naniibhayatha’pi vastuvisayatvabhave vikalpanim katham vastuni
vyavaharah pravarttante/ ...pravrttis tavat d_rs'ya-vikalpayor. arthayor
ekikarana-nibandhana driyadarfanantaram utpanne vikalpe vikalpya
tena pratipadyate pramata, dar$aninantaryavipralabdhastu drsyam
eva grhitam manyate, tadabhimanena ca pravarttate—idam tad eki-
karanam ahub/...praptir api dréyasyaiva arthakriyakarino vastunah
paramparyena tanmilatvat karyaprabandhasya/ d_réyadarléanam tato
vikalpah tatah pravrttir iti/ atha hi milavarttinam upalabhya pra-
vartamanas tam apnoti apavaraka-nihita-maniprasrtayam kuficikaviva-
ra-nirgatdyam iva prabhiyam manibuddhya pravarttamanah/ yatra tu
mule’ pyartho nasti tatra vyamohat pravarttamano vipralabhyate—
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dipaprabhayam iva tathaiva manibuddhya pravarttamanah/evam ca
bahyavastusamsparsasiinyesvapi vikalpesu samullasitesu bahyo’rtho
maya pratipannah tatra caham pravrttah sa ca maya praptah-—itya-
bhimano bhavati laukikinam/—Nyaya-mafijari, Vol. 1. pp. 281-82. The
source of these two illustrations is to be traced in the following verse :
“mani-pradipa-prabhayor manibuddhya’bhidhavatoh/ mithyajfiana-
visese’pi viSeso’rthakriyam prati//.” It hasbeen cited by Madhavicarya
in his Paiicadaii, ix. 2, where the commentator Ramakrsna ascribes it
to one Varttika-kdra : samvadibhramavad ityuktam prapaficayitum
samvadibhrama-pratipadaka-vdritikam pathati/. Is this Varttika-kare
to be identified with Dharmakirtti—the author of the Pramana-
vartlika ?



CHAPTER SIX
WHAT IS ASENTENCE ?~—ELEMENTS 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 words 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-padiya records various views regard-
ing the nature of a proposition that were held by different
schools of thought.? 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 2
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 2
sentence must satisfy the triple requirements of expentancy
(@kanksa), competency or propriety (yogyata), and proxi-
mity or contiguity (@satti) or sanmidhi). We must discuss

lakhyatasabdah samghato jatih sanghatavarttini/ eko’navayavall
sabdah kramo buddhyanusamhrti/ padam adyam padam cantyam
padam sapeksam ityapi/ vakyam prati matir bhinna bahudha nyaya-
vedinam/[—OP. ¢it. 11, 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.
What is expectancy (akanksa) ? Itis the foremostrequire-
ment of a sentence. When 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. Without
the knowledge of such another concept or concepts the
sense remains incomplete. And this incompletion of sense
duc 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 enfer 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 i’ expect the word
hot’ is tantamount to the statement that the concepts cog-
nised 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).! Itis this mutual interdependence
lyakyasamayagrahiki cakanksa/ sa caikapadarthajfiane tadartha-
nvaya-yogyasyarthasya yaj-jfianam tadvisayeccha ‘asyanvayyarthah

kal’—ityevamriipa purusanisthaiva/ tatha’pi tasya akanksa-visaye’rthe

9
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of concepts consequent upon the psychological expectancy—
orrather the state of receptivity or suspense of the hearer that
constitutes the essence of the element called akanksa. Udaya-
na, in his Kusumanjali in connection with the refutation of the
Vaisesika view that verbal knowledge is indistinguishable from
mference, has discussed with penetrating keenness the nature
of expectancy as a pre-condition for the comprehcnsion of the
relational sense-unit expressed by the sentence. We propose
to record below the abstruse dialectics employed by Udaya-
na to further clarify the essence of this important element.
~ Udayana introduces the issue with the query : What
15 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 th.e relational thought-unit expressed by the sentence is
nothing but a case of petitio principii.r Nor can it be

argued th_at expectancy is equivalent to universal concomi-

tance (avmabh&va) between the concepts concerned. For

Sbliz};nailhargument would make relational thought impossi-

much aset}(;::z _Of propositions 111.<e ‘a blue lotus’ etc., inas-

tween the tro éS 1O necessary un1versa'l concomitance be-

onstituent concepts—viz., bluec-ness and the

lotus- ] . :
species, a redlotys being as much possible and common

aropah/ tadevibh:dns. - .
- 1/ evabh1dhanaparyavasz‘mam ityucyate/ ayam artho’rthan-

ra-sikinksa__i¢; o
bodhottars,. iti Vyavaharat/ pade tu naropah-—manabhavat/ artha-
eva jijfia 5 s . I
Ksarthabodhal Jynasodayacca/ ‘padam sakanksam’—iti tu sakan-

vyapeksam s_am ttyarthakam/—VSAf., p. 297. Vide also : paraspara-
brimal. éa'lbd:math-yar-n cke/ ka punah $abdayor vyapeksi ? na
_:manﬁyam,_};i’; -1t/ kim tarhi ? arthayoh/ iha raja purusam apeksate
bhds ya on P, II./ E’.UYIUSO rajanam apeksate——‘aham asya’-iti/—- AMahd-
ltatra k AkAnkss
tasya Sam:;’:zg?;:g}?}(% nima? na tavad viSesana-vifesya-bhavah/
I avataya sadhyatvat/... —0s. ¢ c
p. 61. (Benares Sanskrit Series). yarvad 0p- e, Ghap. L.
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as a blue lotus. But it might be contended that though
bluzness qua blueness is not necessarily related with the lotus
qua lotus, vet blueness qud 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
ihe wuniveral 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 buflalo
is grazing on the bank.” (aho vimalam jalam nadyah kacche
mahisas carati) would bereduced 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.! 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-conditio.n 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

napyavinibhavaly/ ‘nilam sarojam’-ityadau tadabhave’pi viakya-
rthapratyayat/ tatrapi videsaksiptasamanyayoh avinabhavo’stiti cet, na/
‘aho vimalam jalam nadyah kacche mahisa$ carati’ —ityadau vakya-
bhedanupapattiprasangat/ —Kusumdijali, loc. cil. Vide Varadaraja’s
Kusumanjali-bodhani 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 ke accepted the
contingency apprehended above—viz. the merger of the
above two propositions into a single proposition, can-
not emerge at all. TFor both the propositions being alike
expressive of self-sufficient judgment-units the element of
expectancy qud inquisitiveness on the part of the hearer is
absent. Thus they are really two sentences and not onc
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—*There 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. Would it be valid to
argue on that ground that the words—<There is a clotl’
yvhen used independently do not constitute a proposition,
Just as they do not constitute a separatc proposition when
used in conjunction with other words in such sentences as
—“There is a red clotl’ ?*  But the upholders of the above
thesis might try to defend their position by introducing
certain modifications into the proposed interpretation of
expectancy ag 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
Wh.en the word ¢ps is uttered the hearer necessarily in-
quires as to itg specific qualities and actions that are its
'Api pratipattur s
‘raktah Pato bhayat;®
Prasaﬁgat/ —Rusumg
srf)tur Jijfiasa akan
taiva Paryavasanit

—ityasya ekadesavat sarvadi vakyaparyavasana-
iali, loc. ¢it. Comp. Varadaraja’s comm.—¢nantt
ksd/ tasyas ca ‘vimalam jalam nadyih’—ityetava-
p. 120. Vig, vakyabhedopapattir ityatriha—.;.zﬁ/)i -iti/_”__i[;i(l.,

. also Vardhamana’s Prakdsa : rakta-iti/ yatha raktah
pato bhavatityatay raktapadarthanvayam vina pato bhavatityekadeso
na paryavasyati, taths raktapadam vina yatra pato bhavatityeva vi-

kyam udbhavitay, tatrin; . .
> apl tanna aryavasyed-ltyarthal_l —O0p. cil.s
p- 62. (Chap. 111y, P P /
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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
terms that are actually constituent parts of the proposi-
tion 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.* At this stage Udayana makes a
query : Admitting that expectancy is the inquisitiveness
of the hearer with respect to the concepts that are acFual-
ly expressed through the medium of words, is it .ltself
to be cognised for the comprehension of .the relational
thought-unit, or is the latter possible even 1n.the ajbsence
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 (r@jnak putra dgacchatr), are we to
be aware of our inquisitiveness with regard to the two

lgunakriyadyadesavisesajijiiasayam apl padasmaritavisesajijiiasa
akanksi/ pata ityukte kimrapah kutra kim karoti—ityadirlipajijiiasa/
tatra bhavatityukte kim karoti ityesaiva padasmiritavisay'é, natu
kimrapa ityadirapi/ yada tu rakta ityucyate, tada kimripa ityesapi
padasmaritavisaya syat/—iti na kificid anupapannam iti/..—Kusuman-

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 nt?ed of such awareness the relational judgment being
Cf)gnlsed solely on the basis of the expectancy that is objec-
tively subsistent between the above two concepts ?  The
first alternative is not possible on the ground that our in-
trOSpf:ction does not reveal any such awareness of the
requ1r.ed inquisitiveness that is upheld to be one of the
essential pre-requisites of judgmental cognition. Judg-
mental thought is found to arise even if therc be no
anﬁerr{eSS of the said inquisitiveness unlike inference
which is not possible unless there is the knowledge of the
probz?ns, 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-
Oggans by virtue of their very presence are able to generate
fchz r;sf;(;tlve perceptions of Yarious cat.egorics, 50 too in
mental cor’n 'iffﬁectancy that is the bas1'c factor of judg-
with sensogr 1tions and' as such stands in tl']e same level
tional tho 3}'“0;%%{5, is capable of gencrating the rela-
Thus we rgnust €spite its existence being left: uncognised.
proposed inquis't'glve up the first alternative that tl}c
order to hann al veness 1tself.has to be comprehendc.d in
thought fOlloxrvirrlly C'aus.al efliciency towards the relational
adopt, perforce tiln its wake, Tl.ms we must havc.to
inguisitiveness by, ite T;C.ond alternative accorc'hng to which
tional thought-uniie }_s capable of generating t'he re'la-
required. Udgons V\;lthout any knowledge of it _bcmg
this thesis by anyiLll a ur.ther demonstrates the. validity of
lines of som Ulustration : .When we perceive the out-
. Ot some object from a distance found to b
inquisitive as to the < . » We are o.un to be
whether it is 2 zree-hpezlﬁc character of th'e object—as to
might perceive it unk or a man. Coming nearer we
It to be a #ree-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.! DBesides, there are other arguments too that can
invalidate 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
rajial, puruso’pasaryatam’ meaning ‘There comes the king’s
son. Remove the man’, and the hearer through inadvertence
hears the words ‘rajrah puruso’pas@ryatam’ alone, so that
the intended syntactical relation of the word rgjiak with
putrah is lost sight of being replaced by that between rgjzah
and purusah, 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.® What more, it is
futile to argue inquisitiveness—whether itself known or

1katham esa niscayah sakanksa eva pratyeti, natu jiiatakansah—
iti cet/ tavanmitrena upapattau anupalabhyamana-jfiina-kalpana’nu-
papatteh, ‘anyatra tatha dardanacca/ yada hi darat drstasaményo
jijiiasate ko’yam iti, pratyﬁsidaﬁéca sthanur ayam iti pratyeti, tada’-
sya ‘jiiitum aham icchami’-tyanuvyavsayibhave’pi sthanur ayam itya-
rthapratyayo bhavatif tathehapi avisesad/ visesopasthanakale samsar-
gavagatir eva jiyate natu jijfiasavagatir-iti/—Kusumdnjali, loc. cit.

2yada hi ‘ayam eti putro rajiiah puruso’pasaryatam’—iti vakta
ucciarayati, $roti ca vyisangadina nimittena ‘ayam eti putra’—iti
asrutvaiva ‘rajiah puruso’pasiryatém’ -iti $rnoti, tada asti akanksa-
dimattve sati padakadambakatvam, na ca smaritarthasamsargajfiana-
pirvakatvam iti/—Nydya-Kusamanjali, loc. cit. which has been explained
by Varadarija as follows : na hi rajiia-ityadipadatraya-samaritanam
samsargabuddhya tad uccaritam, raja-purusayoh putrapasaranabhyam
samsargajiianapiirvakatvat/—Op. cit., p. 121,



136 A STUDY IN LANGUAGE AND MEANING

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 inquisiti-
veness at all, not to speak of the awareness thereof.! But
it may be asked : What then is the nature of syntactical
€xpectancy ? Udayana 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
rd‘za.lly €quivalent to that element which is capable of
glving 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
Telatlf)n between the component concepts or between the
ideas implieq by these concepts. Component words are said
to l'lave €Xpectancy and are not regarded as constituting a
valid proposition unt] the hearer is able to grasp the rela-
tonal thought-unit intended to be communicated by the
speaker ther:eof.2 As there is no possiblility of comprehension
gg ?I?gel);?loatl?nal t;hought in th? case of a pure stem divested
t00. < nal endings—there is no question f)f expectancy
> Sce the pre-nonexistence of the relational thought
_;;Z;;Z?:;Ztﬁr?lj_ijﬁ;sﬁ nibandhar}am, ajijfiasor api szkyﬁ.rth—oda_yﬁ;/
jijﬁésa*ityaﬁgik{,(:yz Z:de_Varadatéja_’s comm : evam kanksd nama
sanatvamna Sami)haVats-fahksattaYa _va_kyarthajnan_a,ht.ztutvat hnga\ilstc_::
tyaha—na ¢q Safvalm-it‘l yu .tar_n/ idanim tu sattaya’pi hetutvam nasti
2akanksapads 1—ibid., p. 122. . _
ta-ta?iéisibtfjora:\}:ias-tar}li kah_/ jijﬁis'?ln.'l prati yogyata/ sa ca smari-
i g nabhive sati $rotari tadutpidyasamsargivagama-

pragétzhérab/__i{,id. Vide the elucidation of this statement in Vara-
daraja’s Ausumdﬁ]alébodhanz’ p. 122



ELEMENTS OF SYNTAX 137

is absent.! But it may be asked whether this pre-nonexist-
ence of the relational thought is per se the basic factor of a
Jjudgment or if we are to be aware of the pre-nonexistence
itself for grasping the true nature of expectancy. Udaya-
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
be, 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 1s identified
with the means,—a prima facie absurd position.? But
Vardhamana, the commentator of the Kusumanjali, refutes
this view of Udayana. He argues: When an isolated
word is heard there is no cognition of relational thought.
This is an undisputed fact. Consequently, it must be

1Vide : pratipadike samsargajiianapragabhivo nastiti ata uktam
$rotari’-ti/— Vardhamana’s Prakaia on Nydya-Kusamaijali.

"na caiso’pi jiianam apeksate, pratiyoginiriipanadhina-niriipana-
tvat, tadbhavanirapanasya ca visayanirupyatvat-iti/—Ny-Ku., which
has been explained by Varadaraja as follows : samsargavagamapra-
gabhavo’pi pratiyogibhﬁta-sarpsargﬁvagamanirﬁpyah, sa ca visaya-
bhﬁtasamsarganirﬁpyal), sa ca akanksadhinanirGpanah—iti itaretara-
érayatva-prasaﬁgah-iti/—Op. cit., p. 122. Vide also Vardhamana’s
comm ; samsargﬁvagamapragabhivo hi pratiyogini tadavagame
jﬁﬁtejﬁatavyal}, sa ca svavisaye samsarge jiate boddhavyah-iti sam-
'sargasya prageva jiianiat vakyasyanuvadakatvat apramanyapattir-
ityarthah/—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 Udayana, cannot be preclu-
ded. To deny the presence of the said pre-nonexistence
again would be equally ahsurd, since it would lead to the
C})gnition of the relational thought itself in the case of a
single isolated word even.! Having thus revealed the
al?surdity of Udayana’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
for‘mer_1s one of the constituent relata. Keeping in view
this criterion of propositional expectancy it is possible to:
Zflsgr; tcl(::jcuaa;iz;bstlantive, a alfecl}elnsional suffix, a radical stem,
having Sérfaﬁtfla .suﬁx,_a 1 these are mutually expectant,
5 5¢ 1c interdependence on each other for the
c}c;mmunlcation .of a particular relational thought-unit, so
iioarf t‘iil;gfisczgs;:;tlet thbe bﬁsic re.quirerr}ents of a propos%-
tion. Thus to com o t . Ve%ucle Ofgudgme.ntal co.gni-
the constituent on municate the idea—viz. <“Brin ¢ the jar”s
counterparts in nC}(lipts must b.e expressed by their ver!aal
inflesion, the 7o ;uc ; success19n of the sten.z, the nominal
making’ e COO , an ‘Fhe radical suffix, Jas is capab.lc Of
mprehension of the particular relational

. 1nan1f nir?kﬁﬁkse taduccaranajanyasamsargajfianapragabhavasya
siddhyasiddhibhyam vyaghatal/—ibid., p. 66. (Chap. III).
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thought psychologically possible. And in the case of the judg--
mentreferred to above--viz. “‘ghatam anaya’ (“‘Bring thejar”),
the particular sequence would be as follows—viz. ghata-,
-am (denotative of the accusative case), a@-4/n%, and -hz (ex-
pressive of the second person Imperative).* Thus, in the
ultimate analysis, propositional expectancy is reduced to a
particular sequence (anupirvi) 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 Jagadisa in his Sabda-$akti-
prakasika and by the scholiast Ksnakanta in his commen-
tary thereon.?

We might now pass on to the consideration of the next
factor—viz. yog yata, which we have rendered into English
as competency. It is however more appropriate to translate
it as syntactical possibility.* In the preceding paragraphs

latrahuh/ abhidhaniparyavasanam akainksa/ yena vina yasya na
svarthanvayanubhavakatvam tasya tadaparyavasinam/ nama-vibha-
kti-dhﬁtvakhyata—kriyé-kﬁraka—padﬁnﬁm parasparam vina na svartha-
nvayanubhivakatvam/—ibid., p. 67. Rucidatta has explained ablu-
dhanaparyavasanam as follows : abhidhanam anvayanubhaval/ tasya-
paryavasinam anispattir ityarthal/—>Makaranda on Vardhamana’s
Prakasa, p. 16.

®yadrsa-fabdanam yadr$arthavisayitakdnvayabodham prati anu-
kila parasparakanksa tidréa-$abdastoma eva tathavidharthe vakyam/
—S8P., p. 64, on which Krsnakanta comments as follows : tatha
ca yadrsanuparvimattvam saksat-parampara-sadharana-niriipyanird-
pakabhavapanna-yaddharmavacchinna- visayatasali-Sabdatvavyapaka-
yatkificijjanyatanirapitajanakataya visayatavacchedakatayah par-
yaptyadhikaranam  tadr$anupirvimattvam  taddharmavacchinna-
tadrSavisa yatikabodhane vakyatvam iti paryavasitam/—ibid. (Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series. 1934).

¥The expression is used by Prof. Bertrand Russell in Chap.XIII of
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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 this
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 scquence 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.e be admitted to be a valid proposition. But is it in
reality a valid proposition ? The answer from a purely
commonser}se point of view would be in the negativf'f-
ﬁg;;flhzﬁaf may be asked, should' we deny the p'ropglsl-
Dresence Ofascter of: the words ‘Fire is cold’ desplterlflle
obviows answzntactlcal expectancy amongs't them ? ‘he
e r would be : Because there is no qynmcllml
P(;ﬁvzbzlzb) k:e.tween the constituent concepts, the inherence
Ec;giini?tﬁz ‘ﬁrre’ be.ir}g Phy.sically impossibl?. The signl‘-
ceptual CXperiEnZPOSIEOH being t}}us.contr’adlcted by pi?l:
garded as consti(:’ t_t ¢ WOrdS-‘Fzre s col.d. cannot be 16{
generating any rel:t_lng ar valid propo§1tlon capable ' 1(3)
ly asked - How ar lonal 1h0ught: Now it may be platu511 -
required syntaesicyl ¢ we to determine whether the.re is the
Tt possibility between words constituting a
Proposition or net » Vardhamana, the commentator Of
Udayana’s Kysymgni Ii, d o e ccq
yaly, deflines syntactical possibilily as “the

his treatise entitled ot .
in th . A”_ Enquiry into Meaning and Truth, already referred
to 1n 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”.) 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 Naiyayikas. 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 Vaiyakarana-siddhanta-manjusa
has critically examined the Naiyayika thesis upholding
the claim of syntactical possibility to be considered as the
basic factor of a proposition. We 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 necessary 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 “T'here goes the barren womai’s son
with a chaplet of sky-flowers on his head.  He has bathed /zz'mse[f
in the waters of a mirage and is holding a bow of rabbi’s horn,”

lyogyata ca badhakamanabhaval/—Prakasa, Chap. 111, p. 67.
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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
0 our experiences, if for nothing else.! According to the
Naiyayikas, the words ‘He is sprinkling the flowers 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. sprinkling
and fire. But such 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
themselves, such remarks would have been impossible.
Silence would have been more proper than such sarcastic
“omments, just as a northener is apt to be silent when he
hears the words of a stranger hailing from the land of the

ravidas, even though the latter might express the self-
SAme . idea, physically impossible as it is, in his own

bh;\j:bfiaprayojye bodhe bidha-jiinasya apratibandhakatvit/ tada-

_“Jianasyy akaranatvacca/ satyapi bidha-niscaye ‘asya ksonipateh
P é.lrardhaparayi laksikrtah samkhyaya,” ‘esa vandhyasuto yati’-itya-
dito bodhadaréanét/ —.-VSM., p 507.
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language.* What more, the adoption of the Naiyayika
viewpoint would render all philosophical disquisitions 7pse
Jfacto 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’ ($abda), the
Mimamsakas 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
Mimamsaka viewpoint and oice versa. This would lead to
an insoluble deadlock.? 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

kificaivam vahnina sificati--ityato bodhabhave tadvakyaprayoktuh
¢adravena vahnina katham sekam bravisi’-ityupahasah $rotrbhih kri-
yamﬁx)o.’saﬁgatah syat/ e.tadarthakadravidabhisiéraval)ottararp pas-
cittyasyeva mikata tasya syat/—loc. cit.

®kificaivam sati vade prativadisabdasya’bodhakatve tatkhandana-
kathocchedah/—VSM., p. 507.
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apart from the component concepts would be a chimera.!
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. When we
run towards a nacre thinking it to be a silver-picce, 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—Ilike 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 comprehension 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-
gulred relational judgment which is capable of account-
ing for the resulting psychological state of joy experienced
by every person that has any the least pretension to litera-

lna ca etadrsesu nanvayabodhabh, kintu padarthabodhamatram iti
vacyam/ sarvatra evam apatteh/—zbid. Vide : naceti/] yogyavikye eva
visistabuddhih svikriyate ityarthal/ sarvatreti/ yogyavakye’pi visistabu-
ddhyucchedépattir ityarthal_l/——lfuﬁcikd thereon, p. 509.
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ry taste 7 We know by perception that there is a real
difference between the moon and the face. And yet they
are iaeutified by the poet’s imagination. Thus it might
be, that there is the required cognition of the relational
ideca 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 : Why 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.! 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 altogethe.r
effete being incapable of resisting the origin of the cogni-

na ca pravrttim prati viistajiianasya hetutvénurodhena.s'ébda-
vidistajianasiddhir iti vacyam/ duhkha-dvese’ccha-sukhadavapi tulya-
ritya taddhetutvena satyapi badhaniscaye mlthyz‘t’bhlsé.pagé.hdé.na-
rﬁpakadikévyaja-duhkha-dvesecchisukhédyanurodhena’ tatre:lpl tada-
vasyakatvat/ anyatha vyutpannanam mukhatvam asrayas candra-
tvam aérayah—ityato’pi ‘mukham candra’ityadita iva camatkara-
pattih/—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-
d?ction 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.*
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 assumptive knowledge
(@harya-jaana) in favour of the said identity that out-weighs
‘the tontrary verdict of the normally valid perception. But
t 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

‘nedam rajatam iti bhramavatas tato nivrttau aptena ‘idam raja-

tam’eva’ -iti prayukte badhajiianakale eva tato bodhat pravrtti-
darsanacca/—0p. 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.* The Grammarians however
refusc to be convinced by such sophistries. They con-
tend that just as assumptive perception (aharya-praiyaksa)
is possible by virtue of the fiat of our will that over-
rides all contradictory evidences, so too assumptive wver-
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 aware 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,

lyattu badhakale’pi aharyapratyaksodayat pratyaksanyajiianatvam
eva pratibadhyatz‘wacchedakam vacyam/ tasya carthapattisidharana-
tvena pratibadhyatévacchdakatvﬁsambhavit anumititvadikam eva
pratibadhyatavacchedakam—iti $abdabodhe tasyaklptatvit yogyata-
jidnam prthag eva hetur -iti/—Comm. Kuficika on VSAL., p. 509.

2hadhakale’pi dharya-pratyaksodayat icchaya uttejakatvanurodhe-
na pratyaksatvasyaiva pratibadhyatavacchedakatvit upanitabhana-
sadharana-pratibadhyatayah $abdabodhavrttitvat badhakale’pi ahar-
yah $abdabodho bhavatyeva-iti bhavah/—Kuficika, loc. cit.
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why is it that those cognitions are not followed by corres-
ponding pragmatic activities as is usually the casc with
propositions that satisfy the requirement of syntactical
possibility ?  When we hear the sentence “Sprinkle with
water” we at once proceed to the performance of the
corresponding action. But in the case of the sentence
“Sprinkle with fire> we do not stir ourselves to any activity
at all. How are we to account for this distinction from
the viewpoint of pragmatic activities between two proposi-
tions—one having syntactical possibility and the other
devoid of it, if both of them alike be capable of evoking
relational cognitions ? The Grammarians’ answer to this
contention would be as follows : The opponents’ criticism
of our position is altogether irrelevant as it is based on a
confusion of two totally divergent issues. Our denial of
syntactical possibility as a sine qua non of relational cogni-
tions has reference only to the formal validity of proposi-
tions, while the Naiyayika uncritically enough confounds
1t with the issue of objective validity of propositions. These
two issues must always be kept apart and studied sepa-
rately. The question of validity of propositions ($abda-
M-amc_lﬂya)*thre validity means objective validity—is a
S¢parate 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
Sroup of words in order to constitute a proposition
€apable of producing judgmental cognition. Now rever-
ting to the Naiyayika contention as to why the relational
:chought cognised from the proposition “Sprinkle with fire”
18 nOt.fOHOWCd 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. We would
never run towards a shell if the relational perceptual
cognition of the shell being a silver-piece, howsoever
illusory in itself, 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 perception and inference, 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 possibility 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.?
‘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’ -ityaditah pravrttir api syat/ badha-jfiane-
na jz‘lyaminajﬁine apraminyasankaya jananattacchiinya-jiianasyaiva
pravrttyupayogitvena’ksateh/ bauddhasyaiva sarvatra bodhavisayat-
vena bidhasyaivabhavacca/ taduktam—“atyantasatyapi hyarthe
jfilnam $abdah karoti hi” -1ti) —VSM., p. 512.
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lion, 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 forinstance, 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 with 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 Middle. 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.® This
thesis is further corroborated by the statement of Patafijali
in his Mahabhdasya 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 Pantafijali refers to the ins-
tance of a string with a white-hot piece of iron tied to its
end whirled round with great speed, so that to an onlook-
er it appears as if an iron disc is being moved round. Here

1j/astuto badhajﬁénam na kvapi jiane pratibandhakam/ tatkale’pi
satyam samagryam jayata eva jflanam/ tatra sva-sva-simagrivasit
dvayor api Jidnayor jatayor yatra jfiane sadosa-simagri-janyatva-
grahas tatrapramanyagraha ityeva maryada jyayasi/ yatha ‘gche gha-
to’-sti’, ‘gehe ghato nasti’-iti paraspaparaviruddhe dvabhyam prayu-

kte/—VSM., loc. cit.
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perception that represents the string as an iron disc is re-
pudiated as illusory by a simultancous 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 indermittent 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 casc of supersession of perception by a
sunultancous act of inference but merely an example of
supersession of a preceding 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 natve 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-
tradictory ?  So what is the point in the Naiyayika thesis
that the knowledge 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 possibility in the case of verbal cognitions, suppos-
ing the contradictory knowledge due to the absenc'e of
syntactical possibility to be sunultaneously present ?  Simi-
larly inferential knowledge is possible even if the probans be
mistimed or incompatible due to the probandum being con-
tradicted by a simultaneous act of perception in such cases
of reasoning 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

'The English equivalent of the fallacy called ‘kalafita’. See the
late MM. Dr. S. C. Vidyabhisana’s History of 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-
taneous emergence of both the antinomic cognitions,
though it serves to determine the validity or otherwise of
the one as against the other’. 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 prima facie 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

] 'kifica d$usaficarat alatacakram pratyaksena dréyate, anekadikkasya
rupa-sahacarinah sparéasya yugapadagrahanad hetoh, anumanad ga-
myate naitad astiti/ ananyathasiddhanuminicca " tadabhavajfidne
ten_a purvajfidnasya bhramatvam kalpyate-iti “lajah fatr—" iti siitre
Bk}aWii-Kaiyyat.ayor uktam/ evam ca bidhajﬁi'nakile’pi anumitih
2\17{1;{155311./1{ atra _d-_ré}’ate gamyate iti varttamananirde$ibhyam ubhayor
bhraerlnlazil:a stcita/ .anekadlkka-_spars'asya yugapadagrahanarpahetor
mitau bh yeva tasmin sambhavacca/ pratyaksasya prabalatve tu anu-

au bhramatvakalpanam/evam ca badhasya hetvibhasatvam anu-
P%Parinam/ anumitau tena apramanyagrahasya jananat/ evam anya-
tIrapl);lllth'amd/~VSM.i Pp- 5.12-11.3. Comp. also Bhartrhari’s Vakya-padiya,
B cited by Kaiyata in his comm. on the above Bhas ya-text ©

Sparsap.rab?ndho hastena yatha cakrasya santatah/ na tatha’lataca-
kraS.Ya vicchinnam spréyate hi tat//”. For other references to this illus-
tration of aldia-cakra in philosophical works vide Col. G. A. Jacob’s

Handful of Popular Maxims, Pt. 11I, p. 92. ( Nirnaya Sagara Press.
Second Edition. 1911).
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judgmental cognitions caused by the propositions em-
bodying 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 might
meet it as follows : We 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 per se, as
has been falsely apprehended by the opponents, but they
are brought about through the instrumentality of the
Junction of suggestion (vyamjand-yyapara), the nature of which
ought to be studied separately. It might however be con-
tended : Would 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.!

The next item of contiguity (@satli) 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

lna ca galidanadisthale’pi badhajfianena tatrapramanyagrahe duh-
khanupapattir iti vacyam/ tato duhkhabhave’pi vyafijanajanyajfiine
‘tu na badhajiianena apramanyajfianam iti spastam Kavya-prakasadau|/—
VSAaL., p- 516.
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these two constituents be lacking there would ensue the
ahsence 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
Jiery Devadatia”, meaning thereby that *‘the mountain s
Jfiery” 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.!  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.? The absence of contiguity can at best delay
the comprehension of the required judgment, but it can-

1§abdaih sannihitatvena bodhitatvam padarthanam sannidhir
ucyate/ atall sannihitatvabhavat $abdabodhitatvabhivacca dvedha
Sannidhyabhavo bhavati/ tatra bhinnakalocciritayor gam dnaya itya-
tra padayoh sannihitatvabhavat ananvayah/ gam badhana—ityatra
bandhanapeksasya drsyamanasya asvasya $abdabodhitatvabhavad eva
ananvayah/ atah $abdapratipannanam eva anvayah iti niyamal sid-
dhal?/‘M{ina-mq)}oda_ya.

*asattir api mandasya avilambena $abdabodhe karanam/...amandasya
tu ésattyabh;ive’pi padarthopasthitau akanksijfianavato bodho’vi-
lambenaiva bhavatiti na tadbodhe tasyah karanatvam/—VSAM., p. 522.
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not check it altogether. Do we not comprehend rela-
tional ideas from a verse where the concepts intended to
be brought into syntactical relation are mostly separated
by intervening words that do not directly stand to any
such relation ? This is further suggested by a passage in
the Aahabhasya under P. 1. 1. 58 : “na padanta-dvirvacana-
vareyalopa-svara-savarnd-nusvara-dirgha-jas-car-vidhisu”, where
Patafijali definitively asserts that the required Jjudgmental
cognition is possible even though there be lack of conti-
guity (@nupurgya) with reference to the words denoting
concepts that are intended to be syntactically related,
provided there be the element of syatactical expectancy. As
an example he refers to the following apparently enigmatic
group of words—viz., “The bull (anadvaham) carrying
water (udahari) who (ya) thou (tvam) carriest (harasi)
upon head ( $irasa ) the pitcher ( kumbham ) O sister !
(bhagini) crookedly (sacinam) running (ab/zz'dlz.&'vm.ztam) .hast
seen (adraksi) ? > where the the intended relational idea
—viz. “Q 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 hflp}}a-
zardly without any heed to the element of contiguity
that their semantic interdependence demands.* Commen-
ting on thig passage Kaiyyata—the scholiast of the AMaha-
bhas ya, refers to the parallel dictum of the Purva-mimamsa
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 ( patha-

'ananupirvyenapi sannivistainam yathestam abhisambandho bha-
vati/ tadyatha -“anadvaham udahari ya tvam harasi §irasa kumbhax}l
bhagini sacinam abhidhavantam adriksih” - iti/ tasya yathestam abhi-
sambandho bhavati—udahiri bhagini ya tvam kumbham harasi
$irasa anadviham sacinam abhidhiavantam adraksiriti/ —Op. cit., Vol.
L, p. 450. (NSP. Edition).
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krama ) and as such able to supersede the latter when
required.’ In further elucidating this, Nagoji Bhatta—in
his sub-commentary Uddyota on Kaiyyata’s Pradipa, refers
to the popular maxim known as rajapura-pravesa-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 rclate themselves
with one another according to their inherent expectancy
before they can form into a self-sufficient relational judg-
ment.? This view of Pataiijali is corroborated by a state-
ment of Vatsyayana as occurring in his Bhasya on Gauta-
ma’s Nyaya-Satra, 1. 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.?

'pathakramad arthakramo baliyan iti yathestam abhisambandhaly/
—Pradipa, loc. cit. For an elucidation of the six varietics of krama—viz.
Sruti-krama, artha-krama, pdatha-krama, pravrtti-krama, sthana-krama, 2'md
mukhya-krama—of which patha-krama and artha-krama are but two 1ns-
tances vide Jacob’s Handful of Popular Maxims, Pt. 111, pp. 86-87.

*arthakramo nama rajapurapraveia-nyayena svasvakanksitarthanvaya-
kramah/ evam ca kalpitdsannavakyad bodhavisaye tatparyam niya-
Mmakam it bhavah/ Bhasyit tu asattyabhave’pi padirthopasthitau
akanksavagat vyutpattyanusarena’nvayabodho labhyate/—loc. cit. Tor
37 explanation of the maxim referred to above vide Jacob, Op. cit., Pt.
11, pp. 6768, '

*yasya yena’bhisambandho darasthasyapi tasya sah/ arthato hysa-
marth.énim anantaryam akaranam//—Op. cil., p. 84 (Benares Edition) ;
also cited by Riyyaka in his Vyaktiviveka-vyakhyana—a commentary on
Mahlmabhat.t.a’s celebrated treatise on Poetics, where for asamarthd-

2am s read asamdsangm. Vide Vyakii-viveka, p. 287. ( Kashi Sans.
Series 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 expectancy alone that matters, the other
two elements—viz. syntactical possibility and contiguity, being
unnecessary,—the former being more concerned with the
determination of objective validity of the judgmental thought
than with its jormal legitimacy, and the latter being rather
in the nature of an auxiliary than an essential causal factor.



CHAPTER SEVEN
ABHIHITANVAYA-VADA Versus ANVITABHIDHANA-VAD:
BHAT":[‘A Versus PRABHAKARA VIEW REGARDING
THE PROCESS OF VERBAL COGNITION.

Ix the preceding section we have discussed the Naiyayika
position vis-a-vis the Vaiyakarana 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
component concepts. For instance, when the word cow
15 uttered we cognise the idea of an individual cow per se.
But when the words «“The cow is white” are heard that
1solation breaks down. Here the word ‘ow’ refers not 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-
oree between the component concepts that marks a propo-
SILON from an isolated word. But where does this cognition
of relation as a fertium quid come from ? Is it due to the
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inherent 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 concept white-ness, so that the relation becomes
an intrinsic part of the connotion itself, or does it connote
the idea of the individual cow per s¢ 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 Bhas ya* 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 two schools
of the Puarva-mimamsa 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 followers
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 expectancy, competency,

1gahane’yan_1 nyaya-padavi/ katham avagahaniye’ti yukta sampra-
dharana/—O0p. 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 abhilitanvaya-vada—or the
theory that views the judgment arising from a proposition
as the relation (anvaya) of concepts that are denoted
(abhihita) in isolation by the constituent words. The ex-
ponents of the rival theory of anvitabhidhana-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 view!. 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
fﬁe Jar’ (ghatam anaya), first convey their respective mean-
Ings. In respect of the relation (samsarga) 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
askec.l: 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 1s attained through the instrumentality of the indivi-

.1atredan_1 vicaryam/ vyutpattir baliyasi—na $abdo’rtham avagama-
yatl vyutpattim antarena/ vyutpattié ca kim vakyasya vakyarthe,
pad:?lsya va padarthe iti/ yadi vakyasya vz‘;ky;irthe vyutpattis tad
anvitabhidhanam/ padasya padarthe vyutpattau abhihitanvaya-iti/—
NAM., Vol. L, p. 364.
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dual concepts by virtue of their possession of syntactical
expectancy, competency 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 precede its comprehension. This theory
of Kumarila is based on the statement of Sabara under
FS. I. 1. 25 where the Bhasyakara clearly maintains that
the comprehension of the relation is possible through the
agency of the concepts themselves.! 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”? GCertainly 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
analog y. But if Kumarila’s position be accepted, argue the

lpadani hi svam svam artham abhidhaya nivrtta-vyaparani/ athe-
danim padartha avagatah santo vakyartham 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.”
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.? 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 2

Inanu tatha’pi padanam anvitabhidhane samarthyam na kalpani-
yam padasmaritanam eva padarthanam akanksadivasat 'anyonyz‘mva-
yapratyayakatvopapatter-iti cet/ maivam/ manantaradhigatanam
p.adé.rthanan_n vakyarthapratyayakatvadarSanat/ nanu—*“pasyatah $ve~
timartpam hesasabdam ca $rnvatah/ khuranihksepa-§abdam ca $veto’
$vo dhavatiti dhih/)” (SV. Vakyadhikarana, v. 358.)—iti nyé};ét astyeva
padarthanam samsargabodhajanakatvam iti cet—na/ anumanat artha-
patter va tatra samsargavagamat|/— Tativa-pradipika of Citsukhacarya,
p- 148 (NSP. Edn.).

2naniiktam na manintaranubhiitaindm artharfipinam vakyartha-
dhi-prasavasamarthyam upalabdham/ upalambhe va 'saI.Jtamapramﬁ-
naprasangah/—Vacaspati Mifra’s Tattva-bindu, p. 120 (Annamalai
University Sanskrit Series, No. 3.). Also ibid., p. 110, Vide also : api
ca $abdasamarthyijanyatve vakyarthapratyayasya padarthakhyam
saptamam pramanam abhyupeyam syat/ pratyaksadisu 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
categories of cognition on the other has no raison d’¢tre at
all. In verbal cognition the constituent concepts must be
expressed through the denotative function of words and
this can be construed as a diferentia 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 interpretation of the Bhatta position,
it should be maintained that in addition to the efliciency
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.! To this the Bhattas might

'tatha tisrah Saktayah kalpyeran, dve va/ padinamhi tavat arthart-
pabhidhanarapa saktih, tadartharupanam anyonyanvayasaktih, tada-
dhana-sakti$ capari padanam eva-iti/ smarakatvapakse tiktam
sakti-dvayam/ anvitabhidhane tu padanam ckaiva $aktih/ tat kalpa-
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reply : Admitting that the acceptance of our thesis in-
volves the postulation of a plurality of functions as shown
by the opponents, is there any sufficient reason for blindly
adhering to the Law of Parsimony as if "it were something
sacrosanct? Isnot 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 namec [4
We uphold the claim that ésolated words first convey the
ideas of isolated concepts 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. Would 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, competency and
contiguity that exist per se as between the concepts? It is quite
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
1s 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 nydyyam iti/—Tallva-bindu, pp. 122-23. Vide also :
kim ca padarthanam anabhihitinam samsargabodhakatvabhavat
abhihitanam eva tad estavyam/ tathd ca padirthanim samsargapra-
tyayajananasimarthyam padanam ca padarthesu tatsi'martilyidhﬁna-
samarthyam itidvayam kalpaniyam-iti kalpanagauravam abhihitanva-
yavadinah...[—TP., on which the commentary Nayana-prasadini ob-
serves : atra ca samarthyadvayabhidhanam prz‘lthamika-padﬁrtha-
buddheh 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
fina] 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 Foint Method of
Agreement and Difference.*  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, AMahismati, 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 Mahismat: 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

latrabhidhiyate—esa tavad autsargiko nyayo yad asati balavad-
badhakopanipate-—‘‘sahakarini karye ca pratyasannam hi karanam/
sati tadbhavabhavitve tatha carthasmrtih padat//”’—bhavati hi kutas-
cit manasad aparadhat viditapadartho viditapadariipamatras ca ceta-
no na manag api vakyartham avagacchati avagacchati tu samabhivya-
hrtapadakadambakopajanitasvarthasmrtyanantaram/ tad amasam eva
vakyarthasmrtinam akanksa-yogyatd’satti-sahakarininam karanatvam
vakyarthapratyayam pratyadhyavasyamah/—TB., pp. 111-12. Vide
also: vina’bhidheyasmaranam anvayapratipattitah/ tattat-padartha-
smrtayas tesam anvayabodhikah//—TP., 1. 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.! 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 muddlie 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 contiguity ? The
same phenomenon can gencrate 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 ( pratyabhijnia ) 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

lyadapi matam-—svarthasvariipasmrtayo’pi hi vastutas tadartha-
ntarasamgatarthagocara na svariipamatragocaram arthiantarena ghata-

yati, vibhramaprasangat/ na khalu prasadamatrasya smaranto’smara-
nta§ ca taddeSam pataliputram svarGpamitrasmrtaya mahismatya
enam ghatayitum iSate, i§ana va bhavantyabhrantah/—7B., p. 113.
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is perfect agreement between the two rival sects.! Now,
the antagonists might argue : Conceding that the isolated
concepts as recollected from individual 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 $rutz (direct statement), linga (mark),
vakya (syntactical connection), prakarana (context), sthana
(position) and samakhya (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 lestimony
inasmuch as they are verbal in essence, while the remain-
ing three—viz. lifga, prakarana and sthana being non-verbal
in essence, devoid as they are of any connection with ver-

ltad apyasimpratam/ md nama bhit idrfam smaranaphalasya
samskaryasya simarthyam yat anubhiitd’nanubhiitasvariipa-tadartha-
ntarasamsargavisayam adhatte smaranam samicinam iti/ sambhavati
tu samabhivyahrta-padavali-labdhajanmanam arthasvaripasmrtinim
akanksadiripa-sahakaribhedopadhanihita- dasantaropitta-pramana-
bhavinim anantaradréyamina-manantaranadhigata -svarthaparas-
parasambandha-nirbhasa-prakasaphalanim/anyatha pratyabhijfianam
apinopajayeta/...— TB., pp. 114-16. Videalso: na ca padarthasvaripa-
matravisayasmrtinim  anyonyianvayabodhakatvam  anupapannam
anyatradrstatvat—iti vacyam/ smaranamatrasya samarthyabhave’pi
samabhivyahrta-padakadambaka-samupajanita-padarthasmrtinam  a-
kanksadisahakirininam sambhavatyeva tadbodhakatvam, sahakaribhe-
dopadanit/ katham anyatha samskarendriyayor anyatra parasparasan-
gatarthavisayayoh pratyabhijidyam purvaparadesakalasamsrstaika-
vastubodhakatvam/ parasparasahakaritaya tathatvam tu prakrte’pi
tulyam/—TP., p. 149, on which the Nayana-prasadini observes: visakali-
tapadarthamatrasmrtinam adar$ane’pi padasmaritapadarthasmrtinam
sahakarivadat upapadyate-ityarthah/—Iloc. cit.
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bal element in the first instance, should have been properly
classed under a different category of cognitive instrument
—viz. Concept (padartha). And yet they have been classed
together as instances of the self-same cognitive instru-
ment gqud Verbal Testimony. Had Concept been recognised
as a separate instrument altogether this classification
would have been logically unjustifiable. This analogy is
applicable mutatis mutandis in the case of isolated concepts
too.! But it might be contended that the inclusion of
linga (mark), sthana (position) and prakarana (context)
under the species of verbal testimony is justifiable on
the ground that there too the final relational judg-
ment qud Injunction (vidhi) arises from the direct state-
ment (S$ruti), 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 of Kumarila
as constituting the proximate cause of the final judgmental
cognition to the exclusion of theisolated terms thataccord-
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
f’f 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

lna ca padartha-smrtinam smrtinam va padarthinam anvayabo-
dhakatve saptamapramanabhyupagama-prasangah/ linga-prakarana-
sthaninam iva éabdapramix}intarbhivopapatteh/—TP., p. 149. Vide :
naceti/ §ruti-vékya-sam5kyénan_'1 sabdartpatve’pi linga-prakarana-stha-
nanam na $abdarfipatvam/ atha ca na $abdat prthak-pramanatvam,
tathopapattir/—Nayana-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 : Would 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 ?* 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,

Inanu lingadisu $§rutim kalpayitvaiva viniyoga-pratiteh svikarat
$abdatvam na virudhyate/ iha tu padarthasmrtindm smrtanam va pa-
dirthanam anvayabodhakatvam iti vaisamyam/ gabdavagatapad?rtha_
janyatvena anvayapratiteh sabdatve caksusd’vagatadhiimajanya-
syapi vahnijfianasya céksusatva-prasax’lgah-iti/——TP., p. 150, wh1.c%1
has been explained in the Nayana-prasadini as follows : nanvitif
‘§abdasyarthasya’peksaniyo’rthah $abdenaiva samarpaniyah, na pras
manintarena/ na hi trayo brahmana agatdh Katha$ ca Méthuras' ca—
ityuktva trtiyam angulya nirdiantam santah praéaflsantl,’ prasansanti
tu Kaundinya iti $abdenaiva samarpayantam/ tad ihapi srutibhir eva
.cet tattad-angini samarpyante samasyante tada gruta'pradhinena,
netarathi—iti érutikalpanayaiva esam lingadinam viniyojakatvam, na
'svatantryena/ Srutikalpanayam ca tvaré-manthara-térat.amyena_e’s,a.rxf
prabalya-daurbalye, yatha’ha paramarsih—¢....artha-viprakarsat™-it
(7S. TIL. 3. 14)/ —foc. 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 (gyapara) 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 jfunc-
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.? 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 (aprva)—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
1:.3.tter 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-

TCompare the maxim : svangam sva-vyavadhiyakam na bhavati™
—cited and explained in Col. Jacob’s A Handful of Popular Maxims, Pt. 1.
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knowledge 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.?

In spite of this able and elaborate defence of”
the theory of abhihitanvaya-vada by Kumarila Bhatta and
his followers, the theorists of the Prabhakara school
would obstinately persist in their indictment? They
maintain : Conceding that the Bhattas have succeeded

!maivam/ anvayapratitim janayatim padanam avantaravyapara-
tvat padirtha-smaranianam/ na ca svavyaparavyavadhanat vyaparava-
tah karanatvam vihanyate/ yagadinam apiirva-vyavadhanena phala_sa-
dhakianam akaranatva-prasangit/ na ca caksuso linga-jianam avar:-
tara-vyaparah/agrhitivinabhavasya anumananudayat/ acaksusasthale’-
pi lingasya bodhakatvat/—TP., p. 150. Vide Nayana-prasadin thereon_:
maivam-iti/ natra $abdavagata-padarthajanyatvamatrat anvayaprati-
teh $abdatvam ucyate, yena’numiterapi caksusatva-prasaktih/ kintu
$abdavantaravyipirariipa-padarthasmarana-janyatvat/ uktar}l ) hlf
“saksad yadyapi kurvanti padartha-pratipadanam/ varnas tathapt nai-
tasmin paryavasyanti nisphale// vikyarthamitaye tesam pravrttau
nantariyakam/ pake jvileva kasthanam padz‘xrthapratlpadanam//
(SV : Vakyadhikarana)—itif|—loc. cit. .

®Though Vedantists scrupulously. follow the Bhatta phllosophers
in respect of epistemology and metaphysics from the mundane view-
point—uvide the dictum “vyavahare Bhatta-napal’’—yet a few Vedantic
teachers like Prakasananda, the author of the Paﬁcapd‘dzkd-v.wdmf!d:
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 ecxplanation of our
verbal cognitions ? Is it true that we cognise isolated
concepts from isolated words ? Gertainly not. Words are
never used singly, nor are the concepts cognised singly as
the followers of Kumarila capriciously maintain. Prabha-
kara in his Brhation Sabara’s Bhas ya tauntingly stigmatises
Kumarila by referring to him as the “mother’s beloved child”
(matr-priya) meaning thereby that he has been spoilt by
an excess of parental affection that hindered his acquisi-
tion of the science of linguistics from a compectent teacher
without which it is the highest of folly and impertinence
on one’s part to theorise on the nature of verbal cogni-
tions.® 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.? Thus, it is foolish
to maintain, as Kumarila and his followers do, that iso-

!pada-padarthanabhijfio matr-priyo bhavan/ —Brhati under ¥S. 1.
1. 25. Salikanatha in his Rju-vimald brings out the implication of the
above statement of Prabhakara as follows : yo matr-snehanubandhe-
na gurukule na ciram usitah/ —O0p. cit., p. 383.

?padarthas tavat navyatisaktdh kvacit upalabhyante/ antato’styar-
thena/ —Byhati, loc. cit. Vide the following statement of Patafijali in
his Mahabhasya on P. V. 2. 94 : “na sattam padartho vyabhicarati”—
which has been interpreted in Kaiyyata’s gloss as follows : yatra kri-
yapadam na $rilyate tatrastir bhavanti-parah prathamapuruso’prayu-
Jyamano’pyastiti gamyate—ityetadasayena “nq sattam paddartho yyabhica-
rati”——ityuktam/——Op. cit.,, Vol. 1V, p. 341 (NSP. Edn.). The same
dictum is found also in the Vydsa-Bhdsya on Patafijali’s Yoga-sitra,
IT1. 17, where the relatedness of all verbal cognitions has been cate-
gorically maintained : sarvapadesu cisti vakyasaktih/ vrksa-ityukte
astiti gamyate/ na sailam padartho yyabhicaratiti| tatha na hyasadhana
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lated words signify isolated concepts. What 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 senfence—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.! 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 (@vapa) and extraction (uddhara) of
the component words and the corresponding variation in the

kriya’stiti/—on which Vacaspati Misra in his commentary 7Tatlva-
vaiidradi remarks : loka eva hi padianam arthivadhdranopayah/sa ca
kevalam padartham astyarthena abhisamasya sarvatra vakyarthikaro-
ti/ so’vam avyabhicarah sattaya padarthasya/ata eva Sabdavrttividim
vyavaharo’yam-‘yatranyat kriyapadam nisti tatra astir bhavanti-parah
prayoktavya’-iti/—loc. cit., p. 145 (Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series).
1Comp. ‘‘vikyenaiva hi vikyarthah prathamam pratinadyate/
upalaksanata$ casya sambandhagraha-sambhavaly// vikyam go-pada-
yuktam yat tat sdsnadisamanvitam/ vakyartham vadatityevam vyut-
pattih sukaraiva hi//” —cited by Mallinatha in his Tarald on the
Ekavali of Vidyadhara. Also found in the Laghu-candriké—a comm.
by Gauda Brahminanda on the Advaita-siddhi of Madhusidana
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 g
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 Prabhiakara 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 styled 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
abs?nce of any one of the two words constituting the pro-
position, in so far as either of the two concepts as denoted
b.Y t'he 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.t 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
(abhidha) 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
Mimamsists, 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 (abkidha), what logic can
there be in maintaining the precedence of one cognition

lpanu kim anabhihitena padarthena anvitam svartham avabodha-
yati go-padam, uta padantarabhihitena/ nidyal/ ekasmad eva padat
tattad-arthanvitasvarthavavabodhasambhavena padantarasya vaiyar-
thyaprasangat/ na dvitiyal/ parasparasraya-prasangat/ tatha hi gam
anaya—ityatra go-padam yavat anayapadena gopadanvitasvartho na-
bhidhiyate na tavat tadanvitasvirtham abhidhatum arhati/ evam
tadapi padam yavat svarthanvitam artham gopadam nabhidadhyat
tavat tadanvitasvartham nabhidhatte/ tata$ ca gopadena tadanvita-
svarthe’bhihite pascad anaya-padena tadanvitasvartho’bhidhatavyahf
'sati ca tasmin gopadena svartho’bhidhatavyah—iti vyaktam 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
inwords, consciousness-units, and actions.* 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 s¢ 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

'padarthamatrabhidhanapirvake tu tadanvitabhidhane dvir abhi-
dhanam apramanam anupapadyamanam capadyeta/—TP., loc. cil.,
which has been explained in the Napana-prasadini as follows : nanu
natra parasparasrayatiya avatarah/ prasparanirapcksani prathamam
padani padarthin asamsrstin abhidhaya pa$cid anyonyanvitins-
tan eva padarthian abhidhatte/——tatréha/—paddrt/mm(ilreti/ na keva-
larr.l evam kalpanayam pramanabhavah, api tu pramanavirodha$
ca-ityatraha—anupapadyamanam ceti] tathi hi samsrstamée’pi cet
padani grhitasamgatikini, tam api prathamam evébh‘idadh;ruh/ agrhi-
tasamgatikatve pascad api nabhidadhyul_l——ityastycvz‘tnupapa.ttil,l/ sa~
krt-prayuktasabdasya viramya-vyarinupapattir va’nupapattily//—Ioc.
cit. Comp. the dictum : “jabda-buddhi-karmanam viramya-yyaparabhaval.”
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that follows upon the wake of the aforesaid primary reco-
liection 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 recolleciion too of the concepts that is argued
to precede the denotation must also be equally cognisant
of the relation (samsarga or amvaya) 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 principic would crop up once more, that would take
away all the force of their thesis.! 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

lnanu dvir abhidhanam na padajatasya sahacaryadar$anat svarthe-
su prathamam smarakanam pascad anvitabhidhayakatvabhyupaga-
mat—iti cet, maivam/ sihacaryadaréanadaéiyﬁm anvitinim evanu-
bhitataya tathaiva smaranasyﬁvaéyﬁérayaniyatvét/ nahi padam pac.lé.-
rthamatrapratipattaye prayujyate, kimtu vyavahdraya/ sa ca anv1fa.
-eva—iti katham ananvitanam eva padirthénérp padebhyah smrtih
syat/—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 relala and ¢o
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’¢tre. 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-
lity (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 of the latter too along with
the former. The lack of invariability 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 principi
stands unassailed on the acceptance of the Prabhakara
hypothesis.* But the Prabhakaras might argue: Is not
this fallacy of petitio principii equally present in the thesis
of the abhihitanvaya-vadins as well, inasmuch as the

l_na cayyabhicirét gam-iti padam svartham eva smarayati, na tu
padimtarartham, vyabhicarat—iti simpratam/ patvabhyasahita hi bha-
vana prab_odhavaﬁ smrtih samgiyate/ tasya$ ca prabodhah pranidha-
nadg_anma navyabhicara evayatate/ sahacaryamatrasyapi tu samban-
dhariipena prar}idhinidigar_lapighit upapatte§ ca tadbodho na viru-
dhate/ tac ca svarthasyeva padarthantarasyasti—iti padantarartha-
sahitam eva svartham anakanksitam sahasaiva smarayet iti hata vakyar-
t hadhis tapasvini/— Tatta-bindu, pp. 96-99. Cp. also TP., pp. 146-147.
For the causes of recollection vide NS. 111, 2. 49. ’



ABHIHITANVAYA-VADA vs, ANVITABHIDHANA-VADA 179

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
Bhattas to assail the Prabhakaras would thus recoil on
their own selves. The contention is subtle no doubt, but
the Bhattas 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 as 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 t0
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 cognition
that are recollected through the denotative function of
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 Indica--
tion or laksana, 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-
lection yet wntensity (abhyasatisaya) is a stronger factor and
as such it is the specific and invariable connotation per 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 Prabhakary
position as finally interpreted would stand as followsg .
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 contiguily.
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-
fu_nction of denotation. Thus there is an unnecessary multi-
plication of verbal functions, assert the Prabhakaras, if
tl}e 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 fal.lacy known as argumentum ad hominem involving
valn recriminations alone, but are based on sound logic
and steer clear of all fallacies like petitio principii, as erro-
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neously alleged by the Bhattas.® As against this defence,
the followers of Kumarila 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—uviz. ‘cow.” Besides, the word ‘cow’

Ymaivam/ tvaya’pi padarthavisayah pratyayah pramana-viparyaya-
samsayadisu anantarbhavat smrtaya evaistavyah, tas ca anvitagocara
na svaripamitragocara—iti tulyo dosali/ na ca vacyam—abhidhana-
taly sinaritam eva vikydrthinvayi na sahacaryamatrad-iti/ ‘Gangayam
ghosah prativasati’-tyadisu padinabhihitatiridinam vikyarthananva-
yaprasangat/ abhyasitisaya$ ca padarthasmaranahetuly/ sa ca yatha
padanam svarthesu, na tatha’rthantaresu/ tesam vyabhicaritvat/ tatha
.ca svarapamitrenaiva padebhyah smaritalh padartha akanksadiman-
tah padair anvita abhidhiyante—iti na parasparasrayata/—TP., p.
147, on which Nayana-prasadini observes : atranvitibhidhinavidi sva-
‘paksadisanam pratibandya samadadhati—maivam ityadini/ padartha
.eva padair abhidhiyante, tadanvayas tu laksyate—iti yasyabhihita-
nvayavadino matam tena’pi padarthavisayaly pratyayah pramanatve-
mna nabhyupagantum Sakyah/ anadhigatarthagantrtvabhavat, sarvasya
sattva-prasangacca/ napi viparyaya-samsayatvabhyam/ yathartha-nis-
.cayatvat| atah parisesat smrtaya evaistavyah/ ta$§ ca na padarthama-
tragocarih, sahacaritadar§anat khalvayam samskarodbodhal, sahaca-
ryam canvitaih padarthaih, na tu ananvitaih—ityayusmataivaveditam/
zathi ca katham tvanmate’pi padarthamaitrasya prathamam 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 very face of it. Are we then to
cognise all those relations 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-
c.ut 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—

nam/ so’yam atmiya eva bano bhavantam praharati—iti bhavah/f
n_anu dvividhs smrtih padajanita—séhacar);at, abhidhanacca/ tatra
sah_acaryam anvite’pi samanam/ abhidhanam tu padarthamitre/ abhi-
fiban?dvéré ca yat smaritam tadeva vﬁkyirthﬁnvayopayogi-—netarat-
" primah/ ‘Devadatta gim anaya’—ityadau tatsahacarita-Yajfiadat-
tad‘er anvayﬁdaréanét/ tato vaisamyam iti tatraha—na ceti| hetumaha—
Gang'a'}’zim-iti/ yadi hi abhidhinena smaritam eva vékyz’xrthopayogi
tarfu tirédipadérthinérp vakyirthanvayo na syat, tesam abhidhiana-
bhavit, mukhyarthasihacaryat eva smaritatvat—ityarthah/ tat kim
€vam anupapattisimyapadanena nivrtto bhavin, tatha ca maldnujfard~
Jayak&nfz-kakﬁkcirah syat—ityatah svapakse parihiram 3ha—abhydseti|
—lo¢. cit. ‘malanuiia’ is a variety of nigraha-sthana or argumental delin~
3:1?2?2[ arfl.d.consi“s in mutual .recrir.ninations that cannot argue the
disput:n(: either of the two antinomic propositions held forth by the
as a’-gumestconcerned. and as suchis a close-parallelof the fa!la.xcy known
falla‘cy vic’;eug;sad hominem in Western Logic. For a definition of the
Saigo matn v ’Y. 2. 21.: “spa-pakse do;ﬁbhyupagfzmdt para-pakse dosapra~
samo dosa }i‘]na.. _Con‘lp._ also the oft_-quoted dictum : ‘“yatrobhayoh

Loal Pariharo’pi va samah/ naikah paryanuyojyah syat tadrg-
arthavxcaral,le/ |’—For exactly similar arguments vide Vica'spati Miéra’s

Tattya-bz'.ndu, pp. 100 ff., on which the passage quoted from TP. is.
substantially based,
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contend the abhihitanvaya-vadins.* To this the upholders of
anvitabhidhana-vada would argue : True that the term ‘cow’
by itself is capable of generating the cognition of the
concept cow 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 spccific 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.®
But against this the Bhattas might contend : The defence
is not very convincing. For, just as the term ‘0w’ in the

latas caivam padantaroccaranavaiphalyaprasangat ekasmad eva
padat taduparafijaka-dvitiyapadarthavagatih siddhaiva tadapi anya-
nuraktasvarthavaci’tyanenaiva nyayena ekameva padam akhilapada-
bhidheyarthavaci sampannam—iti tenaiva vyavaharo’stu na casau
sampadyate/ gaur ityukte sarvagunakriyivagamat na jiayate kim
upadiyatam iti/ sarvavagamo hi anavagamanirviSesa eva—vyavahara-
nupapatteh/ na hi rasavidam piirno’pyabdhir maror atiricyate, salila-
karyanispatteh/—Nydya-mafijari.

2yadapi padantarocciranam aphalam iti tadapi parihrtam| padan-
tara-sannidhane hi sarvani padani krtsnakirini bhavantityuktatvat/
kim padantarasannidhianena kriyate iti cet, sarva-kiaryapakse’pi tulyo’-
yam anuyogah/ samhatya tu sarvani kurvanti kirakani’tyucyante,
tathd padanyapi/—NM., loc. cit. Vide also Prakasananda’s Sabda-nir-
naya (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series): Karik@ 29: na samanyanvayam
brimo viSesinvayam eva tu/ arthe’pi codana tulyipeksa ca sahakarie
ni/}]—which has been explained in the gloss as follows : «,...atha sam-
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propesition “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 ?* The answer given by the cxponents
of the theory of amvitabhidhana-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.? 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 rcference to

sarga-pratipadansamartha api padartha na parasparam anapeksya
pratipadayanti, $aktinam api karyajanane sahakarisavyapeksatvat
—iti/ $abdesvapi tarhi tulyo’yam nyayah/ ata eva satyapi go-sab-
dasya yogyetaradesa-padarthaviesasamsarga-pratipadana-simarthye
sahakarikaranasamavadhanabhedena kadacit kvacit eva Kkarya-
hetutvam arthapaksa iva na virudhyate/—Op. cit., pp. 21-22,

lnanu yogyetarasesavidesa-samsargabhidhanasamarthe go-Sabde
prayukte anayatina tadapeksito visesah samarpyate/ anayater api
aneka\’i§e$asarpsargasamarthatayé kvacit eva niyamabhavat /.....tas-
mat na parasparapeksasyapi samsarga-niyama-siddhir iti/——S‘dbda-
nirnaya, p. 22.

2loc. cit.
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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.*

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

lyatha caksuso nila-pitadivisaya-sahakaribhedat eva ekaya’pi riipa-
prakadanasaktya nilapitadivijianakiryabhedah/ tarhi $abdesvapi
sahakaribhedat karyabhedo na dandavaritah/—Praka¢ananda’s gloss
on S’dbda-nimaya . Karika 31.
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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-
karana views,—radically distinct as they are, and this has
been clearly noted by the author of the Nyaya-mawjari
in course of his review of the two theories regarding
the process of verbal cognition,* 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 whom
are the Naiyayikas.® For, an appraisal of the respective:
plausibility of the two Mimamsaka theories discussed in this
chapter and their repercussion on other schools may well
require a seperate study.

tad evam avayavakiaryopalambhat na Valyakaranavat nimitta-.
nyapi nihnumahe, krtsnaphalasiddhyavadhi-vyaparapariniscayacca
nanya-Mimamsakavat $uddhapadarthabhidhinam upagacchamahe-.
M/—NM., Vol. 1. p. 367. Vide also: na hi bhavatim anape-
k&t;ggadartha eva Vaiyakarananam iva vakyarthapratyayal... |—ibid.,.
p. .

*The Naiyayikas, affiliate themselves neither to the Bhatta nor to.
the Prabhakara school as regards the issue of verbal cognition, though
cerroneously they are regarded as upholding the abhihitanvaya-vada of the-
Bhattas. This has been noted unequivocally by Jayanta Bhatta himself,.
a? also by the great Vedantist teacher—Madhusiidana Sarasvati in:
his magnum opus— Adyaita-siddhi. Jayanta Bhatta cites an anonymous verse-
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that definitely declares the difference of the Naiydyika viewpoint from

the theses discussed in the foregoing dissertation. Vide : taduktam—

“matadvayam apidam tu na’smabhyam rocatetaram/ kuto’nvitabhi-

dhanam va kuto va’bhihitanvayah/[’—O0p. cit., p. 370. Vide also

Advaita-siddhi : ¢tarkikamatasya ubhayapaksabahirbhavadikam ca

Vedanta-kalpa-latikayam vyutpaditam ityuparamyate”—which has been

explained in the commentary Laghu-candrika as follows : nanu uktaris

tya abhihitanvaya’nvitibhidhdnapaksayor vyutpadanam na yuktam/

tarkikadimatasya tadapravesipatteh/ tathahi—nadyapakse tatpra-

vesah/ tarkikadimate padanim anubhavaprayojakadaktisvikirena tase

y¥a eva milasambandhatvasambhavena arthasmarakatvasambhavit/

napyante/ tarkikadibhir anvitabhidhanapaksasya disanat/ uktam hi
Manikaradibhih—yadyapi padajanyo’nubhavah anvitarthavisayakah,

tathapi anvitasvartha-$ibdhadhitvena na padajanyata, kimtu svartha-
sabdatvena—iti nanvitabhidhanam yuktam iti/—Op. cit., pp. 704-05.

(NSP. Edn.). Itis to be noted en passant that the Naiyayika thesis 1s
just a modified version of the genuine abhihitanvaya-vada and is actually
posed as one of the possible interpretations of the doctrine of abhihitd-
nvaya-vada, as implied by the text of Sabara’s Bhdsya already referred to
at the commencement of the present disquisition, in Kumarila’s Slo-
ka-varllika ©  Vakyadhikarana—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 abhikitanvaya-vada.
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 Mimamsakas 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

Mimamsakas 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—

vakyasjiia, vakya-nipuna, vakya-vid etc. as applied to the Mimamsakas of
both sects.
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I9n., 22n., 28n., 29n., 30n.,
32, 34, 36n., 39n., 43n., 44n.,
49n., 5ln., 54n., 74n., 76n.,
77n., 78, 84n., 85n., 87n.,
88n., 90n., 91n., 95n., 97, 103,
107, 113n., 127n., 160n., 183n.,
186n.

Nyaya-pravesa, of Dinnaga, 21n.

Nyaya-sudha, 46n.

Nydya-sitra, 41n., 75n., 156, 178.

Nyaya-varitika, 65n., 96, 104n.,
105n., 106n.

bada-sphota, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 35.
Padmanibha Migéra, 56n., 71n.
Paticadaii, 127n.
Par‘wapddz'kd—vivarar_za, 171n.
Panini, author of Astadhyayi, 155,
Pafijika, comm. on T8., 24n,, 58n,
62n., 92n., 100n., 105n., 106n.,,
110n., 112n., 113n,, 115n,,
116n,, 119n., 12In,, 122n.,
123n., 125n., 126n.
bara-brahman, 31, 32,
Parthasirathi Miéra, 43n.
Paspaia, introductory section of
Patafijali’s Mahabhasya, 20.
Patafijali, the author of the Maha-
b/zd;ya—on s[)ho!a, 4’3’20: 563 57:
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63, 66,67, 68,69, 71, 78, 172n,

Pataifijali, the author of the %oga-
siitras, 20,

patha-krama, 155.

petitio principii, 42, 43, 130,
175,178, 180.

Prabha, & comm. on Sabara’s Bha-
sya, 17.

Prabhakara, the Mimamsist, 51n.,
53n., 159, 171.

pradhana, primordial matter accor-
ding to Samkhya, 23.

Pradipa, a comm. on KP., 6ln.

Pradipa, comm. on AMahibhdsya,
78n., 79n., 156.

Prakdsa, a comm. on Ny-ku. by
Vardhamana, 132n., 137n.
Prakasananda or Prakasatma-
yati, 171n., 183n., 185n.
Pramana-varttika, of Dharmakirti,

127n.,
Prameya-kamala-marttanda, 25n.,

26n., 27n., 28n., 29n,, 31n,
100n.

Prasastapada-Bhasya—41n.,
67, 71n.

pratifija or premiss, 42,

pratyabhijid or recognition, 166.

Pirva-Mimamsa, 16, 17, 159.

137,

56n.,

rdjapura-pravesa-nyaya, 156,

Rasa-gangadhara, 64n.

Rju-vimala, a comm. on Brhalt,
5ln, 69, 70n., 172n,

Rsiputra Paramesvara, commen~
tator of Sphota-siddhi, 17n., 23n.

Rucidatta, commentator of Vare
dhamana’s Prakdsa, 139n,

Russell, Bertrand, 49n., 72n., 7410-5
82n., 139n.



Ru)’yaka, commentator of ygkti-

viveka, 156n.

TSabar?., author of the Bhdsyz on
Jaimini’s Satras, 5, 159, 161,

187n.

$abda-bodha, verbal knowledge, 15.
J‘abda-bralzman, 14, 16, 19, 22n, 24,

27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32.
.fabda'dvaila-va"da, 20, 31, 32,

Sabdadhyasa-vada, 20, 32, 35, 38n,

.fabdawivarta-vdda, 28, 38n.
{dbda—ﬁarir_za‘mn-vdda, 38n.

-?a'bda-nirr_zaya, 183n., 184n., 185n,

Qabda-fakti-praka’éika’, 84n., 139.

Salikanatha, Sln., 69, 70n.; his

Panjika, 80n., 172n.

san ~ 1 1
naya, or conventional relation,

. 41, 44,
'San_lkariczirya, Sn., 6n,
Samketa, 22.

Sar_rzkgepa-s’dﬁraka, of Sarvajiiatma-

yati, 38n.

sannikarsa or sense-object contact,

47.

.Santaraksita, 24n., 97n., 98n.

102n,, 129n.

ara-
Sdra samgraha, comm. on Tarkika-

raksa, 70n.
‘Sarup, Dr, L., 35,

Setu, a comm. on Prasastapada-

' B}_zdg_ya, 56n., 71n.
‘Szdd/lanta~muktdvali, 49n.,

Ska ami
ndasvamin, commentator of

Nirukta, 3n.

Sloka-vdrttika, 7n., 9n., 22n., 23n.,
22, 33n.,, 35n,, 36n., 37, 40n.,
92n., 43n., 49n., 63n., 83n.,

3n.,96,97,98n., 102n., 107n.,

116n., 162n.,, 171n., 187n.
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sphota, theory of, 1ff.

Sphota-siddhi, 17.

Sridhara, 41n,

Sucarita Misra, commentator of
Sloka-varitika, 23n., 29n., 36n.,
37n., 63n,

sva-laksana, 33.

tanira, 16.

Tarald, a comm. on Ekaval?, 173n.

Tarkika-raksa, 70n.

Tatlva-bindu, of Vacaspati Misra,
162n., 164n., 165n., 166n.,
167n., 178n., 182n.

Tattoa-pradipikd, 162n., 164n.,
165n., 167n., 168n., 169n.,
171n., 176n., 177n., 178n.,
181n.

Taltva-samgraka, 24n., 62n., 97n.,
100n., 102n., 104n., 105n.,
107n., 109n., 110n., 112n.,
113n., 115n., 116n., 117n,
118n., 119n,, 12In., 122n,
123n., 125n,

Tattva-vaisaradi, comm, on ZYoga-
satras, 173n,

Tautatita, followers of Kumarila,
56n.

The Problems of Philosophy, 73n.

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

Uddyotakara, 41n., 65n., 96, 103,
106, 120, 122,

iiha, 16,

upasarga, 3.

Ubpavarsa, 5.,

Vacaspati Misra, 38n., 173n.,

182n,
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Vaiyakarana-bhisana, 46n.,47n.,48n., Vitsydyana, author of the Bhdsya-

88n., 89n., 90n.

on Nyaya-Sitras, 156,

Vaiyakarana-bhisana-karika, 12n.,13n. Vedanta-kalpa-latika, 187n.

Vaiyakarana-siddhanta-ma#jasa, 17n.,
21In.,50n.,52n.,53n.,62n.,68n.,
71n., 79n., 130n., 141, 142n.,
143n., 144n., 145n., 146, 149,
150n., 152n.,153n., 154n.

Vaisesikas, on the relation between
the word and its meaning, 40.

Vikya-jiia, -vid, -nipuna, referring
to the Mimamsakas, 187n.

Vékya-padiya, of Bhartrhari, 4n.,
22n., 24n., 27n., 63, 128n.,

- 152n,
Vakya-sphota, 13, 14, 15.

Vidhi-viveka, 37n.

Vidyabhasana, Mm. Dr. S, C.a
151n,

Vidyadhara, 59n., 173n,

Visvanitha, the celebrated Naiya--
yika, 49n.

Vyakti-viveka, 136n.

Vyakti-viveka-vyakhyana, 156n.

vyanjand-vyapara, or function of
Suggestion, 153.

Vyasa-bhdsya, on the Yoga-satras,
77n., 172n.

Varadarija, 70n., 131n., 132n., yadrccha-sabdasor proper names, 73..

135n., 136n., 137n.
Vardhamiana, 132n., 137n., 138,
. 140,
Varttikas, of Katyiyana, 78.

Yaska, 1.

of Patafijali, 77n.,

Yoga-siitras,
172n.

yog yata, 128.
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