Chapter 4

Discussing Philosophical semantics depicted in Raghunatha’s

Akhyatavada



In the study of philosophical semantics, topics like Verbal cognition, and meaning of the verbal

forms were interesting topics among epistemologists. ‘What is the exact meaning of the forms’
like gacchati, pacyate, gamyate etc. was a debatable issue, particularly amongst Vaiyakarana
(Grammarians), Mimamsakas (Ritualists) and Naiyayikas (logicians). Henceforth, both the
words of these scholars have been used. This contended issue was phenomenally handled by all

the scholars from the period of the 5th century to the 17th century AD.

Bhartrhari, Kumarila bhatta, Gangesopadhyaya, Nages$a, Kaundabhatta, Jagadisa tarkalamkara

and several such scholars have immensely contributed in the field of philosophical semantics.

Raghunatha $iromani is one of them who greatly participated in discussing and concluding the
thoughts upon the meaning of the verbal suffixes mukhyavisesya; chief substantive in verbal
cognition. His text named Akhyatavada deals with the old Naiyayikas view. He also supports
Navya Naiyayikas view if the old view becomes inconclusive. While establishing the Naiyayikas

view Raghunatha Siromani also refutes Vaiyakarana’s and Mimamsakas views sometimes.

The study of Akhyatavada reveals the studies around the concepts of Knowledge reflected in
Indian philosophy. While studying Akhyatavada in detail all the argumentation around the

meaning of the verbal suffixes had been studied.

While studying this, the relevant subjects like concepts of a word and sentence according to the
above-stated three schools, Nature of the verbal cognition, Process of the verbal cognition, and

lastly the Chief substantive in verbal cognition were surveyed in this research.



Linguistic development has two different stages in respect to the notion of ‘Word’ In Sanskrit.
The concepts like sabda and pada represent this above-said development. The notorious and
great sage Panini in his magnum opus work i.e. Astadhyayr mentions pada as ‘W’l
which means pada is that which ends with conjugational suffixes; tin and there is a saying that,
non-inflected conjugational word can not be used in the language, 319¢ & 9gssitci| In short only

conjugated or inflected stems can take a place in the use of the language and not the nominal

base word.

Inflected units; subanta and tinanta have the value to become a syntactical unit in the language
and mere base words without having inflections can not stand as a syntactical unit and hence can
not be capable of conveying any valid idea in the language. This inflected unit is recognized as
the means of cognition or knowledge. Here are some glimpses about the nature of knowledge
and types of knowledge intended by the Indian philosophical systems to understand the concepts

like chief substantive in verbal cognition as discussed in Akhyatavada.

Nature of the knowledge-

The simple definition of knowledge can be ‘awareness’ or ‘comprehension’ of objects. The
object which is to be cognised can be a thing or a quality of the thing, action or emotion. When

things become objects of knowledge they are revealed to us or manifest to us. The feeling ‘I am

' Panini, and Sri$a Chandra Vasu. The Ashtadhyayi. Motilal Banarsidass, 1988. On sutra no. 1.4.14, p.35



knowing’ can be termed as ‘knowledge’. Property of manifestation which belongs to one's own
self with the help of luminous light of knowledge. We comprehend the surrounding things very
clearly. Hence knowledge ( Jiiana, Buddhi) is regarded as the ground of the behaviour of a living

being.

° According to Nyaya knowledge is the attribute of one’s self

° Samkhya and Yoga admit that knowledge as a ‘substantive mode’ (vrtt1) of the material

principle.

° Mimamsa and Bauddha systems admit knowledge as an activity.

‘But knowledge can not be the quality of any material substance, since unlike that it does not
admit of external perception. Physical properties are perceived by the external senses, but
knowledge is not so perceived. Being thus fundamentally different from all physical qualities,
knowledge is to be regarded as the property of an immaterial substance called Soul. Still
knowledge is not an essential attribute of the soul. The soul has acquired this property in its

bodily setting i.e. in relation to the body.

Two broad divisions of knowledge -

e Valid knowledge and Invalid knowledge-

2 Chatterjee, Satischandra. Nyaya Theory of Knowledge. Bharatiya Kala Prakashan, 2008. pp.12-15



‘Knowledge in its strict sense, means a true belief that carries with it an assurance of its truth’?

The word knowledge has been used in both the senses are narrow and wide. The Nyaya -
Vaisesika school takes the word knowledge widely. They have made a distinction between true
and false knowledge. Here it is proposed to use the phrase pramd for valid knowledge and
Aprama for invalid knowledge. Prama has been defined by the Nyaya as true presentational
knowledge (vatharthanubhava). 1t is definite and an assured (asandigdha) cognition of an object,
which is also true and presentational in character.’* This Prama; valid knowledge keeps out all
kinds of invalid knowledge i.e. Doubt, Error, Hypothetical argument, etc. Memory is also
considered as invalid knowledge because it is not presentational knowledge which was

mentioned above.

Rest cognitions or knowledge are excluded as they are not perceived as assured and definite
cognitions. So, Prama should have certainty or assuredness, truthfulness and representativeness

so far.

To say more correctly Prama is to know the things as they are. To know the things correctly is to

know the things as characterised by what is a characteristic of it.

Categorisation of valid knowledge-

% Russell, Bertrand. The Problems of Philosophy. Hilltop Publications, 2023. p.217
4 Chatterjee, Satischandra. Nyaya Theory of Knowledge. Bharatiya Kala Prakashan, 2008. p. 54.



Nyaya school of philosophy has considered four valid knowledge i.e. pratyaksa (Perception),

anumiti (Inference), upamiti (Comparison), $abda (Verbal cognition).

Perceptual knowledge is seeing or experiencing something and that experience will be valid if it
wouldn’t vary or doesn't contradict. The literal meaning of the word pratyaksa is © that object

which is before one’s eye.’

Perception
SlrgariafeAnyst AT Tcg&T# |

Perception is that knowledge which arises from the contact of the sense organs with objects in
the external world and which is not contradicted by words and the knowledge gained is certain.

Basically perception is the knowledge which should be non-erroneous.

Inference-

‘The Nyaya system defines Anumana as knowledge of direct objects derived not by direct
observation but by means of the knowledge of a Linga or a sign and that is connected with the

inferred object by a universal relationship called Vyapti.”®

5 Annambhatta, and Chandrasekhara S. Sastrigal. Tarkasamgraha: With Nyayabodhini, Vakyavritti, Nirukti
and Pattabhiramatippani, Tarkasangrahadeepika, Nilakanthaprakasika, Ramarudriya, Nrisimhaprakasika
and Pattabhiramaprakasika. The Sri Balamanorama Press, 1920. p-65

8Chatterjee, Satischandra. Nyaya Theory of Knowledge. Bharatiya Kala Prakashan, 2008. p.254



Anumana by its name suggests that it arises from something middle term called /iriga; similarly,

it is connected with a Major term i.e. Sadhya. Universal relation is the nerve of this Inference.

The presence of liniga in major terms or in Sadhya is considered as Paksadharmatd. When the
knowledge gained as Paksadharmata is qualified as universal relation; vyapti, then it is called

paramarsa. annambhatta in his text tarkasangraha says ‘ATTCATATASE TETHHATAT TRTHLT: |7

Inference is nothing but the knowledge gained by paramarsa. The universal relation is nothing
but the connection of a Linga and a Sadhya. In, famous examples like ‘qddr afgAaTe ﬂ}lﬂﬁ'l?—[’g
i1.e. Hill has a fire because of the smoke, as we know that smoke has a universal relation with
fire. If we see smoke on the hill then we conclude that there must be fire. From the existence of
the smoke on the hill which is qualified by the universal relation with fire as wherever there is

smoke, there is a fire we try to infer if it is having smoke the fire must have existed on the hill.

Therefore, Anumana or inference is knowledge gained by some sign or mark about a thing that
has certain characteristics. Hence one might say that Anumana knowledge presupposes other
cognition i.e. pratyaksa. All systems of Indian Philosophy agree in holding that Anumana is a
process of arriving at truth not by direct observation but by the means of knowledge of vyapti or
‘the universal relation between two things.” Both Perception and Inference are equally valid
methods of knowledge. The major difference between the two is that perception is independent
and inference depends on previous perception. When we observe two things that are always

related; that is from a perception of one we infer another one.

” Annambhatta, and Chandrasekhara S. Sastrigal, p.75
8 ibid.p.78



Comparison-

The word upamana means ‘ the knowledge of the similarity” which comes from the word upa

meaning sadrSya or Similarity. And mana means a source of cognition. Annambhatta’s

Tarkasangraha gives the definition as ‘AT TATFI-T AT STTAT: "

Basically upamana is the source of knowledge about the relation between a word and its
meaning. When we are first told by some person that a particular word denotes the class of
objects and these objects have some peculiar description. When we find some objects with that
description we recognize those objects with that word easily. When a man goes to the forest not
knowing what an ox is. He may be told by some forester that it is an animal like a cow. He then

goes to the forest and sees some animal and recognizes it as an ox.

Analysing the process of reasoning in upamdana we get the following steps.

O We have an authoritative statement atidesavakya that a word denotes objects of a certain

description, e.g. ‘the Gavaya is like the cow’

O Secondly when one observes any such object he has the knowledge that it answers to the

given description sadrsyadhih.

O Thirdly there is a recollection of the descriptive statement received from authority

vakyarthasmrti.

9 ibid.p.82



O Lastly, there is the resulting knowledge that this kind of object is denoted by the word in

question.

Verbal cognition -

Linguistic development has two different stages with respect to the notion of sabda or word and
the sentence or vakya in Sanskrit. The knowledge generated by this word or $abda is known as
$abda or sabdabodha i.e. verbal testimony or verbal cognition. For a valid verbal testimony or
valid verbal cognition ‘a sentence of a trustworthy person is the primary thing.” ‘3cdracer:

erse: '1°

A word is that which has signifying power i.e. sakti. ‘3T Jald AUl Sgygey: 3fa saizoT
afFa:. ! These words can be means of knowledge which are uttered by the trustworthy person,
who is having the knowledge of objects which will be helpful to the listeners to decide what is
beneficial and what is harmful. A verbal statement is valid when it comes from a person who

knows the truth and speaks the truth about anything for the understanding of the other person.

' Annambhatta, and Balwant Narhar Bahulikar. Taraka-Sangraha of Annambhatta: A Compendium of
Nyaya-Vaisesika Philosophy with the Author s Dipika, an English Translation and Notes. Gungadhar N.
Bahulikar, 1903, p.251

" ibid.p.256



Linguistic expressions ($abda) are the means of verbal understanding. And only valid or well
grounded utterances can cause verbal cognition. ‘The concept of validity as it pertains to
linguistic utterance or rather sentence is a complex concept and it involves different kinds of
problems. The validity of a linguistic utterance may be viewed from the point of view of the
linguistic structure of that utterance as well as from the point of view of the truth value of the

cognition generated by that utterance.” '

Henceforth it is known that the §abda or verbal cognition is the knowledge of words of a
sentence uttered by a trustworthy person. When one listens or there is a spoken sentence then one
may have an auditory perception and when it comes to written sentences one may have a visual
perception of a sentence and its parts i.e. constituent words. After this one must have an
understanding or knowledge of the meaning of the words perceived by him then he may reach to

the final step which is known as verbal knowledge.

eAlel o U7 GaR F UerdH: regaits: Bl o giael: HgHIRUM'S The great work,

Nyaya siddhanta muktdvali explains this process of verbal cognition very acutely-

That knowledge is a truth about worldly objects * thus the karana or the special cause of $abda or
valid verbal knowledge is the knowledge of words padajnana which leads to the knowledge of
objects through its function vyapara of recalling to our minds the meanings connected with

words or sentences’.

12 VVide- Deshpande, Madhav. “Sentence-Cognition In Nyaya Epistemology.” Indo-Iranian Journal, vol. 20,
no. 3/4, 1978, pp. 195-216. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/24652857.
3 Bhattacarya, Viévanatha Paficanana, and Sastri C Sankara Rama. Karikavali: With Muktavali,

Manjusha, Dinakariya, Ramarudriya & Gangarama Jatiya... Sri Balamanorama Press, 1923. p.135



‘According to the Navya Nyaya, the cognition of a word padajhana is karana (Special
instrumental cause) and the memory - cognition of a referent of a word is vyapara (operation) of
the understanding of the sentence. But according to the old Nyaya the karana is the cognised
word or the word’s cognition; jiayamanapada. There is an important difference between the
cognised word and the cognition of a word. In the former case the word is qualificand (visesya)
and the cognition is its qualifier visesana. Sometimes memory cognition of words is due to
inscriptions, gestures or postures. For this reason, the Navya Nyaya considers the cognition of a

word as karana.”'*

This concept of verbal cognition is more closely related to word meaning and sentence- meaning
than the individual lexical or morphemic units.'> Here is a brief survey that has been done in
regard to the ‘concept of a word’ and ‘concept of a sentence’ offered by different Indian
philosophical systems, especially by Nyaya vyakarana and Mimamsa school. Similarly, the
various opinions regarding Sentence- Meaning; vakya- vakyartha vicarah have been keenly

observed.

Concept of a word dealt with by 3 Indian philosophical systems-

e Logician’s theory -

There are two different opinions that are seen in Nyaya view in regard to s@bda or word. The old

view or the early school of thought proposes words directly can be the instrument of verbal

* SHAW, J. L. “Conditions For Understanding The Meaning Of A Sentence: The Nyaya And The Advaita
Vedanta.” Journal of Indian Philosophy, vol. 28, no. 3, 2000, pp. 273-93.
13 Linguistic form or Monosyllable.



cognition. While the thinkers come from the new school of thought or Navya Naiyayika

proposes the knowledge of the words can be the cause of verbal cognition.

According to early thought, if words are understood correctly and those are uttered by the
trustworthy person then verbal cognition can take place. These words can get the position of the
unique cause; asadharana karana. ‘This theory can be explained in view of the fact that the
listener comprehends the meaning of a sentence only after correctly understanding the functional
relation; vrtti between words such as ‘pot’ (ghata) and also its meaning such as an entity having
shell neck’, etc. (kambugrivadiman). Thus, the old school of thought concludes that words are

those from which the valid verbal cognition arises.”'°

Navya Naiyayikas oppose the view and state that knowledge of the words is the cause of verbal
cognition. According to this theory, they propose that verbal understanding is quite possible from
the words uttered by a silent person or through bodily gestures. This theory presupposes that the
listener can recollect the words and get the meaning. * Thus, navyas such as Gangesa define

words as those which are produced from the correct understanding (i.e. knowledge) of the exact

nature of the referents which, in turn, produce the utterance “TIaTed Hddcdalelsled Axeg:. 7

Grammarian’s theory-

1o Bhatta, Vinayak P. “THEORY OF VERBAL COGNITION (Sabdabodha).” Bulletin of the Deccan College

Research Institute, vol. 49, 1990, pp. 59-74. JSTOR, http.//www.jstor.org/stable/42930269
17 ibid.p.60


http://www.jstor.org/stable/42930269

Grammarians propose the theory that words are merely syllables that are everlasting or eternal
i.e. Nitya varnas. However, syllables take the forms of various words as a result of the reflection
of various forms of words in them. These reflections are possible whenever there is an
impression of various sequences of syllables. When syllables take the form of a particular word
then the same holds true for the revealing power of the meaning. When this revealing power is
clearly understood by the user of the language then meaning is easily understood by everyday

usages like listening to the elders etc. words are then used in order to produce verbal cognition.

Dr. V.P. Bhatta in his scholarly article mentions Grammarian’s view on the concept of words
especially quoting the Bhartrhari says ‘However, Bhartrhari and his followers hold a quiet
different view: that the word which alone has the capacity to reveal the meanings, should be
accepted to be verbal essence (arthabodhakasabdasphotah). And such a ‘sphota’, which bursts
forth or is manifested from syllables; (varnabhivyangya) and is eternal; (nitya), must be viewed
to be quite different from syllables (varnatmaka). This theory is necessitated by the fact that
otherwise every individual member of a cluster of syllables, considered to be words, is
momentary and therefore cannot be perceived. Consequently, the recollection of referents, which

is the primary cause of verbal cognition, becomes impossible to explain from such a word’.'®

Ritualist’s view-

'8 Bhatta, Vinayak P. “THEORY OF VERBAL COGNITION (Sabdabodha).” Bulletin of the Deccan College
Research Institute, vol. 49, 1990, p.60. JSTOR, http://www.]jstor.org/stable/42930269



http://www.jstor.org/stable/42930269

Ritualists hold the view that syllables are eternal. From those eternal syllables, eternal words are
manifested. They propose that the vreti which is the functional relation between words and
meanings is eternal. Henceforth, the relation is eternal because of that theory words are also
eternal in nature. That eternal relation helps to signify the generic property of the word which is
known as jati. for e.g. Potness resides in all the pots. This property is common in all the pots
available in the world. Ritualists claim that this generic property is the meaning of the words that

are in the reference of the meaning.

Concept of a Sentence-

The author of the Nydyasutra; Gautama states that ‘3TCldcel: sG>, The word upadesa
conveys the meaning of communicating. Vatsyayana in his commentary?. The sutra states that
‘Sentence consists of two or more words’. Thus, a correct word or $abda is that which leads to

valid verbal cognition or sabdabodha.

' Gautama, et al. Nyayadarsana: Nyayasdtra - Nyayabhashya. Bharatiya Darsanika Anusandhana
Parishad Evam D1. Ke. Printavarlda, 2015.
2Gautama, et al. Nyayadarsana: Nyayasdtra - Nyayabhashya. Bharatiya Darsanika Anusandhana
Parishad Evam DI. Ke. Printavarlda, 2015.



Basically, a notion of a sentence comprises the fact that the particular linguistic chain should
convey the whole meaning or idea or concept as intended by the user. Etymologically, a sentence

expresses what is felt or thought (sentir)*'

Status of a sentence-

In Sanskrit, the definition ‘aTed W@:’zz conveys the idea that, ‘a sentence is considered to be
a group of words. These words can be group of nouns for e.g. trayo asya padah, trayah $rngah
etc. in such examples, two nouns such as trayo padah make a sentence. In these cases, the verbs
‘Santi’ is assumed. And another form of a sentence which is well versed by the users of the
language where one word plays the role of subject one plays as an object and remaining plays as
a verb. For e.g. ‘ramah gramam gacchati’, ‘caitrena tandulah pacyate’ and so on. Hence, a group
of words can be considered as a sentence. Words which fall within the scope of a single
cognition are called sentences. Although various views are given on the concept of vakya or
sentence in the philosophical systems. Dr. V.P. Bhatta in his article mentions four fold divisions

of sentence.

He says, ‘1. Sentence is a verb consisting an indeclinable, karaka and adverb (akhyatam

savayava karakam visesanam). For instance, consider the sentence, ‘odanam mrdu savisadam

21 Manajali, Franson ‘ Dynamic semiotics or the case for actantial case, 'Semiotiques, 6:7, 85-97 1995
22 Annambhatta, and Kuppusvami S. Sastri. A Primer of Indian Logic According to Annambhatta’s

Tarkasamgraha, Kuppuswami Sastri Research Institute, Mylapore, Madras, 1961. p.145.



pacati’ (He cooks rice soft and non-sticky). This constitutes a sentence, as it is a verb pacati

consisting of an indeclinable ‘mrdu’, karaka ‘odanam’ and adverb ‘savisadam’.

2. A sentence is a verb consisting of an adverb (@khyatam sakriyda visesanam). For instance,
consider ‘susthu pacati’ (He cooks well). Here this constitutes a sentence, as it is a verb pacati

consisting of an adverb ‘susthu’.

3. Sentence is a verb or action consisting of a gerundive (akhyatam savisesanam). For instance,
consider devadattena sayitavyam (Devadatta should sleep). Here this constitutes a sentence as

this constitutes the verb constituting a gerundive sayitavyam.

4. A sentence is what consists of one single verb (ekatin vakyam). Here what consists of one verb
means what consists of verbs of the same sense. Consider, for instance, ¢ brithi brithi’(Please
speak). Here this constitutes the sentence, as it consists of the verb(s) of the same sense of

speaking.’?

Nature of a sentence according to Nyaya Darsana

% Bhatta, V. P. “Sentence (Vakya) And Sentence Meaning (Vakyartha).” Annals of the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, vol. 92, 2011, pp. 27-43. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/43941270.



Naiyayikas offer a definition of a sentence in the view of Verbal Cognition. Gange$opadhyaya in
his Tattvacintamani proposes that a sentence is a combination of words that are intended to

generate qualificative cognition.

Neo logicians i.e. Navya naiyayikas right from the Annambhatta, define vakya or sentence in a
different manner. They used semantic and syntactic criteria in order to settle what is a sentence.
This theory can be explained with the help of some examples. Ramo gramam gacchati is a
sentence for them as it consists of words but mere gramam also can be a sentence for them as per
their theory of ‘@ UGHHAG:’ because this accusative form is made up of two constituents: the
root word grama and the suffix am as this suggests objectness. Further, the notion of vakya has

been extended. And neologicians defined a sentence as-

AT J JHTHISET JITAT HieA (AT JeTaAl Teg:."> It is a sentence that meets these three
criteria: mutual expectancy, semantic competency, and proximity. Annambhatta, the author of the
text Tarkasamgraha also suggests this idea of a ‘sentence in the same manner saying a valid

sentence is a cluster of words which satisfies these three conditions.” ‘3TTrTS&IT Il

afenfered e gd: ">

From this, we get to know that Naiyayikas used a specific criteria or Jargon to define a sentence.
When that group of words is grammatically and semantically accepted then their special jargon
will decide whether this sentence will generate cognitive meaning or not. To produce valid

cognitive meaning or valid verbal cognition in the listener's mind he must have the cognition of

24 Kesavamisra, et al. Tarkabhasha: Saskrta Mala, Arthabodhaka Tipasahita Marathi Bhashantara.
Manohara Chapakhana, 1904. p.89.
25 Annambhatta, and Kuppusvami S. Sastri. A Primer of Indian Logic According to Annambhatta’s

Tarkasamgraha, Kuppuswami Sastri Research Institute, Mylapore, Madras, 1961. p.149.



mutual expectancy (akanksa) of all the words present in the sentence. Another necessary criteria
is the cognition of semantic competency (yogyata ). And the cognition of contiguity (sannidhi)

and maybe the cognition of the speaker's intention (tatparya).

Here are some briefing of the texts which deals the concept of a sentence

Udayana in his Nyayakusumanjalf sutra no. 3.13, states that, ‘GIFITGIT| PSR CIEE AR S [ orec
EIT ATHIcTATRHYAH| TUT AcUceheFaeh IcHAINAGH TG del deaTIaT A AT aeh,
2T olifhera | Tt o afewfAfa gter 2

He states that, sentence is only a combination of its constituents i.e. words. In addition, he asserts

that, sentence is merely a collection of words.

Udayana also put their views and conveys as-

JTHRISETGHT Al dcEARS T’

1. Because words evoke the recollection of the meanings they convey the relation between
recollected meanings.

2. In order to recall their meanings they are preceded by the cognition of the relation
between their meanings because they have syntactic expectancy etc. and they elicit recollection

of their meanings.

% Udayanacarya, and T. Viraraghavacharya. Nyayakusumanjali =~ with Commentary of
Kusumanjalivisthara. Srinivasa Press, 1941. p.114
27 ibid. p.125



By using the word ‘gerfal” which is in plural form, one can assume that he considers a sentence
as a group of words which is fulfilling syntactic expectancy etc. words that do not possess this

prerequisite can’t contribute towards the verbal testimony.

B) Gangesopadhyaya in his Tattvacintamani too states that, 37T greql fawcTd|

TANTe T dccaelleloled: UAsq: VAU IMHSAST GUsHid Yartet, dfgepuer= ar
AT IEATR AU G ATAYIRITOT ITehTgaTI i ugehaseeheald, SeATTAfdad’ |

A group of words would be a sentence. Whether the words of the sentence ‘Bring the cow’ or the
words of the texts like Veda, they are preceded by a cognition that their meaning constitutes a
group that is syntactic expectant of one another just as the words in a sentence ‘Bring the pot’
Gangesopadhyaya supports vaisesika’s view of all words fall under Anumana and the state of
being a group of words is the Hetu. GangeSopadhyaya refutes the theory of
anvitabhidhanavadah. He affirms that words are considered as instrumental cause; they help to
recollect the intermediate cause i.e. word- meanings. The fruit of this process is the Anubhava of
their relation among the recollected word- meanings. With the help of auxiliary causes such as
syntactic expectancy etc. In this discussion, he tries to set up the theory that words are the

constituents of sentences which is the cause of verbal cognition.

C) Vacaspatimisra in his Tatparyatika®® while commenting upon the NS - 1.1.7 states,

%Vacaspatimisra, and Gangadhara SastrT Tailanga Manavalli. The NYAYAVARTTIKATATPARYATIKA. E.J. Lazarus,
1898. p.105



“TEAT YeTTel SHerigehcliel a1 FARRcAT—-----37¢seqd arerary sierfed 3fd| Je=ag
TETSEFARUT AT SATIRTOT JTHFITAYAT 9fd ROTaAT YA, 3fdl JEAd ueead
eI EATUTCARUT dcHde e fed’

If the words are comprehended with their significance, the memory of the meanings gets brought
back. That memory led to the creation of unknown of words is what constitutes $abdapramana.
That is being the instrumental cause of the cognition of the meaning of the sentence. Therefore,
words themselves represent the relationship between them and their meanings by triggering the

memory of their meanings.

D) The work Nydyakosa also refers to the Tattvacintamani and affirms that®® ‘arerd qcHHg: |

g dcd T fafserduRerseeasd |’

Sentence is a combination of words and the condition of a sentence resides in leading to the

cognition of the relation among the word- meanings.

E) The author of Tarkabhdsa, Kesavamisra states that, ‘3ThRISETARIII cATAHAT TSI

TG THATUTATFIH, AT AMATTAAS |7

Words which possess syntactic expectancy, congruity and proximity make verbal cognition or
verbal testimony. Any group of words such as horse, cow, man etc. does not lead to verbal
cognition but the group of words such as ‘Bring the cow’ can give rise to verbal cognition.

Group of words possesses these above said auxiliary causes.

F) In a text sabdasaktiprakasika, the author Jagadisa explains,

¥ NK- p.n.730
30 Ke$avamisra, et al. Tarkabhdsha: Samskrta Miila, Arthabodhaka Tipdsahita Marathi Bhashantara. Manohara
Chapakhana, 1904. p.55



3T : Hehol HeT: FHUTAAT Hefst |
ATRISETTHe=ITT TAT JTIT TEIAT &ar ||

A sentence is a combination of words which do have syntactic expectancy etc. That sentence
should be helpful to give rise to collective awareness of the inter- related meanings of those

words in a Verbal cognition.

G) Annambhatta proposes a theory of significative power resides in the words. He states that the
word is that which has a significative power.>* A sentence is a combination of such signified
words. Such sentences uttered by a trustworthy or authoritative person will generate Verbal
testimony. To form a sentence, words must fulfil the condition of having mutual expectancy etc.
Words which are devoid of these conditions do not count as verbal testimony. He says in

Tarkasangraha as-

‘U YSH | TFI ] ISHHE: | TCAdTFY Ueg: | HTHTSETCR Bl AT o1 JHTOTH |

The above- stated views of Naiyayikas can clarify the idea of a sentence i.e. A sentence is a
group of words and words are the articulated alphabetic phonemes which must possess
significative power and they should accomplish the necessary conditions to be used in a sentence

which will give rise to valid verbal cognition.

3! JagadiSatarkalankara. Shabdashakti Prakashika. A Treatise on Nyaya Philosophy. Siddheshwara Press, 1904. p.13
32 qifeFd:- <3EAT vard 3adf Sieyey: sfa Seaveor!’
33 Annambhatta, and Kuppusvami S. Sastri. A Primer of Indian Logic According to Annambhatta’s Tarkasamgraha,

Kuppuswami Sastri Research Institute, Mylapore, Madras, 1961. p.152



Nature of a Sentence according to Vyakarana Darsana-
Vaiyakaranas find the final utterable linguistic unit is indivisible in the sentence.

The great scholar Katyayana (c.3rd B.C), defines a sentence as a group of words which has at
least one predicate or verb in it. He explains ‘Tehicdg aTad#’ ™. A literal translation of this
definition is ‘A sentence is a single inflected verb- form’. This definition can be extended as * A
sentence is a cluster of words which contain a single inflected verb form.” When a user of the
language wants to open up a speedy and effective communication he may use a single verb to
convey his thoughts and in majority of the cases the listener of that language can understand
from the utterance of the mere verb. Whenever this situation occurs then a mere verb can convey
the whole idea of the intended meaning. The hearer connects these all intended meanings with

the central verb.

Vakyapadiya, a text of Bhartrhari in kanda ii has given eight various hypothetical definitions
which sets forth eight different views regarding the nature of the sentence. Here is the glimpse of

those definitions-
o IHTEATAUSE: HSETA ST HSETAA AT TehleAqad: ereg;: Al JeETefaeicr: |
YeRTe q2eh T e, ArehTgeTiacafy arerd gfd afaftiear sgur sararfesAe

1. The verb 2. The close group of words 3. The universe which resides in the close group of the
words. 4. The one indivisible utterance which can not be devoid of parts. 5. The definite

arrangement of words. 6. The unique meaning which resides in the speaker's mind. 7. The

*Patafijali, and Franz Kielhom. The Vyédkarana-Mahdbhdshya of Patanjali. Government Central Book Depot, 1880.
Sutra no.2.1.1.p.235
35 Bhartrhari, and Subramania Iyer K A. Vakyapadiya. Deccan College, 1963.p.64



very first word of any of the utterance 8. Any word in the sentence which has the mutual

expectancy with other words in the sentence. Here is a glimpse of those definitions-
A) TEIATARTsC:-

A word which has a verbal suffix at its end is considered as a sentence. A word with a verbal
suffix can be considered as a sentence. But, this thought does not mean that a mere single verb
can comprise a sentence. But, sometimes a mere single verbal unit can convey the intention of
the speaker. E.g. the word ‘shut’. In such cases, without having nominal expressions; one can

understand the intention of the speaker, i.e. ‘Shut the door’
B) UcHUTAT dTeFIH-

When the word is uttered with the combination of other words then that becomes a sentence.
Only the verb itself can not be called a Sentence. In sentences like ‘Shut the door', the mere noun
‘Door’ is not a sentence as the activity of shutting is not related to the utterance of the word

‘Door’.
C) ThlAadd:-

When letters or words conjoin together and become a sentence then, they don't have real
existence as such. They become one single unit. This single unit is devoid of parts; as per this

view.
D) She: aTeFgH-
As per this view, word order is considered as a sentence.

E) Jetdedeld:-



According to this view, division of words is a conceptual structure which resides in our intellect.

The real structure of a sentence is indivisible.
F) 37y UE aradA-

According to this thought, a sentence is not undivided but it is divisible and formed by a group of
words. The other parts i.e. words of the sentence are helpful in denoting the significative relation
of the very first word with its meaning. In the sentences, like TT&ITC fshdd first word is enough
to convey the meaning as perception - pratyaksa but the word fohaId is used only to indicate a

significative relation of the first word to its meaning.
G) JUs gaH-

Every single part of a sentence, having syntactic expectancy, can contribute a sentence. Jaimini
also in his aphorism 2.4.46 clears this idea that a combination of words which are interdependent

to convey one single meaning is considered as a sentence.

H) TE&ATd AeTThRehd-
Katyayana, an author of Vartika, explains a definition of a sentence in two ways-

A Sentence which has a verbal suffix which is connected with Avyaya and Karaka and a

sentence which contains a single verb.

Among these 8 definitions, STl H?jﬂ'l?laﬁ?ﬁ, Thldadd: & gq}qgé gfd: treat sentence as
an indivisible unit and other definitions consider sentence as divisible unit. Punyaraja in his

commentary on Vakyapadiya considers that, according to Bhartrhari, Grammarians treat sentence



as a nature of Sphota which is indivisible. Sentence- meaning is Pratibha and the relation

between a sentence and its meaning is superimposed identity; adhyasa.

As per this view, word order is considered as a sentence.

‘The final emphasis of Bhartrhar is on the concept of indivisibility of the sentence and its
meaning. He says that both are indivisible in ‘reality’, and that all the analytical divisions and
isolated forms in grammar are but functional fictions. For him the cognition of sentence

-meaning is an instantaneous flash, with no real internal structure.”*

o HTEITd- ATy -Heh- [AAYUT-aTFIH |’

‘A sentence is a cluster of words which carry a verb form along with karaka, indeclinables

and qualifiers.’
o 3T AIAAYT qTFIH |’

‘A sentence is a group of words which accommodate a verb form with all the qualifiers’. This
definition provides the logical and simplified structure of a sentence as a cluster of various
words where the verb is at the central position and other words help to specify or to qualify the

semantic content of the verbal form.

Nature of a Sentence according to Mimamsa Darsana-

36 Deshpande, Madhav. “Sentence-cognition in Nyaya epistemology.” Indo-Iranian Journal, vol. 20, no. 3—4, 1978,
pp. 195-216, https://doi.org/10.1163/000000078790080317.



Mimamsakas generally agree with the view of Naiyayikas that the combination of articulated
sounds which are alphabetical are words is a sentence. But, according to Mimamsa these words

are eternal and Naiyayikas do not accept them as eternal.

Sabara in his commentary on the Jaimini sutra’’states that, words which convey combined and
unitary senses constitute one sentence. - He says ‘grafed Uit Th Ydlotel sfafaaated
drafed Jerfe T dIFgH’ | While explaining a sentence Jaimini also gives a definition of a
sentence as 3T ﬂm'l'c{ Ueh a1y AThTgel a?:ﬁam‘r T | * While commenting upon this sutra

we come to know the clear idea that a sentence is a group of words.

A sentence is a cluster of words that signifies a single self-contained concept. Mimamsakas
propose a theory of samabhivyahara; connected utterance words. They are mainly concerned
with the idea of a ritual injunction in the Vedic texts, and they want to interpret every sentence or
injunction according to the ritual aspect reflected in the Vedic texts. Thus, they do not necessarily

follow the notion of a sentence grammatically.

Nature of a Sentence according to Vedanta Darsana-

37 Jaimini, and Kasirama. Jaiminiyasitrani. Stivenkate$vara Stim Presa, 1987. P.63. 2.2.26- 3 Jedcdrd J areraar:
T[0T T S d |
38 Ibid.75 2.1.46



A) The Advaita vedantins do not accept the theory of Sphota. According to their opinion, a
word or sentence is a recollection that's a result of latent impressions formed during the

cognition of each letter. Samkaracarya in his commentary on Vedanta Sutra states that,

AN FAEEAAUTIaA I HARRCT Ta Odfder: gsfFdeetaArgeal @
FARITS Ug f§ qoi: qﬁﬂaﬁﬂﬁ&'ﬂ fec”?® ‘Despite the cognition of all the letters in a word,

the letters generate in us the concept of a word through their sequential arrangement.’

B) Visistadvaitavadins affirms that, letters demonstrated in a single apprehension constitute a
word. And words demonstrated in a single apprehension can constitute a sentence.

Vedantades$ika in his Tattvamuktakalapa®, set forth this view saying-

‘o ggar: $fY quisafthiAg fagdTas Araur: Ascey TATEald T Shidaal dhaae,
TATFd ArHIAFICACTT Hafa AfART dree guTasy GFae a1 yefAfa o defees: iy

eaIIRIET: {1’ Same view is given in sarvarthasiddhivyakhya by him-

“ThTATTdTIGshcds] SATRIUTMICedcUeall Theetguaeul HeTdHaA e qull Td UeH |
TaHSHII UG ARTRAa Gl Jedufduicaifd  Jeledd aagd| 313 0FgH
Thee e eIl HSUTATHTATANIH | 3l o faRuer: |

C) The Dvaitins too ascribe to this view that words are made up of letters and sentences are
made up of words. In the text, Tarkatandava, the author Vyasatirtha says that,- ‘qaﬁl?ﬁ

facfuersged fAcfvaraca ar meFceUTH| 3T fAeiw: ereq 3marA: sfa

%M., Srinivasa Chari S. The Philosophy of the Vedantasiitra: A Study Based on the Evaluation of the Commentaries
of Samkara, Ramanuja and Madhva. Munshiram Manoharlal, 1998,.p. 111 on 1.3.28

4 M., Srinivasa Chari S. Fundamentals of Visistadvaita Vedanta: A Study Based on Vedanta Desika’s
Tattva-Mukta-Kalapa. Motilal Banarsidass Publishers Private Limited, 2016. P.231 on verse no. 85.



THTOTETUTTHTR | Efdcid o 3NTATesearsy o 3fd SeAdehany | 31 aagagor
RSO gearerAEEaTIATASH| 3T Ta Yud! iadiayal fasecgedrn: ol
UCH | TSI I A A TCTIETo aTerH ScATEIT YeTelel oTaTa s |1

Nature of a Sentence according to Sankhya Darsana-

According to Sankhya thought, letters with no eternal meaning are denotative of those meanings.
In this connection, they do not accept the theory of Sphota proposed by Grammarians and theory
which proposes that letters are eternal which is accepted by the Mimamsakas. They agree with
the Naiyayikas, Sankhya school accepts that the group of letters is a word and the group of words

in a sentence. There are two Sankhya sutra put forth this thought such as-

TACTIANTTIIT o THICTcHD: UG, oF G TecTcd HIRAATIcTCT: 42

Nature of a Sentence according to Yoga Darsana-

41 \lyasatirtha, et al. Tarkatandavam. Printed at the Government Branch Press, 1932, p.78
“2Kapila, and James Robert Ballantyne. The Samkhya Aphorisms of Kapila: With Illlustrative Extracts from
the Commentaries. Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, 1963. P.312 on sutra 5.78.



In the Yoga system, words, their objects, and the ideas they convey are falsely equated. Each
letter is uttered in a certain order according to the conventional meaning, and they form a single
thought which constitutes a single unit which is known as a word. There is no reference to the

sequence of letters in the word; it appears to be indivisible.

The Nature of the Sentence- Meaning (vakyarthavicarah) according to Indian

philosophy-

e Nature of a Sentence- Meaning according to Nyayadarsana-

A) Vatsyayana while commenting upon the sutra® in his Nyayabhasya says ‘Wﬁl’i’?ﬂ anaﬂT‘[
@Fﬂ GIED B mﬁl’ Vatsyayana states that, cognition of a sentence- meaning takes
place when cognition of a word- meaning arises subsequently.

B) Vacaspatimis$ra in his text Tatparyatika collects the views of the Vai$esikas. They assert that
verbal testimony is the basis of inference to sentence meaning. They put some affiliable

arguments. Vacaspatimisra has recorded those as follows-

43 Gautama, et al. Nyayadarsana: Nyayasdtra - Nyayabhashya. Bharatiya Darsanika Anusandhana
Parishada Evam Di. Ke. Printavarlda, 2015. On Nyayasutra 3.2.62



U&: FATRAT 9erdT IOTIUTAASA AT HHdecl:, IASETAT AT IAC Hid e
TRdcard| 3% Ueherahady:  THRCUSSEEIAR  JHgETA A

g Facdre |

1. The word- meanings which are recollected through the words are associated with each
other. They are recollected because they have syntactic expectancy (akanksa), semantic
competency (yogyata), and proximity (sannidhi).

2. Because of its syntactic expectancy, etc., and because it is an aggregate, this aggregate

of words has the relationship between word meanings.

He himself also indicated that, relation among the word meanings is nothing but the Sentence-
meaning. He agrees with the fact that words in the sentences give rise to sentence meaning. They

help to recollect their meanings. Hence, he clutches the view that the sentence- meaning is

nothing but the word- meaning in the form of recollection. He states as- “d¥HId UGledd

TS EARUTEARUT dcidet aTdied areraref gaATors|” +

C) Jayantabhatta in his text Nyayamarijari states that, word -meaning contributes the sentence-

meaning.

D) Udayana in the book, Nyayakusumanjali while commenting upon the 6th and 16th Karika of

the 5th Stabaka affirms that, word meanings which are interrelated to each other can contribute

to sentence meaning. He says- Jearagdr:  gerdaaell fAge Hl?lt-ilq\mrd{la-lldld\l
HHITHGH AT Hhed TIF qrFdcaA [ AIdH|

“ Bhatta, Umbeka, et al. Slokavartolavuartikavyakhya Tatparyatika. 1971, on sutra- 2.1.52, p.371
4 |bid. 2.1.52, p.378



E) Gangesopadhyaya in his Tattvacintamani also declares that, cognition of the words became

instrumental cause and and it helps to generate the recollection of their meanings. Recollection

of inter-relation of the word-meanings is the result of the process. He says,*® ‘<-N-d-ll<-l\t|'€\'r hIUTH,

UETIEAR VT SATIR: HTeTSeTTGHgehT R ariTe FATRATA T AT : Hord |’

F) Gadadhara in his Wyutpattivada, affirms that, relation between the identity or difference
among all the word meanings which gives rise to sentence meaning and can be manifested on the
basis of the syntactic expectancy. He says in very first sentence that- ‘TeGarer BEAAR]
HRIGTIET FFeE: HHIAALTCAT HHA |

Here, It is noted that Nyaya school does not accept the sentence meaning as the primary or
secondary meaning of a sentence. It's because that school does not acknowledge either the
primary or secondary significance. Sentence meaning is the content of the verbal cognition
which gets from sentences. Those sentences are a group of words. And the ultimate resultant

Verbal cognition arises from syntactic expectancy.

While overlooking the various definitions of sentence, it is noted that Naiyayikas, affirm that,
sentence has significative power with regard to their respective meanings. When this
significative power resides in words; they consider the combination of such words as a sentence.
In this argument, we got to know that, each word having Prakrti (Root) and Pratyaya (Suffix)
have different meanings of their own. Hence, unitary components of any sentence if they are
with suffixes can be considered as a sentence. For e.g. in sentences like, ‘E'\\T:I'IT ﬁﬁ-‘l%, gcH

3TTA” etc. Naiyayikas give separate affirmation as a sentence to the components such as

“Upadhyaya, Gangesa, et al. The Tattva-Chintamani. Baptist Mission Press, 1888. p..548



‘CARA’, ‘°gcH, ‘3T ‘TefR” etc. From this, one can assume that Naiyayikas give position to
sentences when they are complete as a single unit; when they have mutual expectancy; when
they are merged into each other; when they convey individual meaning; and after they have
given rise to understanding the relation between meanings. In short, when two components show

one-sentence ness.

e Nature of a sentence meaning according to Mimamsa school-

A) According to Mimamsakas, when one word meaning is related to another word meaning

then sentence meaning arises. Sabara in his §abarabhasya, while commenting upon sutra

1.1.7 says “3eiehverdiei¥eral arerare:, § o Gerd#{er:, o e, o T Ggehciefel: |

Sentence-meaning is the cluster of the various word meanings. This meaning is dependent upon

word meanings, it is not without any base, and it is not based upon significative power.

Again in his commentary on sutra ‘3UTAUTATAZATT 3.2.1.1* he states that, ‘37U

AT AT, A e, o g 3Afead: Jerdf srafd arerare: - Sentence meaning is not

the purport of the words. There is no such thing as a sentence meaning based on the meaning of a

word unrelated to another word meaning. He also states while commenting upon the sutra

47 Mimansaka, Yudhisthira Mimansa Shabar Bhashya Ram Lal Kapoor Trust, 1987, p. 190
“|bid.p. 345



ScUcitaraee: FRATATATe AT 1.1.24% - 5 T USTT g arerary:, A g 96 deie,
Y areFe | 3eaed ATATIH =T [aQw: |’

Word meanings are unable to be considered as a sentence meaning. Because, the word conveys
the universal (samanya) and the sentence delivers the particular (visesavyakti). Sabara explains
that, when word meanings are related to each other, that is called Sentence meaning. The
cognition of the sentence- meaning is the result of the sentence. He repeats that, the word is
general and the sentence is particular. He says ‘FaT AT gerdf arFamy 3'C|'C|'c'\:<’il?f AT AT |
AT g 9eH, AAvgiy area#| ARG el Id esaeus &

areraTe: |50

B) Prabhakara’s view on sentence meaning is explained by $alikanatha in Prakaranaparicika,
sentence is a cluster of words. And the meaning of words constitutes the overall sentence-

meaning. And one primary word meaning is related to another secondary word meaning

then it is sentence meaning. He says-

“FETAIUTHTAT AT AT HHI T |

TerATid arerree HieRed faufead: |I°%!

e Nature of a sentence- meaning according to vaiyakaranas-

“ |bid, p.219
% Jaimint, and Kasirama. Jaiminiyasdatrani. Srivenkatesvara Stim Presa, 1987.p.112 on sutra 3.1.12
%' Salikanathamisra, et al. Prakaranapanchika. Vidya-Vilasa Press, 1904, p..337



A) Kaiyata in his Pradipa™ states while commenting upon the aphorism 1.2.45, sentence is an
indicator of sentence- meaning which has the relation of word- meanings. He says- ‘o &
yerdifefdl & @AY gfaueafed ueifd  aeH| werdt ta g
HTTSETAN T AT foot TEIarITe], TREURELSET aTerare: | & of arerd arerameif a1 guareeifa

. ]2
HATT: |

He wants to convey that, only the sentence is mukhyasabda and the sentence- meaning is
mukhyasabdartha. Nagesa in his Udyota explains that there is a specific relation of identity

between sentence and sentence- meaning. This identity is known as $akti.

B) While explaining various definitions of a sentence it is noted that STTfd: mﬂaﬁﬁ,

Thlladd: & gc\}qg{-i gfl: treat sentence as an indivisible unit and other definitions are
divisible unit. Grammarians affirm that, the sentence meaning according to the view that a
sentence is an indivisible unit is Pratibha. And the other definitions are covered under

Anvitabhidhana theory.

e Discussion on the instrumental cause for cognition of a sentence- meaning.

(TEFITIHRRUIAAR:)

e In Tattvabindu, Vacaspatimisra observes five opinions in regard to the instrumental cause

of the cognition of the sentence-meaning.

52 Patafijali, et al. Pataiijalam Mahabhasyam: Nagojibhattaviracitamahabhasyapradipoddyotodbhasitena
Kaiyataviracitena Pradipena Virjitah. Vanivilas Prakashan, 1987. p.167



1. Vaiyakaranas consider sentence is the instrumental cause for sentence-meaning. Sentence

being partless it only consists of words and letters which are illusory projection. He says-

HAGIGAT JIFIH I TdedIue idreenauiugfasmaraear: RAffadA sfa sRq
CRIETWID)

2. Sabara and Naiyayikas propose the theory that, awareness of the last letter related to
unrevealed expression born out from perceptual cognition of the prior words and their
meanings which are factual, is considered as the instrumental cause. Vacaspatimisra says-
URAT UG e e asl e R dHecIaua e Hcds  (ASRETH:
arfaeTea)

3. Prabhakara notes that words themselves are able to show their meanings being related to
the meanings manifested by the other words which possess syntactic expectancy,
semantic competence and proximity. Vacaspatimiéra affirms this by saying- 9&ledd
IR TATTE R R duer eI femiica (st ageT:) |

4. Kumarilabhatta asserts that the meaning carried by the words providing the syntactic
expectancy, semantic competency and proximity are the cause in creating cognition of the

relation between words and the meanings among themselves. This relation is the meaning

of the sentence. Vacaspatimisra says that, geg wfﬁwmafrﬁ: 3@%?” : T
RIS I TN NT: arFareefigad: Scarard: |

5. Some affirm that, a group of morphemes which help in the recollection of the unrevealed
impression of the occurrence of the letters,words and their meanings considered as an

instrumental cause. Vacaspatimisra denotes

AU Ue e aHT A THTI T o T Tt STeHEH G UUTR ST UT AT o |

Vacaspatimisra critically observes above five views and supports Kumarilabhatta’s view.



e In Nyayaratnamala, Parthasarathimi$ra also observes five views> regarding instrumental
causes of awareness of sentence-meaning. Those are as follows-

1. A sentence is indivisible. Since the tone of the sound varies, it appears as if it contains
letters and words. Parthasarathimisra observes as- a3 hfdd dlad ATAHRETAT areF
Sohtafadield dd ool UG AYITAICATATII A a¥d d&g arFardey
giduIeehiATa #eded |

2. When one cognizes words and letters which are illusory then it is an instrumental cause
for the cognition of the sentence- meaning. Parthasarathimi§ra notes 3lef gruaﬁaﬁa’
A AFIH|  deelecl  HleAshollRUIEed ShaEINasTd  SFA  [aeieag
AT | FRAGRUTAEG UF T FIATFATIAT: TFae 5T Afdeleld | 3HITHATT

qeY e ot UeT I HF - teg T TReg T |

3. A sentence provided by the awareness of word-meanings which appears from words
itself is the instrumental cause for the cognition of the sentence- meaning.
Parthasarathimiéra denote this as- 379X d Yadd CICDE ] q‘ﬁqtﬁavﬁﬂwmﬁa
IecT:  gU: g ScdlieedT HAET FEdadd YiadsudEaey-
AT TUC S TIGT I H AU ATy areeh Hed |

4. Words convey their own meanings by themselves as related to other word meanings.
Parthasarathimiéra here notes that, Ycledd gerdiecifead  TardATReedia
SreRTehITeT: |

5. By conveying the word- meanings, the sentence- meaning can be communicated.

Parthasarathimisra observes that, q&IfA i%alt gerdT: Tg areaaret gfauededicaram: |

%Ramanuja, et al. Nyayaratnamala of Parthasarathimisra: With the Commentary of Ramanujacarya
Entitled the Nayakaratna. Oriental Institute, 1937.p.92



Parthasarathimisra adopts the last view on the instrumental cause for the cognition of the

sentence- meaning.

Nyaya and Vyakarana explain two different modes of semantic analysis with respect to
sentences. Nyaya views that connected sentence meaning structure has been ruled by the

nominative (prathama).

But Vaiyakaranas on the contrary explain that the verbal phrase is the principal element and
other words of the sentences are subsidiary to it. These meanings are interrelated hence they

qualify the principal meaning element.

After exploring and surveying all the views of epistemologists in brief it can be very clear that

grammarians give greater significance to the action expressed by the verb.

In their view, a sentence can be defined as a syntactical unit consisting of one verb or predicate.
While Mimasamka contemplate sentence as a syntactical connection. Furthermore, logicians
explore sentences with the viewpoint of verbal cognition (sabdabodha). A quick study of verbal

cognition in the light of understanding the mukhyavisesya is done in the following sections.

e Nature of a verbal cognition-

A sentence becomes meaningful when it is heard by a native language user. Whenever that native

language user listens to any sentence it is framed that he knows the language in a good manner



and he must know how to do things with language. When he listens to a sentence that is
grammatically and semantically correct, then he reacts to the sentences very judicially and
spontaneously. This judicial and spontaneous reaction is the product of the utterance which
generates immediate cognition in the listener’s mind. This reaction in Indian theories is
explained as a sentence- cognition or verbal cognition or sabdabodha.” If that listener gets the

sentence meaning correctly then that utterance has generated verbal cognition or sabdabodha.

HTCTATHY Mg | HTCAE] FUTIAFAT [ICHHG: ATFAH | Al T | IEHATE, Jele, AU sietred: sid seavest
afea: 1 Etymologically, sentence cognition or verbal cognition is explained as cognition of a

5

sentence- meaning.”>> The sentencial structure uttered by the authentic person (apta) is

considered as verbal cognition. The person who speaks the truth is considered as apta. And

% B.K. Matilal in his paper, Matilal, B. K. “Indian Theorists on the Nature of the Sentence (Vakya).” Foundations of
Language, vol. 2, no. 4, 1966, pp. 377-93. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/25000245. quotes that, ‘“The Nature of
the Sentence (Vakya)’ explains, the Indian theorists called this cognition a shabda bodha of the sentence concerned.
This cognition or understanding is a result of the utterance and hence should not be confused with the speaker’s
cognition which is the speaker’s private property and which might have prompted the utterance originally.’

V.P. Bhatta in his, Bhatta, Vinayak P. “THEORY OF VERBAL COGNITION (Sabdabodha).” Bulletin of the Deccan
College Research Institute, vol. 49, 1990, pp. 59-74. JSTOR, explains, ‘Theory of Verbal cognition’ also puts his
thoughts as Verbal cognition can be defined as cognition that has the knowledge of words and such cognition should
be distinguished from perception, analogical understanding, etc.

% Annambhatta, and Chandrasekhara S. Sastrigal. Tarkasamgraha: With Nyayabodhini, Vakyavritti, Nirukti and
Pattabhiramatippani, Tarkasangraha Deepika, Nilakantha Prakasika, Ramarudriya, Nrisimha Prakasika and
Pattabhiramaprakasika. The Sri Balamanorama Press, 1920. P.67

Bhatta, V. P. “Sentence (Vakya) And Sentence Meaning (Vakyartha).” Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research
Institute, vol. 92, 2011, pp. 27-43. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/43941270.

Bhartrhari refers to six different theories of sentence meaning which adhere to the two diametrically opposite views
that sentence is a group of words khandapaksa and sentence is indivisible whole akhandapaksa. They are- i1).
Sentence meaning is semantic relation (samsarga.) ii) It is syntactically non-expectant word meanings (nirakanksa
padartha). iii) It is semantically related meanings (samsastartha). iv) It is action (kriya) v) it is objective or purpose

(Prayojana) and vi) It is wisdom or intelligence (pratibha).


http://www.jstor.org/stable/43941270

words should have potency which is the ‘desire of the God’ ($akti) - from such a word such

meaning should be conveyed.

Some significant points can be drawn from the above discussion such as

1. When a reliable person utters then that sentence becomes authentic.

2. Words possess a special property to denote a particular meaning.

3. Collective special property gives rise to sentence meaning or sabdabodha.

The sabdabodha; Naiyayikas accept this knowledge as ‘Qualificative knowledge’ Savikalpaka
jhana. Qualificative cognition can also be termed as ‘Determinate cognition’; viSista jiana. This
knowledge is analysed under two broad concepts i.e. Qualificand (visesya) and Qualifier
(visesana or prakara).”® ‘Through sabdabodha a successful communication holds between the
speaker and the hearer when a sentence is uttered. But how do we understand the meaning of a
sentence? A sentence when uttered can deliver its meaning only when it conforms to certain
norms. They are the auxiliary conditions which make a sentence semantically acceptable. When
a sentence is uttered an attentive listener cognizes the words and understands the meaning of the
sentence, not directly but coalesced. The word meanings must be mutually connected. This
required there must be syntactic relation (samsarga). This at the outset differentiates sabdabodha

from other types of valid cognition.”’

% Vide. Matilal, B. K. “Indian Theorists on the Nature of the Sentence (Vakya).” Foundations of Language, vol. 2,
no. 4, 1966, pp. 377-93. JSTOR, http://www.]jstor.org/stable/25000245. A cognition of this type can be roughly
described as knowing something(i.e. The qualificand) as something (i.e. qualifier).

57 Bhattacharya, Gopika Mohan. “Sabdabodha As A Separate Type Of Pramana.” Journal of Indian Philosophy, vol.
5,no0. 1/2, 1977, pp. 73-84. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23438781.
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Thus, in the cognition of the sentences like sundaram mukham, ‘Beautiful face’ or nilam
puspam, ‘Blue flower’ etc, the word beautiful is a qualifier of the word face. The qualifier
expresses more about the thing mentioned in the sentence. For the expression of sabdabodha,
and to provide structural description of the sentences, a certain metalanguage and paraphrase of
sabdabodha has been developed by Indian philosophers. These concepts are more often used in

analysing the $abdabodha and explaining it with the help of Paraphrasing™.

Description of a verbal cognition-

Annambhatta in his work Tarkasangraha explains verbal cognition as awareness of ‘Sentence
meaning.” (vakyarthajiiana). He offers this description of verbal cognition in the light of
Syntactico-Semantic relation (samsargamaryada)® between all the words of the sentence. From
the sentence it is not only intended to transfer the sentence meaning but it is the import of the
speaker or writer which is to be transferred. Intentional activity or intended meaning of the
speaker is encoded in the sentences through the use of the words. When a listener hears such
encoded words or sentences he decodes the sentence -meaning which is primarily based upon the
words frame in it. When this completes successfully; then the verbal awareness gets successful

or communication gets established. If it's not then erroneous communication may occur.

% Description of the same utterance in a suitably chosen corresponding metalanguage.
% Gadadharabhattacarya, et al. Vyuspattivadah. Mithilavidyapitha, 1977. P.79 ‘QeGalel dehuerdf oRaerdey

FoaeeT: GHIATTEAT A |



Ways of learning the meanings of the words.

When this transfer takes place then the context is more important. As already noted, words do
possess the potency ($akti) i.e. the desire of God. It is the context which decides what meaning is
to be taken to grasp the intended meaning of the speaker. This potency is grasped through several

ways which is explained by vi§vanatha in his Muktavali-

ATFAUE SHTHIUNTHATARITCATTFIATE, STdgRAT |

I QAVTE, fAdddaiod Aliesredd - [Aetdeey ffewr:
I.  vyakaranam-

In Sanskrit, meaning is already embedded in the word itself. If we understand the meaning
scholars say’ from the sentence i?la\illi defed | Meaning %d is already embedded in the word
defed| Similarly, this word itself gives the meaning of TI#H g%y, aga%rrr To grasp the potency

of the words through grammar.
II. upamanam-

It means Similarity. The person who is not familiar with the object can identify and understand
the meaning from the familiar objects or known words. Whenever a base of resemblance is

uttered by the authentic person, a similar object gets recollected.

60 Bhattacarya, Vi§vanatha Paficanana, et al. Nydyasiddhanta Muktavali: “kiranavali” Samakhyavyakhyopeta.
Caukhambha Samskrta Samsthana,. p.190



III.  kosSah-

The most reliable and often used device to look upon the meaning of the words which are
unknown to the listener or to the reader. The meaning of the Kosha is thesaurus. This gives the

perfect illustration and elucidation of the words present in the language.

IV. aptavakya-

Sometimes the words are grasped when they are uttered by the authentic person.

V. vyavaharah-

It's a usage of the users of the particular language. This usage tells the association. When one
observes the usages of the native speakers of the particular language then they understand the

association.

VI.  vakyasya Sesah-

This is a residual sentence. The context or the remaining portion of the sentence can give the

clarity of the ambiguous words.

VII.  vivrtih-

This referred to Description. The potency of the words can be grasped through the description of

words or phrases included in it.

VIII.  siddhapadasannidhyam-

Proximity of known words. Its close association of two words. Uncommon or unfamiliar

expressions could be grasped through the close association of known expressions.



It is observed through so many theories of Vaiyakaranas and Naiyayikas, that, any sentence is a
group of words or it is a cluster. But, what is the main constituent of these clusters is the matter
of discussion. The thinkers of Indian philosophy had great discussions over this issue. Only piles
of words can not be considered as the sentence. Words like gauh asvah hastt purusah are not
capable of conveying any meaning until there is any verb such as asti or santi; which are the
forms of the root ‘to be’. Later Naiyayikas accepted this fact that if there is a semantic criteria
then only words can convey one whole meaning which is contrary to Vaiyakaranas view which
accepts the view that verbal element is the main part of the sentence. The use of nouns and
adjectives side by side is the general practice in Sanskrit. E.g. §yamo bhaktah, sundar yuvati;
having semantic criteria can convey the meanings without having any finite verbal element. This

idea must lead Naiyayikas to think over this matter.

Do sentences really need any verbal phrase to become meaningful sentences or any other
element of the sentence can be an important part of the sentence to picture the idea of the
sentence. The same view has been taken forward in the discussion of the theories of verbal

cognition.

In verbal cognition, components i.e. words are grasped through anvaya, (relations of words with
each other) hence the awareness generated by the components of the sentence is also known by
the word anvayabodhah. While analysing and interpreting the main component of the sentences
is been discussed by the three schools of Indian philosophy mainly. To understand this idea of a
chief substantive which is the main subject matter of AV, the discussion over this idea is given in
the subsequent portion of this chapter. The view of Raghunatha depicted in Akhyatavada is also

given here briefly.



Primary substantive in a verbal cognition / Chief substantive or principal in

Verbal cognition-

There are three main competent views involved in verbal understanding which point out different
factors in a sentence as a prominent element. In the Nyaya view, the meaning of the noun in the
nominative case is the primary substantive or principal factor in every sentence. While other

Indian theorists propose different chief substantives in paraphrasing the sabdabodha.

There are such examples in Sanskrit language where finite verbs are not required. Then what
analysis does Naiyayikas do and what analysis Vaiyakaranas accept is the matter of interest. A
brief summary and their discussion about chief substantive/primary substantive i.e. the meaning
of the verbal suffix considered in the text Akhyatavada is surveyed below after discussions of

these three schools over the idea of chief substantive; mukhyavisesya.

Nyaya view-

As discussed above Naiyayikas gives importance to the fact that a sentence should be
grammatically and semantically correct. The sentence will generate a cognitive meaning in the

ideal®' listener if he has the cognition of semantical competency or yogyata. Similarly if he has

61 B.K. Matilal uses this word in his article, Matilal, B. K. “Indian Theorists on the Nature of the Sentence
(Vakya).” Foundations of Language, vol. 2, no. 4, 1966, pp. 377-93. JSTOR,
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the cognition of mutual expectancy or akanksa also if he has the cognition of congruity or asatt.
If any sentence meets these conditions and a listener is an ideal listener then verbal cognition
arises. In that case, what he understands from the sentence is the question dealt by these thinkers.
They say that any listener who understands the meaning of the sentence, he or she understands
the nominative element from the sentence. Because this theory holds that the word in the
nominative case is the prime element of the sentence. As they accept that verbal element or
verbal suffix denotes effort. And the substratum of the effort is an agent in the sentence. Hence
the important part in the sentence i.e. chief substantive or mukhyavisesya is the Karta. That
means the agent or Karta expresses the chief qualificand or substantive of the sentence. Effort is
not the actual action but it is a readiness of the mind. Basically one can say it's a psychological

factor. ® In Nyaya terminology, effort is defined as krti or yatna.

Here are a few examples and their paraphrasing shown.

‘Caitro annam pacati’ - The Nyaya school considers the meaning of this sentence as the word
Caitra is the centre of interest and chief substantive which is called as a Mukhyavisesya. Here,
perhaps Nyaya follows Vaisesika's notion of dravya (Substance). All the other categories
(padartha) are to be considered as qualifiers to the centre. Hence the verb also has two parts- the

root pac and the suffix tip. The root pac means ‘cooking’ and the suffix denotes ‘effort; krti.

Verbal awareness of this sentence in Nyaya explanation would be-

%2 Vide, Introduction of the book Effort is coupled with an attempt towards performing that action, such as

when a dying person makes an effort to speak, but cannot do so owing to a failure of his power of

speech.- feoasiiafgd: 3mEaTdarg a=arq: g, critically edited by Sanjit kumar Sadhukhan. See introduction.



‘The meaning of the effort is connected with the meaning of Caitra as a prakara or qualifier.
Effort produces the ‘activity of cooking.” The meaning of the root pac is connected with krti

through the relation of conduciveness. The krti or effort produces the activity of cooking.

Pradip Kumar Muzumdar put forth authoritative analysis on this point in his ‘Philosophy of
Language’: ‘the necessity of inserting this psychological factor has been explained by
Krushanamitra, the author of kuficika commentary on Nagesa’s Laghumafijusa. A person may
decide not to cook even after enkindling the fire in the oven. The fuel is left burning and the
water is left boiling without any other effort on the part of the cook. We then say that the cook
does not cook. The burning of fuel and boiling of water undoubtedly belong to the operational
process of cooking. Yes, it is said that the cook does not cook, because of his lack of effort or
exertion. Again a person struck down by paralysis makes efforts to rise but cannot rise. We say

he does not rise despite efforts’®

As discussed above in the ways to grasp the potency of the words ($aktigrahopaya) the meaning
of the verbal suffix can also be understood through one of these ways such as from vivarana. The
verbal form gacchati can be elaborated as gamanam karoti. Here, gamanam stands for the root
gam and karoti for the meaning denoted by the verbal suffix 7. Nyaya says in this way all the
verbs and verbal suffixes can be elaborated or paraphrased such as pacati -pakam karoti, svapiti -

svapam karoti etc. So it can be analysed that the meaning of the verb kr denotes eftfort.

If we see the verbal cognition of the sentence, ‘caitra cooks rice.’, caitra is the location of an

effort advantageous to the action, which produces the act of cooking. This action has the object,

 Mazumdar, Pradip Kumar, The Philosophy of Language in the Light of Paninian and the Mimamsaka
Schools of Indian Philosophy. Sanskrit Pustak Bhandar, 1977 p. 95



rice. Traditionally, the s@bdabodha of this sentence is paraphrased as - AP qTehleichel

SATIRITh el HedtAg: hell ()|’

To say this in short, Nyaya explains the meaning of the mukhyavisesya has the superiority over
other meanings of the words. That word is inflected by the nominative case ending

(prathamanta). Hence, in a traditional way of explaining verbal cognition, it is said that

TYHAATIHEI AN QATecale: |

In the passive constructions such as ramena gamyate devadattena pacyate etc. where no word is
in nominative case but it does contain a doer of the action which is in the instrumental case. That
doer or agent will be a chief substantive of this sentence. In above statements paraphrasing

would be ramakartrka gamanam, devadattakartrka pacanam.

One more example can be taken in this instance, ‘Srunu megho garjati’ in this sentence there is
no such prathamanta; a nominative case ending word. Then how do Nyaya school paraphrase
this sentence as per their theory? They would explain this as ‘garjandkarty megham srunu’. So,
here the nominative word megha got importance in analysing the sabdabodha. In the next

section Vyakarana view of the same sentence is given.

Raghunatha’s Akhyatavada as discussed before is the text that deals with the old Naiyayika’s
view; regarding what is the possible meaning of the verbal suffix in the view of Verbal cognition.
This view many times left inconclusive. Hence it is supplemented by the Navya Naiyayikas
view. This text then further discusses the views of Vaiyakaranas and Bhatta mimamsakas.
Sometimes,the author refutes their opinions in this regard. Here are some glimpses of their views

and arguments.



Vyakarana view-

Vaiyakaranas put forth a theory that a chief substantive or a primary substantive in verbal
cognition is an action or the meaning which is specified by the verbal root. Hence, in the
sentence ‘Ramo gramam gacchati’, the action of going is specified by the verbal root gam (to
go). This action of going is considered as the mukhyavisesya or chief substantive of all the

relations.

This can be said that a verb is all influential in a sentence and it holds all the other elements of
the sentence together as its properties or qualifiers. The Grammarians give importance to the
function of finite verbs; that's why the verb is described as the chief substantive in verbal
cognition. In the sentence, Ramo gramam gacchati’, the root gam refers to an action of going
which is the chief substantive of the sentence. Hence, this sentence is paraphrased in a traditional
way as ‘UehcdldISCYEcaTA IS [oesll IHAThAT, ATHTASShacasl il T|° This
sabdabodha shows the importance of a verb or action in the sentence hence it is considered as

‘mc—q'aj@@qﬁa’rma:amﬁmz I’

Grammarian’s theory is based on Nirukta's theory, ‘Bhavapradhanam akhyatam’, roots are
refereed by the verbal phrase. Verb contains meanings of the roots which are the principal factor
in the sentence. Hence in the sentences like Devadattah annam pacati, caitrah gramam gacchati

etc. meanings of the roots such as gam, pac etc. are the chief in any sentence. This theory also



shows the importance of a karaka theory. As all the components of the sentence are directly or

indirectly connected with the verbs.

Mimamsa view-

On the other hand Mimamsakas support the theory that meaning of the the verbal suffix is
impelled by the inner force which is known as Bhavana. This inner force is the reason to
undertake an action. This force makes the person take action after listening to imperative
statements. Unless there is any inner impellent force available there would not be an action of
doing oblation or sacrifices etc. in vedic sentence; being apauriiseya there would not be any
human prompting. Hence it is the inner force that makes humans make oblations or do sacrifices
etc. Since there are verbs like yajeta kuryat etc. which convey the meaning as ‘one ought to
make oblation’ or ‘ one ought to make sacrifices, they consequently suggest the meaning of the
general impellent force which is understood by the action. Finally, this force becomes the main
or prime element of the understanding of the sentence's meaning. All the other components of
the sentence are connected with the impellent force which plays a vital role in the cognition of
the sentence. Hence, in sentences like jyotistomena svargakamo yajeta it is said that the verbal
suffix or akhyata suggests that one ought to make sacrifice if he wants to achieve the heaven.
The idea behind the theory is that from the verbal suffix, one understands the inner impellent
force. That force makes one perform the action. Hence the theory which propose the prime
substantive is Bhavana theory is known as ‘W@Eﬂﬁ?m%mﬂ:’. These views are

analysed in detail in the text AV.



Conclusion-

The theories proposed by the author of Akhyatavada are convincing. For in sentences like ‘$runu
megho garjati’, the paraphrase of this sentence would be ‘garjana kartr megham S$runu’ or
‘meghakartrka ‘garjanam s$runu’. In both the paraphrases the theory is different. But in fact, we
do not hear clouds but we do hear the roaring. But if we go in deep then we may understand that
we hear the cloud only but it will not be unnatural to say that we hear a roaring cloud. Hence,
such cases prove the theory of naiyayikas that cognition arises from the nominative word. Such

cases would be further examined and analysed.



