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Chapter - VI Study of the meanings of the particles, nouns and 

compounds 

 

The present chapter of my dissertation is entitled as “Study of the meanings of the 

particles, nouns and compounds.” Chapter is divided in to three parts. The first 

part of the chapter deals with the meanings of the  and the views of 

Naiyāyikas, Mīmāṃsakas and Grammarians. The second part of the chapter deals 

with the meaning of nouns. The views of  i.e., Naiyāyikas and 

Mīmāṃsakas are refuted. The third part of this chapter deals with the meanings 

of powers in compounds.      

 

VI. I. Meaning of  (particle) 

Since ancient times, the concept of four divisions of words namely (noun)

(root)  (prefix) and  (particle) are in existence. Yāska’s  

and Patañjali’s  testify above truly. s are considered under s 

only, but those are being related to  or ,  etc. twenty s are 

considered as s. Similarly, when not related with verbs, these  etc. are 

considered to be s. Pāṇini has clarified this concept in the following sūtras 

respectively.  

 

Naiyāyikas consider s as  (signifier of meaning) and s as  

(indicator of meaning).  and  also discuss whether  should be 

considered as  or , but nothing was said clearly about .  
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VI. I. 1. Nāgeśa’s views on  (prefix) and  (particle) 

After explaining the meaning of roots, Nāgeśa has started the chapter by 

discussing the meaning of s. In the Navya-Nyāya style of writings, the 

opinions of the opponents are refuted in detail by keeping the preface first and at 

the end the plaintiffs present their theory. Nāgeśa has also done the same in all 

the chapters of the PLM, but in this chapter, he has presented the views of 

Grammarians about  first. Thereafter, the views of Naiyāyikas and 

Mīmāṃsakas have been refuted. 

According to him, both s and s are indicative of meaning. Two 

examples are given in the beginning of the chapter.  

 

(pleasure is felt)

 (The teacher is visited) 

 

In both these examples,  (the results) of  (to experience) and  

(to visit) are considered as meanings of the roots  and  but not considered as 

meanings of  prefix and  particle. By considering this, the roots  and 

 used in the sentences can become  (transitive). Definitions of  

(transitive) and  (intransitive) have been explained in the fourth chapter. 

On the basis of those interpretations, it is necessary to make the roots  and  

transitive and  and  should be considered as meanings of  

instead of .  
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VI. I. 2 Significance of  (indication) 

Nāgeśa has given the definition of  as follow: 

From the point of view of the different meanings appearing from the words 

including the  in different places, three meanings of  (indication) 

have been given. 

- To impart knowledge of the spoken meaning existing in spoken or written 

roots immediately with  For example, in the sentence '

', the particle ' ' is present with the root ' ' make sense of the 

meaning of 'visited'. In the above definition the word ‘ ’ suggests 

‘ ’ etc. particles or ‘ ’ etc. prefixes which indicate the whole 

meaning of the sentences. Along with it, the second word ‘ ’ 

(pronounced) suggests the roots like ‘ ’and ‘ ’. And  i.e., the power 

to say the meanings like 'to see' 'to experience' in the form of words. To 

make sense of this  is the meaning of the meaning of the s. 

- The second meaning of  is to anticipate a specific action 

somewhere. 

284 

 

For example,  (drawing up to the province). In this sentence 

the object ‘ ’ used in the second case could not related with the verb 

‘ ’. Therefore, the particle ‘ ’ is considered as the metric of 
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measurement in this case and the sentence will be means, 

he draws after measuring the area up to the province. Here, the first 

meaning of  cannot be accepted because the meaning of measuring 

is not in the literal sense of the root . 

On the basis of this second opinion, in the interpretation of '

', the first  of  of , Kaiyaṭa 

propounded ‘ ’ as a verb in the form of 'to start'285. 

- The third meaning of  is the determination of a particular 

relationship. 

286 

For example:  

 (It rained after chanting). In this example, ' ' indicates 

the pre-existing relationship between  and . First the chanting 

was done and then it rained. This knowledge is obtained through the 

particle ' '. All particles which ar described as with the rule 

of Pāṇini  suggest the meaning of  

(relation between past and present). Bhartṛhari also has presented the 

characteristics of  in the VP which is as follow: 

 

Accordingly, s are considered to be indicative in above three ways.  
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VI. I. 3 Refutation of the views of Naiyāyikas and Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa 

Naiyāyikas consider  as expressive of meaning but  are considered as 

indicative of meanings. They provide evidence from lexicons. For example, the 

  suggests the meaning of  (manifest) and  (equivalent) in 

,  has been considered to have multiple meanings. The second 

they believe that the words which are famous and also in practice, it would convey 

different meanings on different occasions because of practice. 

The word  in the sentences like ' ' is considered to mean salutation in 

this occasion and in the occasion of donation ' ' the word  is considered 

to mean worship. 

Nāgeśa has refuted above opinion of Naiyāyikas by arguing that there would be 

fault in the sentences like  In this sentence the root  is 

intransitive. If  is considered as indicative of meaning there will be no  

by the rule of Pāṇini,  

In the sentences like  and , the words  and  

would not be termed as . While refuting the views of Naiyāyikas, Nāgeśa has 

given the definition of  which is as follow: 

 

In fact, both  and  are the same type of words. The only difference is 

that due to being composed of verbs, some  like  etc. get another name 
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. When both are the same type of words, then how can one be considered 

as a  (indicative) and the other as a  (expressive). 

Further, Nagesh has pointed out the fault in Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa's statement. Without 

mentioning the name, he has shown the worthlessness of his opinion by saying 

only . Nāgeśa has pointed out where Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa has shown 

fault in the opinions of Naiyāyikas in the VBS. If it is considered that the particles 

as expression of meaning, the meaning of the particle  which is  should 

be considered in the sentences and the sentences like should be 

considered appropriate. 

The second fault is, in the example like  (collection of pot)  

is used with the relative case of the word . The meaning of the particle  is 

also . Therefore, the sentence like  also should be considered.  

Nāgeśa has denied above view of Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa. All the faults that Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa 

has pointed out in the opinion of the Naiyāyikas depend on the belief that the 

meaning of the  is related to the . But according to Nāgeśa, this view 

is not correct, because words have their own different nature and according to 

their nature, the meaning of them appears in different forms. For example, the 

same cooking process is expressed in the  or  by the word , but the 

same process is expressed in the  or  form by the word . In the 

same way,  are also such in nature that they are always compatible only as 

adjectives with other meanings, not as substantive. 

 

 

 



194 
 

VI. I. 4 s are meaningful even though they are indicative 

Considering  as indicative of meaning does not mean that the those are not 

meaningful. Those can also be considered meaningful on the basis of indicative 

meaning because for a word to be considered meaningful it is not necessary that 

it should reveal the meaning through . If a word reveals the intended 

meaning through any of these expressions,  and , then it will 

be considered meaningful. Therefore, despite of being indicative, the significance 

of the words  does not end. 

It is because of the importance of  that in , the meaning of  

is considered to have priority due to the non-dominance of the meaning denoted 

by the particle ' '. If s are meaningless, then the priority of the meaning 

of the  will be accepted over which word? For example, ' ' means 

the one who is not actually a Brahmin but is similar to a Brahmin, has Brahmin 

status attributed to him due to some qualities. Here the meaning of analogy or 

imposition is the indicative meaning of . This meaning of  is an adjective 

of the meaning of  in the compound. 

Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa considered the same in this case. The kārikā is as follow: 

 

VI. I. 5.  (prefixes) are indicative of meanings. 

The debate has been going on since ancient times whether a prefix is expressive 

or indicative. In the  of Yāska, two interesting views on this subject are 
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discussed. Among grammarians, the eminent scholar  considered 

prefixes to be indicative of meaning, on the other hand, a scholar named  was 

of the opinion that prefixes denote meanings292.  

After explaining the meaning of , Nāgeśa has started explain the meaning 

of . The example of ' ' is the subject of this discussion. The meaning 

of the root  is considered to be cessation of motion or lack of motion in 

. That is why  means to remain motionless. But  

means departure. There is clearly a substantial difference between the meanings 

of these  and . Therefore, in , meaning of motion is considered 

by the suffix . Patañjali has also considered the same opinion which is as follow: 

 

But Patañjali further clarified that the meanings of roots given in  should 

be considered only as reference to the main or famous meanings. Due to the multi-

meaning of roots, the meanings expressed in any form from the roots were 

considered to be the literal meaning of roots. Therefore, the meaning of the action 
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' ' expressed by the combination of ' ' with ' ' is of ' ' root only and the 

prefix  only indicates the action294. 

Nāgeśa has quoted Bhartṛhari to testify the above opinion which is as follow: 

Further, Nāgeśa has accepted the opinion of Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa and accepted 

 and the meaning of similarity in the words  in examples like 

. The significance of the particle  is presented here. He has also 

refuted the opinion of Naiyāyikas regarding the meaning of the particle . They 

have considered  to be expression of meaning instead of indication of meaning.  

 

VI. I. 6 Two types of the particle  and their meanings  

Two types of the particle  has presented. Those are  (prohibitive) and 

(negative). The  commentary of  also testifies the 

same296. Among these two, the meaning of ' ' is indicative. Becoming 
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the subject of the imposed knowledge and the words like ' ' are indicative of the 

imposed cause of action, to remember this meaning through ' '.  

almost always gets compounded with .  

 can be both with compound and without compound. Here,  

is related to action. Nāgeśa has presented a hemistich to testify that which is as 

follow: 

297  

That compound related  only has the meaning of अ×यÛताभाव 

(absolute non-existence), but  and  without compound have 

the meaning of  and  respectively. The absence of relation 

other than the  is called  and the absence of 

 is called .  

Following are the examples of  compound. 

(Queens who don’t see the sun) 

(There’s no pot in the house) 

(pot is not cloth) 

 (non-existence) and  (ceasing to exist) are not indicative to 

. 

Another opinion of Naiyāyikas has been refuted. According to them, that which 

is  or  (exists) cannot be renounced by  and the renunciation of the 
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 or  (non-existent) is automatically accomplished due to its non-

existence. Since ' ' cannot be used in both the forms, the purpose of using ' ' 

is unwanted. Nāgeśa has quoted kārikā as  from  which is as 

follow: 

The answer to above opinion is that the intellectual word itself is the 

(expression) of the meaning, which is called  and the intellectual meaning 

itself is the  (expressive). For this reason, due to the intellectual meaning 

itself being expressed through words, even if the object exists in the intellect and 

its negation is not possible through Nanna, the external existence of the object 

can be negated by .  

Further, the meaning of the particle  is discussed in detail. The meaning of the 

 is conception. In this context, the views of rhetoricians are discussed. 

According to them, there are various meanings of एव according to its use in 

sentences like  (He eats only salt)  (A pot is 

also famous)  (Where will you eat).  

Three types of  are also discussed. These are  (in substantive), 

 (in adjective) and (in action). 

Chapter ends with the definitions of  (formula),  (rule) and  

(enumeration).   
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VI. II  (Meaning of Nouns) 

The term  (meaning of nouns, nominal stems) involves two factors which 

are  (noun) and  (its meaning). So far, we have discussed about the 

notion of meaning of words. In the PLM, Nāgeśa has presented the views of 

Mīmāṃsakas and refuted them. He has defeated the views of Grammarian. The 

basic question has been discussing since ancient time that the power to convey 

the primary meaning in words be considered in  (generic property) or  

(individual). There are two references found regarding that in MB.  

First in the name of Vājapyāyana, who has considered the power in 299 and 

later is found in the name of Vyāḍi, the author of the text . He has 

considered the power to convey the meaning in . Pāṇini has considered 

both these opinions and created rule for each. 

 for  and  for . 

VI. II. 1 Views of Mīmāṃsakas regarding the meaning of nouns 

Mīmāṃsakas have considered power to convey the primary meaning in  

(generic property) but not in  (individual)301. Therefore, they are also known 

as . They have given following reason for believing that: 

The first reason to believe word-power in  is  (shortness of expression). 

Individuals are infinite, hence from their point of view, we have to imagine 

infinite power to understand the primary meaning. But considering the power in 

 (generic property), the meaning will be conveyed with the help of only one 
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power and there will be no need to imagine infinite word-powers. Because the 

 is one. The believers of power in individual may argue that the power in 

individual can also convey the meaning of other individuals. But it would not 

possible. Because the individual word  would convey the meaning of  and 

other individual words which would not appropriate. It causes the  fault. 

We would need infinite word to convey the meaning of each individual word. 

Therefore, it is worth considering power to convey the meaning in  but not 

in .   

Nāgeśa has presented Ûयाय suggesting that the power to convey the meaning 

should be considered in both i.e.,  and . Here, the  is  

and  is . Unless there is understanding of generic property, there 

cannot be knowledge of an individual. According to the Mīmāṃsakas, knowledge 

of  becomes the reason for the knowledge of individual. Here, जाǓत is 

 and it is primary. For that reason, the word first conveys the primary 

meaning through  and later it conveys individual meaning through the 

 (secondary meaning).  stops after conveying the primary 

meaning which is in  And for the individual meaning  should be 

imagined in the word. 

There could be another reason to consider power in individual. One may say that 

there is no  (needless multiplication of cause) in considering power in 

individual and no need to imagine infinite power to convey the meaning. That is 

also not appropriate. Because the power in individual will convey the meaning of 

only one and need to imagine other power for other meaning of individual.  
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VI. II. 2. Refutation of the views of Mīmāṃsakas 

Nāgeśa has refuted the theory of  of Mīmāṃsakas. According to 

opinion of Mīmāṃsakas the meaning of the word  should be conveyed through 

. Because  is  and  is . The meaning would only 

be conveyed through  when it is not possible through . In 

the examples like  घोषः, due to non-compatibility of the two words  

and  with their primary meaning, water-stream and house, the secondary 

meaning of the word  was considered.  

Therefore, due to the absence of , individuality of  can never be 

interpreted. Whereas the impression is that the cow is individual. The other fault 

was pointed by Mīmāṃsakas that if we believe power in individual, we will have 

to imagine infinite powers. The solution to this is as follow: 

If power is considered to be in an individual, then there may be infinite number 

of individuals, but instead of power being considered only in individual, the 

power of word is considered to be in the person separated from generic property. 

Nāgeśa has quoted a kārikā to testify the above opinion from the  which 

is as follow: 
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304  

(Even if there are infinite number of  (individuals), by considering  

of , the verbal relation of the word will become perceivable and due to 

considering the power in the individual the word will not be accused of 

fault.) 

Another strong reason presented here in support of individualism is that the most 

important reason for realizing power,  (public behavior), also gives a 

sense of power in the individual. In this context, Nāgeśa has quoted a verse to 

demonstrate various reasons for power which is as follow: 

In the above verse, the reasons for the understanding word-power are given. 

These are: 

 Grammar 

Comparison

Lexicons

 

 

 

Correct sentence

Common practice 

Speech remainder
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Explanation Proximity 

in famous words

 

VI. II. 3. Views of Grammarian on the meaning of nouns 

Nāgeśa has concluded this discussion by coordinating the above two opinions i.e., 

 and . It is not that even in the theory of , 

the individual is completely prohibited, nor  is completely prohibited in the 

theory of . Both these elements should be considered in each other. 

In the theory of , जाǓत is primary element and  is secondary and 

in  is primary element and  is secondary.  

 exists in a person through  because the substratum of  is 

the individual. Therefore, when it is said that  (a cow should not be 

killed), here the knowledge of unity in the form of  is perceived, but the 

meaning of violation in the cow is possible only through the knowledge of 

individual. Patañjali also considered the same in the commentary of the rule 

 as follow: 

306     
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Apart from  and , the meaning of the  is  (gender) too307. 

The suffixes like  etc. indicate that this word denotes feminine gender but not 

convey the meaning. If we consider that suffixes express the meaning then in the 

sentences like इयं तव वाक्, the word वाक् should not convey the meaning without 

suffixes but that is not possible.  

Dr. Kapildev Shastri remarks here: 

Further,  (singular, dual, plural etc.) also considered as the meaning of 

nouns309. Because s like  etc. only indicates that the word is 

singular, dual and plural but not express the meaning. Therefore, the meaning of 

singular is understood without the suffixes in the case of  etc. 

s also considered as the meaning of nouns310. Here, Nāgeśa summarized the 

five elements which are considered to be the meaning of nouns. 

and . If it is said that on the basis of , the literal 

meaning of the  express the meaning of suffix but not that of , then 
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it is not appropriate because in the sentences like , etc., the 

meaning of  like  etc. is perceived without suffixes  and . Because 

this understanding is based on experience and practice. 

Apart from the above five elements, a word also indicates its own form. Nāgeśa 

quoted one kārikā from the VP which is as follow: 

(All types of knowledge are covered by words. Meaning is always related to the 

word. Therefore, there is no knowledge of any word in which the form of the 

word is not visible.)      

 

Another kārikā with the example of light is also quoted which is as follow: 

(Just as light has two forms -  and , similarly the spoken word also 

has these two forms. Just as light illuminates any other object, its own form is 

also illuminated, in the same way, wherever meaning is conveyed through a word, 

its own form is also illuminated.) 

 

One hemistich of VP is also quoted as follow: 
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313  

(Meaning is not revealed by a word until its own form also becomes the subject 

of the word. That is, when a word is pronounced, its own form becomes the 

subject of this pronounced word. Only the form of words becomes known. After 

this the meaning of that word is known.) 

Further, it is discussed that in the  (verbal knowledge), the word is also 

visible in the comprehension of words, the form of action is known through 

 (imitation). 

The chapter ends with the discussion of using words like  Those are 

not incorrect even if those are used without suffixes. 

 

V. II. 4. Similarities in the chapter of  between PLM and VBS 

It is discussed previously that, influence of VBS on all three s can be seen. 

We can consider PLM as the precise version of VSLM. The last two chapters of 

PLM i.e.,  and  are very much influenced by 

VBS of Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa. Dr. Kapildev Shastri has considered both these chapters 

as mere copies of VBS.  

I am presenting here some sentences from the  of PLM which are 

like another copy of VBS. However, Dr. Kapildev Shastri has propounded this in 

the critical edition of PLM314, which I am quoting here. 
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 of VBS  of PLM 

 

  



208 
 

VI. III.  (Meaning of compounds) 

The word  is a defining word in Sanskrit grammar. Patanjali has explained in 

MB it as . What it means is that it is an instinct to tell the 

meaning of another word. 

Grammarians are of the opinion that the word is eternal. Therefore, it is not that 

 is a syntactic optionally compounding and formed it 

According to them words like  etc. always remain in this form. 

One or more words are imagined to clarify the meaning. In this way, due to the 

unification of divided imaginary words and their separate meanings, this word-

power has been named  (the act of conveying only one idea). The  

commentary of MB testifies the same316. This  resides in the five types 

of usage of words i.e.,  and . In the 

VSLM,  is not considered317. 

According to Nāgeśa, two types of s are considered.  and 

. These two s are discussed briefly in the chapter of  

by Nāgeśā. In the context of compound, Nāgeśa has discussed these again. 

The definition of  is given in the PLM as follow:  
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Understanding the meaning of entire compound word without expecting the 

meaning of the components of the compound word is the definition of . 

For example,  and . The meaning of the first word is a style of singing 

the hymns of . Here, the word is  and the root is . In this word the 

meaning of the  and  is discarded and the new meaning which is ‘a style of 

singing of hymns’ is created. 

The meaning of the word  is ‘service’. The meaning of the root  is ‘to hear’ 

and the suffix  suggests the meaning of desire. Both have discarded their 

respective meaning and created a new meaning of service. 

The definition of given in the PLM is as follow: 

 

The definition of  is to make one know the meaning of the whole 

compound word by coordinating its constituent words with their different 

meanings. In this , words don’t discard their respective meaning and because 

of the expectance etc. they create new meaning. 

In the example of , both the words  and  don’t discard their 

respective meanings and convey the new meaning of the ‘king’s man’.  

Dr. Kapildev Shastri considers  as . He remarks on this 

as follow: 

 

 



210 
 

 (act of conveying only one idea) 

It is considered among the five s described above. Because in all these can 

convey the one proper meaning of all compounding words. Components cannot 

convey the proper meaning in compound.  

-  (expectation) 

It is opposite to . It is said that, just as the words in a sentence express 

their meanings separately and then due to expectancy etc., those meanings 

interact with each other and reveal new meaning without discarding their 

respective meanings. This is the opinion of Naiyāyikas as well as Mīmāṃsakas.  

According to Nāgeśa, if we consider , there will be faults in the examples 

of MB like  etc. 

 

VI. III. 1 The views of Naiyāyikas and Mīmāṃsakas  

Naiyāyikas and Mīmāṃsakas believe that there is no power in compound. The 

meaning is conveyed by each word. In the compounds like , the meaning 

will be understood by the . In the separation of compounds like 

and , words like  and  are used. The 

meaning of these words is conveyed through the . Those are uttered 

and understood by the secondary meaning. If there is a desire to convey the 

meaning of a man with royal connections through the words like , then 
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one can use of that word and in this way, the  and  both 

would be possible. 

 

VI. III. 2 Rebuttal of the views of Naiyāyikas and Mīmāṃsakas 

Nāgeśa has refuted above views of Naiyāyikas and Mīmāṃsakas. It is said that if 

there is no power in the compound, due to the absence of the meaning of a  

(collection of words), the compound word will not be a  and the rule of 

Pāṇini,  will be useless. And the entire 

समुदाय will be meaningless due to the absence of power in the compound. A 

group of meaningful components becomes meaningless due to lack of power in 

the community.  

It can be said that there is another rule  for 

. But Patañjali has considered the word  in the rule as 

 (regulator)321. The separated sentences like  etc. 

would not be considered as . 

Apart from this, if  is not considered in , there will be no . 

And in the absence of , the suffixes like  will not be there. All 

compound words would become meaningless. As it is mentioned in MB 

 (Don’t use incorrect words).  
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Further, Nāgeśa has refuted the opinion that says, the suffix is closely related to 

the meaning of the word and is indicative of its own meaning. Another question 

is, in the words like , the word  should be considered  in the 

 (relative sense) or in the  (relational sense). 

In the relative sense,  is not appropriate because it is in conflict with the 

. Because only a sentence with the same meaning as  is considered 

a .  is not valid in the meaning of  because the meaning 

of the word would like a person having royal relation. 

At the end of the chapter, Nāgeśa has quoted Bhartṛhari and considered power in 

. The kārikā is as follow: 

Like the word , there is power in compounds which is made by , in 

Because various properties of  (not being related to adjective, number, gender, 

character etc.) will be expanded in proving through s.  

VI. III. 3 Similarities in the chapter of  between PLM and VBS 

It is mentioned in the previous chapter as well as in the second chapter that the 

PLM is highly influenced by the VBS of Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa. The chapters of PLM, 

Ǔनपाताथ[Ǔनण[य and समासाǑदवǂृयथ[Ǔनण[य are seem like another copy of VBS. Here, 

I have given text-wise comparison of VBS and PLM followed by Dr. Kapildev 
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Shastri in the critical edition of PLM. Dr. Shastri has given a detailed comparative 

study of this chapter but I have mentioned few lines of both these texts.  

in VBS  in PLM 

 


