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Chapter - III Study of the Perception of the meaning of the word, its 

Auxiliary Causes and Word-Powers 

 

The present chapter of the thesis is entitled as “Study of the Percetption of the 

meaning of the word, its Auxiliary Causes and Word-powers” As title suggests, 

the chapter is a critical discussion on the verbal understanding its auxiliary causes 

as well as the word-powers which help to understand the meaning weather it is a 

primary, secondary, or suggestive. The chapter is divided into three parts. The 

first part mainly deals with the study of the concept of  (verbal 

understanding) and its significance. The second part deals with the auxiliary 

causes in verbal understanding i.e.,  (Expectancy),  

(Compatibility),  (Proximity) and  (Intention of speaker). The third 

part of this chapter deals with the  (word-power) which are of three types 

i.e.,  (primary meaning),  (secondary meaning), and  

(suggestive meaning). 

 

No word has a definite meaning of its own. When they are used in different 

contexts, they have different meanings. The thing that gives knowledge of this 

different meaning is called the power of the word ( ). In the beginning 

of PLM, Nāgeśa has stated eight types of  Although, the detail explanation 

of  is given in the separate chapter after . Among those eight 

types,  is considered the main. Because it is only which helps to attain 

complete meaning. 
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III. 1  - perception of the meaning of a word or a sentence 

 (word) is also considered as a  (mean of valid knowledge) in various 

schools of philosophies. Nyāya school of philosophy has considered four s. 

Among those,  is explained as testimony of reliable expert85. In the 

PLM, explaining the definition of  (reliable expert), Nāgeśa has quoted 

Patañjali. According to Patañjali,  means a person who has acquired a definite 

knowledge of objects, and he does not have any kind of doubt about the object 

and who gives his statement by being impartial, leaving rage, hatred etc.86 

The knowledge obtained from the combination of two main substances is called 

. In that, each word also has a separate meaning. In the Philosophy of 

Grammar, it is also known as etc. Following definitions of 

 are given in the . 

 

 87  

(Knowledge arising from words is called .) 

  

(Knowledge of the association of one object with another is called  

(meaning of a sentence). 
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After the speaker utters the sentence, the listener perceives the words in the 

sentence through the sense of hearing. In the next moment, the listener gets to 

know the meanings of those words and remembers them from the spoken 

sentence. Then, the complete meaning gained connecting all those words is called 

  or . 

 

III. 1. 1 Definition of  according to PLM 

In the beginning of PLM Nāgeśa has described  first and then he 

continued with the description of word-powers. He has described the definition 

of  in the traditional Navya-nyāya style of writing. According to him, in 

the , the meaningful word which is uttered by speaker is a cause and its 

meaning is an effect or result. This is the refined theory of  (cause 

and effect) described by Naiyāyikas already. Nāgeśa has described just as his own 

style. 

The  (action) by which a word conveys its meaning is called  (word-

power) here which Nāgeśa has described as follow: 

 

In the above excerpt, the nature of  has been explained. The meaning 

that can be understood from a word is also called . I have divided this 

definition in two parts i.e., 

1. 
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The  (property) resides in this . Therefore, 

 means the  which is a specific to the property i.e., 

 itself. And this  will reside in any object or a person and that 

object and a person will be related to that  property. For example, in the 

 related to  (a pot), the substance  will be distinct from the form 

 (property of a pot). Same as in the  (cloth), the substance  will be 

separated from the form  (property of the cloth). Thus, the  distinct 

from that  etc. properties became the form of this action. 

 

 (a pot) 

 (property of the pot) 

 (distinct from the property of 

the pot) 

 (related to pot) 

 

 In the above definition, the word  (a pot) has been added instead of the word 

 and this makes it clear how the word  is understood. However, the word 

or any object in which there is a , will have their own property and this 

is the form of काय[ (action) in the  theory. 

 

2  

In this part the form of  (cause) of the action  has been described. In 

the form of this ' ', both the knowledge of the uttered word and the knowledge 

of the intention of that word regarding the intended substance have been 

mentioned. Both of these are essential elements in any . If the listener 
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has not heard the spoken word clearly, then even if he knows its word-power, he 

will not be able to understand the meaning of that unheard or unknown word. 
Similarly, even after listening to a spoken word, if the listener is not aware of the 

 of that word i.e.,  and  which convey the desired 

intention, then also the meaning cannot be understood from that heard word. In 

simple words we can say that, in the verbal understanding the knowledge of the 

word and word-power is the reason behind every verbal understanding. For 

example, in the word घट the knowledge of the word or letters of  and the 

of  is the reason to understand the meaning of it. Here, it has been made clear 

that the properties from which one has knowledge of a word with a specific 

meaning, will understand the meaning of a specific thing only from those 

properties and the word of a specific thing from other properties will not be 

understood. Dr. Shukla also commented the same in his commentary of PLM. 

 

Therefore, Nāgeśa also stated that: 

It means without the knowledge of the word-power of the uttered word one cannot 

perceive the meaning.  

 

III. 2  (auxiliary causes in verbal understanding) 

Nāgeśa has explained auxiliary causes in verbal understanding after the 

 chapter. Auxiliary causes are those which, despite being the 
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originators of the word caused by the primary cause but are different from the 

primary causes. In the  the primary reason of verbal understanding is the 

knowledge of the word and auxiliary causes are the meaning of the word. It is 

also considered by the Naiyāyikas in the  (119).  

There are four auxiliary causes i.e.,  which help 

to perceive the complete meaning of uttered words. 

 

III. 2. 1.  (expectancy) 

Expectancy is one type of desire and the property of . It stays in a listener 

through  (intimate relation). Nāgeśa has given simple definition of 

 in the beginning of the chapter of auxiliary causes which is as follow: 

 

It means, which makes perceive the traditional meaning of a sentence is called 

. When a listener listens a word and he perceives the meaning of the 

word,  arises in him and it is related to the suitable meaning of the 

previous word. As it is mentioned above that  resides in the listener, but 

it is considered in the meaning of the word because the meaning of the word is 

the subject of it or in other words  is about the object which is word and 

its meaning. It is because in practice the meaning is also considered as  

(desirous). 

 

 arises when the listener understands the meaning of a word by listening 

to it but does not hear any word denoting any other meaning related to it. For 

example, in this sentence ' ' (take away the cow), if only the word ' ' is 
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pronounced, then even after understanding the meaning of a cow, the word ' ' 

remains unrecited due to the lack of knowledge of the meaning of that word. It is 

known that the meaning of cow will be combined with some other word to form 

a complete meaning. This knowledge is the reason of arising . 

According to Naiyāyikas, there is  for that word along with the word 

without which the object of the sentence cannot be formed. 

 

According to Hermeneutics,  is such ability in the meaning of words 

that they can become the subject of mutual curiosity.  

It is clear from the above discussion that the  resides in a person and 

through the  it is implanted into the meaning of the word. But 

without implantation into the meaning of the word Nāgeśa has given another 

definition in the PLM which is as follow: 

 

 

 

Nāgeśa has given two relations to expectancy. First is  (cause to 

expectancy) and the other is  (the relation between an object and the 

knowledge of it). Expectancy is considered from both these relationships, 

separate and mixed. Because at some places the meaning of a word is the cause 
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to expectancy, at some places it is the subject of expectancy and at some places 

both the relationships are found in the meaning of the word. Therefore, even if 

expectancy resides in a person due to , it can also be considered 

meaningful based on above two types of relationships.  

 

Nāgeśa has presented two examples as follows: 

1.  (Look! The deer is running) 

Above examples shows  (cause to expectancy) relation. In this 

sentence, when only  is uttered, the passive object in the form of seeing will 

arise to the desire of meaning in the form of running. Because  is a verb and 

a verb always need any cases like subject or an object to complete the meaningful 

sentence. Because it is natural that just after hearing the word  there would 

be a desire that what to see? Therefore, the word  only expresses expectancy. 

There is no subject in it. Because the subject of  cannot be .   

  

Also, in the second part  (deer is running), only the objectivity is there, 

not any cause to expectancy. Because even though the word  is unuttered, 

only after listening to this part , no desire is generated in the listener. 

But the expectancy which arises after listening the word , the other part 

 is the subject to it.  

 

2.  (Devadatta is cooking rice). 

Above example shows  and  both relations. The action ‘to 

cook’ and the  (subject) Devadatta and  (object) ‘rice’ both 

are stimulators of each other’s expectancy and subjects. Because the verb ‘ ’ 
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will not be said, the part ‘ ’ will remain to be expected. And if the 

other part ‘ ’ will be not said, the verb ‘ ’ will remain to be 

expected. Therefore, the subjects of the verb ‘ ’ are Devadatta and rice and 

the subject of both is the verb ‘ ’ itself.  

 

Now the question arises that why Nāgeśa has presented the other definition of 

. Because it is already described undoubtedly by many scholars.  

The above definition is more sophisticated and necessary. According to this 

second definition  or  which resides in the substance through 

any one of these relations or through both the relations, the desireness about the 

other substance itself was considered as  and this type of  is 

considered to be the reason in the verbal understanding.  

 

 III. 2. 2  (compatibility) 

Nāgeśa has presented the definition of योµयता according to Grammarian which is 

as follows: 

 

It means the reason behind the mutual relation between the meaning of the words 

is  which also belong to the property of it. For example,  

(sprinkles with water). In this example there is compatibility. Because the action 

‘to sprinkle’ has mutual relation to the water and the properties of water which 

are wetness and flowlines are reside in it and compatible to the action of ‘to 

sprinkle.’ Therefore, the above sentence is compatible to the meaning.  
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When there is no compatibility of property to the action, those sentences cannot 

be considered in . For example,  (sprinkles with fire). 

Here, the action ‘to sprinkle’ is not compatible with the properties of fire which 

are dryness and burning. It should have the properties like wetness and flowlines. 

Therefore, the above sentence which is Grammatically correct but according to 

meaning it is incorrect because of incompatibility.  

The above definition presented by Nāgeśa also relates to the views of Naiyāyikas. 

In the  also: 

 

III. 2. 2. 1 Views of Naiyāyikas and its refutation 

Naiyāyikas considered that the meaning associated with sentences like 

 (sprinkles with fire) etc. is known. They believe that in theses sentences 

only the meaning of the individual words is known, meaning of the whole 

sentence is not associated. According to them  is absence of hindrances in 

interpretation of meaning. Following definitions testify the same: 

- 
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- 

-  

Grammarians do not consider above opinion of Naiyāyikas. In their opinion, the 

meaning that appears from the sentence is always intellectual first. Later, due to 

considering the intellectual meaning and the external meaning as integral, the 

external meaning appears from that intellectual meaning. Therefore, there is no 

fault in the consideration the intellectual meaning of sentences like  

etc. And for that reason, Grammarians have not considered  as an essential 

cause for verbal understanding.  

Nāgeśa also quoted Bhartṛhari as follows: 

 

It means, even if the external object is completely unreal, the shape of objects like 

 (the wheel of fire) etc. is known only through the utterance of words. 

It is worth noting here that the above hemistich quoted by Nāgeśa in the name of 

Bhartṛhari is not found in the . Therefore, such words like  (sky 

flower) and  (horn of a hare) are considered to be  (noun). In 

this way, Nāgeśā has described  and refuted the views of Nayāyikas. 

 

III. 2. 3  (Proximity) 

After the discussion of , Nāgeśa has given the definition of  

(proximity) considered by Grammarians as follows: 
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The significance of above definition of  means that the meaning of the 

words spoken as per the context should not come in between the word or words 

having the opposite meaning. Again, Nāgeśa used Nayva-nyāya style of writing 

here. It can also be explained more simply like, absence of word or words with 

opposite meaning is proximity.  

 

III. 2. 3. 1 Views of Naiyāyikas on Proximity 

Naiyāyikas have presented the definitions of आसͪƣ in various Nyāya texts. In 

the , it is described as follows: 

 

The pronunciation of verses conveying the intended meaning by a single person 

without delay is called  which is also known as . 

The same definition has been given in the  and  is 

described as . 

 

Similarly, in  too, considering  and  as one, it is said that if 

a word of a sentence is pronounced after an interval of one hour, then the listener 
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is not able to know the intended meaning of that sentence because there is no 

. 

Looking at the definition of  given by Nāgeśa,  also cannot be 

considered as an essential cause for  (verbal understanding). Because it 

is seen that even when there is interference from other words, the intelligent ones 

are able to understand the words. Even people with less intelligence can 

understand the meaning of where there is no proximity in sentences, but it 

definitely takes some time. Here, Nāgeśa quoted an example from the MB of 

Patañjali. In the Patañjali’s commentary on the aphorism  (1. 1. 57), 

he describes as follows: 

 

It means, even words are not placed in a specific order have the desired meaning. 

He has presented the following sentence as an example of his statement. 

 

The words are not in proper order in the above sentence. Though, the meaning is 

perceived by Patañjali as follow: 
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(O sister who carries water! Have you seen the bull running sideways while you 

are carrying the pot on your head?) 

Therefore, it is not necessary to be considered  is the major cause for verbal 

understanding.  

 

III. 2. 4  (intention of speaker) 

Nāgeśa has given the following definition of  (intention of speaker) 

 

The sentence or word should be pronounced to convey this particular meaning 

this kind of God’s will is . In this definition, the word  should be 

considered as referring only to the speaker. Otherwise, the terminology like 

 in the Grammar should not make sense due to lack of meaning in the form 

of  (God’s will). 

This sentence ' ' has been uttered with the desire to memorize the 

meaning of 'bring the pot', this is what the speaker means. When the listener 

comes to know about this meaning of the speaker, that is, when the listener comes 

to know that the speaker has used this word or sentence to express this meaning, 

then only he comes to know about this meaning from that use of words. Therefore, 

it is considered to be the cause of verbal understanding.  

But here, Nāgeśa clarifies that, it can be seen that listener can perceive the 

meaning of the uttered word without . Without any intention of speaker, 

listener get the meaning of the word. That means, listener already have the 

knowledge of the intention of speaker. For example, when someone say at the 
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home that,  (bring the salt) listener already knows both the meanings 

of  (salt or horse). Here, listener will bring the salt but not the horse because 

he knows that they are in the home and eating food. So, there is no need of horse 

but of salt. Yes, at some places the listener sometimes remains doubtful after 

hearing words with multiple meaning. But it does not mean that, he is not getting 

the meaning.  

Patañjali also gives the example of the above situation in MB: 

 

It means if a villager who has just come from the village, with dusty feet and does 

not know the intention of speaker, someone asks him to call , then he should 

either call whose name Gopala or the one who protects cows which is a shepherd.  

From the above example and the opinion of Patañjali, intention of speaker cannot 

be considered as an essential cause for the verbal understanding. It is worth to 

mention here that in the LM, Nāgeśa has not considered ता×पय[ as a cause of 

verbal understanding. He refuted ता×पय[ clearly by saying 

  

 

Dr. Dwivedi has raised the doubt regarding the authorship of PLM by saying: 
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In this way, Nāgeśa has described three auxiliary causes for verbal understanding. 

Among those, second and third which are  and  are not essential for 

verbal understanding. 

  

III. 3 Word-power and its nature 
According to Patañjali, the word is used to make sense of the meaning. The 

speaker uses a particular word for the perception of a particular meaning to the 

listener.  

 

Kumārilabhaṭṭa also explained the same in the . 

108

Therefore, the purpose of the word is to convey the meaning. Now the question 

arises that how the meaning of the word is understood. Nāgeśa mentioned in LM 

that without the knowledge of  (word-power) it is not possible to understand 

meaning from any word.  
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III. 3. 1 Definitions of word-power in other Sanskrit Scriptures 

There are many definitions and types of words and meanings are found in Sanskrit 

Language. According to the schools of Sanskrit Grammar and Rhetoric, meanings 

are classified into three types. Viz.  (expressed),  (indicated) and 

 (suggested)110. The three word-powers,  and  are 

recognized based on above three functions111. Thus, the word that signifies a 

meaning through  called a 112. 

Among these three word-powers,  is recognized by almost all schools. 

 and  are recognized by only certain schools. Thus, a section of the 

Mīmāṃsakas113 and the Ālaṃkārikas114 (Mahimabhaṭṭ) accept  as the only 

which signifies the meaning. The section of Mīmāṃsakas except the 

Prābhākaras115, the Vedāntins116 and Naiyāyikas recognize  and  as 

the functions to signify the meanings.  
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Logicians have explained word-power as will of the supreme117. Although the 

modern logicians have not considered the will of God, but only the will of a 

person as word-power118. Apart from these, logicians have given the definitions 

of word-power as follows: 

 -  

 

Without the knowledge of  or  (indication), perception of 

meaning of any word is not possible. Mammaṭa testifies the same in his KP: 

 

 

 

III. 3. 2 Views of Naiyāyikas and its rebuttal  

Explaining the nature of the  (perception of words), the representation 

of the power of words has been started in PLM. As above I mentioned, that 

Naiyāyikas believe that  is the will of supreme that, from this particular word 

should perceive this particular meaning. This  is the  (short 

 
117
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explanation or indication) and  (relation between word and meaning) both 

and it makes it concise.  

There may be a question here that how can one assume power in the word? 

Because full meaning can be known only through complete sentence not through 

each word or letters.  

 

The answer to this question is that it is right to assume power in the word based 

on  (insertion) and  (renunciation) which have been conceived by all 

the scholars, power should be considered in words121. For example, when 

someone will use the sentence  (bring the cow), the word  will be 

inserted and at the moment of using second sentence  (bring the horse), 

the word  will be renounced and  will be inserted. Based on  

(insertion) and  (renunciation) the meaning of cow, horse and others will be 

determined.  

Nāgeśa has refuted above argument by saying that it is not possible to believe that 

the will of supreme is  or relation between word and meaning because it 

cannot be proved. The relation is different from both which it is related to and 

though it resides in two relations and manifests both the relations. Keśavmiśra 

also stated the same thing in TB122. 
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According to the Grammarians, the nature of power is as follows: 

The Grammarians have considered different types of  rather than the will of 

supreme. In fact, the word and meaning are  (erroneously transferred) to 

each other. Here, Nāgeśa has quoted Vyāsa, commentator of Yoga-sūtra about 

 (short explanation). 

 

Due to this , word and meaning seem  (indistinguishable) from each 

other. This  is  (sameness). The example of power of lamp is given. 

The power of lamp can illuminate the object only when there is a  

(direct connection) of both the object and the light. Bhartṛhari also said the same 

while explaining  (purpose)125.  

 

Nāgeśa quoted Bhartṛhari and Helārāja further about the unavoidable existence 

of power and relation: 
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Existence of power is considered in both,  (the meaning that is 

conceivable) and  (the word that denotes). Being the benefactor of these 

two powers viz.  and , the  (sameness) is called  and this 

 stays in both word and sentence. Nāgeśa has given quotation 

from  and .  

 

Naiyāyikas have another argument that if we believe that will stay in both word 

and its meaning than, on uttering the word , there should be a burning 

sensation in the mouth, which does not happen127. 

It does not happen because it is clear in the definition of  relation that the 

 relation will be the same where the object appears to be integral in spite 

of the difference128. 

 

Further, Nāgeśa has given one more theory about meaning of words. It is 

described in a separate chapter named  in VSLM. It says both the 

word and its meaning are present in the  (intellect) of the speaker before he 

speaks. This  is the  (expressed meaning). Therefore, the word 

and its meaning do not possess  (ordinary properties). The definition 
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of  (imagination) given in yoga philosophy can be relevant only if above 

theory is accepted. Because it says the knowledge that arises from  but 

devoid of  (ordinary) meaning is 129 (imagination).   

Nāgeśa presented one more reason to prove above theory:  

(Here goes the son of a barren woman, his head adorned with flowers grown in 

the sky. He has taken bath in the milk of tortoise and holds in his hand a bow 

made of rabbit’s horn.) 

 

Grammarians consider only  (meaningful) words as 131 (crude 

form of word). Therefore, words like  (son of a barren woman) etc. 

cannot be a  unless these words are meaningful, but these words would 

never be meaningful from the ordinary point of view. So, it is necessary to accept 

their  (intellectual meaning) to make it .   

 

When words become  (undistinguished) with their specific meaning, each 

word is differentiated from the other. There is a variation of words on the basis 

of the different meanings and because of this, the theory of  was 

established. Patañjali has also rendered the same in MB:  
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In addition to this, one more theory named,  is rendered because of 

unity of form or shape of the word. Nāgeśa has explained the same: 

Bhartṛhari also explained the same in VP: 

III. 3. 3. in  (correct) and  (incorrect) words 

According to Patañjali and Bhartṛhari, power of expressing meaning in Sanskrit 

and  words remains equally present. In fact, in all those types of words, 

which human beings deal with in terms of interpretation, whether it is Sanskrit or 

other  language, this power is present. The causes of  are given 

in below . 
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(The causes for expressing meaning like  

etc., commons behavior considered to be the main.)  

 

Further, Naiyāyikas believe that incorrect words are not able to express meaning. 

When a person being uneducated can perceive the meaning through incorrect 

words the process of that will as follow: 

 

First the correct words are remembered through 

wrong words and then through the correct words 

one can perceive the meaning136.  

 

The  commentary explained the same theory. The correct word is 

remembered from the wrong word because of  (analogy)137.     

 

Nāgeśa refused above argument by saying that if the meaning of the wrong words 

would have been known by remembering the right words, then the uneducated 

person who do not know correct words synonymous with the wrong words, 

should never understand their meaning. But this does not happen because even 

one can listen incorrect words though he can perceive the right meaning. 

Therefore, it can be said that power to perceive meaning remain present in correct 

and incorrect words. The  of Mīmāṃsakas becomes relevant only 

by accepting this theory138. 
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Further, Nāgeśa has given definition of  (correct) and  (incorrect) 

words. The grammarians believe that the words which are proved by Grammars 

like Pāṇini and others and which have qualities like  (prosperity) are 

correct words. And those words which are different from these two 

characteristics are incorrect words139. 

 

III. 4.  (primary meaning) and its types 

There is no specific chapter for  in PLM. Nāgeśa has discussed it at the end 

of the  chapter. He has described three types of  which are 

 and  

-  - This power can be considered where there is no perception of the 

meaning of the  (natural forms of words) and  (suffixes) 

imagined by the Grammarians. Even if it were so, other meanings could 

use in common practice140. Examples are  etc. 

- - This power is considered on the basis of  and  by 

Grammarians141. For example, . Here, root  and suffix is . 

The combined meaning of these two words manifests such a sense as  

‘The Cook.’ 

- This power is considered in those words in which the meanings 

of the and  will remain though, apart from those meanings the 
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main meaning is something else142. For example,  Its etymology is 

 (that blooms in the mud). Here, the word is , root is  

and suffix is . Therefore,  and  these two components are imagined. 

Apart from the meaning that blooms in the mud, the main meaning will be 

the Lotus. Because it blooms in the mud. But the power of the word  

is not considered based on the meaning of its components. Because not 

everything that grows in mud is known as lotus.

 

Jagannath has presented above three types of  viz.  and  

as  and  in the second chapter 

of his .  

In the word ,  cannot be considered as such is the opinion of 

Nāgeśa. The meaning of it is only perceive by either  or . Further, another 

type of  is described as . Two examples are given to present 

this which are and . Further, quoting Bhartrihari, Nāgeś has given 

the following reasons to remove the doubt and get distinguish meaning which are 

following. 
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Conjunction Disjunction

Companionship Contradiction

Distinguished 

Meaning

Occasion 

Sign or Indication Juxtaposition

Ability Suitableness

Place Time

Gender Accent

In the context of telling a particular meaning when words with multiple meanings 

are used, Nāgeśa has quoted the above two verses of the VP. But before these 

verses of the second chapter of VP, following verse is found: 

 

Commenting on these three verses, Punyaraj has said that other scholars have 

demonstrated the reasons for deciding the meaning of which are being described 

by Bhartṛhari. Dr. Kapildev Shastri also remarks on this:  
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At the end of the chapter Nāgeśa has explained above  etc. with appropriate 

examples. The above verses are found in various rhetoric texts like  

etc. In such concise way, Nagesh has taken forward the topic of  by 

discussing  and its types. 

 

III. 5  (Indication) and its type 

Nāgeśa has elaborated on  in a particular chapter after the formulation 

of . Most of the Grammarians have not accepted the . 

Therefore, from the point of view of the logicians, Nāgeśa has discussed the 

nature of  and its various types.  

 

III. 5. 1. Naiyāyika’s views on 

The logicians have explained the definition of  as follow:  
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In the above definition, the meaning of the term  means - the word which is 

capable of saying the meaning. The term  indicates the primary meaning 

perceived by . In this way, the primary meaning which has a relation 

of  (proximity) or  (resemblance) is known by  For example: 

 Here, the primary meaning of the word  is the flow of the river 

Gaṅgā and its indicated meaning is the riverbank of Gaṅgā which shows the 

relation of proximity with waterflow of Gaṅgā river. In this way, the relation 

between flow of water and riverbank of Gaṅgā is and its indicated meaning 

is the riverbank of Gaṅgā.  

 

III. 5. 2. Two types of and  

After giving the definition of  Nāgeśa has presented two types of it. 

Which are as follow:  

1. - The distinguish meaning which is related to primary meaning 

and explained by  (analogy) relation is called  The 

example is  Here,  means bull and  has two meanings. 

First is ‘the name of the region of Panjab’ and second is ‘an unethical 

person.’ The demerit of inertia in a bull is also there in an unethical person 

and this is the analogy made by the bull. The  (substantive) of 

above  (similarity) of bull stays in an unethical person. In this way, 
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the meaning of the  is understood by the . The name 

of this  is  because by this word power those qualities such as 

inertness etc. are denoted, they live in two similar substances or beings. 

Therefore, according to this etymology , its name  is 

meaningful. In this way the  is always dependent on the 

analogous relation. This has been clarified by Mammaṭa in  too.  

 ।। 

2. - Nāgeśa has not given any particular definition of  

While giving a brief explanation of , he explained that the 

, which tells specific meaning related to the primary meaning based 

on relations viz.  (causal relations) etc. other than analogy, 

is called .

III. 5. 3 Two more types of  -  and  

Nāgeśa has explained variation of  and given its more two types which 

are as follow:  and . 

1.  - The definition of  according to PLM is as follow:  

 

While explaining the primary meaning in the sentence, even after objecting to the 

secondary meaning, the words convey secondary meaning without leaving their 
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primary meaning. The etymology of  is as follows: 

 That which does not give up the primary 

meaning of the word is . One more derivation can be made by 

compounding the which is   

 

In this , both the primary meaning, and the secondary meaning are related 

to action. Many examples of  are given by Nāgeśa in the PLM. 

Those examples and their meanings are given below: 

-  (soldiers wearing umbrellas are leaving) - Here the meaning 

of this sentence is that soldiers wearing umbrellas are going, but such 

soldiers are also going who are not wearing umbrellas. 

 

-  (let in men with spears) - The primary meaning of this 

sentence is to enter the spears only, but its secondary meaning is to let in 

the soldiers carrying the spears. 

 
 

- (let in men with sticks) - It is the same as above example. The 

primary meaning of this sentence is to enter the sticks only, but its 

secondary meaning is to let in the persons carrying the sticks.  

 

- (guard the curd from the crows) - The primary 

meaning of this sentence is to protect the curd from the crow. But the 

secondary meaning is to protect not only from crows but also from dogs, 

cats and all those who can contaminate the curd. 
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Above is described as  in the  by Viśvanātha. 

2.  The definition of  according to PLM is as follows: 

In this , the primary meaning will be discarded, and only secondary 

meaning will be conveyed. Primary meaning will not be related to action. When 

someone will say,  (teach the cow, the person who live at the 

place named ), the word cow is not related to the action of teaching. So, 

here we can say that teach someone who lives at the place named  who is 

as strong as cow.  

 

III. 5. 4 Reasons for the occurrence of  

Where there could be no relation between two words, a ल¢णा occurs. In fact, 

the solution to the absence of the meaning is the root cause of indication. Nāgeśa 

has given five reasons for the occurrence of  with examples which are 

following: 
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1. (the residing) - The example is  (the stage is laughing). 

In this sentence,  is accepted among the men residing over the stage. 

The second example is  (the village fled away). In this 

sentence, is accepted among the villagers who fled away.  

 

2.  (having the same qualities) - The example is  (a pupil 

lion). In this sentence, the student also has the qualities of might, power 

etc. present in the lion. Having the same qualities, the above sentence 

conveys the meaning of “a brave child like a lion.” 

 
 

3.  (nearness) - A very famous example explains nearness which is 

(A hut in the Ganga). In this sentence, a hut near the Ganga 

or on the banks of the Ganga is implied by the . 

 

4.  (companionship) - The example of companionship is  

(Let the woods enter). In this sentence, the wood remains in the hands of 

the men, so the word  suggests the meaning to make the men enter 

along with the wood. 

 
 

5.  (sameness of meaning) - In the example  (A pillar 

for Indra is Indra) since the pillar used in Yagna which is meant for Indra, 

that pillar also has the same meaning of Indra. 
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III. 5. 5 Root cause of  -  or  

Further, it has been discussed that what should be considered as the root of the 

. There could be two perspectives i.e.,  (the meaning of the 

words) or  (Intension of speaker). In the , there are 

some sentences in which meaning is obtained even if the meaning is different 

from the meaning intended by the speaker. In the sentence , the 

meaning of  is accepted as Crocodile, the implication goes away even after 

the intension of speaker is different. 

 

III. 5. 6  

Vedāntins are of the opinion that this  is used in the adjective part of a word 

which is denoting a specific meaning. In that case some parts of its adjectives are 

discarded. For example, if a fire breaks out in a village and some houses are burnt, 

it is said that the entire village has been burnt, but only a few houses are burnt. 

Here the word “village” suggests the meaning of houses, trees, fields, and other 

things which are burnt. Similarly, when some houses in the village are looted, 

people behave as if the village has been looted. In another example, when some 

fibers of a cloth get burnt then the cloth is said to be burnt. 

Vedantins give the example of the sentence,  (that is what you are). Here, 

the word  suggests the meaning of  (Omniscience consciousness) and 

the word  suggest the meaning of  (Ignorance consciousness) and union 

of these two is not possible. Therefore, by abandoning both the words  and 

 in this sentence, they convey the meaning of pure consciousness.  
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III. 5. 7 Mīmāṃsaka’s views on  

As Naiyāyikas belive that the word power only stays in a word but not in a 

sentence, they gave the definition “ ” Here the word “ ” 

suggest the primary meaning of a word and what is related or indicated by a word 

is . Therefore,  is only in words but not in sentences. But 

Mīmāṃsakas refuted this definition.  

Nāgeśa started describing the views of Mīmāṃsakas by saying: “

.” It means, a relation to the perceived meaning of a word or a sentence is 

. For example:  (A hut by the deep river) Naiyāyikas 

can give three arguments which are following: 

1.  could be only in the word  in the sentence. 

2.  could be only in the word  in the sentence. 

3.  could be both  and  in the sentence. 

 

But all above arguments have faults. 1) Because if the word  is indicated by 

the word  then the word  will not be associated with . Because 

the words and are (closely associated) and  is different 

than . 2) If the word  is indicated by the word  than the meaning would 

be like this: A hut on the deep shore and that is not possible. 3) If the word तट is 

indicated by both  and  than the meaning would be like this: A hut on 

the deep bank of the river and that also would not be possible. Thus, in such 
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examples,  can never be considered understood by only . Vedāntins also 

considered the opinion of Mīmāṃsakas about . 

 

III. 5. 8  opinion of old logicians 

Some of the old logicians considered one more type of  i.e.,  

and gave the example of . This word first suggests the meaning of a two-

letter word which is  and later it suggest the meaning of a black beetle. 

Instead of considering the  as a separate word-power, the Neo-

logicians have included it in the  in which the word used losing its 

original meaning152. Nāgeśa have refuted above type of  in detail in the in 

the chapter of  of VSM.  

 

III. 5. 9 Two other types of  -  (having a cause) and  

(conventional) 

Further Nāgeśa has described two more types of  which are  and 

. He has not considered the type  separately. Because, just 
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as a word conveys a meaning by signification through , in the same 

way a word conveys that meaning by signification through  also. For 

example, a word  suggest the primary meaning of skin as well as it is also 

conventionally accepted as  (an organ of sensation). Therefore,  

should be considered synonymous with .  

III. 5. 10 Refutation of  by Grammarians 

Grammarains have not considered . According to them there are two 

types of meanings of words. 1)  (common meaning) 2)  (uncommon 

meaning). What other people call  (secondary meaning) is  

according to Grammarians. Here, Nāgeśa quoted a statement from the MB of 

Patañjali that:  

 

 

It means when the primary meaning is achieved, all the words have all the 

meanings. In this way, both common and uncommon meanings will be expressed 

through the . Therefore, there is no need to consider . The 

quote that Nāgeśa has given from MB is not actually found in MB. Dr. Kapildev 

Shastri commented on that as follow: 
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(Both, primary and secondary meanings are expressed through one word. 

Therefore, it should be believed that just as the word  denotes the meaning of 

cow, in the same way it also denotes the meaning of a person from the  

region in the usages like  etc.)  

Moreover, according to Nāgeśa, it would be a  (heinous behavior) and 

fault by considering . 

Now, a question arises that if we would not consider  than how one 

would perceive the meaning of a riverbank by saying the sentence like 

 etc. But such misconception is not justified. Because all words only would 

be able suggest all the meanings when there’s  (reference to any object). 

Without ता×पय[ one cannot perceive the secondary meaning. And according to 

Grammarian there are two types of word power which are described above i.e., 
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 (common meaning)  (uncommon meaning). Common meaning 

is that which even people with little intelligence can easily understand and 

uncommon meaning is than which only perceived by learned and mature scholars.  

There is one more doubt arises if we do not consider . That is, when 

we say that all words have all meanings, then why one cannot perceive the 

meaning of  (cloth) when one says ? The answer is that there is not any 

reference to that particular object पट and this  is eternal and we know it 

from gods, sages, and folk traditions. The description of  ends here. 

 

III. 6  (a figurative expression or a suggestive meaning) 

We all know the common meaning of  (suggestive meaning). Among the 

rhetoricians, Viśvanātha has described in the  as follow: 

The word which suggests the figurative and specific meaning rather than 

primary meaning and secondary meaning respectively, the  occurs. 

Describing the nature of the suggestive meaning, four characteristics of 

suggestive meaning have been mentioned by Nāgeśa in PLM. The first and 

second characteristics refute the statement of the Naiyāyikas that the suggestive 

meaning can be known by  itself, hence there is no need for the separate 

word-power .  
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Because to understand the secondary meaning, it is necessary to know the 

obstacle of the primary meaning and the secondary meaning is always related to 

the primary meaning.  

But for  (suggestive meaning), it is not necessary to know the obstacle of 

the primary meaning. Also, the suggestive meaning cab be related or not related 

to the primary meaning. Rhetorician have considered two types of suggestive 

meanings i.e., 1)  ()2) . For example, in the 

sentence like  the word  suggests the secondary meaning of 

the riverbank and obstructs the primary meaning that is river which is related to 

the flow of the river .  

But in this sentence, suggestive meanings is frigidness and holiness of the river 

and to know the suggestive meaning, it is not necessary to obstruct the primary 

meaning. But at many places it can be seen that the suggestive meaning is not 

related to the primary meaning and that type of  is known as 

 (highly despised speech). Example is as follow: 

In the above verse the word  suggests the meaning of  (darkness) 

which is not related to the primary meaning of blindness. It is clear that there is 

no relation between the primary meaning and suggestive meaning.     
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Nāgeśa has shown the above difference clearly by giving the adjective 

. Primary meaning which is perceive by the  is 

always  (common). Therefore, he said that sometimes the suggestive 

meaning can be related to common meaning and uncommon meaning both. And 

to perceive the suggestive meaning it is necessary to have knowledge about the 

speaker, listener, and the subject matter. In the definition of åयÑजना Nāgeśa 

suggests the various substratum which Mammaṭa also described in his  

which are as follow: 

 - speaker  - listener  - a peculiar tone 

 - sentence  - Primary 

meaning 

 - Proximity of a 

qualified person 

 - 

explanation 

 - place  - time 

 

One can perceive the suggestive meaning due to the above specific causes as well 

as presence of mind and knowledge of scriptures. åयÑजनाशिÈत is explained as 

 (mental impression) in various scriptures. Although this  remains in 

the good-hearted and talented scholars due to  (intimate 
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relationship).  and  are the power which remain in the 

words. Same as  also remains in the words but first it remains in the 

good-hearted and intelligent scholars through the  (intimate 

relationship).  

Nāgeśa has also described  as  (mental impression).   

 

III. 6. 1 Acceptance of  (suggestive meaning) by Grammarians 

In the previous discussion of  it has been resolved from the point of 

view of Grammarians and it is clear that  is not accepted by 

Grammarians. They have considered it as a part of . But it cannot be 

said that  is not accepted by them because Nāgeśa has described and 

accepted it with valid reasons.  

Grammarians consider  (particles) to be  (indicative) or  

(expressive) of meaning. Bhartṛhari also described the same in the VP which is 

as follow:  

 

(Some िनपातs indicate the meanings and some signifies meanings separately. Some 

other s are like  (a grammatical augment) which combine with a word 

and express the meaning. In another words, we can say they are meaningless.) 
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(The significance of the s is not lost when those used before or after 

expressing different meanings. It means somehow, they help to indicate or 

express the meaning.)  

In the view of Grammarians,  (subtle word element) is the indicator of 

meaning and it is intellectual and is expressed through  or . 

Therefore, it is  (suggestive or manifested). This suggestiveness related to 

 has been discussed by Bhartṛhari at many places in  of VP. The 

following verse is relevant to this context. 

 

Just as speaker and listener have the capability to express figurative expression 

or suggestive meaning same as in  and  has the capability to express 

figurative expression or suggestive meaning.  can be  (perceptible) 

and  can be  (suggestive). 

The predecessor of Bhartṛhari, Vyāḍī has also considered natural sound to be an 

expression of element and it is cited by the Bhartṛhari in his own 

commentary of VP. 
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Because of the belief in both the principles i.e., Ǔनपाताना ं ɮयोतक×व ं

(indicativeness of particles) and  (suggestiveness of ) it is 

clear that not only theoreticians but also the Grammarians have considered 

åयÑजनाशिÈत (suggestive meaning). 

Further, Nāgeśa has also discussed the substratum of suggestive meaning. This 

suggestive meaning expresses through the following: 

1. A word and its meaning 

2. A sentence and its meaning 

3. A word and its stems 

4. A letter 

5. Style of speaking 

6. Behavior 

7. Posture 

Ānandavardhana discussed above substratum of suggestive meaning in detail in 

the third chapter of . In the beginning, it has been discussed that the 

experiences and the knowledge of the speaker helps in understanding the 

suggestive meaning.  

III. 6. 2 Refutation of  (suggestive meaning) by Naiyāyikas 

Naiyāyikas have considered suggestive meaning under the primary meaning, 

secondary meaning as well as inference. They believe that at various places where 

there is  (suggestive meaning in a word)  (primary meaning) 

would help to understand the meaning. For example:  (the 
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distance landscape is beautiful). Here, the word  suggests the meaning of 

land of mountain as well as primary meaning is of a King. And therefore, no need 

of suggestive meaning separately. In the sentences like  the 

suggestive meanings like coldness and holiness can be perceived by  

and therefore, no need of  separately.  

 

Nāgeśa has refuted these views by saying that it is not necessary that the 

suggestive meaning is always related to primary meaning and secondary 

meaning. Apart from this, he has not refuted this in detail by giving any example. 

But Mammaṭa explained well in detail that  cannot be inferred by 

. Scholars like Viśvanātha have refuted the opinion of Naiyāyikas in 

detail.  

***** 

  


