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CHAPTER I

INFLUENCE OF NYAYA ON SABDAVRTTIS

The present chapter gives a brief analysis of Sabdavrttis
treated by the Sanskrit poeticians and attempts to show the
influence of Nyaya philosophy on them,

The treatment of Sabdavrttis in connection with the problem
of meaning is given an important place in Sanskrit ééstras.
It has attractdd the attention of philosophers, grammarisns
and poeticians throughout the ages., In andient India the
philosophers such as Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas, Vaiyakaranas and
rhetoricians have devoted much thought to the problem of
meaning and evolved different theories to explain manyfold
aspects of éabdavrttis. The SEstrakéras differ among them-
selves and hold diversant views about the nature and purpose
of vrttis on their own grounds. Being a Sastra dealing with

the relation of sabda and artha = (s8hitya), the Alank@raSastra

naturally has to make 1ts own contribution to the problem of
vrttis., But a perusal of the rhetorical works gives .an
impression that the poeticians have given more attention to
the discussion of Rasa and Alahkara then to éabdavrrtis.
Even though Anandavardhana has made monumental contribution
to the treatment of vrtti, yet he 1s confined only to the
treatment of vyafjana, A few works have been written on the

problem of vrttis such as Mukulabhatta's Abhidhdvrttimatrka




40

F
Mammata 's Sabdavyapéravicara ( which is almost a summary of

the discussions ¢ontained in his KP), Appaya's Vrttivarttika

and Eéédhara's Trivenikd., From a study of the rhetorical
works it is known that the Alankarakas mainly follow the
views of Vikakaranas and Mim@hsakas in their treatment of
éabﬁavrttis. As far as the influence of Nyaya philoscophy on
this particular aspect is concerned, there is not much of it
in Sanskrlt poetics., The following analysis will clarify
the points on which the influence of Nyaya philosophy is
observed. We shall briefly discussed here only such points
or cases as reveal Nyaya influence without dwelling much on

detalls.
1.1 Concept of Vritti and Its Kinds

The term Vrtti in Sanskrit literature has benn used in
a number of senses, AS8dhara defineg'thti as a function by
which a word onveys a particular meaning. Krsnabhatta in

- -2
his Vrttidipika, a work on grammar says that vrtti is the cause

of éébdabodha, a relation of word and its meaning which is
congenial to the presentation of that meaning from that word,
Gadadhara in his Saktivida defines Yfffi as a will (icchd)
or indication (samketa) in th%form of 'let this word indicate
this meaning' and 'this meaning is to be understood from this

word', The terms like vyapara and kriya are said to be synonyms

of v?tti.# Vidvanatha in his SDE%ses the term Aakti for vrtti

while many other writers restrict the word Sakti to only
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Abhidha, the primary function of the word, one of the vrttis.
The word vyapara has been used in the sense of vrttl as is

known from the work, éabdavyépﬁravicéra of Mammata., In the

second ullasa of KP also Mammata uses the term vyapéra in the
sense of vpttiaé Thus vrtti is used in the sense of power or

function of a word.

There 1is a great differenc%of opinion regarding the number
of Y{EEES among the philosophers, grammarians and poeticians,
Mahimsbhatta recognises Abhidha alone as a vrtti. The
Neiyayikas accept two vrttis, Sakti and lak§anéq§hile poeticians

accept three vrttis- Abhidha,Laksana and Vyaﬁjané.%

II1,2 Abhidha, the Primary Function of Word

The primary function of meaning, Abhidha (denotation)
conveys the realisation of the meaning which belongs to the
word, Naiydyikas used the term Sakti for Abhidhd, "The
relation existing between pada and padartha is égg};".q It is
deflined as a god-ordained convention that such and such
meaning should be understood from suchsnd such word.KDAccdrding
to this definition each word in every languge 1s vapable of
conveying a particular sense because the God has s0 willed 1it.
This is the view of the pracina Nalyayikas. The Navya-

— B — - ’ }
Naiyayikas say ‘i cchamdtram saktihi thereby intimating?hat

even the human will can endow words with meanings as in the

case of proper names like ‘'Devadatta' etc, Thus it is seen
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that Naiyayikas identify Sakti and safketa or iccha. On the

other hand the Mimddsakas consider éggﬁi as an independent
padartha. They say it is apprehended from the convention,
When a man ascertains that a particular word has a convention
in respect of a pdrticular sense then only he recognises the
power of the word to express that particular sense., But some
influence of Ny&yaS&@stra is also seen in this connection.

Kesavamiéra,for example,in his Alaﬁkéraéekhqgg says !
e ML :
| gRFTmEYsaT A & SREAA 1 (Pen)
Hi® definitlion seems to be formulated on the basis of the

definition of Sektl as given by the Naiydyikes like Gedddhara
Bhatt&cdrya and Vidvanatha who in treir Saktiyada and NSM

have given similar definitions of égkﬁ;. The concept of éEEEi
as the will of God (iévareccha) is accepted by the ancient

logicians. Kesavamisra, therefore, seems to follow the view

of the préoina Naiyayiaks as recorded in the NSM of Vidvandtha,.

Again, Jagannatha's treatment of Abhidha also exhibits

an influence of Nyaya. Though he mainly follows grammariars
in t?e treatment of’Abhidhi, yet we can trace the Nyaya
inﬁl&enc%on it on the basis of two points, Jagannatha defines
Abhidha in the fcllowing words: g

TENBACL T gregard mw% ar
FTgrfaRrarstaTer | (RG. P.176)

¢
He f?rther’explainqit as 3TedT L8397 1 etc., Now the terms

snuyogi and pratiyogi are two concepts of Navyayaiyﬁyikas

{
meaning respectively 'substratum and “'dependent'. Abhidha
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otherwise called Sakti is a particular relation (safibandhavidesa)

between the sadda and artha. ‘The relation being connected with
two objecté onekf them is technically called 'pratiyogikd ar’d
the other 'anuyogin'. But in the absence of any deciding

factor in the present context both of them car be called

pratiyogins or anuyogims. Defining Abhidha in this manner
Jagan&étha postulates a relation of anuyogl and pratiyogi
between that of $abda and artha only. To maintain the absolute
validity of an expression the logicians have postulated certain
relations., Since the validity of an expression involves both
epistemic and ontological consideration it is difficult to
determine the exact nature of éébdabodha. Words hold different
position in Sabdabodha and also signify something more than
what [they are to express. As such there is no ;uniqﬁe property
characterising thém, In a stipulative way the logicians try

to characterise them through certain relations. To aveld

ambjguity and multiplicity th%ﬁaiyéyikas have geﬁeralised

certain relations. Anuyogita=-Pratiyogita is on%of such

relations. It determines the pratiyogi (counter-co-relaté9

an' the anuyogi (sgbgunct), But anuyogl may refef to different
things on differnt occassions in case of abscence, (abhava)

the énuyogi is the locus of absence, For instance when wé

say %here is absenc%pf pot on the ground (bhitale ghato nasti).
we uﬁderstand that ground the anuyogi and gggﬁg_as pratiyogi.
When 1t is conceived as a relation the absence of pot e.g.

pot it is said to be connected with its locus (bhutala)

through such a relation.
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Though Jagannatha brings into the discussions of Abhidha
the relation of anuyogl and pratiybgi‘yet he 1s not able to

reach a definite conclusion because of the complicated nature

ob) the relation of sabda and artha.

Secondly, Jaéhnétha presents the Naiyayika view of éakti
in the following words :- o o a :
AFAFT T T H ST aTeTo] 3Rﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬂﬁﬁaT'?ﬁzmﬁf
ol — ~

Faerzrd 2] R’o%( T ZITS=HITY QZH;‘J;OqudIFJTﬁ\'

=N S O A ] _‘ :
AT R ECHCIEPIECE ?ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ{ﬁﬁm%r?mzq

O\
FregdR | , - (Ra. pP-196-1)

Nageda, the commentatof)clearly says that the word apare’

refers to Naiy3yikasfi HereJagannatha seems to refer the

F—~,w§:/-«\)

views of Gadadhara and ViSvanatha who were his elder i

N T e

contemporaries.

Apart from this in Appaya Dzkgita‘s treatment of Abhidlza

— ’ y - &
the influence of Nyayasastra 1s observed. In his Vritivartikam

while refering to the types of meaning Appaya refers twice
to the views of the Naiyayikas at lemgth without mentioning

2
the name of the author or his work}

After explaining the nature of §§5§; Appaya proceeds
to discuss its three-~fold classification in details. The
classification of Abhidha made by Appaya seemsto havq%ome
relation with the divisions of‘ngg_made by the Naiyayikas.
S0 here f}before entering{finto the discussion of Appaya's
 treatment of Abhidhd aend acquaintence with the view of the

Nalyayikas on the matter is necessary.
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The Naiyayikas define pada as one endowed with an expressive~

ness (éakti) and classify it into four types - yaugika, rudha,

. 3 . )
yogarudha and yaugikarudha., In bringinéput the characteristic

features of these four types of padas, the Niydyikas point out
that a term which signifies a concept conveyed by its component
parts is on e of yaugika type. This is exemplified by such
term as pacaka and the like, As regards the riidha type of
word they maintain tyat the meaning pertaining to the word as

a wholé signifies the concept quite independent of the meaning
belonginéfo the component member, Tgis is.illustrated by such
term as 'Go', 'Mandapa' and the like., What is understood by

'Go!' is not a mooving thing but an animal possessing a particular

physical form, Similarly what is meant by the term 'Mag@apa{?

‘ !
is not one who drinks gruel butﬁhe covered area,

In sharp contrast to the yaugika and rudha types of words

the variety known as yogarugha is one in which the Sakti

belonging to the component members and that belonging to the

vords as a whole conjointly bring a concept into light., For

X

example the word, patikaja, which neither'f;refers to the obJjects

which sprung from mud nor {™ the land lotus (sthalapadma), but

~

the lotus sprung from mud. The word pafikaja can etymologically
convey the idea of all the objects growing from mud, for exmple,
the 1ily as well through the Sakti belonging to its members.
allne, because lily also grows in water, But it is of no avail,
because iﬁﬁilitates against the dictum that the cognition of a

content presented by the word as a whole stands in the way of
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comprehension of the idea preséntéd by'ité component members,
The NaiyGyikas explain the cognition of the idea of the 1ily,
from the term pafkaeja and say that Abhidhd does not present
the % idea of 1ily, but what pregenfs this content is‘the
function of laksand which is called into play only when the
Abhidha proves itself unable to present the intended meaning.

Yaugikarugha (both derivative and conventional) 1s that

when their meanings are determined.either by the potency of
the whole or by those of the parts, for example, the word
udbhidha., It means a germ or the sprouting of a seed or a

sacrifice,

Appaya defines Abhidha as the cepacity to signify a meaning
with the help of égggg, In summing up the discussion on the
issue Appaya maintains that the term pahkaja signifies the
lotus of a particular kind through the words denotative power
of the third yoga—rudhé type. In this context he refers to
the Naiyayikas' view. According to Naiy@yikas in such cases
bothvthe ideas conveyed through égggg belonging to the word
as a whole and through éggzi_pertéining to the component
members are cogniseqd and ata late stage, the term ‘nafikaja’
signifies the 1lily and other water=-born flowera,' In order to
explain such cases the Naiyayikas taXe help of laksana which
acco:dinéﬁo them presents he sense‘of one grown in the mud only.
. Appaya, however,does not subscribe to their viewpoint on this

issue,



47

Secondly, Appaya records the viewpoints-of the Nailyayikas
on the exact part played by the restrictive factors (abhidhé-
niyamakas). When the meaning is comprehended , it has no
bearing on the context only because the particular word is
used to signify that particular meaning. It is evident that
‘the context does not regulate the function of Abhidha. The
inability of the context to restrict éggzg pertaining to
terms is evident from non-recollection of contextual meanings,
even in those cases where the particular word has not gained
currency to signify that particular meaning, Thus the
Niayayikas contend that the meaninéfs comprehended in all those
cases where convention is present, even though it has no
bearinéfa:the context, On the other hand the recollection
of the meaning related strictly to the context does not ensue
in those cases whete convention is not present. This view,
therefore, controverts the thesls of the rhetoricians that
the contgxt and the other allied factors are competent to
regulate the denotation of terms. Abhidha is restricted by
the dexterity of the comprehender in recollectinéégggg
pertaining to the words. As the comprehender cognises for
the first time the égggg pertaininl to a term, th%knowledge
tha# a particular term is endowed Tith the capacity to
signify a particular meaning, the %mpression of that égggi
remain%in himj as he 'subsequently[cognises that a particular

| s
term, the impression deposited by that term regarding Sakti

is awakened. As a result of it, he recollects the corresponding
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idea and uhderstand the meaning. The restriction of Abhidha
by the restrictive factors, therefore, is a myth. This
restriction i%made‘by the sensitiveness of the cogniser to
the impression deposited by the word. In reply to the question
as to what then is made by the restnictive factors, the
Naiyayikas hold that they go only to ascertain the intention
of th%speaker, and nothing elde. In illustrating the point |
they cite the word 'Hari' which is treated as a multi-meaninged
term in Sanskrit lexicons and say that though tﬁe term Hari
is able to present a number of ideas, the context goes to
determine the intention of%he speaker and thereby to point

out the exact meaning the signify which the particular word

is used.

In this connection it is significant to note that if one
accepts the yogarudha type of Abhidh& as its third type it
straightway encroaches upon the concept and the area of rudhi

laksand, On account of this the area of th%éabdaéaktimuladhvani

will also be restricted., Even in the cases of Alankaras like

Samasokti the aprakaranikd@artha wil]l also have to be expressed

by Abhidha, Therefore, élega in such cases will not be suggested

but expressed,

Thus, Appaya's treatment of yrttis reveals that he

has great respect for the Naiyayikas whose views he records.
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I1.3 Sources of éaktigraha

KeSavamibre in his AlafkaraBekhera gives the following

verse which refers to the different means of éaktigraha :

%IZ{I Ziloh?UHCdHchOHMQMMHH§,—1

m,g,%;ﬁdd«ilm Oéfcfﬂla?l‘cbl a”'—ﬂﬁ_ I

Cpn)
This is directly from the Nyayasastra where the same

eight sources of Sakti(denotation) are found in a number of
Nyaya works, KeSavamisrae is possibly mentioning there from
Vifvandtha's NSM and Jagadisa's Sabdasaktiprakafiké() where the

~ verse oecurs with slight variations, But the oldest standard

work refering to them is the TC, The relevant verse is as follows:

OfeRaTE ™ RO AT ST w-°:foqd STRAZ |
T ’A%TETFFF f:agﬁsr;!:a“ =if FliéTFi WW
- (re. P 611’1

1. Vyakaranat The meanings of the rocots, terminations and

rules are learnt from the Vyékaraqa(dhﬁtupfaé@gqﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi

éaﬁ&{éﬁﬂﬁ?‘vyﬁkaranﬁt bhavati). o

2, Upemanat Analogy is the instrument of assimilative cognition
which consits in the knowledge of the relation between a name
and the object denoted by it, This may be illustrated thus:

A person happens to be ignorant of the exact heaning of the
word gavaya, From a forester, he learns that a gavaya is
similar to a cow; he gors to a :ofest, sees the animal called

gavaya, which is similar to a cow and recolleets the information
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conveyed by the assimilative proposition (atideéavakya).
Then the assimilative cognition, ‘'this (§) the animal denoted

;)
by the word ‘gavaya' arises.

3., Kosa ¢ The words which have several meanings are understood

through the help of a dictionary.

4, Aptavakya: éabdapramﬁpa is defined as Eptavékyé;' Apta

means a person who\spgaks the truth)k Aptavakya or the
direct statement of a trustworthy authority (! is another way
by which people generally understand the meanings of words:5
In this case the learning is conscious and‘deliberate. When
parents or thér relations directly point out with the finger
the various persons and objects, and%ay to the chil&, 'this
is your father! etc;. the child can understand the relation
between the words and the persons or objects denoted by ’chem.‘6
We may also know th%meanings or certain words when an
authority tekls us that such and such words denote such and

s

such objects,

5. Vyavahara : This 1s the most useful method for a child
to learn the 1anguage.~ It is the most important among all
the eight methods and is the natural way of observation in
actual life. Jagadida, the great Nalydyika says thlat the
first and foremost method of learming the meanings of words

17
is that of observing the use of language in actual life,

6. Vdkyasesa : This method is used in obtaining the correct

meaning of a word. The meaning of the word t'yava' (generally
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and by the Mlecchas in the sense of the panic‘gged) in the

used by the Kryas in the sense of the 1ong-be rde

sentence yavamayag'carur bhavati. It is known télbéﬁthe“long;
bearded barley from the resE of the passage 1i.e. yatrgﬁié

ausadhaya mlayante athaite modamana ivottigthanti (when the

{
other plants droop down, tdese stand up as if they are haPPY)?

7. Siddhapadas@nnidhya : Syntactic connection with the words

already known. In the sentence 'The pika sings beautifullw
on this mango tree;the meaning of the word'gigg is known to

be 'cuckoo! from the presence of the other well-known wordsf;

‘8. Vivrti: The meanings of words are known from a commentary

giving the synonyms of the word, or describing the meaning.

II.4 Laksana; the Secondary Function of Word

That brings us to the next function of word IMaeksana

(indication). The rhetoricians define Laksana as:
s Bt

< 2 A ~ 9
AT el e ﬂ?]d[ ﬁiddts%‘qﬂa’“/ AT Al J
eSS HESA TA # FHgronRad] e

o\ o, A C KF'E‘CD
m&{%q‘ b | mﬁr:/ el |

T3 TEAg R heron SRRt | 6219

7aﬁﬂtﬂf Tgrgqqsnggtgg:l Rlankarasekhara ,P-u.
Wirﬂg?ﬂ%u% AT+ b 2101 1

(1@Jvevikalrdg)
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When there is incompatibility of the primary meaning of
a word, a secondary meaning, comnected with the primary sense,
and arising either through usage or through some ihtention of
the speaker is also underétood. Thils méaning is called the
lgggzg_meaning, and power, by which such a meaning arises, is
called Leksana. This function of the word, indicating a
referent different frdm its normal and primary one, but someho’
related to it, is also called upacara; other terms like

gaunivrttl and bhakti are also used to refer to the secondary

function of the word. A4s it is not possible to include all
the meanings of the words under Abhidha, ther%must be another
vrtti to explain the meanings which are not directly denoted
but are indirectly indicated. Earliest indications of an
attempt to explain such indicating power and indicated senses
are found in the Nyayasutra of Gautamaz%nd the Mahabhasya of
Pataﬁaali?i As time went on Laksand was accepted as an
independent vrtti,

Among,rhetoricians themselves there is great divergence

. - 9.9 - 23
of opinion, Vamana and the author of the Agnipurdna(AP) treat

Laksana as one of the alankaras based on similarity. Xuntaka
[REIEIUINS, Jome_SES Y W —————————————

also includes it under vacya and vaceka. With Anandavardhana
has come the scientific treatment of this power of word,

Abhinavagupta, Mammata and others have mostly toed his line,

Gautama in his NyS applies the term upacara for this

secondary function of words. He says that such transfer of
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meaning is quite common, when.the actual feferent is closely

related to the normel and primary referent. He enumerates

with examples ten such relations,

1. Sahacarana (Association) i é.g. yagtikam bhojazgﬁ(feed the

stick) In this sentence the Brahmin is referred to as 'stick',
as he is always associated with the stick which he'carries.
Another example of the same relation is the use of the term
kantah(lances) for the lance~bearers' in the sentence, kuntah

pravidanti (the lance enter).

2. Stha@na(location) : e.g. maicah krodanti (the cots cry).

Here the term ‘mafcah' {Cot) is used to refer to the children

on the cot'. \

3. Tadrthya (purpose) : e.g. katam karoti (He makes a mat),

The sentehce means: ‘'He collects reeds for the purpose of
making a mat'. Here the reeds intended for making a mat are

referred to as mat.

4, Vrtta (behaviour).,: e.g. yaméraja. Here the term 'yama'

is used in the sense of 'one who acts like Yama?, 'god of death'.

5., Mana(measure) : e.g. adhakasaktavah (one adhaka of flour).

Here the term adhaka denoting the measure is used to mean that

which is measured(adhakena mitih saktavah),

6. Dharana (weight) : e.g. tulacandanam (one tula of candana)

Here the term tula is used in the sense of that which is weight

in the balance (tul@yam dhrtam candanam).
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7. Samipya (proximity) : e.g. gangayam §§X§E carantl (the cows
are grazing‘on“the Ganges), Here Ganga is'useé in the sense
of the bank of the Ganges,

8: Yoga (inherent connection) : e.g. krsnah satakeh "the black
cloth'. The word black primarily means 'blackness' but here

it means 'the thing having blackness', The use of the term
denoting quality for the thing qualified (e.g 'I love beauty!')

comes under this.,

-

9. Sadhana(cause): e.g. annam pranah (food is life), Here

food which is the cause of 4ife is referred to as life itself,

10. Edhigatza (prominence): e.g. ayam kulam (He is the family)

Here kula is used in the sense of the prominent person in the

. kula (family).

In this way,gﬁautama gives popular example of figurative
usage from everyday life, the l;st is intended only to be
illustrative, and not to be exhastive. He also refers to
the Mimamsakas view that the primary meaning of every word
is the universal and that the particular to which it refers
in a sentence is known through the secondary function, upacara;
but he does not accept that view, since according to him a
word means all the three things : universal, the form and

2
the particular., “



II.5 Definition of ngsanﬁ_h

The definition of Laksand given by Viéavanatha

Nyayapancanana in his NSM is : laksana Sakyasambandha tatparya-

anupapattitab.zsihe definition of Laksana given by the rhetoricians
26

like Jaganndtha and Kesavamidra are quite similar to this.
They seem to follow the vliew of the Naiyayikas in defining
Laksana, Even Mammata's definition appears essentially to be
not different from the Naiyd8yika's definition, He defines
Laksana as ¢

——= - 9 =g O\ |

O\
ﬁsan *‘*‘{ea'a' ?5!?\ 5l “"‘WWVE"—"W i
. (Kp- P-He)
In this karika, Mammata combines the definition, cause and the

purpose .of theﬂLakganég The presence of Laksanda anticipates
three things : 1. the incongruity of the mukhyartha 2, conection
between the vacyartha and the Lakgsyartha 3. any of the two

purposes,‘Rﬁghi or Prayojana, Mukhydrthabadha is a reel cause,

But the Mukhy@rtha-yoga is the svarupa of the Laksana, or, in

other words 'Sakya-sambandha lakgand'. The term 'prayojanit'
exﬁﬁiains the reason why Lakgana hés to be accepted at all,
His definition of Laksan3d is accepted by almost all the
Alafkarikas including Visvanatha. But Jagannatha and
Kebavamisra following the Naiyayikas define Laksana as sakya-

sambandha.

About the hetu or bija of Laksapa there are two views :

Anvayanupapattiﬂ?nd T§tpary§nupapatt1. Naiyayikas accept
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~

Tatparydnupapatti as the blja of Laksand. Though there is

anvayﬁnupapatti in cases like gangayam ghogah, for, ganga

(the pravéha‘of Ganges) cannot be the adhikarana of ghosa, still

Tatparyanupapatti is to be accepted as the cause of Laksana,

For, in cases like *kakebhyo dadhi raksyatam!, there is no

éakyﬁrthabédha'or anvayanupapatti but tatparyabadha is ‘there.
)

For .what is meant to be conveyed is that dadhi should be ?
protected from all the birds that destroy it and not from

crows only. Jaganngtha accepts tétparyénupabatti as the bija

of Laksana and seems to follow the Naiyayika view as stated
in the NSM, ”

I1.6 Relations Causing laksana

Aéadhara in his Trivenikd explains threéee types of

-~ - ) 27
relations which cause Laksapa (laksana prayojakasambandha)

They are according to him samyoga, samavaya and viéistabuddhi-

yogya. The definition of samyoga as given by him is

. . 2.8
ravyayoreva samyuktabuddhihetuh samyogo gunavi$esah, He

explains e number of varieties of samyoga such as : vyapyaw~

vyapakabhavasamyoga, dharyadharakabhavasamyoga, bhartrbharyatvam

samyoga, adheyddhdrabhdvasamyoga etc. His definition of

samyoga is formulated on the basis of the definition of samyoga
- iq — -
given by‘Keéavamiéra and Ann%?hap?a. Naiyayikas accept samyoga

30 - .
as a guna, Here also Aéadhara accepts samycga as a guna as

well as the cause of samyuktavyavahara with the only difference
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that he accepts a very large variety of samyogas while Naiyayikas

accept only three types of it. Similarly his definition of

_ samavaya, nityasahbandhal samavaya and its elucidation as the

1

relation occuring between avayava and avayavi etc.,aélearly
2

reveals that he borrows the concept from some Nyaya work.3
‘ | wadally, o
CGV~*4%Q A oW

11, 7 Iatparya, Another Function of Word

‘Saunskvit poeticians heve treated Tatparya in a significant
manner, The treatment of Tatparya by some of the poeticians

slsco reveals the Nyaya influence.

Almost all the schools of Indian Philosephy,‘crammar and
Poetics recognise the impoftahée of Tatparya in the understanding
of sentence meaning. The Naiyaylkes define Tatparya as the.
intention of the speakerfasThe intension of the speaker as an
esgentlal :acﬁor in Sabdabodha is admitted by the Naiyayikas.
Some Nailyayikas are even of the view that in common sentences

like 'ghatam anaya' the meaning of ghata is understood by

Tatparya., Otherwise the pot may indicate a piece of cloth

in a particular context through Laksané?ﬂﬁIt is the incompati-
bility of the expressed sense with the intention of the
speaker that prompts the hearer o interpret); the sentence by

resorting to Laksana. In the sentence 1like 'gangayam ghosah',
Wr—tte R, »

the intention of the speaker giveslthe meaning, gaﬁgétira to

the word gangd@. The Naiydyikas maintain that the intention
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need not be that of the actual speaker, but . could sometimes

5
be traced to the original author of the statement?

Some Nalyayikas believe that Tatparya need not be treated
as a separate condition of Sabdabodha, It could be included
under akanksa itself.. Akanksa is the need of a word for another
in order to convey the intended meaning of the speaker?6 In the

sentence ayam iti putro rajfiah purusopaddryatam, it is knowledge

of the speaker's intention thay decides that the word rajnah
(of the king) is to be construed with the word putra (son) and

Bl
not with the purusa (man), to satisfy its &@kanksa,

According to Gangeda and Vij vandtha the knowledge of the
Tatparya is the fourth condition necessary for sabdabodha.,
Some are of the view that Tatparya is an all-embracing factor
and it has apart to play in the working of the first three
factorsfyrmaiyéyikas say tlet the contextual factors help
only indirectly by showing the meaning intended by the speaker.zs
Some of the early Naiyayikas, prominently Jayantabhatta, accept
Tatparya as a separate Vrtti. Navya=Naiyayikas call this

function as saﬁsargamaryédé.sq

Abhinavagupta in his Locana refers to Tatparya as accepted
by some Naiyayikas as a separate vrtti in the context of

Abhihitanvayavada while explaining the syntactic unity of a

sentence ,He speakes of four distinect functions of a word,

Abhidha, Tatparya,laksana, Vyahijana and arranges them under
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)
four separate classes% In a sentence the individual words by
their primary function,., Abhidha refer only to the isolated

word-meanings. The syntactic relation of the words is conveyed

by the Tétpari%akti of words. The intenti_on of the speaker

gives a unif;;é purposeful meaning -of a sentence. Hence the
words are considered to havg the power +*o convey the syntactic
relation among the various isolated word-meanings. Anandavardhana
also refers to the importance of the speaker% intention in
conveying the meaning of a sentence,#ﬁut he dees not accept

Tatparya as a separate vrtti.

Bhoja (1050A.D) in his Srhgiraprakasa treats Tatparya

¢

in a Unique wayf*He has used the word in the general sense

of the total meaning and divides it into three types,abhidhiya~
manavacyé(expressed),pratiyaména(implied) and dhvaniripa

)
(suggesfjéd)% Bhoja does: not accept both the theories of
Abhihitanvaya and Anvitabhidhana but prefers a third view

accordin%‘to which the word convey the sentence meaning by

their cumulative effect (saﬁhatyakériyé)fw In this regard he

seems to follow Jayantabhatta who in his NM advocates this view .
by attributiné¢he cumulative effect to the Tatparya sakti of,

words.l”5

Dhanika in his commentary on Daéarﬁpaka on Dhanaijaya
also treats Tatparya as a separate vrtti. According to him
Dhvani could be included in Tatparya and it is not necessary

' 6
to recognise independent function called dhvani% He refutes
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the ghatapradipanyaya given by Anandavardhana to explain the

relationship between the expressed and the suggested meaning,
since the two senses are not as distinct as the the bot and the

lamp. The relation between kavya and rasa is vacyavacaka or

laksyalaksaka, There can be no limitation of the term Tatparya

to the expressed sense. It can also include the whole range of
the speaker's intention and cover all implications coming in the

trend of the éxpressed sense.

Memmota in his KP refers to the Tatparya as a
separate vrtti for conveying the syntactic relationship among
the various word-mea ings according to the Abhihitanvaya theory.

We will discuss themindetail in the context of Abhihitanvayavadae.

~

Viswhatha in his SD repeats the same idea and refers to

Tatparyavrtti as accepted by the Abhihitanvaya theorist, It

is the sentence as a whole that conveys the Tatparyartha and

so the power of Tatparya must rest with the sentence as a

wholeﬁy Many of the later rhetoricians have also refer to

Tatparyavrtti mainly on the basis of the statement of Abhinava

and Mamma?a.

It is interesting to note that Jayantabhatta (10th century
A.D.) in his NM was the first to bring forward the theory of
Tatparya as a separate vrtti. Acoording to him the words in a
sentence express their isolated word-meanings by the power of

Abhidha but the mutual relationship among the word=-meanings is
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indicated by Tatparyadakti, The function of Tatparyasakti

is to refeal the meaning of words contained in q sentence as
being mutually related., This power belongs to all the words

: L3
generally and lasts till the intended meaning is finally produced,

The Tatparyavrtti of the Préciné‘school of Nyaya philosophy

is the same as the samsargamaryada of the Navya=-Ny@ya school.

In the words of S.Kuppuswami Sastrimz

The additional element conveyéd by a sentence, over
and above the seperate concepts conveyed by separate
words, is the intended relation of the concept

(paddrthasamsarga) and this additional elemewt,

which is the distinctive feature of a verbal Jjudge~
ment(vakyartha), is conveyed through the particular

juxtaposition of words (samsargamaryadd) and not

through a primary or secondary significative power

of words, (abhidha or laksand),

II. 8 Abhihitanvaya Theory

The abhihitanvaya theory advocated by the Bhétta

Mimamsakas and the Naiydyikas does include 'the concept of
Tatparya and as treated by poeticians particularly Mammata
it does not need some elaboration here., According to this

theory the meaning of a sentence is a concatenation of the
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individual entities expressed by the words. The individual
words have in themselves a meaning which can be comprehended
separately. On hearing a sentence, we firsgmgggg?derstanding g
of the separate meanings of the words one afier ' the other.
Then we put together these meanings according to the three

factors : akahksa, yogyata and sannidhi and as a result, get

the meaning of the sentence.

As shown above, Abhinavagupta accgptis Jayanta's modified

form of Abhihitanvaya theory, not that of the Bﬁé??a Mimamsakas

The Abhihitanvaya theory though primarily propounded by the

Mimamsakas is also accepted by the Naiyayikas. It is a fact
that carly Nailyayikas like Gautama and Vatsyayana have not
discussed the problem of the sentence, They have discussed
only the exact import of a word., But they believe that the
sentence is only a collection of words, and the sentence =
meaning is only the mutual assiiciation of the w0rd-f-me::amings.“5o
After discussing in detail the vgrious theories about
§abdabodha held by various schools, Jayanta, perhaps for the

first time, advocates a modifies form of the theory.

Mammata in the second ullasa of his KP presents the

theory of vakyartha upheld by the Abhihitanvayavadins as follows:

Hirbl?»ﬂ%nsw o‘ﬁuw«m | TIC.6.
BﬂohTs,%naxameﬂmx%{WgW q'a;“u-a“
m::;m“ F{TFUWT&(F Fafamc{jwe,nwﬁ" ’oﬂ'&FZWe{‘

Wﬂﬁmﬂaﬁr@ﬂf A |
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From the above presentation itself it is not very clear who,

in fact are intended by the term ‘abhihitanvayavadins'. Since

the theory of Abhihitanvaya is advocated by both the Bhatta

Mimamsakas and the Naiydyikas it becomes difficult to decide
whose view Mammata is ref%gng to. The subtle difference
however is this : according to this concept the individual
words of a sentence would denote only universals and it is
through their anvaya that one gets the vakyartha which, of
necessity, must fefer to particulars, The distinction between

the NyAya and Mimamsa theory of Abhihitanvayavida is that

while Naiyayikas believe this anvaya as a result of

Tatparyavrtti, the Mimamsakas believe it to be of laksanavrtti.

Among. the commentators of Mammata's KP both ancient and modern

there is a lot of controversy wbout whose abhihitanvayavada

Mammata refers to. A host of commentators seem to believe
the t Mammata accepts the view of Naiyayikas and 'kegucit' means
Naiyéyikaéi\ Many modern commentators like P.V.Kane, G.N.Jha
believe that by the word 'kegucit' Mammata is refering to

Mimdmsakas since the theory of abhihitdnvaya was so popular

- . 52
and prevalent among the ancient Mimamsakas., However, the word

tatparyartho'pi in karika II.6. quoted above the presence of

tatparya itself clarifies Mammata's position and shows without.",
doubt that he follows Nyaya and not Miméﬁsa, because tatparya

is a Nyaya term.
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Thus Mammeta seems to present the Abhihitanvayavada
mainly of Jayantabhatta, a prominent representative of the
Pracina school of Nydya philosophy, who has given a status of

vrttl to tatparya and who conslders tatparydrtha as vakyéartha,

Tha facts that bosh the authors bélong to the same age and
hail from the same region also goes to corroborate this

inference,
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