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ANVITABHIDHANA AND ABHIHITANVAYA

Relation of words in a Sentence: Bheda or Samsarga

Ir every word has its own definite meaning, how
is it possible for a sentence, which is only a collection of
words, to have a unified meaning? The same problem
arises in the case of compound words also. Two
explanations are given to this question.! Vajapyayana
who, like the Mimamsaka-s, held that the meaning of
a word is the universal or the jatz, said that the meaning
of a sentence is the samsarga or the mutual association
of the word-meanings. In the case of a phrase like
¢ the white cow * (gauh sukla), the word * cow > connotes
¢ cowness > merely; the other word which is syntactically

1 Regarding the two views about the import of sentences, see
M. Hiriyanna, ¢ Vyadi and Viajapyayana ’, IHQ , vol. XIV, pp. 261
ff.; Mbh., I, p. 364; Punyarija on VP, II. 155; Helar3ja on VP,
III, Jatisamuddesa, v. 5; Sabarabhasya on sitra 11. 1. 46; Kumarila-
bhatta, Taniravarttika, p. 446 f.; Parthasarathimiéra on Sloka-
varttika, p. 854 f.
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connected with ‘it indicates its association with the
quality of whiteness. Thus, the sentence means the
association of cowness and whiteness, and as that is
one, the words constitute a syntactic unity.

Vyadi, on the other hand, held that the meaning
of a word is any particular (dravya) of a class. It is
a concrete thing rather than a quality. According to
him the function of a word in a sentence is to distinguish
the thing it means from all similar things:? Thus, a
‘ cow > means not so much ‘what is characterized by
cowness as what is distinguished from a horse. In
a sentence words signify things not as having certain
attributes, but rather as excluding some. Thus, in
the case of the phrase  the white cow ’°, the word ‘ cow *
can point to any concrete particular, which includes
cows of all colours, white, black and so forth; therefore,
the word € white > does not indicate the connection of
whiteness with the cow; it should be explained as
negatively qualifying the cow, denying all colours other
than whiteness to it. Similarly, the term ° white ’ can
denote anything that is white, including white cows,
white horses and so on; hence, the term ¢ cow’ in the

1 Helaraja, loc. cit.: jativadins vdjapydyanasya tu mate samsargo
vakydrthah s@manyandm samslesamatraripatoad vakyarthasya. Kumirila-
bhatta, op. cit., p. 447: samsargo ’pi padarthandm anyonyenanu-
rafijanam . . . gotve Suklatvasamsargah, Suklatve va gotvasamsargabh.

2 Kumiavilabhatta, loc. cit.: bhkedo nama padarthanam vyavac-
chedah parasparam . . . . vyaktipadarthapakse sarvavyaktindm gavadipa-
denaivopatiatvad  visayasabdaih Sukladibhik kysnadivyavacchedamatram
vaktapyam. Helardja, loc. cit. vyadimate bhedo vakyarthah, pada-
vacyanam drayydndm drayyantaranivrtiitatparyenabhidheyatodt.
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phrase, means only the exclusion of all white things
other than cows. In this view of Vyadi we find the
early stage of the Apoha doctrine maintained by the
Buddhists.! Kumarilabhatta also refers to this view, that
the import of a sentence is bkeda or the mutual exclusion
of the word-meanings.2

Kaiyata says 2 that these two views are not mutually
exclusive, since each view implies the other. In the
discussion of the meaning of the term samarthya, which
is given by Panini as the condition that should exist
between the members of a compound word, Patafijali
says 4 that, according to some, samarthya means either
samsarga (mutual association) or bkeda (exclusion).
Even though Patafijali is discussing compound words,
the principle involved is the same.

Anvitabhidhana Theory of Verbal Comprehension

Prabhakara and his followers denied that words
convey a meaning except in the context of a sentence,
even though they regarded words as real and actual
constituents of language. Each word has a definite

1 This is discussed separately in the section on Apoha, supra,
pp- 78 ff. Note that Dinniga’s theory about the import of
sentences is the same. Thus, in the phrase °the blue lotus’,
he also maintains that the term ¢ blue’ means the exclusion of
all lotuses that are not blue and the term ‘lotus’ means the
exclusion of all blue things that are not lotuses.

2 Tantravaritika, p. 447. _

3 Pradipa under Varttika 2 on Panini, II, 1. 1: tatra bhedah sam-
sargd@vin@bhavitodd anumiyamanasamsargal samarthyam, samsargo V&
bhedavinabhavyanumeyabhedah.

4 Mbh. I, p. 364: apara Gha bhedasamsargau va sGmarthyam iti.

1]
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meaning, but it is also clear that the purpose of the
word is to serve as part of a sentence. On hearing
the words of a sentence, we get a unitary sense which is
the meaning of the sentence. The problem is whether -
this unitary sense arises directly from the collection of
the words, or indirectly through the recollection of the
meanings of the individual words - that comprise it.
The anvitdbhidhana theory takes the former view, while
the abhihitanvaya theory takes-the latter.

The meaning of a sentence is made up of the
individual word-meanings and their mutual relation.
According to the anvitabhidhana theory, both the individ-
uval word-meanings and their mutual relation are
conveyed by the words themselves; but according to
the abhihitinvaya theory, the words convey only the
individual word-meanings; the mutual relation is
conveyed by the word-meanings, and not by the words.
‘Among modern writers on linguistics, Wundt seems to-
represent the anvitabhidhana theory; for he says that © in
‘determining the nature of a sentence, no addition ‘to
what is expressed by the words should be assumed’.?
Polemizing against this view, Paul maintains the
abhikitanvaya view that such an assumption is usudlly
necessary.? The commonplace statement in modern
linguistics that the sentence is the unit of speech 3 is |
comparable to the anvitabhidhana theory.

1 A, Gardiner, op. cit., p. 58.

2ibid.; see also Paul, Prinzipien, p. 130 n. 1. His leanings
towards the abhihitdnvaya theory are not quite clear.

3 A. Gardiner, op. cit., p. 63. '
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The statement of procedure adopted by the
followers of the anvitabhidhana theory is quite similar
to many modern statements. ‘ Thus a root or suffix
is analysed out on the basis of a paradigm, and complete
‘words are recognized on the basis of substitution in
sentences.”? The Prabhikara-s who follow the anui-
tabhidhana theory lay particuiar stress on the natural
method by which children learn the meaning of words.
It is by watching the usage and activity of elders in
daily life that children come to know the significance
of words.2 One person, addressing another, says,
¢ Bring the cow’ (gam dnaya); the latter thus addressed
immediately brings the cow. A child, who hears the

sentence uttered by the former and observes the action
" that follows, infers vaguely that the meaning of the
sentence is a command to carry out the act of bringing
the cow. At this stage what the child understands is only
that the whole of that statement means the whole of
what is signified. Later, the child hears one man saying
to another, ‘ Bring the horse’ (asvam anaya), and observes
the latter bringing the horse. From this he again infers
that the meaning of this sentence is 2 command to carry
out the act of bringing the horse. By comparing the two
sentences he understands that the term ‘ bring ’ (@naya)

1J. Brough, ¢ Some Indian Theories of Meaning ’, p. 165.

2 Vakyarthamatrkavrtti, p. 35; Slokavarttika, Sambandhiksepa
section, vv. 140-1; Siddhantamuktdvali, Sabda section; Kauyaprakasa,
V. See also the section on ‘ How Do We Learn the Meaning of
Words??, supra, pp. 26 fI.
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common to the two sentences must mean the command
to bring, and that the terms ‘ cow ’ (gam) and ‘horse
(asvam) must refer to the two different animals. Thus
by comparing the various sentences uttered by people
~and by observing the action produced, the child is
‘able, by the mental process of exclusion and inclusion
(@vapa and udvapa or amvaya and uvyatireka) to have a
general idea about the meaning of individual words.
This process of substitution is natural and subconscious,
rather than deliberate and conscious. Later, the child is
able to understand the meanings of even new sentences
containing the words he has already come across.!

It is only the injunctive sentences that normally
produce a visible reaction on the part of the listeners,
and therefore, it is only from such sentences in the
imperative (or potential) mood that the meanings of
words can be naturally understood.? The Mimam-
saka’s preoccupation with the injunctions of the Vedic
texts with regard to religious duties led to the view that
a typical sentence should be in the imperative mood,
since the whole direct denotation of the Veda must,
according to them, lie in enjoining something to be
done. In cases where such an interpretation is not

1 Jha, Parvamimamsa in Its Sources, p. 135 f.

2ibid., p. 136; Manameyodaya, p. 92. According to the Bhitta
Miméamsaka-s and the Naiyayika-s, reaction on the part of the
listener is visible even in the case of indicative sentences. Thus,
putras te jatah (A son is born to you) may produce joy, and kanya
te garbhint (Your unmarried daughter is enceinte) a shock of despair
to a father. .
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possible, the comprehension of meaning must depend
upon something indirectly connected with the injunc-
tion. The Vedantin-s, on the other hand, held that
the direct denotation of the important Vedic texts
lies not in commanding something, but in pointing
out some well-established facts; thus to them the
importancé lies in indicative sentences. The later
Indian logic also deals with such indicative sentences.
Prabhakara holds that even in the case of indicative
sentences, the comprehension of the denotation of the
words can be obtained only by observing the usage of
elders, and that this can be known only from injunctive
‘sentences.! ‘

If the meanings of words can be known only when
they occur in injunctive sentences, it follows that every
word must express its meaning only as related to the
other factors of the injunction. The verb denoting the
command to do the act is the principal word in a

_sentence, and the remaining words possess a meaning
only in relation to the action. Thus, the Prabhakara-s
hold that no word can be comprehended as having an
independent meaning, when isolated from a sentence.
The meaning of words is always understood only as
related to something which has to be done (kdrya).
Prabhiakara says 2 that all usage is through the sentence
and its meaning. According to him what is permanent
is the relation that the sentence bears to its meaning.?

1 Jha, loc. cit.
2 Brhati, p. 188: vakyarthena vyavahdrah.
3ibid., p. 135.
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Commenting on that statement, Salikanitha says : ‘The
word alone, by itself, never expresses any meaning; it is
only the sentence that does it; as is clear from the fact.
that we learn the meaning of verbal expressions only
from the usage of older people,—and this usage is only
" in the form of sentences; and every single word is
understood only in so far as it is related to the other
words in the sentence; hence it is established that what -
is expressive of the meaning is the sentence only, not
any word alone by itself.’ 1 '

The Prabhakara-s do not deny the existence of
individual words and their isolated meanings; they only
assert that it is impossible to comprehend the isolated. -
meaning of a word apart from its relation in a sentence.
Words certainly recall their senses separately; but they
do not stop with that. Even though the listener knows
the general meaning of the words, his experience tells.
him that the words are meaningful; only: when they
are connected in a sentence and not when isolated.
The words themselves convey their meanings only as
related to one another on the strength of the three
well-known' factors, akanksa, yogyatd and samnidhi. The
words convey not only their individual meanings, but
also their syntactic relation. Thus, the sentence-mean-
ing is directly conveycd by the words t‘hemsc:lvc:s.2

! Rjuvimald on the same, p. 135. See Jha, Pirvamimamsa in
- Its Sources, p. 137. '
% Vakyarthamatrkaontti, p. 5: :
akank;asammd?lzpraptayagyarthantarasamgatan
svdrthan ahub padaniti yyutpattih samfnta maya.
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The ancient Mimamsaka-s seem to have held the
anvitabhidhina theory; Mimamsasitra, 1..1. 25 gives tacit
support to it, tadbhitanam kriyarthena samamnayah, arthasya
tannimittaivar.t  But the Sabarabhasya passage explaining
the comprehension of the sentence-meaning seems to go
against this theory, when it says: 2 padani ki svam svam
artham abhidhaya nivritayyaparani, athedanim padarthi ava-
gatah santo vakyartham gamayanti. (The words perform
the task of expressing their own individual meanings,
and cease functioning when this task is finished; the
word-meanings thus conveyed later produce the mean-
ing of the sentence.) Prabhakara and his followers
explain this passage as supporting their theory; accord-
ing to them what is brought about by the meaning of
a word is the notion of a qualified thing—the meaning
of words as qualified by one another.®

‘Abhinavagupta refers to this theory as the dirgha-
vyaparavada, since according to the anvitabhidhana theory
there is no limit to the extent of the meaning that an
expression can convey.* Just as the range of an arrow
is not'limited, but varies with the difference in the
power with which it is discharged, so.also the range of

1 See also Jha, op. cit., p. 125.

2 Sabarabhdsya on sitra 1. 1. 25.

3 See Brhati on the passage. See also Vakyarthamatrkaortti, p. 21.
In the Nyayarainamala, Vakyarthanirnaya section, this interpreta~
tion is criticized as unjust.

4 Locana, p. 18 f.: yo ’py anvitabhidhdnavédi yatparah Sabdah sa
Sabdartha iti hydaye grhitva Saravad abhidhavyaparam eva dirghadirgham
fcchatt . . . :
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abhidhd or the expressive power can be extended farther
and farther. Not only the word-meaning, but also the
syntactic relation is conveyed by the function of abhidha.
Bhartrhari seems to refer to, this idea when he says that
according to some the meaning of an expression is just
what it conveys, neither more nor less.! This theory is
said to explain even the subtle implications and sugges-
tions in literary language.?

According to the anvitdbhidhina theory the sentence
has a unitary meaning of its own; the constituent words
possess meaning only as they are related to this unitary
sentence-meaning. Thus, in the sentence ° Bring the
cow’ (gam anaya), the word ‘cow’ means not the
isolated concept of cowness, but ‘ cow as related to the
action of bringing ’; so also the word ° bring’ means
the ‘action of bringing in relation to the cow’. The
words give their own meaning and their syntactic rela-
tion to the other words in the sentence, so- that the
sentence meaning is directly conveyed by the words
themselves. Though there are many words, and there-
fore many meanings, the unity of the sentence-meaning
is achieved through the unity of purpose.3

This theory has been strongly criticized by the
Mimamsaka-s of the Bhatta school. They argue 4 that

1 VP, I1. 329.

2 See the ch. Vyadijana.

3 Vakyarthamairkavriti, p. 2:
bhityamso yady api svarthah padanam te prihak prihak
pbrayojanataya tv ekavakyartham sampracaksate.

4 Tattvabindu, p. 93: padantarasya vaiyarthyam asrutanvayabodhane.
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if it is held that the first word or any one word in its
full sense means the unitary sense of the sentence itself,
the other words in the sentence will be superfluous.
This argument is similar to the one brought against
the sphota theory also. Two possible explanations are
that the subsequent words repeat the same sentence-
meaning so as to make it clear, and that the other
words are used to restrict the meaning indicated by
the first word. Another objection is that this theory
involves the fallacy of interdependence.! If one of the
words, say the first, in a sentence is to convey its own
meaning as well as its relation to the other words, the
full meaning of the word can be comprehended only
after understanding the other words; similarly, the
meanings of the other words depend on this word.
Thus, in the sentence ukhdyam pacet (cook in the pot),
the word ukkdyam (in the pot) can convey its meaning
and the relation to the other word only after knowing
the meaning of the word pacet (cook); so also the
meaning of pacet depends on that of wkhayam? If
it is held that the individual word-meaning and its
relation to the other words are not conveyed simul-
taneously, but gradually, the individual word-meaning
being conveyed first, and the relation later, then there
will be no fallacy of interdependence; but then this
explanation will involve the unwarranted assumption
of two separate functions for the primary power abkidhd.®

1ibid., p. 93: Srutanvitabhidhane tu vyakiam anyonyasamsrayam.
2ibid., p. 93 f. 3ibid., p. H.
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The anvitdbhidhanavidin-s argue that there is only one
potency for words to express the meaning as related to
the rest of the words. It is through recollection that
we remember the meanings of words, and this is by
rousing the mental impressions of previous experi-
ences of the use of the words. Ii issa matter of
experience that we never come across words except as.
related in a sentence; isolated words have no existence
in everyday speech-activity (a one-word sentence is a
sentence, not an isolated word). The word-meaning
and the relation to the other words are known by
abhidha itself.

The Mimamsaka-s of the Bhiatta school take objec-
tion to this view also.? They say that even though we
observe words functioning only in different contexts of
situations, in all of which they occur as related in a
sentence, still we are able to understand the isolated
meanings of the words separately also. Otherwise, a
word learnt from its use in one context cannot be
applied in another context. Moreover, the very
principle of recognition is based on our capacity to
recognize something isolated out of its context; we
are able to recognize a person in a place and time
different from those when we had met him previously.#
It may be observed here that even in such cases we

libid., p. 94 f.: see also Rjuvimald on Brhati, p- 397: vrddha-
vyavahiravyutpattdo eva, kevglena padarthena vyavaharabhavad anvita eva:
padarthe padanam vyutpattih.

% Tattvabindu, p. 95.

3ibid., pp. 116 ff.
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~recognize him only in some place and time, not as
isolated from all situations.
' Another objection raised against the anmtabhzdlzana
“theory is that the meaning of a sentence can be known
from the meanings of the words remembered, even
though the words might have been forgotten. It is a
matter of experience that in long sentences we forget -
the earlier words, but remember only their meanings,.
‘and even then we are able to have the meaning of the
sentence.! The relation of the words in a sentence is.
not the same as that of the letters in a word; in the
case of a word we do not understand the word, if we
forget some of the letters.

Abhikitanvaya Theory of Verbal Comprehension

According to the abhikitanvaya theory of verbal
comprehension upheld by the Mimamsaka-s of the
Bhatta school and by some of the Naiyayika-s,? the
meaning of a sentence is a concatenation of the indi-
vidual items expressed by the words. The individual
words have in themselves meanings which can be com-
- prehended separately. On hearing a sentence, we
have first an understanding of the separate meanings
~ of the words one after the other; then we put together

1 Sastradipika, p. 153:
piirvabhdgesu vakyasya vismrtesv api drsyate
vakydrthavagatih pumsam padarthasmrtisalingm.
¢ibid., pp. 153 ff.; Nydyaratnamala, Vikyérthaniméya section ;
'Tattvabzndu, pp- 91-161; Manameyodaya, pp. 93 ff.; Siddhantamukia—
vali, Sabda section.
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these meanings according to the three factors gkanksa,
yogyatd and samnidki, and we arrive at the meaning of
the sentence.

Sabara seems to refer to this theory when he says:?
padani ki svam svam artham abhidhdya nivritayyaparant, athe-
danim padartha avagatah santo vakyartham gamayanti. (Ina
sentence the words express their own meanings, and
stop with that; the meanings of the words thus known
<convey the meaning of the sentence.)?

Kumirilabhatta says? that the meaning of a sen-
tence is always conveyed by the meanings of words
obtained from the words themselves. Unlike the words,
the sentence does not have a meaning of its own indepen-
dently. ‘The meamngs of words having been expressed
by each word, independently of one another, it is solely
from the connection among these word-meanings, that
there follows the cognition of the meaning of the
sentence . . .’* The three factors akarksa, yogyata and
samnidhi constitute the grounds of relationship.5

1 Sabarabhdsya on sitra 1. 1. 25.

? The Prabhakara-s explain it differently, taking artha in the
sense of syntactic rélation (anvaya). See Vakyarthamatrkaoriti, p. 22:
arthasabdena bhasyakaro *nvayam Gha.

® Tantravaritika, p. 445: padarthaik padavijidtair vakyarthah
ﬁratijuit{yate

4ibid.: prthagbhitair eva padair itaretaranirapeksaih svesu badarthe-
siktesu tatsamsargad eva padavyaparanapekso vakyarthapratyayo bhavati.
See Trans., p. 586 f.
5ibid., p. 455:
akanksa samnidhanam ca yogyatd ceti ca trayam
sambandhakaranatvena klptam ndnantarasrutih.
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It may be noted here that this theory of abhihitan-
vaya .is based on the views advocated by the great
grammarian Vijapyiyana that the meaning of a sen-
tence is the samsarga or the mutual association of the
individual word-meanings expressed by the words.>:
Thus, it is one of the earliest theories about the nature
of a sentence-meaning. The other theory, of Vyadi,.
that it is the mutual exclusion of the word-meanings
was later developed into the Apoha theory.2

There are two different views about the nature of
cognition produced by a word. It is by observing the
use of words in actual contexts of situations that we
learn their meanings; therefore, a2 word can indicate its
meaning only by rousing the mental impressions of such
contexts, and hence, the knowledge of the meaning of
a word is only a kind of recollection. This is the view
held by the anvitabhidkana school of Prabhakara and also-
by some scholars of the abkikitanvaya school like Cida-
nanda, author of the Nititattvavirbhava.® Kumarila-
bhatta himself refers to this view when he says that a
word is nothing more than a reminder of the meaning.%

1 See supra ‘ Relation of Words in a Sentence,’ pp. 1914L.

2 By the Buddhist logicians. See above pp. 78 ff. on Apoha.

3 Manameyodaya, p. 93: Sabdo ’pi samskarodbodhanadvarenaiva
padartham bodhayatiti smaranam eva padarthajidnam iti cidanandapra—
bhrtayak; Nititattvavirbhave, p. 233:

4 Slokavarttika, Sabda section, p. 432:

p adam abhyadhikabhavat smarakan na visisyate.

See also Varttika, quoted in Vakyarthamatrkavyiti, p. 15:

te *pi naivdsmytd yasmad vakyartham gamayanti nah
tasmat tatsmaranesv eva samhatesu pramanata. ’
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'Vicaspatimiéra also says that, strictly speaking, the
relation between the word and the meaning is that
‘between the recollector and the recollected ! and that
the word produces the cognition of the meaning not
directly and independently, but by rousing the mental
impressions of the things previously known. But accord-
ing to Parthasarathimi$ra and some other scholars, the
meaning of a word is conveyed by the primary signifi-
cative potency of the word .(abhidhd).?2 It is a matter
-of experience that a word conveys its meaning directly
and not by reminding us of the various contexts of
situations in which the word was used; moreover, it is
simpler to assume that the word conveys the meaning
‘through its expressive power than to consider that it
reminds us of our former experiences of situations when
the word was used and thus gives us the 1dea of its
‘meaning.? :

Of these two views the former is based on the
‘psychological analysis of the process of learning a
language; for the use of language itself is a kind of

1 Tattvabindu, p. 160: vacyavacakatvam ca prai;y@;_yapratydyakatvam,
dac ca vicaryamanam smdryasmdrakatvam eva. See also p. 159:
-ceyam. . saksad arthedhiyam Gadhatte, yena na tatsadhika syat, api tu
samskarodbodhanakramena. - See also Yogasiitrabhasya, I11. 17: samketas
tu padapadarthayor itaretaradhydsariapah smrtyatmakah.

% Manameyodaya, p. 93: padaik padirthabodhanam Sabdasakii-

Janyatoad abhidhanam eveti parthasarathimisradayah.

8 Nydyaratnamala, p. 107: Sabdanantaram arthapratyayadarianat
tasyaiva tatra karanatvam kalpayitum yuktam, na tu Sabdat samskarodbodhas
tata$ carthapratitir iti yuktam; prapalyam pramanabhavét. tasmad abhidha-

_yakam eva padam, na smarakam.
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conditioned reflex; the experiments of Pavlov have
demonstrated how such reflexes can be produced even
in animals. When a context has affected us in the past,
- the recurrence of merely a part of the context -will
cause us to react in the way we reacted before.l We
learn a language through the observation of various con-
texts of situation; the linguistic phrases uttered are
associated with the contexts of situation; having experi-
enced several such situations, we assume a kind of
- relationship between the utterances and the contexts.
Meaning can be explained only in terms of a relation-
ship of the utterance with the abstract context of
situation.2 The Mimamsaka-s were. fully conscious of
this process; but to them the relation between a word
and its meaning is something natural and permanent,
and the experience of situations only reveals this natural
relation. The primary significatory power of the word
is based on this relation ; when once this relation is
known, the word can directly denote its meaning, says
Parthasarathimisra.
When we hear a sentence, we have first an under-
standing of the separate meanings of the words one
- after another; then these word-meanings are reiated on

1Urban, Language and Reality, p. 102.

2 The ‘Context of Situation’ théory is given by Malinowski
in the Appendix to The Meaning of Meaning by Ogden and Richards.
Prof. Firth has pushed the analysis of ‘ context’ much farther in
his dealings with ‘ formal scatter > and ‘ meaning by collocation °.
See ‘Modes of Meaning,’ Essays and Studies; ¢ Technique of
Semantics >, TPS. ' ‘
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the basis of akaniksa (expectancy), yogyatd (consistency)
and samnidhi (proximity), and we arrive at the unified
meaning of the sentence as a whole. The expression
of the individual word-meanings precedes the knowledge
of the logical connection among them. The. different
isolated ideas expressed successively by the words are
put together by the collective memory of the listener
(samahalambana-smyti). The individual word-meanings
are remembered separately until all the words are
heard; then there is a simultaneous cognition of the
sentence-meaning in which all the word-meanings are
properly related to one another on the basis of dkdriksa,
yogyatd and samnidhit
 The sentence-meaning is something more than the
sum of the word-meanings. When the meanings of the -
different words in a sentence are related with one’
another on the basis of the dkariksa, etc. there arises
some additional signification which is distinct from the
totality of the word-meanings.2 This unified sentence-
meaning is referred to by different terms: vakyartha
(sentence-meaning), samsarga (association of the word-
meanings) and tdtparyartha (the purport or the intention
of the speaker). It is difficult to explain where this

! According to the amvitabhidhdna theory, on the other hand,
each word, as it is being uttered, contributes to the meaning of
the sentence which is revealed step by step, becoming clearer and
clearer with the utterance of subsequent words.

% Kavyaprakasa, 11:  akanksayogyatasamnidhivasar padarthanam
samanvaye t@iparydrtho viSesavapur apadartho *pi vakyarthak samullasatity
abhikitanvayavadinam matam.
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special signification comes from. Some call it the power
of the sentence to convey a connected sense(vikyasakti),
others call it samsargamaryada or the law of association,
and yet others postulate a power called tatparyasakiz,
the power of the sentence to convey the intended
sense in the form of a related and unified meaning.!

‘ How is this samsarga conveyed? It is mysterious
and has not yet been satisfactorily explained. In
sentences we have a juxtaposition of words and the
element of the relation between the words is conveyed,
we have to say, by suppression.” 2 This suggestion of
the connection of the word-meanings is on the basis of
the intention of the speaker and the incompatibility of
the isolated word-meanings to convey the intended
sense. Speech is normally resorted to with the inten-
tion of conveying a connected sense.

The individual words have exhausted their func-
tion by conveying their own isolated meanings; so they
cannot be considered to be capable of performing
another function, namely, that of conveying their mutual
relations also, in order that the sentence-meaning may
be understood. Moreover, the words cannot directly
convey the mutual relation, since between the words

1VP,11.42:

sambandhe sati yat tv anyad adkikyam upajayate

vakyartham eva tam prahur anekapadasamsrayam.
See also Punyardja’s commentary thereon: padindm parasparanvaye
padarthavasid yad adhikyam samsargak sa vakyarthah; cf. Mbh, 1,p.462:
yad atradhikyam vakydrthah sah.

38 Kuppuswami Sastri, Highways and Byways of Literary Criticism
in Sanskrit, p. 21.
16
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and the sentence-meaning lie the word-meanings. So
it is the word-meanings that convey the sentence-mean-
ing, and this is in the form of their mutual relation.
This is the view of the abhihitanvayavadin-s.* There is a
slight difference between the Naiyayika-s and the
Bhatta Mimamsaka-s regarding the way in which the
mutual connection is conveyed. To the Naiyayika-s
the sentence-meaning is only the mutual relation of the
word-meanings; but the Bhatta Mimamsaka-s explain
that the sentence-meaning is always conveyed by the
secondary power of words.2 The two conditions of
laksand, namely the incompatibility of the expressed
sense and the relation between the primary sense and
the intended sense, apply here also. In a sentence the
isolated words are by themselves unintelligible, since
they refer to the generic form without any syntactic
relation.. This is against the purport of the sentence,
which is to convey a unified sense. So the general
sense of the words, through secondary implication,
gives the particular senses consisting in mutual syntactic
relation.

_ This does not mean that the sentence-meaning is
not derived from the words. Kumarilabhatta says
that even though the letters of words convey the
word-meanings directly, they do not stop with that; the
mere knowledge of the word-meanings is of no use to

1 Manameyodaya, p; 93 f.
2 Kumarilabhatta, quoted in Tattvabindu, p. 153:
vakyartho laksyamano hi servatraiveti nah sthitih.



ANVITABHIDHANA AND ABHIHITANVAYA 211

the hearer. The conveying of the individual senses by
the words is indispensable for the cognition of the
sentence-meaning, just like the production of fire by
fuel is indispensable for the purpose of cooking.! _
The abhihitanvaya theory is supported by the fol-
lowing reasons: ¢ If the words of a sentence have no
separate meanings of their own, then the classification
of words into nouns, adjectives, verbs, etc. becomes
meaningless. Further, in every case in which we are to
understand the meaning of a sentence, we must first
understand the meaning of its component words.
‘Without a previous understanding of the words no one
can understand the meaning of a sentence. Moreover,
if the meaning of a sentence were quite independent of
the meaning of its constituent words, then any sentence
could convey any meaning. Lastly, when we under-
stand the meaning of a new verse, we do so obviously
on the basis of our knowledge of the words and their
separate meanings. This cannot be explained by any
understanding of the sentences, since they are new and
unintelligible to us. So it is concluded that the mean-
ing of a sentence is just the synthesis of the separate
meanings of its words.’ 2

1 Slokavarttika, p. 943 (also quoted in Tattochindu, p. 153):
saksad yady api kurvanti padarthapratipadanam
varnds tathapi naitasmin paryavasyanti nisphale.
vakyarthamitaye tesam pravyttau nantariyakam
pake jvaleva kasthanam padarthapraiipidanam.

2§, C. Chatterjee, op. cit., p. 372.
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The anvitabhidhana theory seems to be an advance
on the abhikitanvaya theory.! The meaning of a sentence
dominates the meanings of its words; both the speaker
and the listener are concerned only with the sentence-
meaning. We use words without fully understanding
their exact meaning; that does not mean we are talking
nonsense. ‘It is obvious that knowing a language
consists in using words appropriately. and acting appro-
priately when they are heard. It is no more necessary
to be able to say what a word means than it is for a
cricketeer to know the mathematical theory of impact
and of projectiles.’2 The ubiquitous importance of con-
text as a deciding factor in determining the meaning of
a word in a sentence points out the fact that the claim
of words to have an independent meaning in isolation
is very weak. The well-known statement by St. Augus-
tine on the real nature of time applies to the meaning
of words also: si nemo ex me quaerat scio; si quaeranti -
explicare velim nescio.” 3 It is ¢ something that we know
when no one asks us, but no longer know when we are
supposed to give an account of it’.

Later writers in India tried to reconcile the two
theories. Thus, Mukulabhatta, in the Abkidkavritimatrka,
says that both the anvitabhidhana and the abhikitinvaye

libid., p. 374 f.
3 Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth; p. 26.
3 Confessions, quoted by Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations,

§ 89. See also Frege’s view that ‘a word has meaning only as
part of a sentence’. ibid., § 49.
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theories contain partial truth: looked at from the
point of view of the words the abhihitanvaya theory
seems to be preferable; but looked at from the point
of view of the sentence, preference must be given to the
anvitabhidkiana theory. Mukulabhatta accepts a combi-
nation of the two views and calls it the theory of
samuccaya.

Tatparya as a Separate Vrit

Among the Alamkarika-s it is Abhinavagupta who
for the first time refers to tatparya as a separate vrtti or
function of words accepted by the abhihitanvaya theory
of verbal comprehension to explain the syntactic unity
of a sentence. Abhinavagupta speaks of four distinct
functions of words: abhidha, tatparya, laksana and vyafijand,
and arranges them under four separate classes: 2 abhidhd
is the power of the words to signify the primary mean-
ing; this primary meaning refers only to the universal
and not to the particular. In a sentence the individual
words by their primary function of abhidha refer only

L Absidiavritimiatrka, p. 15: anyesam tu male padanam tatiat-
sandnyabhiito vacyo ’rthah, vdkyasya tu parasparanvitdh padarthd iti
padapeksayabhihitanvayah, vikyapeksaya to anvitabhidhanam. evam caitayok

. samuccaya itt.

2 Locana, p. 16 f.: trayo hy atra yyaparah samvedyante—padarthesu
samanydtmasu abhidhdvyaparah, samanyapeksaya arth@vagamanasaktir hy
abhidha. samaya$ ca tdvaty eva, na visesamse, anantydd uyabhicardc
caikasya. tato visesaripe vakyarthe tatparyasaktih parasparanvite, ¢ simd-
nydny anyathasiddher viSesam gamayanti hi’ iti nyayat .. ... bhaktir
hi laksandavyaparas trtz_yakak{yanzves’z caturthyam tu kaksyayam dhvanana-
vyaparah.
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to the isolated word meanings. The syntactic relation
of these is conveyed by the fatparyasakti of the words.
The intention of the speaker, or the general purport of
the utterance is obviously to give a unified purposeful
sentence-meaning. Hence the words are considered to
have a power to convey the syntactic relation among
the various isolated word-meanings. This power  is
called tatparyasakti. Laksana is the third power recog-
nized according to this theory; it is accepted only
when the primary meanings cannot be syntactically
connected to give a meaning.! Abhinavagupta says
that even according to this theory vyafijana or suggestion
~will have to be accepted as the fourth function of
. words. '

It may be noted here that even though Ananda-
vardhana refers to the importance of the speaker’s
intention in conveying the meaning of a passage, he
never refers to tdtparya as a separate oriti or Sakti of
words; in fact he says that in linguistic discourse there
are only three functions or powers of words to be accep-
ted: the primary, the secondary and the suggestive.2

Among the Alamkirika-s, Bhoja has a unique way
of treating tatparya.> Used in the general sense of total
meaning, Bhoja’s tatparya is divided into three types:

 libid.: mukhyarthabadhdyam laksandyah praklptih. badhd ca
virodhapratitir eva. i

* Dhvanydloka, p.- 194: tad evam $dbde vyavahare trayah prakirah—
vacakatvam gunavritir vyafijekatvam ca. tatra vyafijakatve yada vyangya-
pradhanyam tadd dhvanih. Anandavardhana refers to vakyarthapadar-

L hanyaya (vide infra, p. 216, n. 2) but does not call it tatparyavriti.
8Dr. V. Raghavan, Bhoja’s Srigara Prakasa, second ed., p. 19.
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expressed, implied and suggested (vacya, pratiyamana and
dhvamiriipa). In a restricted sense the term is used as
equivalent to the intended meaning or suggestion.
- These have nothing to do with the conveying of the
syntactic relation of word-meanings. Regarding that,
Bhoja accepts the position of the anubhayavadin-s who
~ reject both the abhihitianvaya and the anvitabhidhina
theories and prefer a third view according to which
words convey the sentence-meaning by their cumulative
effect or samhatyakariti.® This, we may note, is what
the Naiyayika scholar Jayanta advocates in the Nyaya-
mafijari, where he attributes this cumulative effect or
-samhatyakaritd to the tatparyasakti of words.2

Later, Dhanika, the commentator on Dhanamjaya’s
Dasaripaka, advocates the theory that dhvani is included
" in tatparpa.® He says that it is not necessary to recog-
nize a new function called dhvani and refutes the
ghatapradipanyiya advocated b}; Anandavardhana to
explain the relationship between the expressed and the
suggested meanings, since the two senses are not entirely
different as the pot and the lamp. The relation between
Kavya and Rasa is one of vdcyavdeaka or laksyalaksaka.
Dhanika says that there is no limitation of the term
tatparya to the expressed sense; it can cover the whole

Libid., p. 21: anubhkayavadinah punar ittham samarthayante. nanvita-
bhidhanam na cabhihitanvayah. kim tarhi? samuditaih padair eko vakyarthah
pratyayyate. . . . nedam anvitdbhidhanam. kim tarhi? samhatyakarita
padinam ucyate. % Nyayamafijari, p. 371 f.

8Dr. V. Raghavan, op. cit., first ed., p. 155; Dhanika, 4va-
loka on Dasariipaka, p. 156 f.
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range of the speaker’s intention and cover all implica-
tions coming up in the train of the expressed sense. ! .
It may be noted that Dhanika’s criticism is pointed
to the statement of Anandavardhana in the third
Uddyota of Dhvanydloka referring to the view that the
relation between the expressed sense and the suggested
sense is like that between the word-meaning and the
sentence-meaning. Anandavardhana refutes that view .
by saying that in the former case the relation is like
that of the lamp and the object illuminated, while in
the latter case it is like that of the pot and the mud
with ‘which it is made; the light shines itself while
illuminating other objects; so also the suggestion of
ideas is not by suppressing thé expressed meaning.?
Following Abhinavagupta, later Alamkarika-s like
Mammata and Vi§vanitha have referred to the tatparya-
ortti as a separate function for conveying the syntactic
relationship among the various word-meanings accord-
ing to the Abkikitanvaya theory. In the Kavyaprakasa
there are references to tatparya as a separate vytti 3 and

1ibid.:
etdvaty eva visrdntis tatparyasyeti kimkrtam
yavatkaryaprasaritvat t@tparyam na tuladhytam
2 Dhvanydloka, p. 189 f.: na ca padarthavdkyirthanydyo vacyavyasn-
gyayoh. . . tair vakydrthapadarthayor ghatatadupadanakarananyayo *bhy-
upagantavyah . . vakye tadarthe va pratite padatadarthanam tesam tadd
vibhaktatwyopalambhe . . . na hi vyangye pratiyamane vacyabuddhir diri-
bhavati . . . ghatapradipanydyas tayoh.
3 Kavyapmkafa, I1. 18: tatadau ye visesah -pdvanatvadayas te c@bhi-
dhatatparyalaksanabhyo vyaparintarena gamydh. tacca v_yaﬁjanad‘hvanana-
dyotanadisabdavicyam avasyam e;ttazgyam
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Mammata has also explained its function in the second
chapter of the text.!

Vi$vanatha in the Sa/zztyadarpana repeats the same
idea and refers to the tatparyavriti as being accepted by
the abhihitanvaya theory of verbal comprehension.? He
further states that it is the sentence as a whole that
conveys the tatparyartha or the sentence-meaning, and so
the power of fatparya must rest with the sentence as a
whole. Many of the later Alamkarika-s have also
referred to this function of fatparya, mainly on the basis
of the statements of Abhinavagupta and Mammata.?

It is well known that the Bhatta Mimamsaka-s
who followed Kumarilabhatta are staunch supporters
of the abhikitanvaya theory of verbal comprehension; as
a result of this whenever the term is found, there is a
tendency among commentators to associate it exclus-
ively with the Bhatta school, without waiting to inquire
whether the theory explained is the same as that
adopted by the Bhiatta-s. Some of the ancient

ibid., II. 6: ¢ tatparyartho *pi kesucit ’. akanksayogyatasamnidhiva-
$ad vaksyamanasvaripanam padarthinam parasparasamanvaye iatparyartho
visesavapur apadartho’ [n vakyarthah semullasatity abhzlutanvayavadznam
matam.
2 Sahityadarpana, II. 20:
tatparyakhyam vrttim ahuh padarthanvayabodhane
tatparyartham tadartham ca vakyam tadbodhakam pare.
abhidhayi ekaikapadarthabodhanaviramad vakyartharupasya padar-
thanva_yagya bodhika tatparyam nima vrttih. tadarthas$ ca tatparyarihah.
- tadbodhakam ca vakyam ity abhihitanvayavadinam matam.
3 Kumiarasvimin’s commentary on Vidyanatha's Praidpa-
zudriya, Kavya section.
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commentators, 2ad modern scholars following them,
have thus associated tatparyavrits with the Bhatta school
of Mimamsa.!

But there is one difficulty in such an assumption
which many of the scholars have not noticed. All the
great authoritative writers on Bhatta Mimamsa like
Kumarilabhatta, Parthasarathimi§ra, Vacaspatimisra,
Cidananda and Nariayanabhatta have unequivocally
stated that, according to the abhihitanvaya theory advo-
cated by them, the syntactically unified sentence-mean-
ing is to be conveyed through the secondary power
laksana.? Even critics like Silikanatha who tried to

! (@) Commentary on Kayyaprakasa (I1. 6) by Manikyacandra:
kesucid abhihitanvayavadibhattesv ity arthah.

(6) Same by Govinda Thakkura: kesucin nydyadinayesu, na
tu mimamsakamatesv api; on this, the suBcommentary of Nigeéa
says: ddind bhdttamimamsakakh . . . mim(im:aka’matesu prabhakaramatesv
ity arthah.

(¢) Same by Jhalakikara (Balabodhini): abhzhztanva_yavadmam

. bhagtamimamsakanam ity arthah. _

(d) P. V. Kane, Sahityadarpana, Notes, p. 86; *This view is
held by that school of the Pirvamimimsia which is called
Abhikitanvayavadin.’

(¢) K. C. Pandey, Gomparatwe Aesthetics, I, p. 217: ‘ The
followers of the Nyaya philosophy and Bhatta Mimamsaka-s.
maintain the additional power of the word, namely the tatpar_yasaktz.

(f) S.S. Sukthankar, Kdvyaprakasa, Notes p. 36: ¢ Acknowl-
edged by some Mimamsaka authorities to whom there is a separate
urtti called tatparya.’

? (a) Kumérilabhatta quoted in Tattvabindu, p. 153 (and Vak-
yarthamdtrkaortti, p. 13) : vakyartho lakspamano hi sarvatraiveti nah sthitih.

(b) Parthasarathimisra, Nydyaratnamala, p. 125:

padasvarapabhihitaih padarthaih samlaksyate *sav iti siddham etat-



ANVITABHIDHANA AND ABHIHITANVAYA 219

refute this theory bkave described it in that way.!
Narayanabhatta says that tatparya is not a separate
factor in conveying the syntactic relationship of the
word-meanings.2

It may be pointed out here that Jayantabhatta, the
great Naiyayika scholar of the tenth century a.p. who
wrote the Nyayamadijari, was the first to bring forward
the theory about tatparya being a separate oriti. The
Abhihitanvaya theory is not the monopoly of the Bhatta
Mimimsaica-s; we have seen that the Association theory

(c) Sastradipika p. 154: padabhikitaik padarthair laksanayd
vakyarthah pratipadyate.

(d) Vacaspatimisra, Tattvabindu, p. 131: labkyate ca samabhi--
vydhdranyathanupapatyd padanam anvitdrthaparanam svabhidheyartharipa-
samavetanvitdvasthapratyayanam laksanayd.

(¢) Cidananda, Nititattoavirbhava, p.232: padartha eva vakyar-
tham laksayanti.

(f) Nariyanabhatta, Manameyodaya, p. 94: vayam tu padartha
laksanayaiva vakyartham bodhayantiti brizmah; see also Tattvapradipika
by Citsukha, p. 154: padani laksanayi padarthanam anyonyanvaya-
pratipatiiparani. '

1 (a) Vakyarthamatrkavrit, p. 12 f.: varttikakdrapadas tu laksanikan
sarvavakyan icchantah padarthanam anvayavabodhasakiikalpanam nirdkur-
van[tak] anvitdvastho ki padartho ’bhikito *nvitavastham svasembandhinim
laksayati . . . . ‘

() Vardhaména, commentary on Nydyakusuma#jali, p. 476:
nanv anvaye padandm tatparyam tanniroahika ca vytiih. na ca svarthasam-
bandhini svanvaye tatparyal laksand, anvayavisesanatayd paddrthopasthites
ca na vritidvayavirodha iti vacyam. Jayantabhatta, however, does
not refer to laksand in the context.

2 Manameyodaya, p. 101: tasmad anvayasiddhau tatparyam na kvacit
svayam hetuk.
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of the grammarian Viajapyayana, that samsarga is vak-

_yartha, is a kind of abhikitanvaya theory.* Bhartrhari
has also referred to such views.? Early Naiyayika-s
like Gautama and Vatsyayana have not discussed . the
problem of the sentence; they discussed only the
exact import of the words. Jayanta says that their
silence is eloquent as it shows that they believed that
the sentence is only a collection of words, and that the
sentence-meaning is only the mutual association of the
word-meanings.? After discussing in detail the various
theories about verbal comprehension held by various
schools, Jayanta advocates a modified form of abhiki-
lanvaya theory.* The words express their isolated
word-meanings by the power of abhidhd; they have
another power, the’ tatparyadaksi, which indicates the
mutual relationship among the word-meanings. The
function of this power is to reveal the meanings of the
words contained in a sentence as being mutually relat-
ed. This power belongs to all the words in com-
mon and lasts till the independent judgment is
produced.® '

! vide supra, p. 191 £, 2VP, I1. 41-2.

% Nydyamafijari, p. 333: vakydrthas tu na kvacid api satrakara-bhasya-
karabhyam siicita iti cet, . . . yad ayam.prthak padarthebhyo na vikyartham
upadisati sma, tasmad ayam asyasayah padarthi eva vakyartlza it.

4 He does not call it abhihitanvayavada.

8 Nyayamadijari, p. 371 f: padany anvitam pratyayayanti, nanvitam
-abhidadhati. nabhidhatri Saktir anvitavisaya, kim to anvayavyatirekivagata-
niskrstasvarthavisayaiva, tatparyasaktis tu tesam anvitdvagemaparyantd. . .

abhidhatri mat@ Sakiih padinam svarthanisthata
tesam tatparyasakiis tu samsargdvagamavadhil.
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It may be noted that this fdtparyasakti is the same
as the samsargamaryada accepted by the later Navya
Nyaya school.! ‘The additional element conveyed
by a sentence, over and above the separate concepts
conveyed by separate words, is the intended relation of
the concepts (padarthasamsarga) and this additional
element, which is the distinctive feature of verbal judg-
ment (vakyartha) is conveyed through the particular
juxtaposition of words (samsargamaryida), and not
through a primary or secondary significative power of
words (abidha or laksand)’.2
» What prompted Abhinavagupta to accept Jayanta’s

modified form of abhihitanvaya theory and not that of
the real followers of the Bhitta school seems to be the
fact that the Alamkarika-s of the dhvani school could
not accept laksand to explain the syntactic relation
among the word-meanings, since they accepted it only
in cases of anvayanupapatti and not in cases of ldtparya-
nupapaiti.

Some of the discerning commentators of the Alam-
kara texts have already pointed out that the view about
tatparyavriti being responsible for conveying the syn-
tactic relation of the word-meaning does not refer to the
Bhitta Mimamsaka theory, but only to that of the
ancient Naiyayika-s who were also abhikitanvayavadin-s.®

1 Gadadhara’s Vyutpatiivada, p. 1: $Gbdabodhe caikapadarihe ’para-
 padarthasamsargah samsargamaryidaya bhdsate.

2 S. Kuppuswami Sastri, 4 Primer of Indian Logic, P. 258.

3 (g) Govinda Thakkura, Pradipe, loc. cit.: .nydyadinayesu,
na tu mimamsakadisv api. Nagesa twists the meaning of this passage
in his subcommentary. vide supra, p. 218, n. 1 (b).
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In the Sudhdsigara commentary on the Kavyaprakisa
Bhimasena Diksita explains this point in detail. He
says 1 that for all practical purposes this tatparyavriti
may be identified with the laksana of the Mimamsaka-s,
and that it is the same as the samsargamaryadd of the

later Navya Nyiya school.?
The distinction between laksand and tatparya in this
case is very subtle. Mere juxtaposition of isolated

(b) Haridasa Siddhanta Vagida, commentary on Sahitya-
darpana, 1I. 20: pare prafico naiydyikih. ate eva pracinanaiydyika
abhihitanvayavadinah, navyds tu imdm eva tdtparyavritim samsarga-
maryaddm dcaksate.

(¢) Ramacarapa Tarkavagisa Bhattaca"ya, commentary on
'S&'Izityadarpana, II. 20 abhzhztanam abhidhaya laksanayd va padopastha-

(d) Nyayakosa, p. 798: vakyarthabodhane tatparyakhya'm urttim
angicakrur abhikitdnvayavadinas tarkikah . .

Lp. 44 f.: kesucin nydyadinayesu, na tu mimamsakadimatesv api . . .
tatparyasya  vrititvam tajjfidnatvena prayojakatodc chabdasambandhatodc
sdksatam. anvaye laksaneti bhattamatam api tatparyasyaiva namantaralaksa-
natvena neyam. na tu pracinalaksand, mukhydrthabadhabhavat . . . kecit tu,
‘ vastutas tu padarthasaktatvena jhiatam padam eva svarthasmaranadvara
akanksadisacivyat samabhivydhrtapaddrthena saha svarthanvayam bodhayati.
tathaiva karyakaranabhdvakalpanad iti kim anaya iatparyavrityd. ivam eva
samsargamaryddett ghusyate’ iti vadanti.

2 cf. Dr. Gaurinath Sastri, The Philosophy of Word and Mean-
ing, p. 220 f.: ‘It is absolutely certain that Mammata has misrepre-
sented the theory of Kumarila which is called abhihitanvayavada.
Unfortunately he calls what is really the Nyiya theory by the
name of the theory of abhikiténvayavada. This error has persisted
in all the subsequent writings of the Alamkarika-s. It is painful
to remark that this ‘celebrated authority on poetics did not have
direct access to the work of Kumarila.” The abhihitanvaya theory
has never been considered by any of the great Alamkarika-s
exclusively as held by the Bhitta-s. :
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words, giving out a string of unconnected separate con-
cepts, is of no use in linguistic discourse. It is certain
that the co-utterance of words is with the intention of
conveying a connected unified meaning.! It is this
apparent contradiction between the juxtaposition of
words in a sentence and their not being related to serve
some purpose, that gives the power to the words
to resort to laksapa, through inference of the arthapatti
type, and convey the syntactically related sentence-
meaning. The speaker’s intention, taken in a general
sense, is at the back of resorting to laksand. According
to the Prabhdkara-s, on the other hand, the faiparya
makes the primary significatory power itself capable of
conveying not only the individual word-meanings, but
their mutual connection as well. Thus even when
tatparya is not taken as a separate oréti, it could be
referred to as the motive force conveying the syntactic
relation; in fact Parthasarathimi§ra himself refers to the
function of tatparya;? and Jayanta quotes Kumarila-
bhatta in support of his theory that {fitparya is a
separate ortti of the words which conveys the syntactic
relation of the word-meanings.?

1 Tattvabindu, p. 132: pratipitsitam khalv etad iti pratipadayisyantah
padany uccarayanti. See also Kumarilabhatta quoted therein:

visistarthaprayukia hi samabhivyahrtir jane.

2 Nydyaratnakara on Slokavaritika, p. 909: yady api abhidhdyya-
parah  padirthesy eva paryavasitah, tathapi tatparyavyaprier aparya-
vasitayah . . .. ,

3 Nydyamadijari, p. 372. He quotes the verse from Slokavaritika
giving the analogy that just as fuel effects cooking through the
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Professor S. Kuppuswami Sastri says! that the
samsarga or the mutual relation of the word-meanings is
conveyed by a process of suggestion, and quotes Jesper-
sen’s view that  suggestion is impression through sup-
pression >.2 A kind of suggestion has to be accepted.
by all schools of thought; the individual words give
only their own individual isolated meanings, leaving the
samsarga or the mutual relation of the meanings to be
conveyed by suggestion.® The Naiyayika-s may call it
tatparyavytti or samsargamaryada, the Bhatta Mimamsaka-s
imay call it laksapd, and the Pribhakara-s may take it
to be an extension of the primary power abkidha itself.
Tatparya, the speaker’s intention or the general purport
of the utterance, has to be accepted as a motivating
factor in verbal comprehension; but there is no need to
assume a separate function of words called tatparyavrtti.
That is why it has not been accepted as such by later
writers.

Bhartrhari’s Theory of Akhandavakyasphota

According to Bhartrhari words have no reality of
their own. The entire sentence is to be taken as an
indivisible, integral unit; and its meaning is also an
instantaneous flash of insight (pratibha), or intuition,

flame, words effect the unified sentence-meaning through their
individual meanings. vide supra, p. 211, n. 1.

1 Highways and Byways of Literary Criticism in Sanskrit, p. 22.

2 Jespersen, The Philosophy of Grammar, p. 309. .

3That is why some writers like Dhanamjaya and Dhanika
include vyafijand or suggestion under tdtparya itself.
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which has no parts. The indivisible sentence is ana-
lysed into words and again into roots and suffixes by
the grammarians for facilitating easy study of the
language; but these divisions should not be considered
to have real existence, apart from the sentence. In
language as we find it in the world there are only
complete utterances which may be called sentences; we
do not notice the words or the word-meanings or the
letters in language in operation. Of course in language-
material considered and described by the grammarians,
they do have an existence; that is only based on gram-
matical analysis, and has no absolute reality. Even
though the sphota theory envisages different subdivisions
of the sphofa, Bhartrhari accepts only the indivisible
sentence-sphofa as the real unit of speech. The existence’
of words in language is on a par with the avidya stage;1
words have only a pragmatic existence; they are useful
units of language which build up the higher unit of
speech, the sentence.

‘The sentence which is ‘ a single undivided utter-
‘ance’ conveys its meaning in a flash.?2 The sentence-
meaning is not built up gradually on the basis of the
word-meanings. It is grasped by the listener in an
instantaneous flash of insight (pratibka). This pratibha
is indivisible; and it is grasped in the mind. It is

. 1K. A. Subrahmania Iyer, ‘ Pratibhd as the Meaning of a
Sentence’, POC, 1940, pp. 326 ff.; Gopinatha Kaviraja, ¢ The
Doctrine of Pratibhd in Indian Philosophy ’, ABORI, 1924.
2 Punyaraja on VP, II. 2: sphotatmake vakye pratibhalaksane
vakyarthe vakyavakyarthayor adhydsaripah sambandhah.
17
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because of the indivisibility of pratibka, which is the
meaning of a sentence, that the grammarians reject the
abhikitanvaye and anvitdbhidhana theories of verbal com-
prehension, in both of which the meanings of individual
words have an absolute reality. According to Bhartrhari
the sentence-meaning is not only indivisible; it is also
indefinable. Even when we have understood the
meaning of a sentence, we cannot explain to another
the nature of this understanding. He says: ¢ This
(pratibhd) cannot in any way be explained to others in
terms such as ““ It is this ”; its existence is ratified only
in the individual’s experience of it, and the experiencer
_ himself cannot describe it.”* Bhartrhari identifies this
pratibha with the instinctive urge in animals which
prompts them to act. The behaviour of animals is
prompted by this instinctive urge of pratibha; it is this
that teaches the cuckoo to sing in spring, and the birds
to build their nests.? It is the same kind of urge that
results from a sentence. A sentence becomes productive
of this urge, because of repeated usage.3

Santaraksita quotes this view in the T attvasam-
graha, and while explaining this, Kamalaéila,says 4 that

1VP, 1I1. 146.
idam tad iti sanyesam andkhyeya kathamcana
pratydimavrttisiddhd sa kartrapi na nirapyate.
Translated by J. Brough, ‘Some Indian Theories of -
Meaning’, p. 171.
tpP, I1. 151-2.
3 VP, 11. 119: abhydsat pratibhahetuh sabdah sarvo *paraik. smrtah.
4 Tattvasamgraha, v. 892, and Pafijika thereon.
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by repeated usage words produce an intuition in the
minds of the listeners, and that they do not actually
denote any external object. This intuition is an
insight leading to an action. If words had been
¢directly grounded in an objective reality, there
would have been no occasion for the conflicting inter-
pretations of texts or contradictory expositions; and
fictions and stories could not have been possible’.l A
sentence produces an urge to do something, rather
than creating an image of something in the mind; this
urge varies with each individual and with each
sentence. Punyardja goes one step forward and says
that even a man who does not know the exact
meaning of words, feels an urge to do something,
when he hears a sentence addressed to him.2

Bhartrhari’s theory of the non-reality of words met
with strong opposition from other Indian philosophers.3
It is accepted only by the grammarians in India, but
the importance of the linguistic principle underlying the
sphota theory is very great.

1 Satkari Mookerjee, The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux,
p- 113 f. :

2 Punyaraja on VP, II. 119.
3]. Brough, op. cit., pp. 167 ff.



