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Abstract

This paper questions a few assumptions of Gange$a Upadhyaya’s theory of ordinary
verbal cognition (laukika-sabdabodha). The meaning relation (vrtti) is of two

kinds: sakti (which gives us the primary referent of a word) and /aksand (which yields the
secondary referent). For Gangesa, the ground (bija) of laksand is a sort of inexplicability
(anupapatti) pertaining to the composition (anvaya) of word-meanings. In this
connection, one notices that the case of laksand is quite similar to that of one variety of
postulation, namely, srutartathapatti, where the subject hears only a part of a sentence
and immediately grasps the words that are needed to render the sentential meaning
complete. Unless he does that, sentential meaning, i.e., the composition (anvaya) of
word-meanings shall suffer from the same inexplicability that characterizes instances of
laksana. In fact, in the ‘Saktivada’ section of Tattvacintamani, Ganges$a himself draws a
parallel between the cognition of sentential meaning in a srutarthapatti-like case and the
cognition of sentential meaning in an instance of laksana. However, Gangesa himself
treats srutarthapatti as a piece of inferential cognition. If there is no fundamental
difference between cases of srutarthapatti and cases of laksana, then the cognition of
sentential meaning in instances of laksana must also be inferential in essence. In that
case, we must admit, against Gangesa’s view, that such cognition of sentential meaning
cannot be accommodated within the framework of verbal cognition (s@bdabodha).
Therefore, I conclude that some revision is needed in Gangesa’s theory of verbal
cognition with respect to laksana.
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This paper is primarily an exercise in textual exegesis. Its task is to compare certain parts
of the ‘Anumanakhanda’ and the ‘Sabdakhanda’ of Gangesa Upadhyaya’s
Tattvacintamani(=TC). Finally it seeks to suggest, on the basis of such discussion, that, at
least within Gangesa’s theory, the cognition of sentential meaning in cases of laksana can
be shown to be inferential in nature. Before we begin our argument, however, we must

clarify what laksana is.

1. Introducing Gangesa’s idea of laksana

Let us take, for example, the sentence: “Ghosa lives on the Ganges (gangayam ghosah
prativasati).” Ghosa is a dairyman. The expression ‘Ganges’ ordinarily of course refers to
the river of that name: that is its primary referent (vacyartha or sakyartha). The relation
that ties an expression to its primary referent is called sak#i (literally meaning ‘power’
and, here, meaning the semantic power of the word). Now, in our attempt to understand
this sentence, if we take into account just the primary referent of the word ‘Ganges’, we
land ourselves in some sort of difficulty; for, a dairyman cannot surely live directly on the
surface of a river. That is impossible. So, we must assign another referent—a secondary
referent—to the word ‘Ganges’: namely, ‘the bank of the Ganges’." Since a dairyman can
live on the bank of the river, the difficulty that we previously encountered is removed; the
sentence now makes perfect sense. The secondary referent that is assigned is called
laksyartha and the relation that mediates our cognitive transition from the word to its

secondary referent is called laksana.

This is just an informal introduction to the notion of /aksana. Gangesa’s official
definition of laksana portrays it as a relation that connects the primary referent with
something else (Sakyasambandho laksana). Here the primary referent of the word

‘Ganges’ is the river Ganges, which is related by proximity (samipya) to its banks.

' For the sake of simplicity, I am treating this as a case of jahatsvartha-laksana, where the secondary
referent of a word does not include the primary referent as a part of itself. The reader may imagine the
secondary referent as inclusive of the primary referent, insofar as the bank of the river may be characterized
by coolness, purity etc, which are properties of the river itself. Under such a construal, this shall be a case
of ajahatsvartha-laksana. 1 shall express my preference for neither of the two pictures, for the simple
reason that the matter is irrelevant to the central point of this paper.



Hence, laksana allows us to move from the primary referent of ‘Ganges’ to its secondary
referent—the banks of the Ganges—on the basis of the proximity between the two. Now,
we ask: what necessitates this transition? Earlier we saw that if we simply take the
primary referent of the word, i.e., the river itself, into consideration, we will get ourselves
into some sort of trouble. This trouble apparently arises out of an inexplicability
(anupapatti) to arrive at a permissible meaning of the sentence ‘Ghosa lives on the
Ganges.” Why does this happen? In the ‘Saktivada’ section of 7C, Gangesa has a few

explanations to offer. Let us summarize them briefly.

1. A very obvious reply will be that, if the word ‘Ganges’ is construed as referring to
the river, the sentence cannot yield a permissible sentential meaning which is
strictly composed out of the meanings of the individual words used in the
sentence. The name ‘Ghosa’ used in the sentence refers to a dairyman; the verb
‘live’ refers to an activity and the preposition ‘on’ refers to a spatial relation. All
of these meanings cannot be combined with the primary referent of the word
‘Ganges’, without incurring a material absurdity; for it is impossible for people to
live directly on the surface of a river. Therefore, this case suffers from an
inexplicability (anupapatti) pertaining to semantic composition or the anvaya of
word-meanings, which therefore is called anvayanupapatti.*

2. The stock counterexample to this explanation is yastih pravesaya (Make the stick-
bearers enter!), which yields a permissible sentential meaning, even when the
primary referent of the word ‘yasti’, that is, stick, is taken into account. So there is
no failure of semantic composition of word-meanings. But the meaning thus
yielded is not quite accurate. From the context which is a situation of eating, we
infer the intention of the speaker (tatparya): the speaker is actually commanding
the admittance of people who would eat. So, the word ‘yasti’ cannot refer to a
stick, but must designate a stick-bearing person. Otherwise, the sentential
meaning cannot be explained in accordance with the speaker’s intention. So, if we

take into account just the primary referent of the word ‘yasti’, an inexplicability

? Gangesa’s text in TC IV 2, p. 660: laksana ca vrttyantaram yatra vacyarthanvayanupapattya
vacyasambandhopasthapite vakyarthanvayah, yatha gangayam ghosa ityatra gangapadasya gangatire)



pertaining to the speaker’s intention (tatparyanupapatti) will persist. To avoid
that, the secondary referent, i.e., stick-bearer, must be assigned to the word
‘yaSti’.3

3. Against this view, Gangesa offers another solution. He writes:

vastuto 'nvayaparapramanasabdasya mukhye nvayayogyatvam eva
laksanabijam gangayam ghosa ityadau piirvoktanydyena laksye
tatparyagrahat piurvam eva mukhyasyanvaydayogyatvajiianena

laksanopapadanat|*

Here, Gangesa begins by emphasizing the fact that language, as a pramana, an
accredited means of cognition, revolves around semantic composition (anvaya).’
Hence, the root of laksana must lie in some trouble pertaining to this composition.
Actually, the need for /aksanda arises when the primary referent of a word is found
to be unfit to compose a sentential meaning together with the meanings of other
words of the sentence (mukhye 'nvayayogyatvam eva laksanabijam). This is
because the secondary referent is brought forth through laksand by the cognition
of the unsuitability of the primary referent, even before the speaker’s intention is
grasped. So, the inexplicability pertaining to semantic composition again forms
the ground of laksand. Even in the case of “yastih pravesaya”, the secondary
referent of the word yasti is assigned on the basis of a failure of semantic
composition. It is just that in this case the meaning of the word ‘pravesaya’
(referring to the action of making diners enter) is known, in abstract, from the

context. Since the primary referent, that is, stick cannot be combined with that

3 Ibid., p.690: laksanabijam tatparyanupapattih padasya vrttim vina laksye tatparyanirvahat, na tu
Sakyanvaydayogyatvam bijam yastih pravesayetyatrajahatsvarthayan ca Sakyasyanvayayogyatve 'pi
laksanasattvat tatparyanupapattis tatrapi laksye tatparyam vina laksananudayad iti sampradayah--

* Ibid., p.691.

> This statement should be read in conjunction with other passages of the ‘Sabdakhanda’, where Gangesa
denigrates the importance of cognizing the speaker’s cognition of sentential meaning in verbal cognition.
For example, see TC IV 1, p. 50-53: arthajiianam pravartakam na tu tajjianajianam gauravad
vyabhicarac ca|.anyatha bhrantasyeva bhrantijiiasyapi pravrttiprasangah tadubhayasamkarapattiscal
Such passages seem to imply that it is not the speaker’s cognition of the sentential meaning, but the
semantic composition of word-meanings (which in turn gives rise to the hearer’s cognition of sentential
meaning) that is crucial for verbal cognition.



action to compose a sentential meaning, the need for assigning a secondary

referent arises.’

Gangesa refuses to recognize that the speaker’s intention directly influences the cognition
of sentential meaning in cases of laksanda. This is perhaps an attempt to prevent a
situation where the sentential meaning can be known as the object of the cognition that
underlies the speaker’s intention, which the hearer infers from the context, without any
intervening cognition of the composition of word-meanings. In such a case, the cognition
of sentential meaning can no longer be regarded as verbal, because semantic composition
(which according to Gangesa is the essence of all verbal cognition) has no role to play in
such cognition.” The cognition of sentential meaning will perhaps be inferential; for it is
by inference that the speaker’s intention can be known. Gangesa perhaps thinks that, in
order to prevent this inference and to reassert the verbality of the cognition of sentential
meaning in cases of /aksand, he must recognize the inexplicability pertaining to
composition of word-meanings cognized from words as the direct cause of such
cognition. One aim of this paper is to show that even this manoeuvre turns out to be futile

at the end.

Let us have a look at the above passage again. It could be useful to notice the word
‘purvoktanydyena’ in this passage, alluding to the manner in which compositional failure
compels us to have recourse to a secondary referent. Earlier in the opening discussion of

laksana, Gangesa describes the process as follows. When a fairly clever person hears a

%It is intriguing that Gangesa, in his final analysis, maintains that inexplicability pertaining to semantic
composition is the root of laksana. Later Naiyayika-s have expressed their preference for inexplicability
pertaining to speaker’s intention rather than semantic composition. One common argument claims that if
laksana relies on inexplicability pertaining to semantic composition, one could take into account the
primary referent of ‘Ganges’ instead of ‘Ghosa’ and assign a secondary referent to the word ‘Ghosa’, say,
construe Ghosa as some kind of fish. To avoid such gross misconstrual, one will have to rely on the
speaker’s intention in all cases of laksanda. So, the root of laksana is inexplicability pertaining to speaker’s
intention. Here, I believe, Gangesa could have a comeback. He could point out that laksana, by definition,
is the relation of the primary referent with the secondary one. Therefore, in order to assign a secondary
referent to the word ‘Ghosa’, one has to show some kind of plausible relation between the primary referent
of the word ‘Ghosa’ and its secondary referent, i.e., between the dairyman and the fish. But such a relation
is plainly far-fetched!

"For a discussion on such a view, see Gangesa’s text in TC IV 1, p. 53: etena laksanadyanurodhat
tatparyagraho  vakyarthadhihetuh  tatparyan  ca  padarthasamsargavisesapratityuddesyakatvam,
tadgrahakanumandad eva tatparyajiianavacchedakatayda samsargasiddhir ity apastam)|.



speaker, established as competent, saying, “The Ghosa-s live on the Ganges”, he infers

that the sentence, will give rise to veridical verbal cognition, since a competent speaker
has uttered it.* Then, he faces a difficulty; for the primary referent of the word ‘Ganges’
cannot be combined with other word-meanings to compose a permissible sentential

meaning. What happens next? I quote Gangesa:

vatha vastrena pidhehityatra karmatvapanne dvare adhyahrte yogye itarapadaih
svarthanvayo bodhyate tatha saktya gangapadasmarite tive yogyakanksite
itarapadaih svarthanvayabodho 'trapi sambhavati iti tato mukhyarthasmarite tire

ghosadipadaih svarthanvayabuddhir asya utpadyate|’

To begin with, we should just note how the cognition of the secondary referent takes
place, facilitating along with itself the cognition of the composite sentential meaning.
When the hearer catches the word ‘Ganges’ he remembers its primary referent, i.e., the
river itself; by a well-established rule of thought, cognition of this primary referent must
lead to the remembrance of things that are related to it. We know that a relation of
proximity connects the river Ganges to its bank. Therefore, we inevitably have the
recollective cognition of the bank of the river. Now, the bank of the river is a place where
a dairyman can live. Hence, it is adopted at once and combined with the other word-

meanings to yield the cognition of the appropriate sentential meaning.

Ganges$a describes this entire process with the help of an analogy. He asks us to imagine
a situation where one hears a command, “Close with the cloth!” (vastrena pidhehi). Here,
the verb ‘close’ refers to the action of closing, but the object of that action has not been
mentioned in the sentence. According to the context, again, one must make an inference
and grasp thereby what the speaker actually wants to say. When one comes to realize that
the speaker wants one to close the door with the cloth, one simply introduces the missing
object of action, i.e., the door, on the scene and combines it with the other word-

meanings to compose a complete and coherent sentential meaning. As Gangesa puts it,

¥ Ibid., p.663: tathahi vyutpanno niripitaptabhavasya gangayam ghosah prativasatiti vakyam Srutva
vimrSati idam pramanam aptoktatvat|

? Ibid., pp.663-4.



the door, recognized as the suitable object of action, is incorporated on the semantic level
and is combined with the meanings of the other words. The key concept invoked here is
the notion of semantic incorporation (adhyahara), which also characterizes another way

of knowing, namely, verbal postulation or srutarthapatti.

2. The Bhatta exposition of srutarthapatti

In this paper, I shall be concerned only with the Bhatta view of srutharthapatti for
reasons that will become clearer as my argument progresses. Before we go into that, let
us first clarify what postulation or arthapatti in general is. As traditionally conceived,
postulation is based on something called anyathanupapatti-- inexplicability-otherwise,
where a seen or heard object remains inexplicable unless some other object or fact, which
is neither seen nor heard, is not assumed.'® This other object or fact is ascertained by
means of arthapatti. For example, if I visit Devadatta’s house and find him absent,
though he is assuredly alive, we assume that he is elsewhere outside. Here, it is only
Devadatta’s absence that we perceived. Just to explain this perceived fact, we have to
admit his presence at some other place outside his house: a fact which in itself is
unperceived. This is a case where a perceived (drsta) fact stands in need of explanation.

Hence it is an instance of drstarthapatti.

However there may also be instances where what we hear (sruta) suffers from some kind
of inexplicability. Those are the cases of srutarthapatti. In the Slokavarttika, Kumarila
cites one principal case of srutarthapatti. If someone tells me, “The fat man does not eat
by day (pino diva na bhunkte)”, 1 will be led to understand that he eats at night. Clearly,
the meaning of the sentence I hear leaves the mentioned fatness unexplained; it remains
inexplicable unless nocturnal eating is admitted. Now, what removes this inexplicability?
Does the mere fact of nocturnal eating explain everything? Kumarila tells us that, even
before this fact (artha) can be known, the linguistic expression referring to this fact is

cognized and the inexplicability is resolved. As a result, the fact is known later by means

1 Sabarabhasya on Mimamsa Sitra 1.1.5 quoted in Parthasarathi Misra’s ‘Nyayaratnakara® in MS, p.450:
arthapattir api drsto va sruto vartho 'nyatha nopapadyata ityarthakalpanal



of the verbal cognition arising from that linguistic expression. In his commentary
‘Nyayaratnakara’, Parthasarathi explains the underlying rationale: Just as the sentential
meaning composed of the individual word-meanings is known through verbal cognition
because it is based on words, the fact which is known due to inexplicability of sentential
meaning is based on a sentence and therefore known through verbal cognition.'' Since
the postulated cognition merely requires something that will explain its foundational
inexplicability, the task of explaining is carried out by the linguistic expression which is
known first.'> When the sentence I heard leaves things unexplained, there is an
expectation that something else will remove the inexplicability. In the section of 7C’s
‘Anumanakhanda’ on arthapatti, Gangesa treats this matter from the perspective of the
Bhatta: he says that this expectation of explanation is created out of language and hence
can be fulfilled only by another linguistic expression (S@bdy akanksa sabdenaiva
prapiryate).” The linguistic expression, which represents the fact of nocturnal eating,
performs this explanatory task: its meaning combines with the meaning of the sentence I

hear, with which this linguistic expression forms one complete sentence.'”

Another commonly cited instance of srutarthapatti obviously resembles the analogy
invoked by Ganges$a in his attempt to describe /aksand, where we hear the command,
“Close with the cloth (vastrena pidhehi)!”, and insert the missing object of the action of
closing, i.e., the door (dvara). The case of srutarthapatti is slightly different. It tells us of
a person who hears someone say, “The door (dvaram)!” and immediately incorporates
the word ‘Close (pidhehi)!” to render the command complete. Though the word “Close!”
is never heard, it is inserted because, without it, the sentence “The door!” cannot make
anyone understand that he is being commanded to close the door; or in other words, the

semantic composition of the meanings of these words remains inexplicable.

"' Verse 78 in the ‘Arthapattipariccheda’, ibid., p. 469: vakyarthavacca kinna'yam agamarthah pratiyatel|
savikalpakavijiianaih sabdah piarvam pratiyate| In the ‘Nyayaratnakara’, loc. cit., we read: yatha
Sabdd’bhihitapadarthagamyo 'pi vakyarthah Sabdamiilatayd sabdah tatha vakyartha nupapattigamyo py
artho vakyamiilataya sabdo bhavisyatiti...tatas ca prathama vagatena sabdenaiva nupapattipariksayan
nartham yavad arthapattir gantum arhati)

2 Nyayaratnakara, ibid., p.470: arthapattistapapadakamatrena santusta Sabdasyapy upapadakatvat
tatraiva prathamavagate paryavasyatil

BTCII, p.685.

' Nyayaratakara in MS, p.470: Sabdavagato rthas tadekavakyabhitasabdantarapratipaditenaivarthena
saha vakyarthibhavati



It is interesting to note that the same inexplicability pertaining to semantic composition
(anvayanupapatti) which forms the basis of laksanda also necessitates these cases of
srutarthapatti. This aspect is highlighted in Gangesa’s exposition of the Bhatta theory of
srutarthapatti, especially in the role that it assigns to the notion of yogyata. According to
Mathuranatha, yogyata, for the Bhatta-s, refers to the possession of a nature conducive to
semantic composition (anvayaprayojakariipavattva). For example, if there is an
expression which designates someone’s fatness and another expression which refers to
that person’s consumption of food, the latter meaning will be fit for combination with the
former meaning; for fatness implies eating. Hence, the latter has a nature conducive to
semantic composition. But if we have, on the one hand, the fact of fatness and, on the
other hand, the fact of abstinence from food, the two will be inconsistent and hence
cannot be united in the context of one sentence.'” Keeping such a conception of yogyata
in mind, we can examine the sentence, “The fat man does not eat by day.” Since I am told
that the man does not consume any food by day, the only way to render the fact of his
fatness plausible is to postulate the fact of nocturnal eating. The fact of nocturnal eating
can combine with the fact of fatness to yield a complete sentential meaning.'® Here,
according to Mathuranatha, though the condition of yogyata can be fulfilled here merely
by the fact of nocturnal eating, a verbal cognition of a complete sentential meaning will
not be possible unless the yogyata embodied in the fact of nocturnal eating is cognized
from language. That is why it becomes necessary to imagine or incorporate a linguistic
expression which will designate the fact of nocturnal eating.'” Once the sentence, “The
fat man does not eat by day” is combined with that sentence, it will yield a complete

sentential meaning. Most importantly, the Bhatta position seems to suggest that, if we do

' ‘Rahasya’ in TC II 1, pp.684-5:..tanmate 'nvayaprayojakaripavattvasya yogyatdtvena pinatvanvaye
bhojitvasya yogyatatvena pinatvanvaye ’bhojitvasyayogyatatvat. ..

' Gangesa’s text, ibid., p.685: atha yatha abhoji pina ityatrayogyatajiianam tatha pino diva na bhunkta
ityatra divabhojanasya badhad yogyataghatakaratribhojanasyapratiteh ato yogyataghatakopasthitim vina
anvayam alabhamanam idam vakyam yogyataghatakardtribhojanopapddakam ratrau bhunkta iti vakyam
kalpayitva tena sahanvayam janayati|

7 Rahasya’, ibid., pp.685-6: tathd ca kevalarthakalpanena yogyatdjidananirvahe pi Sabdajanyopasthitim
ratribhojitvariupasya yogyatvasya sabdabodhe bhanasambhavac chabdah kalpyate tanmate
sabdayogyatavisayakasyaiva sabdabodhasya janananiyamad iti bhavah)|



not assume that the fat man consumes some food at night, the verbal cognition of the fat

man’s fatness despite his daily abstinence from food becomes inexplicable.

It might be asked why the Bhatta-s choose to envisage yogyata in this fashion. This
conception of yogyata emerges out of a specific debate, which Gangesa discusses at
length in 7C. In his ‘Aptirvavada’, the point at issue is how an injunction (vidhi), which
in essence is either ‘to-be-done-ness’'® (karyatva) or conduciveness to some good
(istasadhanatva) in general, combines with the action (that is, a sacrifice) represented by
the verb root in a sentence like ‘svargakamo yajeta’ (He who desires heavenly happiness
must perform sacrifice’). In this respect, the Bhatta view (which claims that all
injunction-sentences primarily portray the prescribed action as conducive to some good)
does not differ much from the Prabhakara view (which claims that an injunction-sentence
ideally produces a cognition like ‘This is to be done by me’), because each view admits
that an injunction-sentence produces a undeniable verbal cognition that the prescribed
action produces heavenly happiness (svargasadhanatva).”’ But such a cognition seems
impossible, because (i) the action prescribed by the above injunction can by no means be
the immediate cause of heavenly happiness (because it is destroyed quite soon) and (ii)
we are not told by the injunction that the action can produce heavenly happiness through
some intermediary cause such as an apiirva. Thus, this injunction seems inexplicable,
because the facts represented by the linguistic expressions in the sentence cannot be
combined to form a permissible sentential meaning and hence lack yogyata. This
inexplicability prevents the cognition of sentential meaning from arising. In order to
resolve this inexplicability, the Mimamsaka-s conclude that the optative suffix (/irn), etc.
in such sentences must refer to an apiirva—something distinct from the prescribed action
itself, which can be directly combined with the property of causing heavenly happiness
(‘saksat svargasadhanatvasyanvayayogyam’). More importantly, the apiirva also allows
the action to be portrayed as a goal toward which the volition of an agent, who desires

heavenly happiness, can be directed (‘karyopasthiter istasadhanatajnanam tatah krtiriti

' In order to capture the intuitive sense of ‘k@ryatva’, I borrow the expression ‘to-be-done-ness’ from J. L.
Mackie who uses it in the context of ethical theory (Mackie 1977).

¥ 1bid., pp. 105-6: istasadhanatavidhipakse sphutaivanupapattih| karyatavidhipakse anvayaprakarataya
sadhanatvam sabdam iti phalato na kascid visesah| See also Mathuranatha’s commentary ‘Rahasya’ on
this.
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prandlya kriyayah krtisadhyatanirvahakam”).® On the semantic level, it allows us to
string together all the facts, which previously seemed so incompatible. Therefore, it truly
possesses yogyata, that is, the property of having a nature conducive to semantic
composition. This, in turn, allows us to cognize that the prescribed sacrifice is the cause
of heavenly happiness. For the Bhatta-s, as represented by Gangesa, a similar cognitive
process characterizes instances of srutarthapatti, where an unheard linguistic expression
is posited to remove the absence of yogyata from meanings of words that we hear.?' In all

of them, yogyatd plays a central role.
3. Gangesa’s refutation of srutarthapatti

Ganges$a begins his refutation of the Bhatta view by rejecting this notion of yogyata. He
puts forward two alternative definitions of yogyata: (i) absence of contradicting evidence
(badhakapramanabhdva) and (ii) absence of a nature which obstructs semantic
composition (anvayavirodhiripaviraha).”> Next, Gangesa contests the Bhatta view that
we cannot even have the minimal cognition that the person in question is fat despite his
daily abstinence from food if we do not assume that he eats at night. Clearly, when we
hear the sentence “The fat man does not eat by day”, we come to know of the man’s
fatness as well as his daily abstinence from food. This piece of verbal cognition in itself
is not inexplicable. The semantic composition of all the word-meanings together is
cognized without difficulty, thereby constituting our preliminary understanding of the
sentential meaning. Therefore, here, the inexplicability does not lie with respect to
vogyata, as the Bhatta-s conceive it. If there had been an absence of yogyata as the

Bhatta-s understand it, if one of the word-meanings had not been conducive to semantic

%% Gangesa’s text in TC IV 2, p.307: atah kriyato 'nyat svargasadhanatarham kriyakaryatanirvahakam
linddyarthah| In his commentary ‘Rahasya’, loc. cit., Mathuranatha writes: svayam upasamharati ata iti
svargasdadhanatarham iti saksat svargasadhanatvasyanvayayogyam ityarthah, kriyakaryatanirvahakam iti
karyopasthiter istasadhanatajiianam tatah krtiriti pranalya kriyayah krtisadhyatanirvakam ityarthah)|

*! Gangesa’s text in TC 1 1, pp. 686-7: dvaram ityadau pidhehitisabdakalpanam Srutarthapattir eva $abdas
ca yadyapi srityamano badhitas tathapy abhiprayasthah kalpyate yathda gurumate svargakamo yajetety atra
saksatsadhanatabadhe paramparaghatakasyanupasthityda paramparasadhanatajiianaviraho

parampardasadhanataghatakam apiirvam linadivacyam kalpayati tatah svargasadhanam ydaga iti jianam
Jjayate anyatha apurvam api vacyam na syad iti...

** Gangesa’s text in TC II 1, p.687: badhakapramanabhavo nvayavirodhiripaviraho va yogyata| Gangesa
discusses the reasons for adopting these two definitions of yogyata in ‘Aptrvavada’, TC IV 2, pp. 378-392.
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composition with other word-meanings, the cognition of semantic composition would not
have been possible at all. But that surely is not the case. There is no failure of yogyata in
that sense. On the contrary, that which is cognized is inexplicable.” Here, the fat man’s
fatness, in the light of his daily abstinence from food, cannot be explained unless we
assume that he eats at night. Once we do that, no inexplicability remains. Hence there is
no need to imagine a linguistic expression stating the fact of his nocturnal consumption of
food, just as there is no need to imagine that apiirva is a referent of a linguistic
expression. Therefore, it seems that srutarthapatti does not require the insertion of a
linguistic expression, but only the incorporation (adhyahara) of an object or a fact on the

semantic level.

So, if the parallel between the srutarthapatti-like case and the cognition of sentential
meaning in cases of /aksanda is to hold good, we cannot say that the cognition of the
secondary referent arises not directly from the word that is actually uttered, but from
another word which is imagined or incorporated to avoid inexplicability pertaining to
semantic composition. On the contrary, we would have to admit that only the secondary
referent is inserted and combined with the other word-meanings. I think this is quite
evident from the passage on laksana which we examined earlier: Gangesa writes as if it
were the door itself—the object of action—which is inserted in order to arrive at a

complete sentential meaning in the Srutarthapatti-like case.

Gangesa wishes to reduce all postulation, including srutarthapatti, to inference. He is
very clear with respect to cases of drstarthapatti. For example, when we come to know of
the living Devadatta’s presence elsewhere outside his house from the perceived fact of
his absence from his house, for Gangesa, we are actually employing a kevalavyatirekin
inference of the form: “Devadatta is outside because he is alive and is the negatum of an
absence which resides in his house; he who is not outside is either not alive or is not the
counterpositive (pratiyogin) of an absence which resides in his house e.g. a dead man or a

man present in his house (devadattah bahih san jivitve sati grhanisthabhavapratiyogitvat

> Ibid., pp.687-8: diva bhojane ratribhojanapratitavapi bhojanasadhyapinatvad diva na bhurkta iti Sabdad
dhir utpadyate na pratityanupapatti|
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yannaivam tannaivam yatha mrto grhasthito va).” But how can Gangesa reduce
srutarthapatti to inference? This seems impossible as long as we continue to view
srutarthapatti as the Bhatta-s do, as long as we continue to incorporate inexplicability-
resolving linguistic expressions in cases of srutarthapatti. As long as we do so, the final
cognition of sentential meaning in cases of srutarthapatti will be a piece of verbal
cognition; for it will depend immediately on the cognition of words. Once the need for
postulating words is done away with, it becomes easier to consider the final cognition of
sentential meaning as inferential. Perhaps it is this connection which Gangesa wants to

show through the word ‘tasmat’ in the following passage:

pratitanupapattyd ratribhojanam kalpyate...tasman narthapattir anumanad

atiricyata iti|**

The initial cognition of sentential meaning, which results from the sentence, “Devadatta,
who is fat, does not eat by day”, lacks yogyata, in Gangesa’s sense, because a person’s
daytime abstinence from food is contradicted by the fact of his fatness. Thus, the
meanings yielded by the various clauses of the sentence in question cannot be combined
together to make much sense. Here, even under Gangesa’s account, the initial cognition
of sentential meaning suffers from an inexplicability with respect to semantic
composition, the very ground of /laksana. To remove this inexplicability, we simply
imagine the further fact that Devadatta eats at night, just as we assigned a secondary
referent to a word in cases of laksanda. Precisely because this fact is not cognized directly
from the sentence itself or from any other linguistic expression, there is no need to regard
the final cognition of sentential meaning as a piece of verbal cognition. The same
question must also be raised with regard to instances of laksana: Must the cognition of

sentential meaning in cases of /aksand be treated as verbal cognition?

4. Conclusion

** Ibid., p.688.
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If the cognition of sentential meaning in instances of sSrutarthapatti is regarded as
inferential, the cognition of sentential meaning in cases involving laksanda could also by
the same token be reduced to an inferential awareness. For example, within Gangesa’s
theory, the inference in the case of “Ghosa lives on the Ganges” could take the form,
“Ghosa lives on the bank of the Ganges, because (i) he is portrayed by a competent
speaker as someone who (or something that) lives directly on the Ganges and yet (ii) he is
the counterpositive of an absence that lies in the river. Whatever does not live on the
bank of the Ganges is either not portrayed by a competent speaker as something that lives
directly on/in the Ganges or is not the counterpositive of an absence that lies in the river.
For example, a Gangetic dolphin!” First of all, it is imperative that the inferential
cognition takes the form of the required cognition of sentential meaning. In this case,
Ghosa is the site (paksa), to which we ascribe the target-property (sadhya) of the
inference, namely, living on the bank of the Ganges. The ground (%etu) of this inference
consists of a conjunction of two properties. The first, namely, ‘the property of being
portrayed by a competent speaker as someone who lives on the Ganges’ points out why
we should take such an inference seriously and also the initial cognition of sentential
meaning which must be discarded. The second property, namely, counterpositive-ness
(pratiyogita) of an absence that lies in the river, tells us why we cannot hold on to the
initial cognition of sentential meaning, adducing the evidence that contradicts it. The
inference is based on just a negative concomitance (vyatirekavyapti) between the ground
of the inference and the target-property and therefore is kevalavyatirekin. This
concomitance is exemplified in the case of a Gangetic dolphin which neither lives on the
bank of the Ganges, nor is the counterpositive of an absence that resides in the river.
Hence, it lacks both the target-property and the ground of the inference. I think this
model can be suitably adapted to more complicated cases of laksand, such as those where
all the words within the sentence take secondary referents, simply by elaborating the

ground of this inference.
This, in turn, would allow us to classify such cognition as non-verbal. Now, what are the

arguments in favour of the view that the cognition of sentential meaning involving

laksana is a verbal cognition? I think there could be two responses to this question. The
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first among them shall come from the older school of Nyaya. According to these older
logicians, the verbal cognition, which results owing to the assignment of a secondary
referent to a word, is not caused by that word itself*’; on the contrary, some other word
which accompanies that word and which is responsible for the verbal cognition. For
example, in the case of “Ghosa lives on the Ganges”, the word ‘Ghosa’ is responsible for
the verbal cognition involving the bank of the Ganges.”® The underlying rationale seems
to be that, since the ultimate cognition is born out of the cognition of words, the cognition
has to be regarded as verbal. Against this view, the neo-Naiyayika urge that there are
some sentences such as “kumatih pasuh!” (roughly translatable as, “Wicked beast!”)
where both the words take secondary referents and, where, even in the absence of any
other accompanying word that, by means of sak#i, could cause the final cognition of
sentential meaning, we have the cognition of sentential meaning. Thus we have to admit
that the cognition of those words themselves, which take secondary referents, the causes
of verbal cognition.”’” So, the neo-Naiyayika-s say that the words which are assigned

secondary referents are responsible for the final cognition of sentential meaning.

I humbly confess that my understanding fails at this juncture. For it seems to me that in
such cases (especially those in which all the words are given secondary referents) the
final cognition of sentential meaning does not directly depend on the cognition of words.
The preliminary cognition of primary referents, which arises directly from the cognition
of the words themselves, is rejected completely in the light of contextual evidence and an
entirely different set of referents is adopted. Whether the initial cognition of words has
any instrumentality (karamatva) in bringing about the final cognition of sentential
meaning is not very clear. The official position of the neo-Naiyayika-s seems to be that,
in cases of cognition of sentential meaning where /aksand is absent, the verbal cognition
results immediately from the cognition of words which are assigned their primary

referents and therefore, whose sakti alone is taken into consideration. In such cases, the

B TCIV 2, p. 695: ata eva laksanikam padam nanubhavakam anvayapratiyoginas tirasya tato 'nupasthiteh
anvayapratiyogyupasthapakatvena padanam anvayanubhavakatvat|

*% ‘Ramarudi’ of Ramarudra Bhattacaryya in NSM, p. 289: gangdyam ghosa itvatra ghosapadasyaiva
tirasabdabodhajanakatayah sarvanubhavasiddhatvat|

T SSP, p. 159: kumatih pasur ityadau Sakter iva bhakter api jiagnam anubhavakam bhavatyeva,
karyatavacchedakasya sankocdcca na vyabhicarah|
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cognition of words as having sakti (Saktiprakarakapadajiiana) emerges as the cause of
the final verbal cognition by a relation of temporal immediacy (avyavahitottaratva).
However, in cases involving /aksana, the ultimate verbal cognition arises immediately
from the cognition of the words which are assigned secondary referents and which
therefore are characterized by laksana. In those instances, the cognition of words as
characterized by laksana (laksanaprakarakapadajiiana) becomes the cause of the final
verbal cognition involving laksana by a relation of temporal immediacy
(avyavahitottaratva). So the set of causes shall vary according to the need of the
situation, according to the need for laksana or its absence.”® But such a reply, which fails
to explain the process of verbal cognition in a uniform manner, seems to be just a stop-
gap solution. It seems to take it for granted that cognition of words characterized by

laksand directly causes verbal cognition.

Moreover, even if we grant that verbal cognition does occur in instances of laksand, the
difficulties do not disappear. According to the Naiyayika-s, verbal cognition has to be
regarded as the effect (karya) of every such cognitive process. Now, we ask: can we
identify any concrete delimiting property (avacchedaka), which characterizes and
distinguishes all such effects? In other words, can we identify any karyatavacchedaka?
Since the cause of verbal cognition varies radically from cases of sakti to cases of
laksana, it seems difficult to spell out any concrete property as the delimitor of effects in
general (karyatavacchedaka), i.e., all instances of verbal cognition. An ambiguity appears

in the Naiyayika’s conceptual scheme.

In fact, if one says that cognition of words causes the ultimate cognition of sentential
meaning just by a relation of temporal immediacy (avyavahitottaratva), then one can
explain only how a specific cognition of words causes a specific cognition of sentential
meaning and not how cognition of words causes cognition of sentential cognition in
general. This is because temporal immediacy is nothing but the occurrence of something

after something else and, as such, is the relation of one specific cause to one specific

¥ “Krsnakanti’, loc.cit.: Saktiprakarakam iva laksanaprakarakam api padajiianam sabdabodhajanakam
bhavatity arthah|
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effect. Therefore, one must give up all pretence of positing a uniform delimitor of effects.
Having raised one such objection in his commentary on Sabdasaktiprakasika, Krsnakanta
replies that, instead of explaining causation in terms of temporal immediacy, one must
explain it in terms of having a corresponding cognition of words
(padajiianapratiyogikatva), which is a uniform relation characterizing all instances of
cognition of sentential meaning.” But that property can by no means capture the causal

complexity that characterizes cases of /aksana and renders them so unique.

In the light of Ganges$a’s analogy with the srutarthapatti-like case, it seems that cognition
of sentential meaning involving /aksana could be inferential. In that case, there will no
need to have an ambiguous karyatavacchedaka, for all cognitions of sentential meaning
involving laksana will be classified under inferential cognition (anumiti), while all
cognitions of sentential meaning involving sakti will be regarded as verbal (Sabdabodha).

Thus, ambiguity in the Naiyayika’s conceptual scheme will be averted.

Here, a Naiyayika could be tempted to appeal to anuvyavasaya (the mental perception of
the properties of the soul such as cognition, happiness, pain and so on) and to assert that,
when we become aware of the cognition that we have of sentential meaning in cases of
laksanda, we actually know it as verbal cognition.3 % This, again, could make us wonder
what the anuvyavasaya will be like when we construe the command, “Close with the
cloth!” as a command to close the door with a piece of cloth. Will such metacognition
portray our cognition as a piece of verbal cognition, since it is admittedly similar to cases

of laksana? Or, will it be seen as an instance of srutarthapatti and hence considered

¥ Loc. cit.: na cavyavahitottaratvasyananugatatvena tena sambandhena padajianavaisistyasya
tadvyaktitvavacchinam prati tadvyaktitvenaiva hetutvaucityam kim
gurudharmasyavacchedakatvakalpaneneti vacyam| avyahitottaratvananugame 'pi
padajiianapratiyogikatvena tattatsamyoganam vahnipratiyogikatvasamyogatvadinevanugamasambhavat,
anugatasyavyavahitottaratvasyapi sambhavat| 1 have ignored the possibility of a nonspecific (anugata)
relation of temporal immediacy, because even then the basic difference between cases of sakti and cases of
laksana shall make it impossible for us to identify a property that uniformly delimits all instance of verbal
cognition.

%% In fact, Mathuranatha resorts this argument quite frequently in his commentary ‘Rahasya’ on Gangesa’s
‘Sabdapramanyavada’ in TC IV 1, pp. 19-22 & p. 81. He appeals to ordinary reports of verbal cognition
such as “I am hearing of that object” or “This has indeed been heard from the purana-s”, which prove that
we cognize the universal ‘verbality’ (sdbdatva) in these cognitions. Such reports are validated by common
intuition and therefore cannot be played down.
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inferential in nature? Mathuranatha thinks that we never cognize the so-called cases of

arthapatti as such.” If we are to rely just on the testimomy of Gangesa, reason seems to

persuade us that an instance of Srutdrthdpatti will be perceived as an inferential
cognition. In that case, we could, by analogy, argue that the cognition of sentential

meaning in cases of /aksand must also be regarded as inferential in character.
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