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Bhatta Jayanta:

Comprehension, Knowledge, and the Reduction of Testimony to Inference'

Alessandro Graheli

The present paper is an analysis of the defense of the epistemological autonomy
of verbal testimony ($abda), against its reduction to inference, as found in
Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamafijari. The article identifies the Vaisesika, Buddhist
and Sankhya positions hinted at in the Nyayamafijari, and it analyses the reuse
by Jayanta of the arguments conceived by the Mimamsa philosopher Kumarila.
Unlike for Mimamsakas, according to Jayanta the relation between language
and reality is established by convention, but in its day-to-day usage it is clear
that an a priori connection is a necessary condition for linguistic
communication, so that the distinction between a fixed connection and a
conventional one weakens. The analysis of Jayanta leads to two general
conclusions: 1. In ancient Nyaya as attested by Jayanta there is no distinction
between non-committal understanding and committal knowledge from words.
Consequently, 2. in ancient Nyaya as attested by Jayanta the language is
primarily examined from an epistemological viewpoint, as the conveyer of true
statements. There are no “neutral” statements, and false statements are in fact
inappropriate uses of language.

1. Introduction

The reasons why we place any credit in witnesses and historians, is not derived from any connexion, which we
perceive a priori, between testimony and reality, but because we are accustomed to find a conformity between
them

(D. Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding)

1.1. The reduction of $abda to inference

The present paper is an analysis of the defense of the epistemological autonomy of verbal testimony

(Sabda), against its reduction to inference, as found in Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamarijari. This study has

! This paper is in part based on the copies of manuscripts gathered during projects G1160-M15, P17244, P19328 and P24388,
granted by the FWF (Fonds zur Férderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung), and archived at the ISTB, University of Vien-
na. I am grateful to Karin Preisendanz, who allowed me to use such material. Elisa Freschi read an early draft of this paper
and suggested valuable improvements. She also found useful parallels from Mimamsa sources, thus enhancing the scope of

this research.
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been inspired by pioneering papers on the same passages of the NM, notably Matilal 1994 and Taber
1996. The present effort is more textually-oriented and aims at a contribution in the following
respects:

* A more complete presentation of Jayanta’s perspective on the issue.

* A deeper analysis of the relation of Jayanta’s arguments with Kumarila’s.

* A systematic identification and clarification of the Vaisesika, Buddhist and Sankhya positions on

the issue, as found in the NM.

Jayanta, an exponent of old Nyaya, stages a debate that integrates arguments from Mimamsaka,
Vai$esika, Sankhya and Buddhist sources.’ Like Kumarila, by whom he is undoubtedly inspired,
Jayanta does not explicitly label the various schools and positions, although these are more tidily
arranged in Jayanta’s presentation. In short, the Vaiesika arguments in favor of a reduction of sabda
to inference concern the necessary relation among the instrument of knowledge and the object of
knowledge (artha),” on which both inference and sabda are based, as well as the unperceived artha
which distinguishes both inference and sabda from direct perception. Quite differently, the Buddhist
reduction mainly hinges on the inference of the intention of the speaker and on his
authoritativeness. The Sankhya defense of an independent epistemological status of sabda is based on
the peculiarity of the need of a speaker, of his intention, and of specific processess on the side of the
hearer, peculiarities not found in inference; the Sankhya arguments, however, are considered
inconclusive by Kumarila and Jayanta.

Some of the pre-Kumarila arguments and objections are summed up by Taber (1996: 22-23). In
the present paper further more parallels from Nyaya, Buddhism, Vaisesika, and Mimamsa sources are
provided, although an exhausting collection of Jayanta’s sources goes beyond the scope of this paper

and needs to be carried on elsewhere.

* As a general indication for non-specialists, the Nyaya tradition largely deals with problems of epistemology, dialectics and
logic; Mimamsa is mostly concerned with the interpretation of the Veda and defense of its authority; and Sankhya is mostly
known as a system of metaphysics. These three accept sabda as an instrument of knowledge, independent from inference. In
Vai$esika, also a system of metaphysics, and in Buddhism, which in the present debate refers to the epistemology of Dinnaga

and Dharmakirti, Sabda is reduced to inference. For further details, see the introduction of the present volume.

® For the purposes of this paper, rendering sabda with “verbal testimony”, “linguistic expression”, etc., and artha with “ob-
ject of knowledge”, “meaning”, etc., would be a potentially misleading choice. Since the discussion always revolves around
Sabda and artha, they will be left untranslated, in the hope that the context will help to understand their import better than

an arbitrary English equivalent.
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1.2. Understanding words and knowing from words

Upon hearing a linguistic expression, the epistemic reaction of the hearer could be considered

committal, non-committal, or both. The issue is eloquently put by Matilal (1994: 348) as follows:

It is frequently heard “I understand what you mean” and along with it comes the
disclaimer “but I do not accept it”. As knowledge or belief is based upon total acceptance,
such an understanding of what the speaker means can hardly amount to knowledge on
the part of the auditor. [...] then understanding (and the attendant interpretation) can be
the intermediate stage in providing us with the final knowledge or belief that we may
possibly derive from the testimony of [...] any [...] knowledgeable person.

According to Matilal (1994: 355) this scenario is not endorsed in Nyaya: “The Naiyayikas were
against the deployment of such a basic attitude prior to the belief-claim or knowledge claim that
arises in the hearer”.

Taber (1996: 20), while studying arguments in favour and against the reduction of verbal
testimony to inference, noticed that this claim of an absence of distinction between committal and

non-committal knowledge from words may not be applicable to Nyaya tout court:

[...] I would like to suggest a minor qualification of Matilal’s interpretation of the Nyaya
position. While it is indeed the case that Nyaya, especially later Nyaya, rejects an initial
grasp of the meaning of a statement as the author’s thought or intention, it nevertheless
does make a distinction between apprehending the meaning of a statement and

apprehending its truth.

Taber cautions that his criticism of Matilal’s characterisation of Nyaya is specifically based on
the point of view of Jayanta, who flourished at the end of the 9th century. Taber, however, also thinks

that this point of view can be extended to other Nyaya sources (Taber 1996: 20).

1.3. Jayanta and Mimamsa

As in other sections of the NM, also in the passage studied here Jayanta extensively quotes and draws
ideas from Mimamsa works, and most often from Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika. But he also
distances himself from Mimamsa tenets not acceptable by Naiyayikas. More specifically, for the
present purposes, the assumption of the artha of individual words as a qualified individual (tadvat) is
an essential aspect in which Jayanta differs from Kumarila and other Mimamsakas, according to

whom the artha is primarily a universal. Jayanta’s reuses of Kumarila’s statements should thus be
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read, mutatis mutandis, with such distinctions in mind, for even when Kumarila’s words are cited
verbatim it is quite possible that terms denote radically different concepts in the two schools and are

thus diversely intended by Jayanta, in the flow of his argumentation.

2. The context

2.1. The Nyayamafijari

Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamarijari is a treatise on the tenets of Nyaya, the system of epistemology,
dialectics and logic traditionally rooted in the Nyayasitra of Aksapada Gotama (c. 200-400 CE). The
NM was composed at the end of the 9th c. CE and it unfolds in 12 parts, called ahnika-s (“daily
lessons”).*

From NM 3 to NM 6, almost half of the whole NM, Jayanta debates issues related to the
acquisition of knowledge from sabda. A crucial passage, the topic of this paper, concerns the status of
Sabda as an autonomous instrument of knowledge, or whether it should rather be reduced to
inference. The issue of the reduction of $abda to inference has already engaged scholars such as
Matilal, Chakrabarti, Taber and Ganeri, so there is not much scope to say something new. The goal of
this paper is to present again the gist of their arguments in the flow of Jayanta’s own treatment, to
give them some new perspective, just like “flowers from previous chaplets may generate a new
interest when rearranged on a new string.”

Jayanta’s eloquence in representing views that oppose his own Nyaya tradition, to the extent
that scholars often turn to the NM to figure out the original views, is well known.® The reason behind
the popularity of the NM in modern studies, however, can be traced back not only to Jayanta’s lucid
and natural style of Sanskrit, but also to his strategically arranged questions and answers. The
efficacy of philosophical arguments staged in a dialogical form is brilliantly captured by Gadamer
(2000, 11, 3, c: 746):

The essence of the question is that it has a sense. A sense, however, is a direction. The
sense of a question is thus the direction in which the answer must result, if it expects to

* An overview of the textual transmission and of the contents of the NM, as well as details on Jayanta’s time and life, can be
found in Graheli (2015, chapter 1).

® vacovinydsavaicitryamatram atra vicaryatam // tair eva kusumaih piirvam asakrt krtasekharah / apirvaracane damni dadhaty eva
kutahalam // (NMVa, 13, 5-6).

°E. g., see Kataoka (2008: 3): “Jayanta explains Kumarila’s discussions in a lucid manner [...] Jayanta’s Nyayamarijari can be

used as a kind of commentary on or introduction to the Mimamsaslokavarttika”.
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be a meaningful, significant answer. The question puts the object of inquiry into a
specific perspective.’

Jayanta’s style of debate is thus a point of strength of his writings. The subject matter appears in
full clarity exactly because of the well-structured and increasingly subtler objections and counter-
objections. Hence, to render full justice to Jayanta’s point of view, it is important to present the
complete debate on a given issue.’ The present attempt is to transmit the flavour of the debate found
in the NM as exhaustively as possible.’

Furthermore, Jayanta tends to mirror, in his syntheses, the concatenation of the points raised by
the staged opponents in the antitheses, so the philosophical import of a full section is significantly
influenced by the very position of its various subsections, which will thus be presented in Jayanta’s
own sequence.

As mentioned above, in this paper the terms sabda and artha are not translated. The latter term,

particularly, requires some explanation, since Jayanta is known for its peculiar views about it.

2.2. Bhatta Jayanta on the artha of words

In tune with the realist, empiricist approach of mainstream Nyaya, Jayanta tends to assume the
external reality of objects of knowledge,"® which is true also for objects known by verbal testimony.
Such denoted objects, according to Nydyasitra 2.2.66, (NBhTha 132), vyaktyakrtijatayas tu padarthah,

can be individuals, shapes, or universals. Referring to this siitra, Jayanta asks (NMVa, IT 47, 5-6):

evam siddhe bahye rthe [...] adhuna Having thus established the external
vivicyate'' gosabdah kim akrter vacakah artha [...], now the word “cow” is going

7 In Wesen der Frage liegt, dafs sie einen Sinn hat. Sinn aber is Richtungssinn. Der Sinn der Frage is mithin die Richtung, in der die Antwort
allein erfolgen kann, wenn sie sinnvolle, sinngemdfSe Antwort sein will. Mit der Frage wird das Befragte in eine bestimmte Hinsicht
gertickt.

®In this sense Kei Kataoka has set the benchmark of NM studies, by his editions, translations and studies of thematic sec-

tions of the NM, each inclusive of all the objections and counter-objections.

® The text of NMVa has been checked and occasionally emended with the variants found in P and X, as well as GBhSha, ac-
cording to the editorial principles explained in Graheli (2012) and Graheli (2015, chapter 5). A summary of the passage exa-
mined in this paper can be found in Potter (1977: 365).

1 See also NMVa, II 540, 16, where Jayanta distinguishes the teleological from the ontological use of the word (arthah ar-

thyamanah ucyate, na vasturiipa eva, abhavasyapi prayojanatvasambhavat /)

" yivicyate] vicaryate NMVa
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uta vyakteh atha jater iti. to be examined. Is it the signifier of the
shape, of the individual, or of the

universal?

Before Jayanta, the topic of this sitra had been an object of dispute among Buddhists,
Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas. Dinnaga rejected the theory that common nouns refer to universals and
saw usages in apposition (samanadhikaranya) as a problem in this theory: “If the word ‘sat’ denotes the
universal satta, then it would not be co-referential with the words denoting particulars, such as
‘dravyd’, etc., and there would not be such expressions as ‘sad dravyam’, ‘san gunah’ and the like”
(Hattori 1996, 387).

Dinnaga also mentioned with disapproval the notion that the artha of words is a tadvat, the
“possessor of that”: “[A jati-sabda is not [a denoter] of a [particular] possessing that [universal] (tadvat
= jatimat), because [it is] not independent [in denoting that object]."

The concept of tadvat as the artha of words is already introduced by Uddyotakara in the
Nyayavarttika, though it is often associated to Jayanta and the NM, where it is discussed in depth.
Merits and flaws of this theory have been discussed in Ganeri 1996 and Ganeri (1999, § 4.1, 4.2). Since
for the purpose of the present paper it is important to understand Jayanta’s position as clearly as
possible, the relevant passages of the NM will be again presented and discussed here.

The tadvat, the ‘possessor-of-that’, would be the artha of common nouns denoting substances,
such as “cow” — i. e., excluding nouns denoting unique individuals without extension, such as akasa

(“ether”), which do not have a correspective universal (NMVa, 11 59,4-60, 7):

anyesu tu prayogesu gam dehity"’ In other usages, such as [the

evamadisu / tadvato rthakriyayogat injunction] “donate a cow!”, they said
tasyaivahuh padarthatam // padam that the artha of a word is the
tadvantam™ evartham “possessor-of-that” (tadvat), because of
arjasyenabhijalpati’® / na ca vyavahita pragmatic reasons (arthakriyayogat).
buddhir na ca bharasya gauravam // The word directly expresses
samandadhikaranyadivyavaharas ca*® (afijasyenabhijalpati) the artha, i. e., the

2 Tr. Hattori 2000, 142. The Sanskrit version of the Pramanasamuccaya passage has been reconstructed in Muni Jambuvijaya
1976, 607, as tadvato nasvatantratvad upacarad asambhavat / bhinnatvad buddhiripasya rajii bhrtyopacaravat. It is also quoted in
GBhSha, 137-138, albeit with vrttiriipasya bhinnatvad in c.

 dehity] dogdhity K

" padam tadvantam] padatadvantam P

** _bhijalpati] -bhijalpanti P

' ca] pi NMVa
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mukhyaya / vrttyopapadyamanah'’ san “possessor-of-that”," without
nanyatha yojayisyate // tasmat tadvann interruptions in the cognitive process
eva padarthah®® // or anti-economical assumptions.” The

practical usage, for instance in cases of
apposition (samanadhikaranya), can be
explained by direct signification, and
not otherwise. Therefore only the
“possessor-of-that” is the artha of the

word.

Ganeri renders Jayanta’s views on the tadvat as follows, translating NMshu, 295:

‘Tadvan’ literally means ‘this has that’ (tad asyasti), so what is meant is that a particular is
the owner of a property. But if it is the particular which is the designatum, then the
infinity and discrepancy faults recur, [especially] since the property is not [considered by
you to be] an undesignated indicator (upalaksana). And if both [particular and property]
are designated, then the word has an excessive [semantic] burden (Ganeri 1999: 103).

It may help to have a closer look to the text of the NM (NMVa II 59,13-16), which can also be

translated as follows:*

nanu ko 'yam tadvan nama. [Objection:] What exactly is this

tad asyastiti tadvan iti visesa eva ‘possessor-of-that?

samanyavan ucyate. visesavacyatve [Reply:] “Possessor-of-that”, literally
canantyavyabhicarau tadavasthau. “this has that”, is exactly a particular
samanyam tu Sabdenanucyamanam (visesa) which possesses the universal
nopalaksanam® bhavati. ubhayabhidhane (samanya). If the [mere] particular

ca Sabdasyatibhara ity uktam. (visesa) is assumed to be expressed,

fallacies of endlessness and ambiguity
ensue. And the universal (samanya),

7 yrttyopapadyamanah] vrttyopapadyamanah NMVa
'® padarthah] $abdartha K
¥ In the P reading, “they unhesitantly assert that the artha is exactly the ‘possessor-of-that’, i. e., of the word”.

* The “interruption in the cognitive process” refers to objections about a possible overlapping of cognitive processes such
as perception, mnemonic dispositions, memory, and prior knowledge of the relation among words and artha-s. The “anti-
economical assumptions” are theories which involve the postulation of multiple unseen forces, such as the theory of the

sphota, in the view of Jayanta and the Mimamsakas. Such problems are discussed in NM 6. 1.

% Ganeri's text of reference is NMShu, In this paper, however, the more reliable text of NMVa is adopted and, wherever ne-

cessary, emended on the basis of the two best manuscripts, P and K.

2 nopalaksanam] nopalaksyamanam NMShu NMVa
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which is not expressed by a word,
cannot be an accidental characteristic
(upalaksana)® [of a particular]. And in
the hypothesis that both [particular
and universal] are designated [by a
same word], there is an excessive

burden on the word.

If common nouns such as “cow” are taken to designate particulars, indeed, major issues arise. By
“endlessness” (anantya) it is meant that, since potentially there are endless referents of a common
noun, it is absurd to claim that it designates an individual thing. The “ambiguity” (vyabhicara) is that

a common noun may then refer to heterogeneous entities such as substances, qualities, etc., as in the

” o«

case of the word sat (“existent”, “real thing”), which may refer to a quality as well as to a substance

(Hattori 1996, 337; 2000, 141).

A problem in Ganeri’s interpretation of the passage is his use of the equivalent “property” for
samdnya. In the present context the Sanskrit term is clearly used, as a synonym of jati, “universal”.
While Ganeri’s use may suit the flow of his argumentation, it does not reflect the status of the
universals in Jayanta’s ontology.

Ganeri further explains Jayanta’s position as follows, translating NMshu, 296:

[Jayanta replies]: What is meant is this. The ‘property-possessor’ (tadvan) is not a
particular individual, such as Sabaleya, which is indicated by the word ‘this’ [in ‘this has
that’], and it is not the collection of all the individual [cows, say] in the world. 1t is the
substratum of a universal. The aforementioned particular Sabaleya is said to be the
‘tadvan’ because it is the substratum of the universal [cowhood], and so neither infinity
nor discrepancy are relevant [objections]. Nor do we admit that a word designates the
qualificant [i.e. the particular] without designating the qualifier [i.e. the property]. Since
[someone who understands the word] knows a relation [between it] and a property-
substratum, [the word] just means a tadvan. So where is the word’s excessive [semantic]
burden? (Ganeri 1999, 103).

An alternative translation, and an improved NM text, run as follows (NMVa, II 63,14-64, 6):

ucyate. nedantanirdisyamanah [Jayanta’s synthesis:] We say: the
Sabaleyadivisesas tadvan, na ca sarvas “possessor-of-that” is not a particular

» According to Nyaya-VaiSesika, a universal inheres in a particular, it is not an accidental aspect of a particular.
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trailokyavarti vyaktivratas tadvan. kintu
samanyasrayah® kascid
anullikhitasabaleyadivisesah tadvan ity
ucyate. samanyasrayatvan®
nanantyavyabhicarayos tatravasarah. na
ca visesanam abhidhdya’ visesyam
abhivadati’’ sabda ity upagacchamah,”
yenainam atibharena pidayema.”
samanyasrayamatre sanketagrahanat
tavanmatram vadatah sabdasya ko™
‘tibharah. evam ca®* tadvato™
nasvatantratvad ityadidusanam

parihrtam bhavati.

such as Sabaleya indicated by an
ostensive individuation (idanta). Nor
is the “possessor-of-that” the
collection of all the individuals of the
world. Rather, it is called “possessor-
of-that” any unspecified (anullikhita)
particular, such as Sabaleya, which is
the substratum of a universal. Since it
is the substratum of a universal, there
is no scope for endlessness and
ambiguity. And we do not endorse the
idea that sabda designates an attribute
and then it conveys the possessor of
the attribute, so that we would cause
the problem of overburdening this
[$abda]. Since the conventional
relation [between word and artha] is
grasped exclusively in relation to this
substratum of the universal, what
would be the excessive burden of a
Sabda that expresses that from the
very beginning? In this way,
objections such as tadvato
ndsvatantratvad are refuted.

The tadvat, in Jayanta’s system, seems to have an external reality, rather than being a mental
construct. The individual (e.g., ‘cow’) is the substratum of the correspective universal (e.g.,

‘cowness’). This individual-qualified-by-universal (e.g., cow-qualified-by-cowness), or possessor-of-

* samanyasrayah [...] pidayema] om. K

B samanyasrayatvan] simanyasrayatvac ca NMShu NMVa
* abhidhaya] anabhidhaya NMVa

7 gbhivadati] abhidadhati NMShu NMVa
 upagacchamah] abhyupagacchamah NMShu NMVa

® pidayema] pidayemahi NMShu NMVa

% ko] kataro NMShu

3 ca] om. NMShu NMVa

% tadvato] tadvator NMShu
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that, is the artha designated by a common noun (e.g., “cow”). In this way the objections of endlessness
and ambiguity, caused by particularism, are neutralized. Since the very thing ontologically is an
individual qualified by a universal, the operation occurs at once, by direct designation, and not in two
separate instants, so also the charge of semantic burden does not stand anymore.

Jayanta seems to accept some degree of flexibility in the application of the tadvat concept,
according to the context, in terms of the predominance of the particular, of the universal and the
shape in given circumstances. This would also somewhat explain the formulation in Nyayasitra 2.2.66.
If this is the case, for Jayanta tadvat is not necessary synonym of jatimat, though it may be its most

frequent application, because it can also be akrtimat:

tusabdo visesandrthah. kim visesyate. In the Nyayasiitra, the word tu
gunapradhanabhavasyaniyamena indicates a specification. What is
Sabdarthatvam. sthite 'pi tadvato specified? That the property of being
vacyatve kvacit prayoge jateh the artha of a $abda implies,
pradhanyam vyakter angabhavah yatha unrestrictedly, a primary-secondary
gaur na pada sprastavyd iti sarvagavisu relation. [To explain:] Once
pratisedho 'vagamyate. kvacid vyakteh established that what is expressed is
pradhanyam jater angabhavah yatha the possessor-of-that (tadvat), (1) in
gam mumca gam badhana iti niyatam same cases the universal is primary
kamcid vyaktim uddisya prayujyate. and the individual secondary, as in
kvacid akrteh pradhanyam vyakter the injunction “a cow should not be
angabhavah jatis tu> ndsty eva yatha touched with one's feet”. (2) in
pistamayyo gavah kriyantam iti. others, the individual is primary and

the universal is secondary, as in
“release this cow”, “tie this cow” [...]
(3) and in others, again, the shape is
primary and the individual is
secondary, while the universal is not
there at all, as in “cows made of flour

should be modelled” [...].

Ganeri (1999: 104-105) thinks that Jayanta’s tadvat theory is logically flawed, because he “clearly
cannot take ‘property-possessor’, the direct object in his meaning specification, as standing for a
certain particular”, and because “if this phrase is mentioned”, it becomes tautological, because “the

meaning clause becomes a mere restatement of the fact that ‘A-hood-possessor’ (A-tvavan) and ‘A’ are

*tu] om. NMVa
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synonyms, which is a consequence of the fact that the abstraction and possession affixes are inverses
of one another”.**

An issue in Ganeri’s interpretation seems to be whether it is legitimate to assume that the tat in
tadvat is meant as a “property”, i.e., as the dharma in the Nyaya theory of inference. If Jayanta
believed in the ontological, external existence of particulars-qualified-by-universals, in his system a
particular cannot but be a universal-possessor. The distinction between a tadvat and a dharmin,
discussed in § 5.1 below, may help to draw the distinction between samanya and dharma: while the
former is a universal, a dharma, at least in the context of inference, does not need to be s0.*

Lastly, in the economy of this paper, it is important to stress that the tadvat concerns the artha of

words, not that of sentences, as it will be explained below.*

2.3. About inference

In the following discussion on the reduction of sabda to inference, Jayanta analyzes formal aspects of
possible versions of the inference from words to their objects. Since it is important to precisely
present such inferential structures, a brief clarification on the simplified presentation of inferences
adopted in this paper is in order. The formalization originally proposed by Schayer 2001, 106 and
clarified by Ganeri 2001, 16 has been here adopted and simplified. The attempt is to render the gist of
the Nyaya theory of inference as known at Jayanta’s time, that is, without taking into consideration
the developments of Navyanyaya.” Using Schayer’s formalization, the complete smoke-fire

argument, the stock example of inference in Nyaya, would run thus:

* Here Ganeri seems to invoke the taddvatvam tad eva rule of inference, which is an expression of x + vat + tva = x + tva + vat =
X, because “the abstraction operator ‘ness’ and the concretization operator ‘-possessing’ denote inverse operations”
(Bhattacharyya 2001, 175; see also Matilal 2001, 212-213).

% As discussed next, in § 2.3.

% On Jayanta and his theory of sentence signification, see Graheli 2016 and Freschi and Keidan forthcoming.

*” Thus some improvements in the formalization of Nyaya inferences, found in Bhattacharyya 2001 and Matilal 2001, have
been here ignored. The central role of paramarsa, as described in Bhattacharyya 2001, 178, and on pervasion (vyapti) (Bhatta-
charyya 2001, 178; Matilal 2001, 206), come to mind. For Jayanta’s discussion of inference theory, see NMVa, 1 311, 8-11, 375,
3-4, and 11 582, 15-23.
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(1) ayam parvato vahniman  This hill possesses fire Sp

(2) dhiamavattvat Because it possesses smoke Hp

(3) yoyo dhimavan, For every X, if x possesses (x)(Hx 2 Sx)
sa sa vahniman smoke, then x possesses fire

(4) tatha cayam This mountain possesses smoke Hp

(5) tasmat tatha Therefore this mountain possesses fire = Sp

The (1) (pratijfia) can be subsumed in (5) (nigamana), and (2) (hetu) in (4) (upanaya), so that it is

easier to focus on the modus ponens, implicit in the inference:

(x)(Hx > Sx) If x possesses smoke, x possesses fire
Hp This hill possesses smoke
- Sp This hill possesses fire

That this is a formally valid inference is proven as follows:

1. (x)(Hx 2 Sx)

2. Hp

. Sp

3.Hp>Sp 1, Universal Instantation
4, Sp 3, 2, Modus Ponens

The relation of “possession” between terms has the technical sense of a “occurrence-exacting”
relation (vrttiniyamaka), i.e., it specifies the ontological presence of a property (dharma) on or in
another thing, this thing being the possessor (paksa) of the property. “Property”, again, does not need

to be a quality as the English term suggests, and indeed in many Nyaya inferences it is a substance:”

Navya-Nyaya logicians define the term ‘property’ (dharma) as the second member
(pratiyogin) of occurrence-exacting relations which alone are to be denoted by the
technical term ‘possess’ used in inferences. Thus the table possesses the book when the
book is on the table, and the book is the property of the table (Bhattacharyya 2001, 174).

For simplicity’s sake, however, I will use the term “property” to render dharma in inferential

contexts and I will keep track of inferential arguments by means of a simple representation of the

% Matilal (2001, 209) proposes a relation of “location” of a “locus” and “locatee” as a solution of the ambiguity generated by

the use of the term “property”.
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modus ponens. The purpose is to precisely identify the main components of each inferential argument
—namely the probandum (sadhya), the locus (paksa) and the probans (sadhana, linga, or hetu)— and to
keep track of the relation of concomitance between probans and probandum:

If something possesses smoke, then it possesses fire

This hill possesses smoke

Therefore this hill possesses fire

3. Thesis: $abda is an autonomous instrument of knowledge

Jayanta’s discussion of sabda starts with its definition found in the roots of his tradition Nydyasiitra
1.1.7: “Sabda is the instruction of an authoritative source” (aptopadesah sabdah). This definition is
expected to flawlessly and unambiguously justify the inclusion of $abda in the list of the four
instruments of knowledge (pramana-s) accepted in the Nydyasiitra: perception, inference, analogy, and
Sabda.

Since there are also forms of pseudo-sabda that are not epistemically productive, Jayanta (NMVa,
1 396,6-12) suggests that the expression “instrument to realize something” (sadhyasadhana) should be
supplied from siatra 1.1.6 (akarake sabdamatre pramanyaprasaktir iti tadvinivrttaye purvasitrat
sadhyasadhanapadam akrsyate). Moreover, the words “knowledge” (jfiana), artha, “certain”
(vyavasayatmika),” and “undeviating” (avyabhicarin) should be supplied from Nydyasiitra 1.1.5, in order
to exclude from the definition invalid cognitions such as recollections, doubts and errors
(jianapadasya smrtijanakasya vyavaccheddya carthagrahanasya samsayaviparyayajanakanirakaranaya ca
vyavasayatmakavyabhicaripadayor anuvrttih).” The full definition would thus read: “sabda is the
instruction of an authoritative source and is an instrument to achieve undeviating and certain
knowledge of the artha” (avyabhicaradivisesanarthapratitijanaka upadesah sabda ity uktam bhavati).

Jayanta also reports an alternative interpretation of the siitra, according to which the possibility
of confusing cases of doubts and errors is already excluded by the presence of the words
“instruction” and “authoritative source”, in which case there is no need to supply words from

previous stitra-s.

* Potter (1977, 167) renders it as “well-defined”. Although in other contexts vyavasaya indicates apperception or introspec-
tion (e. g., see NK, s. v.), in this context, at least in the interpretation of the siitra found in the Nyayabhasya and in the NM, the
introspective element does not seem predominant.

‘* Here Jayanta applies the technique of integrating elliptical aphorisms with words used in previous aphorisms, a technique

called anuvrtti and most famously used in Panini’s grammar.
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In either way, it is clear that sabda is understood as enjoying the same epistemological status of
perception, inference and analogy, since it can generate true knowledge of the artha.

The word “instruction” (upadesa) in 1.1.7 is glossed by Jayanta (NMVa, 1 398,2-3) as “act of
designation” (abhidhanakriyd). This gloss is further specified (NMVa, 1 399, 2), as “an act of designation
which produces knowledge of its artha caused by the perception of an audible entity”
(Srotragrahyavastukaranika tadarthapratitir abhidhanakriya).

A common feature of perception, inference, analogy and sabda is that the knowledge produced
by them also involves the knower’s awareness that he is knowing something. Jayanta justifies the
distinction among perception, inference and sabda on the basis of the instrumental cause used to
obtain them, i.e. sense-organs, inferential marks, and an audible instruction, respectively, and on the
basis of the different terminology commonly used to denote these distinct epistemic acts (NMVa, 1
399,12-13). Here Jayanta argues that sabda may have other applications, for instance as an inferential
mark to prove the existence of ether (akasa),” which however do not disprove its distinct epistemic

role in verbal testimony:

nanu pratiteh samvidatmakatvat [Objection] A cognition is constituted

nabhidhanakriya nama kacid apirva of awareness (samvit),” therefore there

samvid anya vidyate. tatkaranasya is no [need of] such a new awareness

copadesatayam atiprasanga ity uktam. called “act of designation”. And there

satyam, samvidatmaiva sarvatra pratitih. is a fallacy of over-application when

sa caksuradikaranika pratyaksaphalam one says that its instrument [i.e., Sabda]

ligakaranika 'numanaphalam has the nature of instruction.

Srotragrahyakaranika sabdaphalam. na hi [Reply] True, a cognition is invariably

drsyate anumiyate abhidhiyata iti
paryayasabdah. tatpratitivisesajanane ca
Sabdasyopadesatvam ucyate.
akasanumanavivaksadau tu tasya
lingatvam eveti.

made of awareness, but it is still the
outcome of perception when caused by
the senses, of inference when caused
by an inferential mark, of verbal
testimony when it is caused by what is

grasped by the hearing organ. In fact,
“perceived”, “inferred”, and “denoted”
are not synonyms. One says that
[$abda] has the character of instruction
when there is the production of a

I See VD, 308, where the inference is explained tatra $abdah [...] na sparsavad visesagunah. bahyendriyapratyaksad [...] natma-
gunah. srotragrahyatvad visesagunabhavdc ca na dikkalamanasam. parisesyad guno bhitva akasasyadhigame lingam. Incidentally, in
the Nydyakalika (Kataoka 2013, 20, 5-6), Jayanta shows an argument to infer that sabda is a quality as an example of pa-
riSesanumand.

‘2 Cf. GBhSha, 213, 27: samyag vettiti samvit.
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specific cognition. In other
applications [of sabda] such as the
inference of ether, however, one
specifically refers to its character of

inferential mark.

The idea that any conceptual knowledge is necessarily linguistic, regardless of its derivation
from perception or inference, is debated and refuted by Jayanta from the viewpoints of several Nyaya
authorities in NMVa, I 209-225 (NM 2), and from his own perspective in NMVa, 11 476-485, where he
maintains that the theory that every cognition is linguistic is a consequence of the erroneous
assumption of a metaphysical unity of sabda and of a misguided denial of the reality of differences.

This happens because language is used to describe any kind of knowledge:

kas tvaya drsto rthah iti prsto vakti gaur When asked “what artha did you see?”,
iti. kidrsam te jianam utpannam gaur iti. one may answer “Cow”. And, “which
kam® $abdam prayuktavan* gaur iti. tata type of knowledge did you get?”

esd bhrantih. vastutas tu vivikta evaite “Cow”. And “which $abda did you use?”
Sabdajfianarthah (NMva, 11 480,12-15). “Cow”. This error [of thinking that

there are no differences] is caused by
such usages. But actually these sabda,
knowledge and artha are distinct

entities.

An authoritative source is characterized in NBhTha ad 1.1.7 as “an instructor who (1) has directly
experienced the true essence of the artha and (2) is moved by the desire to describe it as it is or it is
not” (aptah khalu saksatkrtadharma yathadrstasyarthasya cikhydapayisaya prayukta upadesta saksatkaranam
arthasydptih taya pravartata ity aptah). Jayanta (NMVa, 1 399,12-13) enlarges the scope of (1), by writing
that there is no restriction to things directly perceived by the instructor, because the
authoritativeness is not undermined if the true nature of the artha is ascertained by the instructor
through inference, etc. (na tu pratyaksenaiva grahanam iti niyamah, anumandadiniscitarthopadesino py
dptatvanapayat). Here the adi of anumanadi suggests even the possibility of a chain of sabda-s.

If these two criteria are met, the source is authoritative regardless of the social or moral status.

Echoing NBhTha ad 1.1.7, Jayanta (NMVa, I 400, 11) writes that the authoritativeness is possible in

3 kam] P K; kidréam NMVa

* prayuktavan] P K; prayuktavan asi NMVa
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seers, cultivated people and barbarians (rsyaryamlecchasamanyam vaktavyam captalaksanam).” Thus the
authoritativeness of the source applies to both common and Vedic language. Unlike in Mimamsa,
indeed, even the authority of the Veda is based on the reliability of their author. The foundation of
the epistemic validity of language on a trustworthy author also implies that language is not
considered permanent, since any instructor’s utterance must necessarily occur at some point in time;
furthermore, it means that the relation between sabda and artha needs to be considered conventional,
rather than natural.

Jayanta claims, therefore, that sabda is a separate instrument of knowledge, quite distinct from

direct perception and inferential processes.

4. Antithesis: sabda is inference

Reductionists maintain that knowledge produced by sabda is nothing but inferential knowledge

(NMVa, I 401,9-10):

Sabdasya khalu pasyamo nanumanad We do not see a distinction of sabda
vibhinnatam / atas tallaksanaksepat na from inference. Since [the proposal of]
vacyam laksanantaram // its specific character stands refuted, no

separate definition needs to be
formulated.

4.1, The Vaisesika arguments

4.1.1. Analogy of content and relation

It is clear that both sabda and inference can convey knowledge of unperceived objects and are as such
distinct from perception.* Moreover, they are both based on a necessary relation,” which is a general
law that can be applied to any given instance and is not confined to individual cases, unlike with

perception. A relation among particulars, indeed, would not be productive, because one would need

*In this connection, see also Chakrabarti 1994, 103, who makes the vivid example of a thief or a murderer confessing in

court.
% Cf. SVRa, $abda 55ab: visayo nyddrsas tavad drsyate lingasabdayoh //

7 cf. SVRa, $abda 25: na capy ajiiatasambandham padam kim cit prakasakam / sambandhananubhiityato na syad ananumanata //
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to know an infinite number of relationships conforming to the infinite number of particulars (NMVa, I

401,11-14):*

paroksavisayatvam hi tulyam tavad dvayor To begin with, they both have an

api / samanyavisayatvam ca unperceived object, which must also be
sambandhapeksanadvayoh // agrhite 'pi a generic one, since both sabda and
sambandhe naikasyapi pravartanam / inference depend on a [necessarily
sambandhas ca visesanam anantyad generic] relation: when the relation is
atidurgamah // not grasped neither sabda nor

inference can function. A relation
among particulars is inconceivable
because of endlessness [of particulars
and thus of their possible relations].

This is the basic Vaisesika argument, in which sabda is reduced to inference because of its
unperceived artha and because it is grounded, like inference, on a prior knowledge of a relation
between the sign and the signified. The argument is developed in the commentaries ad Vaisesikasiitra
9.1.3, “By this [exposition of inference] knowledge deriving from sabda has [also] been explained”
(etena sabdam vyakhyatam).”

Therefore, since the epistemic content has the same characteristics (i.e., it is an unperceived and
generic object), and since knowledge of the sign-signified relation is a necessary condition, sabda is
not distinct from inference.

Prima facie, the alleged relation of concomitance between sabda and artha can be formulated as

follows, since the locus is not clarified:

If x possesses sabda, x possesses artha

“ cf. SVRa, $abda, 35-37: sabdanumanayor aikyam dhiimad agnyanumanavat // anvayavyatirekabhyam ekapratyaksadarsandt /
sambandhapirvakatvac ca pratipattir ito yatah // pratyaksanyapramanatvat tadadrstarthabodhanat / samanyavisayatvac ca trai-
kalyavisayasrayat //

* Prasastapada explains it as follows (VD, Bhasya, 576): sabdadinam apy anumane 'ntarbhdavah, samanavidhitvat. yatha pra-
siddhasamayasyasandigdhalingadarsanaprasiddhyanusmaranabhyam atindriye 'rthe bhavaty anumanam evam sabdadibhyo ’piti. $ru-
tismrtilaksano 'py amndyo vaktrpramanyapeksah, tadvacanad amnayapramanyam. Vyomasiva glosses (VD, Vyomavati, 577): tatha
Sabdadeh karakajatasyanumanasamagryam antarbhave tatphalasydpi phale 'ntarbhavo jiata eva. [..] samanavidhitvat samana-
laksanayogitvad iti [..]. And Candrananda (CVr, ad 9. 20): yatha karyadismrtisavyapeksam anumanam trikalavisayam

atindriyartham ca tathaiva Sabdam sanketasmrtyapeksam trikalavisayam atindriyartham ca.
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4.1.2. Analogy of sign

Just like inference, sabda works by means of a sign which, once directly perceived, can cause

knowledge of an object (NMVa, I 402,1-2):*°

yatha pratyaksato dhamam drstvagnir Just like fire is inferred after the
anumiyate / tathaiva Sabdam akarnya perception of smoke, after hearing a
tadartho py avagamyate // $abda its object is known.

Hence, insofar as the sign, there is no distinction between inference and sabda.

If x possesses sabda, x possesses artha
This x possesses Sabda

Therefore this x possesses artha

4.1.3. Analogy of relation

Moreover, Sabda is grounded on a relation of agreement and difference (anvayavyatireka), just like

inferential processes (NMVa, 1 402,3-4):>!

anvayavyatirekau ca bhavato 'trapi Agreement and difference apply also
lingavat / yo yatra drsyate $abdah sa here, just as with an inferential sign.
tasyarthasya vacakah // [The relation of agreement is:] The

$abda perceived in a given [artha]
(yatra) is the signifier of that very artha.

Hence, even from the point of view of the peculiar type of relation among the sign and the
signified, which must be known in advance, no distinction can be made. Inferences for which there
are examples both in agreement and difference — i.e., for which both a positive example (sapaksa) and
a negative one (vipaksa) can be stated — are the most common ones. The theory, then, is that the

$abda inference is of the anvayavyatirekin sort.”

* This text passage seems to be related to SVRa, $abda, 36b: ekapratyaksadarsanat.

*! This passage seems to be related to SVRa, $abda, 36a: anvayavyatirekabhyam.

*2 The anvayavyatirekin inference is the one explicitly endorsed by Buddhist logicians. While there is scope to accomodated
the kevalanvayin inference, the kevalavyatirekin one is explicitly rejected, unlike in Nyaya from Uddyotakara onwards (Matilal

1998, 117). On the similarity with Mill’s method of agreement and difference used to build inductive reasonings, as well as

on rendering anvaya and vyatireka in such terms, see Matilal 2001, 200.
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If x possesses sabda, x possesses artha
If x does not possess artha, x does not possess sabda
4.1.4. Analogy of property-possessorship

Both sabda and inference are based on knowledge of paksadharmata, the possession of a property by a

locus (NMVa, I 402,5-6):>

paksadharmatvam apy asti sabda eva yato There is also [in both] the
rthavan / prakalpayisyate pakso dhiimo characteristic of being the property
dahanavan iva // possessed by a locus, because sabda

possesses the artha and is thus
accepted as a locus, just like smoke
possesses the property “fire”.

The objector, here, seems to argue that the sabda epistemic process is an inference like the one

in which fire is inferred with smoke as the locus and smoke-ness as the probans:

If smoke possesses smoke-ness, it possesses fire
This smoke possesses smoke-ness

Therefore this smoke possesses fire

4.1.5. Analogy of universal sign

Furthermore, the sign is a universal, and not a particular, just like in inference (NMVa, I 402,7-8):>*

tatra dhimatvasamanyam yatha vahati Just like there (in the fire inference)
hetutam® / gatvadi*® Sabdasamanyam the universal “smoke-ness” has the
tadvad atrapi vaksyati // property of being the inferential

reason,”” so even here (in sabda) the
universal of sabda, e.g., gatva, etc., can
have it.

% This text passage seems to be related to SVRa, $abda, 36c: sambandhapiirvakatvac ca.
* This text passage seems to be related to SVRa, $abda 37b: adrstarthabodhanit.

* yathd vahati hetutam] P NMVa; yathavagatihetutah K

* gatvadi] P K; gotvadi NMVa

%" The tas suffix in avagatihetutah may be explained by means of a metaphorical application of siitra 5.4.48 of the Astadhyayi,
sasthyd vyasraye.
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The inferential sign is gatvadi, i.e., the universal of the phonemes g, au and h, which is possessed

by the locus, i.e. the word gauh (“cow”), and by which the artha ‘cow’ is inferred, since it is also

possessed by the locus gauh:

If Sabda possesses gatvadi, then it possesses ‘cow’

This sabda possesses gatvadi

Therefore this sabda possesses ‘cow’

Therefore no distinction should be made, because there is an analogy insofar as the universality

of the sign.

The VaisSesika reduction, based on the reason stated in VD, Prasastapadabhdsya, 576, “because

”

[Sabda] has the same rules [as inference]” (samanavidhitvat), is thus completed. Jayanta next mentions

some Sankhya arguments in defense of the autonomy of sabda from inference.

4.2. The Sankhya defense of sabda is inconclusive

On the strength of the evidence presented above, sabda should not be considered as different from

inference, because of their analogous epistemic content (viSaya) and formal components (samagri).”®

There are some minor differences between sabda and inference, but these are not decisive and do not

require a distinct categorization. Specifically, there are three aspects that can be found in sabda but

not in inference (NMVa, I 402,9-14):

evam visayasamagrisamyad ekatvaniscaye
/ na vilaksanatamatram kificid
anyatvakaranam //
purvavarnakramodbhiitasamskarasahakar
ita / purusapeksavrttitvam
vivaksanusrti”’kramah // ityadina visesena
na pramanantaram bhavet /
karyakaranadharmadiviseso ’trapi nasti

kim //

In this way, since the unity has been
ascertained due to a similarity of
epistemic content and formal
components (samagri), a discrepancy of
characters by itself should not be a
reason for otherness. The peculiarities
[of $abda] are (1) the assistence of
mental dispositions (samskara),
generated by [the perception of] past
phonemes uttered in sequence, (2) the
requirement of a person [in the form of
the speaker], (3) a sequence of sounds
conforming to the intention [of the

% On the use of the term samagri, cf. VD, Vyomavati, 577: tatha sabdadeh kdrakajatasyanumanasamagryam antarbhave tatpha-

lasyapi phale ntarbhavo jiiata eva.

* -srti] P NMVa; smrtih K
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speaker]. By means of such specificities
Sabda ought not to be considered a
separate instrument of knowledge,
because there is nothing special in its
effect, cause, property, etc.

These three requirements correspond to the arguments listed in the Slokavarttika as inconclusive
reasons for the independency of sabda, at least in part attributed to Sankhya sources and not
considered by Kumarila a valid defense of the autonomy of sabda.®

The two reasons are not effective to prove a distinction. In the first reason, although the role of
mental dispositions and phonemes is indeed a peculiarity of sabda, this concerns the psychological
acquisition of linguistic sounds, not the acquisition of knowledge of the artha. As for the second
reason, although the speaker’s intention to designate something is indeed a necessary condition and
might be considered a distinction from inferential processes, it is not an exclusive character of sabda,
since it is observed also in non-verbal situations. As such, it cannot be used as a peculiar

characteristic of $abda (NMVa, I 402,15-17):%

yathestaviniyojyatvam api Even the application according to an
nanyatvakaranam / hastasamjfiadilinge ‘pi intention is not a cause for otherness,
tathabhavasya darsanat // because an intention is observed also

in the cases of ostensive indications by
hand, gesture, etc. [which are not
verbalized and thus they are no
instances of dabdal.

One may argue that while in inferences a clear awareness of the relation and of an illustration is
necessary, this does not happen in verbal knowledge. This apparent dissimilarity, however, relates to

the peculiarities of unfamiliar and familiar objects of knowledge: in the former case an illustration

% cf. SVRa, $abda 15cd-17: bhedah sankhyddibhis tv isto na tiiktam bhedakaranam // piirvasamskdrayuktantyavarnavakyadikalpand
/ vivaksadi ca dhimadau nastity etena bhinnata // yair ukta tatra vaidharmyavikalpasamajatita / dhimanityavisanyadivisesan na hi
bhinnata //

st cf. SVRa, dabda 19-20: yathestaviniyogena pratitir yapi $abdatah / na dhiimader itihapi vyabhicaro mgavrttibhih // hasta-
samjiiadayo ye pi yadarthapratipadane / bhaveyuh krtasanketas te tallingam iti sthitih //
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and a relation must be explicitly stated, while in the latter one the process is automated and the

illustration does not need to be recollected (NMVa, I 403,1-2):%

drstantanirapeksatvam abhyaste visaye Inference and sabda are analogous also
samam / anabhyaste tu because in cases of a frequently
sambandhasmrtisapeksata dvayoh // recurring object a specific illustration

(drstanta) [which corroborates the
relation] is not anymore required,
while when the object is not recurrent,
they both require the recollection of
the relation [corroborated by a specific
illustration].

Furthermore, one may consider the existence of polysemous expressions as a reason to see sabda
as an independent instrument of knowledge, but the ambiguity generated by such expressions occurs

also in the epistemic results of perception and inference (NMVa, 1 403,3-6):°

anekapratibhodbhiiti®*hetutvam api When the inferential sign is unclear
drsyate® / aspastalinge kasmimscid asva multiple impressions can be generated,
ityadisabdavat // sphutarthanavasayac like [multiple meanings can be

ca® pramanabhasato yatha / linge tathaiva generated] by the word asva. And just
$abde ’pi nanarthabhramakarini // like in the case of an inferential sign

there can be no determination of a
distinct artha due to a faulty
instrument of knowledge
(pramanabhdsa), so [it can happen] in
the case of a sabda producing the
erroneus knowledge of multiple artha-s.

Here Jayanta exemplifies polysemy by means of the word asva, which can mean both “horse”
and “you grow” (see GBhsha, 71). He also uses the term “pseudo-instrument of knowledge”
(pramanabhdsa), as done elsewhere in the NM (NMVa, II 630, 3), where he explains that a genuine

instrument of knowledge cannot be falsified (badhyabadhakabhavanupapatteh), and that when a

6 f. SVRa, $abda 33-34: drstantanabhidhanam ca dhiimadau vyabhicaritam / prasiddhatvad dhi tatrapi na drstanto "bhidhiyate //
anabhyaste tv apeksante sabde sambandhinah smrtim / atra prayukta ity evam budhyate hi cirat kvacit //

% Cf. SVRa, éabda 24cd, na cehasvadisabdebhyo bhedas tesam pratiyate, as well as SVRa, $abda 32, yas tv anirdharitarthanam
anekapratibhodbhavah / sa linge 'py asphute drstas tasman naitena bhidyate //

¢ pratibhodbhiiti] P K; pratibhotpatti NMVa
¢ drsyate] P K; vadyate NMVa

% navasdydc ca] P K; navasayas ca NMVa
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falsification occurs it is because a pseudo-instrument of knowledge was used. This principle may be

applied to any instrument of knowledge, be it perception, inference, or sabda.

4.3. The Buddhist arguments

4.3.1. The universal of trustworthiness

Even when sabda generates only an impression the epistemic value of the deriving knowledge is
guaranteed by the authoritativeness of the statement. According to an often quoted passage
originally ascribed to Dinnaga, sabda-derived knowledge can be explained as an inference based on

the universal “authoritativeness” as the inferential sign (NMVa, 1 403,7-11):%

api ca pratibhamatre sabdaj jate 'pi Moreover, in some cases even if by
kutracit / aptavadatvalifigena janyate®® Sabda itself only an impression is
niscita matih // ata eva hi manyante produced, a certain knowledge can be
Sabdasyapi vipascitah / generated by means of the inferential
aptavadavisamvadasamanyad anumanata // sign of authoritativeness. Therefore

learned people think that sabda has the
character of inference because of the
undisputedness of a trustworthy

statement.

This seems to suggest, again, a separation between comprehension, or a vague impression of the
artha generated by sabda, and knowledge, which is actually produced by an inference from the
inferential sign “authoritativeness of the statement”.

The passage aptavadavisamvadasamanyad may also be interpreted as “because of the
undisputedness common to (samanya) authoritative statements (aptavada) [and inference]”, though
this may not be what Jayanta has in mind here, if the interpretation of Cakradhara reflects his

intention. In the GBhsha, 72, indeed, there are two alternative interpretations of the argument:

dptavadavisamvadasamanyad iti yatha Just like from the universal of smoke
dhumasamanyad agnisamanyaniscaya the universal of fire is ascertained, so
evam aptavadasamanyad from the universal of an authoritative

¥ The argument is found in the Pramanavarttika, svarthanumana, 216ab; Taber (1996: 22) also quotes the Tatparyatika ad
Nyayasitra 1.1.7 (Thakur 1996), “The theory probably originated with Dinnaga; Vacaspati attributes it to him”. Vacaspati in-

troduces the argument with yathoktam bhadantena. See also dptavadavisamvadasamanydd anumanata (SVRa, $abda 23cd).

% janyate] P NMVa; jayate K
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avisamvadaditvasamanyaniscaya ity
arthah. aptavadanam vavisamvadah
samanyam ripam, yo ya aptavadah sa so

statement the universal of
undisputedness is ascertained.
Alternatively, the undisputedness of

visamvadity arthah. authoritative statements is the same
[as that of inferences]: whatever is

authoritative, is undisputed.

In the first interpretation the term samanyam denotes a universal, while in the second it
indicates the similarity of sabda and inference. The first interpretation can be expressed as follows,

perhaps with the artha as a locus, though this is not clarified in the GBh:

If an artha possesses authoritative-statement-ness, then it possesses undisputedness
This artha possesses authoritative-statement-ness
Therefore this artha possesses undisputedness

In the second sabda may be the locus:

If a Sabda possesses authoritativeness, then it possesses undisputedness
This sabda possesses authoritativeness
Therefore this sabda possesses undisputedness

4.3.2. The inference of the speaker’s intention

Going back to the notion of sabda as a locus that possesses an external object, this does not make
sense, because there cannot be a relation of possessorship between an ephemeral sabda and a stable
object. A better reductionist formulation is to say that the probandum of the sabda inference is the

speaker’s intended signification, rather than the artha (NMVa, 1 404,1-2):*

kifi ca sabdo vivaksayam eva pramanyam Rather, sabda can have epistemic

asnute / na bahye vyabhicaritvat tasyam validity only in relation to an intention
caitasya lingata // to speak, and not to an external object,
because [such an inferential mark]
would be flawed by ambiguity. The
status of inferential sign of that (Sabda)
is only in [proving] that [intention of

the speaker].

The flaw of ambiguity is that the same Sabda may refer to different things according to the

speaker’s intention, so one necessarily needs to first determine the intention. The allegation is that a

® Cf. SVRa, $abda, 39cd: [PP:] pratyayah kimnimitto 'rthe [UP:] vaktrbuddheh.
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Sabda proves nothing but the speaker’s intention, in an inference in which the locus must necessarily
be the speaker, although this is not explicitly stated by Jayanta:
If a speaker possesses sabda, then it possesses an intention to speak

This speaker possesses sabda

Therefore this speaker possesses an intention to speak

5. Synthesis: sabda is not inference
5.1. Refutation of the Vai$esika arguments

5.1.1. Disanalogy of content and relation

Jayanta begins his rebuttal by a deconstruction of his opponent’s position (§ 4.1.1) into a dilemma
(vikalpa): are we referring to sabda in its form of sentence or single word? The artha of a sentence
cannot depend on a pre-established relation and thus it cannot be known by an inferential process,
because if that were the case it would be impossible to explain the knowledge produced by newly

composed sentences (NMVa, 1 404,3-7):"°

atrabhidhiyate.”* dvividhah $abdah There are two kinds of $abda, words
padatma vakyatmakas ca’® / tatra vakyam and sentences. Of these, a sentence is
anavagatasambandham eva vakyartham capable of conveying its artha without
avabodhayitum’ alam, knowledge of a relation, since it is
abhinavakavi”*viracitaslokasravane sati observed that competent people
padapadartha’samskrtamatinam (samskrtamati) can know the artha upon
tadarthavagamadarsanat. atah hearing a newly composed verse. Being
sambandhadhigama’’milapravrttind this the case, how can a similarity with
‘numanena tasya kaiva inference occur, since it (inference)
samya’’sambhavana. operates on the basis of the knowledge

of a relation?

7 cf. SVDva, Parthasarathi’s Nyayaratnamald ad $abda 54: idrsasya sabdasyanumandd bhedam pratijandti “anumaneneti”, dvidha

Sabdam, padam vakyam ca. tatra padam abhyadhikabhavad apramanam.
" atrabhidhiyate] P K; tatrabhidhiyate NMVa

7 vakyatmakas ca] P K; vakyatma ceti NMVa

7 avabodhayitum] K; avagamayitum NMVa ; P n.a.

™ _kavi-] K; om. NMVa ; P n.a.

7 padartha] K; om. NMVa P n.a.

76 sambandhadhigama) P NMVa; sambandhavagama K

7 tasya kaiva samya] P; tasyaikaikaripatva K; tasya katham samya NMVa
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Notably, Jayanta’s theory of sentence signification is a modification of the Bhatta one,
abhihitanvaya, according to which the meaning of a sentence is produced indirectly, by a combination
of the designated meanings. Jayanta adds to the picture a contextual factor which he calls tatparya
(see Graheli 2016). The capacity of competent speakers to compose and understand new sentences is
one of the main arguments in favour of the abhihitanvaya theory and against the anvitabhidhana one.

The case of an analogy of relation may still stand, however, if the signification of single words is

meant (NMVa, I 404,8-9):"

padasya tu sambandhadhigamasapeksatve Single words, however, do require

saty api samagribhedad visayabhedac knowledge of a relation. There is still a

canumanad bhinnatvam / difference from inference, because of a

difference in content and formal

components (samagri)

Having thus discarded the possibility that the artha of a sentence, in the epistemological process

of Sabda, is inferential, in the following sections the discussion pertains to single words.

5.1.1.1. The epistemic object of single words cannot be inferential

As explained above (see § 2.2), Jayanta maintains that the referent of words is the possessor-of-that
(tadvat), thus the content of knowledge derived from single words is quite unlike that of inferential

knowledge (NMVa, 1 404,10-12):”

visayas tavad visadrsa® eva padalingayoh. As far as their epistemic content, a

tadvanmatram padasyartha iti ca®'
sthapayisyate. anumanam tu
vakyarthavisayam, atragnih, agniman
parvata iti tatah® pratipatteh. uktam ca
tatra dharmavisisto dharmi sadhya iti.

word and an inferential mark are
dissimilar. It will be established how
the artha of the word is a “possessor-
of-that” (tadvat). Inference, instead,
has the artha of a sentence as its object,

78 f. SVRa, $abda, 55-56, visayo ‘nyddrsas tavad drsyate lingasabdayoh / simanyavisayatvam ca padasya sthapayisyati // dharmi
dharmavisistas ca lingity etac ca sadhitam / na tavad anumdnam hi yavat tadvisayam na tat, and SVRa, $abda 109, vakyarthe hi

padarthebhyah sambandhanubhavad rte / buddhir utpadyate tena bhinna sapy aksabuddhivat.

7 cf. SVRa, §abda, 56-57ab: dharmi dharmavisistas ca lingity etac ca sadhitam / na tavad anumanam hi yavat tadvisayam na tat //
samanyad atiriktam tu $abde vakyasya gocarah

8 yisadrsa] P NMVa; dhisadrsa K

& ca] P NMVa; hi K

8 tatah] P NMVa; om. K
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because from an inference a knowledge
in the form of “here [there is] fire;
[there is] a fire-possessing hill” derives.
And there® it was stated that the
probandum of an inference is a
property-possessor (dharmin) qualified
by a property.

The content of an inference involves a dharmavisisto dharmi, an unperceived property possessed
by a perceived locus (paksa or dharmin) qualified by a perceived property.* The content of knowledge
is thus the already perceived locus qualified by a previously unknown property (e.g., the hill qualified
by fire); this is the artha of a sentence, not of a single word. One may argue that this is not a sentence,
but rather a complex word: why do we need to say that “fire-qualified hill” is a sentence? The answer
is that a necessary condition of a sentence is the satisfaction of expectancy (akariksa), which occurs in

the case of a well formed inference (NMVa, I 405,1-5):*°

nanu padany api vakyarthavrttini [Objection] There are also words with
samsanti® goman aupagavah kumbhakara the function of the vakyartha, such as
iti. “owner of cattle, descendant of Upagu,
satyam, kintu tesv api sakanksatasty eva, maker of pots”.

padantaram antarena [Counter-objection] True, but in those
nirakanksapratyayanutpadat. goman ka there is still expectancy, because

ity akanksaya anivrtteh.” without other words the fulfilment of

expectancy is not achieved, since the
question “which owner of cattle?” is
not satisfied [until the sentence is
completed].

% In SVRa, anumana 47cd, tasmad dharmavisistasya dharminah syat prameyatd; or in the NM section on inference, see NMVa, I

309, 10.

% In NBhTha, ad 1.1.35 the probandum of an inference is said to be either the property qualified by the property-possessor
or the property-possessor qualified by the property (sadhyam ca dvividham dharmivisisto va dharmah sabdasyanityatvam dhar-
mavisisto va dharmy anityah $abda iti). In NMVa, 1 310, 5, however, the latter option is not accepted.

% Cf. SVRa, $abda, 59cd: vakyarthe pi padam yatra gomadadi prayujyate.

8 samsanti]| samsati K; santi NMVa

¥ gkanksaya anivrtteh] akarnksan ativrtteh K
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5.1.1.2. The content of word-derived knowledge is the property-possessor, not the

possessed property

A further difference is that in inferences the qualifier of a qualified, i.e., the property of a locus, is the
object of discovery, while in words-derived knowledge it is the qualified, i.e. the that-possessor

(NMVa, I 405,6-7):

api ca parvatadivisesyapratipattiptirvika Moreover, from an inferential sign
pavakadivisesandvagatir lingad udeti. knowledge of a qualifier such as “fire”,
padat tu visesanavagatiptirvikda arises, based upon [perceptual]
viSesyavagatir iti visayabhedah. knowledge of the qualified, such as

“hill”. From a word, instead,
knowledge of the qualified arises,
based on knowledge of the qualifier.”
Thus there is a different epistemic

content.

In inferential knowledge, the previously unkwnown entity, i.e., the probandum, is the qualifier
(e.g., fire), which is known on the basis of the perception of a qualified entity (e.g., the hill). On the
contrary, in word-derived knowledge the unknown entity that is revealed by the word “cow” is an
individual ‘cow’ qualified by a generic ‘cowness’. In fact,

smoke-possessing hill > fire-possessing hill

is quite different from

“cow” — cowness-possessing cow

Even in the case of a complex word such as “cow-possessor”, the artha would still be an

individual ‘cow-possessor’ qualified by a generic ‘cow-possessorness’.

5.1.2. Disanalogy of sign

If Sabda were the inferential sign and the artha the probandum, there would still be the need to
explain the locus of such an inference. Obviously, if Sabda is the sign, it cannot simultaneously be the

locus (NMVa, I 405,8-10), as alleged in § 4.1.2 above:”

nanu uktam yatha numane dharmavisisto [Objection] It has been said that in

8 GBhSha, 72: “because from the word “cow” comes knowledge of an individual object qualified by cowness” (gosabdad got-
vavisistapindavagateh).

% Cf. SVRa, $abda, 62cd-63ab: atha sabdo 'rthavattvena paksah kasman na kalpyate // pratijfidrthaikadeso hi hetus tatra prasajyate /
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dharmi sadhyah, evam iharthavisistah
Sabdah sadhyo bhavatu.

maivam, sabdasya hetutvat. na ca hetur
eva pakso bhavitum arhatiti.

inference the object to be known is a
property-possessor qualified by the
property. Here [in the case of sabda],
similarly, the probandum is a Sabda
qualified by an artha.

[Counter-objection] It cannot be so,
because in your inference sabda was
supposed to be the inferential sign, and
a sign cannot be the locus as well.

An inference in which the locus and the probans are the very same entity, in fact, would be

absurd:

If Sabda possesses Sabda, Sabda possesses artha

This sabda possesses sabda

Therefore this sabda possesses artha

The objector may than argue (see § 4.1.5) that the sabda inference is analogous to that in which

the probandum ‘fire’ is inferred as a property possessed by the locus ‘smoke’, from the probans

‘smoke-ness’ (NMVa, I 405,11-406, 3):°

nanu” yathagniman ayam dhumah,
dhuimatvat, mahanasadhtimavad, ity

uktam® “sa desasyagniyuktasya
dhiimasyanyais ca kalpita” ity evam

gosabda evarthavattvena sadhyatam.

gatvadi”*samanyam ca hetikriyatam iti.

[Objection] “This smoke possesses fire,
because of smoke-ness, like the smoke
in the kitchen”. It is said “others
postulate that this [object to be known,
prameyatd] is the locus (desa, here
synonym of paksa) “smoke” endowed
with fire”. Similarly, the very word
gauh, possessing the property of its
artha, is the thing to be inferred, and
the universal [of the phonemes] gatva,
etc., is the sign.

* cf. SVRa, anumana 47cd-48ab: tasmad dharmavisistasya dharminah syat prameyatd // sa desasyagniyuktasya dhiimasyanyais ca

kalpitd, where the proposal that desa is smoke is attempted. Cf. also GBhSha, 72: sa desasyeti prameyata, piirvasminn ardhe “ta-

—

smad dharmavisistasya dharminah syat prameyata
//
! nanu] atha K

%2 uktam) uktafi ca K

 gatvadi] gosabdatvad ityadi NMVa

. Moreover, cf. SVRa, $abda, 63cd: pakse dhiimavisese hi samanyam hetur isyate
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If smoke possesses smoke-ness, then it possesses fire
This smoke possesses smoke-ness

Therefore this smoke possesses fire

Such an inference would be analogous to

If Sabda possesses gatvadi, then it possesses ‘cow’
This sabda possesses gatvadi

Therefore this sabda possesses ‘cow’

The problem, here, is that if sabdatva (e.g., gatvadi) were the probans and sabda (e.g., gauh) the

locus, what exactly would the probandum be? Jayanta here opens a trilemma (NMVa, I 406,3-5):*

kim arthavisistatvam™ sadhyate [Counter-objection] What would then
artha’*pratydyanasaktivisistatvam va be the object of knowledge [of such an
arthapratitivisistatvam va’". inference]? Would it be [the locus

$abda] qualified by (1) the artha, (2) by
the capacity to cause knowledge of the
artha, or (3) by the cognition of the
artha?

5.1.2.1. An artha cannot be possessed by a Sabda

The first, most obvious option is that the probandum is the artha possessed by the sabda (NMVa, 1

406,6-12):”
na tavad arthavisistatvam sadhyam, To begin with, the probandum cannot
Sailajvalanayor iva sabdarthayoh be the qualification by the artha,
dharmadharmibhavabhavat. because between sabda and artha there
atharthavisayatvac is no property-possessor relation such
chabdasyarthavisistatety® ucyate, tad apy as the one between fire and hill. An
ayuktam, tatpratitijananam antarena artha such as ‘cow’ is not ontologically
tadvisayatvanupapatteh. pratitau tu resting on the word “cow”. If one were

* The following passage summarizes the options discussed in SVRa, $abda 66-77.

% arthavisistatvam] arthavisistavattvam Ppc; arthavisistatvam va NMVa

% artha] om. NMVa

7 arthapratitivisistatvam va] arthavisistatvam K

% Cf. SVRa, $abda 65cd-66ab: katham carthavisistatvam na tavad desakalatah // tatpratitivisistas cet param kim anumiyate /

* -visistatety] -visistas sa ity K
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siddhayam kim tadvisayatva'“dvarakena
taddharmatvena. yadi tu

tadvisayatvamala*

taddharmatvapurvikarthapratitih'®,

arthapratitimalam ca'”

tadvisayatvam,
tad itaretarasrayam. tasman

narthavisistah sabdah sadhyah.

to argue that sabda is qualified by the
artha because artha is the content of
the cognition generated by it, this
would be improper, because until its
cognition is generated, the (artha)
cannot possibly be the content of the
cognition. And once the cognition has

been generated, what is then the
purpose of being the property by being
the content? If the cognition of the
artha, caused by being a property [of
$abda], is based on being the content
[of the cognition], and if being the
content of the cognition needs to be
preceded by the existence of the
cognition of the artha, then there is a
circular argument. Therefore the
probandum cannot be the sabda
qualified by the artha.

The reductionist tries to requalify the relation of possession in terms of “being the content of”.
This may be legitimate, because, as explained in Bhattacharyya 2001, 177, in Indian inferences the
occurrence-exacting (vrttiniyamaka) relation between probans and locus, the “relation of possession”,
does not need to be the same of the one between probandum and locus, in other words it can be
asymmetric. Jayanta, however, argues that the result of the inference, namely that ‘cow’ is the
content of the cognition generated by gauh, needs to be known before the inference is performed,
which leads to a petitio principii. Even if accepted, the inference would thus be trivial, if not
superfluous. The problem of explaining the acquisition of the general law of concomitance would

remain, although a well-formed inference could be formulated:

’

If Sabda possesses gatvadi, then it possesses (i.e., its content is) ‘cow
This Sabda possesses (i.e., in it the universal gatvadi inheres) gatvadi

Therefore this Sabda possesses (i.e., its content is) ‘cow’

1 yisayatva] visaya K
" miild] mila P; mitlatvam K
12 _pirvikarthapratitih] -pirvaka K

% cq] om. NMVa
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5.1.2.2. The capacity of making the artha known cannot be possessed by the $abda

The second alternative is that the probandum is that sabda possesses the capacity to generate

knowledge of the artha (NMVa, I 406,13-15):'*

ndpy arthapratyayanasaktivisistah, Nor is sabda qualified by the capacity to
tadarthitaya sabdaprayogabhavat. na cause knowledge of the artha, because
Saktisiddhaye sabdah kathyate sriyate pi it is not used for this purpose

va. arthagatyartham evamum srnvanti ca (tadarthitaya): sabda is not uttered and
vadanti ca. heard for the sake of proving a

capacity; rather, [people] hear and
utter a Sabda only with the purpose of
knowing the artha”.

Using a word to cause knowledge of the capacity of generating knowledge of the artha is
obviously not the common use of language. The inference is in itself valid, but it cannot be the
inferential process of learning from words, i.e., of knowing an artha, though it may be used to describe
the process of learning from words:

If Sabda possesses gatvadi, then it possesses the capacity of generating knowledge of ‘cow’

This sabda possesses gatvadi

Therefore this sabda possesses the capacity of generating knowledge of ‘cow’

5.1.2.3. The knowledge of the artha known cannot be possessed by the word

The third alternative is that the probandum is “knowledge of the artha” possessed by sabda (NMVa, I
406,16-19):'"

napy arthapratitivisistah sabdah paksatam Nor can a sabda, when qualified by knowledge
anubhavitum arhati of the artha, enjoy the status of locus, because
siddhyasiddhivikalpanupapatteh. asiddhaya 'pi'* of the impossibility to solve the dilemma: has
tadvattvam sabdasyarthadhiya katham. [the cognition of the artha] been

siddhayam tat'*'pratitau va kim anyad accomplished or not [before the inference
anumiyate. takes place]? If knowledge of the artha has

4 cf, SVRa, $abda 66cd: na pratydyakasaktis ca visesasyanumtyate.

15 cf, SVRa, $abda 75-77: tasmad utthdpayaty esa yato rthavisayam matim / tatas tadvisayah sabda iti dharmatvakalpana // tatra
vacakatayam vah siddhayam paksadharmata / na pratityangatam gacchen na caivam anumanata // gamakatvac ca dharmatvam
dharmatvad gamako yadi / syad anyonyasrayatvam tu tasman naisapi kalpana //

1 pi] hi K

7 tat] ca K
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not yet occurred, how could sabda possess
that [knowledge of the artha] (tadvattvam, i.e.
arthapratitivatvam)? And if such knowledge
has already occurred, what is then left to be
inferred?

’

As in § 5.1.2, the inference would be trivial, because “knowledge of ‘cow’ ” would already be

present before the inferential process begins:
If Sabda possesses gatvadi, then it possesses (i.e., it generates) knowledge of ‘cow’

This sabda possesses gatvadi

Therefore this sabda possesses knowledge of ‘cow’

The defect of tautology in the inference, however, could be charged also to common inferences
such as the smoke-fire one, because prior knowledge of the invariable concomitance is a feature of

any inference (NMVa, I 407,1-4):'%

jvalanadav api tulyo vikalpa iti cet, na hi [Objection] The same argument could
tatragnir dhtimena janyate, api tu be raised in the case of ‘fire’, etc.
gamyate. iyam tv arthapratitir janyate [Counter-objection] No, because the
Sabdenety asyam eva property ‘fire’ is not generated by
siddhasiddha'*vikalpavasarah. tasmat smoke, but rather known [by it].
tridhapi na sabdasya paksatvam ‘Knowledge of the artha’, instead, is

generated by sabda, so there is scope
for the dilemma of accomplishment or
non accomplishment, if it is considered
the property of the locus sabda.
Therefore, in any of the alternatives of
the trilemma, $abda cannot have the
status of locus.

1% Cf, SVRa, $abda 80-82: dhiimavan ayam ity evam apiirvasyapi jayate / paksadharmamatis tena bhidyetottaralaksanat // na tv atra
pirvasambandhad adhika paksadharmata / na carthapratyayat pirvam ity anarngam itam bhavet // na ca dharmi grhito ’tra yena

taddharmata bhavet / parvatadir yatha desah prag dharmatvavadharanat //

19 siddhasiddha) siddhasiddhatva NMVa
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There is a further inconsistency in the status of locus of sabda: according to Nyaya, sabda is

ephemeral by nature and as such cannot possibly be the locus of something that lasts in time (NMVa, I

407,5-9):!°

api ca gosabde dharmini'**
gatvadisamanyatmakasya hetor grahanam
tato vyaptismaranam tatah paramarsah
tato rthapratipattir'? iti
kaladraghiyastvad dharmi tirohito bhavet.
na parvatavad avasthitis tasyasti,'"’

114

uccaritapradhvamsitvac''* chabdasya.

Moreover, if the word gauh were the
property-possessor (i.e. the locus
possessing the property to be inferred),
due to the span of time elapsed, the
property-possessor would have
disappeared: the inferential sign
constituted by the universal gatvadi is
grasped; then the necessary
concomitance (between gatvadi and
artha) is remembered; then there is the
inferential reasoning (paramarsa); then
there is knowledge of the artha. That
[locus, i.e. the word gauh] has no
stability through time, unlike a hill,
because Sabda disappears right after
having been uttered.

Even common sense speaks against the notion of sabda as the locus of the artha (NMVa, 1 407,9-

11):

na ca $abdam arthavattvena lokah
pratipadyate. kintu sabdat prthag
evartham iti na sarvatha sabdah paksah.
ato dharmavisistasya dharminah
sadhyasyehasambhavac chabdalingayor
mahan visayabhedah.

People do not conceive sabda in terms
of possessing the artha, but they rather
regard artha as something quite
distinct from sabda; hence a dabda
cannot possibly be a locus. Therefore,
since here the object of knowledge
cannot be a property-possessor
qualified by a property, there is a huge
difference in the epistemic content of
Sabda and inferential signs.

1% This reason is not found in Kumarila, who, as a Mimamsaka, conceived sabda as permanent and not ephemeral (cf. the

Nyaya-Mimamsa debate in the commentaries on Mimamsa Stitra 1.1.6-23). Kumarila discussed the undesired consequences

arising from abda as a permanent lirga in SVRa, $abda 87-89.
" dharmini] dharmini sadhye K

Y2 _pratipattir] pratitir K

113

tasya asty] tasya / api tu NMVa ; om. K

" _pradhvamsitvac] pradhvamsitvam NMVa
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The opponent claimed (see § 4.2) that there is also a similarity of causal components in the

inferential and verbal processes. Jayanta points to the substantial differences in this respect (NMVa, I

407,12-408, 2):'"°

samagribhedah khalv api.
paksadharmanvayadiripasapeksam
anumanam vyakhayatam. sabde tu na'*®
tani santi'"’ ripani. tathd ca Sabdasya
paksatvapratiksepan na taddharmataya

gatvadisamanyasya lingatd. na carthasya

There is certainly a difference also in
its components (samagri). Inference has
been explained as something that

)" such

requires formal aspects (riipa
as a property of the locus, a relation of

agreement (anvaya), and so on. These

dharmitvam™® characteristics, however, are not found
siddhyasiddhivikalpanupapatteh. in sabda. And similarly, since the
notion that sabda is the locus has been
discarded, the universal gatvadi, etc.,
cannot be the inferential sign that is a
property of that sabda. Nor can the
artha be a property-possessor (dharmin,
i.e. the locus), because the two
hypotheses of completeness and

uncompleteness are both untenable.

5.1.3. Disanalogy of property-possessorship

In § 4.1.5. it was argued that sabda possesses both a sabdatva, intended as phonemic sound, and the
corresponding artha. Yet, sabda cannot be the locus, as shown above. The reverse, the possibility of
the artha being the locus, is absurd, because an artha cannot possibly be the substratum of the sabda

(NMVa, 1 408,2-408, 3):'*°

na ca taddharmatvam sabdasya sakyate Nor can sabda have the character of

15 Cf,, for the first part, SVRa, $abda 98: tasmad ananumanatvam $abde pratyaksavad bhavet / trairiipyarahitatvena tadrgvisayavar-
jandt. For the second part, cf. SVRa, $abda 68-69ab, tasmad arthavisistasya na sabdasyanumeyata / katham ca paksadharmatvam
$abdasyeha niriipyate // na kriyakartrsambandhad rte sambandham kvacit, and SVRa, §abda 72cd, [...] tasman na paksadharmo 'yam
iti Sakya nirapana //

6 na] P NMVa; om. K

7 santi] P NMVa; om. K

18 dharmitvam] P NMVa; dharmatvam K

" Here riipa may recall Dignaga’s trairipya rule, the three conditions of a valid inference.

0 cf, SVRa, $abda 74cd: na taddesadisadbhavo nabhimukhyadi tasya va //
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vaktum, tatra vrttyabhavat being the property of the locus,
because it ($abda) does not reside in it
(in artha).

One could then argue that although the artha is not in a spatial relation with the sabda, it has a
causal relation with ‘knowledge of itself’ and could thus be the locus of ‘knowledge of the arthda’

(NMVa, I 408,3-408, 5):'*"

tat'*pratitijanakatvena tu'” If the status of being its (of the artha)
taddharmatayam ucyamandyam purvavad property is explained has the causation
itaretarasrayam.'** of its [own] cognition, then there is
paksadharmadi'*balena pratitih. again the same circular argument as
pratitau'*® ca satyam before: the cognition [of the arthd] is
paksadharmadi'”’rapalabhah. there on the strength of being the

property of the locus; the property of
the locus is known [only] once the
cognition [of the artha] is already
there.

As before, there would be a petitio principii:
If an artha possesses gauh, then it possesses cognition-of-‘cow’
This artha possesses gauh

Therefore this artha possesses cognition-of-‘cow’

Even common sense dictates that an artha does not have a natural relation with a sabda, unlike
the smoke-fire relation, so that by mere observation one could grasp the relation of signification

(NMVa, I 408,6-408, 9):'*®

21 cf, SVRa, §abda 75-77: tasmad utthdpaty esa yato 'rthavisayam matim tatas tadvisayah sabda iti dharmatvakalpand // tatra vdca-
katayam vah siddhayam paksadharmata / na pratityangatam gacchen na caivam anumanata // gamakatvac ca dharmatvam dharmat-
vad gamako yadi / syad anyonyasrayatvam hi tasman naisapi kalpana //

22 tat] P K; om. NMVa

2 1] P K; om. NMVa

' itaretarasrayam] P; itarasrayam K; itaretarasrayah NMVa
2 _dharmadi] P NMVa; -dharmatadi K

126 pratitau] P NMVa; tatpratitau K

27 _dharmadi] P NMVa; -dharmatadi K

12 f, SVRa, $abda 78: na cagrhitasambandhah svariipavyatirekatah / Sabdam jananti yendtra paksadharmamatir bhavet //
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api ca yady arthadharmataya sabdasya
paksadharmatvam bhavet, tada'”’
anavagatadhumagnisambandho 'pi yatha
dhiimasya parvatadharmatam grhnaty
eva'® tatha

131

‘navagatasabdartha"*'sambandho py
arthadharmatam sabdasya grhniyat. na ca
grhnatity"* ato nasti paksadharmatvam

Sabdasyeti.

5.1.4. Disanalogy of relation

The relation of concomitance between a sabda and its artha, taken for granted by the opponent (§

4.1.3), is not warranted. In actuality there is no concomitance, neither spatial, nor chronological

(NMVa, I 408,10-15):'*

anvayavyatirekav api tasya durupapadau,
dese kale ca™* Sabdarthayor
anugamabhavat. na hi yatra dese sabdah
tatrarthah. yathoktam' $rotriyaih,
“mukhe hi Sabdam upalabhamahe bhamav
artham” iti. vayam tu karnakase"
$abdam™” upalabhamaha ity astam etat.
napi yatra kale sabdah tatrarthah, idanim

2 tadd] NMVa; tad K; P n.a.
30 eva] P NMVa; om. K
31 éabdartha] P NMVa; om. K

2 grhnatity] P NMVa; grhnaty K

Moreover, if Sabda were the property of
the locus, i.e. of the artha, then, just
like someone perceives smoke as a
property of the hill, even if he does not
know the smoke-fire relation [and thus
cannot perform the inference], in the
same way someone could grasp sabda
as a property of the artha, even without
knowing the sabda-artha relation. But
this does not happen, so sabda cannot
be the property of the locus.

Also the relation of agreement and
difference is hardly tenable, since
there is no co-existence of sabda and
artha, neither in time nor in space. For,
it is not that wherever there is a sabda,
there is also its [corresponding] object.
As said by the ritualists (srotriyas): “[...]
because we perceive sabda in the

13 Cf, SVRa, $abda 86: yatra dhitmo ’sti tatrdgner astitvenanvayah sphutah / na tv evam yatra sabdo ’sti tatrartho 'stiti niscayah // Cf.
also SVRa, $abda 65cd, katham carthavisistatvam na tavad desakalatah, as well as Parthasarathi’s Nydyaratnamald thereon, whe-
re the Yudhisthira example is found: kena sambandhenarthah $abdam visinasti. na tavad ekadesakalatayd, yudhisthirasabda-
desakalayor yudhisthirasyabhavad ity aha —katham iti. The quote attributed to the $rotriya-s is found, verbatim, also in SBh, ad
1.1.5 (See Frauwallner 1968, 36, 23).

¥ ca] P NMVa; pi K
1 yathoktam] P NMVa; tathoktas K
3¢ karnakase] P NMVa; karnavakase K

17 éabdam] P K; srotram NMVa
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yudhisthirarthabhave pi
yudhisthirasabdasadbhavat'*®

mouth and the object on the ground”,
though we [Naiyayikas] know that
Sabda resides in the ear’s ether; so that
[possibility of a concomitance in space]
is ruled out. And it is not that
whenever there is a $abda also the
object is present: even if in this
moment the object ‘Yudhisthira’ is not
extant, the sabda Yudhisthira can
actually be there.

Naiyayikas hold an externalist view of reference. It is clear that when one speaks of past objects
these cannot be present while the corresponding words are uttered. The opponent, however, argues
in favour of an internal concomitance between the mental image of Sabda and its artha. In reply,
Jayanta raises a dilemma and the argument of the superfluosness of such an inference (NMVa, I

408,16-409, 3):**°

atha'*® $abdarthayoh anvayabhave ’pi
tadbuddhyor anvayo grahisyata ity

141

ucyate.

tarhi vaktavyam. kim arthabuddhav
utpanndyam anvayo grhyate
anutpanndyam vd. anutpanndyam'* tavat
svarupasattvat kuto ‘nvayagrahanam.
utpannayam tv arthabuddhau kim
anvayagrahaneneti naisphalyam.
tatparvakatve tu parvavad
itaretarasrayam. etena vyatirekagrahanam
api vyakhyatam.

[Objection] Even when the [spatial or
chronological] concomitance of sabda
and artha is not there [as in the
Yudhisthira example], the
concomitance between their mental

representations can still be grasped.

[Counter-objection] Then the following
should be clarified: is the relation of
agreement (anvaya) grasped when the
cognition of the artha is already
effected, or when it is not yet effected?
When it [the cognition of the artha] is
not yet effected, since its very
existence is not there, how could the
agreement be grasped? If the cognition

38 sadbhavat] P NMVa; sambhavat K

1 Cf, SVRa, $abda 93-96: nangam arthadhiyam esa bhaved anvayakalpand / anvayadhinajanmatvam anumanasya ca sthitam // jfiate

pratitisamarthye tadvasad eva jayate / pascad anvaya ity esa karanam katham ucyate // tasmat tannirapeksaiva sabdasaktih pratiyate

thapratyayasadhanam //
10 gtha] P K; artha NMVa
! grahisyata ity ucyate] P NMVa; grahisyeta ity cet K

2 anutpanndyam] P NMVa; anutpannam K
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of the artha is effected, instead, there
would be superfluity [of the inferential
process]: what would be the use of
grasping a relation of agreement? And
if it (grasping the agreement) is based
on that [prior existence of the
cognition of the arthal, then, as before,
there is a petitio principii. The same
applies to the relation of difference
(vyatireka).

The opponent argues that the relation of agreement and difference is normally applied in the
common process of language acquisition, by subtraction and addition, so in that context the process
of induction has indeed a role. Jayanta answers that in that context the function of agreement and
difference is used to acquire the conventional relation between a sabda and its artha while learning a
linguistic usage, and not to generate knowledge of the artha in a subsequent application of that

linguistic usage (NMVa, I 409,4-409, 9):

nanu avapodvapadvarena [Objection] When the sabda-artha
Sabdarthasambandhe nisctyamane relation is ascertained on the basis of
upayujyete evanvayavyatirekau. the phenomenon of addition and
yathoktam “tatra'® yo nveti yam sabdam subtraction, agreement and difference
arthas tasya bhaved asau” iti are indeed used. As it was said, “there
satyam etat. kintu samayabalena (in the operation of addition and
siddhayam arthabuddhau subtraction) some $abda (i.e., an
samayaniyamdrthav anvayavyatirekau. ending) is put in relation with another
sabde na™ anvayavyatirekakrtaiva'*® $abda (i.e. the stem); the artha shall be
dhiimader iva™*® tato 'rthabuddhih. of that [$abda]” (SVDva, vakya 160ab).

[Counter-objection] This is true. Yet,
while the cognition of an artha is
achieved on the strength of a
convention, a concomitance by
agreement and difference has the
purpose of fixing (niyamartha) that

' tatra] Pac K; yatra Ppc NMVa
144 ¢abde na] P NMVa; om. K
5 _krtaiva] P K; -krtd ca NMVa

¢ jva] P X; ivagneh NMVa
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convention (samaya). In sabda,
knowledge of the artha does not derive
directly from a concomitance by
agreement and difference, as it instead
happens with smoke etc.

Thus Jayanta seems to concede that in the process of language acquisition there is an inferential
process at play.

There is a further difference between sabda and inference. Unlike the knower who infers fire
from smoke, the hearer of the word gauh knows the artha ‘cow’ because he has been trained in this

linguistic usage (NMVa, I 409,10-410, 5. See also GBhsha,72-73):'"

api ca / dhumadibhyah pratitis ca
naivavagatiptirvika / ihavagatiptarvaiva
$abdad utpadyate matih //
sthaviravyavahare hi balah'*® sabdat
kutascana / drstvartham'* avagacchan
tam svayam apy avagacchati // yatrapy
evam samayah kriyate, “etasmdc chabdad
ayam arthas tvaya pratipattavya” iti,
tatrapi pratitir eva karanatvena nirdista
drastavya //

Moreover, knowledge [of the
probandum] originated from
[inferential marks such as] smoke, etc.,
is not based on a previous learning
(avagati). Here, instead, the knowledge
[of an artha] originated from sabda is
certainly preceded by learning [the
language]. For, a learner, having
observed and learnt the designation of
an artha from a given sabda by

observing the usage of competent
speakers, knows that [artha] later on”.
Even when the conventional relation is
taught [ostensively] in the form of
“from this sabda you ought to know
this artha”, knowledge [of the artha]
should be regarded as caused [by
Sabda].

The point here is that while inferential processes can be initiated independently by a rational
knower, verbal knowledge requires a competence acquired either from the ostensive teaching of
competent speakers or, more indirectly, from the observation of their linguistic usages (see

GBhsha,73).

7 cf, SVRa, §abda 90: naivam apy asti drsto hi vinapy arthadhiya kvacit / vacakapratyayo ’smabhir avyutpannanaran prati //
8 balah] P NMVa; drstva K

9 drstvartham] P NMVa; balo rtham K
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This closes the rebuttal of the reductionist’s attempt of construing a sabda-artha inference

(NMvVa, I 410,5-8):"*°

tasmad anyo lingalinginor avinabhavo Therefore, one thing is the relation
nama sambandhah, anyas ca sabdarthayoh among inferential signs and inferential
samayaparandma vacyavacakabhavah objects, called “invariable

sambandhah pratityangam. evam' concomitance”, another is the relation
visayabhedat samagribheddc ca between signified and signifier, called
pratyaksavad anumanad anyah Sabda iti “conventional relation” between sabda
siddham // and artha, as a factor of knowledge.

Thus it has been proven that, because
of their different object of knowledge
and of their different components
(samagri), $abda, like perception, is

distinct from inference.

5.2. The Sankhya defense of sabda is inconclusive

As for the Sankhya defense of dptavacana mentioned in § 4.2, Jayanta agrees (with Kumarila) about

their inconclusiveness and bluntly dismisses them (NMVa, I 410,9-10):"*

yat tu As for the points raised after noticing a
purvavarna'*’*kramapeksanadivailaksanya difference [between $abda and

m asankya disitam, kas tatra phalgupraye inference] on the basis of the
nirbandhah requirement of the sequence of

previous phonemes etc., what is the
use of writing about that superfluous
issue?

150 cf, SVRa, $abda 97-98: sambandham yam tu vaksyamas tasya nirnayakaranam / syad anvayo 'tirekas ca na tv arthadhigamasya tau

// tasmad ananumanatvam $abde pratyaksava bhavet / trairiipyarahitatvena tadrgvisayavarjanat //

! evam] P K; evamvidha- NMVa

152 Kumarila’s dismissal is even harsher: bhedah sarnkhydadibhis tv isto na tiiktam bhedakaranam (SVRa, $abda, 15cd), and parokta
hetuvas catra [=sarikhyadarsane] nabhedasya nivaritah (SVRa, abda, 35ab).

5 _yarna] P NMVa; om. K
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5.3. Refutation of the Buddhist arguments
5.3.1. The universal of trustworthiness

As for the Buddhist argument (§ 4.3.1), in which authoritativeness was proposed as the inferential

sign in the alleged inferential process of sabda, Jayanta replies (NMVa, 1 411,1-411, 10):"*

yat punarabhihitam,
“aptavadavisamvadasamanyad

=77

anumanata” iti, tad ativa subhasitam,
visayabhedat. aptavadatvahetuna hi
Sabdarthabuddheh pramanyam sadhyate,

' anyad eva

na tu saiva janyate. yathaha.
hi satyatvam aptavadatvahetukam /
vakyarthas canya eveha jiiatah
purvataram hi'* sah // tatra"’ ced
dptavadena'® satyatvam anumiyate /
vakyarthapratyayasyatra katham syad
anumanata // janma tulyam hi buddhinam

dptandptagiram srutau /
Jjanmadhikopayogi ca nanumayam
trilaksanah iti //

It was said, that “[$abda has] the
character of inference because of the
undisputedness of an authoritative
statement”, this was very well said,
because of the difference of epistemic
content. In fact, by the probans
“authoritativeness of the statement”
the validity of the knowledge of the
artha of sabda is proven; it is not so that
such knowledge is generated [by this
probans]. As it was said (SVDva, vakya
244-246): “One thing is truth, which is
inferred through the authoritativeness
of the statement, another thing is the
artha of the sentence, which is known
before [its truth]. In this context, if
what is inferred through the
authoritativeness is truth, how can
knowledge of the artha of the sentence
have an inferential nature? Because,
cognitions produced from
authoritative or unauthoritative
statements arise in the same way; in
this inference even [a probans]
satisfying the three required criteria
(trilaksana) is not useful to explain
anything more than the origin [of
knowledge from sabda, i.e., the
acquisition of linguistic competence, or

54 Cf. SVRa, $abda 47: aptavadavisamvadasamanydn nrvacassu hi / laksanenanumanatvat pramanyam siddhim rcchati //

> yathaha] Pac K; yad aha Ppc NMVa
¢ hi] Pac K; ca Ppc NMVa
7 tatra] P K; tatas NMVa

%% ced aptavadena] P NMVa; veddaptavadena K




Kervan — International Journal of Afro-Asiatic Studies n. 21 (2017)

the intention of the speaker]”."”

The inference proposed by this reductionist runs as follows:

If an artha possesses (i.e., is caused by) authoritative-statement-ness, then it possesses
undisputedness

This artha possesses authoritative-statement-ness

Therefore this artha possesses undisputedness

It is clear that since the artha is the locus it must be known in advance, to make the inference
possible.

Here Taber (1996: 26) renders SVDva, 244 slightly differently: “The truth [of a sentence], based on
the trustworthiness of the author, is one thing, the meaning of the sentence, which is known prior [to
its truth], another”. It is important to ponder how this verse would be read, respectively, from a
(Mimamsaka) viewpoint of intrinsic validation and from a (Naiyayika) one of extrinsic validation.
Taber (1996: 26-27), indeed, anchors the core of his argument about an acceptance of two levels of
knowledge from sabda —non-committal and committal— to this principle of extrinsic validation,
while discussing this quotation of the SV by Jayanta:

Nyaya considers the truth of a cognition to be known extrinsically, that is, after the
cognition has arisen by means of confirmation by other cognitions. Thus, Jayanta would

appear to have the notion of an initial belief evoked by language itself that things are a certain way
followed by an explicit awareness that one’s belief is indeed true [A.G.: emphasis by Taber].

Elsewhere, Jayanta explicitly writes that the principle of extrinsic validation applies also to
testimony (NMVa, I 420). As for the application to perceivable artha-s, Jayanta seems to suspend his
judgement on whether such knowledge is intrinsically or extrinsically validated, while he states that
in the case of non-perceivable artha-s knowledge is extrinsically validated (NMVa, 1 436).

After quoting the three SV verses, however, Jayanta continues by saying that verbal knowledge
is not simply an impression, but rather a definite cognition, as evident from common experience
(NMvVa, 1411,11-12):

na ca pramanyaniscayad vind One cannot say that without the
pratibhamatram tad iti vaktavyam, sabdad ascertainment of the validity of

' On janmadhikopayogi, see GBhSha,73,
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160

artha'*sam'®'pratyayasyanubhavasiddhat knowledge there is only an impression

vat. (pratibha), because the full knowledge
of the artha caused by sabda is proven
by experience.

This dychotomy between “impression” and “firm knowledge”, and the assertion that the latter,
and not the former, is experienced upon hearing a statement, seems to confirm that “The Naiyayikas
were against the deployment of such a basic attitude [of non-committal understanding of words]
prior to the belief-claim or knowledge claim that arises in the hearer” (Matilal 1994: 355), and that
“When Nyaya uses that expression [A.G.: Sabdabodha] it simply means knowledge from words which is
the standard case, i.e., knowledge that p gathered from someone’s asserting that p” (Chakrabarti 1994:
121). Taber (1996: 27), too, concedes this, “for Jayanta himself insists that the initial awareness evoked
by a sentence is not a “mere intuition” (pratibhamatra) but a “definite cognition” (sampratyaya)”.

By reading the passage in context, therefore, Taber’s argument is not strengthened, especially
with the addition of this last sentence; it thus seems that also for Jayanta knowledge of sabdartha, i.e.,

Sabdabodha,

simply means knowledge from words which is the standard case, i.e., knowledge that p
gathered from someone’s asserting that p. The distinction is not drawn in terms of truth
or falsity or correctness or incorrectness. There is no tendency in Nyaya to hold that
word-generated awareness is always knowledge. We can have false belief generated by
believingly comprehended false sentences (Chakrabarti 1994: 121).

5.3.2. The inference of the speaker’s intention

Lastly, the Buddhist inference of the intention of the speaker (§ 4.3.2) was presented. Such an

inference, however, does not lead to the knowledge of the artha (NMVa, I 412,1-8):

etena vivaksavisayatvam api pratyuktam. By this [last argument, that knowing
na hi vivaksa nama sabdasya vacyo the truth of a statement and knowing
visayah kintv artha eva tatha.'® the artha are two distinct processes],
vivaksayam hi'® sabdasya lingatvam iha also the possibility that the speaker’s
drsyate / akasa iva karyatvat na intention is the probandum [of an
vacakatayd punah // sabdad uccaritac ca inference having sabda as its probans]

19 $abdad artha] Ppc K; $abdartha Pac NMVa
1! sam] P NMVa; om. K
12 tatha] P NMVa; om. K

1 hi] P NMVa; tu K
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vacyavisayd tavat samutpadyate samvittis is refuted. For, the content of the
tadanantaram tu gamayet kamam signification of $abda is not the
vivaksam asau / arthopagrahavarjita ca'** speaker’s intention, but rather the
niyamat siddhaiva sa jivatam'® artha. Here $abda is the inferential sign
tadvacyarthavisesita tv avidite naisa of the speaker’s intention, because it is
tadarthe bhavet. an effect [of the speaker’s intention],

like in the case of ether, not because it
is a signifier [of the speaker’s
intention]. From an uttered sabda, at
first the full knowledge of a signified
artha is generated; then, that [Sabda]
may well convey [through an
inference] also the intention of the
speaker, [yielding knowledge of the
fact] that this [intention] is related to
living beings, without the grasp of a
[specific] artha.'*® The [intention]
which is specifically related to the
signified artha, however, cannot be
there before the artha is known.

The example of ether is related to Vaisesika ontology: like one infers the imperceptible ether
from the perception of sabda, because sabda must rest in ether, so one infers that the imperceptible
intention of the speaker from the perception of sabda.'”” The inference from Sabda to the intention of
the speaker, however, is based on a cause-effect relation, not a signifier-signified one. And in any case
such an inference leads to the knowledge that behind the sabda there is a sentient being with an
intention.

If a speaker possesses sabda, then it possesses an intention to speak
This speaker possesses sabda

Therefore this speaker possesses an intention to speak

1 _varjjitd ca] P K; -varjitat tu NMVa
1 siddhaiva sa jivatam] Pac; siddhaiva sa jivata K; siddhaiva sa jivita Ppc; siddhaivam djivata NMVa

1% See GBhSha,73.

17 cf. (VD, Vyomavatfi, 578): na ca $abdasyanumanatvam eva nisidhyate, vivaksakasadhigame lingatvat. yatha hy akasadhigame sar-

vah Sabdo’numanam vivaksakaryas tu vivaksadhigame 'piti.
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Without knowledge of the artha, however, the inference cannot prove that the speaker intends
to signify that specific artha.
Taber (1996: 21-23) proposes a refinement of the Buddhist argument, as a chain of inferences,

qualified as “roughly that of Sridhara in his Nyayakandali”:

Sridhara sought to interpret Prasastapada as propounding the more sophisticated
Buddhist theory: from a word or linguistic sign one does not directly infer its meaning
but rather the state of mind of the speaker who employs it, and from that — given that
the speaker is reliable — one infers its meaning.

Taber’s representation can be summed up in the following two inferences:

If a speaker possesses sabda, then he possesses an intention to speak (vivaksa)
This speaker possesses sabda

Therefore this speaker possesses an intention to speak

If an authoritative speaker possesses an intention to speak, then he possesses knowledge
of the artha

This authoritative speaker possesses an intention to speak

Therefore this authoritative speaker possesses knowledge of the artha

“Finally, from this knowledge on the part of the trustworthy speaker one is able to infer the
existence of the state of affairs that he knows” (Taber 1996: 21). Taber (1996: 24) sees in the inference
of the intention an awareness of the “basic idea that thoughts are somehow instrumental in meaning;
words indicate primarily, or in the first instance, what we are thinking and do not directly refer to
things”.

This chain of inferences, however, is not found in the NM and seems to be a post-Jayanta

development.

6. Conclusions

6.1. Jayanta and Mimamsa

Most of the arguments presented by Jayanta in this section, both the reductionist and the anti-
reductionist ones, are already found in the Slokavartika. Jayanta, however, rearranges and discusses
them in a very clear sequence. Moreover, he adapts them to the Naiyayika siddhanta by some strategic
correctives:

* The artha of individual words is not a universal, as in Mimamsa, but rather a qualified particular
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(tadvat).

* This different understanding of what is the artha of words has an unavoidable impact on the
analysis of the artha of sentences and of complex words such as gomat (“cow-possessor”) as well.

* Since in Nyaya the Veda has an author and as such its passages are standard cases of trustworthy
statements, a specific discussion on the Veda is absent in the NM, while it takes about twenty
verses in Kumarila’s defense of sabda.

* In Nyaya, Sabda is ephemeral by nature, thus it cannot have stable relations with permanent
entities and it is not suited as a probans or a locus in Indian inferences. This argument cannot be

used in Mimamsa, where sabda is considered permanent.

* Jayanta concedes that inference is used during the process of language acquisition to establish the
conventional relation. This argument is only hinted at by Kumarila, since the sabda-artha relation

in not considered conventional in Mimamsa.

* Linguistic competence is a necessary condition to “know from words” and it is used by Jayanta to
mark the difference between sabda and inference. This argument is not used by Kumarila.

6. 2. Understanding words and knowing from words

Taber’s argument for an acceptance on Jayanta’s side of a non-committal understanding from words
is mainly built on the arguments presented here in § 5.3.2 and § 5.3.1. Unlike him, I did not find a
distinction between understanding and knowing from words in Jayanta’s presentation. Therefore, in
this respect, I'd rather endorse Matilal’s and Chakrabarti’s opinions. A Sanskrit expression for non-
committal understanding is sabdabodha ‘understanding from words’. Yet I did not encounter this
expression in old, pre-Jayanta Nyaya sources.

In general, from the debate analysed in this paper it emerges that sabda was for Jayanta an
epistemological, rather than a linguistic, phenomenon, and that its artha was an epistemic object. The
issue of distinguishing linguistic comprehension and testimonial knowledge might have been a
pseudo-problem in Jayanta’s view of the world, and he would perhaps have agreed with Coady (1994:
245) in that “if the ability to use language meaningfully is connected with the making of true reports
then it is surely the consistent making of true reports that matters”. In other words, if the appropriate
use of language is to communicate truth, there are in principle no “neutral” statements, and false

statements can be explained in terms of the inappropriate use of language.
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6.3. The reduction of $abda to inference

Jayanta starts from the assumption that sabda is an autonomous means of knowledge. Unlike for
Mimamsakas, for him the relation between language and reality is established by convention, but in
its day-to-day usage it is clear that this a priori connection is a necessary condition for linguistic
communication. At least within the limits of the theory of inference available to him, there were no
convincing arguments that could have explained a reduction of sabda to perception or inference. He

was thus justified in thinking sabda as a sui generis epistemic tool.
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