GANGESA’S THEORY OF THE MEANING
OF VERBAL SUFFIXES (AKHYATA)

Toshihiro WADA

1. Introduction

Since the 14th century Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas, and grammarians
(panintya) have engaged in disputes with one another regarding the
question of what is the nature of verbal cognition, or understanding
($abdabodha, Sabdajiiana).! The fundamental differences among
these groups regarding this question can be understood from manual
texts such as the Nyayasiddhantamuktavali (NSM, ca. 17 c.) and the
Manikana (MK, ca. 17 c.),2 for example, in those sections which deal

1 The reason I have given the 14th century as the starting point here is that the Tattvacintamani
(TC) of Gangesa, who was the consolidator of the Navya-nyaya school and active in that time,
represents in detail the Naiyaykas® dispute with the Mimamsakas or the grammarians with regard
to verbal understanding. It is much later that the Navya-nyaya technical terms established by him
were introduced into their writings; but this does not mean that the Mimamsakas and the
grammarians had not been aware of those terms up to when those writings appeared. According to
Bronkhorst [2012: 69], the Vaiyakaranabhiisana of Kaunda Bhatta (1640) is the first text we
possess that presents a grammarian’s attempt to deal with verbal understanding (§abdabodha)
using Navya-nyaya ideas and terminology. However, Bronkhorst [2012: 73] does not exclude the
possibility that Sesa Krsna (1507), one of the grammar teachers of Bhattoji Diksita (1590) who
was Kaunda Bhatta’s uncle, began to use the Navya-nyaya tools for refining the theory of verbal
understanding. Bronkhorst [2012: 74] considers that Bhattoji and Kaunda Bhatta were the first to
take over the Navya-nyaya technical language and concepts elaborated in the context of verbal
understanding. Bronkhorst [2012: 75] reports Lawrence McCrea’s claim in 2002 that a
Mimamsaka called Khandadeva (1640) introduced into Vedic hermeneutics the method of
complete paraphrasing that had been invented by the Navya-nayayikas. On the dates of the
above-mentioned authors, I have followed Potter [1995(1970)].

2 The relevant portion of these two texts is so short that I have provided it here. NSM, p.
296,3-302,1: dhatuprakrtipratyayadinam Saktigraho vyakaranad bhavati. kvacit sati badhake
tyajyate. yatha vaiyakaranair akhyatasya kartari Saktir ucyate. caitrah pacatityadau kartra saha
caitrasyabhedanvayah. tac ca gauravat tyajyate. kin tu krtau Saktir laghavat. krtis caitradau
prakartbhitya bhasate. na ca kartur anabhidhandc caitradipadanantaram trtiya syad iti vacyam,
kartrsamkhyanabhidhanasya tatra tantratvat. samkhyabhidhanayogyas ca karmatvadyanava-
ruddhah prathamantapadopasthapyah. karmatvadity asyetaraviSesanatvena tdtparyaviSayatvam
arthah, tena caitra iva maitro gaccharityadau na caitre samkhyanvayah. yatra karmadau na
vi§esanatve tatparyam tadvarandya prathamanteti. yad va dhatvarthatiriktavisesanatvam
prathamadalarthah. tena caitra iva maitro gacchatity atra caitader varanam. stokam pacatity-
adau stokader varanaya ca dvittyadalam. tasya dvittyantapadopasthapyatvad varanam iti. evam
vyapare ’'pi na Saktir gauravat. ratho gacchatityadau tu vyapare asrayatve va laksand.
janantyadau asrayatve, nasyatityadau pratiyogitve niridhalaksana. MK, p. 86,2-11: akhyatasya
kartrkarmant vacye. te ca dhatvarthe viseSanibhavatah. ‘caitrah pacati’ ity atra caitrakartrko
viklittyanukiilo vyapara ity, ‘tandulah pacyate’ ity atra tandulakarmako vyapara ity pratiyata ity
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with the meaning of the suffixes of a finite verb. Here, Naiyayikas
uphold that the suffixes denote effort (yatna, prayatna); Mimamsakas
uphold that they denote operation (vyapara);3 the grammarians
uphold that they denote the agent (kartr), the object (karman), or
action (bhava)# It should be noted that Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas,
and the grammarians do not differ in holding that the suffixes denote
number, person, tense, and voice. Those manual texts do not lead us to
an understanding of those differences from a historical viewpoint. As
a cue for reconstructing the discussion by the three schools
historically, I have taken up the theory of the New Nyaya (Navya-
nyaya) on the meaning of the suffixes of finite verbs, and in particular
the theory formulated by GangesSa (14th cent.). Here I will simply call
those suffixes verbal suffixes. For an analysis of his theory I will
focus on the “Verbal Suffixes Section” (Akhyatavada) in the
“Language Chapter” (Sabdakhanda) of his Tastvacintamani (TC).
In carrying out my research, I have used the following text of the
TC:

Tattvacintamani of GangeSa Upadhyaya, 4 Volumes, edited

with the Aloka of Jayadeva MiSra and the Rahasya of

Mathuranatha, by Kamakhyanatha TarkavagiSa, Vrajajivan

Prachyabharati Granthamala 47, Delhi: Chaukhamba Saskrit

Pratishtan, 1990.
Gangesa’s “Verbal Suffixes Section” can be divided into eight parts,
and the last Part (H) further into three sub-parts as follows. Page and
line numbers given to each part and sub-part refer to those of the
above edition.

vaiyakaranah. vyaparatvena bhavanaiva akhyatarthah; saiva vakye pradhanam; ity mimamsakal.
yatnatvavisistam evakhyatavacyam; tac ced asrayataya anveti tada kartrlakara iti yadi visayataya
tada karmalakara iti vyavahriyate. ratho gacchati ityadau vyapare asrayatve va laksana iti
naiyayikah.

This is the view of the Bhatta Mimamsakas, which is represented in Gangesa’s “Verbal
Suffixes Section”. Kumarila holds a slightly different view, which is that a finite verb, whether in
the active or passive voice, denotes productive operation (bhavana). He avoids specifying that the
suffix denotes productive operation, but holds, like Sabara, that the suffix denotes the number of
the agent of an active sentence or that of the object of a passive sentence. On his view, see
Yoshimizu [2006: 304-305] [2012: 563-566]. The Prabhakaras, on the other hand, hold that verbal
roots denote action in general and further imply effort, and that the verbal suffixes denote the
person and number of the subjects. On this, see Freschi [2008: 159]. GangeSa briefly refers to the
Prabhakara theory in his “Verbal Suffixes Section” in Part (C), which accords with Freschi’s
explanation. For his reference, see Wada [2012: 538].

According to Panini (P3.4.69: lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah), the suffixes denote
not only the first two meanings but also action (bhava), which is the meaning of the root. However,
Gangesa has the grammarians articulate only the first two meanings in his “Verbal Suffixes
Section” (Akhyatavada) in order to facilitate the comparison between the views of the three
schools.
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A. Introduction: the presentation of the Nyaya view (pp. 819,1-
820,1)
B. The Mimamsa View (pp. 820,1-826,13)
C. The Nyaya Refutation (pp. 826,13-830,8)
D. The View of the Author of the Ratnakosa (pp. 830,9-831,13)
E. The Refutation of the Author of the Ratnakosa (pp. 831,
13-833,1)
F. The Grammarians’ Refutation to the Nyaya View (pp. 833,1-
834.4)
G. The Nyaya Response to F (pp. 834 ,4-836,3)
H. The Nyaya View in Detail (pp. 836,3-846 4)>
H1: The traditional Nyaya view (pp. 836,4-844.8)
H2: The Navya-nyaya view (pp. 844.,9-845,10)
H3: Gangesa’s final view (pp. 845,10-846,2)
Part (H) provides not only the traditional Nyaya and the new Nyaya
views marked with the indicators “sampradayah” (traditional view)
and “navinah” (new Naiyayikas) respectively, but also Gangesa’s
own view marked with the indicator “vayam bramah” (“We claim the
following”). Let us number these views (H1), (H2), and (H3)
respectively. His view is set forth in Part (H3) too briefly to judge that
all he holds on the meaning of verbal suffixes is expressed therein. By
collecting views not denied by GangeS$a in Parts (A) through (H2) we
can add more to his final statement.

The present paper will make clear this addition. First, I will
explain Gange§a’s final statement given in Part (H3). He claims that
verbal suffixes can denote objectness (karmatva), elaborates on this,
and concludes that the suffixes denote agentness (kartrtva) or
objectness. Before making his conclusion, he does not spell out what
agentness is, but we assume he had in mind a definite idea of what it
is. I will expound on the relation between agentness and effort
accepted by Naiyayikas as the meaning of the verbal suffixes. Then,
from Parts (A) through (H2) I will collect discussions regarding
coreferentiality (samanadhikaranya) and tense, in which Gange$a has
some Naiyayikas respond to the opponents but does not deny those
Naiyayikas’ responses in the following parts. These discussions are
concerned with the questions of whether the suffixes denote the agent
or object, or only the number (samkhya) of either entity, and how the
meaning of the suffixes conveys the concepts of the three tenses. I

5 This part will be translated with annotation by Wada [forthcoming].
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would like to claim that the conclusions found in the collected
discussions should form part of Gange$a’s final view.

It should be noted that the verbal suffixes to be analyzed are those
of finite verbs. Parts (A), (B), (C), (D), (E), (F), and (H1) represent the
discussion of the meaning of the suffixes used for sentient agents
(cetanakartr) in the active voice. Parts (E) and (H1) also represent the
discussion of the meaning of the suffixes used for insentient agents
(acetanakartr) in the active voice. Parts (E), (G), (H1), and (H2)
involve the discussion of the meaning of the suffixes used in the
passive voice.

2. Gangesa’s final statement
Part (H3) represents Gangesa’s final, but brief statement as follows:

[Text 1:] We, on the other hand, claim as follows: In the cases of caitrena
pacyate tandulah (“Rice is cooked by Caitra”) and rathena gamyate gramah
(“The village is reached by the chariot”) rice and the village would be
understand as the objects; they both [i.e., rice and the village] possess
objectness (karmatva), i.e., the state of possessing result of action (kriya)
inhering in the other [i.e., Caitra in the former case and the chariot in the
latter]; it is that [objectness] that is denoted by the verbal suffix [-fe of
pacyate and gamyate respectively]. The reason [for this] is that objectness is
not obtained from [any other meaningful linguistic unit (pada)] other than
[the suffix —te in the above two cases] unlike in the case of tandulam pacati
(“[Caitra] cooks rice”) [in which objectness is obtained] from the second
[case-ending]. Therefore, like agentness (kartrtva) objectness is also denoted
by L-suffixes,® because the loci of them, i.c., [the entities called] the agent
and the object, are obtained from the other [meaningful linguistic units].’

6 L-suffixes are personal endings applied to roots in six tenses and four modes: lat (present
indicative), lit (perfect), lut (periphrastic future), Ir¢ (simple future), let (subjunctive mode), lot
(imperative), lan (imperfect), lin (optative mode), lun (aorist), and Ir72 (conditional). These suffixes,
applied to roots, are replaced by verbal suffixes. On this, see Abhyankar [1985: 137-138]. On the
rule that L-suffixes denote the agent or object, see P3.4.69: lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah
“The tense-affixes called ‘la’ are used in denoting the object and the agent; after intransitive verbs,
they denote the action as well as the agent” (Translation by Vasu [1977: 584]). An L-suffix does
not denote a particular number to be related with the agent or the object, while a verbal suffix
substituted for the suffix denotes such a number. It follows from this that the agent or the object
should be denoted by the same verbal suffix as denotes its number. It is a rule that the basic
meaning of an L-suffix is succeeded by its substitute, i.e., the verbal suffix. As a result, it is
inferred that the meaning of a verbal suffix, i.c., the agent or the object, comes from that of the
L-suffix.

T TC,Vol.4/2, pp. 845,10-846.2: vayan tu brithah. caitrena pacyate tandulah rathena gamyate
grama ity atra tandulagramau karmani pratiyete asti ca tayoh parasamavetakriyaphala$alitvam
karmatvam tac cakhyatavacyam eva. tandulam pacatity atra dvittyata ivanyatah karmatvalabhat.
tasmat kartrrvavat karmatvam api lakaravacyam taddharminoh kartrkarmanor anyata eva labhad
iti.
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At the beginning of this text GangeSa appears to discuss only the
verbal suffix used in the passive voice, and to conclude that it denotes
objectness. GangeSa elaborates objectness further: the state of
possessing result of action inhering in the other (parasamavetakriya-
phalasalitvam). A similar elaboration is found in later grammarians’
texts such as Kaunda Bhatta’s Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara.8

Since objectness is distributed to the meaning of the suffixes used
in the passive voice, it seems that agentness mentioned in Text 1 is
distributed to that of the suffixes in the active voice. And Text 1 does
not discuss the meaning of the suffixes of the active voice, and instead
reads “like agentness objectness is also denoted by L-suffixes”. This
indicates that the discussion on the meaning of the suffixes in the
active voice has ended in the preceding parts of the “Verbal Suffixes
Section”, and that GangeSa agrees with the traditional Nyaya view
that those suffixes denote effort (yatna, prayatna) or resolution (krti).
These two terms, i.e., effort and resolution, are freely replaced by one
another in the discussion of the meaning of the verbal suffixes.® The
traditional Nyaya view is presented in the beginning of the “Verbal
Suffixes Section”: Part (A).10

Next it may be questioned whether agentness is nothing more
than effort or not. An agent is the possessor of effort (yatnavat),!!
which is demonstrated by the following argument in Part (B):

[Text 2:] If [the Naiyayika says that] since for [the expression] pacati (“[He]
cooks”) [we have] the paraphrase pakayatnavan (“[He is] the possessor of
effort at cooking”), [the verbal suffix] denotes effort, then [the Mimamsaka
would] in this case [object] that [the verbal suffix] for its part would denote the
agent.!2

This text is a claim which Gangesa presupposes the Mimamsaka to

8 Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara, p. 22.2: phalasrayh karma, vyaparasrayah karta. This is on k.2:
phalavyaparayor dhatur asraye tu tinah smrtah / phale pradhanam vyaparas tinarthas tu
vifesanam // According to P1.4.49: kartur ipsitatamam karma, that which the agent most desires
through his action is called the object.

9 For example, Gange$a quotes Udayana’s statement in his Nyayakusumadariali that resolution is
replaced by effort or productive operation (bhavana). On this, see Wada [2007a: 417,421].

10 7¢ vol. 4/2, pp. 819,2-3: akhyatasya yatnavacakatvad acetane ratho gacchatity adav
akhyate vyaparalaksanda. On the context in which this sentence appears, see Wada [2007a: 419].

NyayakoSa gives the etymology of karty under the head of kartrtvam: the agent is the locus of
resolution (p. 203,8: kartr§abdavayavavrttilabhye krtyasraye yaugikah.).

12 7¢ vol. 412, p. 826,6-8: atha pacatity asya pakayatnavan iti vivaranad yatndrthateti cet,
tarhi kartrarthatapi syat. On the context in which this sentence appears, see Wada [2007a: 426].
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make, but he does not negate the validity of this paraphrase of an
agent as the possessor of effort.

The following claim concerning an agent is also presupposed by
GangeSa to be made by the grammarian in Part (H1). From this claim
it is apparent that the grammarian also holds that an agent is the
possessor of effort, and Gangesa does not deny this paraphrase.

[Text 3:] [The grammarian will argue:] The agent is denoted [by the verbal
suffix], because [we can] paraphrase pacati (“[He] cooks”) as pakayatnavan
(“[He is] the possessor of effort at cooking”).13

In Sanskrit we have the general rule that the state of being the
possessor of x, or possessing x (x-mat-tva, x-vat-tva) can be regarded
as x.14 According to this rule, the possessor of effort is replaced by
effort. When Gangesa says that agentness is denoted by the verbal
suffixes, this rule seems to function. As a result, agentness, in the
present case, amounts to effort.

To sum up, Gangesa’s final statement will be illustrated by the
following examples. He does not agree with the grammarians’ view
that the verbal suffix denotes the agent or object and holds that it
denotes effort (or agentness) or objectness, and the number
(samkhya)!> existing in the object denoted by a word associated with
the first case-ending. Hence, in our illustration we should make use of
the concepts of effort (or agentness), objectness, and that number
instead of those of agent and object. In the case of the active voice,
caitras tandulam pacati (“Caitra cooks rice”), the verbal suffix —#i
denotes not only effort, or agentness, but also the number which
accords with that denoted by the word associated with the first
case-ending, i.e., caitrah. Being denoted by one and the same suffix,
agentness and such a number should exist in one entity denoted by
such a word, i.e., Caitra.16 The suffix —# in this case does not denote

13 rc , Vol. 4/2, p. 842.9-10: pacatity asya pakayatnavan iti vivarandat karta vacya iti cet,
14 On this rule, see Wada [2006], of which the revised Japanese version is Wada [2008]. See
also K. Bhattacharya [2010].

15 A numberisa quality (guna) residing in a substance.

16 According to Nyaya, a verbal understanding has such an entity for the qualificand (vifesya),
and the sentence caitras tandulam pacati (“Caitra cooks rice”) will generate the following verbal
understanding: Caitra is the locus of effort producing action which produces the effect occurring in
rice. (TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 837,11-12: ... tandulavrttiphalajanakavyaparajanakayatnasrayas caitra ity
pratiyate ...) This type of verbal understanding is called that which has the meaning of the noun in
the nominative case for the predominant qualificand (prathamantamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha).
On verbal understanding according to the Mimamsakas and the grammarians, see Wada [2007a:
418] or [2012: 532].
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objectness, because objectness is obtained from the second case-
ending —am of tandulam.

Similarly, in the case of the passive voice, caitrena tandulah
pacyate (“Rice is cooked by Caitra”), the verbal suffix —fe denotes
objectness and the number which accords with that denoted by the
word associated with the first case-ending, i.e., fandulah. Being
denoted by one and the same suffix, objectness and that number
should exist in one entity denoted by such a word, i.e., rice.l7 This
suffix does not denote agentness, because agentness is obtained from
the third case-ending —ina of caitrena.

Part (E) gives one Naiyayika’s view that the suffix used for the
insentient agent of a sentence in the active voice means operation
(vyapara) through indicative function (laksana). This Naiyayika says
in Part (E) as follows:

[Text 4:] ... the verbal suffix in the case of [the sentence] ratho gacchati (“The
chariot goes”) possesses indicative function (laksanad) with regard to
operation. Therefore, it is understood that the chariot is only the possessor of
operation conducive to going.18

Gangesa does not refute this view later, which implies that he accepts
it.

It may be necessary here to mention similarities between the
Nyaya and the Bhatta Mimamsa views on the meaning of the suffix of
a finite verb. The general standpoints of both schools are obtained in
manual texts such as the NSM, the MK, and the Mimamsanyaya-
prakasa (ca. 17th c.).19 The Nyaya school holds that the suffix used
in the active voice denotes effort. The Mimamsa school, on the other
hand, holds that whether the suffix is used in the active or passive
voice, it denotes operation (vyapara). Operation is divided into
internal and external operations, and the former is nothing but
productive operation (bhavana).?® This is further regarded as effort

17 According to Nyaya, a verbal understanding has such an entity for the qualificand (visesya),
and the sentence caitrena tandulah pacyate (‘“Rice is cooked by Caitra”) will generate the
following verbal understanding: Rice is the locus of effect produced by action which is produced
by effort occurring in Caitra. (TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 838,1-2: ... caitravrttiyatnajanyavyaparajanya-
phalasrayas tandulah pratiyate ...) v

18 7C, Vol. 412, pp- 832,13-834,1: ... ratho gacchatity atrakhyate vyaparalaksand tena
gatyanukilavyaparavattvamdatram rathasya pratiyate. On the context in which this sentence
appears, see Wada [2012: 542].

19 On the view given in the Mimamsanyayaprakasa, see Wada [2012: 530 fn. 11].

20 This view is represented by Gangesa in Part (B) of the “Verbal Suffixes Section”. On this
view, see Wada [2007: 424-425]. Kumarila’s view is somewhat different from this. On this, see
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by Naiyayikas, e.g., Udayana and Ganges$a.2! Thus, both Naiyayikas
and MImamsakas do not hold, unlike the grammarians, that the suffix
denotes the agent or object; instead they maintain that it denotes their
respective specific meaning, i.e., effort or operation, and the number
of the agent or object.22 Furthermore, Gangesa claims, unlike the
Mimamsakas, that the suffix can denote objectness in the passive
voice.

The issue whether the verbal suffix denotes the agent or object, or
effort or objectness leads us to the concept of coreferentiality
(samanadhikaranya). This is because the Naiyayikas and the
grammarians accept the rule that the word associated with the first
case-ending has coreferentiality with the verbal suffix. In order to
reconcile their views on the meaning of the suffix with this rule,
Gangesa newly formulates the concept of coreferentiality.

3. Coreferentiality (samanadhikaranya)

Coreferentiality is a basic concept which the grammarians make use
of to underpin the view that the verbal suffixes denote the agent in the
case of the active voice, and the object in the case of the passive voice.
According to their tradition, this term means that words or meaningful
linguistic units have one and the same referent.23

Gangesa, on the other hand, holds that coreferentiality means that
words denote one and the same number. He designates this as verbal
coreferentaility (Sabdasamanadhikaranya).?* To take an example,
when we read or hear the sentence nilah patah (“The cloth is blue”),
we observe the fact that the two words, nila and pata, end with the
first singular case-ending —s or —h. Then, we determine that both

fns. 3 and 18.

21 Udayana says this in his Nyayakusumarijali (Wada [2007a: 417]). Gange$a’s free use of the
terms of effort and resolution is seen, for example, in Part (H1). )

22 On this view, see fn. 3. Part (G) argues that the verbal suffix denotes the number of the agent
in the active voice or that of the object in the passive voice, and not the agent or object as the
grammarians claim.

23 On this, see Abhyankar and Shukla [1977: 386].

24 1C,Vol. 472, pp. 841,3-842 3: na, nilah patas caitrah pacati pacyate tandula ityadau namnor
namakhyatayor va ekasamkhyavacakatvam eva hi $abdasamanadhikaranyam na tu bhinna-
pravrttinimittasyaikatrarthe vrttir gauravat odanakamah pacetetyadau vybhicarac ca. ‘Verbal
coreferentiality’ sounds strange. ‘Coreferntiality’ connotes the function of words or expressions, so
‘verbal’ is apparently superfluous. On the other hand, the Sanskrit term ‘samanadhikaranyam’ has
two meanings: the coreferntiality of words and the coexistence of entities. To differentiate the
former from the latter, the Gange$a calls the former ‘Sabdasamanadhikaranyam’ (ie., verval
samanadhikaranyam). The above strangeness is unavoidable unless we provide a common
rendering of ‘samanadhikaranyam’ in the two cases.
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words denote one and the same object or referent. In this process the
agreement of the numbers denoted by the two words is the ground for
judging that the words refer to one and the same object. We can
assume that GangeSa or Navya-naiyayikas analyze a sentence’s
meaning from the viewpoint of readers or hearers.

For the grammarians, the situation is the opposite. When we hear
the sentence nilah patah (“The cloth is blue”), we know that these two
words, i.e., ntla and pata, denote one and the same object, i.e., the
blue cloth. As a result, we judge that the first singular case-endings
are introduced to both words. For the grammarians, referring to one
and the same object is more fundamental than the agreement of the
numbers denoted by the two words. We can assume the grammarians
analyze a sentence’s meaning from the viewpoint of speakers or
sentence-makers.

With regard to Gange$a’s concept of coreferentiality, one may ask
how he explains the verbal suffix used in a passive impersonal
sentence, where no word associated with the first case-ending is
available, and where thus we cannot confirm coreferentiality between
the suffix and such a word. For example, in the case of caitrena
supyate (“Caitra sleeps”) we cannot obtain a word associated with the
first case-ending. On this problem, GangeS$a presents the view of some
Navya-naiyayikas (rnavinah) in Part (H2) just prior to his final
statement as follows:

[Text 5:] The meaning of a word ending in the first [case-ending] is either the
agent or object. That is why in the case of caitrena supyate (“Caitra sleeps”)
the number [denoted by the verbal suffix —te] is not related [with any other
meaning], since there is no word ending in the first [case-ending].
Furthermore, the number [denoted by the suffix] is not related with the
meaning of the root [svap]. Since dual and plural numbers are impossible
even in the case of two or three times of sleeping being possible, only the
expression supyate is available. It follows from this that only sleeping is
understood [from the expression supyate], and hence that when the effort and
the number, i.e., the meanings of the verbal suffix, are not related [with any
other meaning], [to use] the verbal suffix is grammatically correct only for
the sake of expression. This is because [to use] a mere root without a verbal
suffix is not grammatically correct.25

25 7CVol. 412, p- 845,3-9: prathamantapadarthah karta karma va. ata eva caitrena supyate ity
atra prathamantapadabhavan na samkhyanvayah. na ca dhatvarthe samkhyanvayah, svapasya
dvitvabahutve ’pi dvivacanabahuvacanayor abhavat supyata ity eva prayogah sydt. ata eva
svapamatravagamat akhyatarthayatnasamkhyayor ananvaye akhydatam prayogamdtre sadhv iti
tinam vina dhatoh kevalasyasadhutvat.
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GangeS$a does not negate this view in the following Part (H3), which
implies that he accepts it. The gist of text 5 consists of the assertions
that the meaning of the suffix used in a passive impersonal sentence
cannot be related with any other meaning, and that the use of the
suffix —te of supyate is meant for grammatical correctness. The former
assertion is not new, and elsewhere in his “Verbal Suffixes Section”
(Part B) Gangesa has a Naiyayika articulate that when two meaningful
linguistic units denote one and the same meaning, either unit remains
unrelated.26

Here we should note why Gangesa needs to formulate this new
concept of coreferentiality. He does not consider, as the grammarians
do, that we understand the agent by hearing the verbal suffix such as
—ti of pacati (“[He] cooks”), and the object by hearing the suffix such
as —te of pacyate (“[x] is cooked”). Instead, he holds that we
understand effort in the former case, and objectness in the latter.
Hence, he dismisses the concept of the conferentiality that says that
both such a verbal suffix and the word associated with the first
case-ending denote one and the same object, i.e., the agent or object.
He employs a new concept of conferentiality that says that both the
suffix and such a word denote one and the same number existing in
the agent or object.2’” To keep coherence between the Nyaya view of
the meaning of the verbal suffix and the concept of coreferentiality,
GangeSa discards even the general concept of coreferentiality and
coins a new concept of verbal coreferentiality.

4. Tenses of verbs

Gangesa presents a discussion of the three tenses in Parts (F) and (G).
Part (F) contains the objection to the Nyaya view that the verbal
suffixes denote effort. We cannot tell from the discussion in Parts (F)
and (G) whose objection it is. Bhatta [2005: 895] believes that it is of
the grammarians. Part (G) contains the Nyaya response to the
objection, and it is apparent that this part has the grammarians for the
opponent, so that Bhatta seems to hold that the objection in Part (F) is
also made by the grammarians. For the time being, I will follow his
identification of the opponent in Part (F).

26 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 823,5-7: nanu prakrtes tadarthatve ’'pi pratyayasya tadarthatvam na dosaya,
eko dvau bahava isisisatity atra ca vyabhicarat. On the context in which this sentence appears, see
Wada [2007: 422-423 B4.1-4.3].

27 This issue is discussed in Part (G).
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Facing the grammarians’ objections, one Naiyayika presents three
alternatives of the denotation of a verbal suffix: (1) a particular
resolution (ekakrti), (2) a collection of resolutions which are condu-
cive to an action (krtipracaya, sakalakrti),28 and (3) a resolution
inseparable from the result (phalayogavyavacchinna krtih). According
to the first alternative, we would say, for example, apaksit (“[He]
cooked”), even when a particular resolution has gone but cooking is
still going on. We would also say, for example, paksyati (“[He] will
cook”), even when a particular resolution has not yet gone and
cooking is still going on. These two examples contradict the correct
usage of apaksit and paksyati. Regarding the second alternative, a
collection of instances of resolution cannot occur at once, so it is
impossible to utter pacati (“[He] cooks”) to describe the present
action of cooking. As a result, even when a person is cooking, we
cannot say pacati (“[He] cooks”). The third alternative is that as long
as a resolution inseparable from the result continues, we can say
pacati (“[He] cooks”). However, we will encounter an undesirable
outcome as follows. When the last resolution inseparable from the
result has not yet occurred and cooking still continues, we could say
paksyati (“[He] will cook™). This is because the last resolution occurs
in the future. However, that is a wrong usage of the future tense.

Here we need to explain why one action needs plural instances of
resolution. It is generally held that one action consists of many actions.
The Mahabhdasya says that even if an action regarded as common to
all partial actions is one, its parts are many. For example, the action of
cooking consists of actions such as putting the cooking pot on the fire
(adhisrayana), pouring water into the pot (udakasecana), putting rice
in the pot (fandulavapana) and stoking fuel on the fire (edhopa-
karsana).?® To bring about each partial action, resolution is required
for its requisite. As a result, to evoke and complete the action of
cooking, one needs to have many instances of resolution. The
grammarians claim in Part (F) that such instances of resolution do not
take place at one time called ‘now’ or ‘at this moment’.

Gangesa has one Naiyayika answer to the above three alternatives
one at a time in the beginning of Part (G). This Naiyayika maintains

28 This objection is not explicitly claimed by the Naiyayika, but is expressed through the mouth
of the grammarian: TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 833,3-5: na ca dhruvapadavat krnpracayasya Sakyatvat
pracayasya dhvamse pragabhave va apakstt paksayatiti prayoga iti vacyam.

29 Mahabhasya, Vol. 2, p. 28,15-16: yadi apy eka samanyakriya. avayavakriyas tu bahavah.
adhis’rayanodakdsecanatanduldvapanaidhopakarsanakriya‘h. This Sanskrit text is given by Ogawa
[1994: 47,57 n.118].
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the original meaning of the verbal suffix and takes into account the
ground for the usage of the present tense (vyavaharanimitta) as
follows.

[Text 6:] [On the above point the Naiyayika30; states: When each [instance of
effort] is the ground for the usage of the present tense in the case that a
collection [of the instances] is denoted by the verbal suffix, [we have] the
usage [of the past or future tense] on the basis of the destruction or prior
absence of all those [instances of effort]. And something [else] is not the
ground for the usage of the present tense, for [that something] does not
exist.31

Here the proponent, i.e., a Naiyayika, does not withdraw his view that
the verbal suffix denotes a collection of efforts or resolutions, but
takes recourse to the ground for the usage of the suffix —# to explain
the usage of the suffixes in the three tenses. He holds that effort
conducive to each partial action is the ground. Gange$a does not
negate this view, nor does he discuss the issue of the tenses elsewhere
in his “Verbal Suffixes Section”. Even if one partial action has ended
and the following partial actions come into being one after another,
the instances of resolution for those actions also occur one after
another; and thus, we can utter pacati up until the time all the partial
actions have ended.

5. Conclusion

From Gange$a’s concluding statement we can understand his own
view of the meaning of the verbal suffixes to some extent. The gist of
his statement is this: the suffix denotes effort (yatna), or resolution
(krti) when it is used for the sentient agent in the case of a sentence in
the active voice. In the passive voice, on the other hand, the suffix
denotes objectness (karmatva). In the case of a passive impersonal,
such as caitrena supyate (“Caitra sleeps”), GangeSa considers that the
suffix —fte is used only for grammatical correctness. His final

30 Bhatta [2005: 898] identifies this Naiyayika as GangeSa;, but he gives no reason for his
identification. It is not Bhatta’s rule to consider that whenever the views of the Naiyayikas’
opponents are refuted, Gange$a himself refutes them. There must be some reasons for his
identification. On this I have the following rule: since the view presented in the text is not refuted
by the Naiyayikas who Gangesa has appear in his text, we can conjecture that Gange§a approves
the view.

31 1C Vol. 42, p. 834 4-7: ucyate. yatrakhyatavacye pracaye ekaikasya vartamanavyavahara-
nimittatvam tatra tavatam dhvamsaih pragabhavais$ ca bhitabhavisyadvyavaharah, na tu varta-
manavyavaharanimittam kificidabhavat.
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statement does not deal with the suffix used for an insentient agent in
the active voice, but we can conjecture that he holds that the suffixes
indicate operation (vydpara).

He seems to hold that the ground for the usage of the suffix —#i of
such verbs as pacati (“[He] cooks”) is an instance of effort which
generates a partial action of one whole action. As a result, we can say
pacati as long as the agent of the action of cooking continues its
partial actions. ‘

To determine the meaning of the suffixes, the concept of
coreferentiality (samanadhikaranya) plays an important role in the
GangeSa’s view. This concept differs from the grammarians’ or
general concept. The grammarians hold that coreferentiality occurs
when two or more words (or meaningful linguistic units) denote one
and the same object/referent. Gangesa, on the other hand, maintains
that coreferentiality is the agreement of the numbers denoted by words,
and not the denotation of one and the same object/referent. He offers
this new concept of coreferntiality to preserve coherence with the
Nyaya meaning of the verbal suffix, and calls it verbal coreferentiality
(Sabdasamanadhikaranya).

It is quite natural that later manual texts such as the NSM and the
MK do not necessarily cover all the above points. The former text
introduces the discussion of the suffixes used for sentient or insentient
agents in the case of the active voice, but it does not discuss the case
of the passive voice.32 We can say that the NSM partially represents
GangeSa’s discussion. The MK, on the other hand, gives only effort as
the meaning of the verbal suffix and connects this meaning to the use
of the suffixes in both active and passive voices,?3> but does not state a
separate meaning for the suffixes used in the passive voice.34 Since
GangeSa does not assign a single meaning to the suffixes used in both
voices, the MK, whose title appears to faithfully represent Gangesa’s
view, does not in this case reveal his conclusions precisely .35

32 Por the relevant portion of the NSM, see fn 2.
33 This view is similar to Kumarila’s. On his view, see fn. 3.
34 For the relevant portion of the MK, see fn. 2.

35 The Tarkamrta (pp. 84.5, 86, 3), a manual text written by Jagadisa, explains the meaning of
verbal suffixes in the active and passive voices separately.
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