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Introduction

The present paper represents the second installment of my edition and
annotated translation of Raghunatha’s Akhyatavada. In the first
installment, Wada [2015a], I discussed the various editions and
commentaries of the text, its general content, and the different
Sanskrit titles that have been assigned it. There I provided a division
of the text into eleven parts (A through K), which is given below.!
The present paper deals with Parts A, B, C, and D. As noted in Wada
[2015a: 41], I have provided in the brackets the page and line numbers
of the S2 edition due to its being the basis for my edition of
Raghunatha’s text, those of the K edition due to its popularity among
modern scholars, and those of the S edition due to its easy availability.

A. The General View of Old Nyaya
(S2,p. 1,3-6; K, pp. 867- 876,1; S, pp. 1-2)
B. The General View of New Nyaya
(S2,p.1,7-12; K, pp. 876,1- 888,1; S, p. 3)
C. The Mimamsa Refutation of Nyaya
(S2, pp. 1,13-2,5; K, pp. 888,1-903 3; S, pp. 5-7)
D. The Old and New Nyaya Refutation of the Mimamsa View
(S2,p. 12,6-13; K, pp. 903,3-909,1; S, p. 8)

1 As the present project proceeds, the title of each Part may be slightly changed, as
noted in Wada [2015a: 41]. In this paper I have changed the previous titles of Part C:
“The Mimamsa Refutation of Old Nyaya”, Part F: “The New Nyaya Refutation of the
Vaiyakarana View”, and Part J: “The New Nyaya Refutation of Mandana’s Follow-
ers”given in Wada [2015: 42].
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E. The Vaiyakarana View
(S2,p. 2,14-30; K, pp. 909,1-924.1; S, pp. 9-11)
F. The Nyaya Refutation of the Vaiyakarana View
(52, pp-2,31-3,12; K, pp. 924,1-939,2; S, pp. 12-14)
G. The Old Nyaya View on the Verbal Understanding of a Passive
Sentence
(S2,p.3,13-20; K, pp. 939,.2-942 4; S, p. 15)
H. The New Nyaya View on the Verbal Understanding of a
Passive Sentence and the krt Suffix for the Agent or Object
(82,p.3,21-5,19; K, pp. 942,5-990; S, pp. 16-29)
I. The View of the Followers of Mandana MiSra
(S2,pp. 5.20- 6,15; K, pp. 991-1006.2; S, pp. 30-34,1)
J. The Nyaya Refutation of Mandana’s Followers
(S2,p. 6,15-17; K, pp. 1006,2-1007; S, p. 34,2-4)
K. The View of the Prabhakara School and Its Refutation
(S2,p. 6,18-21; K, pp. 1008-1009; S, 35)

In this list ‘Old Nyaya’ refers to not only Nyaya before GangeSa but
also GangeSa himself, and ‘New Nyaya’, to Nyaya after him and
Raghunatha himself.2 In the following translation of Raghunatha’s
text, the similar interpretation should be adopted to ‘Old Naiyayika’
and ‘New Naiyayika’.

2 Part A, for example, includes the views of Old Nyaya and Gange$a, which is
explained in the footnote to the translation of Part A. Ingalls [1951: 5] states “Because of
the originality of Raghunatha’s work, many Indian use the term Navya-nyaya only of him
and his followers”. One of the grounds for Ingalls’ statement will be Raghunatha’s usage
of the terms ‘Old’ (prac) or ‘New’ (navya). It is obvious that those terms are relatively
employed in the Navya-nyaya texts. The term Navya-nyaya, on the other hand, is not
relatively used in papers or books of modern scholars. For example, Ingalls [1951: 5]
uses it to refer to GanigeSa and his followers, while I have used for Naiyayikas after
Udayana’s period and designated the Naiyayikas between Udayana’s and Gangesa’s
periods as early Navya-naiyayikas. Ganeri [2013: 56-57] points out that in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries philosophers are willing to describe themselves as new; he
reports the terms used by Mahadeva Punatamakara (ca. 17th cent.) to denote the new
such as navya (new), navyatara (newer), navina (modern), atinavina (very modern),
adhunika (contemporaires). ’
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THE AKHYATAVADA OF RAGHUNATHA SIROMANI (2)

Basic Concepts3

(a) akhyata

The word akhyata has two meanings: the finite verb and the personal
ending of the finite verb (#N suffix).# Gangesa’s argument with the
Mimamsa and Grammarian schools is confined to an analysis of the
second of these two meanings. Unless otherwise specified, the
suffixes he discusses are those used in the active voice and the present
tense. He discusses the meaning of verbal suffixes used in the passive
voice in Parts F and G of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Akhyatavada)
of his Tattvacintamani (TC).5

Navya-naiyayikas, including Gangesa, hold that a verbal suffix
denotes effort, while Mimamsakas of the Bhatta School® hold that it
denotes operation (vyapara), whether internal or external.” Internal
operation, which Navya-naiyayikas regard as effort, occurs in the soul
(atman). External operation, which occurs in the body and things, is
perceived by the sense organs. Navya-naiyayikas generally call this
operation action (kriyd). It should be noted that ‘operation’ and

3 This section is based upon Wada [2014a: Basic Concepts] but includes an expla-
nation of new concepts: verbal root (dhatu), qualifier (visesana), indicator (upalaksana),
and epistemic qualifier (prakara).

4 On these two meanings, see Joshi [1993(1960): 22]. He reports that the Mimamsa-
nyayaprakasa (MNP), which was written in the seventeenth century, uses the word in the
second sense listed above. But the TC shows an earlier use of the word in this sense. On
#iN suffixes, see Panini’s Astadhyayr (P)3.4.78; Abhyankar and Shukla [1977: 197].

5 For a translation of those parts, see Wada [2013].

6 The view of the Prabhakara School is briefly referred to and refuted at the end of
Part C.

7 The operation of Vedic injunctions is not discussed here. However, since the
Mimamsakas’ method of interpreting sentences in common usage is based on their
exegesis of Vedic sentences, we have to consider this exegesis in order to follow their
arguments as presented in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter”. On their exegesis, see Edgerton
[1929]. The verbal suffixes of Vedic injunctions denote the word-efficient-force (sabdr-
bhavana) which resides in the injunctions themselves. On the ‘word-efficient-force’, see
MNP, no. 4 and Edgerton [1929: 40]. Diaconescu [2012: 47] points out the differences
among the Mimamsakas’ views on what the term bhdvana means. According to him,
Kumarila and Parthasarathi use it in the sense of operation (vyapara) or action (kriya),
Mandanamis§ra and Umbekabhatta in the sense of operation and effort (krti), and
Somes§vara or Khandadeva in the sense of effort. (Diaconescu renders krti as effort, while
I have rendered as resolution. Effort is a rendering of yatna, which is used in the sense of
krti in the Nyaya discussion of the meaning of verbal suffixes. Based upon this,
Diaconescu seems to render krti as effort.)
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‘action’ are not synonymous in the Navya-nyaya and Mimamsa
discussion of Sanskrit semantics; in some cases ‘operation’ means
contact (samyoga) or separation (vibhaga), which are classified in the
category of quality (guna) in the Nyaya-Vaisesika schools.8

The Grammarians (paniniya) argue that a verbal suffix denotes
agent, object, or action.? Navya-naiyayikas and Mimamsakas accept
Panini’s grammar in general, but when they disagree with the
grammarians, and with one another, they attempt to prove their own
views by analyzing common linguistic usage, in this case the usage of
the finite verb. It should be noted that all three schools agree that the
suffix of a finite verb denotes a particular tense and number. In the
present paper, when I need to refer to the suffixes of finite verbs, I
will simply mention ‘verbal suffix’ or ‘finite verbal suffix’. When I
need to deal with other verbal suffixes such as the krt suffixes, I will
indicate them by supplying Sanskrit terms.

(b) Effort (yatna, prayatna)

Effort, which is regarded as the meaning of a finite verbal suffix by
Navya-naiyayikas, is one of twenty-four kinds of qualities (guna), and
we know of its existence in the soul through inference. Nyaya holds
that knowledge or cognition (jigna) causes desire (iccha), which
produces effort, which in turn brings about action.!® To understand

8 We have the following case in which ‘operation’ means contact and separation.
With regard to the sentence ratho gramam gacchati (“The chariot goes to the villege”),
Mimamsanyayaprakasa (p. 272, Text 389) says as follows: tatra ko ’sau vyapara ity
apeksayam piarvottaravantaradeSavibhajanasamyojanariipa  iti paScad avagamyate:
pirvena pradesena vibhajyottarena samyujya ratho gramam gacchatiti - prayogat,
udyamya nipatya kuthdarena chinnattitivat. (Trans. by Edgerton [1929: 187]: So then, in
response to the question “What is that operation?”, afterwards it is defined (as to manner)
as consisting of separation from and uniting with (advancing to) earlier, later, and
intermediate places, by the employment (or understanding) of such a sentence as “By
separating (departing) from an earlier place and uniting with (advancing to) a later one,
the wagon goes to the village.” Just as in the words “By raising and lowering (it), with the
axe he cuts.”)

9 On these three meanings, see P.3.4.69: lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah.
Vasu [1977(1891): 584] translates this sitra as follows: “The tense-affixes called la are
used in denoting the object and the agent; and after intransitive verbs, they denote the
action as well as the agent”. This means that when transitive verbs are used in the active
voice, the suffixes denote the agent; when these verbs are used in the passive, the suffixes
denote the object. On this issue, see also Cardona [1975: 266].

10 For the causal relationship among these four, Marui [1987: 145-146 and notes 24,
26] gives two Sanskrit references and their explanation. One is from Udayana’s Nyaya-
kusumariijali (NKu) 5.7: pravrttih krtir evatra sa cecchato yata$ ca sa / taj jianam ... 1/,
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the relation among cognition, desire, and effort, let us consider the
case in which we quench our thirst with water. First, we must know
that water can remove our thirst and recognize that there is some
water within our reach. Second, we must have the desire to take and
drink some water. If we have no desire, action does not take place.
However, due to certain reasons we do not always take action
immediately after we have such a desire. For instance, there may be
dead insects in the water and so on. Hence, we can infer that there
must be an intervening factor which is produced by the preceding
desire and which brings about the action of drinking. That factor is
effort.

Note that effort is often designated as resolution (krti) in the
Navya-nyaya discussion on the meaning of a verbal suffix. Udayana
states in his Nyayakusumariijali (NKu) that resolution is nothing more
than effort.1! Udayana’s statement is quoted by GangeSa in the
“Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Akhyatavada, Part B2) of his 7C.12

(¢) Verbal root (dhatu)'3

To understand the meaning of a verbal root, it is necessary to first
refer to the Grammarians’, or Vyakarana, tradition. Katyayana (3rd
century B.C.) provides two major categories of the definitions of
verbal root: formal and semantic definitions. He semantically defines
a verbal root in terms of kriya or bhava. The former term, commonly
translated as ‘action’, is used to define verbal roots such as pac (to
cook), path (to read), kr (to make), etc., and the latter is used to define

and the other from Nyayasiddhantadipa p. 74,1-4: pravrttiparavakyasravanantaram pra-
yojyasya tattadarthasambandhavyaparanukiilam cestam paSyams tatasthah svacestayam
krteh krtau ca cikirsayas cikirsayam samanadhikaranasamanavisayakajiianasyaivava-
dhrtakaranabhava iti prayojyasyapi tatkaranibhitam jiianam anumadya tasya jianasya
vakyajanyatapravrttau  janayitavyayam Sabdavyaparatvam cavadharayati. For a
translation of the former passage, see Cowell [1980: 71] and N. Dravid [1996: 433].
11 NKuk.59:

krtakrtavibhagena kartrriapavyavasthaya |

yatna eva krtih pirva parasmin saiva bhavana |l.
For a translation of this karika, see Cowell [1980: 74] and N. Dravid [1996: 439].
12 Gange$a’s Akhyatavada, Part B2 deals with the Mimamsa view, which includes
the Nyaya objection. This objection quotes Udyana’s karika. On this, see Wada [2007a:
421].
13 The explanation of Katyayana’s and Patafijali’s views in this subsection is based
upon Diaconescu [2012: 200-215]. On the issue of kriya and bhava, see also Joshi
[1993(1960): 19-22].
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ones such as bhii (to be, become), vid (to exist), etc. Patafjjali (2nd
century B.C.) interprets bhava as that which is brought about or as
that which comes into being. He defines kriya with regard to time
issues, as time is understood only in association with action (kriya).
Later Grammarians such as Kaunda Bhatta (17th century), who is
sometimes regarded as a Navya-vaiyakarana, hold that a verbal root
denotes result (phala) and action (kriya).!* This double meaning of
the root can be traced back to Pataiijali’s suggestion on P1.4.49,15 but
more precisely, this meaning is asserted by Helaraja (10th century) in
his commentary on Bhartrhari (5th century).

In the Nyaya tradition Udayana, who greatly influenced Gangesa,
claims in his NKu that a verbal root denotes action (kriya) and result
(phala), but he does not make clear the relation between both.16 In the
“Verbal Root Chapter” (Dhatuvada) of his 7C Gange$a clarifies that
relation and gives two alternatives of the meaning of a verbal root:
operation conducive to the result (phalanukiilavyapara) and operation
(vyapara).!7 Raghunatha claims in Part H in his Akhyatavada that the
meaning of a verbal root is operation qualified by a particular result
(phalaviSesavacchinnavydapara).'® In this paper the term dhatu is

14 on Kaunda Bhatta’s and Nage§a’s views, see also Joshi [1993(1960): 17]; Rao
[1969: 106-110].

15 P1.4.49: kartuh tpsitamam karma. (Trans. by Vasu [1977(1891): 186]: That which
it is intended should be most affected by the act of the agent is called the object or karma.
But my translation is: that which is most desired by the agent is called the object or
karman.)

16 NKu, p. 533,2: dhatinam kriyaphalamatrabhidhayitvat. Dravid [1996: 445] trans-
lates this as “as it is the nature of verbs to mean only that which results from an activity”.
Dravid inserts the relation between result and action into his translation. There is the
possibility that Dravid is influenced by the later Nyaya tradition, in drawing attention to
this relation.

17 On Gange$a’s view, see Wada [forthcoming a, b]. Wada [forthcoming b] is an
annotated translation of Ganges$a’s Dhatuvada. This text is summarized and trans-
lated with explanation respectively by Bhatta [2005: 102-107] [2005: 908-915].
‘Operation’ (vydpara) here is used in the sense of action (kriya). On this, see
Basic Concepts: (a) akhyata subsection.

18 Akhyatavada(S2), p. 4,22-24: tad asat, gramam gacchati tyajatityadau dvittyadi-
tah phalasamanyalabhe ’pi niyatasamyogavibhagdadyalabhena phalaviSesavacchinna-
vyaparasyaiva dhatvarthatvat, itaratha tyajigamiprabhrtinam paryayatvapatteh. This
Sanskrit text corresponds to Part H7.2 in the present project. (Trans.: [Raghunatha will
answer:] That [view] is not correct. The reason [for this] is that though, in the cases of
gramam gacchati (“[x] goes to the village™), tyajati (“[x] abandons [the village]”), etc.,
general result is obtained from the second case-ending, specific contact, separation, etc.,
are not obtained; hence that the meaning of the root is indeed operation qualified by a
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rendered as ‘verbal root’ or simply ‘root” when this does not cause an
inconvenience.

(d) The signifying function (vrtti)

Any meaningful linguistic unit, or morpheme, as well as any word
possesses the signifying function and thus can mean something.
Navya-nyaya accepts only two kinds of signifying function: the
denotative function (Sakti) and the indicative function (laksana).!®
For instance, when we hear the word ‘Sasin’ (the moon) at night, this
word first reminds us of the moon in the sky; furthermore it reminds
us of a rabbit (Sasa). In this case the moon is the direct meaning of the
word, and the function pointing to this meaning is called denotative. A
rabbit is the indirect meaning of the word, and the function pointing to
it is called indicative.

(e) Verbal understanding (§abdabodha, Sabdajiiana)

The concept of verbal understanding is quite often utilized in
analyzing the meaning of language units, e.g., a root (dhatu), suffix
(pratyaya), nominal base (pratipadika), case-ending (sUP), and so on.
Since we cannot determine the meaning of an isolated verbal suffix
such as —#i, we have to deal with a complete word, such as ‘pacati’
([he] cooks). From pacati we obtain a verbal understanding which has
some content or structure. Gange$a and his opponents presuppose that
all of this understanding is generated only by the word pacati; they
attempt to find the correspondence between the constituents of the
understanding we obtain upon hearing pacati and the linguistic
constituents, such as the verbal suffix, which make up this word.
There are three competing views of verbal understanding which
identify different elements in a sentence as being predominant.
According to the first view, the meaning of the noun in the nominative

particular result. Otherwise, the roots tyaj (to abandon), gam (to go), etc., would be
synonymous.)

19 cr. Nyayasiddhantamuktavalt (NSM), p. 292,3: vrtti§ ca Saktilaksananyatarah
sambandhah. See also Matilal [1968: 25]. The indicative function is defined as the
relation with the denoted object/meaning (NSM k. 82ab: laksana Sakyasambandhas ... /).
To explain this definition, when word A denotes meaning B and further indicates the
meaning C, the indicative function of A attains C through B. This function also represents
the relation between A and C. The relation between A and B is expressed by ‘the denoted
object’ in the definition; the relation between B and C by ‘the relation’ in the definition.
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case is predominant (prathamantarthamukhyavisesyakasabdabo-
dha); according to the second view, the meaning of the verbal suffix is
predominant (akhyatarthamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha); according to
the third view the meaning of the root is predominant (dhatvartha-
mukhyavisesyakasabdabodha).20 The Nyaya school upholds the first
view; the Mimamsa school the second; and the Grammarian school
the third.

Take the sentence caitrah pacati as an example. Let us see what
Navya-nyaya regards as the verbal understanding brought about by
hearing this sentence. The word caitra denotes a person called Caitra;
the case-ending -4 (sU) denotes the number of Caitras; the root pac
denotes the action of cooking (paka); the suffix -ti denotes effort.
Effort generates the action of cooking. This relation between effort
and cooking is not denoted by any meaningful unit of the sentence,
but it is understood from the juxtaposition of the two units, pac and -fi.
Similarly, the relation between the effort and Caitra is understood; he
(i.e., his atman) possesses effort. Finally, the sentence generates the
understanding “Caitra is the possessor of effort conducive to cooking”
(pakanukilaprayatnavan caitah).?!

Mimamsakas, on the other hand, present the following verbal
understanding as generated by the same sentence: “There is
productive operation conducive to cooking and residing in Caitra”
(caitranistha pakanukiila bhavana). Grammarians give the following
analysis: “There is operation conducive to the softening of the cooked
substance and occurring in Caitra” (caitrasrayakah viklittyanukiilo
vyaparah). Here 1 have only briefly illustrated how the three schools
analyze verbal understanding.22

20 Cf. Rao [1969: 4-34]. The expression of verbal understanding may appear to
represent its structure, but this is not accepted by some schools of Indian philosophy,i.e.,
those schools subsumed under the term ‘Indian Realism’, such as Nyaya, VaiSesika, and
Mimamsa. This point will be referred to later on under ().

21 This type of verbal understanding is presented as Udayana’s view in NKu, p. 531 ,4:
pakanukiilavartamanaprayatnavan.

22 For example, it has not been illustrated how tense and mood are expressed, what
the suffix -a inserted between pac and -#i denotes, and so forth. For a general illustration
of verbal understanding, see Rao [1969:4-34] and Joshi [1993: 29-36]. Cardona [1975]
discusses whether or not paraphrase and the analysis of verbal understanding decisively
serve to assign partial meanings to the constituents of a sentence or word, such as a root
and a suffix. Cardona [1975: 272] remarks that the different schools assign meanings in
different ways, based on their particular backgrounds, premises, and aims. Diaconescu
[2012: 30, 35, 37] points out a difference between the Nyaya view and the Mimamsa and
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(f) Differentiating factors: qualifier (viSesana), indicator (upa-
laksana), and epistemic qualifier (prakara)??

These three terms for the function of differentiation are used to clarify
the structure of phenomena/facts in general and, in particular, of those
phenomena/facts referred to by verbal understanding.24 This function
seems to depend upon the recognizer or recognizer’s intention, and the
function in itself does not seem to exist in the outer world. In this
sense it might be less meaningful for us to classify differentiating
factors as two types: ontological and epistemological. However, when
we read Sanskrit texts, these categories are significant. A qualifier
(visSesana) and an indicator (upalaksana), which operate in the
ontological sphere,25 are used with reference to entities which exist in
the world and which are independent of cognition. For example, when
there is a pot on a particular part (locus) of the ground, the pot is often
regarded as the qualifier of that particular part. To put it another way,
the pot is assumed to differentiate that part from other parts of the
ground or from anything that does not possess a pot. Let us next look
at an example of an indicator. Suppose, person A asks person B where
the house of Devadatta is, and person B answers person A by saying
that his house is the one over which the crow hovers. In this case the
crow does not exist on the house, but it functions to differentiate
Devadatta’s house from others. Such a differentiating factor is an
indicator. Both indicator and qualifier cannot be used when they do
not exist in or over entities to be differentiated in particular cases:

Grammarians views. The former view takes a preceding meaning element placed in the
expression of verbal understanding as the qualifier (visesana), and the following element
as the qualificand, as stated above. The latter views, on the other hands, respectively take
productive operation and operation (or, action) as the qualificands, and all the other
meaning elements as their (direct or indirect) qualifiers.

23 This subsection deals only with a case in which a property is regarded as the
qualifier of its property-possessor. In Navya-nyaya there are also cases in which the
property-possessor is regarded as the qualifier of its property. For a detailed discussion of
both concepts of qualifier and indicator, see Wada [1990: 45-65]. On the concept of
epistemic qualifier, I have revised the analysis given in Wada [1990: 53, 94 n.4], which
does not refer to the case of false cognition.

24 For realists, such as the VaiSesikas, Naiyayikas, and Mimamsakas, words directly
refer to facts or the outer world, and not to meanings obtained through cognition. On this,
see also Basic Concepts: (f) Meaning (artha).

25 The other sphere is linguistic analysis. In this case ‘qualifier’ means ‘adjective’.
For example, in the case of nilam utpalam (“The lotus is blue”) the word nilam (blue) is
an adjective qualifying the word utpalam (lotus). Here the concept of qualifier represents
the relation between the two words.
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cases in which the pot is absent from that part of the ground and in
which the crow does not hover over Devadatta’s house. Thus, a
qualifier and an indicator are employed to explain the structure of the
constituent fact of the world, which may or may not generate a
cognition.

An epistemic qualifier (prakara), on the other hand, which is
classified as an epistemological factor, is used when an entity is
‘recognized’ as differentiating something else. It does not matter
whether the epistemic qualifier in reality exists in the qualified entity
(i.e., qualificand) or not. Let us take for example a case in which an
epistemic qualifier exists in its qualificand (viSesya). This is a case of
true cognition (prama). When one recognizes that there is a blue pot
on the table, the blue color of the pot functions as differentiating the
pot from non-blue things and this color is the qualifier of the pot. The
color is recognized as blue by the person, so for him the color of the
pot appears as blue. Hence, blue color is the epistemic qualifier as
well. An epistemic qualifier informs us how or in what form the
object of cognition is recognized.

As long as both the qualifier and epistemic qualifier exist in one
entity, there appears to be no difference between them. Let us take for
example the case in which a person is looking at a blue pot. There are
many properties (dharma) in this pot: particular color, weight, smell,
taste, size, and so on — which are qualities (guna), and earthiness
(prthivitva), potness (ghatatva) — which are universals (jati), and
properties other than qualities and universals. These are all the
qualifiers of the pot. If the recognizer, looking at the blue pot,
understands that it is a blue earthy product, he takes up or focuses on
the blue color and earthiness possessed by the pot. These two
properties function as the epistemic qualifiers of the entity called a
pot.

Let us next take for example a case in which an epistemic qualifier
in reality does not exist in its qualificand. This is a case of false
cognition (aprama). When one sees a rope in the darkness and
mistakes it for a snake, the entity recognized by the person is in reality
a rope, and in the rope there exists no snakeness. Truly speaking, since
snakeness is absent from the rope, it can be neither the qualifier nor
the indicator of the rope. In this example, snakeness is the epistemic
qualifier of the rope for the recognizer. It should be noted here that in
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Nyaya and VaiSesika, or Indian realism, an epistemic qualifier must
be real, and a rabbit’s horn, for example, cannot be such a qualifier.26

When Navya-naiyayikas deal with verbal understanding, they
almost always use true cases in their semantic analysis. The sentence
pacati caitrah (“Caitra cooks”) generates in its hearer that paka-
nukiilayatnavan caitrah (“Caitra is the possessor of effort conducive
to cooking”), in which paka (cooking) is the qualifier of anukilatva
(conduciveness). In addition, paka (cooking) is grasped as cooking
and not anything else, so it is also the epistemic qualifier of anukiila-
tva. Thus, in the analysis of verbal understanding both terms, qualifier
and epistemic qualifier, are used; but the connotations of the terms
differ. To be general, a qualifier/indicator refers to a distinguishing
factor independently of cognition, while an epistemic qualifier refers
to such a factor dependently on cognition.?’

(g) Meaning (artha)

Finally, I would like to call the reader’s attention to the word
‘meaning’, which appears throughout my translation. This word does
not always stand for ‘mental representation’ in the Indian context.
Nyaya, VaiSesika, and Mimamsa hold the view that knowledge or
cognition (jiiana) has no content in itself (nirakaravada) and that
recognizing an object means that a cognitive relation occurs between

26 On what is real in Indian realism, and in particular in Navya-nyaya, see Wada
[2012b].

27 It may happen that an epistemic qualifier, existing in its locus in reality, is referred
to as a qualifier. In other words, when one is concerned with a distinguishing factor not as
an epistemic qualifier even in the case of explaining a specific cognition, it may be called
a qualifier. This means that one focuses on the ontic aspect of the object of a cognition,
and not on the relation between a distinguishing factor and its cognition. For example, the
Tarkasamgraha (TS) provides the following case: when the piece of the ground is
recognized as the possessor of the absence of a pot, the absence is called the qualifier
even in the case of explaining the cognition of the absence (7, p. 32,1-2: abhava-
pratyakse visesanaviSesyabhavah samnikarso ghatabhavavad bhiitalam ity atra caksuh-
samyukte bhitale ghatabhavasya visSesanatvat.). Here the relation between the absence
and its cognition is picked up; the absence should be the epistemic qualifier with
reference to the cognition and that piece of the ground should be to be qualified (visesya)
by the absence. However, since the 7S explains the ontic aspect of the absence and that
piece, it takes the absence as the qualifier and not as the epistemic qualifier. It should also
be noted that in the analysis of expressions by the Grammarian school there would be no
need of distinguishing between a qualifier and an epistemic qualifier since expressions
naturally indicate that their meanings to be understood from expressions are dependent on
verbal understanding.
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the cognition and the object (grahyagrahakabhava). For example,
when for these three schools the meaning of the root pac is said to be
the action of cooking, this does not refer to the understanding of
cooking or the concept of cooking but rather to the physical action of
cooking which takes place in the outer world. Even the expression of
verbal understanding (§abdabodha) does not represent the structure of
understanding or cognition itself but the structure of part of the outer
world.

By contrast, the Grammarian school maintains that knowledge has
content.28 For this school the expression of verbal understanding
represents the structure of the understanding. This expression also
represents the structure of a phenomenon in the outer world as long as
the understanding corresponds to this phenomenon. When I am
referring to this sense of ‘meaning’ in the course of my translation, I
have provided a footnote.

Though we often render padartha as ‘the meaning of a word’,2°
this rendering conveys different connotations in the Grammarian
school and the Nyaya and VaiSesika schools. According to the former
school, the meaning of a word may be contained in the consciousness,
while according to the latter schools the meaning of a word is the
referent in the outer world. It should be noted that in this paper pada
is rendered as ‘word’ in some cases and as ‘linguistic unit’ (i.e.,
morpheme) in others.30 To be gereral, while ‘word’ excludes ‘prefix’,
‘suffix’, and ‘infix’, ‘linguistic unit’ includes them. However, I have
not followed this general practice of ‘word’ and ‘linguistic unit’.

28 The Vijiianavada school of Buddhism also takes this position. Gange§a and
Raghunatha do not debate with the followers of this school and other Sakaravadins in the
“Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Akhyatavada) and the “Discourse on Verbal Suffixes”
(Akhyatavada) respectively.

29 The word is sometimes rendered as ‘category’; the other rendering ‘meaning of a
word’ can mean an individual thing. As a result, this word means a category or an
individual.

30 According to the Grammarians, pada means that which ends in a case-ending (suP)
or a personal ending (#iN). (Cf. P1.4.14: suptinantam padam.)
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A Translation with Annotation of the Akhyatavada
of Raghunatha with the edited Sanskrit text3!

A. The General View of Old Nyaya
(S2,p. 1,3-6; K, pp. 867-876,1; S, pp. 1-2)

A: akhyatasya yatno vacyah pacati pakam karotityadiyatnartha-
kakarotina sarvakhyatavivaranat. vyavaharad iva badhakam
vina vivaranad api vyutpatteh, kim karotityadiyatnaprasne'
pacatityddyuttarasya®  yatnarthakatrvam vinanupapatte$ ca.
acetane ratho gacchatityadau ca anukilavyapare laksand .

Variants: (1) T, karotiti yatnaprasne; (2) T pacatity uttarasya; (3) B, T,
laksaneti praricah.

A: [The Old Naiyayikas claim the following.]32 Effort is the denoted
[meaning] of a verbal suffix, because all verbal suffixes are para-
phrased with [the expression] karoti (to do) which denotes effort in
the case where pacati is [paraphrased with] pakam karoti (“[x] does
cooking”). And [another] reason [for that is] that since in the absence
of an impediment [the relation between a verbal suffix and its
meaning] is also understood from paraphrase (vivarana), as in the case
of the verbal usage [of people], it is not the case that when [you] ask
about the effort (or intention) [of someone with the sentence] kim
karoti (“What does [that person] do?”), etc., [you] answer pacati
(“The person cooks”), etc., unless [you assign] the meaning of effort

31 The Sanskrit text of Raghunatha’s Akhyatavada is divided and provided with the
numbered parts of the translation to be given later on, with the following alterations:
sarvva - sarva, the same treatment for its declensions; maryyada - maryada, the same
treatment for its declensions; karttr - kartr, the same treatment for its declensions;
dharmmin - dharmin, the same treatment for its declensions, and so on.

32 This sentence is supplied, following Sen [1979: 593] and Sadhukan [2013: xvi].
Part A is similar to the beginning portion of Ganige$a’s Akhyatavada (Part A), which
(portion) represents Udayana’s view. On Gange$a’s text (Part A) and its annotated
translation, see Wada [2007a: 419-420]. Raghunatha refers to the view that indicative
function of a verbal suffix is accepted to analyze the case of ratho gacchati (“The chariot
goes”). He regards this view as different from that of new scholars, i.e., new Navya-
naiyayikas. Moreover, GangeSa has recourse to indicative function to analyze the case of
ratho gacchati in his Akhyatavada (Part E1: For his view on ratho gacchati, see Wada
[2012a: 542] [2014a: 67]). Hence, the proponents of Raghunatha’s Part A include not
only so-called old Naiyayikas but also Ganges$a.
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[to the suffix -#i]. When [the agent of action is] insentient in the case
of [sentences such as] ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes”), and so on,
a verbal suffix possesses indicative function (laksana) with reference
to operation (vyapara) conducive [to effect].

B. The General View of New Nyaya
(S2,p. 1,7-12; K, pp. 876,1-888,1; S, p. 3)

B: anyadiyagamananukiilanodandadimati  gacchatity — aprayogat,
janaticchati-yatate-dvesti-vidyate-nidratityadau ca'  kriyanu-
kilakrtivyaparayor — apratiteh gatyadimattvamatrapratite$
casrayatve naSyatityadau pratiyogitve niridhalaksana, caitrah
pacati tandulah, maitrah pacyate tandula ityadav anvaya-
bodhat dhatvarthapratipadikarthayor bhedena saksadanvaya-
syavyutpannataya  sambandhamaryadaya  tadbhanasyasam-

bhavad iti tu navyah.?

Variants: (1) T omits; (2) T omits i#i tu navyah and ends with -sambhavat.

B: The New Naiyayikas, on the other hand, [argue] the following.
Because there is no usage of gacchati (“[x] goes”) with reference to [a
person, i.e.,] the possessor of [the intension of] urging, etc., conducive
to [the action of] going of other things,33 and because no one
understands that there is resolution (krti) or operation in the case of
[the sentences] janati (“[x] knows”), icchati (“[x] desires”), yatate
(“[x] makes effort™), dvesti (“[x] hates”), vidyate (“[x] exists”), nidrati
(“[x] sleeps™),3* and because one understands only [the state of
possessing the action of] going, etc., [in those cases of the above
verbs], [the verbal suffixes possess] conventional indicative function

33 This case refers to the situation in which a person pushes a chariot but he himself
does not move and the chariot begins moving. The person possesses effort conducive to
the chariot’s movement. Thus, people would be able to say sa gacchati (“He goes”) with
regard to that person. However, in this case they do not say sa gacchati (“He goes”). On
this case, see Sadhukhan [2014: xvii].

34 There is no need of resolution or effort to generate cognition (jiigna) in the case of
Jjanati, desire (iccha) in the case of icchati, and so on.
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(niradhalaksana) with reference to supportness (asrayatva)3s [in
those cases], counterpositiveness (pratiyogitva) in the case of [the
sentences] nasyati (“[x] destroys”), and so forth. The reason [for this]
is as follows. Since one does not understand the relation [between the
meanings of the words] in [hearing the wrong sentences] caitrah
pacati tandulah (*“Caitra husked rice cooks”), maitrah pacyate
tandulah (**“Maitra husked rice is cooked”)3¢ or others, due to the
difference of the meanings of the verbal root and the nominal base
(pratipadika) in each case,3’ the relation [of those meanings] cannot
be directly understood; and hence the understanding of those
[meanings] cannot be generated by means of agreement of relation
(sambandhamaryada) .38

35 The concept of support (asraya) subsumes not only the concepts of container
(adhara) and locus (adhikarana) but also those of non-container and non-locus to which
the other relatum/relata are related. Gangesa uses the concept of support to present the
Nyaya objection to the Mimamsa view of an agent (karzr) and an action generator
(karaka) in his Akhyatavada. On his use of the concepts, see Wada [2007a: 422]. On the
VaiSesika concept of asraya, see Hirano [2015].

36 If these two sentences were correct, the verbal understandings generated by them
would respectively take the following forms: that Caitra and/or husked rice are/is the
possessor of resolution conducive to cooking and that Maitra and/or husked rice are/is the
locus of the result of cooking, i.e., softening of husked rice. (Here these forms are given
in the simplest way.) Both understandings are not regarded as true, becaseu in the former
understanding husked rice cannot possess resolution and because in the latter Maitra is
not the locus of the result. The correct sentences are caitrah pacati tandulam (“Caitra
cooks husked rice”), maitrena pacyate tandulah (“Husked rice is cooked by Maitra”).

37 An example in which the meanings of a verbal root and a nominal base are
identical is stokam pacati (“[x] cooks slightly”). The verbal understanding of this
sentence would be that [x is] the possessor of resolution conducive to cooking, i.e.,
softening, which is slight (stokabhinnapakanukilakrtiman, which is reconstructed from
Vivrti, p. 884, 6-7: stokam pacatityadau dhatvarthanamarthayor abhedasamsargend-
nvayabodhadarsanad uktam bhedeneti ... .

38 Agreement of relation is the function of generating an understanding of a relation
between meanings/referents in a particular framework. For instance, when a person who
knows Nyaya-VaiSesika ontological categories hears that a pot has color, that person
understands that the relation between the pot (i.e., a substance [dravya]) and its color (i.e.,
a quality [guna]) is inherence (samavaya). On this function, see Matilal [1968: 152-153],
which makes reference to G. Sastri [1983(1959): 233], and Kunnjuni Raja [1977: 187,
221, 294]; G. Bhattacharya [1980].
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C. The Mimamsa Refutation to Nyaya3?
(S2, pp. 1,13-2,5; K, pp. 888,1-903,3; S, pp. 5-7)

Cl: kriia$ ca yatnabhidhayakatvam, kriyajanyatvapratisandhana-
viSese ’pi yatnajanyatvdjanyatvapratisandhanat patankurayoh
krtakrtavyavaharat, jiatradivad asrayaparatrjantakartrpadasya
yatnasrayabodhakatvac ca. kriyayas tadanukillavyaparasya va
kriiarthatve tadasrayah karakamatram va kartrpadarthah syat.

C1:40 [The Naiyayika claims as follows. The root] kr denotes effort.
The reasons [for this] are that though to conceive of the state of being
produced by action does not differ [in the cases of a piece of cloth and
a sprout], [one] conceives of the state of being produced [by effort] or
of being not [produced] by effort in those cases, that [people] express
that [a piece of] cloth and a sprout are made [by effort] and not made
[by effort respectively],*! and that like [the word] jAatr (knower) a
word [expressive] of an agent ending in [the suffix] #CA2 which
means support (asraya),*3 causes [one] to comprehend the support of
that effort. When [the root] kr denotes action or operation conducive
to that [action], the support of that [action] or any action generator
(karaka) would be the meaning of [the word] kartr (agent of action).

C2.1: atha ratho gacchati gamanam karoti bijadinankuradih krta iti
vinapi yatnam kriiah prayogan na tasya yatnavacakatvam, karty-
pade ca kriio yatne niradhalaksand' yadi kriyadyasrayamatre*
na tatprayogah, evaii cdcetane ’pi pacatityadiprayogat kriya-

39 Sen [1993: 536-537] interprets that in Part C Raghunatha presents the view of
traditional Nyaya and the objection to it, but does not identify the objector. A similar
objection is found in Gange$a’s Akhyatavada, Part B2 (Wada [2007a: 420-421]), which
is raised by the Mimamsaka. Hence, I conjecture that the objector in part C is a
Mimamsaka.

40 A similar discussion is found in Ganges$a’s Akhyatavada, Part B2, which is the
Nyaya objection to the Mimamsa refutation. On this part, see Wada [2007a: 420-421].

41 The first reason gives a general description of the usage of the root kr, and the
second, examples of its usage. When one has proper usage such as striya patah krtah
(“[A piece of] cloth is produced by the woman”) and bijenarnkurah krtah (“A sprout is
produced by a seed”), we are aware that the former case involves effort, while the latter is
not. Thus, we can confirm the general description.

42 Cf. p3.1.133: nvultrcau. (Trans. by Vasu [1977(1891): 399]: The affixes nvul (aka)
and #rc (¢r) are placed after all verbal roots, expressing the agent.)

43 Onthe concept of support, see fn. 34.
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nukiilavyaparapratiter badhakam vina gaunatvayogat janaka-
vyapara evakhyatarthah, tandulakrayanades ca na pakadi-
Jjanakatvam iti natiprasangah.

Variants: (1) T, niriadhilaksana; (2) B, -matrena

C2.1:44 [The Mimamsaka will answer as follows:] In the case of [the
sentences] ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes”), gamanam karoti
(“[The chariot] makes going™),*> and bijadinankuradih krtah (“A
sprout, etc., are produced by a seed, etc.”), even without effort [in
those cases the root] kr is used. Hence, that [root] does not denote
effort, and [the root] kr in the word kartr (agent of action) possesses
conventional indicative function with reference to effort, if that [root]
is not used with reference to all supports of action. And similarly, the
meaning of a verbal suffix is nothing more than operation producing
[action] because of the availability of [the expression] pacati (““[x]
cooks”) even with regard to an insentient [agent]4¢ and because of
there being no possibility of [interpreting such a usage as] figurative
from [the fact of there being] no impediment to the understanding of
operation4’ conducive to action [in the case of insentient agents].
Moreover, buying husked rice and other [actions] do not produce the
action of cooking and so forth. Therefore, [our view that a verbal
suffix denotes operation producing action] does not suffer from [the
defect of] over-application (atiprasanga) [of the verb pacati] 48

44 A similar discussion is found in Gange$a’s Akhyatavada, Parts B1 and B3, which
represent the Mimamsa view. On this view, see Wada [2007a: 420-421].

45 Thave interpreted the second Sanskrit sentence gamanam karoti as a paraphrase of
the first ratho gacchati. The reasons for this are as follows: only the second lacks the
subject (or nominative), so the subject should be the same with that of the first; If the
second deals with a very common case, the suffix -#i of karoti may denote effort like in
the case of devadatto gamanam karoti (“Devadatta makes going”), which means that the
second cannot represent the case in which the suffix never denotes effort, like the first
ratho gacchati. 1 consider that the objector, the Mimamasaka, has given those three
sentences to indicate that the suffix does not denote effort, so the second must serve for
this purpose.

46 Mathuranatha considers fire, fuel, etc., as insentient agents. Cf. Vivrti, p. 895,
10-11: acetane ’piti agnikasthadau aptty arthah.

47 Here operation includes contact or separation. On the difference between operation
and action, see Basic Concepts: (a) akhydata subsection.

48 Since buying husked rice does not immediately produce the action of cooking, no
one says pacati (“[x] cooks”) with reference to a person who is buying husked rice.
Moreover, the person may not cook by himself/herself. Gange$a also argues in his
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C2.2.1: katham tarhi pacatityadau pakajanakayatnanubhava iti cet,

C2.2.1: [The Naiyayika will object to the Mimamsaka:] How, then,
does the understanding of effort producing [the action of] cooking
take place in the case of [the sentence] pacati (“[x] cooks”)?

C2.2.2: yatnavinabhitapakadina kriyavisesakaranasya yatnasyanu-
manat.! pacati pakavisayakayatnavan iti tatparyavivaranam.
anyatha dharmino ’pi vacyatapatteh.

Variant: (1) S2, yatnasyanumandata.

C2.2.2: [The Mimamsaka4® will answer: Our view also acknowl-
edges that such an understanding takes place] because from [the
action of] cooking, etc., connected with effort invariably [we] infer
[the existence of] effort which is the cause of a particular action. It is
[merely] a paraphrase of the speaker’s intention that pacati (“[x]
cooks”) means pakavisayakayatnavat (“[x is] the possessor of effort
which has [the action of] cooking for the object”). Otherwise, a
property-possessor (dharmin) would be denoted, [which is absurd].50

C23.1: athaivam yatnasya vartamdanatvam na pratiyeta, tasyd-
padarthatvat, anyatra dhatvarthakriyayam svarthavyapare va
ladader vartamanatvadyanubhavakatvavyutpannatvac ca. na ca
pakajanakavartamanayatnanumanam, yatnavigame ’'pi vyapara-
nuvrtteh'. dharmivisesanisthata ca yatnasya na syat* tadvyadhi-
karanavyaparasyapi pakajanakatvat. caitanyavinabhitacaitra-
tvadivisesitena tena® yatnanumanam iti cet,

Variants: (1) B, vyapara nuvrtteh; (2) B, T, pratiyeta; (3) T omits.

Akhyatavada Chapter, Part F.3, that buying husked rice cannot be operation conducive to
the action of cooking. On his discussion, see Wada [2013: 9].

49 According to Gange$a’s Akhyatavada, Part C5, the followers of Prabhakara hold
that effort is inferred from the meaning of the root. On Gangesa’s text, see Wada [2012a:
538]. It is doubtful that the objector in text C2.1 is identical to the one in Part C2.2.2. On
how the Bhatta Mimamsakas obtain effort from the meaning of the verbal suffix, see
Basic Concepts: (a) akhyata subsection.

50 According to the Mimamsakas, the verbal suffix —# denotes operation, and not its
possessor; it is the speaker’s intention that allows the hearer to interpret the suffix as
denoting the possessor of effort.
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C2.3.1: [The Naiyayika will object:] If so, it would not be under-
stood that effort belongs to present time. [This is] because that [effort]
is not the meaning of the linguistic unit [-#i]] and because it is
understood in other [cases] that the lar [suffix],3! etc., cause [one] to
comprehend present time, etc., of action, which is the meaning of a
root, or of operation which is the meaning of [the suffix] itself.
Neither [can we] infer [from present operation producing the action of
cooking] that [the verbal suffix denotes] present effort producing [the
action of] cooking. The reason [for this] is that even when effort
ceases, operation continues. Effort could not occur in a particular
property-possessor, for operation, not sharing a locus with that [effort],
[could] also produce [the action of] cooking.52 Since that [operation]
is particularized by Caitra-ness, etc., connected with sentientness
(caitanya) invariably, [we can] infer [the existence of] effort from that
[present operation producing the action of cooking].

C2.3.2: Y satyam, caitratvadyapratitav api Sobhanah pacatityadau
Sobhanadeh paka*-yatnavattvapratiteh © tatrakhyatasya janaka-
yatne laksanikatvat.

Variants: (1) B inserts na; (2) B and T insert -janaka-; (3) B and T insert iti
cet satyam.

51 This is one of ten L-suffixes, which are personal endings applied to roots in six
tenses and four modes: lat (present indicative), /i (perfect), lut (periphrastic future), Irt
(simple future), let (subjunctive mode), lot (imperative), lan (imperfect), lirn (optative
mode), lun (aorist), and /rn (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 object, while
a verbal suffix substituted for the suffix denotes such a number. It follows from this that
the agent or object should be denoted by the same verbal suffix that denotes its number. It
is a rule that the basic meaning of an L-suffix is passed on its substitute, i.e., the verbal
suffix. As a result, it is inferred that the meaning of a verbal suffix, i.e., the agent or
object, comes from that of the L-suffix. The question is whether or not we can ascribe
such meanings to a verbal suffix as ascribed by the Nyaya, Mimamsa, and Grammarian
schools to L-suffixes. (This note is based on Wada [2013: 10 fn. 39].)

52 This sentence purports that if the inference of effort’s belonging to present time is
valid, the inference must take place in all cases. However, in some cases such as sthalr
pacati (“The pan cooks”) the inference would not be possible. In this case operation
conducive to the action of cooking occurs in the pan, while effort conducive to the action
of cooking occurs in the person who is cooking. Operation and effort do not share a locus,
and thus it is impossible to infer the time of effort from the present time of operation.
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C2.3.2: [The Mimamsaka will answer: That is] true. The reason [for
this] is that because in spite of the case of Sobhanah pacati (“An
excellent thing cooks”) and so on, which does not [cause one to]
comprehend Caitra-ness, etc., [the hearer] understands that an
excellent thing,53 etc., possess>* effort [conducive to the action] of
cooking, the verbal suffix in that [case] possesses indicative function
(laksanika) with reference to effort conducive [to action].

D. The Old and New Nyaya Refutation to the Mimamsa View
(82, p.2,6-13; K, pp. 903,3-909,1; S, p. 8)

D1: maivam, janakavyaparam apeksya laghavena' janakayatna-
syaiva Sakyatvat.

Variant: (1) T omits.

D1: [The Old Naiyayika>5 will answer as follows: The above view is]
not correct, for [the verbal suffix] denotes only effort producing
[action] due to being simple (laghava) in comparison to operation
producing [action].56

53 The expression ‘excellent things’ is meant to refer to the effective factors, such as
the pan, fuel, etc., as well as the agent, which cause the action of cooking. For example,
when the speaker feels that it is due to the fine pan that the person cooks rice well, the
speaker regards the pan, instead of the person, as the agent of cooking and expresses
sthalt pacati (“The pan cooks”). In this case the pan is intended by the speaker to be the
excellent thing.

54 Some excellent things are animate like the agent of cooking, i.e., the property-
possessor of effort, while others are not, like a cooking pot, the place of cooking, etc. The
inanimate things are considered to be connected with effort through the other factors of
cooking such as a cooking pot, the place of cooking, the agent.

55 Thave interpreted Part D1 as an answer of the Old Naiyayika since that of the New
Naiyayka is independently given in Part D2.3.

56 The view that the verbal suffix denotes effort producing action is simpler than the
view that the suffix denotes operation producing action. Producing action is common to
both views, so when comparing them it does not matter if we remove this common
constituent. In the former view the delimitor of denotedness (Sakyatavacchedaka) is
effortness, which is a universal (jati); in the latter view the delimitor is operationness
(vyaparatva), which is not a universal but an imposed property (upadhii). The view
which takes a universal for the delimitor is simpler that the view which takes an imposed
property for the delimitor. Cf. Vivrti, p. 903,10-13: maivam iti, janakavyaparah janaka-
vyaparatvam, janakayatnasya janakapravrttitvasya, Sakyatvat Sakyatavacchedakatvat,
Jjanakatvapravesasyavisistatve ’pi pravrttitvasya jatitaya tad apeksya dharmatvariipasya
vyaparatvasya updadhitvad gurutvam iti bhavah. On the concepts of delimitor and
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D2.1: yatnam' vihaya janakamatre Saktir astu laghavat, tatha
cdacetane ’pi prayogo mukhya eveti cen,

Variant: (1) T, janakam

D2.1: If [some57 object:] Discarding effort, the denotative function
[of a verbal suffix] should function with reference only to producing
on account of simplicity; therefore, even with reference to inanimate
[agents], the usage [of pacati (“[x] cooks™), etc.,] is primary, [then the
Old Naiyayika will answer the following].

D2.2: na, apacaty api pakajanakadrstavati pacatiti prayogapatteh.
pakajanakadrstajanakakrtes ca na pakajanakatvam manabhavat.
ata eva ksityadeh krtyadijanyatve sadhye tajjanakadrstajanaka-
krtyadina arthantaraprasango ’pi pratyuktah. bhave va “tadrsa-
krtinirakaranaya adrstadvarakajanakatayas® tvayapi vacyatvat.

Variants: (1) T, tadrsakrtinirakarandya adrstadvarakatvena janakatayah; B,
tadrSakrtinivaranayadrstadvarakatvenajana katayas

D2.2: [This view is] not correct. [This is] because there would be [the
inappropriate] usage of pacati (“[x] cooks”) with regard to [a person]
who is not cooking but who possesses an unseen force (adrsta)>®
producing cooking. Moreover, resolution producing an unseen force
which produces cooking does not produce cooking, for there is no

imposed property, see Wada [1990: 81-98] [2007b: 28-29] and Wada [2006a: 76-78]
respectively. On the comparison of the delimitors of denotedness, see Wada [2006a:
77-78].

57 This objection may be raised by Tarani Misra, i.e., the Navya-nyaya author of the
RatnakoSa. A similar objection is represented by Ganges$a’s Akhyatavada, Part D, in
which the term used by Tarani to explain the meaning of the verbal suffix is utpadana
(generating). On Part D, see Wada [2012a: 539-540]. On Tarani MiSra, see D.
Bhattacharya [1958: 76-79]. Bhattacharya states that Manikantha (1275-1325, Potter
[1977: 12]) and GangeSa cite the RatnakoSa, and he suggests that Tarani came after
Manikantha and is more or less contemporary with GangeSa. According to Potter [1977:
12], the text of the Ratnakosa is available only in manuscript. G. Bhattacharya [1978:
12-18] allots one chapter to Tarani MiSra in his book and mainly gives Tarani’s view on
condition (upadhi) and counter-balanced probans (satpratipaksa). The chapter is entitled
“Ratnako$akara — A Forgotten Naiyayika”.

58 Here the term ‘unseen force’ stands for merit (dharma) and demerit (adharma),
which are two of twenty-four kinds of qualities (guna). Both qualities reside only in the
soul (atman). Any person possesses unseen forces imprinted by his/her past behavior, and
some forces are capable of causing the action of cooking.
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proof [of that].5® That is why in the case of it being proved that the
earth, etc., are produced by resolution, etc., it is answered that another
purpose®0 is concerned with resolution, etc., producing an unseen
force which produce that [earth]. [Our view is correct.] The reason
[for this] is that if there is [the proof that resolution produces an
unseen force],®! in order to exclude such resolution [of God as
producing an unseen force which produces the earth, etc.], you should
also mention that [producing as the meaning of the verbal suffix is]
producing which does not [function] through an unseen force.

D2.3: yatnamatram' Sakyam visayitvam janakatvam va sambandha-
maryadaya* bhasata iti tu navyah.

Variants: (1) T, yatnavan na; (2) T, samsargamaryadaya

D2.3: The New Naiyakikas, on the other hand, [claim] that only effort
is denoted [by the verbal suffix]62 and that the state of possessing the
object (visayitva) or the state of producing [action] (janakatva)©3

39 We cannot experience or recognize merit or demerit, or resolution, so we cannot
say whether resolution can produce such entities or not. Resolution is logically required
to be the casue of certain action, and not of those entities. On this, see Basic Concepts:
(b) Effort (yatna, prayatna).

60  The proof of the existence of God.

61  cf. Vivrti, p. 905,6-8: abhyupetyaha, bhave veti, tadrSeti pakajanakadrstajanakety
arthah, tvayapi janakasamanye Saktivadina tvayapi, ...

62 According to this view, the verbal suffix denotes effort in the active or passive
voice. This is quite similar to Kumarila’s view. On his view, see Yoshimizu [2006]
[2007] [2012].

63 The problem is how to relate effort, i.e., the single meaning of the verbal suffix,
with the meaning of the constituents of sentences in the active or passive voice. In the
case of the active voice, the verbal understanding of, for example, caitrah pacati (“Caitra
cooks”) is that Caitra is the possessor of resolution producing the action of cooking
(pakanukilakrtiman caitrah). In this understanding resolution, i.e., the meaning of the
verbal suffix -#i, has the action of cooking for its object (visaya), so the relation of the
action to the resolution is the state of possessing the object (visayitva). In the case of the
passive voice, on the other hand, the verbal understanding of, for example, tandulah
pacyate (“Husked rice is cooked”) is that husked rice is the possessor of the state of being
an object (karman), which (state) is nothing more than the state of possessing result
produced by the action of cooking produced by resolution (krtijanyapakajanyaphala-
Salitvarapapakakarmatvavat). In this understanding resolution, i.e., the meaning of the
verbal suffix -fe, produces the action of cooking, so the relation of the action to the
resolution is the state of producing [action] (janakatva). It may be questioned why in the
former case of the active voice the relation of the action to the resolution is not objectness
(visayatva) and why in the latter case of the passive voice the relation of the action to the
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appears ¢4 through agreement of relation [to the hearer of the

sentence].
(to be continued)
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