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Publisher’s Note

Language has been one of the fundamental concemns of the Indian
philosophy. Since, the language is one of the strong means of
communication of one’s thought and expressions, all scholars of thought
began their philosophical discussions from the fundamental problems of
communication. The Indian approach to the study of language and
hinguistic problems has been characterised by both analysis and synthesis.
Out of these two, the analytical method is older and much popular on
which the mansion of Jaina and Buddhist philosophy of language is
erected. One can find out the seeds of this analytical method in the theory
of Vibhajyavada, the early theory adopted for denotation of words and
sentences, in bothZ Jaina and Buddhist traditions.

The present title “Jaina Philosophy of Language’ is the English
rendering of the ‘Jaina Bhasa-darSana’, the first monograph on the Jaina
philosophy of language authored by Prof. Sagarmal Jain which was
originally published in Hindi from Bhogilal Laherchand Institute of
Indology, Delhi in 1986. The book was well received by the scholars and
the researchers. Keeping in view the importance of the work Parshwanath
Vidyapeeth decided to bring out its English translation, which, on our
request was prepared by Prof. Surendra Verma, Former Deputy Director,
Parshwanath Vidyapeeth. We express our sincere thanks to Prof. Verma,
for rendering this book into English.

We take this opportunity of expressing our sincere gratitude to
Prof. Sagarmal Jain for entrusting this work to us for publication. In his
monumental work, by virtue of the short but self-contained discussions,
Prof. Jain has succintly presented the contents of Jaina philosophy of
language in a lucid manner. On the occasion of publication of this book,
we salute to him with heart-felt regards.

We are very thankful to Dr. Shriprakash Pandey, Assistant
Director at Parshwanath Vidyapeeth for editing this work meticulously.
He not only edited the present work but also translated some portions of
the book, which were lost from the translated manuscript, and managed
it also through the press.
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We are thankful to Prof. Maheshwari Prasad, Director,

Parshwanath Vidyapeeth for his valuable suggestions and co-operation
made towards its publication.

We are thankful to the authorities of Bhogilal Laherchand
Institute of Indology for permitting us to publish this English rendering.

Our thanks are also due to Rajesh Computers and Vardhaman Mudranalaya
for excellent composing and printing respectively.

We hope that this work will arouse the interest of the scholars
towards Jaina philosophy of language and further extensive studies will
be instituted.

Indrabhooti Barar
Joint Secretary
Parshwanath Vidyapeeth



The Author’s Preface

On the recommendation of Pt. Dalsukhbhai Malvania the Bhogilal
Leherchand Bharatiya Sanskrit Sansthan, Patna invited me in 1983 to
‘deliver few lectures. The subject of the lectures was left to my choice. I
could have selected Jaina metaphysics, Jaina Logic or Jaina Ethics, but I
thought, on these subjects enough is already said. I therefore, decided to
select a subject, which was on the one hand related to the problems of
contemporary Philosophy and on the other hand, which underlines the
importance of the Jaina philosophy. Language analysis is one of the
main forms of reflexion in the contemporary philosophical world. As
such, I decided to deliver my lectures on Jaina philosophy of Language.
The present work is an English translation of these very lectures. It gives
me great satisfaction to note that some of the problems, which are
confronted by the contemporary linguistic analysts, were the same, which
the Jaina philosophers had already thought about some 2000 years back.
What we are presenting today as a new form of contemporary philosophy
was, in fact, a well-thought subject for the thinkers of Indian philosophy
some 2000 years back. The present work is a pioneer work on the Jaina
linguistic philosophy. I think, there is a need for serious thought and
writing and comparative study in this field. In the present work I have
given only some indications and suggestions for the relevant comparisons
but hope on this basis, there will be more serious and comparative studies
in future. The lectures have there own limitations and time considerations.
As such, either I have not touched all the aspects of the subject or have
presented them in very condensed manner as aphorism. The Jaina Acaryas
have written a lot on the subject right from Jaina Agamic literature like
Bhagavati-siltra, Prajiapana and Anuyogadvara-sitrato the Bhasarahasya-
prakarana of Upadhyaya YaSovijaya (17th cent. AD). The present work
is only an indicator.

Further, I very well know my own limitations of knowledge and
studies. I cannot, therefore, claim to have given in the work the final and
ultimate analysis of Jaina linguistic philosophy. The suggestions and
guidance of the scholars are always welcome. lam notanexpertof Western
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linguistic philosophy too. As such in this context also my comments
should open for further discussions.

In the first chapter of this work we have discussed development
of linguistic philosophy and the problems of Jaina philosophy of Language.
We have also discussed the theory of vibhajyavada, which is an early
form of the philosophy of language. The second chapter deals mainly
with the origin of language, the relation between thought and language,
the types and the fundamental materials of which the language is made.
Besides, the question of script is also dealt with. The third chapter concerns
itself with words, their nature, their atomic form, their transience, and
their relation with their meaning, method of naming, their particularity
and their universality. In this chapter the doctrines of Sphota and Apoha
are also critically examined. Along with it Akrtivada and its relation with
the Jaina philosophy is also made clear. The fourth chapter is mainly
devoted to the nature of sentence. In this chapter various philosophical
views regarding the nature of sentence as Abhihitanvayaviada and
Anvitabhidhanavada etc. are critically examined. In the fifth chapter the
Naya (viewpoint) and the Niksepa (Positing) theories of Jaina philosophy
regarding determination of meaning are discussed. The sixth chapter deals
with the power of words in expressing meaning and the nature of the
indescribable (avaktavyam). The seventh chapter tries to make clear the
relation between language and truth. It is also discussed as to which type
of statements come under the category of ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’, and
which are above this category. Thus, an attempt is made in the work to
present the various aspects of the Jaina philosophy of language.

At the time of the publication of this work, I express my gratitude
first of all to Shri Pratap Bhai Bhogilal, the present Trustee of Bhogilal
Laherchand Bharatiya Sanskriti Sansthan, Delhi and Dr. V. M. Kulkarni,
the Former Director, who not only organized these lectures but also decided
to publish them. In the root of all this there was the inspiration of Late
Padmabhushan Pt. Dalsukh Bhai Malvania and therefore, I take this
opportunity to express my heart-felt gratitude to him which is of course
my primary duty. In the present work my articles (‘Satta kitani vacya
kitani avacya’; Vibhajyavada: Adhunika Bhasa-viSlesana ka parva riipa’
Jaina Darsana men Jiiana aura Kathana ki satyata ki Prasna’ , which were
previously published by ‘Paramarsa’, and ‘Darsanika Traimasika’ , have



(vii) -

also been incorporated with some revisions. I thank the editors of both
the journals for their kind permission to reproduce them.

I extend my hearty thanks to Prof. Surendra Verma who very
kindly translated this work in English. Without him this work would
have not seen the light of the day. I thanks to Dr. Shriprakash Pandey,
the editor of this book who not only took pain of editing the book but
also translated some of the portions of lost manuscript and managed it
through the press.

Itis my pious duty to express my devotion and gratitude to Late
Svami Shri Yogindranandaji who very kindly wrote the *’Introduction’’
for the book. The smooth publication of this book is really a result of the
blessings of my respected father Late Shri Rajamalji Jain and mother
Smt. Ganga Bai and the loving cooperation extended to me by my wife
Smt. Kamala Jain. I would have not been able to complete this book if
my two sons--Shri Narendra and Piyush have not freed me by my family
liabilities. I thanks to both of them.

The Parshwanath Vidyapeeth and its quiet surrounding along with its
rich library are also some of the important factors responsible in the
writing of this book. I therefore, extend my thanks to respected Shri
Bhupendra Nathji Jain, Former Secretary, Shri Indrabhooti Barar, the
Joint Secretary and Prof. Maheshwari Prasad, Director, Parshwanath
Vidyapeeth and the other personnel of the institution.

In preparing the press copy of the Hindi edition and in the proof
reading, I was able to avail the cooperation of my colleagues and disciples
like Dr. A.P. Singh, Dr. B. R. Yadav, Dr. Ravi Shankar Mishra, Shri
Maheshji and others. T am obliged to all of them. I would also like to
remember and thanks to all known and unknown friends who participated
in the discussions during my lecturers and thus enriched me by their
thoughts.

Sagarmal Jain
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Forward

The Light of the East (Praci-Prabha)

The structure of Indian philosophy is such a unique musical
instrument, that its all the cards begin to play by mere touch of any of its
strings. The reason'is obvious. The origin of all the philosephical streams
of India is fundamentally one. Why the origins only, their level of flow
and the centre of their confluence, are also identical. In the
Mundakopanisad (3.2.8) it is said:

‘Yatha nadyah syandamanah samudre’starit gacchanti nama

riipe vihaya’

This mantra has become all the more touching and attractive in
Shri Siddhasena Divakara’s words:

‘Udadhiviva sarvasindhavah samudirnastvadhinatha sarvadrstayah’

Every philosophical school of India has of course tried to abrogate
the other schools but not maliciously. It is only a style of construction,
as Shri Madhusudan Saraswati rightly observes:

Upapadanari ca svapaksasadhanaparapaksanirakaranabhyam bhavati.’
The book entitled, ‘Jaina Bhasa-darsana’ is no doubt small in

size but it has embraced in its fold the beats of the vast field of Sanskrit,
Prakrit and Pali literature.

It is absolutely truth that our lexicography has its basis in a very
ancient tradition. We have mention of a long chain of the Rsis (seers) in
the treatises dealing with nighantu, nirukta, pratiSakhya and classical
grammar. Though there is a great difference between the linguistics and
the lexicography, they are nevertheless, mutually infused and all the grand
structures are erected on the foundation of words. It is a Herculean task
to put together the vast and scattered literature of linguistics, in the Vedic,
Jaina and the Buddhist Philosophies. The author of the present work
‘Jaina Bhasa-dar§ana’, has confined himself to discuss the Jaina
philosophers only but, at the same time, he has given due place to the
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thoughts of the Vedic and the Buddhist schools also and has put them
first as pirva-paksa (plaintiff’s statement) for sincere consideration.

Various views regarding the Nature of words

It is not possible to discuss all the aspects of philosophy of
language here but I would like to give in brief a metaphysical analysis of
‘words’ only. What is the nature of a word? Two philosophical views
have usually come forward to answer the question: (i) Substantive
(Dravyavadi) and (2) Attributive (Gupavadi). The Sarmkhya-Yoga and
the grammarians are totally of the substantive view. The Bhatta School
of the Mimarmsakas is substantive and his Prabhakara Prasthana is
attributive. Nyéya-Vaisesika is also attributive. As for as the Jainas are
concerned, they can be called as substantive from the one and the
attributive from the other point of view. They are substantive because
they regard word as a particular mode of the ‘material substance’ and as
also they regard substance and its modes as identical. But because they
regard the attribute as non-eternal quality of the object, they can be called
‘attributive’ also.

The substantive Theories
(a) The word as the Brahman

If the Vedantins are Brahmadvaitavadins (Absolute Monist)

the grammarians Sabdadvaitavadins all the non-duelists regard the living
world as an illusion superimposed by the avidya (ignorance). The
Sakdidvaitavada though a little different from Vijianadvaitavada is
nevertheless similar to Brahmadvaitavada because the word of the
grammarians is identical with the Brahman of the Vedanta.

Anadinidhanariy Brahma Sabdatattvam yadaksaram /
Vivartate 'rthabhavena prakriya jagato yatah//
Vakyapadiyal.l
Santaraksita endorse the same in a different manner -
Athavibhagamevedam Brahmatattvam sada sthitam /
Avidyopaplavalloko  vicitramm  tvabhimanyate /I
Tattvasarigraha 144
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In the appearances like ‘ghatah san’; ‘patah san’ the existence
of Brahman as real proves to be the material cause of the world. Similarly,
in the expressions like ‘idar rapam’, ‘ayam rasah’, idam ripamiti janite’,

‘ayam rasa iti fanite’ (Nydya Bhasya 1.1.4)the word seems to be inherent
hence the material cause of the world.

Na so’sti pratyayo loke yah §abdanugamadrte /
Anuddhamiva jianam sarvam Sabdena bhasate //
Vakyapadiyal1.123

In the Vedanta it is clearly said - ‘Atma va are drastavyah,
Srotavyah, mantavyah (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad-2.5) i.e. see the atman,
hear the atman, contemplate the atman...but hearing is possible only of
the ‘Sabda Brahma' (Eternal Verbum). Therefore, the realisation of the
Brahman will be at this lavel only. It is rightly said:

Yadekarh prakriyabhedaibahudha pravibhajyate
Tad vyakaranagamya param Brahmadhigamyate //
Vakyapadiya 1.22
In the open platform of Vedanta, Brahman as one, has appeared
in its various roles, but Vedantins were not able to recognise it. They

remained only gazing at it; but as soon as He (the Brahman) entered the
grammarian’s courtyard, was able to be perceived by their auditory sense.

(B) Word defined as Sphota

Another name of ‘Sabda Brahma’ is sphota. Shri Mandana Misra
has established the existence of sphota, besides that of letters and terms
in the following one sentence:

“’Pratyekamapratyayakatvat, sahityabhavat, niyatakramavartina-
mayaugapadyena sambhiyakaritvanupaptte tasmad varpavyatirekim
varnebhyo ’sammantarthapratyayah svanimitta-mupakalpayati’’

(Sphotasiddhi-p.28).

It means, if we regard letters (A, B, C, etc.) as word, how can then we
shall be able to comprehend meaning? Neither the every letter nor the
aggregates of the perishable letters are indicator of meaning? The terms
‘rasah’ or ‘sarah’ etc. have two letters but their succession makes
difference in the meanings. As the aggregates of letters can not give only



(x1)
one meaning, in the similar way the comprehension of many different
objects simultaneously from the word is not possible. Sabda, maintains
Mandana, cannot refer to the individual phonemes because in themselves
they convey no meaning. In common experience the whole word is the
unit of language that is taken to be meaning-bearing. The common man
takes a noun or verb to be a unity signifying meaning- without refcrence
to the plurality of letters and syllables, which are the products of
speculative thought. As such, we have to recognize the essence of a word
in the form of sphota, which is different from words but which
nevertheless, finds expressions in the form of terms and sentences etc.
and manifest their meaning. In more philosophic terminology sphota
may be described as the transcendent ground in which the spoken syllables
and conveyed meaning find them united as word or $abda. Mandana
makes clear that it is the sphota or felt word-unity that is capable of
conveying meaning and therefore, is the essential characteristic- without
which it would cease to be what it is. This sphota is unique, one without
the other. But it is described in various ways - like Varpa-sphota, Pada-
sphota etc. in accordance with the degrees of expressiveness. In
Bhartrhari’s Viakyapadiya, we have systematic philosophical analysis of
the sphota. He, explaining the process of sphota says that ‘At first the
word exists in the mind of the speaker as a unity or sphota. When he
utters it, he produces a sequence of different sounds so that it appears to
have differentiation. The listener, though first hearing a series of sounds,
ultimately perceives the utterance as a unity- the same sphota with which
the speaker began- and then the meaning is conveyed’ (Vakyapadiya
1.44). Bhartrhari has besides, mentioned three more views regarding
word, which, accept word as mode of any substance:

Vayoraniinam jiianasya S$abdatvapattirisyate /
Kaiscid dar§anabhedo hi pravadesvanavasthitah 7/
Vakyapadiya 1.107

These views regard ‘word’ as function of Vayu (Air), Paramanu
(Atom) and Jiddna (Knowledge) respectively.

(E) Word as a function of Air

Acdrya Panini in his work has mentioned the successive origin
of word in the following manner:
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*’Atma budhya sametyarthan mano yurikte vivaksaya/
Manah kayagni mahanti sa prerayali marutam //
mdrutastirasi caru mandram janayate svaram.’’
1t means, whenever a person wants to say something, then he, in accordance
with his desire through internal efforts makes his Pranavayu (air which
is instrumental in producing sound) hot and upward moving. Then it
strikes the roof of the skull, and (rubbing the throats) converts into words.
Bhartrhari also supports the same process:
Labdhakriyah prayatnena vakturicchanuvartina /
Sthasvabhihato vayuh Sabdatvam pratipadyétc 1
Vakyapadiya 1.108
Thus the word is regarded as a function of air.

(D) Word as a Function of Atoms

The commentators of Patafijala Mahabhasya regard this theory
as belonging to the Sammkhya School, which maintains that the Tanmatras
(rudimentary element viz. Sabda (speech), Sparsa (touch), Rapa (form),
Rasa (taste) and Gandha (smell) are of the form of atoms, which generates
the words:

“’Samkhyasastre ye tanmatrapadenocyanteh te“ca paramanu-
padenabhipreta *’ Vakyapadiya p. 168.
Bhartrhari, himself said that there are numerous powers in atoms.
They are having split and combination, and transform themselves in the
form of shades, heats, darkness and words.
Anavah sarvasaktitvad bhedasansargavrttayah /
Chayatapatamah Sabdah bhavena parinaminah //
Vakyapadiya 1.110
Jainacaryas endorse the same view. They also regard words as
material (modes of matter). We will discuss it somewhere else but here
it is worth noting as to why the author of Vakyapadiya has shown so

much indifference towards the Jaina view, which is so detailed and is
so clear.
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(E) Word as a function of knowledge

The vrtti of antahkarana is called as jfiana here. It transforms
itself into word. It is also accepted by the celebrated commentator Acdrya
Pataiijali, as he says -athava jyotirvajjiianani (Mahabhasyap. 366). Thus,
all these three views also can be regarded in a way ‘substantive’ because
to accept a word as a mode of a function or transformation of substance
is to regard it in other sense, a substance. However, all these views
accept the word as a transformation or a mode of reality, whether it is a
transformation of Brahman, or that of Pudgala or Prakrti (matter) or of
Vayu (air) or JAana (consciousness or knowledge).

Whether the word is a substance or an attribute, this is an old
debate. On the one hand the Bhatta Mimamsakas support the substance
theory of the word and on the other hand the Nyaya-Vaidesika regard
words as attribute.

Word: Substance or attribute
Narayana Pandita reads:
Srotamatrendriyagrahyah sabdah Sabdatvajatiman /
Dravyam sarvagatb nityah Kumarilamate matah //
" Manameyodaya p. 208
The Vagesikas regard word as an attribute of akisa (space),
transitory (ksamika) and non-all-pervasive (avibhu)-’ Sabdo’ambaraguna
ksanikah pradesavrtti’ (Prasastapada-bhasya (p.692). The theory was
refuted as the following aphorisms read- ‘Gunatvasiddhe’ (Nyayaratna,
p. 738); ‘Nityastu syat ‘(Jaimini-sitra 1/1/18); ‘sarvatrayaugapadyat’
(Jaimini-sitra 1/1/19). The Naiyayikas also shared the debate and
supporting the VaiSesika’s view said that the attributeness of the word
(akasagunata) cannot be refuted - yadidam nakasagunah Sabdah iti,
ayamanumayantah pratisedhah, aasparSatvat Sabdasrayasya (Nyaya-bhasya
p.100);” upapadyante tarhi varnavikarah’ (Nyaya- bhasyap.108).
Thus the corresponding views supported their own stand and
refuted the other’s views. While establishing the words as ‘substance’
it was argued that the sense organs receive direct only the substance like

‘ghata’ etc. The word also is received directly through the relation of
inherence with auditory sense ($rota-samavaya), hence the word is also



(xiv)

substance. Shri Udayanacarya has used a valid opposite argument to it:
‘Sabdo na dravyam, bahirindriyavyavasthahetutvat ripadivat’ (Nyaya-
Kusumanijali 2/1). That is to say, as the eyes see the form and the tongue
receives the taste, similarly, the sense organ by which a word is received
is the auditory sense. Thus, like the attributes of form and the taste, a
word also being received by the auditory sense is as an attribute and not
the substance. Refuting the so-called fundamental-inference (mi/aumana,,
Udayanacarya said -’na hi Srotragunatve dravyatve va’siddhe saksat
sambandhena $abdasya grahane pramanamasti’. This discussion regarding
the merit and demerit is very old and long indeed. Bhatta are determined,
however, in their contention that the word is one, eternal and permanent
substance.

The speaker produces a short of vibration in air by his effort in
pronouncing (the word) and the vibration tears the numb air in his orifice
of the ear (karnasaskuli) and gives expression to the word.

Parthasarathi Misra has gone so far as to say that if the word at
all is to be regarded an attribute, it could be an attribute of air rather than
of akasa -’satyapi gunatve vayugunatvat’ (Nydya-Ratnavali, p. 738).
Kumarila Bhatta, in this context has added a new dimension when he
says that it would be better to regard direction (disa) as Srota rather than
the empty-space (akdsa) covered by the orifice of the ear (karna-Saskufi),
because in the pralaya every modification merges in its own nature
(Prakrti). The word (the heard-word) like wise get merged in the direction-
‘Disah §rotari’ ( Brhadaranyaka-upanisad -3.2.13).

The word is an attribute

(a) Prabhakara’s opinion: Salikanatha Misra says that we
receive only those words, which are within our hearing-space. The word
prapti (to receive) here means Samavaya (inherence). The word is an
attribute of auditory sense pervaded with akasa (empty-space)- "Parisesyat
samavayah praptih, akasagunah Sabdah’ (Prakarana-parficika p. 424).

(b) Naiyayika’s opinion: It is not reasonable to refute the fact
that Sabda is an attribute of Akasa- ‘yadidar nakasagunah Sabdah iti
pratisidhyate, ayamanupapannah pratisedhah, aaspar§atvacchabdasya
(Nyaya-bhasya, p.100).
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(c) Vaisesika’s opinion: Sabda is an attribute but it is not an
attribute of earth etc. Instead, it is an attribute of space-
' PariSesallingamakasas/ya’ ( Vaisesika-siitra2/1/27). The'word originates
from combination (samyoga), division (vibhaga) and word ($abda) -
‘Samyoganadavibhagacca Sabdacca Sabda nispattiye’ (VaiSesika-sitra2/
3/31).

The debate on Sphotavada (Theory of Sphofa,-a meaning bearing unit
of language)

Samkhya: Maharsi Kapila, the founder of the Samkhya School
is opposed to the theory of sphota. He asks whether does the word ‘ sphota’
convey the meaning of sphota or not? If yes, then the word itself is
enough to convey the meaning and the postulation of sphotais useless. If
it does not, then the sphota cannot be established because it fails to convey
the meaning * Pratityapratitibhvam na sphotatmakah Sabdah’ (Samkhya-
satra 5/57). The three-fold aharikara (ego) is regarded as the origin of
Sabda and this is quite reasonable - ‘Ta§mad gupa$ca sodaSakah’
(Samkhyakarika-2).

.. Yoga: As in the field of grammar the word Sphotais propounded,
so also Maharsi Patafijali accepts the significance of sphota in the ficld
of the Yoga - "Sabdarthapratyayanamitaretaradhyasat ( Yoga-satra3-17).
It is only the sphota-$abda, which is reflected in the form of the meaning
(object) and the knowledge. All the three - word, meaning and knowledge
are identical. Proper restraint on subtle difference between the three results
in the cognition of the dialects of all the living beings.

Vijfiana Bhiksu has raised three questions regarding sphota -
Sphotakhyah Sabdah kidrsah? Kim karanakah? and Kim pramanpakah
(Yoga-vasistha -3/16) i.e. What is the nature of sphota-Sabda? What is
the cause of sphota 7 and what is the proof for sphota?

1. What is the nature of Sphota? In response to this question
it is said that the manner in which a tree is different from its various
stages of gradual development like seed, the sprout (Anpkura) etc. and yet
it becomes a single unitary organism ‘ayameka amravrksah’ (this is a
mango tree), so also the three syllables of a word - ‘cow’(c,0,w) - with
their progressive stages emerges as one word -’cow’ (Gaurityekam
padarii). Thus the unitary whole expressed ‘word’ is known as sphota.
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2. What is the cause of Sphota? A particular scund produced
by an effort is the cause of sphota.

3. What are the proofs for Sphota? The usage of the terms
like ‘Gaurityekam padam’is a proof for sphota. There are so many letters
like ‘¢’, ‘0’ and so on. It is not possible to enfold them as one single
linguistic unit. Moreover, the letters fail to convey the meaning individually
and this also accomplishes the ‘sphota’.

As far as the opinion of the Jaina philosophers regarding the
word is concerned, they present a synthetic viewpoint.

The Jaina’s view regarding the Nature of Word

The Jaina philosophers have regarded words on the one hand as
modes of matter (Pudgala-paryaya) and on the other hand in a form of
language, cognitive also. Acarya Umasvati in his Tattvartha-siitra (5-
24), while discussing the various modes of matter, has described the
word also as a mode of matter. The Uttaradhyayana-sitra, an ancient
Agama also depicts words etc. as characteristics of the matter.

Sadda’ndhayara-ujjo-o paha chaya’’tave 1 va/

Vanna-rasa-gandha-phasa puggalanam tu lakkhanam //
(Uttaradhyayana-sitra28/12) .

Acarya Kundakunda has made this Agamic concept more clear
when he says: '

Saddo khamdhappabhavo khamdhoparamanusargasandhado /

Putthesu tesu jdyadi saddo uppadago  niyado //

(Pancastikayasara-79)

A word is born out of Skandhas (aggregates) and a skandha is
produced by the combination of atoms. When there is a friction/collision
between them, the word is produced. But to regard a word merely a mode
of matter (Pudgala-paryaya) does notdo justice with the Jaina contention.
It is; of course true that the sound of word is a mode of matter and this
sound is produced by the material friction (gharsana) of the material lumps
(Pudgala-Pindas). Again, the matter is of two kinds ‘anavah skandhasca’
(Tattvartha-satra5.25)i.e. (i) atomand (ii) aggregates of atoms. The matter,
whichis always the cause and never aneffect, is called atom. The atoms are
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eternal and subtle. The matter, which s an effect, besides being acause, is
a skandha(aggregates). Skandha, in Buddhismdenotes a rasior collection

or with the components. The transformations of atoms, received by ear (or
auditory organ) are called word.
Sansargat paramanavah parinata bhavah srutergocarah /
Tadbhedah pratilabdhavarnapadavakyatmabhilapah syatah //
(SiddhiviniScaya-tika, 9.1)
A word, being a mode (function) of the matter substance, is
material. Again, the word has a quality of touch; hence it is a tangible or
material. Anantaviryacarya has concluded thus “skandha sabdah, martatve
asmadadipratyaksatve sati savayatvat patadivat’ (SiddhiviniScaya-tikap.
594). As the fire bursts-forth stone-like concrete particles so also the
matter produces the audible-words in all the directions. The only difference
is that while there is no series of waves produced by fire, the material
words do produce such wave series. This is really a miracle of the material
power. Matter has infinite powers. All the qualities like form etc. do not
necessarily emerge in all the modes of matter. In the (material) mode of
word due to absence of the form, the words are not perceptible by eyes.
Kumarila Bhatta has preferred to the Jaina materialistic theory of word
as against the imaginative theory of word of the VaiSesikas-
‘Jainakapilanirdistam Sabdasrotadisamarpanam sadhiyah, (Slokavartika-
p. 717). Further, in Jaina philosophy the scriptural knowledge (Sruta
jiiana) is regarded, as a form of language or word, but it cannot be
conceived absolutely a form of matter. The word, in its form of sound is
no doubt material but in its form of meaning or comprehension, it is
mode of the soul (or self). Therefore, a word particularly in the linguistic
form, is neither absolutely material nor of the nature of knowledge, it is
rather both. Its expression is material but its meaning is cognitive and as
it is expressed through the efforts of the living being, it can also be
regarded as a function of knowledge. As such, the Jaina view regarding
the nature of word is not one-sided but has many-facets or non-absolutistic.
Jainism regards word-sound as modes of matter (Pudgala-paryaya) and
since the mode is non-separable from the substance it is substance also.
In Jaina philosophy, thus, the word is regarded as both, attributive as
well as substantive.
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We have briefly discussed the different concepts regarding nature
of the word. Though we find many differences of the opinion amongst
the Indian philosophers regarding the word and its allied subjects; but it
15 neither our objective to discuss them here nor desirable. The Jainas
have entered in the philosophical discussions regarding the word a little
late but their main contribution lies in their attempt to synthesize various
theories and opinions prevalent in Indian philosophy on the basis of their
theory of non-absolutism (Anekantavada). This can be treated as special
characteristics of the Jaina’s word-philosophy.

In the present work Dr. Sagarmal Jain has not only discussed
the Indian philosophy of language but has also raised many questions of
contemporary Western philosophy of language from its perspective, and
thus, has tried to make a bridge between the eastern and western philosophy
of language. I expect that Dr. Jain’s effort will be widely accepted amongst
the scholars and attract their attention to this problem.

Swami Yogindranand
Kartika Parnima, 2043

Varanasi
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Self-expression: Nature of Living Beings

Each and every living being wants to express his feelings and
thoughts and thus naturally wants to share with others his knowledge and
experience. This innate tendency of “mutual sharing’ is well expressed in
Tattvartha-sitra' as ‘parasparopagraho jivanam (mutual cooperation
rendered by the living beings to one another is the law of life) by Jainacarya
Umasvati (3rd-4th cent. AD). As a matter of fact this tendency of mutual
sharing is the very basis of all social life. We are social because we
cannot live without communicating our feelings and experiences to others
and the vice versa. A prisoner with all the comforts and amenities but
without opportunities to express his thoughts and feelings, will of course,
find his life totally meaningless and there is all possibility that he may
become insane and may commit suicide after some time. Not only the
human beings, but also animals and birds cannot live without expressing
themselves. In short, it is instinctive, according to the Jaina philosophy,
that through the self-expression one shares one’s feelings and experiences
with others and the others reciprocate them with a sympathetic
understanding. Now the question arises as to how the thoughts and
experiences are communicated.

Language: the means of Self-expression

All the living beings of the universe express their feelings and
experiences in two ways - (1) through body and (2) through sound-signals.
Itis on the basis of sound signals that the dialects and the languages have
been developed. Man is the most fortunate of all the beings that he is.
endowed with languages for the expression of his thoughts. It is a distinct
characteristic of human beings that they are able to express their thoughts
and feelings through word-symbols, which are really the systematised
forms of meaningful sound-signals. No other living being can
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communicate its feelings with such clarity as man can through his word-
oriented language. Experience concerning taste for example, cannot be
expressed through body or sound-signals with such a clarity. No doubt,
language or expression through word symbols is also imperfect, partial
and symbolic. Nevertheless, there is no other better medium of expression
yet devised.

Language & Philosophy of Language

We have devised a few word-symbols for persons, things, facts,
events, actions and feelings and our language is nothing but a well-planned
game of these very word-symbols. In short, we have given names to the
various things, and it is through these names that we communicate our
feelings, thoughts and knowledge of facts to others. We, for example
indicate by the word ‘chair’ a specific article or by the word ‘love’, a
particular feeling. Besides, we have also devised word-symbols for
persons, things, qualities, facts, events, activities, and feelings and for
their various kinds of relations and for the absence of such relations also.
The structure of any language is based on the warp and roof of these very
meaningful word-symbols. The language is a structure of well-arranged
word symbols, which communicates the knowledge or the feelings of the
speaker. There are two branches of knowledge concerning the nature of
language (i) linguistics and (ii) philosophy of language and their subject
of study is also language. It is also correct that both of them do not study
any particular language, they study the general features of language itself.
Even then the respective viewpoints and the fundamental problems of
these two branches are different. While linguistics is mainly concerned
with the structure of language and the development of languages and
scripts, philosophy of language deals with the power of expression of
language, the relation of word and its expressions and the validity of
statements. Linguistics and philosophy of language are thus different
from each other. Philosophy of language critically analyses the
philosophical problems of language while linguistics is mainly concerned
with the structure and nature of language.

Development of philosophy of language in Western thought

Linguistic-analysis is the chief methodology of philosophy in
the modern times. If we study the development of Western philosophy,
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we find that in the West the philosophies of the ancient, the medieval, the
modern and the contemporary periods have their own characteristics. In
the ancient times, philosophy was confined to the metaphysics. The
fundamental tendency of the ancient Greek philosophy was to discover
the basic conceptions underlying life and the world. Philosophical
discourses of that period were centered on such fundamental questions
as what is the Ultimate Reality? What is its nature? How is the world
created? What is the material cause of the world? and the like. The
second phase of Western philosophy started with the establishment of
Christian religion. It covers a long period starting from 2nd-3rd century
ADto 15t century AD. In this phase philosophy was subjected by religion
and its chief concern was to prove religious beliefs and the validity of
scriptures. The main philosophical tendency of this age was only to prove
the nature and existence of God. Reasoning became secondary and faith
was primary in this age. The third phase of Western philosophy can be
considered beginning with Descartes and Spinoza when the philosophy
was emancipated from religion and was established on logico-scientific
methodoiogy. The main concern of these philosophers remained
metaphysics and epistemology. The real change in the attitude of
_ philosophy of this age started with Locke and Berkeley. The basic concern
of these philosophers was not to understand the nature of ultimate Reality
first, but to determine the potential and limitations of our knowledge.
Before we could take an inquiry into Ultimate Reality, it was necessary
to address ourselves first as what is the process of knowing? What is the
sub}ect matter of knowledge? Thus, instead of metaphysics or theology,
it was epistemology, which became the focal point of philosophical
inquiry. The object, the scope and the means of hurnan knowledge became
the central subject of discussion, which unfortunately culminated
ultimately in scepticism and agnosticism.

The forth phase of Western philosophy starts with the first half
of the 20th century A. D. The leading tendency of this period is linguistic
analysis. The philosophers of this phase regard language as the basis of
all-philosophical thinking, discourses and descriptions. It is contented
that all the philosophical discourses are futile unless the nature of language
and meaning of words are not properly determined. After all language is
the basis of all we think, speak, understand or express. Therefore, we
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will have to analyse the nature of language and the meaning it suggests.
A prominent philosopher of linguistic analysis W. Wittgenstein says,
I believe that the reason why problems are posed is that the basic of our
language is misunderstood’”. If we understand the logical process of our
language, many of the philosophical problems will disappear themselves.
Wittgenstein asserts emphatically that philosophical problems arise when
language goes on holiday.””* In contemporary Western philosophy linguistic
analysis, thus has become a principal method of philosophical
investigation.

It should not be, construed from the above-mentiongd age-wise
classification, however, that in those days other methodologies of
philosophical investigations were completely absent. In Greek and the
medieval Western philosophy the problems pertaining to philosophy of
language were also discussed along with those of epistemology. Socrates,
Plato and Aristotle have not only mentioned the philosophical problems
of language, they have also tried to analyse the meaning of philosophical
concepts. When Socrates, for example asks questions like what is justice?
What is knowledge? What is the good etc., then his chief object obviously
is to analyse the meanings of these philosophical concepts. When Plato
says that there is a single common name for several particular objects, he
discovers that common names are given not to particulars but to the ideas
similar to them (Republic Vol. X. p.496). Similarly, Aristotle infers the
independent existence of substance (Dravya) from the necessity of a
subject in a meaningful sentence. He maintains that verbs denoting activity
have no independent existence. We don’tsay ‘sits’ or ‘walks’ etc. but we
make expression meaningfu! and say, ‘He sits’ or ‘He walks’ etc. This
linguistic feature compels Aristotle to conclude that all activities presuppose
some ‘actor’ who is independent and free. Aristotle calls it substance
(Metaphysics, Chapter-1). It is interesting to note that Berkeley, a
subjective idealist was probably the first Western philosopher who was
of the opinion that language does not only communicate ideas (by
describing them) but it has other functions also like stirring-up one’s
feelings, inspiring one for action or restricting one for actions, or giving
rise to certain inclinations in the mind (Introduction to Log)'c, Copy p.
33).* Thus we see that philosophical analysis of language was prevalent
in the past also, but it was at that time only a means and method of
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philosophy. Today, however, language-analysis has become the sole
function of philosophy. Philosophy now is only language-analysis and
nothing else.® In every age there is one dominant trend in philosophical
inquiry, which is followed by all other branches. In the medieval age, for
example, theology became prominent and it influenced the metaphysical
and epistemological discussions of the age. Similarly, in contemporary
thinking, language analysis is the basic trend, which examines the validity
of our metaphysical, epistemological and ethical statements.

Development of philosophy of language in Indian thought

So far as Indian philosophy is concerned, it too, of course begins
with metaphysical questions. The ultimate reality, life and universe were
in the centre of early Indian philosophical discussions. With the advent
of the sixth century BC, bondage or sufferings, the cause of bondage and
emancipation from sufferings and the means of emancipation became the
basic issues, and the focus was shifted from metaphysics to ethics or
moral philosophy. But with the development of philosophical thoughts
from the very outset of the first century AD, serious discussions began
on the various problems of epistemology and philosophy of language.
Though in ancient Indian philosophical thoughts, along with metaphysical
and epistemological problems, regarding defining the describability of
the Reality, the philosophy had got entry in the field of linguistics to
some extent. Thus, in the ancient Indian philosophical literature one could
trace the various problems relating to the philosophy of language.
Discussions about the limitations of the language and indescribability of
Ultimate Reality are available even in the Upanisads. Panini and Patafijali
unveiled several problems pertaining to philosophy of language on the
basis of which Bhartrhari founded his philosophy of grammar. Further,
in the Nyaya-VaiSesika school of orthodox systems and in the Buddhism
and Jainism of heterodox systems, serious discussions were held on the
problems of word and its denotation, validity of verbal testimony and
validity and non-validity of linguistic statements. In the field of Indian
philosophy, the whole school of grammarians had made the problem of
language a principal problem, though, of course, by propounding ‘Sabda-
Brahma’ (Eternal Verbum) their thinking took a metaphysical direction.
The Buddhists, likewise, had seriously discussed the meaning of word
in connection with ‘apohavada’. Similarly the Mimarhsakas had raised
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many serious questions regarding philosophy of language while
establishing the testimony of the Vedas.

As far as the Jainas regarding philosophy of language are
concerned,; they had entered into discussion with the eternity and the
meanings of words much later than Mimamsakas, Grammarians and the
Buddhists; nevertheless, the indescribability of Reality, validity of the
statemnents, etc. are such topics of linguistics on which the oldest Jaina
Agamas had thrown much light. Acaranga clearly mentions the problem
of word’s expressive capability. In the tenth chapter of Sthanarga there
is discussion on the truthfulness and untruthfulness of language. Similarly,
the ‘bhasi-pada’ chapter of Prajiapana and the ‘nama-pada’ chapter of
Anuyogadvara are very much related with the philosophy of language.
Bhagavati-siitra also mentions some discussions re garding language. The
debate regarding the problem of ‘continuous-past’ (kriyamana krta) raised
by Mahavira’s son-in-law Jamali during his lifetime which was also
instrumental in spilt in the order, was also related with the philosophy of
language. In the beginning of Bhagavatr-siitra and afterwards in the context
of Jamali episode there is detailed discussion on it. All these discussions
may be considered as basics of the Jaina philosophy of language. Again
the concepts of Niksepa and Naya are also there in the Jaina Agamas.
The basic purpose of these concepts is to understand the implicit sense
of the statements of the speaker or his intention. Thus, these concepts are
also concerned with the science of meaning and philosophy of language.
Jaina philosophers like Pujyapada, Manikyanandi and Prabhacandra have
seriously discussed the relation of meaning and word in Tattvarthavartika,
Prameya-kamala-martanda and Nydyakumudacandrarespectively. We thus
find that the tendency of the analysis of language available in Jaina Agmas
has been developed later on in the treatises of Jaina logic. In this essay
we have tried to present it systematically.

Problems of Jaina philosophy of language

Besides linguistical analysis, Jaina philosophy of language has
dealt with the following fundamental problems like how does the language
originate? What is its nature and structure? How does language convey
its meanings? Is there any relation between word and its denotation? If
so, then what kind of relation is it? Is the expressed meaning of word



Introduction : W)

general, or specific, universal or particular? What is the limitation of
meaning that language can express? Is reality indescribable or
inexpressible? What is the relation between language and truth? What is
the criterion of judging the truthfulness of a sentence or a statement or a
proposition? When is a statement true or false? What are the types of
statements, which are beyond the categories of truthfulness or falsehood
etc. Inthe present essay we will try to understand these problems in the
Jaiha perspective.

Analysis of language in Jaina Tradition: an old reference

It was because of a controversy over linguistic analysis that the
first division of the Jaina order took place in the lifetime of Mahavira.
This amply shows how important linguistic analysis was for the Jainas.
The controversy was between Mahavira and his own son-in-law Jamali
regarding the meaning of the term Kriyamana (Presento-continuous) as
to whether it can be regarded as krta (past done) or not ?Mahavira was of
the opinion that kriyamapa is krta while Jamali regarded kriyamana as
akrta (not done). In the first explanatory (uddesaka) of the first Sataka
(collection of hundred verses) of Vyakhyaprajfiapti-stitra Gautama
presents these very questions to Mahavira.

“O Lord! Is it proper to call moving as moved, fructifying as
fructified, feeling as felt, separating as separated, cutting as cut, piercing
as pierced, burning as burnt, dying as dead and exhausting as exhausted?

Yes, Gautama it is so! Moving is moved, fructifying is fructified,
feeling is felt, separating is separated, cutting is cut, piercing is pierced,
burning is brunt, dying is dead and exhausting is exhausted.”

Contrary to it, Jamali was of the opinion that any ongoing activity
till it is accomplished, cannot be called as ‘done’ (krta). In other words
whateveris going on is not ‘gone’ and whatever is burning is not burnt.
Jamali was convinced of this view probably because of a real life-event.

While wandering from village to village Jamali once arrived
with his five hundred disciples at a city called Sravasti. He was taken ill
there because of the unhealthy food and was suffering from unbearable
pain. He asked his disciples to prepare deathbed (sanstaraka) for him.
They started preparing but restless Jamali was impatient. He kept asking
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time and again whether the bed is ready. The reply was no, it is not yet
ready, it is being prepared (no kade, kajjatiy. This event made Jamali
opponent of Mahavira’s theory of Kriyamana krta’. He began thinking
that Mahavira’s declaration of moving as moved, fructifying as fructified,
feeling as felt, separating as separated, cutting as cut, piercing as pierced,
burning as brunt, dying as dead and exhausting as exhausted is not correct,
because one can very well see that the deathbed is being prepared, it is
really not prepared (kajjamane akade). Thus that which is moving is not
to be regarded as moved”. Thus moving is not ‘moved’ but ‘not-moved’,
fructifying is not ‘fructified’ but not-fructified’, feeling is not ‘felt’ but
‘not-felt’, separating is not ‘separated’, but not-separated’, cutting is not
‘cut’ but ‘not-cut’, piercing is not ‘pierced’ but ‘non-pierced’, burning is
not ‘burnt’ but ‘not-burnt’, dying is not ‘dead’ but ‘not-dead’ and each
exhausting is not ‘exhausted’ but not-exhausted’.’

As a matter of fact, the controversy which took place between
Mahavira and Jamali was based on the linguistic-analysis. Mahavira
was of opinion that though expressions like, being done, being burnt,
being cut etc., were, no doubt, commonly used in everyday life, but in
principle such linguistic usage were really not correct. What is known as
‘present-continuous’ is actually not circumscribed to the present only
but is spread over the past, the present and the future. The meaning of the
substance,” I am writing’ is that I have written something in the past,
that I write in present and that the writing will continue in future also.
Mahavira however emphasised the past aspect (of the present continuous)
and propounded that, that which is ‘being done’ could be regarded as
‘done’ (kriyamana krta). Jamali, on the other hand, emphasised the
future aspect and regarded ‘being done’ as ‘not yet done’ (kriyamana
akrta). Jamali’s view that no activity till it is not fully completed can be
regarded as ‘done’ was not acceptable to Mahavira. He was of opinion
that before completion of Kriyamana-kriya (Presento-continuous act) at
least some part of the work is already done, then how there can we regard
the ‘being done’ as not done? For instance if an individual is walking,
then at the time of the statement that ‘He is walking’, he had already
walked a little. Similarly, if something is being burnt then at the time of
the statement that ‘It is burning’, it had already burnt a little. Mahavira,
therefore, was of the opinion that on the basis of the past aspect ‘moving’
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be regarded as ‘moved’ and ‘burning’ as burnt. In our common parlance
also if somebody only leaves for a designation say for Kolkata, we say,
he has gone to Kolkata, it does not matter whether he has actually reached
there or not. Similarly, if a pant or a shirt is only burnt partly, then alsé
we usually say that the shirt or pant is burnt. It is on the basis of this
common usage of language that a worshiper of Mahavira named Dharka,
a potter by profession rejected Jamili’s contention.

Priyadar§ana, Mahavira’s daughter and Jamali’s worldly wife
was once staying with her fellow nuns at pottery of the potter Dhanka.
Dhanka, one day deliberately put a burning coal on the border of
Priyadar$ana’s Sari. As a result the corner of the border of Sari was
burnt. Seeing that Priyadar§ana exclaimed, Oh! My Sarfis burnt.” Taking
advantage of the occasion Dhanka said, “According to your own view,
Madam, till an activity is not completed it remains ‘not -done’. Burning
is not burnt’ it is rather ‘non-burnt’. In that case till your whole Sarf is
not burnt, you cannot say it is burnt. It would be false and contradictory
to your theory.” Dhanka’s argument had its right impact and Priyadar§ana
could see the point’s in Mahavira’s theory (of Kriyamana krta).®

‘ As a matter of fact the terms like ‘moving’ ‘turning’, etc. do not
really denote the completion of action, but they nevertheless, do indicate
that some activity has already taken place. ‘Dahyamana’ as an imperfective
participle (krdarita-pada) at least does denotes that the act of burning is
partially accomplished. Further, we regard the act of ‘burning’
(dahyamana) as of present tense but the present lasts for a moment only.
Thus in momentary present to continue any activity is not possible. From
the point of view of the momentary present, an activity will be considered
either as ‘done’ or ‘not-done’. The moment we make a statement about
on going activity, some part of the activity is already accomplished. As
such, we can very well regard ‘moving’ as ‘moved’. The moment we
pinpoint the activity in present, it becomes part of the past. In fact the
term continuous present’ is self-contradictory. The ongoing terms like
burning, ‘moving’ etc. cannot literally be regarded as ‘burning’, moving
and so on. For it would imply that the present is not momentary but is of
more than a moment’s duration. This, of course, is self-contradictory.
From the point of view of the past of an action, in the present continuous,
which is not yet accomplished, we can regard the activity as ‘not-
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performed’ (Akrta) but this non-performance does not absolutely negate
the past accomplishment involved in the activity. As a matter of fact the
“continuous present’ is indicative of both, the past-performance (krtata)
and the non-performance (akrtata). Therefore, to term the present
continuous absolutely as ‘not-done’ (akrta) is not correct. When Mahavira
rejects Jamali’s contention that action is not accomplished in the present
continuous (kajjamane akade), he actually rejects the contention in its
absolute sense. The moral of the whole discussion is that we must
determine the meaning of a word in relation to the context and usage and
not in absoluie sense.

Vibhajyavada: the early concept of contemporary philosophy of
language

There were many philosophical trends prevalent in India at the
times of Mahavira and the Buddha. Acéording to Jainas®, some 363 sects
were present at that time in which 180 were kriyavadins (activists), 84
Akriyavadins (non-activists), 32 Vinayavadins (followers of prescribed
code of conduct) and 67 ajiieyavadins (agnostics). Buddhist literature
mentions 62 philosophical sects." The Buddha and Mahavira studied all
these sects and their philosophical controversies and found that all of
them had their stand on the one-sided solutions of philosophical problems,
and therefore, were against each other. But the one-sided and absolute
answers to the metaphysical questions always give rise to misconceptions.
The self is eternal or non-eternal? The body and mind are one and the
same or different? When the answers of such questions are given with a
one-sided view, the true nature of reality is always obscured. All existent
and all the events of the world, are complex and complex facts need
analysis for the right understanding.

Therefore, Mahavira and Buddha developed a method by which
they could solve the complicated philosophical and (also) practical
problems by analysing them in their different aspects. This method of
analysing the questiéns for their solutions is known as vibhajyavada
(Analytic method based on Divisions) in the Jaina and the Buddhist
traditions. It is also the analysis of the questions that can give us the real
insight into the fundamental problems. It was the reason why the Buddha
in many contexts, put aside the metaphysical questions like the
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contemporary language-analysts and tried to solve these questions

empirically. He maintained that when the metaphysical questions fail to '
be answered empirically, it is better to keep mum or remain silent.

Mahavira also gave clear instruction to his disciples that they should

adopt the method of analysis (vibhajyavada) only to solve the fundamental

- as well as the practical questions. They should not make any statement of

an absolute nature.'" The Buddha also called himself a believer in the

method of analysis (vibhajyavadin).

The famous Buddhist scripture Anguttaranikaya presents four
method of answering any question - (i) Ekansavada (categorical)- to answer
a question with one-sided or absolutistic view; (ii) Vibhajyavada
(analytical method)- to answer a question by dividing or analysing its
various aspects relatively; (iii) Pratiprasna(method of counter-questions)
- instead of giving direct answer putting a counter question; (iv)
Avyakrtavada (method of inexplicability)- to declare that the question is
not describable or worth ariswering. 2 The Buddha, with reference to the
metaphysical questions, adopted mainly the method of avyakrtavada and
vibhajyavada. Mahavira also to some extent, accepted both these methods.

With the latter Buddhist philosophers, however, the inexplicability
(avyakrtavada) became the end and the analysis the mean; the result was
Nihilism (S@inyavada). But the latter Jaina philosophers from this very
method of analysis developed Syadvada (Doctrine of qualified assertion
or Relativism) and Saptabharigi’ (Doctrine of Seven-fold predications)
in which the avyakrtavada (inexplicable) became one of the predications
(bhariga) as an avyakrta-bhariga (indescribable predication). Along with
it the “inexplicability” was also accepted in relative terms. Not only this,
the Jaina masters synthesised the one-sided method of answering
(ekansavada) and incorporated it under their theory of Syadvada. We
would of course, discuss latter on in the relevant context that as to how
the elements of contemporary linguistic-analysis were already present in
the Jaina theory of Syadvada and Nayavada (theory of view-points), but
presently as an introductory statement it can be mentioned that the seeds
of contemporary language-analysis were present even in the sixth century
B.C. in the Buddhist and the Jaina traditions. The literal meaning of
vibhajyavada is analytical method. In both Jaina and the Buddhist
traditions, vibhajyavada culminated in the theory of Syadvada (Relativism)



(12) : Jaina Philosophy of Language

and Sanyavada (Nihilism)respectively and as such, it was the early form
of the contemporary western linguistic-analysis.

In order to make the meaning of vibhajyavada clearer, we would
take a few philosophical and practical questions and try to show as to
"how does this method of analysis work? Suppose, some one asks whether
the body and consciousness are the same or different. A vibhajyavadin
will not give a straight answer to this question. He would first like to
know what does the bearer of the question mean by ‘difference’ and
‘non-difference’ and also that in what context the question of non-
difference or difference is being asked? Further, whether by the term
‘difference’ is meant the factual difference or the conceptual difference?
Moreover, whether the difference in question is in the context of empirical
or metaphysical level? Because, as the basis of each and every context
the meaning of difference will differ and accordingly the answer of the
question will aiso be affected. For example, we can differentiate the body
and consciousness at the level of thought but factually we cannot
differentiate them. They can be regarded as ‘different’ in our thinking
but on the level of experience they are the one and the same for in our
experiential world consciousness as something different from body is
nowhere available. Again, in the context of a dead individual, the body
can be regarded as independent of consciousness but it is not so in the
context of a living individual. Mahavira and the latter Jaina masters
therefore, maintained that the living and the non-living are ‘different’ but
also are the same." Similarly, in practical life we cannot give any
categorical answer to the question, say, whether it is good to sleep, till of
course, the meanings of ‘sleeping’ or ‘waking’ are not clear. Further, the
context and the individual, with reference to whom the query is made is
also to be mentioned. Motives behind sleeping or not sleeping are many.
One can sleep to overcome tiredness and to revitalise oneself. One can
also sleep first because of lethargy. Similarly, there are several conditions
involved in sleeping say for sleeping in night, sleeping in day-time,
sleeping in the class-room and so on. Further, the persons who sleep, are
of many types, viz. the violent, the wicked, the gentle, the moral and the
like. Here the question of why, when and whose are related with the
meaning of sleeping and awakening. Without analysing them we cannot
say in absolute terms whether sleeping is good or bad. It may be good to



Introduction (13)

steep in night for the revitalisation of body but bad to sleep in daytime
due to laziness. Bhagavati-siitra mentions that when Jayanti asked
Mahavira whether sleeping is good or waking? The Mahavira replied
that for some living-beings sleeping is good and for some others to remain
awakened is good. Sleeping is good for the wicked and bad for the moral.™
The function of analysis is first to clarify the relative meaning of questions
and concepts by analysing them. In Anguttaranikaya, Lord Buddha says
that a scholar knows both the right meaning (artha) and the false meaning
(anartha) but one who accepts the right meaning, rejecting the false one,
is known as scholar.'” In this statement of the Buddha lies the crux of the
contemporary linguistic-philosophy. The Jaina tradition also puts
emphasis on the meaning rather than the word. A Tirthankarais supposed
to be an advocate of meaning'®. The today’s linguistic-analyst also clarifies
the meanings of concepts and words by analysing them, and explains
them in context with the empirical world. Not withstanding the relative
difference on the philosophical grounds, vibhajyavada, as a method is
similar to the linguistic-analysis and on the same ground we can very
well say that it is a precursor of contemporary language-analysis.
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Chapter 2

Language and Script

Jaina accounts of origin of language

As far as the origin of language is concerned it is very difficult
to say when did the language come in existence and who invented it. In
the Jaina literature though Lord Rsabhadeva is said to have invented the
script but the invention of script, has nothing to do with the origin of the
language. We fail to find a single reference in the Jaina literature by
which we can know the creator and the date of the origin of language. In
the Jaina canon Prjfiapana-stitra, the problem of the origin of language is
raised and the Gautama in this connection asks four questions to Mahavira:
(1) O Lord! What is the beginning of language; (2) What has caused its
origin; (3) What is the structure of language and (4) Where does it
terminate?

Replying to the first question Mahavira said,” Language begins
with the living-begins.' This reply of Mahavira is sustained by the linguistic
discoveries of our times also. Language is possible only in the living-
begins. The nature of language, of course, may differ in different living-
begins and in different periods of human history, but there can be no
doubt that language came into existence with the very existence of living
beings. Language is a means of self-expression. The Jaina masters have
distinguished the two aspects of language (1) Aksaratmaka-bhasa
(language consisting of syllables) and (2) Anaksaratmaka-bhas# (language
consisting of no syllables). In the Jaina philosophy human language is
regarded to be aksaratmaka, and the language of living-beings other than
human beings, and of infants and dump person is considered to be
anaksaratmaka.’ The modern linguists have also accepted the fact that the
world of animals and birds use sound and body signals for their self-
expressions. Hence, the contention of the Jaina Philosophers that there
exists a unmanifested language in the world of animals, seems to be
correct. The function of language is communication of thought through
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the medium of signs and signals. However, weak and undeveloped it
may be, the animals do have the tendency of expression and
communication. The recognition of Jaina thinkers therefore, that the
language has its existence since the very advent of living beings, is right.
The contention of Prajiiapana’s thesis is that the question of the origin of
language is related with the very origin of the world of living-beings and
it cannot be taken as separate from the origin of living beings. Since the
Jainas regard the existence of the living-world without beginning, so
also they regard the stream of language as eternal. Though from the point
of view of time and space difference in languages is but natural. Jainas
hold that the nature of language is ever transforming like the nature of
Reality. Language subjects in the midst of change. There is no creator of
language. It is existent from the very existence of life and yet it undergoes
changes from time to time and places to places.

Whether language has a beginning or is without beginning, the
answer of this question is given by the Jaina philosophers by the two-
fold divisions of scriptures- Sadisruta (Temporal scriptures) and
Anadisruta (Eternal scriptures). Scriptures are based on language. As
such the question of their being eternal or temporal is linked with the
question of the temporal or eternal nature of language. As in the Jaina
philosophy the scriptures are regarded to be relatively temporal and
relatively eternal, similar is the case with language also. The particular
language from the point of view of being developed at a certain place, in
a certain time, by certain class of people is of course temporal but from
the point of view of tradition and flow, the concept of language in itself
1s eternal. To regard language as eternal means only that the language is
existent from the advent of living-world or in other words the language
functioning a medium of communication of thoughts and emotions through
symbols. It is of course another story that modern scientists regard the
advent of life in this world at a particular point of time; but by recognising
the existence of life in this world as without beginning, we can regard
language also as eternal not withstanding the changes that languages
undergoe in different times and places. '

In theé Indian philosophy, the Mimamsakas regard Vedas as
eternal and the grammarians regards sound of the letters (phoneme) as
temporal, nevertheless, the sphota (the potentiality of conveying meaning)
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is regarded as eternal and on this basis language is also recognised as
eternal. On the contrary, the Nyaya system regards the origin of words
through efforts, and the world created and on this basis Naiyayika regards
language also as having beginning or God created. Whereas the Jainas
even after considering the language in generic sense or the denotative
power of the symbols as eternal, regard a particular language having
beginning or non-eternal.

Other doctrines of origin of language and Jainism

With regard to the origin of language, many thecries are prevalent.
The oldest one is the theory of divine origin according to which, the
language is created by God. In the Indian Philosophies the Nyiya system
regards language as created by God. In Christian and Islamic religions
also God is said to be the creator of language. The Mimamsakas, however,
because of recognising world as eternal, regard language also as eternal.
Recognising word itself as Brahman, the Sabdadvaitavadins regard
language as without beginning (anadi). However, their idea of language
as without beginning is different from that of the Jainas. When the Jainas
say that the language has no beginning they only mean that it is difficult
to say, when did language come into existence? They did not regard
language as God-created. According to the Jainas the language is not
created by God, but by the world of living beings. It is substantially
proved by the multiplicity of language prove itself that they are not created
by God rather created by the living beings. The multiplicity of language
is based on the multiplicity of living beings. It is really strange that Dr.
Bholanath Tiwari has depicted the Jaina view of language as of Divine
origin. The very argument, by which he proves this, is enough to refute
his own argument. He writes ‘the Jainas have really gone far ahead of
even Sanskrit Pandits and the Buddhists as according to them,
ardhamagadhi is not the language of human beings only but it is
fundamentally the language of all the living-beings. He adds ‘when
Mabhavira teaches in this language, everybody, irrespective of divine class
or the class of animals and birds, enjoy his teachings.* Dr. Bholanath
Tiwari’s difficulty is in fact, because of not understanding the Jaina
tradition properly. The Jainas never regarded ardhamagadhi as
fundamentally the language of all the living-beings. According to the
Jaina philosophers all living beings have their own language, and they
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understand the teachings of the Tirthankarain their respective languages
only and not in the ardhamagadhilanguage. In the Samavayarnga-sitrait
is clearly said, *“ The Lord teaches in ardhamagadhi language; and this
ardhamagadhi transforms into their own language of expressions
irrespective of the Aryans and the non-Aryans, animals and birds.* Thus,
all the beings comprehend the sense of the teachings of the Tirthankara
accordingly. It is clear that they have there own respective languages but
how do they understand the sense (of Tirthankara’s teaching) in their
own languages, is a different question. The only possible answer of this
question is that the Tirthankaras used to speak with certain sound-symbols
alongwith specific bodily postures (mudra) that could convey the sense
of his discourses. Even today the behaviour of human beings is full of
many bodilypostures and sound-signals, the sense of which is
understandable to not only the different language-speaking people but
also to the animals and birds. Again, it should be noted that as far as the
Digambara tradition is concerned it regards the divine sound of the
Tirthankaras as Anaksaratmaka® (language consisting of no syllables).
Thus, according to Jainas neither there is any Reality like God, which
creates the language, nor the Tirtharkaras are the creator of language.
Language is not God-created; it is the creation of living-beings. As a
generic concept or flow, however, it is eternal. Thus, the Jaina view with
regard to the origin of the language is different from that of the Naiyayikas.

The other views regarding the origin of language like- Dhatu-
siddhanta (theory of elements of words/grammatical theory), Nirmya-
siddhanta (theory of judgement), Dhvani-anukarana (theory of sound
imitation), Manobhava-abhivyakti-siddhanta (theory of sentiment
expression) and Ingita-siddhanta (theory of Indication) are usually
prevalent in linguists. But non of these theories are able to give an
uncontroversial explanation of the origin of language. As a matter of fact
language is a developing and a dynamic process. It is influenced by many
a factors. As such we cannot prove its origin on the basis of any one
particular theory only. According to the Jainas, the meaning- symbols
and cognition of meaning of language are the result of the efforts of the
living beings, which are influenced by many factors such as space, time
and circumstances. Jaina philosophy accepts Anekantavada (theory of
many-foldness of reality or non-absolutism) and therefore, it does not
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regard any concept absolutely final and categorical. We can briefly say
that language according to the Jainas is not God created, but it is created
by conventions. The languages is not something readymade that human
begins could get. Language goes on developing. It is never fixed and
final and continuously dynamic. It is not a creation of one person-may it
be God or Tirtharikara. It developed in due course of time by traditions.
This is the only theory regarding the origin of language that is acceptable
to the Jainas.

Thoughts and Language

Isthought or thinking possible without language, it is an important
question. Generally it is held that language or the use of words is necessary
for thinking. Noreflexion is possible without language or word application.
In the Jaina philosophy the question of the mutual relation between
language and thought is answered by the mutual relationship of Matjriana
(Sensory knowledge) and Sruta-jAiana (Scriptural knowledge). However,
all the Jaina masters have accepted that the scriptural knowledge (language
based cognition) is not possible without the sensory knowledge (sense
cognition). The scriptural knowledge arises in the wake of sensory
knowledge -Srutarh matiparvam...(Tattvartha-stitra-1/20). As a matter of
fact sense-cognition is necessary before thinking process takes place. It
is sense-cognition which presents the raw materials for thinking and
which is (afterwards) communicated to others. As such the Jainas
contention seems to be right when they say, Sruta-jiana is preceded by
mati-jAiana. In ViSesavaSyaka-bhasya® it is said that the scriptural
knowledge subsists on sensory-knowledge and sensory knowledge gives
perfection to the scriptural knowledge because from the latter the scriptural
knowledge is reproduced. Further, the scriptural knowledge is obtained
through (by hearing orreading) sensory-knowledge and also transmitted
to others by the sensory knowledge. In ViSesavaSyaka-bhasya there is
serious discussion regarding the relation between mati-jiiana and Sruta-
jiiana. This text also supports the view that scriptural knowledge is
preceded by sensory knowledge, and not the vice-versa. But Maladhari
Acarya Hemacandrais of the opinion that sensory-knowledge (mati-jfiana)
also is preceded by the physical scriptural knowledge (dravyasruta). In
fact before the discussion on this matter it is necessary to understand as
to how the two types of knowledge (mati-jiiana and Sruta-jiiana) contribute
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to each other. The Jaina masters have included in mati-jiana not only
sensory and mental cognition but also reflexion, thought and logic. The
question here arises whether thought and reflexion are possible without
language? If not, then materialisation of mati-jfiana (sensory-knowledge)
consisting of avagraha (perception), iha (speculation), apaya (perceptual
judgement) and dharana (retention) will not be possible because out of
its four divisions, only avagraha is bereft of thought and reflection as it
lacks language applications. We have to accept, therefore, that except
avagraha (perception) all types of mati-jiiana follow to Sruta-jiiana, because
where there is language, Sruta-jfianais involved, and excluding avagraha,
the apaya and dharana do have language applications. VisesavaSyaka-
bhasya and Jainatarkabhasa, of course, have contented that avagraha
(perception) itself is mati-jiiana (sensory knowledge) and its other folds
being literal can not be regarded as mati-jaznabut as Sruta-jiiana. However,
in reply, it is said that though 7hd and other folds are expressible in
words yet they are not of word-form, because the expressible (abhilapya)
knowledge when expressed to others through words only, it is called
Sruta-jfiana.

The distinction between mati-jiiana and Sruta-jfiana is made on
the ground of manifest language-behaviour and use of letters. As a matter
of fact in mati-jiiana, use of language is involved only in an indistinct
manner, and not in a distinct way. Difference between mati and Sruta is
based on muteness and not-muteness. It can also be said that Thaetc. are
really $ruta-nisrita (backed by scriptural learning) because they cannot
take place without following the words heard before. It is of course correct
that fha etc. are produced only in a person who has cultivated mati-jiana
through the impressions of sruta-jiiana and hence is called Sruta-nisrita,
but practically they do not follow Sruta-jiiana, therefore, they cannot be
called Sruta-jiiani (possessed of scriptural knowledge).® In thought and
reflection though language is implicitly present, but utterance is totally
absent there. It is on the basis of articulation and explicit symbolisation
that a distinction between mati-jfiana and Sruta-jiiana can be made. Thus
while in Tha etc. folds of mati-jiiana there is implicit language-behaviour,
in §ruta-jiiana it is explicit.

Pt. Sukhlal Sanghvi in his interpretation of Tattvartha-sutra,
distinguishing the mati-jiiana from $ruta-jiiana writes that in mati-jfiana
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there is no (explicit) mention of words whereas in §ruta-jiana it is there.
As such it can be concluded that the type of knowledge caused by senses
and mind having explicit language behaviour is $ruta-jidna and one which
has no such behaviour is mati-jiana. Clarifying the phrase ‘mention of
words’ (§abdollekha), he further says that it refers to meaning generating
capacity of words when used. At the time of the attainment of Sruta-
jiidna, it is expected that symbols, memories and scriptures are well
followed, but such expectation is not there in mati-jiiana. Thus, it can be
said that the knowledge, which can be rendered in language, is Sruta-
jfana, and the one which remains devoid of such rendering, is rnati-
jAana. If Sruta-jiana is the khira (a sweet-dish made of milk, rice and
sugar), the mati-jiianais the milk. Jaina masters have also divided $ruta-
JjAanainto two types (i) Aksara-sruta(alphabetically originated scripture)
and Anaksara-$ruta (non- alphabetically originated scripture). However,
if Sruta-jiana (as we have already seen).is concerned with language,
what, then is anaksara-Sruta? Would it not be a form of mati-jiana?
Regarding this Jaina’s contention seems to be that when the knower
himself knows then it is anaksara-$ruta and when he imparts this knowledge
to others or gets knowledge from others, it is aksara-Sruta. In self-obtained
knowledge, language is, of course, used but letters are not pronounced,
hence it is anaksara-Sruta. Anaksara does not mean that it is bereft of
language but it is bereft of pronunciation. Another meaning of anaksara-
Sruta is that there the meaning is conveyed not only by words (linguistic
sound-symbols) but also by other signals or symbols. It is anaksara-
$ruta because there is no (actual) use of words in it but it conveys the
meanings nevertheless. It can therefore, be said that the difference between
Sruta-jiiana and mati-jiana is really based on explicit and the implicit use
of words.

The belief that there is no language involved in mati-jfiana is
wrong. In my opinion, except avagraha in all the other types of mati-
jiiana as 7ha (speculation), apaya (perceptual judgement), dharana
(retention), smrti (memory), etc. language be necessarily involved. In
the field of sense cognition the moment reflexion or thought begins,
language comes naturally. Thus along with Sruta-jfiana, in mati-jiiana
also, after the stage of avagraha, language is involved in the whole cognitive
process, as it causes thought and reflexion. Itis an experienced fact that
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the process of thinking takes place in language and not otherwise. As
such, barring sensation and self-realisation, all cognitive behaviours are
based on language. Similarly, the mati-jiiana of the Jainas is also to some
extent, related with language.

The above analysis shows that amongst the five-types of
knowledge namely Matr (Sensory knowledge), Sruta (Scriptural
knowledge), Avadhi (Clairvoyance), Manahparyaya (Telepathy) and
Kevala (Omniscience), mati-jiianais partly and the Sruta-jfianais wholly
related with language. While avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala as forms
of direct self-realisation are not related with language. In mati-jiiana,
only the Vyaiijanavagraha (Indistinct apprehension) and the Arthavagraha
(Apprehension) are not related with language. The rest 7ha, apaya, and
dharana are all indirectly related with language because they involve doubt,
thinking and reflexion which are not possible without language. According
to modern psychologists also thinking is only non-manifest language-
behaviour. It can therefore be said that in Jaina philosophy language and
thought are necessarily related to each other. Without language, thought
and reflexion are not possible.

Types of Language

Generally, all the sound-signals, body-signals and other type of
signals which communicate ones feelings and thoughts to the listener or
the seer and through which the listener or the seer comprehend the
meaning, are called language. In the Jaina tradition, the linguistic
knowledge is known as Sruta. Defining Sruta-jianaJaina masters maintain
‘when from one type of knowledge (sense-cognition) we get another type
of knowlédgc (perception of meaning), it is called Srutajiana.!! For
example, by hearing the word ‘cow’ we comprehend the meaning of a
living-being named ‘cow’. The same is the characteristic of language.
Language/scripture is of two types -(i) aksara-Sruta (alphabetically
originated scriptures) and anaksara-sruta (non-alphabetically originated
scriptures) . Sound and script symbols associated with vowels and
consonants come under aksara-Sruta whereas audible unclear sounds
devoid of vowels and consonants along with visual symbolic gestures
come under anaksara-§ruta. The Jainacaryas have also distinguished
between two types of word-cognition - (i) Bhasatmaka (linguistic) and
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(i1) Abhasatmaka (non-linguistic).” Word-sounds with letters which are
capable of expressing meaning to the listener are necessarily linguistic
and classified under aksara-Sruta. Besides, aksara-§ruta is more
comprehensive because it includes the knowledge through the scripts and
symbols also. Therefore, aksara-Sruta is both visual as well as audible,
and both of them are bhasatmaka. As far as the word-sounds devoid of
vowel and consonants are concerned, that can be anaksara-Sruta type or
also different from it. If an abhasatmakai.e.non-linguistic sound devoid
of letters concerning vowel and consonant is able to express the meaning
then it is of the form of anaksara-sruta and if not, it cannot be called as
Sruta. In other words the word-sound devoid of vowel and consonant can
be of both the forms-- anaksara-sSruta and aSruta (mati-jiidna) also. The
whole scriptural knowledge (linguistic knowledge) is necessarily of the
nature of mati-jfiana (sense-cognition) also. But it is not necessary that
whole sense cognition (mati-jidna) be of the nature of Sruta.

Aksara-$ruta (alphabetically originzted scriptural knowledge) and
anaksara-$ruta (non-alphabetically originated scriptural knowledge) both
are the forms of language. Spoken or written language with vowels and
consonants is surely aksara-Sruta but the sound-signals devoid of vowels
and consonants and other type of signals, if they are able to express the
meaning, come under anaksara-sruta. Modern linguists also have accepted
both the forms of language. With a view of comprehensive definition of
language, anaksara-Sruta is also one of the forms of language. It is also
both audible and other than audible. According to Jainas symbolic sounds,
symbolic movements, symbolic marks, and also the cognition of their
meaning - both are the parts of language known as dravya-Sruta and
bhava-sruta. Dravya-srutais component of thinking while bhava-Srutais
thinking itself. Dravya-§ruta is saksara when it consists of written or
spoken words, and it 1s anaksara when it consists of physical gestures.
The bhava-Srutais called saksarabecause it contains word qud concepts,
it is also called anaksara because it does not contains word quad external
symbols written or spoken. Thus the language or Srutais a wider concept.
It may, however, be noted that the Svetambara tradition and its masters,
Jinabhadragani Ksamasramana, Haribhadra and Malayagiri do not include
non-audible body movements in anaksara-§ruta (non-alphabetical language)
for $ruta, according to them is only that which is audible. The body
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movements, which are not audible, cannot be called Sruta.'*. On the
contrary, the masters of Digambara tradition hold'® that sense-cognition
(mati-jfiana) is the cause of aksara-§ruta, and as such, knowledge derived
from both audio and visual signals should also be included in Sruta-
jAana. To my mind this second opinion seems to be more logical because
the written language is visual, and not audible, and we get its meaning by
seeing (reading) it. Pt. Bechardasji has also accepted the same view. He
writes, ‘In my opinion, if the word ‘sruta’ is taken in a wider connotation,
there should be no objection in including both audio and visual signals
alongwith bodily movements in Sruta-jiiana’.'® If we regard language as
the expression of feelings and thoughts through sound signals, bodily
movements and other kinds of symbols, then we must include all the
forms of symbolic expressions in the fold of language and regard them
the different forms of linguistic expressions. Jaina philosophers, on this
basis, have classified the language as under:

Bhasa (language)

|
| 1

Aksaratmaka (Alphabetical) Anaksaratmaka (Non-alphabetical)

I I

[ 1 [ 1

§rav_ya (Pronunciated) Drsya (Written) Sravya (Audible) Sravyetara (other than audible)

Types of Aksaratmaka-bhasa (Alphabetical Language)

The language consisting of vowel and consonant is alphabetical language.
This is of two types viz. (i) Maukhika/Sravya (audible), and (i1) Likhita/
Drsya (visible). Almost all the languages and dialects of the world are
covered under these two categories. 7 Ordinarily all the developed languages
of human beings are alphabetical. Alphabetical language is the language
made of meaningful words, terms and sentences that have vowels and
consonants. According to the masters of the Jainism such language
capability is formed only in rational five-sensed beings (sarnjiii-
paficendriya) or human beings and other developed beings. The
alphabetical language is classified by Jainas as arya and anarya (civilised
and uncivilised). Again, the Aryan languages, which are of Indian origin,
are divided in the following eighteen languages:'®

Three Karpata languages (langﬁages spoken in Karnata region)
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Three Marahattha languages (languages spoken in Maharastra region)
Three Lida languages (languages spoken in Lada region)

Three Malawa languages (languages spoken in Malawa region)
Three Magadha languages (languages spoken in Magadha region)
Three Gaudalanguages ((languages spoken in Gauda region)

The vartous languages prevalent in India today are constructed
and refined in due course of time by these above languages.

In the anarya class of languages all the non-Indian languages are
included. According to Jainacaryas, there are some seven hundred such
languages including Parasi, Singhali and Barbaric, etc.* It seems that
the Jainacaryas were not familiar with all the non-Indian languages. That
is why they could enumerate only some known non-Indian languages. It
is difficult to say that how correct is the number of non-Indian languages
that they have given, but looking to the prevalent languages and dialects
today this number does not seem to be quite imaginary or exaggerated. It
is expected that modern linguists will carry on research on the Indian and
non-Indian languages, which are mentioned in Jaina Scriptures. As our
concern is linguistic philosophy and not linguistics, it is not possible for
us to go deep into such analysis.

Anaksaritmaka Bhasi (Non-alphabetical Language)

According to Jainacaryas the meaningful sound-symbols and
body-movements capable of giving expressions to thought but bereft of
letters (vowels and consonants) are called non-alphabetical languages.
They hold that the divine voices of the Tirtharikaras, sound-symbols and
body-movements of all the two, three and four sensed and five-sensed
non-rational living beings, as well as of the dumb and the child, ail are
the forms of non-alphabetical language.?' It is necessary to accept the
existence of language in the two-sensed living beings and the like because
all these animals understand the meanings of the sound signals etc. In
ViSesavaSyaka-bhasyait is clearly mentioned that sounds of exclamation,
spitting, coughing, sneezing and clapping, etc. are non-alphabetical
languages (anaksara-Sruta) because they carry the feelings.? Similarly,
other body-movements, which are capable of expressing meaning, may
be considered as a form of non-alphabetical language. It is possible to
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count languages and scripts but is not possible to determine the number
of symbolic movements and their respective meanings. There may be
several forms of non-alphabetical languages (anaksaratmaka- bhisa)
according to species of living beings and the differences in their sounds
and bodily movements etc.Regarding the question, whether voice of the
Tirthanikara is aksaratmaka or anaksaratmaka, there is a difference of
opinion between the Svetimbaras and the Digambaras. Both of them
nevertheless regard these voices as linguistic expressions because the
different beings are able to draw meanings from them.

We arrive by the above discussion to the conclusion that the
Jaina acaryas adopt a very wide view concerning language and its various
forms. They don’t accept the conservative Brahmin’s view that it is only
Sanskrit words, and Sanskrit language, which have the capacity of
conveying, right meanings. According to them languages is a wider concept
which not only includes Sanskrit, Apabhrams$a, Prakrit and other Indian
languages but all the other languages and dialects of the world. In addition,
by accepting what is called Anaksara-srutathey have made language so
very wide that not only the audio and visuals but also all the symbolic
.meanings came into its fold. Here, it may be noted that there is a difference
between the sense perception of symbols and their meanings. According
to the Jainas the sense cognition of a symbol is mati-jiana and the meaning
derived from it is linguistic knowledge (Sruta-jiiana). When we perceive
somebody giving red signal, it is sense-cognition but when we interpret
that signal as ‘Stop! The track is blocked ’it is $ruta or linguistic
knowledge. Thus, linguistic knowledge means to express thoughts and
feelings by the medium of symbols/signals and to understand the meanings
of those very symbols/signals.

Basic requisites of L.anguage

The main function of language is paropadesai.e. to get others
cognised by our expression of experience, emotions and thoughts expressed
through the medium of symbols/signals. In technical terminology of
Jainism, it is called ‘paropadesa’ (instructing/cognising others). To fulfil
this purpose, language takes help of symbol/signals. When these symbolic
terms/words are made of letters, then it is called alphabetical language
(aksaratmaka-bhasa). Though Jainacaryashave accepted existence of such
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languages, the symbols/signals of which are without alphabets. We have
already discussed about the language without alphabets. In the present
context we are concerned only with the alphabetical language (aksaratmaka-
bhasa) because ordinary people understand by the term language only
language that has words and letters.

Generally speaking the human beings express their thoughts
through sentences. These sentences are made of words/terms and the
terms/words, are made of letters. Thus the fundamental or the final
material cause of the language are letters.”

Definition of Letter (Varna)

Ordinarily, vowels and consonants used in a language are called
‘letters’ (aksara or varna). Acarya Jinabhadragani Ksamasramana says
that aksara means that from which meaning falls off (ksarana) but which
never falls down (ksarita) it self: ‘atthe ya kharai na ya jena khijfai akkhara
tena’ ( Visesavasyaka-bhasya-461). According to him to call vowels and
consonants as aksara (letters), is based on their conventional meaning
(ridhartha). As a matter of fact which falls off the meanings but does not
shake off it self, or which does not loose own nature or identity, is letter
(varna). From this point of view knowledge is called as aksara. Thus, the
consciousness or knowledge-potentiality. of soul is really eternal
(Aksara)*. In the Jaina terminology, the knowledge or cognitive potentials
of the soul is eternal ({Aksara) in absolute sense. But from the pragmatic
or substantial point of view, the sounds of vowels and consonants or the
symbols pertaining to the scripts are also called as aksara.

Types of letters

The Jainacaryas have recognised three types of letters namely
Akrtiripa (figure form), Dhvaniriipa (sound form) and JAanaripa
(cognitive form). On the basis of these three forms there are three classes
of the letters, viz. (i) Samjiiaksara (alphabets/script), (i1) Vyanjanaksara
(spoken letters) and Labdhyaksara®® (Power of attainment of meaning).

Samjiiaksara means the particular shape and form of the letters
of a script. SamjfAdksara thus are the letters of scripts®® (lipyaksara).
Maladhari Hemacandra refers eighteen types of script prevalent at that
time. Vyafjanaksara means a word that expresses certain meanings. In
other words, the sounds or the pronunciations of vowels and consonants
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in different languages and dialects that suggest meanings are called
vyafijanaksara. Thus the sound form of pronounced letters of a language
ts Vyafjanaksara.” Samjfiaksara and vyafijanaksara, which are written
and spoken forms of language respectively, are considered Sruta-jiana
traditionally or by the usage only, they are dravya-aksara. As a matter of
fact they are inanimate objects (jada) and are only means to convey the
meanings. The meaning that we get from both of them is really
labdhyaksara. Labdhi is potentiality or capability. Technically the
conscious activity of the soul or the functional consciousness (knowledge)
is called Labdhi. The meaning denoting capacity of the letters is really
labdhyaksara” Labdhyiksarais the soul of language. Itis also known as
bhava-aksara (letter-suggestive of meaning).

If we see from the point of view of the knower, the meaning,
which is derived from the written or the pronounced letters is labdhyaksara.
The Jaina acaryas believe that samjfiaksara and vyaijanaksara are means
to convey feelings - are dravya-sruta. In these two forms of letters there
lies mechanism of transferring power of language, because it is through
written or uttered letters only that we can transmit our thoughts to others.
The understanding of meaning in an individual is through the letters
bsuggestive of meaning. The bhava-Srutais that which is possible with or
without the help of others. However, the cognition of meaning through
written or pronunciated vowels and consonants are not possible without
learning the language. Thus language, in traditional terminology should
be cultivated through others (paropade$apiirvaka) and considered as
acquired quality according to the modern terminology. But the Jaina
masters are of the opinion that if a person does not have in himself the
capability of understanding meanings through symbols, he can not derive
meanings and thus language can be regarded a natural or non-acquired
phenomena. From the point of view of the modern linguistics it is, of
course, true that language is something acquired or learned but psychology
nevertheless tells us that intelligence quotient (buddhi-labdhi) is a non-
acquired quality. The capability of understanding meaning through vowels
and consonants of words is not equal in all the beings and individuals.
As a matter of fact intelligence quotient is really labdhyaksara and modern
psychology regards it as something non-acquired. Jainas putting the same
contention in different way say that labdhyaksara (letters suggesting
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meanings) is attained after destruction-cum-subsidence of verbal-
knowledge-obscuring- karmas (Sruta-jfianavarana-karma) hence it is
subjective (atmanistha) whereas samjfiaksara (shape and form of the letters
of a script) and vyafijanaksara (letters suggesting certain meanings) are
external and objective. The labdhyaksarais non-acquired in as much as it
is capable of understanding the meaning but simultaneously it is dependent
on samyjiaksara and vyafijanaksara also and both being acquired are
cultivated or learned. Thus labdhyaksara can be regarded to the some
extent as acquired or cultivated also. |

Vowel & consonant

Jaina masters have classified letters into vowels and consonants.
Jinabhadragani Ksamasramana in his Visesavasyaka- bhasyahas defined
vowel as that which follows letters®. The commentator regards aksara as
(expressive of knowledge and reality). A vowel because it follows or
articulates reality or knowledge is called svara. The commentator further
adds that, that which indicates the thing or idea and makes consonants
pronounceable is svara. Without the svaras (vowels) consonants remain
non-pronounceable. ?

While defining the consonant, the Jaina acaryas say that as the
lamp reveals the pot so also that which expresses the object is consonants.*
As a matter of fact all the objects are expressed or pronounced through
vowels, consonants and words made by their different combinations.
Thus the fundamental source of all alphabetical languages can be see in
vowels and consonants, which construct the language.

Matrkaksara (Matrix of the letters)

‘Whether the Jaina masters have ever thought seriously about the
matrix of letters with respect to acoustics and scriptology, it is not known
to me. We have mention about matrix of 46 letters only in the
Samavayariga*. However, there also it is not clear as to what exactly is
the form of matrix. The commentator Abhayadeva has given the matrix
of the following 46 letters, which exclude r F Iri and [ (&)

Vowels adifuiea oaumh= 12
Consonants ka kha ga gha n

cacha ja jha i
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ta tha da dha n
ta tha da dhana

pa pha ba bha ma =25

Semi-vowels ya ra la va = 4
Sibilants Sa sa ha = 4
45

To complete the number 46, the commentator has added ksa **
but ksa is compound letter. Thus, if we take ksa, we would have to add
tra & jiia. To my mind, we should include | instead of ksa because the
farmer is an independent letter from the pronunciation point of view in
the Prakrta-Pali languages. Itis also a recognised letter in Marathi, Gujarati
etc. even today.

As we have already seen that in the Jaina tradition letters are
classified in three classes-

1. Samyjna-aksara (letters suggesting shapes and form of the
script), Vyafjana-aksara (letters suggesting certain meaning), and 3.
Labdhyaksara (letters suggesting meanings denoting capacity). Out of
these, the first is related with script.

According to the Jaina tradition the development of script is
regarded to have begun from Tirthankara Lord Rsabhadeva. It is believed
that Lord Rsabhadeva taught a script to his daughter Brahmi for the first
time, and therefore, that script is known by her name i.e. Brahmf script.
In the Jaina literature we find a mention of 18 scripts :

S. No. Samavayanga Prajfiapana VisesavaSyaka-bhasya
(18th Samavaya) (Jiva Prajiapana-71) (Hemacandra’s coment. 464)
I. Bambhi (Brahmi) Bambhi (Brahmi) Javani (Yavani)
2. Javanaliya (yavani) Javapaniya (yavanani) Hamsa (Hamsa)
3. Dosa Uria (dosa uparika) Dosapuria Bhiya (Bhiita)
4. Kharotthia (kharostrika) Kharotthi (kharostri) Jakhi (yoksa)
5 Bhogavaiya (Bhogavatika) Bhogavaia (Bhogavati)  Rakhasi (raksasi)
6.  Paharaia (Praharatika) Paharaia Uddr (Udia)
7. Kharasavia (Khara§ravika) Antakkharia Turukki (Turkri)
8.

Ucaataria (Uccatarika) Pukharasana KirT (krita)
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9. Akharaputthia (Aksaraprsthika) Akharaputhia Davidi (Dravidi)

10. Venatia (Venakia) Venaia (Vainaiki) Sindhavi (Sindhi)

1. Ninhaid (Ninhavika) Ninhaia (Ninhavikr) Malavini (Malvi)

12.  Anka (Anka) Anka (Anka) Nadi

13.  Gania (Ganita) Gania (Ganita) Nagari (Nagari)

14.  Gandhawa (Gandharva) Gandharva (Gandharva)  Ladalivi (Lata)
Bhiita (Bhiita) Pirast (Parasi)

15. Adamsa (Adarsa) Ayamsa (AdarSa) Animitti

16. Mahesari (Maheswari) Mahesari (maheSwari) Capakki (Canakyi)

17. Dami (Dami) Domi (Dromi) Miiladevi (Miiladevi)

18. Volinda (Polindi) Polindi (Polindi)

A comparative view of the above table of the names of scripts
makes it clear that the lists of Prajiapand and Samavayanga are almost
similar. There is slight difference is only in two names. Where in
Samavayanga, Kharsaviya script is mentioned, in Prajiapana it is
mentioned in the name of Antakkhariya. Similarly, at the place of Uccataria
mentioned in Samavayariga, there is mention of Pukkharsariya in
Prajiiapana. So for as the comparison of the lists of Samavayariga and
Prajiiapana with the list of name of scripts referred in ViSesavaSyaka-
bhasyais concerned, there is no similarity at all. Except Javani (Yavani)
the whole list is different. In this context one more point to be noted is
that in the original text of Prajfiapana-siitra, all the scripts are said to be
derivatives of Brahmi scripts. It is clearly mentioned there that Brahmi-
script has eighteen varieties. The question arises whether scripts mentioned
in Samavayariga and Prajiiapana are independent scripts are they are only
subtypes of Brahmiscript? Most of the modern scholars regard Kharosthi
as an independent script. There is a need of serious considération regarding
it. Most of the scripts mentioned in VisesavasSyaka-bhasyacan however,
be regarded as developed forms of Brahmi script.

In a Buddhist treatise Lalitavistara, we have a list of scripts
where some 64 scripts are mentioned - (1) Brahmi (2) Kharosthi
(3) Puskarasari (4) Angalipi (5) Variga-lipi (6) Magadha-lipi (7) Mangalya-
lipi (8) Anguliya-lipi (9) §akéra—1ipi (10) Brahmava-lipi (11) Parusya-
lipi (12) Dravida-lipi (13) Kirata-lipi (14) Daksinya-lipi (15) Ugra-lipi
(16) Samkhya-lipi (17) Anuloma-lipi (18) Avamurdha-lipi (19) Darada-
lipi (20) Khasya-lipi (21) Cina-lipi (22) Lana-lipi (23) Hina-lipi
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(24) Madhyaksaravistara-lipi (25) Puspa-lipt (26) Deva-lipi (27) Naga-
lipi (28) Yaksa-lipi (29) Gandharva-lipi (30) Kinnara-lipi (31) Mahoraga-
lipi (32) Asura-lipi (33) Garuna-lipi (34) Mrgacakra-lipi (35) Vayasaruta-
lipi (36) Bhoumadeva-lipi (37) Antariksadeva-lipi (38) Uttarakurudvipa-
lipi (39) Aparagodaniya-lipi (40) Purnavideha-lipi (41) Utksepa-lipi
(42) Niksepa-lipi (43) Viksepa-lipi (44) Praksepa-lipi (45) Sagara-lip1
(46) Vajra-lipi (47) Lekha-Pratilekha-Iipi (48) Anupadruta-lipi
(49) Sastravarta-lipi (50) Ganavarta-lipi (51) Utksepavarta-lipi
(52) Niksepavart-lipi (53) Padavarta-1ipi (54) Dviruttarapadasamdhi-lipi
(55) Adhyaharini-lipi (56) Sarvarutasamgahani-lipi (57) Vidyunaloma-
vimisrita-lipi (58) Risitapastapta-lipi (59) Rocamana-lipi (60)
Dharanipreksani-lipi (61) Gaganapreksani-lipi (62) Sarvousadhi-
nisyanda-lipi (63) Sarvasara-sangrahani-Iipi (64) Sarvabhuta-rutagrahani-
lipi (Parivavrta-10).

By comparison we find that the following scripts mentioned in
Lalitavistara are also available at some places in the three lists of the
Jaina tradition (1) Brahmi (2) Kharosthi (3) Puskarasari (4) Dravida (5)
Samkhya (arika) (6) Yaksa (7) Gandharva (8) Antariksa (9) Asura-lipi
(Raksasa), etc.

It may also be noted that in the lists of the Jainas, there are
several scripts, which are not included in the list of Lalitavistara. In the
Buddhist scripture Suttanta, there is a mention of akkharikakhe. This
may be possibly antarikkhiya of Samavayanga list. In the above lists
there are so many scripts, which were existent in the past, but today we
have no evidence of their existence. In the list of Samavayariga and
Prajiapana, only Brahmi, Kharosthi and Javani scripts are such, which
are found in inscriptions only. But it is difficult to say any thing with
certainty about the rest of the scripts. Nihnavika script, however is
recognised as a secret or symbolic script. It could have been secret script
because in the Jaina tradition the word nihanava is used in the sense of
hiding. We cannot also reject downright the existence of anka-lipi and
Ganita-lipi because a resident of Vi§ve§vara in the south, Yalappa Sastri
had an important treatise comprising one crore verses. It was seen by the
then President Dr. Rajendra Prasad and many others. This treatise was
written in numbers. On the basis of numerical symbols many volumes of
different subjects were included in it. Similarly, the Gandharva script
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can be regarded the script of Gandhara and Bhata-lipi that of Bhutan.
Mahesvarf script may be regarded the script of the Mahesvaris, a sub-
caste of the business class of Vaisyas. The scripts like Yavani, kiri
(krita), Turki, Udia, Malavi, Lata, Sindhavi, Parasi, Nagari, etc.
mentioned in Vis§esavasyaka-bhasya are recognised as independent scripts
many of which are still in vogue.

Though the above discussion on scripts has no direct impact on
the Jaina philosophy of language but this cannot be overlooked because
script is suggestive of the potentiality of expression of language. Out of
three forms of letters mentioned by the Jainas, the Samjfidksarahas direct
relation with script while Vyafjanaksara is related with sound. Labdhi-
aksarais concerned with the capability of meaning of the written or oral
symbols. The core of language after all is comprehension of meanings.
Language gives this meaning by vocal as well as written symbols. Script
symbols and sound symbols are really the means of communication of
meanings, and in that way they are very important. With the help of these
script and sound-symbols the word, term and sentences are constructed
which in turn are helpful to the reader or the hearer in understanding the
meaning of expressions of the writer or the speaker.
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Chapter-3

Jaina Philosophy of Word

Language and word

The first question of Prajfidpana-sitrais related to the origin of
language where as the second question is related to the expression of
language. The Mahavira’s contention with regard to expression of language
was that the language is produced by body or bodily efforts'. Jaina
philosophers have classified the words into two classes viz. Prayogika
(caused by efforts) and Vaisrasika (caused naturally)®. Simultaneously,
he maintains that language is made of prayogika words and not of
vaisrasika. Language is the result of the bodily efforts of beings, so the
contention of Prajiiapana that the language is born of bodily efforts seems
to be correct. For language not only sensible body is necessary but the
intellect or thought expression capacity in speaker as well as listener is
also necessary. The language is a scriptural or verbal knowledge, which
is necessarily followed by sensory knowledge (Mati-jadna). For sensory
knowledge mind and senses are essential. Therefore, the language whether
it is in the form of sound-symbols or bodily- signals, it is possible only
through the senses and the mind. The living beings express their feelings,
emotions and thoughts through their bodily efforts, which form the base
for the origin and expression of language. From this point of view,
Prajiapana’s contention that the language is produced by bodily effort is
correct. Though the comprehension of the meaning by all means of bodily
signals and symbols, is language but when we talk of language in the
context of human beings, we do not include all types of bodily symbols,
except sound symbols. In this respect the human language can be called
aksaratmaka (alphabetical or letter-formed) or $abdatmaka (word-formed).
Though it is true that language is $abdatmaka but all the words do not
necessarily support language. The Jaina thinkers have classified the words
in following manner. Firstly, from the point of view of its origin, words
have been classified into two parts i.e. (i) Prayogika (caused by efforts)
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and (ii) Vaisrasika (caused naturally). Prayogika words are those, whose
sound is produced by the efforts of animate-beings while Vaisrasika are
those whose sound is produced by mutual collision of inanimate beings.
Vaisrasika words are necessarily non-linguistic while prayogika words
are both linguistic and non-linguistic. The linguistic prayogika words are
of two types viz. Aksaratmaka (alphabetical) and Anaksaratmaka (non-
alphabetical). Among these two, the sound which is associated with letters/
alphabets.are called aksaratmaka and the sound which is bereft of letters/
alphdbets are anaksaratmaka. The sound produced by inanimate things is
called non-linguistic practical word sound. They are of five types":

1. Tata- word sounds produced by the instruments made of hide, e.g.
drum.

2. Vitata- word sounds produced by string instruments e.g. Sarangi,
Vina, Sitara etc.

3. Ghana- word sounds produced by hitting metal instrument e.g. cymbals.

4. Susira- word sounds produced by wind instruments live conch-shell,
flute, etc. '

5. Sangharsa- word sounds exerted by the friction/collision of two
inanimate things e.g. Jhanjha (an instrument played by the friction of
hand-palms.

Though, by nature all above types of sounds are considered as
non-linguistic but being produced through efforts the resultant sound can
be changed into linguistic form. These types of instruments necessarily
produce the musical sounds, thus, they undoubtedly deserve to be changed
into linguistic form. As Dhavald mentions, the words produced by Nagara
(a musical instrument) etc. are conventionally of the linguistic form.*

Therefore, the sound produced by vocal instruments like tata,
vitata etc. can be alphabetical to some extent. But on account of its
illegibility it can not be included in linguistic word sound. Here it is to be
remembered that the sound produced by the friction/collision of two things
caused by living beings is prayogika, whereas the sound emerging from
the friction/collision of two things naturally, is called vaisrasika, e.g.
sound produced by thunder, the sound of colliding clouds. It is totally
non- linguistic.
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Definition of word

Word is the sound-symbol, nevertheless, it is worth to remember
that all types of sound cannot be regarded as word. In the context of
language, the meaning of ‘word’ is ‘alphabetical meaningful sound
symbols’. Abhidhanarajendra-kosa mentions some definitions of word
given by Jaina masters. Generally, sound of alphabets received by auditory
sense in a successive manner as well as in a definite order is called
‘word’.* Though this definition fails to define the meaning of word in its

“totality because the word is not only the alphabetical sound received by
the auditory sense in an orderly manner but also more than that, it must
be meaning oriented. In this regard, there are three important points to be
noted:

i. Sound should be Alphabetical
ii. It should be arranged in a definite order and
iii. It should be meaningful

Abidhanarajendra-kosa maintains, ‘that which is able to interpret
or manifest the meaning is word’ .6 Patafijali defines word as that which
has meaning. The commentary on Mahabhasya of Pataiijali has the similar
view regarding the definition of word. It reads, ‘‘Atha gaurityatra kah
Sabdah? Gakaraukaravisarjaniyah iti bhagavanupavarsah/ Srotra-
grahanehyarthe $abdasSabdah prasiddhah/ Yadyevamarthapratyayo
nopapadyate/ Ato gakaradivyatirikto 'nyo gosabdo ’sti, yato rtha-pratipattih
syat’’" i.e. the word is not mere a combination of sound, which forms the
words but the word is that which has a meaning. In fact, the word denotes
meaning. To interpret the meaning, is the power of word. If it fails to
interpret the meaning then it is nothing more than the meaningless sound.
The meaningful sound is called as word. Bhartrhari maintains that the
word is inseparable from its meaning.® The Jainacaryas have also
advocated the inseparable relation of word and its meaning but they do
not consider them as identical. They maintain the expressed-expressive
(vacya-vacaka) relation between the word and its meaning. I have
discussed in detail the relation of word and its meaning in forth coming
chapter, what I want to establish here that denotation of the object is the
real quality of the word. According to Jainas the word has symbolic
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power of denotation of the meaning. The word consists of the quality of
expression but expressible is different from that. The word is expressive
and the object is expressible.

The process of comprehension of meaning (Artha-bodha) in
Linguistic knowledge

According to Jainas the knowledge produced by language is
articulate (Srutajiiana). After hearing the words to comprehend the meanin g
of the sentence and again to express the same in words, is the function of
articulate knowledge. Thus, listening and pronunciation are the basis of
the articulate knowledge. It is matter of deep consideration as to how the
meaning of a word is grasped after hearing it. There are two forms of
words used in the language viz. (i) written and (ii) uttered.

The meaning of written words is known through the eyes (the
organ of sight), while the uttered word is knawn through the organ of
hearing. If we take language in a wider term accepting non-alphabetical
symbols there in, we find that in some circumstances comprehension of
meaning is possible through the sense of touch also. Thus, there are
three senses which provide meaning of the term viz. 1. Sense of touch, 2.
Sense of sightand 3. Sense of hearing. Sense alone are not able to provide
meaning if thought oriented mind and intellect are absent there. A blind
man in absence of sense of sight comprehends the meaning of the term
through sense of touch by touching the object, as they read Braille script
easily. According to Jainas in artha-bodha, use of all above-mentioned
three senses alongwith mind is important. Let us see the utility of these
senses and mind in the process of cognition.

According to Jaina masters when a speaker wants to express his
thoughts and feelings to others, it is mind, which first of all becomes
active. After the mind, the speech becomes active. After speech the body
and then after the speaker’s sound system receives the atoms of speech
variform (Bhasa-vargana). Then it transforms into language or in special
word-sounds and finally excretes the form of sound and gets them out.
These linguistic matters emerged in sound form, spread over the sky as
sound waves. The Jainacaryas have considered these sound waves as
spreadable/transmissible (Prasarana$ila). Prajiapana-sitra admits that the
sound waves of speech variform go to the end of the universe.®
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The transmission process of word-sound waves takes place in
the following way. First of all, the departed matter (pudgala) in the form
of sound, vibrates their near by aggregates and makes it articulated. In
this way, gradually emerging sound-waves through the matters of speech
variform reaches up to the end of the universe like wave undulation method
(Vicitarariganyaya 1.e. the rule by which sound reaches the ear, a term
used to denote successive operation). As a stone thrown into the water of
a pond creates waves in the water and those waves, again by vibrating
their nearby waves reach to the cool of the pond, in the same way the
sound waves travel to the end of the universe'®. The capacity of the
transmission of sound depends upon the speaker’s strength. Some of the
sound-waves can be heard form a quite sufficient distance while some
sound waves disappear after travelling a little distance. Thus it is not
necessary to assume that all sound waves should reach up to the end of
the universe.

This audible sound is of three types i. e. 1. Uccarita (uttered),
Vasita (infused), and 3. Uccarita-vasita (uttered-infused) or mixed. The
original word that the speaker speaks is uccarita (uttered). When this
spoken word generates sound-waves similar to itself, which reaches to
the listener, then it is called vasita (infused sound), e.g. the words coming
out from loudspeaker. The sound, which contains uttered and infused
sound, are called uttered-infused (uccarita-vasita) or mixed sound. Thus,
from the point of view of the speaker, the sound or physical language
(dravya-bhasa) is regarded of three types: Grahana (receiving), NihSarana
(coming out) and Paraghata (shocked)''. Amongst, the matter of speech
variform received by the speaker is grahana, the matter of speech variform
uttered by the speaker is nihsarapa and the matter of other speech variform
impressed by the uttered matter of speech variform is paraghata (shocked).

In this regard the first important question is that how the auditory
sense receives the word? The Buddhists regard both, sense of sight and
sense of hearing as aprapyakari (non-contactile). According to them like
sense of sight, the sense of hearing also receives the object from distance
without touching the object. Contrary to this, Jainas maintain that the
sense of hearing is prapyakari (contactile). When the sound touches the
sense of hearing, then only the cognition of word is occurred, it does not
matter whether the sound is generated in near by or at distant place. The
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sound due to its spreadable nature reaches to the sense of hearing and
strikes to the listener for word meaning. According to Jaina philosophers,
the sound-waves are material as well as spreadable by nature. Though
the Mimamsakas too, regard word as all-pervasive (lokavyapi) but their
contention is quite different from Jainas. They hold that the word is
never generated, it is all pervasive by nature, whereas Jainas hold that the
word is generated and then after, due to its spreadable nature pervades
‘the universe and reaching to the end of the universe it vanishes.

Thus the Jainas, by considering word as material and wave-
formed have given to word a scientific foundation. The modern scientists
regard words as the same. So for as the audibility of language is concerned,
the scientists maintain that the matters of speech variform are uttered in
the form of word-sound by the efforts of living beings. In other words,
the living beings, by their physical efforts, vibrate the matters of sound-
waves spreaded over the universe and these waves reaching to the listener
become audible. With regard to the meaning grasped through audition of
words, it is worth to know that the speaker and hearer both carry the
similar word and sound symbols pertaining to objects of the external
world in their minds. When the hearer hears the word-formed sound-
symbols of the speaker, then there emerges the image of the object in the
mind of the hearer and on the basis of these images he comprehends the
meaning.

So for as the cognition of the meaning obtained through reading
the written language by sense of sight is concerned, Jainas contrary to
Naiyayikas and in accordance with Buddhists, hold that the sense of
sight is non-contactile. Defining the process of cognition of word through
writing and reading Jainas say that first of all, the author is inspired to
express his thoughts and then he writes the word symbols of those thoughts
on paper or any other writing materials. The cogniser first looks upon
the word symbols then after, on the basis of previous experience, he
identifies those objects for which word symbols are used and accordingly
he cognises the meaning. Jainas hold that in the whole process, the mind
plays an important role. They have considered mind as non-contactile. In
the linguistic cognition the mind considered as avyavahita (direct) and
senses as vyavahita (indirect) cause of cognition. In fact, the more a
living being is spiritually developed, the more he has capacity to transform
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the matters of speech variform in language as well as capacity of getting
cognition of meaning from uttered and written word:.. Our linguistic
communications depend upon our physical and spiritual development
which Jainas have taken for granted as the result of ksayopasama
(destruction-cum-subsidence) of Nama-karma (body-making karrmas)in
their own terminology. The more a person will be able to destruct and
subside his nama-karma, the more he would be empowered to
communicate and comprehend the language.

Is the word changed into language, material?

Generally, the Jaina philosophers have regarded word as pudgala-
parydya (mode of matter). The treatises like Uttaradhyayana, Tattvartha-
satra, etc. have considered word as material. Undoubtedly, the word sound
is a mode of matter but the word transformed into language, which is
able to communicate the meaning, cannot be regarded material or non-
living in absolute sense. Because, according to Jainas the language is
originated from living beings. At the same time, it is also accepted that
Sabdarmaka-bhasa (alphabetical language) is made of efforts. Since the
words originated from efforts (prayogika) are those, which are produced
by living-beings with the help of non-living matter, hence the word cannot
be regarded non-living in absolute sense. The word sound even if it is
mode of matter, it is never originated without the efforts of living-beings.
For the cognition of meaning and communication of language, a rational
being is essentially required, thus the language is not the result of non-
living matter. It is the result of combination of both living and non-
livings. Word symbols and alphabets are the physical constructions indeed,
but the cognition of meaning is not possible without the rational living
beings. Jainas, on one hand regard the perfect soul or liberated one (Siddha)
as bereft of language (abhasaka) and on the other hand, they regard the
pure matter also bereft of language. The language is the result of the
efforts made by living-beings but the living being must be embodied or
corporal. Till the hearer and speaker both are not intellectual, it would be
impossible to draw meaning from word symbols or other symbols.

The function of language is to get cognised and to make other to
cognise, and this capacity is only in intellectual living beings. Thus, the
language is the medium of communication of conscious world. Its
apparatus are non-livings (jada) but it is used only by living-beings.
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The theory of molecular structure of the Word

Bhartrhari, in his Vakyapadiya, has indicated about the theory
of molecular structure of word but his commentators have not thrown
any light on the subject as to who was the propounder of this theory? It is
clear that the propounder of this theory were Jainas, because only Jainas
regard words as physical construct or the modes of matter. It has been
taken as granted by the Jainas that the language or word sound is generated
through a special type of matter (pudgala). They regard word as one of
the different modes of matter.

Naiyayikas have refuted this theory of Jainas. They argue that if
the word is material, it must possesses the quality of touch. Their second
objection is that if the word is material (paudgalika) then it must be
obstructed by any obstruction. They again object that if the words were
material, they would have their organs/parts but the words are bereft of
organs/parts. Similarly, their fourth objection is that if the word is a
material structure then it must be collided by other atoms and their
aggregates but there is nothing like this, therefore, to accept word as a
materiel structure or mode of matter is anomalous imagination.

Against the objections raised by Naiyayikas, Jainas say that these
objections are not applicable to our theory, because:

(1) The words, in spite of their quality of touch, can remain
unmanifested and unexperienced by our sense of touch. Because they are
s0 minute material constructs unable to be grasped by our sense-organ of
touch. It is crystal clear that the sensation of words depends upon the
condition and direction of air. In many situations, when the air is in
favourable condition, we can hear the words from distant place also.
While in unfavourable condition of air we fail to hear even the words at
hand. It proves that the words possess the quality of touch similar to the
air and other material objects.

(2) Against the second objection of Naiyayikas, Jainas hold that
firstly, the material words must be obstructed by any obstruction is not
necessary. As the atoms of fragrance enters the room even if it is closed,
in the same way words enter. Again it can be proved on the basis of
modern scientific equipments that in the condition of impregnable
obstruction or in complete vacuum listening or motion of words are
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obstructed. Hence, the Jainas contention that words are material, is
scientifically relevant’?.

(3) Thirdly, to be composed of organs/parts is not an essential
condition for being a word material. Light and molecules are material
constructs but they are partless. What ever is material that all must be
composed of organs/parts no such theory can be propounded. Thus, to be
material, the words should be composed of organs, is not an essential
condition.

(4) Replying the fourth objection of Naiyayikas, Jainas argue
that like the molecules of fragrance the molecules of sound too, have
capacity to pass through smoothly without colliding with the other
molecules. As without touching the nasal hairs, the molecules of fragrance
enter the nose, so also the molecules of sound/word enter to the sense of
hearing. Again, the Jaina philosophers do accept that the word sound is
caused by mutual collision of material molecules of speech variform
through efforts. They also maintain that material molecules of speech
variform resume their motion articulating and infusing each other, and
this proves word as material itself. *

The grammarians have criticised the Jaina concept of word, like
Nai yayikas. They have also framed the same objections against considering
word as material as the Naiyayikas had raised. Here, to give account of
grammarian’s criticism separately, is not necessary. Today we are living
in the age of science and science has already proved word-sound as
material. Therefore, there should be no objection in taking word-sound
as material. It is to remember here that Jainas have established the material
concept of the word, but that is established in respect of word-sound and
not its meaning. If we relate word with the intention of speaker and
listener, then definitely that is non-material. Actually the cause of this
controversy is the linguistic ambiguity. In my opinion, there is no harm
in accepting word as material and every one should accept it without any
objection. Similarly, if we regard the intention of speaker and the meaning
grasped by the listener as nature of word, then Jainas have no abjection
in accepting word as psychic (caitsika) phenomena. Unfortunately, all
the schools of Indian philosophy have used the word in different sense
but when criticism were made, no school took care that in what sense and
in which context the word is used. What the Jainas mean by word is
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totally different from the meaning that of Mimamsakas. If we properly
understand the intention, sense and context in which the ‘word” is used,
there remains no ground for dispute. Jainas hold that the word is in
sound form hence it is material, while according to Mimarnsakas and
grammarians the word is non-material because it is a form of intellect
which causes meaning through sound. Jainas according to their own
contention maintain that the word is a real and not illusion (vivarta).

Transient existence of word™

Language is made of words. Words are the fundamental
components of language. In this regard the important philosophical
question needs to be answered is whether the word is eternal or transient.
In Indian philosophy there are two main streams which discuss in detail
the transience and eternity of word. The Mimarsakas and grammarians
regard word as eternal while the schools like Nyaya-vaisSesika, Sarmkhya,
Bauddha and Jaina hold word as transient. Jainas are very clear on this
point that since the word is originated hence it is transient. So for as the
question of spoken words (by human beings) are concerned, the Naiyayikas
and grammarians also consider them transient but they maintain that the
basis of words or sounds uttered by a man is the infinite word (anadi-
Sabda). According to them, this very cause of sound (word) is eternal.
They have accepted word as eternal because on the same ground they
have advocated the eternity and super-humanness (Apauruseyata) of the
Vedas. The grammarians have regarded word as ultimate reality or Sabda-
Brahma (Eternal verbum) and have proved its eternity. The Jaina
philosophers have discussed in details the eternity and transiency of the
word. However, they do not make any difference in word and sound.
They maintain that the word is generated. PrajAapani-sitra clearly
mentions that the word is generated from body and perishes in the end of
the universe. What ever is generated, its destruction is inevitable. If the
word is generated, definitely, it is not eternal. Since the Jainas have taken
word sound as the mode of matter (pudgala-paryaya), and no mode is
eternal, the words are also not eternal.

In fact, the controversy of transience and eternity of word is
only due to linguistic ambiguity. Those who regard word as eternal,
maintain that the word is different from word-sound as well as cause of
word-sound whereas those who take word as transient, regard word and
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sound as one and non-different. According to first group, the word is the
causc of the word-sound (Sabda-dhvani); hence, it is superhumanly
(apauruseya), whereas the second group maintains that the word in the
form of sound is the result of human efforts. Jainas, alongwith the
transience of word have discussed in details the relation between the
word and its meaning; which we shall discuss in forth coming pages.

From the point of view of philosophy of language, the question
of cternity and transiency of word is important because it is directly
related with the expression of the meaning of word. The Mimarsakas
hold that if the word is considered as transient it can not express the
meaning because with its origination, it perishes also. Hence the word by
which the symbol is received will be absent at the time of use. In that
case, denotation (vacyartha) of word would not be possible. It is only the
eternal word, which will be one and the same at the time of its indication
as well as usage. To regard expressive word (vacaka-$abda) as eternal is
necessary because only that eternal word can express the meaning on the
basis of its all time expressed-expressive (vacya-vacaka) relation with
the word.

Jainas criticising the Mimamsakas contention argue that ability
of expression of meaning in.word is not due to its eternity but due to its
resemblance (sadrsya). The word ‘cow’ pronounced in the past is different
from that of word ‘cow’ pronounced at present. Nevertheless, there is
resemblance in both of them and on that very basis they give the meaning
of their denoted object. Thus, there is no direct relation of eternity of
word with the expression of its meaning'’. The same word, in different
tense carries different meanings. The meaning of word remains changing,
it has been proved by today’s linguists. If the meaning of the word is
always changing, there is no reason to regard word as eternal for mere
cognition of meaning (artha-bodha).

How does the word get meaning?

How the word has power to denote its meaning is also an
important question with regard to the philosophy of language. In this
context, there are two concepts prevalent. According to first conception,
the natural power of expression and denotation of the object is inherent
in the word. Meaning of ‘natural power” means that every word is related
with its object to be expressed (vacya-visaya) from the beginningless
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time, and with the pronunciation of that very word, the object to be
expressed, is denoted.

On the contrary, the second concept holds that the word has not
natural power of denotation of the object but meaning is rather imposed
on the word. The word'gets its denotation (viicyartha) by conventional
and traditional usage. In other words, the words get their meaning by
usage. There is no meaning inherent in the word, but the meaning is
given to the word.

The Jaina philosophers did not accept both of the above mentioned
concepts in absolute sense but clarified that the concept of word and its
meaning is not based on any one-sided view. Many of the words are
defined on the basis of their root (dhatu) and many on the basis of society
or traditions and usage. While few words are etymological, few are
conventional. According to Jainas, the determination of the meaning of
the word is based on three principles viz. |. Sahaja-yogyata (Natural
ability), 2. Sariiketa (Symbols) and 3. Abhisamaya (usage or tradition).
The word is empowered to denote its meaning, which is traditionally or
conventionally given to it'.

Ascertaining denotation or meaning of a word (Naming)

Sentence is the medium of linguistic expressions, constructed
by meaningful words. The letters are the constituents of words but the
process of naming determines the primary meaning of a word. Jainas
like Mimarnsakas neither hold that the primary meaning of the word is
predetermined since beginningless time, nor like Naiyayikas they maintain
that the meaning of a word is determined by God. They maintain that the
primary meaning of a word is determined by conventions. In other words
it is the society which determines the meaning of the word. The nama-
dvara (name disquisition) of Anuyogadvara' (disquisition doors) refers
to the method of naming. While defining the method of naming, ten
types of name are mentioned there.

(1) Ekavidha-nama (Single-fold name)

Reality with all its three components dravya (substance), guna
(attribute) and paryaya (mode) is expressible through words. Basically
all are names. The existence in its integrated form can named as Sat
(Reality) on the basis of its common characteristics.
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(2) Dvividha-nama (Double-fold name)

In Anuyogadvara-satra, double-fold classification of name have
been done on the basis of following three aspects:
(i) On the basis of the numbers of alphabets

(a) Ekaksarika (Single lettered) e.g. Hr (&), hi (%ﬂ) sri (%ﬁ)

etc.

(b) Anekasarika (Multiple lettered) e.g. Ving, Lata, Mala, etc.
(ii) On the basis of consciousness _

(a) Jiva-vicaka (name denoting living beings) e.g. Devadatta,
Yajnadatta, Somadatta, etc.

(b) Ajiva-vacaka (name denoting non-living beings) e.g. Ghata
(pitcher), Pata (cloth), ratha (chariot).
(iii) On the basis of Generality and Indivuduality

(a) Vyakti-vacaka (Proper names denoting particularity) e.g.
Devadatta.

(b) Jati-vacaka (Common names denoting generality) e.g. Man.

It is worth mentioning here that the name, which is common
(general) from the one point of view, may be particular from another
point of view e.g. ‘Indian’. This name is common from the point of view
of inhabitants of India, whereas from the point of view of human race, it
is particular. Anuyogadvara-sitra defines this fact with multiple
illustrations and concludes that general or particular or the concepts of
common and proper are relative. We have mention of another two-fold
classification of name in Visesavasyaka-bhasya where the terms are
classified into two types:

|. Vacaka-pada (expressive terms) e.g. “The tree is standing.’

2. Dyotoka-pada (Denotative terms) e.g. Prof. (professor), Dr.
(doctor), etc.

(3) Trividha-nama (Three-fold name) The three-fold classification of
name is done on the basis of two aspects:

(i) On the basis of substance, attributes and modes

(a) Dravya-vacaka-nama (name denoting substance) e.g. soul,
matters, space, etc.



(48) : Jaina Philosophy of Language

(b) Guna-viicaka-nama (name denoting attributcS) ¢.g. cold, hot,
black, blue, sweet, etc.

(¢c) Paryaya-vacaka-nama(name denoting modes) -It denotes the
particular states of the object, e.g. woman, man, child, old, young, ctc.
(ii) On the basis of gender

(a) Punlinga-nima (name denoting masculine gender) e.g. Rija,
Visnu, Giri, etc.

(b) Strilinga-nama (name denoting feminine genders) e.g. Mala,
Laxmi, etc.

(c) Napurnsakalinga-nama (name denoting neuter gender) e.g.
_ Vana, Madhu, Phala, etc.

(4) Caturvidha-nama (Four fold name)

The four-fold classification makes to understand the word
construction process on the basis of induction and deduction of letters in
conjugation process.

(a) Agama (Induction)- construction of word with induction of
new letter during conjugation process, e.g. Padmani.

(b) Lopa (Deduction) construction of word by deduction of any
letter during conjugation process, e.g. Ghato’tra (@53).

(c) Prakrti (root)- Construction of word without induction or
deduction of any letter. In this process in spite of all possibility of
‘conjugation, the process is not completed, e.g. male +ime = maleime.

» (d) Vikrti (declension)- During the process of conjugation the
word construction process does not complete intact but in the form of
declension, e.g. sa+agata=sagala.

(8) Paiicavidha- nama (Five- fold name)

Terms are divided in five types on the basis of their nature.

(i) Nama-pada (pertaining to names)-The terms, which have
ability of being subject{uddesya) and predicate (vidheya) independently
in a sentence, are nama-pada. The nama-pada are always with a case
ending (vibhakti) denoting any object e.g. Adva, Gaja, etc.

(i1) Naipatika (indeclinable words)- The words, which remain
intact in all the seven cases, three genders and three numbers, are called
Naipatika, e.g. khalu.
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(iii) Akhyatika (pertaining to verbs)- The verbal terms (roots)
are called akhyatika, e.g. dhavati (to run).

(iv) Upasargika (pertaining to a Prefix). That, which causes
change in the meaning of a term, is called upasarga (prefix), viz. ‘pra’,
‘sama’, ni, vi, etc. The words constructed by these prefixes are called
Aupasargikaviz. Vijiana, Adhivakta, etc.

(v) MiSra (a complex word)- The word constructed with the
help of prefix, verb and participles, is called misra or a complex word, )
e.g. sanyata.

Besides, Anuyogadvara-sitra, the same classification is found in
Visesavasyaka-bhasya also.
(6) Sadvidha-nama (Six-fold names)

The union of karma particles with the soul produces six volitional
conditions (Bhava) of the soul. These conditions are called six-fold name
in Anuyogadvara-sitra.

These volitional conditions are as under:

(a) Audayika (Realisational)- The condition of the soul on the
realisation of a particular type of karma is called audayika- nama, e.g.
human being (manusya), celestial-being (deva), etc.

(b) Aupasamika (Subsidential)- The condition of the soul on the
subsidence (upasama) of a particular type of karmais called Aupasamika-
nama.

(c) Ksayika (Destructional)- The condition of the soul on the
destruction of a particular type of Karma is ksdyika-nama.

(d) Ksayopasamika (Destructional cum subsidential)- The
condition of soul on the partial destruction and partial subsidence of a
particular type of karmais called ksayopasamika-nama.

(e) Parinamika (Modificational)- The modificational names

denote changes. They are of two types - 1. Sadi (with beginning) and 2.

Anadi (without beginning). The changes occurred in a particular object

due to time factor, are called sadi-parinamika (modification with beginning)

e.g. old sweet stuff (Guda), old cloth etc. The continuous changing process

- witnessed in substance like matter (pudgala) etc. is called modifications
without beginning.
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(f) Sannipatika (Conjunctive)- The conditions emerged out of
the conjunction of above mentioned five different conditions are called
sannipatika.

(7) Saptavidha-nama (Seven-fold names)

Anuyogadvara-siitra mentions seven-fold classification of names,
which refers seven notes of music (sapta-svaras) i.e. Sadja, Rsabha,
Gandhara, Madhyama, Paficama, Dhaivata, and Nisada. These notes of
music are the medium of feeling expressions and in this way are related
with language. The author has discussed in detail the uccarana-sthana
(the place of articulation), phala (the point of piercing instrument), grama
(gamut), etc. I have referred these notes of music here because they are
very important from the point of view of philosophy of language.

(8) Astavidha-nama (Eight-fold-names)

Anuyogadvara-siitra defines eight-fold names based on eight cases
(vibhakti). These eight cases are elaborately discussed in Sanskrit and
Prakrit grammars. The case determines the place of the word in a sentence.
Hence cases are very important with regard to the r;leaning of a word.

(9) Navavidha-nama (Nine-fold names)

Anuyogadvara satra refers nine-fold names based on nine types
of Rasas (Sentiments) which are very important for the literature (poetic).
These Rasas are Z1. Vira (heroism), 2. Srrigara (love), 3. Adbhuta
(wonder), 4. Raudra (anger or fury), 5. Bridanaka (terror), 6. Vibhatsa
(disgust), 7. Hasya (mirth), 8. Karuna (pity) and 9, Prasanta (tranquillity).
But how these Rasas are related to the method of naming, it is not clear.
From the point of view of language the six-fold, seven-fold and nine-
fold names are not so important. With the point of view of karma theory
the six-fold names, from the point of view of musicology the seven-fold
names and from the point of view of literature, the nine-fold names are
important but they are not directly related with philosophy of language.
In eight-fold names based on eight cases are related with philosophy of
language. The ten-fold names described in Anuyogadvara-siitraare directly
associated with the method of naming and philosophy of language.

(10) Dasavidha- nama (Ten-fold names)

Anuyogadvara-sitra’® and Dhavala” refer the following ten-fold
names. Both are different in serial numbers only. This classification
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meant to the method of naming so that their right meaning could be
understood.

(i) Gaunyapada-nama- (Based on the attributes/qualities): That
which indicates the disposition of attributes is gaunya. When we name
an object based on its etymological meaning according to accomplishment
of its quality, it is called Gaunyapada-namae.g. to call the sun as Bhaskara
due to its quality of shining or brightness or to call a person Laxmipati
who is wealthy.

(ii) Nogaunyapad-nama (Names not based on the attributes/
quality): The terms or names which are given without caring its
etymological meaning or quality, are called Nogaunyapada-nama, e.g. to
call an ugly women as Sundari (beautiful women).

(iii) Adanapada-nama (Based on the adjectives): The names
given on the basis of adjective of the object are called Adanapada-nama,
e.g. Parna kalasa. In this method of naming, the object depends on another
term for expression.

(iv) Pratipaksapada-nama (Based on the absence of quality)
When names are given to a substance/object on the basis of the absence
of qualities, it is called Pratipaksapada-namae.g. to call a women barren
(bandhya) as she lacks the quality of giving birth to a child.

(v) Anadisiddhanta-pada (Based on tradition or conventional
usage): When a term is named on the basis of traditionally accepted
particular meanings, it is called Anadisiddhanta-pada, e.g. Brahma,
Syadvada, etc. In many context they carry the meaning different from its
etymological meaning.

(vi) Prﬁdhz‘myapada-nﬁma (Based on dominance): When a
complex object is named on the basis of dominance or plurality of its
unit, it is called Pradhanyapada-nama, e.g. Amravana (Mango forestry).
In the mango forestry there can be trees of other fruits also but on the
basis of the plurality of the mango trees, it is called mango forestry.

(vii) Nama-pada (Based on the language): When a person or
community is named on the basis of the language spoken, it is called
Nama-pada e.g.Hindi speaking people are called Hindi. In my opinion
Nama-pada or those terms which are named without any basis?
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(viii) Parimana-pada (Based on the quantity) : The names, which
are given on the basis of the quantity or scale, are called Parimanapada,
e.g. one thousand, crore, metre, litre, etc.

(ix) Avayava-pada (Based on components): It is of two types.
(a) Upacita-avayava-pada (Based on increased components)
When a component of the substance is increased due to any reason, it is

named as Upacita-avayava-pada, e.g. Lambakarna (the person with long
ears.).

(b) Apacita-avayavapada (Based on the decreased components):
When a constituent of on object is decreased due to any reason, it is
named as Apacita-avayava-pada, e.g. Chinnanasika (one, whose nose is
cut).

(x) Sarmhyoga-pada (Based on the union with other object)
Samyoga-pada are those names, which are given on the basis of union
with any other object. It is of following four types:

(a) Dravya-samyoga-pada (Based on the union with the
substance) e.g. Ghata (the pitcher).

(b) Ksetra-sarhyoga-pada (Based on the union with Region/
space)- e.g. Mathura (one who belongs to the Mathura region).

(c) Kala-samyoga-pada (Based on the union with time factor)
viz. Saradri ya (Pertaining to autumn).

(d) Bhava-Samyoga-pada (Based on psychical state) e.g.
Greedy, Angry.

This description of the method of naming mentioned in
Anuyogadvara-sitra cannot be considered as healthy one from the point
of view of philosophy of language but definitely, it throws light on the
method of naming.

Probiem of determination of meaning of poly-semantic words

Another important question related to the philosophy of language
is that, how the meaning of poly-semantic words is determined? It is
proved by experience that in all the languages, the poly-semantic words
are frequently used. Now the question is that if a word has several
meanings, on what base its any particular meaning become primary and
others secondary. Jainacaryas have raised this question in their doctrine
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of Naya (Viewpoint). They hold that in poly-semantic words the desired
meaning of word is decided on the basis of speaker’s intention and context
in which the word is spoken. If we decide the meaning of the word
without cating the intention of the speaker then chaos will take place in
our behaviour, e.g. ‘Bring saindhava’. Here the word saindhava carries
two meanings i.e. (i) Horse and (ii) Salt. When a person asks for
saindhava when he is on dining table and one brings the horse, it would
be ridiculous. Similarly, on demand of saindhava by a person who is
ready to go some where, one brings salt, it would be again ridiculous.
Thus, the meaning of the poly-semantic words is always decided on the
circumstances and intention of the speaker. Again the intention of speaker,
which depends upon the total circumstances in which he has uttered the
word is the deciding factor of the meaning. Even the contemporary western
philosophers have accepted that the meaning of a word is not determined
on the basis of the word- sound but on the total circumstances in which it
is spoken. The ancient Indian philosophers have also accepted it.
Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya accepting this fact maintains that the words
are of both types poly-semantic and synonymous. But which meaning of
a word comes forward as expressive (vacya), is determined according to
the intention of the speaker. In bringing forth the desired meaning of the
speaker two factors work i.e. (i) upacara; (i) praticdra. Upacara is that
which brings forward the denotation of word (vacyartha) eminently, while
praticara eliminates the unwanted meaning®. Thus, the intention of the
speaker plays an important role in determination of denotation of a word.
In addition, the denotation of a word is determined by the context also.
This very context is designated as Naya (viewpoint) by the Jaina
philosophers. What ever the speaker speaks, is always relative or with a
particular viewpoint. If we determine the meaning of the word ignoring
viewpoint or relativeness, it would not be possible to comprehend the
exact denotation of the word. Because, the language, in no way is absolute
and thus any effort made to understand the meaning of an expression in
ay language can not be called as absolute.

Not only the poly-semantic words, but also the denotation of
other words and sentences are determined by the circumstances or the
context in which that particular word or sentence is spoken. When a
mason while binding a wall asks ‘brick’ or ‘stone’, he from that single
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word gives the meaning of the whole sentence i.e. ‘Bring the bricks’ or
‘Bring the stones.” But when the same word ‘brick’ or ‘stone’ is
pronunciated by a policeman at the sight of dispute with the students or
during ariot, then it means ‘“Hit with brick or stone’ or “They are hitting
with bricks or stones’. Thus the denotation of word and sentences are
determined by the condition or the circumstance in which that words or
sentence is spoken. Jainacaryas introduced the doctrine of Niksepa
(postiting) and Naya (viewpoint) so that the listener could understand the
intention of speaker or the readers could understand the intention of the
author.

Denotation of word (vacyartha)- universal or particular?

There has been a dispute regarding the denotation of word,
whether it is universal (samanya) or particular (vi§esa). The fundamental
question is that the word denotes universal or particular. The Mimarmsakas
maintain that the subject of the word is universal”'. The particular
(individual) cannot be the subject of the word as individuals are many
but they are denoted by one word viz. cow, man, women, etc. Let us take
one example of man. Men are numerous but the word ‘man’, by which
the whole class is denoted, is one. Thus by word we take generality. A
question ean be raised here that the words, which are proper
(vyaktivacaka), how their denotation (vacyartha) can be universal or
general? Here the advocates of universality may argue that the proper
nouns also denote universality because whom they Genote are general
and not the particular, i.e. the person denoted by the word ‘Sagarmal’ is
not that which is changing every moment but that which is intertwined in
all-changing individuals.

Contrary to this contention of Mimarnsakas, the Buddhists negate
the existence of the universal (samanya). They regard the universal as an
intellectual fiction. The Buddhists hold that the function of a word is
‘anyapoha’ (elimination of all other than the object of the experience i.e.
a negative apprehension or Anya-vyavrtti i.e. negation of all the other
things of the world. The Buddhists call a word as ‘apoha,’ because it
excludes (époha) the idea, which is different from its own (Svakara).
There is thus no real counter part of a word. Now, when the word negates
or excludes every thing then its denotation will be none other than
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particular. Synthesising these two views Naiyayikas and Jainas have
aceepted that the universal qualified by an individual or universal qualified
by particular is the denotation of word*. If we accept word as universal
then the day to day behaviour will not be possible, because universal is
intangible. In fact, from word, we comprehend universal as well as
individual also. The Jaina philosophers hold that the word is neither
absolute universal nor absolute particular (individual), but it denotes the
universalised particular. They accept that in fact, the question that whether
the word denotes universal or particular is wrong in it self. This question
may be possible only if universal and particular are considered as totally
separate having their independent existence. But it is not so. Both can be
separated in thought only; empirically they cannot be separated. No
particular is existent without universal and no universal is existent without
particular. The manusyatva (the aggregate of human qualities) or the
(characteristics of man) can not be seen different from a human being.
Neither we get any human being bereft of manhood i.e. manusyatva.
Thus, the reality or being is universal qualified with particular (samanya-
viSesatmaka) and if denotation of a word is experienced fact, then we
. must accept that the word neither denotes absolute-universal, nor absolute-
particular but the particular (individual) qualified with universal
(Samanya-visista-visSesa). Refuting the Mimarmsaka’s contention that
words can denote and receive universal only, Jainacaryas maintain that
the word denotes according to its symbols (samketa) and symbols can be
possible only in particular qualified with universal. Only universal can
not be arthakriyakari (compatible of action or pragmatic). The universal
‘gotva’ (cowness) can not give milk and ghatatva (pitcherness) can not
hold water. What does the word denote is particular possessed of universal
or universal possessed of particular?

Although the Jainas, with Naiyayikas regard that, the word denotes
particular qualified with universal (samanya-viSista-visesa) but they do
not support the Naiyayikas contention that the word first comprehends
universal/common and then particular/individual. Had there been separate
existence of universal and particular or cause and effect relation between
the two, the Naiyayikas view would have been considered as valid. When
universal and particular are intertwined in one and single object, then to
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say that the word comprehends universal first and individual later is not
correct, because, this type of order is not seen at empirical level. If we
consider universal as adjective (vi§esana) and individual as defined by
adjective (viSesya) then both are proved identical and comprehended at a
time, not separately. ‘Bring the cow’, hearing this sentence the listener
brings the cow, a particular possessed of gotva universal (jatyanvita) and
notonly gotvauniversal. By word symbols, we comprehend subject and
predicate simultaneously. The Mimarsakas contention in this regard is
invalid when they say that after hearing the word ‘cow’ the particular
combined with the adjectives like black, white etc. is not experienced,
hence the denotation of word is not a particular but universal. With the
utterance of the word ‘cow’ one may not comprehend a cow with its
black, white colour, but definitely, he has a picture of cow characterised
with dewlap etc. in his mind.

Mimarmsakas contention that there is a cause effect relation
(according to Prabhakara Misra) and natural relation (according to
Kumarila Bhatta) between the universal and particular, and hence from
the denotation of word which is universal (jati), the particular (vyakti) is
cognised by its figurative expression. What ever may be the conditions
as Prabhakara and Kumarila maintain but at the time of the pronunciation
of word, the universal and particular are identical. Thercfore, the
denotation of word must be particular qualified by universal*".

The very question of universality and particularity of denotation
of word is formed by different philosophers on the ground of their
metaphysical concepts. Empirically, we always experience the particular
qualified by universal. Thus denotation of word is neither absolutely
universal nor absolutely particular but particular qualified by universal.
This concept is also supported by the western existentialists. According
to them, only that language can be considered important, the subject of
which is empirical fact. In other words, they consider only those words,
objects meaningful, the denotation of which can be verified. In this regard
Jainas and to some extent Naiyayika’s contention is seems to be appropriate
that the denotations of words are the particular facts of experience possessed
of universality.

In fact, the whole dispute of universality and particularity of the
denotation of word exist only when the universal and particular are
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considered as separate entity. This problem transpired because we
overlooked the difference of distinguishable on the level of thought and
separable on the level of experience. There are such things that we can
separate them on thought level only but empirically they can not be
separated e.g. universal and particular cannot be separated from each
other. Universality is an intangible fact accepted in individuals on the
basis of some similarities, but that cannot be seen separate from
individuals. Therefore, the denotation of word can be particular qualified
with universal.

In this whole discussion, we must care that the language is related
with factual world. The entity, which is beyond experience and transient,
can not be denoted by the words or language. The facts beyond the
experience are described by language as “neti-neti’, i.e. ‘not this-not this’
or the transcendental entity ‘ Brahman® who defies all descriptions and as
such the language fails to describe the same in words. Thus, beyond the
empirical reality, there is no approach of words and language. That is
why, the contemporary logical analyst called the metaphysical transient
ideas as meaningless because they are unverifiable. In the opinion of
Indian philosophers, they are inexpressible (avacya). The denotation of
word is, no doubt, empirical fact or individual possessed of universal,
hence that word can only be subject of denotation. According to Jainas,
the subject'of experience is individual possessed of universal (jétyénvité-
vyakti), hence that is the denotation of word?. They call universal as
analogical cognition.

However, this whole exercise of universality and particularity of
the denotation of word is meaningless because the words have their own
nature and accordingly they denote the universal or particular. Some words
are of the nature of jati (universal) viz. human being, and some are of the
nature of vyakti (individual/particular) viz. Sagarmal. Simultaneously,
the denotation of word does not depend exclusively on the nature of
words but on the context in which the word is used. Thus the Jainas do
not accept any one sided view in his regard.

The word and its relation with its denotation (meaning)*

What is the relation of word with its denotation, and the object
denoted by it, is an important question to be discussed. It is fact that the
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words indicate the individuals, objects, facts, events, activities and
emotions. Generally the word ($abda), its meaning (vacyartha) and the
object (visaya) all have their independent existence. Jainas hold that the
word is different from its denotation and the objects to be denoted. There
is relation of vacya-vacaka (expressed-expressive) in word and its
meaning, and this relation means that both are neither absolutely identical
nor absolutely different. Jainas opine that the two realities in spite of
having their independent entity can be related to each other. According to
them, neither the word is of objec-form nor the object is of word-form.
Neither they accept that the real world is (vastu-jagat) generated by word
(Nada) nor they accept the idenfity between the real world and word.
Similarly, the word and the meanings are neither evolved from each other
(tadutpatti) nor they are identical. Yet, the Jainas do accept the expressed-
expressive relation in word and its meaning. Because, if there is no
relation, the word cannot denote its meaning. The relation between the
word and its meaning does not mean that the word transforms itself in
the from of meaning. According to Jainas, there is certain relation between
the word and its meaning but no such relation, which could claim that the
word takes place of its meaning. There may be following three types of
relations between the word and its denotation.

(1) Tadatmya-sambandha (Relation of identity)
(2) Tadutpatti-sambandha (Relation of evolved their from)
(3) Vacya-vacaka-sambandha (Relation of expressed-expressive).

The grammarians maintain that there is identity between the word
and its denotation. But the Jainas, refuting this contention argue that
there can not be relation of identity between the word and its denotation,
because in that case with the pronunciation of word the object denoted by
it, must be realised. Nyayakumudacandra has raised this question and
describes that with the pronunciation of the word modaka (a kind of
sweet) one does not realise its sweetness, thus, there is no identity between
the word and its denotation. Similarly, in the word and its denotation the
relation of tadutpatti (evolved there from) is also not possible. Neither
the object of denotation is evolved from the word, nor the word is evolved
from the object of denotation. The word and its denotation both have
independent existence from each other. Thus, there can not be accepted
the relation of tadutpatti between the word and the object of denotation.
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Jainas accept the vacya-vacaka (expressed-expressive) relation
between the word and its denotation. Buddhists deny any such relation
and maintain that the word does not have any relation with the object of
denotation. Jainas object this Buddhist contention and argue that if the
word and its object of denotation do not have any relation with each
other, then how can after the perception of object the memory of denoting
word, and how on hearing the word the memory of the object can be
justificd. If we deny any relation between them, then we will have to
accept that after hearing the word, recollection of its meaning or object
would not be possible vice-a-versa. However, our day to day experience
defers from it. Practically, we recollect the expressive (vacya) words
after seeing the object and after hearing the word, we recollect the object.
Buddhists in order to solve this riddle accepted that the word has a relation
of tadutpatti (evolved therefrom) with its universal (samanya) and the
universal becomes one and perseverant with the particular. Hence, even
in the absence of direct relation of word with its particular object, the
cognition of particular object after hearing the word and seeing the
particular object, cognition of word is possible. But as per Buddhist
philosophy, neither the word is percéptible nor it has relation with its
object (svafaksana) because according to them, the universal is mere a
name, it does not have any real existence. Again, they maintain that the
perception (pratyaksa)is indeterminate (Nirvikalpaka) and indeterminate
is bereft of the contact with words. Thus, according to Buddhist
philosophy, any relation of word with its universal and the object will
not be possible. Again, if we deny any relation between word and its
denotation as in the case of Buddhists, we will have to deny the power of
expression of word also, and in that case the language would be
meaningless. Thus, we must accept that the word and its meaning are
neither identical nor totally different, but they have expressed-expressive
relation. Here the word is expressive and the object is expressed.

Transience of the relationship of word and its meaning

The Mimarhsakas consider not only the word as eternal but also
its relationship with denotation as eternal. This eternity of word and its
relation with its denotation creates a new problem. If the relation between
word and its denotation were eternal then any change in the meaning of a
word would not be possible. But the linguistic study clearly accepts that
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the denotation of word is always changing. In Prakrit literature, the word
Isara (I$vara) indicates a prosperous person. After a due course of time
the same word started to be used as a creator and controller of the world.
The word Brahma, which was initially indicator of sacrifice (yajia), was
later on described as ultimate reality. The word Buddha’ which was initially
indicator of intelligent ( Prajfiavana) was later on changed as Buddhiii.e.
the foolish one. Similarly, the word nagna (naked) and {unicita (one whose
hairs have been plucked) which were used particularly for Jaina Munis
(ascetics) were changed as ‘nariga’ (wicked) and ‘lucca’ (wanton), and
become the synonyms of wicked person. These are a few examples of
words, which were changed to quite different meanings. The change in
the meaning of a word is an usual phenomena. There are so many ways
of change in the meaning of words, viz.

(i) Extension of meaning- e.g. Ink. Initially it was used for
black ink only but presently it is used for the ink of all colours.

ii. Contraction of meaning- e.g. the word vasa (smell). This
word was used initially for all type of smells viz. good or bad but presently
it is used only for foul (stinking).

iii. Transfer of meaning- ¢.g. the word Asura. Formerly used
as the indicator of gods was changed to the meaning of demons. Thus,
the exaitation and degradation in the meaning of the word is a natural
process. This discussion culminates that the denotations of words are
always getting and loosing their meaning in the changing streams of
time.

Philosophically, the process of change of the meaning concludes
that there is not any constant relation between the word and its denotation.
The denotation of word is never determined by the roots of word only,
but its meaning is changing according to the context. The famous linguistic
analyst L. Wittegenstine propounded the use theory (prayoga-siddhanta)
to illustrate the relation of the word with its denotation. According to this
theory, the denotation of a word is determined by its.use. Some times,
the similar words or sentences give the different meanings due to style of
predication. For example, if one says simply ‘you are a over gentle man’,
but when this sentence is spoken putting stress on the word ‘over,’ it
gives totally different meaning. That is why the Jainas formulated two
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theories of philosophy of language, firstly, to accept the transfer of
meaning (arthantarapa) they admit that the relation of word and its
denotation is not of absolutely invariable. Secondly, they also accept this
fact that the denotation of the word is decided by its use. On this ground,
they conclude that the relation of word and its denotation is non-eternal
as well as changeable and not eternal or unchangeable.

Sphotavada and its criticism*
Plaintiff’s statement-

Sphotavada is an important contribution of grammarians to the
field of philosophy of language. According to grammarians, sphota means
‘ Sphutati arthoyasmat sa sphotah’i.e. the eternal and imperceptible element
of sounds and words and the real vehicle of the idea which bursts out or
flashes on the mind when a sound or word is uttered is sphota. In other
words on hearing the words or sentence, when the entire picture-unit of
its meaning is presented before us, it is called sphota. Thus, sphotais a
meaning bearing unit of the language. It is an element to clear the meaning
or denotation of a sentence or word. According to grammarians, the
denotation of word or sentence is not determined by letter-sound or

- phoneme but on completion of those phonemes, it automatically appears.
The advocates of sphota discuss this point with reference to a time-
honoured illustration of simple word ‘gauh’. In this word, each one of
the three sounds ‘g’ ‘au’and ‘h’ reveals the same word, and it will be
wrong to suppose that the word which finds its expression through the
medium of three sounds, different in nature from one another, is different
on each occasion. The Patafijali in his Mahabhasya says that as soon as
the last letter is pronounced, the integral unit of object comes out and that
is sphota. He maintains that the sound is transient, it disappears after it is
generated and thus, it is unable to convey the meaning because as soon as
itdenotes the object, it vanishes. Thus sphota is permanent and unchanging
and it is manifested by ephemeral sound uttered by the speaker and heard
by the listener. In other words sphotais that which manifests the meaning
and which is different from the letter-sound or the phoneme.

There are two aspects of word: viz. (i) Sound, and (it) Sphota (a
meaning-bearing unit of language). Sound appears in succession, from
the sound of every letter (phoneme) their emerges a kind of dispositional
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tendency or mental impression (samskara). Supported by this mental
impression or the dispositional tendency (samsakara), with the hearing
of the last letter a mental term is produced, and that is termed as sphota.
Similarly, the sentence sphota is also produced. Sphota is the internal
aspect of denotation. Prabhacandra in his Nyayakumudacandra, presenting
the plentiff’s statement by the grammarian’s end says that ‘letters, words
and sentences do not manifest the meaning because they are sound formed.
Therefore, it is the sphota, which manifests the meaning. The sound is
transient where as sphota is permanent. If sphota were considered as
transient, hearing the word ‘cow’ the manifestation of its meaning at any
time would not be possible, because by the word bereft of indication, the
manifestation of meaning is impossible. Therefore, that which is cause
of producing one and partless integral unit of meaning (sphota), is
manifested by phoneme which ceases after the act of manifestation.

Refutation of Sphotavada

(i) Jaina thinker Prabhacandra argues that if the last letter
manifests the meaning of the term/word supported by dispositionai
tendencies (samskara) of the previous letters then the assumption of sphota
is useless, because, even in absence of sphota the meaning of the term
can be obtained. He maintains that the sphota doctrine is unnecessary,
when the memory of latent disposition of the previous letter and the
utterance of last letter are capable of denotation of word and the sentence,
then to imagine an indirect cause for the same (sphota doctrine) is illogical.

(i1) If the letters are unable to manifest the meaning cither
individually or collectively, then how can they manifest the sphota. Again
the question arises whether the dispositional tendency (samskara) of the
letters produced from letters itself is named as sphota or it is a quality of
the sphota. If the dispositional tendency of the letters is sphota, then it
must be granted that sphotais product of letters, and hence eternal. If the
samskara is not sphota in itself but a quality of sphota, then the question
arises where the latent dispositions is identical with the sphota or it is
different from the sphota. If we accept the dispositional tendency as a
quality of sphota and thus identical with sphota, then we must accept the
emergence of the quality through letters and in that case sphota will be
non-cternal (Anitya). If the quality (Dharma) produced from latent
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disposition is different from the sphota then their mutual relation will
not be possible and in that case manifestation of sphota from phoneme
(letters-sound) will be impossible. Again, in the condition when both are
identical, if phoneme is unable to produce meaning then the sphota too
can not produce the meaning.

The existence of sphota cannot be proved. The ability of
manifestation of meaning is only in the conscious entity and not in any
element. If the conscious self is called as sphota, Jainas have no objection
because sphotais that from which the meaning bursts out or manifested.
Apart from the conscious entity-self, existence of any independent element
named, as sphotais not proved, hence it is better to accept that the power
of manifestation of meaning is inherent in the word. It also implies that
for the manifestation of the meaning, assumption of sphota is not
necessary.

Not only Jainas but Naiyayikas and Mimamsakas also refute the
theory of sphota. According to Kumarila Bhatta, the words are combination
of letters, which manifest the meaning. In word-sound, the previous sound
can not be regarded as meaningless. Actually, the mental impressions
* (samskaras) of words collectively manifest the meaning. Thus, acceptance
of independent sphota is not necessary. Jainas also maintain that
combination of relative letters make a word and combination of relative
words make a sentence, which itself manifests its meaning. Thus in Jainas
opinion, sphota is nothing additional to the mental impression or
dispositional tendency of the word or letters.

Buddhist Theory of Apohavada (Theory of exclusion or double
negation) and its refutation”
Buddhists contention

The question of denotation of word ( Vacyartha) has been one of
the disputable questions of Indian philosophy. Buddhists have propounded
a theory of Apohavadain this regard. Apoha means exclusion of the idea
which does not deserve it (atadvyavrtti or anyavyavrtti) or which is
different from its own. In other words to exclude denotatum of one word
from the denotatum of others or exclusion of others (anyapoha) is sphota.
For example the word ‘cow’, implies the negation of ‘not cow’. The
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objective ‘cow’ is different from a horse, a buffalo or anything, which is
‘not-cow’.

The negation of the opposite is the common element in the
meaning of the word, and this is falsely interpreted and hypostatized as a
positive universal. This is made by transcendental illusion, which can
not be avoided. Thus according to Buddhists, the function of word is to
exclude or eliminate all other meanings of the word, which are different
from its own. They maintain that there is no real counterpart of the word.
There is no real signifier (vacaka) and no real signified (vacya). The
relationship between signifier and signified is really one and of the
causation in the conceptual apoha himself. They hold that the denotatum
of a word is neither particular nor universal. It cannot express a real
object, as there is no real object, which could be denoted by the word. It
is the subjective concept, which is the word on the one hand and when
externalised, is its so-called object. Objects of absolute individuality
(svalaksana) are momentary and substance, name, universal etc. are the
linguistic behaviour only, and not real. The word and its denotation are
imaginary or intellectual fiction only. They maintain that the words generate
fictions and the fictions generate the words.

The main ground of considering word as real is the language.
because in linguistic behaviour the word is considered as indicator of the
external world. The words being companion of fiction ( vikalpa) are useful
in empirical world but they are not real but imaginary. If the object is
momentary and of the nature of absolute individuality (svalaksana) then
that can not be denoted by the word because in the period of receiving
denotation the object will be absent. Thus, denotation of an object cannot
be transient particular. Although, the denotation of the word can be
universal, but universal (samanya) is non-existent. The meaning
enunciated by the word can neither be universal nor particular. The
transient particular/individual is unable to receive the denotation and
universal, in spite of, being expressible, it is not real. There are so many
problems in ascertaining universal as real.

Firstly, the universal is unreal like the horn of a rabbit (khara-
visanavat), and unreal cannot be compatible of action (arthakriyakari).
According to Buddhists, universal inherent in all the cows (gotva) is
unreal, because in different regions and different time there are millions
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of cows in the world, and in other words as well and that these cows as
individuals vary widely amongst themselves in respect of colour, age,
configuration and the like. Then to infer only one gotva (universal) in all
the cows, is contrary to our experience. As a student union has no existence
without the students, so also the gotva (cowness), manusyatva
(humanness), etc. are imaginary or the intellectual fiction only, not the
reals. According to Buddhists the fictitious universal is the denotation
(vacya) of the word which is of the nature of anyapoha (exclusion of
others or retrogression from others). Thus the word does not denote the
external object (artha) because the object to be grasped by the senses and
the meaning (artha) to be grasped by the words, both are different. We
observe that a blind person cannot see the object but by hearing the word,
he can understand the meaning. Again, a person who explains the term
‘daha’ (to burn) based on his personal feeling after touching the fire, will
be totally different from that of the meaning denoted by the term ‘daha’.
Thus the denotation of the word is not the object grasped by the senses.
‘This word denotes this object’; this statement is not possible in
momentary absolute individual or particular because till the time of its
manifestation, it is disappeared. As the word ‘go’ (cow) does not have
any relation with the word ‘asva’ (horse), thus the word ‘cow’ is unable
to give the knowledge of the asva (horse). Similarly, the word has no
relation with the external objects of absolute individuality (svalaksana).
The momentary absolute individual cannot be the subject of the word.
Thus according to Buddhists, the words neither denote universal nor
particular, they by exclusion of others, indicate the intellectual fictitious
objects and not the real external objects. According to Buddhists, the
words neither denote universal nor particular, they by exclusion of the
idea, which does not deserve it (atadvyavrtti), denote only fictitious objects
and not the real external object. This is the theory of Apohavada of
Buddhists.

Criticism of Apohavada

Prameyakamalamartanda presents the Jaina’s account of refutation
of the Buddhist theory of Apohavada, as under:

(1) The first objection of Jainas is that object of the word is not
the fictitious universal but a real universal. It is true that apart from
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individual, there is no existence of universal which is subjective buteven
then, it is real and not fictitious. According to Jainas the reality is
multifaceted (Anekantatmaka). An object has infinite qualities. Some
qualities of every object are similar and some are dissimilar to the other
objects. These similar qualities are called universal in Jainism. Jainas
maintain that the universal 1s not followed by many but it is subjective.
In other words universal is not a single element inherent all individuals
but the similarity or resemblance in gqualities/characteristics of every
individual is called universal, which being present in every individual
classify them in one class, cast or community. Similarity is the quality of
an individual and in the form of a quality, it is real. As the subject of
perception ( pratyaksa) is the individual possessed of universal (jatyanvita-
samanya) or the object qualified by universal as well as particular, so
also the subject of word is also real object qualified by universal as well
as particular and not something imaginary. According to the Mimamsakas,
if we think that a word denotes only a universal, or, as the Buddhists
believe an imaginary universal, then by hearing the word the individual
will not be able to apply his mind towards the object denoted by word at
all. When we hear the word ‘cow’ (universal) we look for individual
‘cow’ and not for the universal cowness (gotva). Thus, the word denotes
a real thing qualified by class and not an imaginary universal.

(2) If we regard the meaning of word as something imaginary, it
would not bé possible to determine the truthfulness or the falsehood of a
statement, because truthfulness or otherwise of a statement is based on
the real experience that we get or don’t get in the experiential world. The
statement is regarded as truth, if the object corresponding to is found in
the external world. If the object is not found corresponding to the statement,
that is called false. According to the Buddhists, the basis of the validity
of knowledge is its avisamvadita (correspondence with the thing) and
the avisamvadita can be determined on the basis of the external meanings
only and nothing else. We call the statement false if the objects
corresponding to it are not found in the external world. Thus, the meaning
of word can only be real objects, and not the imaginary one.

(3) Jainas further argue that if you (the Buddhists) regard
anyapoha the very reflection of the object reflected in determinate intellect,
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then the question arises as to whose reflection is it? Is it the reflection of
the objects of absolute individuality (svalaksana) or of the universal? It
cannot be the reflection of svalaksana because absolute individuality is
of the form of exclusion, hence negative, whereas reflection is unitary
and positive. Further, if it is reflection of svalaksana (absolute
individuality), then it should be identical with svalaksana but you deny
the identity of word with svalaksana. Again, if it is reflection of universal,
you have already denied the existence of universal, and which is not
existent, how that can be reflected? If the Buddhists say that due to
perseverance of object into non-object there may be inclination in external
word, then it would be not valid. Contrary to it, if they consider
perseverance to the external world, then they endorse the Jaina contention.

(4) If the function of the word is atadvyavriti (exclusion of the
idea, which does not deserve it) only, then it would be only of a negative
form; but we find in everything both of existential and non-existential
characteristics. According to the Jainas, the determination of the nature
of an object is done by the affirmation of Svacatustaya i.e. dravya
(substance), ksetra (space), kala (time) and bhava (state) and the negation
of paracatustaya. If the word denotes an object, we will have to determine
its meaning by both the affirmative and negative processes, for every
affirmation is relative to negation and every negation is relative to
affirmation. Affirmation without negation and negation without
affirmation are not complete. Therefore, the Buddhists have to accept an
affirmative aspect in their theory of apoha. The function of a word is not
only to negate the false or other meanings but also to present its own
meaning. The word should be regarded as expressing the objects in its
own nature.

(5) Apoha cannot be a negation. In practical life, also we find
that on hearing the word, ‘cow’ we directly comprehend the meaning of
cow. We don’t reach to its meaning by the negating buffalo, horse etc.
Though the meanings of the word cow can be understand by the negation
of ‘not cow’ or other than cow, but this does also mean that all the cows
have the same characteristics. The similarity of characteristics can be
judged by the affirmative process only.

(6) Again, to postulate a relation between the word and its meaning
does not mean that the both are the same. The Jainas have recognised the
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distinction between the two. However, this is only relative distinction
and not absolute one. The Jainas deny thatthe ‘cow’ is identical with the
word ‘cow’. Both are different and yet they have an expressive-expressed
relation (vacya-vacaka-sambandha). Two different things or independent
objects can also be related to each other, like husband-wife. It is therefore,
right to believe that there is a relative difference and a relative similarity
between the word and the meaning; and it proves expressive-expressed
relation.

(7) Again, the theory of the exclusion of ‘others’ or the ‘false’
meaning {anydpoha or atadvyavrtti) in Buddhism implies also the fallacy
of interdependence (anyonyasrayadosa), because in the very refutation of
not-cow (ago), ‘cow’ is implied and by the negation of cow, not-cow is
established. This double-negation ultimately proves itself to be positive.
What is got from the negation or exclusion of other thing would of course
be positive.

(8) Further, if one does not know the meaning of ‘cow’, he
would be able to comprehend not the meaning of ‘ago’ (not-cow).
Therefore, for negation, positive knowledge is necessary.

(9) Further more, there can be many circumstances when we
may fail to find two words which are diametrically so opposed that they
may exclude each other, for example the opposite of word sarva i.e.
asarva carries no meaning.

(10) If the denotation of a word is only exclusion or negation,
then all the words, because of their negative character will become
synonymes, as their objects of denotation being of little value will not be
distinguishable. All having the same nature, that is, negative character
and also being imaginary they will not have any difference whatsoever.
Then no distinctions will persist of substance and attribute, past and
future, masculine and feminine and also distinction between classes
(Roses, cows etc.) and numbers (singular, plural etc.) will disappear.
Moreover, if Buddhists accept the fact that the negation can be
distinguished concept of double negation (apoha), it will not remain only
a category (something imaginary), but will become a real and that would
be in accordance with the Jaina view. In the opinion of Prof. G. C. Pande,
the apoha (double negation) is not of a negative character. He writes, itis
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a complicated complex of perception and imagination, thing and not-
thing, affirmation and negation.?

The Image theory and Jainism

During the discussion whether the meaning of a word is particular
or a universal, we have already seen that Jaina philosophy regards the
denotation of a word as particular qualified by universal. This needs
explanation as to what the particular/individual qualified by universal is?
Whether it is the object or the comprehended meaning? By comprehended
meaning, we mean the mental image or the reflections of the consciousness.
Where the Nyaya-VaiSesika regards it as an object, the grammarians and
to some extent the Buddhists take it as comprehended meaning or a mental
image, the Jainas adopt a middle path by synthesising the two views.
According to them, the denotation of the word is neither the mental image
nor the external object. It is rather the image of the object as formed in
the consciousness. On the basis of perceptible cognition the theory can
be called as the image-theory,” or a ‘figure-theory (akrtivada) *°. By
hearing the words, there appears or reflect a image of the object denoted
by the word in our consciousness and the same image becomes the object
of our perception or understanding. When we hear the word ‘cow’, we
get reflected to the figure of cow which is different from that of a horse
and we act accordingly with the help of this figure. Thus, the meaning of
the word is an image or figure of the experienced object. By hearing the
word ‘cow’ there appears in our consciousness a figure of an animal with
a dewlap and so on and then, that figure of the cow acts as an object.
Thus, according to Jainas, though the word refers to a real object, but
what is the synonym of the word, is the image qualified by particular.

The Jainas are also of the view that the determination of the
meaning of the word or the creation of its object’s figure in consciousness
is made possible by knowledge and teachings. It is only when teachers
and parents by‘pronouncing the word, ‘cow’ indicate the object called,
‘cow’ (which has dewlap etc.), we learn the meaning of the word ‘cow’.
Again, the object denoted by the word ‘cow’ is a real object but its meaning
is the figure of the cow. Jainas then distinguish the denoted object with
the denotation. The object denoted by the word is external but its denotation
is a figure or idea. Itis the figure or an image, which is on the one hand,
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related with the object and on the other hand with the meaning of the
word.

The Naiyayikas have criticised the theory of image. Firstly,
according to them, as there are many individuals so also there should be
many images or figures too. Moreover, the image of one individual is
different from that of the other; as such one word cannot express many
figures, which are naturally different from each other. Further, it is
impossible for an individual that he may comprchend figures of all the
individuals of a class because all the particulars or individuals arc different
and therefore, there cannot be a single image for them. The figure of a
white cow will be different from that of a black cow. Thus, we will have
to postulate multiple meanings of a word if we accept the theory of figure’
(akrtivada). Furthermore, the compatibility of action (artha-kri 'ya-karitva)
is ascertained by individual and not by the images, for example, where
one individual asks another to bring a cow or to remove it, the other does
not bring or remove the image of the figure of a cow. The Naiyayikas
therefore, do not regard the theory of figure as correct. The Jainas also
have criticised its one-sided acceptance®.

In fact, this theory of krtivada seems to be effort made towards
the synthesis of the two trends of Indian tradition, viz. the Naiyayika and
the Grammarian. The Naiyayikas regard the meaning of the word as the
object and the Grammarians to some extent regard it as an image born of
understanding. The Jainas in their figure theory (akrtivada) synthesise
the two in such a way that on the one hand the meaning acquires
understanding and on the other hand the understood-meaning ceases to
be imaginary. It is real because the figure of the image is always of some
experienced real object. As far as the nature of the universal is concerned,
akrtivadais a compromise between nominatism (namavada) and the realism
(vastuvada). It regards that the universal, which is taken as the denotation
of word by the Mimamsakas, is neither merely a name (mental image)
nor as having a real existence independent of the individual or the particular.
It is such a mental reflection or image which is created on the basis of
similarity or resemblance between different individuals. It is though
mental, yet is not imaginary or unreal. The Jainas regard such an image
as the denotation of the word. They also believe that, that which is denoted
by the image, is a real and particular object. There is a relative similarity
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between the particular object comprehended by the word and its own
class. On the basis of this similarity, we regard all the objects having
similarity as denotation of one word.

The figure theory (akrtivada) of the Jainas has to some extent a
resemblance with the picture theory of Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein in the
beginning believed that the proposition is a picture of reality and the
waves of sound, all stand to one another is that pictorial internal relation
which holds between language and the word.”?' He however, changed
his view latter on, and brought the use theory (upayoga-siddhanta) which
he thought to be more appropriate. According to the latter theory the
meaning of the word is determined by the context and the usage of a
word and not by its picture (image/figure) which is created (in our
consciousness) when we hear it. Wittgenstein has emphasised the use
theory in his latter work, ‘Philosophical Investigations’.>?

In the Jaina concepts of akrtivada, we find the seeds of both the
theories of Wittgenstein. Jainas, on the one hand by taking the meaning
of the word as an image (figure), support the picture-theory and on the
other hand in determining the meaning of the word, they admit the role of
~ the use-context (Prayoga-sandarbha} or the accustomed tradition
(Abhisamaya-parampara), and thus they also support the use-theory of
Wittgenstein. In my opinion, there is in fact no contradiction between the
two. By hearing a word their does appear an image or figure in our mind
but what type of figure and image will be produced by hearing which
word, will be determined by usage and tradition. It seems that the Jaina
view of akrtivada regarding the denotation of the word is an attempt to
synthesise the different prevalent theories of the day. This is the special
feature of the Jaina philosophy of language.

Terms

Words and terms are made of letters or sometimes of a single
letter. It should also be kept in mind that only that group of letters, which
denotes or expresses something, is called word or term. The group of
letters, which is not expressive or indicator of any meaning, does not
come in the category of a word. The term; Kalama (pen) thus, is a
meaningful word because it denotes the object; but say, makala”having
no sense, does not mean anything, hence is not a word or term. According
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to the Jainicaryas, the term is that by which meaning is comprehended?.
While defining term, Vadideva Suri in his Pramananaya-
tattvalokalankara®* says that a term is an absolute group of relative letters.
In my opinion, this definition may be right in case of a ‘word’; but
cannot be regarded correct in the case of ‘term’ because a term is always
relative to a sentence. In the Nyaya philosophy, defining the difference
between a word and a term, it is said that if there is a case (vibhaktr) at
the end of the letters as per rule, it is designated as “term’*. The difference
between the word and term is that while the meaning of the word being
bereft of case (vibhakti) is absolute or non-relative to the sentence, the
meaning of the term, being associated with case, is relative to the sentence.
In other words, a word, if used as a part of a sentence, is a term. A word
does not require a sentence to express its meaning, but a term, being a
part of a sentence, has its meaning relative to its sentence. For example
the word ‘cow’ expresses its meaning irrespective of any sentence, but
when we say ‘the cow’ - the term will not clear till the whole sentence
‘bring the cow’, is not present. This is the difference between a word and
a term. The word used in a sentence with case is called as term. Term is
a part of sentence, and its meaning is relative to the sentence whereas the
word is non-relative to the sentence. A word when used in a sentence
with the case (vibhakti) becomes a term. We will now discuss the nature
of sentence in our next chapter.
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Chapter 4

The Jaina Philosophy of Sentence

A sentence is an important unit of linguistic expression. A
sentence is generally defined to be a collection of individual words, which
culminate in and lead to a judgement consisting of concepts, brought into
a relation with one another. Therefore, a sentence is nothing but the
different individual words put in a certain juxtaposition and competent to
express meaning which by virtue of their compatibility and harmony
with one another cohere into one judgement. This definition of sentence
is more or less endorsed by common sense. However, there is a difference
of opinion among different philosophers regarding the definition of a
sentence. In the present chapter, we will first discuss the nature of sentence
as propounded by the Jainacaryas and afterwards we will try to understand
~ the views of other philophers and the Jaina reactions to them. Finally, we
will discuss as to how for the Jaina formulations are logical.

Jaina contention of Sentence

Prabhacandra in his Prameya-kamala-martanda states that ‘in
order to make the denotation more clear, the non-relative unit of terms
put as relative to each other, is called sentence.’! In this definition of a
sentence, two things are clear. Firstly, the terms, which make the sentence,
are mutually relative to each other to make their denotation comprehended
and secondly, the sentence constructed by these words or terms depends
on none, in order to express its meaning. The sentence, in other words, is
capable itself in making the person to understand its meaning. But the
terms lack such a capability. It is only when the relative terms together
make a group, which can express its meaning independently, there emerges
a sentence. In short, the sentence is a non-relative group of relative terms.
The crux of (the structure of) a sentences is the relativity of its terms
along with its own-non-relativity. Terms of a sentence need each other.
It appears incomplete without the other. The term, which needs the other
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in order to express itself, is called sakanksa’ (with mutual expectancy)
term; and the number of sakariksa terms, which fulfil the need together,
make a unit called sentences. Thus, according to Jaina philosophers
whereas the terms used in a sentence are relative, the sentence itself, in
making the comprehension of its meaning, is non-relative. Thus, according
to the Jaina philosophers, there is a relativity of terms but the group of
terms remains non-relative. Terms are essential points of a sentence and
the sentence produced by them is an absolute unit. The sentence is a
whole structure made of part-units. It is a complete creation made of
incomplete units.

Different views on the nature of sentence and their appraisal?

To present the different views of Indian philosophers regarding
philosophy of sentence, Prabhacandra, in his Prameya-kamala-martanda
has quoted two verses from Vakyapadiya, which briefly introduce the
different concepts regarding the definition and nature of the sentence,
prevalent in those days.?

Akhyatasabdah, sarighato jati-sanghatavartini/
Eko’navayava $abdah kramo buddhyanusamhrtih //
Padmadyarn, prthakasarvapadar, sakarnksamityapi/
Vakyam prati matirbhinna bahudha nyayavadinam//
Vakyapadiya-2/1-2
In above mentioned verses Bhartrhari says ‘A sentence has been
characterised by ‘logicians’ (Nyayavadins) in at least eight ways: (1) as
verb (akhyata), (2) as a collection of linguistic forms (§abda-samghata),
(3) as the proper universal (jati), that occurs in the collection
(samghatavartini) , (4) as a single partless linguistic form, (5) as a
sequence (of words) , (6) as what hangs together in the intellect
(buddhyanusamhrti) , (7) as the first word (pada adya) , and (8) as all the
words severally possessing expectancy (for each other, prthakasarvapada-
sakamsa).
In Indian philosophy, we find two viewpoints regarding the nature
of a sentence. According to the grammarians, a sentence is a whole unit.
They don not regard terms in a sentence much important, for without a
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sentence terms have no existence whatsoever. The szcond view held by
Nyaya, Samkhya, etc. regards a sentence as made of unit-parts, i.e. words
and terms. According to them, the terms, which are independent units in
themselves, are very important parts of a sentence. There are however,
differences of opinion between these philosophers as to which is the crux
of sentence. Is it the kriya-pada or akhyata-pada (a verbal form or
construct) or is it the subject (uddesya-pada) of a sentence? Prabhacandra
on the basis of Viakyapadiyahas criticised the following theories regarding
the definition and nature of a sentence.

(1) Kriyapada (a verbal form or construct) as the crux of a sentence:

According to some philosophers, the verbal forms (kriya-pada
or akhyata-pada) is the crux of sentence. It is only capable of carrying
meaning of a sentence. In the absence of a verb the meaning of a sentence
cannot be made clear. Therefore, in the comprehension of meaning of a
sentence, only the verb is primary and other terms are secondary.

While criticising this view, Prabhacandra asks whether the verbal
construct is a sentence irrespective of other terms or it is a sentence
relative to other terms? The first view can be criticised on two grounds,

firstly, if the verb is not relative to other terms, it would cease to be a
term and will not be able to take the form of a sentence. Secondly, if we
regard verbal construct (zZkhyatapada) non-relative to other terms itself
as a sentence, then there will be complete absence of akhyatapada in a
sentence. Because, the verb is that which defines the natural relation
between the subject and the predicate or say, between the subject and the
verb itself. If the verb is non-relative to the subject or the predicate
terms, it will lose its status being a verb because in that case it will not be
able to indicate its relation with them. Further, if the verb is a sentence in
relation to other forms, it is relative absolutely or partly? If it is sentence
being partly relative then it will be quite similar to the Jaina view and if
it is a sentence being absolute relative, then it will cease to be a sentence
because of complete relativity it would lack the very quality of a sentence
and the contextual meaning, which is derived from the verb. In that case
it would only be a half sentence for being completely relative it will need
some other entity to make its meaning understandable. Being dependent
on some other entity, it will not fulfil the nature of a sentence because a
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sentence, after all is an absolute complex (a unit) of relative terms.
According to the Jainas, therefore, the verb can be a sentence only when
itis partly relative and partly absolute. It means that it takes the form of
a sentence only when it is combined with other terms. The verb, however
important it may be, cannot be a sentence by itself.

It is, of course true that in many instances the very pronunciation
of a verb communicates the meaning of the sentence, but there also the
implicit presence of other terms cannot be ruled out. When, for example
we say, ‘eat’, it indicates the eating activity, but at the same time it also
implies some thing which is there to eat and also the eatable to be eaten,
because without the eater and the eatable there is no meaning of the
sentence, ‘eat’. Similarly, in Sanskrit the verb ‘gacchami’ or ‘gacchati’
indirectly implies the subject ‘ahan?’ or ‘sah’respectively. A verb, thus,
always needs explicitly or implicitly a subject. Therefore, the meaning of
a sentence is understandable only when the verb is partly relative with
other terms. The Jainas of course accept this view.

(2) Sentence as a term-complex

According to the Buddhists, a sentence is nothing but a group or
combination of terms. Of course, it is not merely a group of terms, for
the terms collected together do not form a sentence. To construct a sentence
“something else”, is also required and this ‘something else’ points towards
a special type of unity. Something else is more than the meaning of terms
and something external to them. When terms are put together (in a
particular way) there emerges arthadhikya (added meaning);” and this is
regarded by those who believe in collective theory (Sarighatavadi) as the
meaning of a sentence. In the collective theory, thus, the sentence 1s
regarded as a synthetic group of terms and the meaning of a sentence in
the form of a synthetic-group-of meanings. But what is important here,
is the complex because this complex adds something new to the meaning
of terms. According to this theory, there is something new in the complex
(sanghata) which is not found in the separate terms. Take for instance the
sentence. ‘A horse eats grass’. Here the terms horse” ‘eat’ and ‘grass’,
do not independently mean the same what their combination, ‘A horse
eats grass’ does mean. The theory, therefore, regards the complex of the
combined terms itself as the principal basis of the understanding of the
meaning of a sentence.
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While criticising the theory of complex (samghatavada),
Prabhacandra in Prameya-kamala-martanda asks whether the complex or
the combination of term is space-oriented or time-oriented. If we regard
it either as space oriented or as time-oriented, in both the cases, such
complex would not be logically feasible for in hearing of a sentence, it is
not possible for the terms to make a complex,which are produced and
destroyed successively in the same space and time. Further, the question
may also be raised as to the terms, which find the form of a sentence, are
different from the sentence or the same. They cannot be different, for if
they are regarded as different they will cease to the parts of the sentence.
Moreover, the way in which say, a colour cannot be combined with another,
the terms can also not be combined. Furthermore, if the complex is regarded
as non-distinguishable (with the terms) it may be asked then, whether it
1s absolutely non-distinguishable or relatively non-distinguishable. If it
is absolutely non-separable then it would be of the nature of the parts
which make the complex. In other words, the very terms will take form
of a sentence. In that case, the complex would become meaningless. If
the complex were regarded partly as different and partly as the same,
then it would be a position agreeable to Jaina thinkers. The Jainacaryas
also regard terms as relatively different and relatively identical with the
sentence.

(3) Sentence as a Common-factor (Jati)

Some thinkers believe that a sentence is not a complex of terms.
it is rather than common-factor called Jati, which is born out of the
combination of terms. In a sentence, the terms lose their independent
‘identity’. They instead, give together a meaningful understanding of a
common-factor in which lies the meaning of the sentence. According to
this theory, a sentence of course, is made of the complex of terms, but it
does not recognise the potentiality of meaning in terms of independent of
sentence. Though, every term in a sentence has its own individuality, yet
the meaning of a sentence is an independent element and if terms have
any meaning, they have it only within a sentence. It is just like the parts
of a body, which can maintain their function within the body and not
without it. Terms get their meaning only as parts of a sentence.
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The Jaina philosopher Prabhacandra while criticising this view
says that if the common-factor, ‘Jati’ means the absolute complex of the
selective terms, we have no objection, for this is the Jaina view itself.
But if Jati is regarded as different from the terms, the theory will have all
the limitations similar to that of the complex theory. Because, as a term-
complex gives us the meaning remaining relatively different and relatively
similar, so also the so called Jati or the common factor can give us the
meaning of the sentence remaining relatively different and relatively similar
to the terms. The common-factor or the Jati cannot be regarded as totally
different or as totally identical to its individual parts. Terms, also, are
neither totally different nor totally identical with the sentence. Their
relative identity-cum-difference makes the perception of meaning in a
sentence possible.

(4) A sentence is an indivisible unit

The grammarians regard a sentence as an indivisible unit. For
them, a sentence is in itself a unit and terms have no existence apart from
the sentence. As it is useless to search the meaning of terms in the letters
that makes them, similarly, it is also useless to search meaning of sentence
in the terms that makes it. The meaning of a sentence lies in its integration.
According to this theory, the division between letters and terms is
improper. The meaning expressed by a sentence is not there in the term
or the term-complex. The Jainas also have no objection in regarding
sentence as a unit because they themselves believe that a sentence is an
absolute unit of relative terms. Their contention is only that, when we
regard a sentence as an indivisible reality or an absolute unit, we must
not forget the fact that in the structure of a sentence, terms enjoy an
important place. To imagine whole apart from its parts, is wrong. Similarly,
itis not possible to expect the comprehension of the meaning of a sentence
by totally ignoring the terms. Even if a sentence is an absolute unity, it is
after all, made of the combination of relative terms. As such, they (the
terms) are also important factors of a sentence. They cannot be ignored
in the comprehension of meaning.

Prabhacandra has criticised this theory of the indivisibility of a
sentence and says that it is only a human fancy to regard a sentence as
one unit having no terms (apada). Actually, there cannot be any sentence
without its terms. It is very necessary that a sentence must have relative
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terms. To ignore terms in a sentence or to think that there is no place for
terms and objects (which are denoted by the terms) in a sentence is to
become indifferent towards the experiential truth. Prabhacandra has labelled
all those objections of this theory, which could be raised against the
theory of sphota. Theory of the indivisibility of a sentence is really a
variety of the sphota theory, which propounds that terms and sentences
made of them are not expressive of meaning. It is the sphota, which is
the carrier of the meaning of a sentence. But the theory of sphota is not
the only and the final theory regarding the cognition of meaning because
it is unable to answer as to why, after all, the sphota of meaning does not
occur in the absence of terms of a sentence. We cannot, therefore, regard
a sentence as indivisible or as without having parts. Terms, really are the
essential constituents of a sentence and they as words, without sentence
also have their own independent meanings. Moreover, there cannot be
any sentence in the absence of terms. Hence, a sentence cannot be called
as partless.

(5) Successivism (Kramavada) and its criticism

Successivism is really a special variety of the theory of Samghata
(complex). In Kramavadathough terms are recognised as essential parts
of a sentence but the theory makes order of the terms in a sentence much
more important than their coexistence for the comprehension of the
meaning of the sentence. Succession of the terms is sentence in itself. As
if the letters are not in a definite series they cannot make a term, so also,
if the terms lack the definite order, they cannot make a sentence. For a
meaningful sentence, it is necessary that there be a serial order of terms.
It is the order of the terms, which creates a sentence and makes us
comprehend the meaning of a sentence. Terms have their meaning but
they have a special meaning also. This special meaning is expressed only
when they are oriented in an order. The appropriation of terms makes the
terms of a sentence.

Successivism also emphasises continuity of time and maintains
that if there is a break in time, the order of the terms also breaks down,
which in tern ruins the sentence. In successivism, the second term which
follows the first, is accepted as a sub-factor and this determinate order of
terms itself is the expressive of meaning.
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Prabhacandra does not see any difference between successivism
and the theory of complex or aggregation. The only difference is that
while the latter emphasises the coexistence of the terms, the former
underlines their order. Successivism has all those limitations with which
the theory of aggregation suffers. Here also the question of space and
time arises. An order is not possible in a single space and in a single
time. If we regard the existence of the terms in different spaces and
times, there will be difficulty in the comprehension of meaning. Though
in the structure of a sentence, the succession of the terms is an important
element but this order is possible only in those relative terms, which are
existent in a relatively different and relatively identical manner in a
sentence.

(6) The comprehension theory of meaning of a sentence: nature and
criticism

Some philosophers are of the opinion that words and word-
complex are only external. They don’t contain the meaning of a sentence.
The sentence, therefore, is that which is comprehended by the intellect.
We speak a sentence with an objective concentration of the intellect and
we comprehend the meaning only with such an intellect. The cause and
origin of a sentence is, in fact, the intellect-factor. A speaker speaks only
when he has a desire to speak something in a coherent way. The intellect
or the intelligence therefore, is the originator of a sentence. Without
intelligence neither it is possible to pronounce a sentence nor it is possible
on the part of the listener to comprehend its meaning. The basis of sentence
is, therefore, the intellectual comprehension.

While criticising the view, Jainacarya Prabhacandra asks, if the
basis of a sentence is the intellect, the nature of sentence then is physical
(dravya) or psychical (bhava)? We cannot call intelligence as a physical
sentence because the physical sentence is unconscious and is of the nature
of word and sound while the intellect is conscious. Hence, there is
contradiction in terms. We cannot regard intelligence as a physical sentence.
Further, if we regard the intellect as psychical sentence then, there will
be the fallacy of proving something, which is already proved. Because,
the intellect as psychical sentence, is already established. The rationalists
and the Jaina philosophers carry the same opinion in this regard. To
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recognise the conscious or the physical aspect of a sentence as rational is
acceptable to the Jaina philosophy also. To regard the psychic aspect and
conscious aspect of the sentence as intellectual is accepted to Jainism and
by this point of view this concept is not opposed to Jaina view.

(7) First term (prathama-pada) is a sentence: concept and criticism

Some philosophers are of the opinion that by the very
pronunciation of the first term of a sentence, the total meaning of the
sentence is expressed. The very first term makes the purpose of the
speaker clear. The other terms only carry it. According to Viakyapadiya
if the determination of case is possible by verb, then the verb can also be
determined by the case. This theory though underlines the importance of
the Karaka-pada (the term denoting case) in a sentence, but it cannot be
regarded as the whole truth. Jainacarya Prabhacandra says, whether itis
the first term of a sentence or is the last term, they make the meaning of
a sentence clear always in relation to other terms. If only one term were
capable of indicating meaning why should there be the need of other
terms. In other words, their absence will always be noticed in the sentence.
Itis, of course, possible in many a cases where the very pronunciation of
-~ the first term may convey the sense. For example when a mason while
preparing a wall says, ‘brick’, his helper understands well that he is
asking for a brick. Here the very pronunciation of the first term carries
the meaning of the complete sentence but it happens in certain context
only. If the very same word was pronounced by, say, a police officer in
a riot-situation, the word would have carried quite different connotation.
Thus, we can safely say that pronunciation of the terms denoting case
(karaka-pada) cognise its meaning only in certain context and not in every
context. It can not be made a rule. In addition, even in such cases the verb
of the sentence is always implicit. Therefore, it is not advisable to regard
the first-term (prathama-pada) as a sentence. The pronounciation of the
word ‘Rama’ carries meaning in a particular context only, not always. If
we will regard the first term as a sentence without any qualification, the
other terms of a sentence will become irrelevant. But this is not the case.
In fact, terms are always relative and their relative terms make an absolute
sentence. Terms, no doubt, have an important place in a sentence but
they cannot be called sentence individually.
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(8) Sakanksa-pada (term with mutual expectancy) is a sentence in

itself

According to certain thinkers every term with mutual expectancy
apart from being the part of a sentence, has its own independent existence
nevertheless. In this theory, the independent individuality of every term
is accepted. The terms do not loose their own meanings even when they
have a collective existence (in a sentence). This theory emphasises the
independent existence and importance of the terms in a sentence. It 1s
different from the theory of the complex (sanghata) and that of the
successivism (kramavéada) in the sense that whereas in both of the theories
terms are primary and sentence is secondary, in this theory on the basis
of mutual expectancy of term importance is given to sentence. It also
believes, of course, that terms are relative and have their meaning only
within a sentence and not out of it. In fact, this theory is very near to the
Jaina concept, because the Jaina philosophers also regard sentence as an
absolute collection of the terms with mutual expectancy.

The Jaina view

Jainism regards the sentence as an absolute collection of the
terms with mutual expectancy, but it gives equal importance to both the
sentence as well as the terms. According to it, neither a sentence is possible
without the terms not the terms are capable to express their meaning
without a sentence. Terms get their meaning only in a sentence, not
independent of it. On the other hand, without the terms there is no existence
of a sentence also. Terms and sentence both enjoy a relative existence
and have relative importance. None of them can express its meaning in
the absence of any of them. To make the meaning expressive, the sentence
will have to be relative to the terms and vice versa. The Jaina philosophers
have accepted the relative truth of all the theories but has not given undue
emphasis on any one aspect. According to them, the term and the sentence
are incapable of imparting meaning if are treated absolutely exclusive of
each other. Their capability of expressing meaning lies in their mutual
relativity. The expression of the meaning of the sentence is the relativity
of term and the mental relativity between the sentence and the terms.
Mutually non-relative terms, terms non-relative to a sentence and sentence
non-relative to terms have neither their existence nor have capability of
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expressing meaning. Therefore, it is more reasonable to regard a sentence
as an absolute collection of relative terms.

Theory of Sentence Meaning

How do we get the meaning of a sentence? There are different
theories regarding the meaning of sentence in Indian philosophy. The
Naiyayikas and the Bhatta Mimarhsakas propound the Abhihitanvayavada
(Denotation-relative theory). Against this theory, the Prabhakara School
of Mimarhsa establishes Anvitabhidhanavada (Theory of concomitant
expression).

After analysing these theories and evaluating them in the light of
Jaina contention, we shall try to examine as to which theory would be
more appropriate regarding the meaning of a sentence.

Abhihitanvayavada ( Denotation-relative theory)

Speech is purposive in nature. People use words with the intention to
convey a connected, unified sense. Hence, from the use of words in
juxtaposition it is assumed that the speaker has uttered them with the
intention of conveying a connected sense. The sentence is something
more than the sum of the word meanings. Abhihitanvayavada of Kumarila
says that in a sentence, each word gives out its individual isolated meaning
(which is universal) and their significative power is exhausted with that.
Then with the help of laksana (secondary significative power) the syntactic
relationship that of word and object is obtained and thus the sentence
meaning is obtained.

Thus, according to this theory, the meaningful terms themselves are the
base of the sentence-meaning.* In brief, it is by the denotation-power of
the two terms that recognise the objects and then we comprehend the
mutual relation between them by the intention of the speaker, i.e. by the
speaker’s use of appropriate preposition and conjunction (vibhakti).
Afterwards, on the basis of the knowledge of the mutual relation of the
terms, we comprehend the meaning of a sentence. This is the denotation-
relative theory.

According to this theory, the sentence-meaning is obtained in
three stages, viz. in first stage we get the cognition of objects after hearing
the terms. Then in the second stage we understand the mutual relation
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between the objects, and finally in the third stage, this understanding of
the mutual relation gives us the meaning of the sentence. According to
this theory, the words/terms independent of a sentence have their own
meanings and the meaning of the sentence is determined on the basts of
it (the rﬁeanings of words). In other words, the comprehension of the
meaning of a sentence depends on the comprehension of the meaning of
the terms. According to the denotation-relative theory (Abhihitanvayavada)
the terms have independent meanings also but the sentence has no meaning
without the terms. The meaning of a sentence depends upon the meaning
of the terms and their mutual relation (or the conjunction and prepositions
etc). We cannot comprehend the meaning of a sentence if we are unable
to understand the meanings of terms (i.e. objects that they denote) and
their mutual relation. Thus, two things are necessary for the
comprehension of meaning of a sentence. First, the understanding of the
meaning of the first term and second the cognition of the mutual relation
of other terms. Further, the mutual relations of the terms are also
determined on the basis of four factors: (1) Akanksa (expectancy), (2)
Yogyata (consistency of sense), (3) Samniddhi (contiguity) and (4)
Tatparya (Purport).

(1) Akdriksa (expectancy) - When we hear a word, the expectation
and curiosity of hearing another related word is called akanksa’. The
term aspires as if for another term. A sentence is not created by the
manifold terms, which are not related to each other. For example, the
pronouncing cow, horse, men, women, etc. does not make a sentence.
According to the Jaina philosophers, it is only terms, which expect each
other, that are capable of creating a sentence. According to Kumarila ‘ A
group of words serving a single purpose, forms a sentence, if on analysis,
the separate words are found to have akariksa or mutual expectancy’
(Mimarsa-siitra2.1.46). By the word expectancy, the Mimarnsakas mean
psychological expectancy where as grammarians and logicians take akariksa
as syntactic, as it is only the need for the syntactic completeness of the
sentence.

(2) Yogyata (consistency of sense or compatibility) - Yogyatais
the logical compatibility of the word’s consistency in a sentence for mutual
association. It refers to the possibility of mutual relation between the
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objects, denoted by the terms. If there is hindrance for such a relation,
the terms will then lack the consistency of sense. For example, we say
‘wet with fire,” the phrase will mean nothing for the simple reason that
there is no relation between ‘fire’ and ‘wetting’. A sentence is not made
of non related terms or of terms lacking the consistency of sense for
mutual relationship. There is nio unanimity of opinion regarding the exact
role of yogyata in the comprehension of the meaning from a sentence.
Some Naiyayikas hold that a decisive knowledge of yogyatais pre-requisite
for verbal cognition whereas Kumarila maintain that incompatibility with
the actual facts does not prevent verbal comprehension, but the validity
of the knowledge.

(3) Samnidhi (contiguity) - Samniddhi is generally explained
as the condition that the words in a sentence should be temporally
contiguous. It is the uninterrupted utterance or the unbroken
comprehension of words. It means pronunciation of words/terms without
long pause by the speaker. The sentences are neither made by the terms
spoken by many persons without pause nor are they made by terms spoken
by a single person but after long pause, say a pause of an hour after every
term. Lack of samniddhi can occur in two ways viz. not being uttered
together and being signified by words. The Bhatta Mimarhsakas hold
that the verbal cognition is possible only when the necessary words are
together in the mind. The Prabhakara considers that only the contiguity
of cognition of the sense is necessary. Thus in the case of elliptical
sentences, the Bhatta Mimarnsakas want the missing words to be actually
supplied.

(4) Tatparya (Purport or intention)- The term tatparyarefers to
the meaning intended to be éonveycd by an utterance, and its purport
refers to the intention of the speaker. According to the Naiyayikas this is
also one of the necessary conditions for the comprehension of the meaning
of a sentence. The right determination of the meaning of a sentence is
impossible without the understanding of the speaker’s intention especially
when the term has more than one meaning. If a term is used in some
special sense say ironically or when some terms are left unexpressed in a
sentence, then also the intention of the speaker or his use of conjunctions
etc., in the sentence becomes the basis of the understanding of meaning.



(88) : Jaina Philosophy of Language

In a normal speech situation, there should be five different aspects
of the meaning of an utterance viz. (1) what is in the mind of the speaker
who makes the utterance?, (2) what the speaker wants the listener to
understand ?, (3) what the utterance actually conveys?, (4) what the listener
understands as the meaning of the utterance?, (3) and what is in the mind
of the listener on hearing the utterance? Naiyayikas hold that the tatparya
is the intention or the desire of the speaker whereas the Mimamsakas
hold that it is the purport of the sentence.

Briefly speaking, after hearing the terms, first, there is a
presentation of disconnected objects and then on the basis of expectancy,
compatibility, contiguity and purport their mutual relation is comprehended
and this is how the meaning of the sentence is understood.

Abhihitanvayavida: a review’

The Jaina philosophers Prabhacandia in his treatise Prameya-
kamala-martanda while criticising Kumarila’s view writes that if by
hearing a sentence we first cognise the mutually disconnected objects
and then after their relatedness, the question arises that on what ground
their connectivity is ascertained? Is the connectivity known through the
terms external to sentence, or through the intellect? The first alternative
cannot be accepted because there is no term, which can be the material
cause of the meaning of all the terms. Further, the term that is not present
in the sentence can also not establish the connectivity of the terms of a
sentence. Moreover, if we say that the connectivity is effected by the
intellect, then the view will not support the denotation-relative theory. It
will rather be supporting its opposite theory, Anvitabhidhanavadabecause
‘the intellect which notices the two terms mutually connected, is itself the
mental form of a sentence. It can be said on behalf of Kumarila Bhatta
that even if the sentence is not regarded different from the mutually
connected terms (because it is made of then), its comprehension of
meaning, nevertheless, does depend upon the understanding of the meaning
of the connected terms which seem to be mutually related or connected
with the intellect. But the Prabhacandra argues that the terms are not
different in their genders, roots, case, disjunction and conjunctions because
whenever they are expressed, they are spoken with their components
(affix, suffix, etc.) and the understanding of the meaning is derived from
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their mutually connected parts. Thus the comprehension of meaning that
we get, whether of the sentence, or of the terms, is always of the connected
and not the non-connected terms. Kumarila in order to support his
denotation-relation theory, can, of course, argue that it is only in profane
practice and in the Vedas that we use the single (partless) word to propound
- the meaning of a sentence and roots, genders, suffixes and prefixes are
not separately used. They are separately used only when their etymology
is being explained. A word is always like a single (partless) letter. It is
only to explain its meaning that we separate its parts in our imagination.
Being single and partless, it is non-connected (ananvita) nevertheless, its
connectivity is established. Prabhacandra contradicting this argument of
Kumdrila says that the very same argument, which makes a word/term a
partless or single entity, can make a sentence also an undivided single
whole. In that case, it can be said that it is only to explain the structure of
a sentence that we separate it in imagination from its words. In fact, the
sentence is an indivisible unit, in which the other connected terms are
named. In the secular practices and in the Vedas, we use the sentences so
that actions may proceed towards getting or not getting the objects. It is
the meaning of a sentence, and not the objects, which inspires for action.
- Thus we have to regard a sentence as a unit and in this form, it will
denote the connected terms only.

Prabhacandra thus reaches to the conclusion that, as the words/
terms are partly different and partly similar to their parts genders,
conjunctions, prepositions etc. so also the terms are partly similar and
partly different from their sentences. First, the term is connected to the
component terms of a sentence, at the same time it is non-connected with
the component terms of other sentence. In spite of being connected, it
has its independent existence. Secondly, in other physical sentence, the
words are separate but in the psychic sentences, they are connected.

In my opinion it should be kept in mind that even if the words
have their own meanings, they lose their independent meanings when
used in a sentence. In the game of chess, for example when we say that
the ‘king is beaten’, the independent meaning of the separate terms of the
sentence do not help us much in making sense to our preposition. Here
the whole sentence has a special sense, which does not depend upon the
‘meanings of the separate words/terms of the sentence. Thus, it is not
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reasonable to accept that the meanings of non-connected words are the
base for the comprehension of the meaning of a sentence. Many a times
the sentence as a single unit determines the meaning of its components
i.e. terms.

Anvitabhidhanavada (Theory of concomitant expression): Plaintiff’s
thesis

The view of Prabhakara, the second eminent philosopher of the
Mimamsa School of thought, regarding the meaning of the sentence is
known as the theory of concomitant expression (Anvitabhidhanavada).
Kumarila in his theory (Abhihitanvayavada) states that in the
comprehension of the meaning of a sentence, first we cognise the objects
and then after with correlation of those objects the meaning of the sentence
is obtained. But Prabhakara in his theory of anvitabhidhanavadabelieves
that correlated objects are comprehended through the primary denotative
power of the word (abhidha-sakti). It is mutually correlated words, which
make the meaning of the sentence comprehended. The word apart from
its position in a sentence is only an abstraction and rather a torso; yet its
distinctive individuality cannot be denied without repudiating the clear
verdict of understanding. Thus the words used in a sentence have a
consolidated meaning; they have no sense without the sentence.’

The theory does not regard the recognition of the mutual relation
of objects as dependent upon the cognition of the objects first. We rather
get the understanding of the mutually related objects as soon as we hear
the sentence. The theory therefore, does not need to postulate any
purporting power (tatparya-akhya-sakti). According to it, the terms that
we hear do not denote the unrelated objects but they indicate the objects
as already related. Thus, the mutual relation is directly expressed and is
not recognised after the cognition of separate object. This is the essence
of the theory. According to this theory, the sentence meaning in itself is
denotative, it does not require any power of purport to be cognised.

While playing cards, when we utter a sentence say, for instance,
‘let us now move diamonds’, it does not mean that in the meaning of this
sentence first we know the unrelated meaning of the terms and then by
establishing correlation the meaning is comprehended. But the meaning
is directly comprehendéd. Because in this context by saying diamond we
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do not mean by the diamond, the object as real but that which denotes the
figure of diamond in the card. Similarly, the word ‘let us now move’
does not mean the movement (act of movement) but to put the card simply.
On this very basis, the (Anvitabhidhana) theory maintains that the words
as members of a sentence are led to a judgement consisting of meanings
related with one another. The precedent term gets related to its succeeding
term and thus makes the sense of the sentence, which concludes that on
hearing a sentence the correlated terms are comprehended.

The terms, no doubt, recollect their meanings, but in the cognition
of a sentence they denote a concept as related, and an unrelated concept is
an abstraction.

Prabhakara Misra and his followers contend that it is the sentence,
which has real significance. A single word in isolation is never found in
use. The sentence is the real unit, which carries a useful meaning.
Individual units are possessed of significance only in so for as they are
elements of sentence. According to him, a sentence is a unit but it is an
organic whole with parts correlated through their meanings. Prabhakara
denies that the words convey a meaning except in the context of a sentence,
even though he regards words as real and actual constituents of language.
Like Kumarila Bhatta and Naiyayikas, Prabhakara accepts the reality of
the individual words and their individual meanings, and agrees that the
primary meaning expressed by the word is a universal (jati).

Prabhakara’s contention of the sentence meaning in nutshell, is
that the meaning of a sentence is a consistent individual judgement and,
though it is ultimately traceable to the individual component words and
the meanings of words are concepts, but the latter are always understood
as related concepts and an unrelated concept is imaginary.

The criticism of Anvitibhidhanavada’

Prabhacandra in his treatise Prameya-kamala-martandaraises the
following objections to Anvitabhidhanaviada. Firstly, if we accept that
the only correlated terms are able to give the meaning of a sentence or
they have meaning only when they are correlated, then on hearing the
first term the meaning of the sentence should be comprehended. In that
case, the pronunciation of the other terms will become useless. Then one
word will suffice and the occurrence of other words in the sentence will
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be absolutely redundant. In addition, the every individual term will
represent the whole sentence independently. Because of the correlation
with the former terms, any term in a sentence will be enough to reveal the
meaning of the sentence. To counter this objection of Prabhacandra, it
may be said in favour of the said theory that 10 negate the undesired
terms, the pronunciation of other terms cannot be taken as useless. Jainas
argue that in that case, the meaning already drawn by the correlated first
term will be repeated by the other terms of the sentence, or there will be
the fallacy of tautology. Here the followers of Anvitabhidhanavada may
say that what the first term principally denotes (sentence meaning), the
other terms of the sentence as assistant of the first term, denote the same
meaning as established by the first term, and as such there is no ground
for tautology. However, the Jainas do not accept this argument.

It is also not reasonable to accept on the part of the advocates of
anvitabhidhanavadathat the comprehension of scntence meaning is possible
only by pronouncing the last term (in sentence) corrclated with the
meanings of the preceding terms. Prabhacandra criticises this contention
by pointing out that if all the terms are mutually correlated, then what is
the ground to regard only the meaning of the last related term as expressive
of the sentence meaning, why not the meanings of other terms can denote
the meaning of the sentence? '

Prabhdkara MiSra in order to protect his theory of concomitant
expression (Anvitabhidhanavada) may argue that in the process of
meaning, the principal terms are interlocked with the preceding terms in
a sentence and the preceding terms are related with the succeeding terms.
In other words, every former term has its correlation with the later term
and as such, it would not be possible to get the meaning of the sentence
from any one of its terms. The Jainas however, do not agree with it for
according to them it is not reasonable to think that the meaning of the
preceding terms are determined only by their relation with the succeeding
terms for the relation is not one-sided. The succeeding terms are also
mutually related with the preceding terms. Therefore, to regard that it is
only the final term, which cause the comprehension of the meaning of a
sentence is not logical even for the theory of Anvitabhidhanavada.

Prabhakara’s reply to this argument is that there are two functions
of a term: first, to state its own meaning and secondly, to give rise to a
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recollection of their simple unrelated meanings, technically known as
Gamaka-vyapara. This recollected meaning is understood as related by
the denotative capacity of the words. Hence, there should not be any
objection to accept Anvitabhidhanavada. But the Jaina view does not
regard it correct for even if the meaning of a sentence is similar in both
the cases. [tis not reasonable to think that some terms only express their
own meaning and some other make the meanings of other terms intelligible.

Prabhakara may raise a question again whether the intelligent
people use the terms to get the meaning of the terms or of the sentence?
The use of terms is of course, not to get the meaning of the terms because
the term does not causes inclination to words meaning. Now, if we accept
the second alternative, it will then prove Anvitabhidhanavada.

But the Jainacarya Prabhacandra replying the argument says ‘the
term vrksa (the tree) gives us the cognition of a tree along with its
branches, leaves etc. and the term ‘tisthati’ makes us to comprehend the
place etc. The term ‘tree’ has nothing to do directly with the meaning
particularly regarding place etc. Hence, it cannot be regarded as a helpful
agent in the comprehension of a tree. If we regard that the term ‘tree’ is
cause in comprehension of the term ‘tisthati’, conventionally or indirectly,
then we will also have to accept that inference is only a matter of verbal
knowledge for inference we reach at the conclusion viz. the major term
through the middle term only.

Prabhakara Mimarnsakas in reply may say that because the middle
term is verbal the comprehension by the middle term will also amount to
verbal knowledge. But in fact the knowledge of the major term derived
by the middle term is really an inference and is not mere verbal knowledge.
Otherwise there would be the fallacy of ati-prasariga (over-wide term)
and the Jaina philosophers will say that the comprehension of ‘place’ by
the word ‘tree’ will also be a case of ati-prasanga fallacy. Because, as
the middle term is restricted only to indicate its object so also the word,
‘tree’ will also denote the object for which it stands.

Another objection that the Jaina philosophers have raised against
the theory of Anvitabhidhana, is about the nature of the qualificand
(Visesyapada). Whether the viSesyapada denotes the universal qualifier,
or particular or both i.e. universal-cum-particular qualifier? The first
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alternative is not tenable because that will not make the comprehension
of the particular meaning of the sentence possible. If ‘we accept the second
. then the knowledge will cease to be determinate because (according to
(Mimarsakas) that determinate particular which is denoted by word will
produce:doubt while understanding the qualified (visesya), because the
qualified may have several qualifiers. On behalf of Prabhakara, it may be
argued that if the qualifier determined by the intention of the speaker is
combined by the qualificand, then it is not reasonable because the intention
of the speaker cannot be regarded by the person to whom the word is
spoken. Hence, the determination of qualifier regarding qualified is not
possible. If it is said that the speaker himself knows his own intention,
therefore, the determinate qualifier will also be determined by him. In
that case, the verbal statement will be redundant, because a statement is
always made to communicate the meaning to others and not for one’s
own self.

If the third alternative is accepted in which the qualificand is
correlated with both the particular and the universal qualifiers, then it
will also suffer from the demerits of both. In other words neither it will
be able to communicate the specific meaning of the statement nor it will
yield determined knowledge.

The similar objection may be raised if we accept that the
qualificand is correlated with verb and adverb. If the Mimamsakas argue
again that from the denotation of a term, the denotation of other terms is
determined and then it determinates the denotation of meaning, then by
the knowledge of forms (ripa), the determination of odour etc. would be
possible which is illogical. In other words, in that case, the object of the
sense of smell will be known by sense of sight, which is not tenable.
Hence, the Prabhikara’s view is not acceptable according to which a term
depicts the meaning of other terms correlated with it and these correlated
terms cause the comprehension of the meaning of the sentence. Hence,
the theory of Anvitabhidhanais not tenable.

In fact, both the theories of Mimansa - Abhihitanvayavada and
Anvitabhidhanavada are one sided. The Jaina philosophers agree with
the former that the terms/words have their own meanings but they also
agree with the latter that every term used in a sentence is dependent upon
other terms for the comprehension of its meaning i.e. the terms used in a
sentence are correlated. We get the meaning of a sentence only after
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hearing the complete sentence. Thus, the terms are correlated and relative,
they are not absolute. It is not possible’to make a sentence by the absolute
terms. As the words are dependent on the letters for their meaning, so
also terms are relative to a sentence for their meaning. According to
Jaindcaryas, sentence is an absolute unit of relative terms.

There are two different points of views working behind the said
theories. According to Anvitibhidhanavada, the sentence is term-related.
[t emphasises the existence of terms in a sentence. Term is the unit on
which the meaning of a sentence depends. Anvitabhidhanavada on the
other hand, regards terms as sentence-related. It accepts neither an
independent existence of terms nor the significance of terms without a
sentence. It accepts the sentences itself as a unit. In Anvitabhidhanavada,
the terms are primary and the sentence is secondary. But the Jainas regard
both the terms and the sentences as mutually related and their contribution
towards the understanding of the meaning of a sentence is equally
necessary and important. They, thus strike a happy synthesis between
the two views and regard both the term and the sentence as having important
roles. To emphasise any one at the cost of other is not reasonable. Terms
and sentences are neither different from each other nor they are identical.

In the comprehension of the meaning of a sentence, both cannot be ignored.
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Chapter 5

Theories for the Determination of
Meaning : Naya & Niksepa

Meaning of word and Statement

To understand the correct meaning of a word or a sentence, it is
necessary for the listener to consider not only the words but aiso the
intention of the speaker. Many a times sentences of similar terminology
convey different meanings because of the intention of the speakers, his
style of utterance, and the immediate context. The Jaina 4caryas have
presented two theories viz. Naya (viewpoint) and Niksepa (positing) to
explain the intention of the speaker. The fundamental aim of the theories
is to help the listener in understanding the correct meaning of the words
and the statements of the speaker. Naya is defined by the Jaina acaryas as
the intention of the speaker” It is necessary to consider the intention of
the speaker and the context to determine the right meaning of the statement.
Naya theory tells us the method, on the basis of which one may correctly
understand the speaker’s intention and the immediate context of the
statement. In Jaina philosophy, the concept of naya and niksepa dates
back before the theories of Syadvada and Saptabharigi were developed.
In the first chapter of Tattvartha-sitra, the concepts of naya and niksepa
are clearly mentioned, although a clear exposition of the concepts of
syadvada and saptabharigi is missing there. The aphorism ‘arpitanarpite
siddheh” of the fifth chapter of Tattvartha-siitrabasically refers to ‘Naya’
i.e. the general and the specific view point. Syadvada and saptabhangi
were developed afterwards on the basis of the canonical theory of
Vibhajyavada i.e. the method of analytic answering and the philosophical
theory of ‘Naya’(view-point). In fact, the Jaina theory of naya, niksepa,
syadvada and saptabharigi are related to the philosophy of language and
the science of meaning.
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If by naya is meant the intention of the speaker or his style of
expression, the question is raised as to how many types of naya would
there be? It is said, there could be as many a naya as there were styles of
making statements or the ways of speech.? In fact, the theory of naya s
the theory of the analysis of meaning. There may be as many a nayas as
there could be forms of linguistic expressions. But broadly speaking the
Jaina philosophy recognises seven types of naya. Besides, Niscaya-naya .
(Transcendental viewpoint), Vyavahara-naya (Practical-viewpoint),
Dravyarthika-naya (Substantive view-point) and Paryayarthika-naya
(Model viewpoint) are also mentioned. But these nayas are fundamentally
related with metaphysics and spiritualism. The Naigama, Samgraha, etc.
sevenfold nayas are basically related with philosophy of language.

Naya and niksepa, both the doctrines are for the determination
of meaning but there is a distinction between the two. Niksepa determines
the meaning of the words, where as naya determines the meaning of the
sentences. Amongst the seven nayas- Naigama, Samgraha, Vyavahara,
and Rjusiitra are called Artha-naya and the rest Sabda, Samabhiriidha
and Evarbhiita are known as Sabda-naya.’ Artha-nayais concerned with
- the object (that the word denotes) and the Sabda-nayais concerned with
the meaning.

(1) Naigama-naya: Out of seven nayas, this is the first one. It
considers only the definite intention of the speaker.* From the viewpoint
of the naigama-naya, the determination of the meaning of a statement is
made on the basis of the objective for which the statement is made. In the
proposition regarding naigama-naya, the whole attention of the speaker
is centered on the ultimate aim for which the activity is to be performed.
He does not pay heed on the immediate aspect of the action but fixes his
attention towards the ultimate aim of the action. The old Jaina dcaryas
has given an example to illustrate it: ‘If someone goes to a forest to bring
some wood for making it a pillar and someone asks him why are you
going to forest? The person may reply that he is going to forest to bring
apillar’. Now actually, he is not going to bring a pillar but to bring wood
only. But as he wants woods for the pillar, keeping his intention in view
he says, he is going to bring a pillar. In our everyday parlance, we quite
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often make such statements in which we state the on going action projected
on the basis of our intention. We call a medical student a doctor keeping
in view his ultimate aim. In determining the meaning of the naigama-
naya, we project in the statement the future objective. Similarly, in
determining the making of the formal statement also naigama-naya is
used. For example, we call every eighth day of the dark fortnight of the
month of Bhadra as the birthday of Lord Krsna. Here also we are projecting
a past event in the present.

(2) Saringraha-naya: Our statements made on language many a
times are primarily based on entire group (as distinct from its members)
keeping in view the individual instances secondary. According to the
Jaina acdryas when a statement is made on the basis of common
characteristics by ignoring the individual differences, it becomes the case
of a Samgraha-naya.® In other words statements made on the basis of
generalisation are called Sarhgraha-naya.

Suppose a person says, ‘Indians are poor’. This statement applies
not to the individuals but the whole Indians collectively. The Prajfiapana-
siitra raises the question, whether such class-expressive language be
regarded as true or false. The linguistic expressions of this type are made
collectively for a class and reveal its qualities, nature etc. But the
statements have their exceptions. Now, if the statements have exceptions
the question may then be raised, on what basis could it then be regarded
as true. Take for example the statement: ‘“The women are fearful’. This
statement can of course, be regarded correct as far as women as a class
are concerned but itis not necessarily correct in relation to one particular
woman. Thus, the statements based on samgraha-naya, e.g. ‘Indians are
poor’, or “Women are fearful’ etc. may be true in relation to a class
collectively but are not true in relation to each and every individual of
that class. Such statements cannot be treated as a ground for deduction.
We cannot, for instance, say that: Indians are poor, Birala is an Indian,
therefore, Birala is poor. The meaning of a general statement is true only
in respect of a class. It is not true in respect of each individual of that
class. Sarigraha-naya therefore, suggests that we should interpret the
meaning of the statement of general nature in the context of an aggregation
(samasti) of a class and should not draw any conclusion in respect of any
one member of the class.
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(3) Vyavahara-naya: Vyavahara-naya can be regarded as the
utilitarian viewpoint. Jaina acaryas have called it also an individual
dominating view ( vyaktipradhana-drstikona).® This view warns us not to
regard the statements, made in reference to a few individuals as true in
the context of all the individuals collectively. Moreover, this naya gives
prominence to the intention of the speaker or the conventional meaning
of word, which is used in a statement, instead of the word’s actual meaning
used in the statement.” We have already given many examples of
vyavahdra-naya. When we say for instance, ‘there are sweets in the ghee
vessel, then the meaning of ghee vessel is not simple as vessel of ghee
(earthen pot) only, but it means the vessel which was used earlier for
keeping ghee (the clarified butter).

(4) Rjusiitra-naya: It is mainly considered as modal viewpoint
which supports the theory of Momentaryness (ksanikavada) of Buddhist
philosophy. While making a statement, the fjusiitra-nayakeeps the present
characteristics of the object in view.® For example, when it is said that
‘Indian businessperson are not truthful’ it is true only in the present
context. We cannot make conclusion regarding the past or the future
character of Indian businesspersons from this statement. Rjusitra-naya
tells us that any statement made on its basis is true only in the immediate
context not in the context of past and the future. In which context a
statement is made, the meaning of that statement should be determined in
the same context.

(5) Sabda-naya: The above four varieties of nayaare concerned
with the denotational meaning (vacyartha) of the word whereas rest of the
three nayasare concerned with the actual meaning of the word. Sabda-naya
accepts the difference in the meaning of the word on account of time etc.
Time etc. include time, case, gender, number, person and preposition.® For
example: when we say ‘Banaras was a famous city of India’ and ‘Banaras
is a famous city of India’, in both of these sentences, the denotation of the
word ‘Bananas’ is different. The first statement talks about the old
Banaras, whereas the second statement is about the present Banaras.
Similarly, in the sentences like ‘Krsna beat’ and ‘Krsna was beaten’ the
denotation of the word is not one and the same. In the first statement, the
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word ‘Krsna’ denotes the name of a person who performs the act of
beating, while in the second, ‘Krsna’ denotes the person who had suffered
fromthe actof beating. Thus, according to Sabda-naya, the meaning of the
word changes as per gender, affix, suffix, verb, subject etc.

(6) Samabhiriidha-naya: Samabhiridha-naya accepts the
different meaning of the synonym words by the difference of their
etymology®. It overlooks the identity of the meaning of the synonyms.
For example, the words like Nrpa, Bhuapati, Bhuipala, Rdja etc. denote a
king. But the Nrpa is one who takes care of the public, Bhiipati is the
lord of land, Raja is one who has the (Kingly) grace. The synonyms
thus, though have etymologically different denotations acquire the same
meaning in due course of time, as denoting one and the same thing.
However, this naya, regards synonyms as having different meaning by
the etymological point of view e.g. he, who has great power, is Indra; he,
who is capable, is Sakra etc.

(7) Evambhiita-naya: It determines the meaning of the word
purely from the etymological point of view.' In other words that which
accepts the meaning of the words indicated by them only when the object
is engaged in the action, indicated by those words. For example, a king
can be called R3ja at that time only when he is showing his splendour. A
teacher is a teacher, when he is teaching. In the practical life however,
this is not the case. A teacher is a teacher whether he is teaching or not at
a particular time. According to this naya, individual, universal, adjective,
conjunctive, substantive all these words are fundamentally of the nature
of verbs." The meaning of a word is expressive of the power of verb.
We must therefore determine the meaning of words on the basis of their
verbs.

We thus, find that the naya theory attempts to underline that the
comprehension of right meaning of the statement should be made on the
basis of the structural or forms of sentences. It emphasises the intentional
meaning of word or a sentence; and this is revealed in form in which the
statement is stated. The meaning of the statement is determined by the
linguistic structure and the style of expression of the speaker and as
such, there are as many nayas as there are ways of speech. The naya
theory does not take any one-sided view, but tries to see the meaning of
the word in the total perspective in which it is presented (spoken).
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The Theory of Niksepa (Positing)

The Jaina philosophy presents two main theories regarding the
meaning of words (i) The theory of Naya (Viewpoints) and (ii) The
theory of Niksepa (Positing).

We have already discussed naya. Now we shall consider the
niksepa. According to Upadhyaya Ya$ovijaya, niksepa is that specific
(verbal) construct which eliminates the irrelevant and applies appropriately
the relevant meaning of the words as per context.'? In other words, niksepa
Is a particular type of composition of words or objects for proper
adjustment and removal of the lack of understanding. In Laghiyastrayi
niksepa is defined as that which applies the relevant and disallows the
undesired meaning.' In fact, the function of niksepa is to determine the
meaning of the word in the same context in which the word is spoken.
We use the word Ra3j3, for instance, in many a senses. Raja may be the
name of an individual, Raja may be an actor playing the role of a king in
a drama, it may be someone who happened to be a king in the past, the
present king or the would be king. Similarly, we call a particular animal
as cow and also a cow-shaped toy as cow. As such, it is necessary to
determine the meaning of the word as per context. Niksepa makes us
understand the meaning determination process. Pt. Sukhlal Sanghvi in
his commentary on Tattvartha-siitra writes ‘the chief medium of all the
human conduct and transaction of knowledge is language. Languages are
made of words. According to the intention of the speaker and the context,
the same word may be used in different meanings. There are at least four
senses in which words are used. These four are the four classes of words
meaning in general. This classification is known as Niksepa by knowing
which, the intention of the speaker becomes easily known."

The Jainacaryas have mentioned four types of niksepa (i) Nama
(Name); (2) Sthapana(Projection); (3) Dravya (Substance) and (4) Bhava
(Attribute).'

(1) Nama-niksepa (Namal positing): It is the name given to a
thing/person by the parents or some other individuals irrespective of
etymological meaning or natural considerations. In Nama-niksepa we
neither consider the etymological meanings of a word nor the conventional
one, nor even the corresponding attributive meaning. It is just to give a
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name to thing or person.'* For example, an ugly man may get the name of
Sudar$ana (the handsome one). While naming a person/object any
conventional word, viz. Saraswati, Narayana, Vishnu, Indra, Ravi etc. or
any unconventional word, like Tinku, Rinku, Pinku, Monu, Tonu etc.
may be given and the word begins to indicate the person/object. Thus,
the name given to a person/object is the indicative word, which has no
direct relation with its etymological meaning or attribute. It may also be
noted that in Nima-niksepa, no word is synonym because one word denotes
one object only.

(2) Sthapana-niksepa (Representational or Symbolic positing):
To attribute any object in any symbol, statue and copy of the same object
and to call it in the same name is Sthapana-niksepa (symbolic positing).
For instance, to call a statue of Jina as Jina or the image of Krsna as
Krsna is sthapana-niksepa. The cost of images, pictures, and the original
things make example of Sthipana-niksepa. Jainacaryas have recognised
two varieties of sthapana-niksepa: (i) Tadakaraand (i) Atadakara-sthapana-
niksepa. When we attribute the name of an object to its copy, which
resembles the original, we call it Tadakara Sthapana-niksepa. But when
we attribute a name of an object to something which does not have
resemblance with the original, it is the Atadakara-sthapana-niksepae.g.
to call an uncovered piece of stone by the name of some deity or to call
the chess pawns by the name of king, queen, etc.'®

(3) Dravya-niksepa (Substantive positing): Dravya- niksepais
calling a thing by the name of its mode or attribute in which it existed in
the past or which may be acquired by it in the future. If we call a person,
professor because he was a professor in the past or we call a medical
student ‘doctor’ because he is likely to become a doctor or we call an ex-
legislator as ‘legislator’ -- these will form the examples of dravya-nikscpa.
We use such language quite often in our everyday life. A container of
ghee may be called a container of ghee irrespective of the fact whether
presently it actually contains ghee or not."

(4) Bhava-niksepa (Modal Positing): The meaning of word
accomplished by its actual state or act is bhava-niksepa. For example to
call arich man, as Laksmipati (Lord of Laksmi- the goddess of wealth),
or to call a person as servant who is actually serving one, or a teacher
who is teaching in the class etc. are example of bhava-niksepa.'®
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Inorderto understand the intention of the speaker or to comprehend
the denotation of the word as per context, in whichitis used, understanding
of the concept of niksepais most necessary. For example: seeing a student
entering in the class, some one says (Mr.) ‘Raja has come’. Now the
denotation of this statement is different from that of seeing a Rajaentering
onastage during a play. In the firstinstance, Raja is the name of the student
whereas in the second, R3jais a character in the play. Even today, in India
we use phrases like ‘the Maharajaof Banaras’ or ‘the Maharajaof Gwalior,
but these expressions do not carry the same sense as what they meant
before 1947. Today the phrases have their meanings as per dravya-niksepa.
Before 1947, they meant as per bhava-niksepa. The word, king is sometimes
the name of a person, sometime it is the name of a character of play. The
theory of niksepaemphasises the fact that we must determine the meaning
of word according to the context in which the word is spoken or used in
a sentence. Otherwise, it may create misunderstandings. The theory of
niksepa is the theory of correct determination of the meaning of a word.
It is specially a Jaina contribution.
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Chapter 6

Capability of Expression in Language

Do the word-symbols and language have the capability of
expressing their objects or meaning? Are the words ‘chair’ or ‘love’ are
capable of expressing the object ‘chair’ or the feelings of love in its
entirety? There is no doubt that a word is an indicator of its object or
meaning but the question is whether it can perfectly express 1t? Does a
word present a complete picture of its object with all its characteristics
and modes? These are the philosophical questions. It is in fact, difficult
to answer these questions. If we think that a word is not an indicator of
its object, the very validity of linguistic knowledge and the usefulness of
language would become disputable. But at the same time we cannot regard
languages capable of bringing out its meaning in its completion and as
presenting to its listener a real picture of what it wants to express. As we
have already pointed out that Jainacaryas have adopted middle-path
regarding the relation between the word and its object. They, on the one
hand do not agree with the Buddhists that a word does not even touch its
object nor do they accept the Mimamsaka’s or the Grammarian’s view
that a word is able to present a complete picture of its object. According
to the Jaina philosophers there, of course, does not exists a relation
between the word and its object but it is not of that sort that a word may
take the very place of its object. A word is no doubt an indicator of its
object but cannot take its place. In the process of getting meaning a word
can be regarded, as the representative of its object but it does not convey
an identical picture. As a river shown in a map does indicate the actual
river but is not the actual one, so also is a word. The latter represents its
object but it is not an identical representation. Even then, we can very
well say, a word with its innate power of expression does present a
picture of its object before its listener or reader. As there is knower-
known relation between a subject and an object, so there is an expressive-
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expressed relation between the word and its meaning. Though the Jaina
philosophers do recognise a relation between a word and its meaning but
according to them, it is not an eternal relation. The Mimamsakas regard
it as eternal but the Jaina view is that the words by usage change their
meanings (objects) quite often and that the two words with identical
pronunciation may have different meaning in different languages. A word,
no doubt, is the indicator of its object (meaning) but it has neither its
origin in its objection nor is identical with it. The Jainas do not accept the
like Mimarhsakas, an eternal relation between word and meaning nor
they regard the relation as identical. As the hand movement etc. have a
non eternal relation with what they want to say and yet are capable of
expressing the desired meaning so also the words have non-eternal relation
with their objects and yet convey their meanings’.

According to the Jainas the words and their objects both are
independent entities. Word is not inherent in object nor object is of the
nature of word and yet the two are related (have a relation). Words have
a limited capability of expressing its object. The Jainas disagree with the
Buddhist’s view that there is no relation between word and the object.
- Jainas contention is that if we do not recognise any relation between
them, the whole validity of linguistic behaviour will breakdown and then
there will be no medium for mutual communication. The Jaina
philosophers, therefore, have postulated a limited and relative expressive-
expressed ( vacya-vacaka) relation between word and its object or meaning,.
A word though is indicative of its object, is not capable at the same time
to express completely its all the characteristics. Words do have the capacity
to express but this capacity is limited and relative. Itis not unlimited and
absolute. The word love, for example does express the feeling for which
it stands but is not able to incorporate in its expression all the depths of
the feeling of love. There are varieties of love. There are several degrees
of the depth of love; and a single word love, cannot express all these. ‘I
love you’ can be stated by a lover, a son, a brother, a friend but the
sentence does not mean one and the same in all the cases. The different
persons are, of course, using the same terminology but the feelings they
are expressing are not the same. In two different contexts, the use of the
same word does not have the same meanings. Moreover, the meaning of
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a word may change with reference to different persons also. Further,
with reference to one terminology also the meaning conveyed by the
speaker and the meaning comprehended by the listener may also vary. In
many a contexts, we take the others statements otherwise thus the meaning
not only depends upon capability of the words,but it is dependent on the
the capability of the listener also. In comprehending the meaning, first a
relation is built between the word and its meaning. When we teach language
to a child, we pronounce a word and at the same time show the thing also
for which the word stands. Gradually, the child builds a relation between
the two and thus whenever he listens or reads the word, he comprehends
its object or meaning. We thus find that the comprehension of meaning
of a word does not depend upon only the capability of the word but it is
also relative to the previous impressions of the listener or the reader. It
depends upon the past experience of the listener or the reader. That is
why the words of the language that we have not learnt do not convey to
us any meaning what so ever. The Jaina philosophers, therefore, refuse
the Mimamsakas view that words have an inherent capability to express
themselves. In many a cases the intention of the speaker is misunderstood
by the listener. We will have to accept therefore, that in spite of the
expressive-expressed relation between the word and its meaning the
meaning is also related to the listener’s ability. Otherwise, it was not
possible that the two individuals would have taken the same terminology
in different senses.

Moreover, the capability of a word is also limited to express its
object. The reason for this limitation is obvious. There are more varieties
and shades of feelings than the words can express. The number of words
and the capabilities of words both are limited in comparison of the objects
that they denote.” Take for example, the word, ‘sweet’. There are so
many things called as sweet viz. sugarcane, mango, sweets, some dryfruits
etc. and we call to all of them with one word ‘sweet’ but we very well
know that the sweetness of all these things is not the same. In the statements
like ‘mango is sweet’ and ‘watermelon is sweet’, the word, ‘sweet” does
not indicate the same experience. Compared to the sound and the body
signals of animals, there is, of course, much more expressibility of feelings
and objects in human word symbols, but they two have their own
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limitations. To consider the limitations of words-symbols and language
is therefore, very necessary. Objects, facts and feelings are infinite but
word-stock is limited. Take the word, red, for instance. It denotes the red
colour. But there are many shades, degrees and combinations of red. Is
the single word red capable of denoting all varieties of red? Take another
example, when a person who has actually tested guda (raw-sugar) tells
someone else who has never tested it, that guda is sweet. Will the listener
be able to comprehend the exact meaning of the word ‘sweet’, which the
person wants to communicate? Guda has a unique taste of sweetness and
this sweetness cannot be comprehended by another person who has never
tested guda. A word may be general but the experience is always particular.
General words may indicate to particular but cannot denote them in their
entirety. Words are only suggestive of their objects. There is no similarity
between the two. Words get their meanings according to the Jainas, by
tradition or convention. The Buddhists have described word as born of
the need for alternatives (of objects etc.): vikalpayonayah sabdah. Though,
the words are expressive of their meanings or objects, but there is no
similarity between words and their objects. In fact, they cannot be regarded
as even complete and real picture of their objects. A word does have the
capability of presenting a picture of its meaning (object) on the basis of
its pre-established expressive-expressed relation, but this capability is
limited as well as relative.

Expressibility of Reality

Language and word-symbols are of course, the indicator of their
objects or meanings but they have their own limitations also. It is because
of this limitation that the object reality remains unexpressed to some
extent. Moreover, if the general feelings and experiences are not expressed
in their entirety, the question of the expression of the ultimate reality
becomes at the more complex. The problem of expressibility and
inexpressibility of reality has been shaking off the human mind from the
very beginning of the Indian thought. The reason of the inexpressibility
of reality, in fact, lies in the limitation of the word-stock, word-power
and confinement of the language with the limitations of existence and
non-existence. That is why, the voice regarding inexpressibility of reality
has been much prominent from the distant past.
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In the Taittiriya-upanisad, the Reality is described as * Yato vaco
nivartante aprapya manasa sah ™ i.e. the words come back from where,
and that cannot be made an object of mind and expression. The same
view is affirmed by Kenopanisad* also. Kathopanisad describes Reality
as non-comprehensible by the language and mind. We cannot comprehend
the ultimate reality by our language and the mind’.” In Mandukyopanisad,
the reality is described as unseen, non-pragmatic, incomprehenstve,
unqualified, inconceivable and indescribable.® In the Jaina Agama
Acaranga, it is said that the reality is neither the subject of inclination of
any phonetic word, nor it can be described by the language. The speech
becomes mute there. Logic, cannot reach there, intellect cannot comprehend
it. As such, it is not the object of language, thought and intellect. It
cannot be explained by any analogy. Simile becomes fail there. It is
unique and formless existent. Bereft of words, it has no word, 1.e. there
is no word, which could describe it.’

All the above statements prove the limitation or insufficiency of
language and the inexpressibility or indescribability of reality. The question
nevertheless is, whether the reality cannot be made an object of language
altogether. If that is so, the whole language behaviour will there be of no
use. Srutajiiana, scriptures and Agamas etc. all will become futile. That
is why the Jaina philosophers, while describing reality as indescribable,
accepted that partially or relatively the reality can be described. To call
reality as indescribable is also a sort of description about reality, we state
that it cannot be stated. On the practical level therefore, we have to accept
the expressibility or the describability of reality. That is the only ground
on which we can accept the validity of Srutajfiana or Agamas.

Meaning of Indescribability

According to Jainism, the knowledge obtained through symbols
is known as Srutajiiana. All symbolic knowledge is called as Srutajfiana.
All those symbols expressing a person’s feelings, thought and ideas in a
meaningful manner, and which are received appropriately by another person
to whom they are addressed to, make Srutajiiana. Now, as Srutajiianais
regarded a valid knowledge, we have to accept that word-symbols or
language are capable of imparting valid knowledge of their objects/
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meanings. In other words, the object or the reality is expressible also.
The Jaina philosophy thus regards reality or the objects partially expressible
or describable and entirely inexpressible and indescribable. What, then
is the meaning of indescribability? '

Dr. Padmarajiah suggests four stages in the development of the
meaning of the indescribable.?

(1) Negative approach of the Vedic period: In the Vedic period,
the Rsi while searching for the cosmic cause explains it as neither existent
nor non-existent. Both the objects are denied there. The describability of
reality as sat (existent) or asat (non-existent) is denied.

(2) Upanisadic approach: Here we find a sort of synthesis
between the opposite elements viz. sat (existent) and asat (non-existent).
The maxims like ‘Tadejati tannejati’, ‘Anoraniyana mahatomahiyana’

‘Sadsadvarenyam, etc. point towards the acceptance of both the aspects
simultaneously. Ascribed with the opposite characteristics here the reality
is staled as inexpressible.

(3) The third approach: It recognises the reality as indescribable
as such. We find reflections of this approach in the Upanisadic maxims
viz. ¢ Yatovaconivartante aprapyamanasasah’ ( Taittiriya2/4), ‘ Naiva vaca
na manas praptum $akyah’ (Kathopanisad2/6/12) and so on. The influence
of this approach can be seen on avyakitavada (theory of indescribability)
and the concept of catuskoti-vinirmukta-tattva (reality beyond the four
categories of assertion: asti, nasti, ubhaya and nobhaya) of Sinyavada
(Nihilism) of Buddhist philosophy.

(4) The forth approach: This approach is developed in the
form of relative indescribability in Jaina Logic. Here reality is stated as
partially expressible but inexpressible in its entirety.

Generally, there can be following meanings of indescribability:
(i) Negation of the expressibility of reality as both -‘sat” and
‘asat’. .

(i1) Negation of the expressibility of reality in all the three forms
viz. ‘sat’(existent), ‘asat’ (non-existent) and ‘sadasat’ (existent as well
as non-cxistent).
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(ii1) Negation of the expressibility of reality in all the four forms
viz. ‘sat’ (existent), ‘asat’ (non-existent), ‘sadasat’ (existent as well as
non-existent) and ‘na sat-na-asat’ (neither existent nor non-existent).

(iv) To regard r=ality as naturally indescribable is fourth view.
According to this view reality can be experienced but cannot be expressed
in words.

(v) Acceptance of satand ‘asat’ both simultaneously but having
no mode of expression for such applications, the reality is called
indescribable.

(vi) The reality has infinite characteristics but words are limited.
There is no word to describe each an every characteristic of the reality.
As such, because of the lack of the words the reality is described as
partly expressible and partly inexpressible.

Now, the question may be raised as to which of the meanings of
‘indescribability’ is acceptable to the Jaina tradition. Generally, the Jaina
tradition does not accept the first three negative meanings. It also does
not accept the application of sat and asat both simultaneously, as a result
it regards the reality as indescribable. But, if we consider the old Agamas,
we shall find that this is not the only meaning of ‘indescribability’. In the
Acarariga-siitra, the self is stated as ‘beyond-words’ by nature. It also
says that ‘there is no word, which can describe that (reality).” We have to
accept, therefore, that the very nature of reality is such that it cannot be
made the object of language in its entirety. Again, on the basis of the
infinite characteristics of reality and the limited word-stock, the reality is
accepted as indescribable. Acarya Nemicandra has mentioned anabhilapya-
bhavain his Gommatasara. He writes, ‘it is only the infinitesimal part of
the feeling or the experience expressed in words.” ' This clearly shows
that in the Jaina tradition there is only one meaning of indescribability.

Generally, it is the forth, fifth and the sixth meanings of
indescribability which are acceptable in Jainism. It may also be noted
that the Jaina view accepts the relative indescribability, rather than the
absolute indescribability. Jainas are of the opinion that the things are not
absolutely describable but at the same time they are also not absolutely
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indescribable. If we accept the things as absolute indescribable, there
will then be no way left for the exchange of thoughts in language. The
Jaina philosophy, therefore, while recognising the indescribability of the
things, belicves that reality is relatively expressible also. The reality is
partially expressible and partially inexpressible. This stand is congenial
to Jaina theory of Syadvada or Relativism also. The Jainas have no
difficulty, thus in accepting the last three out of the six meanings (of
indescribability) which are mentioned earlier.

In the seven-fold predications (Saptabhangi-naya),
‘indescribable’ is one of the seven predications. There are two types of
naya viz. Maulika (original) and Samyogika (combinational). Original
types of predications are three viz. (I) Syadasti (from a particular point
of view a thing is existent), (ii) Syadnasti (from a particular point of
view a thing is non-existent), and (iti) syad-avaktavya (from both the
existent and non-existent point of view attributed at one and the same
time, the thing is indescribable). The rest are combinational which are
made of the combinations and permutations of three original types of
predications. Our objective is to make the meaning of indescribability
clear. We have noted that, generally it is impossible to describe one and
the same thing as existent and non-existent; eternal and temporal, the one
and the many - both simultaneously, because there is no verbal term
which can both affirm and negate the same statement simultaneously. It
is to emphasise this very incapability of language to express negative and
positive and self-contradictory characteristics of the thing in one statement,
that the category of indescribability is put forward in Jainism.

In my opinion, the Jaina tradition has accepted many forms of
indescribability. Firstly, the affirmation of ‘is and is-not’ simultaneously
is not possible, hence the thing is indescribable. Secondly, there may be
infinite viewpoints and as such with all the viewpoints simultaneously a
thing cannot be asserted, and accordingly the thing is inexpressible or
indescribable. Thirdly, the thing is possessed of multiple specific qualities
and in language, there is no word to describe all the specific qualities,
hence the thing is indescribable. Fourthly, the universal-word cannot
express a particular thing in its entirety, with all its peculiarities. Thus,
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in the Jaina philosophy though the reality is indescribable in its entirety
and absolute sense, but at the same time, it is partially as well relatively
describable.
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Chapter 7

Language and Truth

Generally, the validity of a statement lies in the correspondence
with its expressed-object. Though, there is, of course, another view with
regard to meaning of validity of statement, is its compatibility with the
very statement. Because a statement with internal contradiction is obviously
false in terms e.g. to say that ‘a thing which is being seen, is not visible’
or ‘Mohan is a son of a barren woman, etc. is false in itself. This type of
statements have an inbuilt contradiction hence, are invalid. Accerding to
the Jaina philosophy, a statement is valid when it is not going astray
(avyabhicart) with its denotation. The statement should be non-
contradictory in order to be valid. Here the question may be raised as to
how the validity of a statement is judged. Does the statement reveal its
validity in itself, or it depends upon some other statement or for the
validity of statement correspondence in statement and its object is
necessary.

The question of validity of Knowledge

The question of validity of a statement ultimately is, in fact, the
question of the validity of knowledge, because the basis on which the
validity of a statement’is judged, is the mental image emerged in the
consciousness of the listener and which in itself is a form of knowledge.
Hence, the validity of a statement is fundamentally the validity of
knowledge. The linguistic knowledge is after all a kind of Srutajiiana.

In western philosophy, there are three theories regarding the
validity of knowledge - (i) Samvadita-siddhanta (The correspondence
theory) (ii) Sangati-siddhanta (The coherence theory) and (iii)
Upayogitavadi-siddhanta (The pragmatic theory).

InIndian philosophy, the corresbondence theory isrecognised as
Paratah-pramanyavada (being established by extrinsic proof) and the
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coherence theory as Svatah-pramanyavada(being established by intrinsic
proof). The Jaina philosophers have not taken any one-sided view and
regard that the validity of knowledge can be determined intrinsically (svatah)
as well as extrinsically (paratah). They also believe that the criterion of
validity lies not in the knowledge itself but in the knowable. Vadidevasiri
in his Pramana-naya-tattvialokasays that ‘the validity of knowledge consists
inits agreement with the knowable.” With respect to their origination (i.e.
validity and the invalidity of knowledge) are duc to the other (something
other than the self) while their consciousness is duc to itself and the other.!
In my opinion, Vadidevasuri’s contention that the validly of knowledge
can be judged absolutely on the basis of the objects of knowledge or by
some other knowledge, is not appropriate. As far as the mathematical
knowledge and the case of definitions are concerned, the criterion of
knowledge, no doubt, is the internal coherence of knowledge. Similarly,
in all that knowledge, where the object of knowledge is not other than the
knowledge, its criterion of validity is not to be searched elsewhere; its
validity will be intrinsic. In the type of knowledge where there is no
subject-object dualismlike an omniscient’s self-realisation, we will have
to accept the origin and validity of knowledge both intrinsically (svatah).
The knowledgeis relatively identical withthe knowable e.g. self-perception
and in that stage of identity, its origin and validity will be determined
intrinsically. In my opinion, in the objective knowledge, we must regard
the criterion of validity (origin) and ascertainment (jiiapti) intrinsic ( svatah)
as well as extrinsic (paratah). When somebody, for example, states that
in a certain maternity-home a barren women has given birth to a son, the
determination of the invalidity of this statement lies in the very internal
incoherence of the statement. It is not to be decided by some other piece
of knowledge or extrinsically. Similarly, the definition of triangle, that it
is a figure with three arms, depends upon the internal coherence (of the
definition). Thus, the criterion of origin and ascertainment of validity and
invalidity of knowledge or statement can be determined on the basis of
knowledge or the nature of statement intrinsically or extrinsically in both
the ways as the case may be.

In the knowledge as a whole (sakala-jiiana), the perfect knowledge
(Pirna-jiana) and the subjective knowledge (atmagata-jiana) the
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determination of validity is by itself, while in the deficient-knowledge
(vikala-jfiana), the imperfect or partial knowledge (arnsika-jfiana) or the
objective knowledge (vastugata-jiana) the determination of validity is
made possible by some other knowledge. In the knowledge obtained by
the transcendental perception, the comprehension of its validity is possible
by itself, whereas knowledge gained through empirical perception or
inference etc. the comprehension of validity of knowledge is possible in
both the way i.e. by itself as well as other experiences. Moreover, in
relative knowledge, the determination of validity will be by itself as well
as other experiences and in absolute knowledge or self-realisation it will
be by itself. Similarly, the origin of the validity of the omniscient’s
knowledge and its ascertainment can be in both the way i.e. by itself as
well as other experiences. Thus, Vadidevasiri’s this contention is
applicable to the knowledge of ordinary people and not to the knowledge
of Omniscient. As far as the validity of knowledge of the ordinary people
is concerned, it is determined in the case of the past experience by the
knowledge itself (svatah) and in cases where there is lack of past-
experience, by some other factors (paratah) other than the knowledge,
though the past experience, of course, is also a form of knowledge. It can
be called ‘by some other factors’ only in a specific relative sense. As far
as the origin of knowledge is concerned, baring self-experience, it is
always by some ‘other’ knowledge (paratah), because it is dependent
upon the ‘object’ which is other than knowledge. That is why, in the
Jaina philosophy the criterion of the validity of knowledge is regarded as
extrinsic or other than knowledge. As far as the validity of statement is
concerned, barring the definitions, it is always established by other factors,
because language is related to the listeners and the object to be expressed.

The question of the validity of a Statement

It is fact that man expresses his feelings and experiences through
language. Language is an well-organised form of word-symbols and
meaningful sound-signals. We have, in fact coined certain word symbols
for persons, things, facts, events, actions and feelings. It is through these
word-symbols that we communicate our thoughts, feelings and
experiences. The question may be raised as to what extent our linguistic
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expression can be concomitant with the truth. Modern Western philosophy
has evolved a complete philosophical school concerning language and
truth. Today, we determine. the truth or the falsehood of a statement by
the principal of verification. The contemporary philosophers believe that
only the verifiable statements are liable of being ‘true’ or ‘false’. The
rest of the statements (that cannot be verified) have no relation with
truth. A. J. Ayer in his treaties, ‘Language, Truth and Logic has raised
this issue. However, first we must consider as to what does the phrase,
‘the verification of a statement’ mean? According to the contemporary
linguistic analysts, when a statement is confirmed by our sense-experience,
then only it can be called verifiable. If we were not able to support or to
refute the statements on the basis of sense-experience, they would become
non-verifiable. But there are certain statements which can neither be called
verifiable nor non-verifiable. For example, if we say that ‘there is a
possibility of life at Marigala-graha (Mangala planet), the statement is
instantly non-verifiable; but it is likely that in future the statement be
verified. Thus, the statement for the present is neither verifiable nor non-
verifiable. But its verification could of course be expected. In
Bhagavatiaradhana, the sambhavana-sat (expectation-truth) is regarded
as one of the forms of truth.?

Which of the statements is valid, it depends upon the fact, whether
its verification is possible or not. In fact, what we call ‘verification’ (of
validity or invalidity) is dependent upon the correspondence of the
statement with the facts described by it, which is in Jaina tradition called
as paratah-pramanyavada (extrinsic validity). It is generally believed that
the statement corresponding to the fact is valid and not corresponding to
the fact, is invalid. It is obvious that there is no statement, which can
express the fact in its totality. The Jaina philosophers have clearly
maintained that each and every statement gives only a partial knowledge
about its object. Thus, any statement made with regard to the object will
be the partial truth only. We have to keep in our mind the limitation of
the linguistic capability and also that it is not the fact but it denotes the
fact. Keeping in view this denotation only, its validity or invalidity can
be determined. The more the language will be able to denote the facts
clearer, the nearer it will be to ‘truth’. The validity and invalidity is
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correlated with its power of denotation. Words are suggestive facts/objects.
They are not the exact representations of reality (objects/facts). They
have only the capability of presenting the mental images in the minds of
the listeners. Thus, if the mental image produced by the word corresponds
with the fact, i.e. if it confirms the fact, it is regarded as valid or true,
otherwise untrue. But here it may be noted that the conformity is always
in between the present mental image and the former ones. When the
mental image is verified by some subsequent image, then it is called
paratah-pramanya and when it is verified by the preceding image, it is
called as svatah-pramanya because conformity and non-conformity is
subject to the mental image only. Though the images have their basis in
the objects. That is why Vadidevasiiri held the criterion of validity and
invalidity as extrinsic (paratah). To say that the criterion of validity and
invalidity is extrinsic, means only that the factor, which produces mental
images, is something different from the mental images.

Some thinkers are also of the opinion that in the verification or
the validity of a statement, there is comparison between the mental image
produced by the word and the mental image produced by the experience.
However, according to the realist point of view the determination of the
validity of knowledge or the statement, is on the basis of the
correspondence of the mental images with the object. Here, again, it may
by noted that this correspondence is also in fact, not between the mental
image and the object but it is between the mental image produced by the
word and the mental image produced by some former experience. The
comparison is between two mental images and not between the statement
and what is stated (fact). Statements and facts are two different entities.
There cannot by any comparison or correspondence between them. Words
do not represent the objects in their entirety, they are only suggestive;
and their suggestive or denoting power too, is dependent upon the linguistic
usage. We give a name to a thing but through the usage, the name develops
such a capability that by hearing or reading that name, an image gets
created in our mind. If this image, produced by the word, has a
correspondence with a subsequent experience, we call the statement ‘true’.
In language, the capability of comprehending meaning is developed on
the basis of usage. In fact, there is no word or statement, which is ‘true’
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or ‘false’ by itself. A statement in English language may be true or false
only for the person who knows English but for one who knows only
Hindj, it is neither ‘true’ nor ‘false’. The truthfulness or the falsehood of
a statement is possible only when the listener is able to comprehend
some meaning (the mental image of the object). Thus, there is no linguistic
statement, barring tautology and definitions is absolutely true or false.
Moreover, the truthfulness/validity or the falsehood/invalidity of a
statement is possible in a specific context only.

The question of truth-value of a statement

Jaina philoscophers have given serious thoughts to the question
of the truth-value of a statement. In the Prajiapana-sitra language is
divided into two classes viz. (i) Paryapta-bhasa (Developed language)
and (ii) Aparyapta-bhasa(Undeveloped language).*The Paryapta-bhasa
(developed language) is that language, the statements of which could be
verified as true or false and the statements, which cannot be verified is
called as aparyapta-bhasa.* The probable and non-verifiable statements
are the characteristics of undeveloped language. Comparatively the
verifiable language, the mathematical language and the definitions of
Western tradition can be regarded as equivalent to the developed language
whereas rest of the linguistic behaviour falls under undeveloped language.
There are two categories of developed language viz. (i) Satya-bhasa (True
language) and (ii) Asatya-bhasa (False language). Similarly, there are
two categories of undeveloped language also viz. (i) Satya-mrsa (True as
well as false) and (ii) Aasatya-amrsa (Neither true nor false or neutral
language).

True Language

The statements, which denote the real nature of a thing (fact,
situation), are called true. The correspondence between the statement and
the fact (object or meaning) is the fundamental criterion of truth. The
Jaina philosophers, like the Western empiricists, accepted that the more
compatible will be the statement to its fact, the more truthful will be the
statement. The Jaina philosophers however, do not limit the truth of a
statement to its objective verifiability only. The statement could be ‘true’
besides their empirical verifiability also. The statements, which are not
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dependent on sense-experience but are objects of aparoksanubhiiti
(immediate experience) can be judged by the very immediate experience.
Aparoksanubhiiti has so many levels that it is very difficult to find out
its factual compatibility. Jaina Philosophers have visualised truth in many
forms. Sthananga,” Prasnavyakaranpa,® Prajiidpana’ and Bhagavati-
dradhana® have enumerated the varieties of truth viz. (1) Janapada-satya,
(2) Sammata-satya, (3) Sthapana-satya, (4) Nama-satya, (5) Rapa-satya,
(6) Pratiti-satya, (7) Vyavahara-satya, (8) Bhava-satya, (9) Yoga-satya,
and (10) Upama-satya. Akalanka has used Samyojana and Kala-satya
instead of Sammata-satya, Bhava-satya, and Upama-satya.® Similarly, in
Bhagvati-aradhana, Sambhavana-satyais used for Yoga-satya'®.

(1) Janapada-satya (Truth pertaining to a country or community)
To denote the object in the language or words prevalent in that particular
region/place/country is called the Janapada-satya. Language used in one
particular region/area may be untrue (false) in another region/area. For
example, the word ‘Baiji’ is used in Malwa region in the sense of mother,
whereas in many parts of Uttar Pradesh, the same word is used in the
sense of a prostitute. Thus, the denotation made by the word, ‘Baiji’ in
the sense of a mother will be true for a person of Malwa region but the
same will be untrue for a person of Uttar Pradesh.

(2) Sammata-satya (Truth Pertaining to conventions) : To use
the different synonyms of an object in one sense is called Sammata-
satya e.g. for example Raja, Nrpa, Bhapati etc. (all used for a king).
These synonyms may have different connotations as far as their etymology
is concerned, but they are allowed to be used in one and the same sense.
Both the Janapada-satya and Sammata-satya type of language, cognise
the meaning on the basis of Prayoga-siddhanta (Use theory).

(3) Sthapana-satya (Representational truth) : To call the image/
copy of an object with the same name, by which the object is called, is
sthapana-satya. For example: to call the Mahavira’s image as Mahavira
or to call a piece of stone by the name of some deity or to call the chess
pawns by the name of King, Queen, Vajiraetc.

(4) Nama-satya (Truth pertaining to name) : This refers to the
name given to a person, thing, etc. just to call only, irrespective of the
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etymological meaning of his name or his real status. For example: to call
a person as Laxmipati who is not wealthy or to call a poor person as R4ja
(the king).

(5) Riipa-satya (Truth pertaining to external appearance) : This
is calling a person by his external appearance, e.g. calling a person
“Rama” who is playing a role in a play of Rama, or to calls person saint
wearing an ochre robe.

(6) Pratiti-satya (Truth pertaining to comparison) : This is to
regard convictions or relative truths as real truth, e.g. to say that the
Anamika is tall, Mohan is small, etc. With a point of view of Modern
Astronomical sciences, the statement that ‘earth is immovable’ is also an
example of relative truth or pratitya-satya. This statement is relatively
truth but not absolutely truth.

(7) Vyavahara-satya (The pragmatic truth) : Vyavahara-satya
is to use linguistic phrases which are in vogue as truth but which literally -
are untruth, e.g. to say, ‘This road goes to Bombay’ or ‘Varanasi has
arrived’ etc. We very well know that the road really does not go anywhere,
it is immovable; and that the person concerned arrives at Varanasi and
Varanasi itself can never be arrived, still we use such phrases.

(8) Bhava-satya (Truth Pertaining to essential phrases) : ltisto
use a term for an object on the basis of its one principal quality, e.g. to
say, ‘grapes are sweet’. Though, all the grapes necessarily are not sweet,

of course, some of them are sour, but we use such statements.

(9) Yoga-satya (Truth pertaining to association) : To name the
things on the basis of the object with which it is associated, is Yoga-
satya. For example to call a person dandi on account of his association
with the danda (a kind of stick), or to call that container as ghee container
which was previously used for keeping ghee but presently whichis not in
use of keeping ghee but something else.

(10) Upama-satya (Truth pertaining to simile or analogy) : This
refers to the truth contained in a simile. The word ‘Mrganayani’ (the
beautiful woman with eyes like deer), ‘Candramukhi’ (the beautiful
woman with the face like moon) etc. denotes a simile of a beautiful face
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given by the moon or eyes with that of the eyes of deer. Here, the moon
and the face are two different entities but in simile this type of usage are
common. In popular language such expressions are taken as true.

In all the above ten varieties of truth, emphasis is given on
linguistic truth in stead of the factual truth. These ‘truths’ are ‘true’ only
in language. No doubt, truth of a statement is ultimately dependent upon
its correspondence with facts, but due to its pragmatic utility it is
enumerated in the category of truth.

Untrue or false Language

The Jaina philosophers, alongwith the natures of truth have also
discussed in detail the nature of untruth. A statement is untrue if it does
not correspond with its fact. In Prasnavyakarana, there is a wide discussion
held on untruth. It gives thirty synonyms of untruth.! Mainly untruth
statements are of four kinds:

1. Alika (False): To say existent, which is non-existent.

2. Avalopa (Taken off): To describe a thing as non-existing,
which 1s existent.

3. Viparita (Opposite): To describe a thing in a different manner
or contrary to its nature, is apposite untrue statement.

4. Ekanta (One-sided): To describe a thing in a one-sided
manner, eliminating its other aspects, is called ekanta. It is also called as
durnaya.

Besides, violent words, bitter words, deceitful words and
faultfinding words are also described by the Jainas as kind of untruth
statements.

In Bhagavati-aradhana ** the following four kinds of untruth
statements are enumerated (i) rejecting something which really exists (ii)
accepting something which is non-existent. (iii) the statement contrary to
its nature (iv) speaking censurable, unpleasant and objectionable or
disdainful statement.

Prajfiapana-sitra mentions ten types of untruth language (mrsa-
bhasa) respectively caused by (1) anger (2) pride (3) deceit (4) greed (5)
love (6) enmity (7) humour (8) fear (9) story and (10) injury."
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A philosophical question may be raised here as to why a language
prompted by anger, fear, greediness, etc. is called false or untrue? The
statements spoken under the influence of anger, fear etc. do not often
correspond to the facts but many times, they are true also. Even then, the
Jainacaryashave not included them in the category of truth. They regard
them as false. The reason, in my opinion, is that the language spoken by
bad intention in spite of its correspondence with the facts should not be
regarded as correct. In fact, the above ten types of false language, instead
of defining the truthfulness or falsehood of language tell us the situations
in which we indulge in false speech. These are the situations, which give
birth to falsehood. Whenever a person indulges in false-speech, he does
it because of at least one such reason.

In the above classification, two of the ten-types of false language
need further clarification. The language of a short narrative (akhyayika)
is called false. When a person depicts short narratives, he invariably
enriches it with his hardly possible imagination and as the result, narratives
lose its authenticity. In novel writing, such tendency is quite prevalent.
Similarly, the satirical language is also false because in it, our faultfinding
tendency works. We thus, find that the Jaina treatment of truth and
falsehood is not based merely on the correspondence of language with
facts. It goes deeper into those reasons, which are responsible for the
authenticity of language.

True-false Statements

The statements, which are partly true and partly false are called
Satya-mrsa-kathana (true-false statement). The famous narration of
Mahabharata,  A$vatthama maro-naro-va-kurjaro’ (A$vatthama died either
man or elephant) is a typical example of a true-false statement. It has a
double meaning, hence called as “‘true-false”. Similarly, the indefinite
statements also come under this category. Some Jainacaryas have
considered the probable statements as a type of truth but in my opinion,
these statements should be enumerated under the category of ‘true-false’.
Prajfiapana-siitra enumerates ten varieties of ‘true-false,” (mixed)
language. They are':

1. Utpanna-misrita (Statements regarding estimates of birth)

2. Vigata-miSrita (Statements regarding estimates of death)
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3. Utpanna-vigata-misrita (Statements regarding estimates of birth and
death)

. Jiva-misrita
. Ajiva-misrita Statements regarding the estimated living and dead live-stacks
. Jiva-ajiva-misria

. Ananta-misrita)

Lo ... _  Indefinite statements regarding quantity and number
. Parimita misrita

el R = R T -

. Kala-misrita

_ o Indefinite statements
10. Akala-misrita

(1) Utpanna-misrita (Statements regarding estimates of birth):
Due to lack of the definite information regarding births, when we roughly
estimate the numbers of births on behalf of inference, such type of
statements are called Utappanna-misrita, e.g. ““About ten children born
in this village today’’. In the present context, this statement can be said
as mere presentation of inferred statistics. The inferred and uncertain
statements neither can be called absolutely true nor false. They can be
called only mixed language. For example: if we say that “The population
of Varanasi has reached to 10 lacs’, then this statement neither be called
as true nor false. Ordinarily when we make any statements with
uncertainty or qualified with ‘approximate’, it falls under the category of
‘utpanna-misrita’. We can call this type of statements as approximate
presentation regarding birth. The number of births stated in such
statements is only approximate and not confirmed.

(2) Vigata-misrita (Statements regarding estimates of death) :
According to the commentators, meaning of this type of statement is to
submit an estimated number of deaths €. g. ’About ten persons have
died in the town today’ or “Million of people perished in the war’. Such
statements are instances of Vigata-mis’rité statements. Such type of
statements present an approximate statistics regarding past events. Like
aforesaid Utpanna-misrita, this type of language can also not be called
‘true’ or ‘false’ in the absolute sense. It comes under the mixed category.
While giving examples of the mixed category statements, the
commentators have used the number 10 which, seems as incorrect. In
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fact, in these both types of language relatively indefinite numbers should
be used about, like, thousands, millions, etc.

3. Utpanna-vigata-miSrita (Statements regarding estimates of
birth and death) : Jaina masters give example for this category as, ‘In
India, thousands of children take birth and die every day’. Here in absence
of any definite number, again it falls under the mixed category.

(4-6) Jiva, Ajiva and Jiva-ajiva-misrita (Statements regarding
the estimated living and dead live-stacks) : Commentators while giving
an example for this category say, ‘Seeing the mass of some living and
some dead oysters, to say that this is the mass of living beings, is the
example of this mixed language. From the point of view of living oysters,
this language is true but from the point of view of dead one, it is untrue.
In my opinion, there can be another interpretation of this statement. Such
three types of languages, state only the one sided state of a thing which
has characteristics of both, the living and the non-living. For example,
we can not call ouir body absolutely non-living or living. Relatively it can
be living, non-living and both living and non-living. Ignoring all these
aspects of the body, to say absolutely living, non-living or both is the
example of mixed language, because such language cannot be called
absolutely true or false.

(7-8) Ananta-misrita and Parimita-misrita (Indefinite
statements regarding quantity and numbers) : Commentators have usually
defined the term ‘ananta-misrita’ with reference to a category of plants
(ananat-kayika) of vegetable kingdom. In my opinion, such languages do
not deal with the life of vegetable kingdom. It rather concerns itself with
the quantity or numbers. Many a times, in linguistic usage, we use the
words ‘limited” and ‘unlimited’ in the sense of ‘indefinite’. For example,
we can say ‘there is infinite water in the sea’ or ‘there is no limit of his
intelligence’ and so on. Now, in fact, all such things do have their limit
but the speaker only to denote the vastness of the things concerned, describe
them as unlimited or infinite. Similarly, sometimes to denote the small
amount or insignificance, we use the negative form of language; e.g.
“Today he did nothing’. Here the meaning of the said statement is not
absolutely negative. Therefore, the tendencies of describing the things as
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‘some or ‘many’ ‘finite’ or ‘infinite’, ‘limited’ or ‘unlimited’ cannot be
regarded true or false in absolute sense, hence will come under the category
of mixed language.

(9-10) Kala-misrita and akala-miSrita (Statements stating
indefinite time) : Following statements are the examples of statements
stating indefinite time: ‘Before dawn, to awake a person when we say
‘please get up, the day has already begun’ or keeping in view the urgency
of the things ‘to say even at 10 or 11 am. that oh! It is mid-day already’
Such types of usage in language are quite in vogue but they are in fact
neither ‘true ‘no’ false. They are called mixed language.

Neither True nor False statements

In Prajiapana-sitra some forms of statements are called neither
true nor false. In fact, such statements which cannot be verified as true or
false fall under the category of ‘neither true nor false’ (asatya-amrsa).
The prescriptive statements, for example, are such statements. Prajiapana-
siitra has enumerated twelve such varieties of languages'.

(1) Amantrani (Statements extending invitation) : The statements
extending invitation viz. ‘Please come to my house’ or ‘you are invited
in my marriage ceremony’, are called as amantrani. Such type of
statements cannot be verified, hence, are out of the category of truth or
untruth.

(2) Ajhapaniya (Commanding Statements) : ‘Shut the door’,
‘Switch on the lamp’ and the like are examples of commanding statements.
Such statements are also beyond verification. Modern logical positivists
like A.J. Ayer also categorise such statements as non-verifiable. On the
basis of linguistic analysis of moral statements, he has proved that in the
form of acceptance and negation, such statements are not different from
prescriptive statements, hence are neither true nor falsehood.

(3) Yacaniya (Statements making request) : ‘Please give me
some thing’ and the like statements are beyond the category of truth or
false.

(4) Prcchaniya (Statements asking questions) : “Would you
please tell me the meaning of this verse?’ or ‘where does this road go?
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The language of such statements is the language of questioning. It also
does not affirm or negate any fact, hence, its verifications is also not
possible. So this type of sateinents are neither true nor false.

(5) Prajiiapaniya or Upadesatmaka (Statements to be asserted
or didactic Statements) : Statements like ‘You should not steal any thing,
or ‘you should not tell a lie’ etc. being prescriptive and not descriptive
are also beyond the category of truth or false. The modern language
analysts regard all the philosophical and moral language ultimately as
prescriptive language and therefore, beyond verification. The moral
statements, which apparently seem to be factual, are really not factual
according to them. The statement like ‘It is bad to steal any thing’ for
example is not verifiable. Such statements only mean that ‘you should
not steal’ or ‘we do not like stealing’. It is really a pleasant surprise that
what the modern linguistic analysts are doing today, its beginning was
already done thousand years back by the Jaina philosophers. By
categorising, the prescriptive and commanding statements as neither ‘true’
nor false’ they have pointed out towards modern language analysis.

(6) Pratyakhyaniya (Refuting statements) : Not to accept one’s
demand, is another form of non-verifiable language known as
pratyakhyaniya. It is to make statement like, ‘you won’t be able to get
job (in this institution)’ or ‘you will not be given alms’. Such language
is also not verifiable.

(7) Icchanukulika (Statements expressing liking and disliking):
To recommend something or to express one’s liking regarding any work,
is icchhanukulika, e.g. ‘you should do this work’ or ‘I like to do such
work’ or ‘I do not like to tell a lie” etc. The emotive theory of modern
ethics also regards moral statement as a variety of statements expressing
liking, interests and considers them as not verifiable.

(8) Anabhigrahita (Neutral statements) : ‘Do as you wish’ or
‘Do what you think well,” such type of statements do not depict the
favourable or unfavourable attitude of the speaker. In such type of
statements, the speaker neither agrees nor disagrees with the matter
concerned. Therefore, such statements stand as non-verifiable within the
categories of true and false.
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(9) Abhigrahita (Approved statements) : It is making statements
like, Yes! You should do like this.’ Such statements are also not included
in the ‘True-false’ category of language.

(10) Sandehakarini (Statements producing doubt) : The
statements having double meaning or producing doubts are also not
verifiable. In the statement like ‘Saindhavais good’, it is doubtful whether
the speaker means by the word ‘saindhava,’ the salt or the horse. Such
statements cannot be called ‘true’ or “false’.

(11) Vyakrta (The tautological statements) : It is not very clear
as to what do the Jaina thinkers mean by the term vyakrta. It probably
means definitions. The statement, which defines facts, may fall under
this category. If we put them in the language of modern language analysts,
such statements are called “tautologies’ which are unverifiable. Such types
of statements neither have their own meaning (object) nor say anything
new.

(12) Avyakrta (Language that states the indefinable) : It is a
type of language, which neither clearly affirms nor denies the facts. For
example, it cannot be said that the world is eternal or not eternal. Such
languages are also beyond ‘Truth-false’ category.

Today the contemporary philosophers too, have recognised that
the inviting, commanding, requesting, questioning, and didactic types of
language are not verifiable. A. J. Ayer and others have regarded moral
statements as prescriptive and hence unverifiable. This explanation is in
accordance with the Jaina philosophy.

Relative Truth of Linguistic Expressions

According to the Jaina philosophy, the truth or the falsehood of
statements is always relative. The absolute truth even if it is known,
cannot be spoken. Whenever we try to express it in words, it becomes
relatives and delimits itself. The Jaina dcaryas are of the opinion that all
the words, irrespective of persons, express only the relative truth and not
the absolute one. The omniscient might have the perfect knowledge but
his expressions too are qualified. The facts might be known in their
entirety but they cannot be expressed. That is why, it is said that even the
words of perfect souls are also not devoid of ‘naya’.'* Even the omniscient



(128) :  Jaina Philosophy of Language

has to take the help of the language, which is limited and relative, and is
qualified by ‘is’ and ‘is not’. Thus, whatever we say through language,
is always qualified/relative and veracity of the statement is possible in
the limited context only. Thus the linguistic expressions with respect to
the their veracity are relative to the context in which they are said.

All the statements, which can be categorised as true, have their
veracity in some particular context. It is only in their context that
statements are ‘true’ are ‘false’. For example: ‘India has a vast population’.
This statement will be true in the context of all the countries of the world
except China. We, thus see that the linguistic statements are not absolutely
‘true’ or ‘false’. They are so only relatively. The Jainas believe that the
knowledge and statements of the ordinary people are limited and relative.
Albert Einstein also said, ‘’we can only know the relative truth, the real
truth is known only to the universal observer’” (Cosmology Old and New
p.13).

If all our knowledge is partial, imperfect and relative, we have
no right to say that only ours statement is right or true. It is very likely
that from some other perspective and in some other context the
contradictory statement might also be correct. We might accept the absolute
truth of kevala-jiiana but the statement regarding it, is never absolutely
true. Whatever is said, is said only in any particular context. As such, its
truth or falsity is relative to its context. We cannot find its truth outside
the context. The veracity and falsity of the statement is always in some
context.

Now, if our language is relative and its veracity is dependent
upon some particular perspective or context, we have to then find out
some method by which besides approving its own view could not negate
the possibility of truth in other’s statements. The Jaindcaryas have
developed such a methodology, and have called it Syadvada and
Saptabharnigi. I don’t want to go into details of these theories, but my
emphasis is that our statements must be true and the listener should not
feel deluded by hearing our statements. Therefore, in our predications,
we should place the affirmation and negation relatively. This relative
method is known as Syadvada. The Jainacaryas' have taken the word
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“syat” as a sign of truth, because it makes our statements relative as well
as beyond contradiction, thus true. At the same time, it makes the listener
free from doubts. Lord Mahavira therefore, gave instructions to his
disciples that they should use only such language, which is analytical
(vibhajyavadi). Vibhajyavada (the theory of analysis) is that methodology
of linguistic expressions which solves the questions by analysing them.
Lord Mahavira and Lord Buddha both have given emphasis on the clarity
of language. We have already discussed the theory of vibhajyavada in
chapter -1 in detail. It is that mode of proposition, which does not give
one-sided judgements and analyse the question thoroughly. When it was
asked to Buddha whether the householder is a seeker of nirvana or the
initiated one (pravrajita), the lord said if the householder and the pravrajita
both are deceptive (mithyavadr), they are not seeker of nirvana (aradhaka).
Similarly, when Jayanti asked the Mahavira, whether is it good to sleep
or to remain awake? He replied for some it is good to sleep and for some
others, it is good to remain awake. It is good to sleep for sinners and
good to remain awake for the religious people.'® The above examples
make it clear that the theory of analysis (vibhajyavada)is nothing but the
method of replying the questions after analysing them. This analytical
method shapes the thoughts and makes the various facets of truth clear.
The modern linguistic analysis also to some extent, accepts this method
of analysing the propositions. The principle object of language analysis
is to make the ultimate parts/constituents of a statement clearer which are
called as logical atoms. This method, after analysing the proposition,
tries to bring out is real import. It is of course, true that the modern
linguistic analysis is now a developed philosophy but its seeds can be
found in the vibhajyavada of the Buddha and the Mahavira. Not only
this, the various facets of the language philosophy propounded by the
Jainas, th¢ Buddhists and the Grammarians, need serious consideration.
The problem of the meaning of a word is seriously discussed by the
Indian philosophers and it is really very important. No philosophy of
language can ignore it. It is the need of the day to examine the developing
language philosophy of the West in the context of Indian philosophy of
language. We hope that by such a comparative linguistic study of the
East and the West we may reach the threshold of truth.
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Appendix ‘A’
The expressive-capability of meaning in Prakrit and

Apabhramsa words

The Mimamsakas and the Grammarians believe that the Sanskrit
words are the only right words possessing power of expression of its
meaning. The words belonging to Prakrit, Apabhrarin$a and other dialects
lack the capacity of expressing meaning. Thus, these philosophers do not
postulate the power of expression of the meaning in any language or
dialect except Sanskrit. As opposed to it, the Jaina philosophers postulate
this power in all the languages and dialects. Prabhacandra in his Prameya-
kamala-martanda and Nyaya-kumudacandra has tried to prove by many
arguments that as there is power of expressions in the Sanskrit texts, so
also the words of Prakrit, Apabhrari$a and the dialects too have the
capability of expression. It is also not correct that first, we only listen
to the words of a dialect and then by understanding their Sanskrit
synonyms, we elicit thier meanings. If we accept it, it would mean that
those who do not know Sanskrit were not being able to understand the
meaning of statements of other languages. But in our practical life we
see that those who do not know Sanskrit they also can comprehend the
meaning of words and realise their behaviour accordingly. In fact, the
denotation of the world, is the primary factor in comprehending its
meaning. People are able to understand the meaning of a word, the way
in which they take the symbol, this is the general feature of a language.
If the expression-power were exclusive to the Sanskrit words only, there
would have not been many languages in the world nor they would have
been able to carry on the practical affairs. The Jaina philosophers have
taken in this connection a wider view, which takes us above the narrow
considerations. Jaina acaryas have always given equal emphasis on the
power of expression of dialects as well as the cultured languages. That
is why, the Jaina Tirtharikaras and acaryas adopted the common language
as medium of their discourses.Thus, to regard the expressive power
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exclusively in the Sanskrit words and to believe that pronunciation of
Sanskrit words only could cause to realise the weal, is downright
prejudicial propagation. It is necessary to remain above it and show
generosity.



Appendix ‘B’

Samavayanga (35) describes thirty-five special characteristics of speech,

which are as under:

Ny ok W=

10.
11.

Sarmsakaratva : Speech to be refined with grammar.

Udatattva : Speech to be spoken on high pitch (with lofty sound).
Upacaropetatva : Speech to be devoid of vulgarity.
Gambhirasabdatva: Speech to be profound like clouds.
Anunaditva : Speech to be resonant.

Daksinatva : Speech to be easy.

Upanitaragatva : Speech to be endowed with musical melodious
mode or variations.

Maharthatva : Speech to be impregnated with an expression of
essential truth.

Avyahatapaurvaparyatva : Speech to be non-contradictory to the
preceding and following.

Sistatva : Speech to be decent.

Asandigdhatva : Speech to be free from doubt propounding definite
meaning.

12. Apahrtanyottaratva : Speech to be free from any fault to be pointed

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

out by others.

Hrdayagrahitva : Speech to be captivating.

Desakalavyatitva : Speech to be compatible with the time and space.
Tattvanuriipatva : Speech to be in accordance with desirous object.

Aprakirna prasrtatva : Speech to be well arranged and opposed to
unnecessary extension.

Anyonyapragrahita : Speech to be equipped with mutually related
terms.
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18.

19.

20.
21.

22,
23.

24,
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

31.
32,

33.
34.
35.

Abhijatatva : Speech, which could manifest the modesty and
gentleness of the speaker.

Atisnigdha-madhuratva: Speech to be endowed with sweetness
and love.

Aparamarmabheditva: Speech non-poignant to others secret.

Arthadharmabhyisanapetatava: Speech, which could be useful
to make money and fulfil the religious thirst.

Udaratva: Speech to be generous and devoid of frivolity.

Paranindatmotkarsaviprayuktatva: Speech bereft of others
condemnation and self-appreciation.

Upagataslaghatva: Speech to be appreciable.

Anapanitatva: Speech to be free from the grammatical defects of
tense, case, gender, number, etc.

Utvaditacchinnakautithalatva: Speech, able to generate curiosity
amongst audience.

Adbhutatva: Speech creating wonder.
Anativilambitatva: Speech to be fluent.

Vibhramadivimuktatva: Speech to be free from illusion, deflections
and fear of mind.

AnekajatisthSrayadvinvitratva: Speech to be able to describe the
facts in multiple manners.

AhitaviSesatva: Speech to be peculiar than general speech.

Sakaratva: Speech, which could take the shape of the different letters,
words and sentences.

Satvaparigrahatva: Speech to be bold and enterprising.
Aparikheditatva: Speech to be free from glumness or sadness.

Avyucchedatva: Speech which could provide desired and valid
meaning.
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