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1. Introduction 
 

Navya-Nyāya has contributed a great deal not only to Indian 
epistemology and logic, but also to Sanskrit semantics. 

Gaṅgeśa, who consolidated the system of Navya-Nyāya in the 
fourteenth century,1 influenced the semantic arguments made by 
later scholars of the Mīmāṃsā and Vyākaraṇa schools. The 
“Book on Language” (Śabdakhaṇḍa) of Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintā-
maṇi (TC) represents such arguments. We have a translation of 
the whole “Book on Language” (Śabdakhaṇḍa) by Bhatta 
[2005],2 where he also provides a summary of each chapter of 
the Book. In order to carry out research on the early stage of 
Navya-nyāya philosophy of language, I set about translating the 
“Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Ākhyātavāda) of that Book with 
annotation around 2001. Since Bhatta’s work was not available 
at that time, I could not refer to his translation and summary 
when dealing with the beginning part of the chapter. While his 
translation and summary greatly help us understand the 

                                                 
1 Since I regard Udayana as the founder of Navya-nyāya, early Navya-nyāya covers the 

period of Udayana up to Gaṅgeśa. On the founder of Navya-nyāya, see Wada [2007b: 9-23], 

which includes Wada [1999] [2001] [2004]. 
2  Potter and Bhattacharyya [1993: 239-312] give a summary of the “Chapter on 

Language.” (They render khaṇḍa as ‘chapter’.) Of its sections, the Apūrvavāda and the 

Vidhivāda have been translated by Jha [1986] and [1988] respectively, and the 

Śabdaprāmāṇyavāda by Mohanty [1966].   
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differing semantic arguments among the Navya-nyāya, 
Mimamsa, and Vyākaraṇa schools, it is also true that there are 
many points which need further clarification in his translation 
and explanation of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” and the “Verbal 
Root Chapter” (Dhātuvāda),3 which immediately follows it in 
the TC. The “Verbal Suffix Chapter” is translated with 
annotation by Wada [2007a] [2012] [2013] [2014b]. The present 
paper is a translation of the “Verbal Root Chapter” with 
annotation.  
 
 
2. Text, Commentary, and Contents 

 

In translating the “Verbal Suffix Chapter”, I have used the 
Sanskrit text included in: 

 
Tattvacintāmaṇi of Gaṅgeśa Upādhyāya, 4 Volumes, 

edited with the Āloka of Jayadeva Miśra and the 

Rahasya of Mathurānātha, by Kāmākhyānātha 

Tarkavāgīśa, Vrajajivan Prachyabharati Granthamala 47, 

Delhi: Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pratishtan, 1990. 

 
 In this book, the “Verbal Root Chapter” is accompanied by 

Jayadeva’s Āloka, and not by the Rahasya. I have consulted the 
Āloka.  

The argument presented in the “Verbal Root Chapter” can be 
divided as follows. Numbers in brackets refer to page and line 
numbers of the Tattvacintāmaṇi of Gaṅgeśa Upādhyāya, 4th 
Volume, 2nd Part.4  

 

 

                                                 
3 For Bhatta’s summary, translation, and explanation of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” and 

the “Verbal Root Chapter”, see Bhatta [2005: 95-102, 882-907] and [2005: 102-107, 908-

915] respectively.  
4  The Sanskrit text of the Ākhyātavāda is divided according to the Parts of the 

translation. The divided texts are provided in the footnotes to those corresponding Parts with 

the following alterations: ācāryya → ācārya, the same treatment for its declensions; 

varttamāna → vartamāna, the same treatment for its declensions; varttate → vartate; 

vyāvarttya → vyāvartya, the same treatment for its declensions.  
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A. Maṇḍana’s View (pp. 847,1-848,12) 
A1: The meanings of the roots pac, gam, pat, tyaj, han, 

yaj, hu, and dā. (p. 847,2-10) 
A2: An explanation of the relation between the root 

meaning and tense. (p. 847,10-15) 
A3: The meanings of roots gam, pat, and tyaj, whose 

result occurs in a substance such as space (ākāśa) 
but which cannot be used with reference to space. 
(pp. 847,15-848,2) 

A4: A discussion of how to identify the object 
(karman) of the operation denoted by a root. (pp. 
848,2-848,9) 

A5: The meanings of the roots jñā, iṣ, yat, vid, and 
sthā. (p. 848,9-12) 

B. Gaṅgeśa’s View (pp. 848,13-853) 
B1: The first alternative of the final view of the root 

meaning: operation conducive to the result 
(phalānukūlavyāpāra). (pp. 848,13-849,5) 

B2: The second alternative of the final view of the root 
meaning: only operation (vyāpāra). (pp. 849,6-
850,2) 

B3: The result of the operation in the case of the 
second alternative. (pp. 850,2-851,2) 

B4: The relation between the operation and its result in 
the case of the second alternative. (pp. 851,2-
852,1) 

B5: The meanings of the roots gam, tyaj, and pat in 
non-Vedic usage, and the roots yaj, dā, and hu in 
Vedic rituals in the case of the second alternative. 
(pp. 852,2-853,5) 
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3. Basic Concepts5  
 
(a) dhātu (verbal root)6 

To understand the meaning of a verbal root, it is necessary to 
first refer to the Grammarians’, or Vyākaraṇa, tradition. 
Kātyāyana (3rd century B.C.) provides two major categories of 
the definitions of verbal root: formal and semantic definitions. 
He semantically defines a verbal root in terms of kriyā or bhāva. 
The former term, commonly translated as ‘action’, is used to 
define verbal roots such as pac (to cook), paṭh (to read), kṛ (to 
make), etc., and the latter is used to define ones such as bhū (to 
be, become), vid (to exist), etc. Patañjali (2nd century B.C.) 
interprets bhāva as that which is brought about or as that which 
comes into being. He defines kriyā with regard to time issues, as 
time is understood only in association with action (kriyā). Later 
Grammarians such as Kaunḍa Bhaṭṭa (17th century), who is 
sometimes regarded as a Navya-vaiyākaraṇa, hold that a verbal 
root denotes result (phala) and action (kriyā). 7  This double 
meaning of the root can be traced back to Patañjali’s suggestion 
on P1.4.49,8  but more precisely, this meaning is asserted by 
Helārāja (10th century) in his commentary on Bhartṛhari (5th 
century).  

In the Nyāya tradition Udayana, who greatly influenced 
Gaṅgeśa, claims in his Nyāyakusumāñjali (NKu) that a verbal 
root denotes action (kriyā) and result (phala), but he does not 
make clear the relation between both. 9  In his “Verbal Root 

                                                 
5  This section except (a) dhātu (verbal root) is based upon Wada [2013: Basic 

Concepts].  
6 This subsection is based upon Wada [2016a: 49-58] [2016b: 36-36], in which the 

explanation of Kātyāyana’s and Patañjali’ views is based upon Diaconescu [2012: 200-215]. 

On the issue of kriyā and bhāva, see also Joshi [1993(1960): 19-22].  
7 On Kauṇḍa Bhaṭṭa’s and Nāgeśa’s views, see also Joshi [1993(1960): 17]; Rao [1969: 

106-110]. 
8 P1.4.49: kartuḥ īpsitamaṃ karma. (Trans. by Vasu [1977(1891): 186]: That which it is 

intended should be most affected by the act of the agent is called the object or karma. But 

my translation is: that which is most desired by the agent is called the object or karman.) 
9 NKu, p. 533,2: dhātūnāṃ kriyāphalamātrābhidhāyitvāt. Dravid [1996: 445] translates 

this as “as it is the nature of verbs to mean only that which results from an activity”. Dravid 

inserts the relation between result and action into his translation. There is the possibility that 

Dravid is influenced by the later Nyāya tradition, in drawing attention to this relation. 



 T. Wada, The “Verbal Root Chapter” (Dhātuvāda) of Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintāmaṇi 197 

 

 

Chapter” (Dhātuvāda) Gangeśa inherits and revises the meaning 
given by Udayana.  

At the beginning of the “Verbal Root Chapter” Gaṅgeśa 
introduces Maṇḍana Miśra’s view of the meaning of a verbal 
root that the root denotes only result (phala). For example, the 
verbal root pac (to cook) denotes the softening (viklitti) of the 
cooking-object, such as rice, and not the operation of heating 
below, and so forth which brings about that result. Gaṅgeśa 
does not deal with the views of other Mīmāṃsakas, which 
implies that Maṇḍana’s view may be more extreme than 
theirs.10 In this paper the term dhātu is rendered as ‘verbal root’, 
or simply ‘root’ when this does not cause an inconvenience.   
 

(b) ākhyāta 

The word ākhyāta has two meanings: the finite verb and the 
personal ending of the finite verb (tiṄ suffix). 11  Gaṅgeśa’s 
argument with the Mīmāṃsā and Grammarian schools is 
confined to an analysis of the second of these two meanings. 
Unless otherwise specified, the suffixes he discusses are those 
used in the active voice and the present tense. He discusses the 
meaning of verbal suffixes used in the passive voice in Parts F 
and G of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter”. 

Navya-naiyāyikas, including Gaṅgeśa, hold that a verbal 
suffix denotes effort, while Mīmāṃsakas of the Bhaṭṭa School12 

hold that it denotes operation (vyāpāra), whether internal or 

                                                 
10  Rao [1969: 110], after introducing Maṇḍana’s view in his book, says “Some 

Mīmāṃsakas and many other thinkers of other schools of Philosophy are at variance with 

regard to this meaning of the root as expressed by Maṇḍana”. Rao [1969: 114-116] 

elucidates the view of Khaṇḍadeva (ca. 17th century) and concludes, at the end of the section 

designated as “The Mīmāṃsaka’s View”, that, according to Khaṇḍadeva, the verbal suffix 

denotes operation or effort in general (vyāpārasāmānya) and that the verbal root denotes its 

particular form (vyāpāraviśeṣa). 
11 On these two meanings, see Joshi [1993(1960): 22]. He reports that the Mīmāṃsā- 

nyāyaprakāśa (MNP), which was written in the seventeenth century, uses the word in the 

second sense listed above. But the TC shows an earlier use of the word in this sense. On tiṄ 

suffixes, see Pāṇini’s Aṣṭādhyāyī (P)3.4.78; Abhyankar and Shukla [1977: 197]. 
12 The view of the Prābhākara School is briefly referred to and refuted at the end of Part 

C. 
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external.13 Internal operation, which Navya-naiyāyikas regard as 
effort, occurs in the soul (ātman). External operation, which 
occurs in the body and things, is perceived by the sense organs. 
Navya-naiyāyikas generally call this operation action (kriyā). 
The Grammarians (pāṇinīya) argue that a verbal suffix denotes 
an agent, an object, or action itself. 14  Navya-naiyāyikas and 
Mīmāṃsakas accept Panini’s grammar in general, but when 
they disagree with the Grammarians, and with one another, they 
attempt to prove their own views by analyzing common 
linguistic usage, in this case the usage of the finite verb. It 
should be noted that these schools do not differ in holding that 
the suffix of a finite verb denotes a particular tense and number. 
In the present paper, when I need to refer to the suffixes of finite 
verbs, I will simply mention ‘verbal suffix’. 
 
(c) Effort (yatna, prayatna) 

Effort, which is regarded as the meaning of a finite verbal 
suffix by Navya-naiyāyikas, is one of twenty-four kinds of 
qualities (guṇa), and we know of its existence in the soul 
through inference. Nyāya holds that knowledge or cognition 
(jñāna) causes desire (icchā), which produces effort, which in 

                                                 
13  The operation of Vedic injunctions is not discussed here. However, since the 

Mīmāṃsakas’ method of interpreting sentences in common usage is based on their exegesis 

of Vedic sentences, we have to consider this exegesis in order to follow their arguments as 

presented in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter”. On their exegesis, see Edgerton [1929]. The verbal 

suffixes of Vedic injunctions denote the word-efficient-force (śābdībhāvanā) which resides 

in the injunctions themselves. On the ‘word-efficient-force’, see MNP, no. 4 and Edgerton 

[1929: 40]. Diaconescu [2012: 47] points out the differences among the Mīmāṃsakas’ views 

on what the term bhāvanā means. According to him, Kumārila and Pārthasārathi use it in the 

sense of operation (vyāpāra) or action (kriyā), Maṇḍanamiśra and Umbekabhaṭṭa in the sense 

of operation and effort (kṛti), and Someśvara or Khaṇḍadeva in the sense of effort. 

(Diaconescu renders kṛti as effort, while I have rendered as ‘resolution’. Effort is a rendering 

of yatna, which is used as a synonym for kṛti in the Nyāya discussion of the meaning of 

verbal suffixes. Based upon this, Diaconescu seems to render kṛti as ‘effort’.) 
14 On these three meanings, see P.3.4.69: laḥ karmaṇi ca bhāve cākarmakebhyaḥ. Vasu 

[1977(1891): 584] translates this sūtra as follows: “The tense-affixes called la are used in 

denoting the object and the agent; and after intransitive verbs, they denote the action as well 

as the agent”. This means that when transitive verbs are used in the active voice, the suffixes 

denote the agent; when these verbs are used in the passive, the suffixes denote the object. On 

this issue, see also Cardona [1975: 266]. 
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turn brings about action.15 To understand the relation among 
cognition, desire, and effort, let us consider the case in which 
we quench our thirst with water. First, we must know that water 
can remove our thirst and recognize that there is some water 
within our reach. Second, we must have the desire to take and 
drink some water. If we have no desire, action does not take 
place. However, due to certain reasons we do not always take 
action immediately after we have such a desire. For instance, 
there may be dead insects in the water, and so on. Hence, we 
can infer that there must be an intervening factor which is 
produced by the preceding desire and which brings about the 
action of drinking. That factor is effort. 

Note that effort is often designated as resolution (kṛti) in the 
Navya-nyāya discussion on the meaning of a verbal suffix. 
Udayana states in his Nyāyakusumāñjali (NKu) that resolution is 
nothing more than effort.16 Udayana’s statement is quoted by 
Gaṅgeśa in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Part B2) of his TC.17 
 
(d) The signifying function (vṛtti) 

Any meaningful linguistic unit, or morpheme, as well as any 
word possesses the signifying function and thus can mean 
something. Navya-nyāya accepts only two kinds of signifying 
function: the denotative function (śakti) and the indicative 
function (lakṣaṇā). 18  For instance, when we hear the word 

                                                 
15 For the causal relationship among these four, Marui [1987: 145-146 and notes 24, 26] 

gives two Sanskrit references and their explanations. One is from Udayana’s 

Nyāyakusumāñjali (NKu) 5.7: pravṛttiḥ kṛtir evātra sā cecchāto yataś ca sā / taj jñānaṃ … 

//, and the other from Nyāyasiddhāntadīpa (p. 74,1-4): pravṛttiparavākyaśravaṇāntaraṃ 

prayojyasya tattadarthasambandhavyāpārānukūlāṃ ceṣṭāṃ paśyaṃs taṭasthaḥ svaceṣṭāyāṃ 

kṛteḥ kṛtau ca cikīrṣāyāś cikīṛṣāyāṃ samānādhikaraṇa samānaviṣayakajñā-

nasyaivāvadhṛtakāraṇabhāva iti prayojyasyāpi tatkāraṇībhūtaṃ jñānam anumāya tasya 

jñānasya vākyajanyatāpravṛttau janayitavyāyāṃ śabdavyāpāratvam cāvadhārayati. For a 

translation of the former passage, see Cowell [1980: 71] and N. Dravid [1996: 433]. 
16 NKu k. 5.9:  

kṛtākṛtavibhāgena kartṛrūpavyavasthayā |  

yatna eva kṛtiḥ pūrvā parasmin saiva bhāvanā ||.  

For a translation of this kārikā, see Cowell [1980: 74] and N. Dravid [1996: 439].   
17 Gaṅgeśa has the Naiyāyika object to the Mīmāṃsakā and quote Udayana’s kārikā 

referred to by the above footnote. On this, see Wada [2007a: 421] 
18  Cf. Nyāyasiddhāntamuktāvalī (NSM), p. 292,3: vṛttiś ca śaktilakṣaṇānyataraḥ 

sambandhaḥ. See also Matilal [1968: 25]. The indicative function is defined as the relation 
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‘śaśin’ (the moon) at night, this word first reminds us of the 
moon in the sky; furthermore it reminds us of a rabbit (śaśa). In 
this case the moon is the direct meaning of the word, and the 
function pointing to this meaning is called denotative. A rabbit 
is the indirect meaning of the word, and the function pointing to 
it is called indicative.  
 

(e) Verbal understanding (śābdabodha, śābdajñāna) 

The concept of verbal understanding is quite often utilized in 
analyzing the meaning of language units, e.g., a root (dhātu), 
suffix (pratyaya), nominal base (prātipadika), case-ending 
(sUP), and so on. Since we cannot determine the meaning of an 
isolated verbal suffix such as –ti, we have to deal with a 
complete word, such as ‘pacati’ (“[He] cooks”). From pacati we 
obtain a verbal understanding which has some content or 
structure. Gaṅgeśa and his opponents presuppose that all of this 
understanding is generated only by the word pacati; they 
attempt to find the correspondence between the constituents of 
the understanding we obtain on hearing pacati and the linguistic 
constituents, such as the verbal suffix, which make up this word.  

There are three competing views of verbal understanding 
which identify different elements in a sentence as being 
predominent. According to the first view, the meaning of the 
noun in the nominative case is predominant (pratha-
māntārthamukhyaviśeṣyakaśābdabodha); according to the 
second view, the meaning of the verbal suffix is predominant 
(ākhyātārthamukhyaviśeṣyakaśābdabodha); according to the 
third view the meaning of the root is predominant 
(dhātvarthamukhyaviśeṣyakaśābdabodha).19 The Nyāya school 
upholds the first view; the Mīmāṃsā school the second; and the 

                                                 
with the denoted object/meaning (NSM k. 82ab: lakṣaṇā śakyasambandhas … /). To explain 

this definition, when word A denotes meaning B and further indicates the meaning C, the 

indicative function of A reaches C through B. This function also represents the relation 

between A and C. The relation between A and B is expressed by ‘the denoted object’ in the 

definition; the relation between B and C by ‘the relation’ in the definition. 
19 Cf. Rao [1969: 4-34]. The expression of verbal understanding may appear to represent 

its structure, but this is not accepted by some schools of Indian philosophy, i.e., those 

schools subsumed under the term ‘Indian Realism’, such as Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and 

Mīmāṃsā. This point will be referred to later on under (f). 
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Grammarian school the third. 
Take the sentence caitraḥ pacati as an example. Let us see 

what Navya-nyāya regards as the verbal understanding brought 
about through hearing this sentence. The word caitra denotes a 
person called Caitra; the case-ending -ḥ (sU) denotes the 
number of Caitras; the root pac denotes the action of cooking 
(pāka); the suffix -ti denotes effort. Effort generates the action 
of cooking. This relation between effort and cooking is not 
denoted by any meaningful unit of the sentence, but it is 
understood from the juxtaposition of the two units, pac and -ti. 
Similarly, the relation of the effort and Caitra is understood; he 
(i.e., his ātman) possesses effort. Finally, the sentence generates 
the understanding “Caitra is the possessor of effort conducive to 
cooking” (pākānukūlaprayatnavān caitaḥ).20  

Mīmāṃsakas, on the other hand, present the following verbal 
understanding as generated by the same sentence: “There is 
productive operation conducive to cooking and residing in 
Caitra” (caitraniṣṭhā pākānukūlā bhāvanā). Grammarians give 
the following analysis: “There is operation conducive to the 
softening of the cooked substance and occurring in Caitra” 
(caitrāśrayakaḥ viklittyanukūlo vyāpāraḥ). Here I have only 
briefly illustrated how the three schools analyze verbal 
understanding.21  
 

 

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

pākānukūlavartamānaprayatnavān. 
21 For example, it has not been illustrated how tense and mood are expressed, what the 

suffix -a inserted between pac and -ti denotes, and so forth. For a general illustration of 

verbal understanding, see Rao [1969:4-34] and Joshi [1993: 29-36]. Cardona [1975] 

discusses whether or not paraphrase and the analysis of verbal understanding decisively 

serve to assign partial meanings to the constituents of a sentence or word, such as a root and 

a suffix. Cardona [1975: 272] remarks that the different schools assign meanings in different 

ways, based on their particular backgrounds, premises, and aims. Diaconescu [2012: 30, 35, 

37] points out a difference between the Nyāya view and the Mīmāṃsā and Grammarians 

views. The former view takes a preceding meaning element placed in the expression of 

verbal understanding as the qualifier (viśeṣaṇa), and the following element as the 

qualificand, as stated above. The latter views, on the other hand, respectively take productive 

operation and operation (or, action) as the qualificands, and all the other meaning elements 

as their (direct or indirect) qualifiers. 
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(f) Meaning (artha) 

Finally, I would like to call the reader’s attention to the word 
‘meaning’, which appears throughout my translation. This word 
does not always stand for ‘mental representation’ in the Indian 
context. Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṃsā hold the view that 
knowledge or cognition (jñāna) has no content in itself 
(nirākāravāda) and that recognizing an object means that a 
cognitive relation occurs between the cognition and the object 
(grāhyagrāhakabhāva). For example, when for these three 
schools the meaning of the root pac is said to be the action of 
cooking, this does not refer to the understanding of cooking or 
the concept of cooking but rather to the physical action of 
cooking which takes place in the outer world. Even the 
expression of verbal understanding (śābdabodha) does not 
represent the structure of understanding or cognition itself but 
the structure of part of the outer world.  

By contrast, the Grammarian school maintains that 
knowledge has content. 22  For this school the expression of 
verbal understanding represents the structure of the 
understanding. This expression also represents the structure of a 
phenomenon in the outer world as long as the understanding 
corresponds to this phenomenon. When I am referring to this 
sense of “meaning” in the course of my translation, I have 
provided a footnote.  
 
 

                                                 
22  The Vijñānavāda school of Buddhism also takes this position. Gaṅgeśa does not 

debate with the followers of this school or other Sākāravādins in the “Verbal Suffix 

Chapter”. 
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4. A Translation with Annotation of the Dhātuvāda of 
the Tattvacintāmaṇi 

 
A. Maṇḍana’s View 

 
A1: 23  Maṇḍana Miśra [argues] that the meaning of a root is 
result. To explain, the meaning of [the root] pac (to cook) is 
softening (viklitti) [of cooking material], because [this meaning 
is] simple (lāghava); 24  and [the meaning] is not operation 
(vyāpāra) producing that result (softening), i.e., heating from 
below, and so forth, because [this meaning is] cumbersome. 
[Similarly the meaning of the root] gam (to go) is the contact 
with [the ground in] front; [that of the root] pat (to fall) is the 
contact with the lower [portion]; [that of the root] tyaj (to 
abandon) is separation. And [the meaning of those roots] is not 
movement (spanda) which produces their result. Similarly [the 
meaning of the root] han (to kill) is death, and not operation 
producing that result, such as a strike with an axe-weapon, for 
[this meaning is] cumbersome (gaurava). Similarly [the 
meaning of the root] yaj (to make an oblation to) is nothing 
more than the termination of ownership belonging to oneself, 
which (termination) is the result of abandonment aimed towards 
the deities. [The meaning of the root] hu (to offer as oblation to 
fire) is [the action of] pouring, which is the result of 

                                                 
23  TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 847,2-10: dhātvarthaḥ phalam iti maṇḍanācāryyāḥ(1), tathā hi 

pacyartho viklittir lāghavān na tu tatphalako vyāpāro ʼdhaḥsantāpanādir gauravāt gamer 

uttarasaṃyogaḥ pater adhaḥsaṃyogaḥ tyajer vibhāgo ʼrtho na tu tatphalajanakaḥ spandaḥ. 

hanter api maraṇam arthaḥ na tu tatphalajanako vyāpāraḥ khaḍgābhighātādiḥ gauravāt. 

yajatyartho ʼpi devatoddeśyakatyāgaphalaṃ svasvatvadhvaṃsa eva. juhotyarthas 

tyāgaphalaṃ prakṣepaḥ. dadātyarthaḥ sampradānasvīkārapūrvakatyāgaphalaṃ svasya 

svatvadhvaṃsaḥ parasvatvaṃ vā na tu tattatphalakatyāgo gauravāt. ( (1) TC, p. 389,2 reads 

maṇḍunācāryyāḥ, which seems to be a mistake.) 
24 Simplicity or cumbersomeness (gaurava) depends upon the concept of the delimitor 

of the state of being denoted (śakyatāvacchedaka) or of the ground for using the word 

(pravṛttinimitta). On this, see Wada [2006a]. The view which takes a universal (jāti) for the 

delimitor or the ground is simpler than the view which takes an imposed property (upādhi) 

for either of them. In this connection softeningness (viklittitva) is a universal, and the sate of 

being operation producing the result (tatphalakavyāpāratva) is an imposed property. 

Maṇḍana did not make use of the former concept; so if the delimitor is taken into 

consideration in the present context, it turns out that it is his followers who claim simplicity 

or cumbersomeness.  



204  Indologica Taurinensia, 41-42 (2015-2016) 

 

abandonment. [The meaning of the root] dā (to give) is the 
result of abandonment on condition of the receiver’s acceptance, 
being either the termination of ownership belonging to oneself 
or [the establishment of] ownership belonging to others, and 
[the meaning] is not abandonment producing each result 
because [this meaning is] cumbersome.  
 
A2:25 It should not be argued: Suppose the above is accepted; 
when operation has ended and [its] result has come into 
existence, there would be the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks”), 
gacchati (“[He] goes”), dadāti (“[He] gives”), etc.,26 and not 
[the usage of] apakṣīt (“[He] cooked”); 27  moreover, when 
operation [takes place], the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks”) 
would not be possible.28 [The reason for this is as follows:] the 
meaning of the verbal suffix [-ti] 29  is the present time of 
operation producing the meaning of the root.30 Therefore, when 
operation [takes place], the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks”) is 
available; [this usage] is not [available] when operation has 
ended. 
 

                                                 
25  TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 847,10-15: na caivaṃ vyāpāravigame phaladaśāyāṃ pacati-

gacchati-dadātītyādiprayogaḥ syān na tv apākṣīd ityādiḥ vyāpārakāle ca pacatītyādi na 

syād iti vācyam. dhātvarthānūkula(1)-vyāpāravarttamānatvam ākhyātārthaḥ tena vyāpā-

rakāle pacatītyādi bhavati na tu vyāpāravigame. ( (1) TC, p. 389,13 reads dhātvarthānukula, 

which seems to be a mistake.) 
26 For example, if the root gam denotes the result of arriving, for example, at a village, it 

would be the case that when the person has arrived at the village, the usage of gacchati 

would be possible. It follows from this that before his / her arrival such a usage is impossible 

although he /she walks to the village. 
27 This sentence of the anticipated objection means that if the root denotes the result, the 

past tense of the verb would be impossible even in the case where the operation in question 

has ended. 
28 This objection means that when some operation has ended and its result has been 

produced, the present tense of the verb could be used, and when some operation continues 

before the production of its result, the present tense of the verb could not be used. 
29 On the meaning of the suffixes of finite verbs, see Basic Concepts: (b) ākhyāta.  
30 This is the Bhāṭṭa view of the meaning of the verbal suffix. On this, see Wada [2007a: 

420, B1].  
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A3: 31  It should not be argued: Since [space is] the support 
(āśraya) 32  of contact (saṃyoga) and separation (vibhāga) 
produced by movement, the usage of ākāśo gacchati patati 
tyajati (“Space goes”, “[Space] falls”, or “[Space] departs”) 
would be possible; 33  moreover, when action (karman) is 
vanishing [without producing its result, the usages of those 
verbs would] not [be] possible because contact, separation, and 
so on have ceased to exist.34 The reason [for this] is that the 
verbal suffix is used when operation takes place through [an 
animate or inanimate being] possessing operation. 
 
A4.1: 35 [Someone objects:] Suppose the above answer is 
appropriate; result, which is the meaning of a root, [would] be 
action (kriyā); therefore, in the cases of taṇḍulaṃ pacati (“[He] 
cooks rice grain”), and so forth, rice grain, etc., would not 
possess even objectness (karmatā), because [rice grain, etc., 
possess] no state of possessing result produced by action, which 
(result) is nothing more than softening, etc.36  

                                                 
31 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 847,15-848,2: na ca spandajanyasaṃyogavibhāgāśrayatvenākāśo 

gacchati patati tyajatīti syāt vinaśyadavasthe karmaṇi ca na syāt saṃyoga- 

vibhāgādyabhāvād iti vācyam. vyāpāravati vyāpārakāle ākhyātaprayogāt. 
32 The concept of support (āśraya) subsumes those of container (ādhāra) and locus 

(adhikaraṇa). Here in Part A3 the term support is used in the sense of container. Gaṅgeśa 

uses the concept of support to present the Nyāya objection to the Mīmāṃsā view of an agent 

(kartṛ) and an action generator (kāraka) in his Ākhyātavada. On his use of the concepts, see 

Wada [2007a: 423]. On the Vaiśeṣika concept of āśraya, see Hirano [2015: 882-883]. 
33 The anticipated objection is as follows. Space is an omnipresent substance (dravya), 

which can simultaneously possess contact with and separation from a substance. When a 

person walks, his separation from the back portion and his contact with the ground in front 

take place. This separation and contact is produced by the person’s walk and is the result of 

this walk; this result takes place in space also. As a result, though the person walks, we could 

say ākāśo gacchati (“Space goes”), which is inappropriate. 
34 Suppose that a person wants to go to a village but that the person has stopped to take 

rest along the way. Because the person’s separation from the ground in back and contact 

with the ground in front have ceased, we could not say puruṣo grāmaṃ gacchati (“He goes 

to the village”). However, this usage is possible even when the person takes rest. 
35 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,2-5: nanv evaṃ dhātvarthatvena phalaṃ kriyā tathā ca taṇḍulaṃ 

pacatītyādau taṇḍulādeḥ karmatāpi na syād viklittyādirūpakriyājanya- phalaśālitvābhāvād 

iti cet. 
36 The objection purports that if there is no linguistic unit which denotes the result, i.e., 

the softening of rice grain, we cannot identify the object of the action of cooking. The object 

must be the locus of the result. 
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A4.2:37 [The followers of Maṇḍana answer: The above view is] 
not correct. [The reason for this is as follows.] Objectness 
(karmatva) is the state of possessing result [produced by] 
operation inhering in the other; 38  moreover, the operation 
[referred to in the above definition] is the meaning of the root or 
of the verbal suffix; in both cases rice grain, etc., possessing 
result [produced by] operation inhering in the other, possess 
objectness; when softening does not take place but operation 
takes place, the usage of pāko vartate (“Cooking takes place”) 
[can be made]; in this case the word pāka (cooking) possesses 
indicative function (lakṣaṇā) 39  with reference to operation, 
because softening is the denoted meaning40 [of the root pac (to 
cook)] due to simplicity.  
 
A5: 41  In the cases of jānāti (“[The person] knows), icchati 
(“[The person] desires), yatate (“[The person] makes an 
effort”), vidyate (“[It] exists”), tiṣṭhati (“[The person] stays), 
and so on, the meanings of those roots are cognition, desire, 
effort, existence, and termination of going [respectively]. [The 
meanings of those roots are] neither results of cognition, etc., 
nor operations conducive to cognition, etc., because only the 
state of possessing cognition, etc., is understood [in hearing 
those verbs].  
 

                                                 
37 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,5-9: na, parasamavetavyāpāraphalaśālitvaṃ karmatvaṃ sa ca 

vyāpāro dhātvartha akhyātārtho vetyubhayathāpi parasamavetavyāpāraphalaśālinas 

taṇḍulādeḥ karmatvaṃ viklittyanutpāde vyāpārakāle pāko varttata ity atra pākapade 

vyāpāralakṣaṇā lāghavena viklitteḥ śakyatvāt. 
38 This definition of objectness appears as Gaṅgeśa’s in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” 

(Ākhyātavāda) of his TC too. On this, see Wada [2014b: 205]. 
39 This is one of the two kinds of signifying function (vṛtti) according to the Nyāya 

school; the other function is called denotative (śakti). On these two functions, see Basic 

Concepts: (d) The signifying function (vṛtti).  
40 Denoted meaning is the meaning obtained by denotative function (śakti). On this see 

Basic Concepts: (d) The signifying function (vṛtti). 
41  TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,9-12: jānātīcchati-yatate-vidyate-tiṣṭhatītyādau jñānecchā- 

prayatnasattā-gatinivṛttir eva dhātvarthaḥ, na jñānādiphalaṃ na vā jñānādyanukūlovyāpā-

raḥ jñānādimattvamātrapratīter iti. 
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B. Gaṅgeśa’s View42  
 
B1:43 On this point [the following] is answered [by Gaṅgeśa]. In 
the case of odanakāmaḥ paceta (“One who desires rice gruel 
should cook”), the state of being to be accomplished by 
resolution and the state of being the means for accomplishing 
what is desired are understood from the optative suffix44 in order 
to induce [the hearer of the sentence] to [perform] the meaning45 
of the root. The state of being the means for [attaining] rice 
gruel does not exist in the result which is softening, etc.46 Nor is 
the activity (pravṛtti)47 [of the hearer] to obtain [this] result is 
possible. The reason [for this] is that not having taken recourse 
to the means (upāya), resolution 48  (kṛti) cannot directly 
accomplish the result. That is because result is nothing more 
than what is to be accomplished by resolution which has the 
means [for attaining its object], and not what is to be 

                                                 
42 Gaṅgeśa’s final view is given in the form of two alternatives: the first one appears in 

Part B1, and the second, in Part B3. 
43  TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 848,13-849,5: atrocyate. odanakāmaḥ pacetety atra 

vidhipratyayena dhātvarthe pravṛttyarthaṃ kṛtisādhyatvam iṣṭasādhanatvañ ca bodhyate. 

na ca phale viklittyādāv(1) odanasādhanatvaṃ na vā phale pravṛttiḥ sambhavati, upāyam 

akṛtvā phalasya sākṣāt kṛtyā sādhayitum aśakyatvāt upāyakṛtisādhyam eva hi phalaṃ na tu 

tadanyakṛtisādhyam upāyakṛtita eva tatsiddher adhaḥsantāpanādeḥ kṛtisādhyeṣṭa-

sādhanatvaṃ vinā viklittyartham apravṛtteś ca. upāya evādhaḥsantāpanādir vyāpāraḥ 

pravṛttiviṣayatvāt kṛtisādhyatveneṣṭasādhanatvena ca vidhipratyayena bodhyata iti 

phalānukūlo vyāpāra eva dhātvarthaḥ. ( (1) TC, p. 389,1 reads viklityādāv, which seems to be 

a mistake.) 
44 Gaṅgeśa mentions two of the three meanings of the optative suffix (vidhiliṅ), which 

(three meanings) are traditionally maintained in Navya-nyāya. Marui [1987: 146-147] 

[1988: 128-129] elucidates those three presented in the KĀ, kk. 146-150; NSM, pp. 472,7-

490,6: the state of being to be accomplished by resolution (kṛtisādhyatva), the state of being 

the means for attaining the desired thing (iṣṭasādhanatva), and the state of being not 

connected with great harm (balavadaniṣṭānanubandhitva). MK (p. 76,3) also presents those 

three meanings. Gaṅgeśa’s “Injunction Section” (Vidhivāda) is translated by Jha [1987]. 
45 Here ‘meaning’ does not represent a conceptual one, but a physical result or operation. 

On this, see Basic Concepts: (f) Meaning (artha).  
46 The causal relationship among the entities referred to in the process of attaining rice 

gruel is as follows: the person first possesses resolution (or effort) for heating from below; 

then the action of heating from below takes place; after this action the result of softening 

takes place turning rice into gruel.   
47 The term is used in the sense of effort (or resolution) or commencement of action.  
48 On the relation between resolution and effort (yatna, prayatna), see Basic Concepts: 

(c) Effort (yatna, prayatna). 
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accomplished by resolution which has something other than that 
[means for attaining its object]. The reasons [for this] are that 
that [result] is accomplished only by resolution which has the 
means [for attaining its object], and that unless heating from 
below, and so forth 49  are [known] to be accomplished by 
resolution and to be the means for what is desired (i.e., 
softening), there [can] be no activity [of the hearer] to attain 
softening. Heating from below, etc., which are operation, and 
which are nothing more than the means [for attaining rice 
gruel], due to being the object of activity [for cooking], are 
understood from the optative suffix as that to be accomplished 
by resolution and to be the means for [attaining] what is desired. 
Therefore, only operation conducive to the result is the meaning 
of a root.50  
 
B2.1:51 If [the Mīmāṃsaka, i.e., the follower of Maṇḍana, 
argues] as follows: it is true that the knowledge that the means 
is to be accomplished by resolution induces [the hearer of the 
sentence] to perform; but the state of being to be accomplished 
by resolution for [attaining] that means is implied by the state of 
being to be accomplished by resolution for [obtaining] the 
result, which (latter state) is caused to be understood by the 
optative suffix; the reason [for this] is that without the [former] 
state, the [latter] state is impossible,52 then [Gaṅgeśa answers as 
follows]. 

                                                 
49 Other operations are putting the cooking pot on the fire (adhiśrayana), pouring water 

into the pot (udakāsecana), putting rice grain in the pot (taṇḍulāvapana) and stoking fuel in 

the fire (edhopakarṣaṇa) and the like. Cf. Mahābhāṣya, Vol. 2, p. 28,15-16: yadi apy ekā 

sāmānyakriyā. avayavakriyās tu bahavaḥ. adhiśrayanodakāsecanatanḍulāvapanaidho-

pakarṣaṇakriyāḥ. 
50  This meaning is also advocated by Udayana. On this, see Introduction: Basic 

Concepts: (a) dhātu (verbal root). 
51 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 849,6-8: athopāyasya kṛtisādhyatvajñānaṃ pravarttakam iti satyaṃ 

kin tu vidhibodhitaphalakṛtisādhyatvena tadupāyakṛtisādhyatvam ākṣipyate tena vinā 

tadanupapatter iti cet, 
52 The Mīmāṃsaka insists that the meaning of the root is only the effect, and considers 

that the root with the suffix denotes the state of being to be accomplished by resolution for 

[attaining] the result. Since this denoted meaning implies Gaṅgeśa’s view that the means is 

to be accomplished by resolution, according to the Mīmāṃsaka, it is not required to accept 

Gaṅgeśa’s view. Here ‘implication’ means assumption (arthāpatti).  
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B2.2:53 [This view is] not correct. The reson [for this] is that 
because on the basis of behavior the denotative function (śakti) 
of the optative suffix is grasped in the understanding which 
induces [the hearer of the sentence to perform], 54  [the 
opponent’s] postulation has the object (i.e., the means for 
attaining the result)55 of a direct producer (upapādaka) (i.e., the 
verbal understanding of the means for attaining the result) of the 
activity [of the hearer of the sentence].56 Thus, even the roots yaj 
(to make an oblation to), gam (to go), pac (to cook), hu (to offer 
an oblation to fire), and dā (to give) [would] denote only 
operation,57  for activity [leading directly] to the result is not 
possible. 

                                                 
53 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 849,8-850,2: na, vyavahārāt pravṛttijanake jñāne vidhi- pratyayasya 

śaktigrahāt pravṛttisākṣādupapādakaviṣayatvāt kalpanāyāḥ. evaṃ yaji-gami-paci-juhoti-

dadātīnām api vyāpāra eva vācyaḥ phale pravṛttyasambhavāt. 
54 According to Gaṅgeśa, the hearer understands that the optative suffix denotes the 

state of being to be accomplished by resolution for attaining the means and the state of being 

the means for attaining what is desired. Hence, it is not required to acknowledge the 

opponent’s implication. 
55 This is nothing more than operation, knowledge of which causes a person to take 

action. Gaṅgeśa holds that such operation should be understood from the root, because it is 

not understood from the verbal suffix in the implication referred to by the opponent. 
56 The opponent’s explanation, by means of implication, of how the injunctive sentence 

induces the hearer of the sentence to perform is more complicated than Gaṅgeśa’s view that 

the root denotes operation, which is regarded as a cause of inducing the hearer to operate / 

act.  
57 It appears strange that Gaṅgeśa claims that some roots denote only operation, since he 

has concluded in Part B1 that roots denote operation conducive to its result and also since he 

provides, for example, the result of the operation denoted by the root pac (to cook) in the 

following Part B3 and the result in the cases of the roots yaj (to make an oblation to), dā (to 

give), and hu (to offer as oblation to fire) in Part B5.2. His intention in the last sentence of 

Part B2.2 may be as follows. The Mīmāṃsaka’s implication or assumption in Part B2.1 

presupposes that the knowledge that the means (i.e., operation for attaining the result) is to 

be accomplished by resolution directly induces the hearer of the sentence to begin action. 

Since the state of being to be accomplished by resolution is understood from the suffix, it 

turns out that the means (i.e., operation) should be understood from the root. Hence, as far as 

we accept the validity of the Mīmāṃsaka’s implication, we cannot but accept that roots 

denote operation. On the other hand, even when the result of some operation does not take 

place, we can actually use the verb. Thus, Gaṅgeśa may claim that even if we accept the 

validity of the Mīmāṃsaka’s implication, roots denote operation and not its mere result. We 

will next see a case in which operation takes place and no result is accomplished and still we 

use the verb. For example, when we say devadatto grāmaṃ gacchati (“Devadatta goes to the 

village”), he begins to walk or to take a vehicle or an animal and it is not the case that he 

immediately accomplishes arriving at the village. Even if he stops to take rest on the way to 
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B3:58 In that case, 59  the meaning of [the root] pac is only 
heating from below, and that [heating] is invariably concomitant 
with the result which is the change of color, taste, smell, and 
touch. A particular universal (jāti) existing in heating from 
below is necessarily said to be the delimitor (avacchedaka) of 
the state of producing the change of color, and so forth.60 This is 
because otherwise [the hearer of the sentence] would not be 
induced to do heating from below in order to attain the result. 
[The reason why such heating possesses the universal is that] 
even if operation is denoted by the verbal suffix [as the 
Mīmāṃsaka argues], particularity (viśeṣa) is necessarily 
denoted [by the root].61  
 
B4.1:62 Moreover, the result [of cooking] is neither the qualifier 
(viśeṣaṇa) nor indicator (upalakṣaṇa) [of operation such as 

                                                 
the village, we can use the same sentence with reference to his behavior. This means that 

even if the operation does not produce its result, we can use the verbs referring to the same 

operation. On the meaning of roots, the Maṇikaṇa (p. 84,11), whose title appears to faithfully 

represent Gaṅgeśa’s view, says that roots possess the denotative function with reference to 

operation qualified by its result or both result and operation (dhātūnaṃ phalāvacchinne 

vyāpāre phalavyāpārayor vā śaktiḥ). 
58 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 850,2-851,2: tatra pacyartho ʼdhaḥsantāpanam eva tat ca rūpa-

rasa-gandha-sparśaparāvṛttiphalāvinābhūtaṃ, adhaḥsantāpane ca jātiviśeṣo rūpādi-parā-

vṛttijanakatāvacchedako ʼvaśyaṃ vācyaḥ. anyathā phalārtham adhaḥsantāpane ʼpravṛtteḥ 

vyāpārasyākhyātavācyatve ʼpi viśeṣasyāvaśyaṃ vācyatvāt. 
59 That is, the case in which a root denotes only operation and in which the purpose of 

cooking is unkown.  
60 In other words, a particular action of heating from below generates a particular result, 

i.e., a particular change of those qualities. All those actions including heating from below 

possess the state of producing the change of them. According to Navya-nyāya, a universal 

residing only in all such actions is considered to confine that state to them, and thus this 

universal is the delimitor of the state. On the concept of delimitor, see Wada [1990: 81-98] 

[2007a: 33-34]. 
61 Even the Mīmāṃsaka would understand that the verb pacati, i.e., the root plus the 

verbal suffix, denotes a particular operation of heating from below, etc. Since the operation 

is denoted by the suffix, particularity possessed by this operation should be denoted by a 

linguistic unit other than the suffix, i.e., the root. Gaṅgeśa holds that both particularity and 

operation should be denoted one and the same linguistic unit. 
62 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 851,2-5: pacyarthe ca phalaṃ na viśeṣaṇaṃ na vopalakṣaṇaṃ loke 

ʼdhaḥsantāpanaviśeṣasya rūpādiparāvṛttyavyabhicāreṇa vyāvarttyābhāvāt. vede ʼdhaḥsan-

tāpanamātraṃ pākapadārthaḥ kṛṣṇalaṃ śrapayed ityādau phalābhāvāt. 
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heating below] in the meaning of [the root] pac (to cook).63 The 
reason [for this] is that since a particular heating from below is 
invariably concomitant with the change of color, etc., in 
common experience (loka), nothing to be distinguished [by the 
result] remains.64 In Vedic usage only heating from below is the 
meaning of the linguistic unit pāka (cooking) [which denotes 
the meaning of the root of śrapayati (to cook)], for [one can 
obtain] no result in the case of kṛṣṇalaṃ śrapayet (“One should 
cook small golden pieces”), and so forth.65  
 
B4.2: 66  Alternatively [the result of cooking] should be the 
indicator [of the operation in the meaning of the root pac (to 
cook)];67 ‘heating from below’ capable of changing color, etc., 
is the meaning of the linguistic unit pāka (to cook) [which is 
denoted by the root pac (to cook)]; capability of heating exists 
in [the case of] the golden pieces as well.  
 
B5.1:68  Only a particular movement is the denoted [meaning] of 
[the root] gam (to go); movement which produces the contact 
with [the ground in] front is not denoted [by that root]. The 

                                                 
63 Gaṅgeśa states in Part B.3 that the meaning of pac (to cook) is only the operation of 

heating below, and that its result is the change of color, taste, smell, and touch. Here in Part 

B4.1 he discusses the relaton between the operation and the result.  
64 Both qualifier and indicator distinguish the entities from others. The difference etween 

them is that the former exists in those entities, and the latter does not exist in them. On this, 

see Wada [1990: 46-47]. Gaṅgeśa intends that when the two entities are always connected 

with one another, either entity does not need to distinguish the other from other entities and 

cannot be its qualifier or indicator.  
65 Even if one heats golden pieces in the ordinary way in the Vedic ritual, one cannot 

obtain the result of softening of those pieces. 
66  TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 851,5-852,1: astu vopalakṣaṇaṃ rūpādiparāvṛttiyogyādhaḥ- 

santāpanaṃ pākapadārthaḥ yogyatā(1) ca santāpane kṛṣṇalādāv apy asti. ( (1) TC, p. 389,1 

reads yāgyatā, which seems to be a mistake.) 
67  When the result has not yet come into being, it cannot be the qualifier of the 

operation. The possibility of other distinguishing factors is said to be an indicator. 
68  TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 852,2-10: gameḥ spandaviśeṣa eva vācyo na tūttaradeśa- 

saṃyogajanakatvena spandasya vācyatā sarvaspandānāṃ tathātvena vyāvartyābhāvāt. 

spande ca viśeṣaḥ saṃyogavibhāgajanakatāvacchedakaḥ sarvasiddha eva. tyajeś ca 

karmamātraṃ śakyaṃ na tu pūrvadeśavibhāgaphalakakarmatvena śakyatvaṃ sarva-

karmaṇāṃ tathātvena vyāvartyābhāvat. tyajatītiprayoge ca tadbuddhir nimittaṃ. 

patatyartho ʼpi karmaviśeṣa eva gurutvāsamavāyikāraṇaprayojyādhaḥsaṃyoga- 

phalajanakaḥ, phalan tu karmaviśeṣaparicāyakamātram. 
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reason [for this] is that because all movement is like that, 
nothing to be distinguished [by the result, i.e., the contact] 
remains.69 The particularity residing in [a particular] movement 
is the delimitor of the state of producing of contact and 
separation, which is indeed established by all [people]. Action 
(karman) in general is the denoted [meaning] of [the root] tyaj 
(to abandon); [action] which has for its result the separation 
from the back portion is not denoted [by that root]. The reason 
[for this] is that since all action is like that, nothing to be 
distinguished [by the result, i.e., the separation] remains. 
However, the knowledge of that [separation] is the ground for 
the usage of [the root] tyaj (to depart/abandon). Only a 
particular action is also the meaning of [the root] pat (to fall), 
which produces the result, i.e., the contact with the below 
[portion] caused by the non-inherent-cause (asamavāyikāraṇa) 
[of falling], i.e., gravity (gurutva),70 while the result [of falling] 
is only the pointer (paricāyaka)71 to a particular action.  
 
B5.2:72 [In the Vedic usage] only abandonment preceded by 
individual declarations (saṅkalpa) of idaṃ na mama (“This is 

                                                 
69 In other words, whenever any conjugation of the root gam (to go) is used, one and the 

same result would be brought about. Moreover, if gam denotes one and the same movement, 

we cannot distinguish movement of person A from that of person B. In thst case, the two 

persons would go in the same manner.  
70 Praśastapāda says in his Padārthadharmasaṃgraha (# 297) that gravity is the cause 

of the action of falling: gurutvaṃ jalabhūmiyoḥ patanakarmakāraṇam. The Tarkasaṃgraha 

(p. 20,2) says that gravity is the non-inherent-cause of initial falling: ādyapatanāsama-

vāyikāraṇaṃ gurutvam. 
71 According to the Nyāyakośa (p. 478), the term paricāyakam has two meanings: (1) 

that which causes one to understand a particular meaning of a word which does not need to 

form the whole expression (tadaghaṭakatve saty arthaviśeṣajñāpakan. yathā śabdaguṇa-

katvarūpākāśalakṣaṇe guṇaḥ paricāyakaḥ.) and (2) an indicator (upalakṣaṇam iti kecid 

vadanti). In Part 5.1 this term, which I have rendered as ‘pointer’, appears to be used in the 

second sense. But it is also possible to interpret the term as used in the first sense, since the 

denoted meaning of the root part includes the result. 
72  TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 852,10-853,7: yajati-dadāti-juhotīnām idaṃ na mametyādi- 

tattatsaṅkalpaviśeṣapūrvas tyāga eva vācyaḥ saṅkalpe ca viśeṣas tu(1) tattadviśeṣakṛtas 

tattatphalaviśeṣajanakatāvacchedako mānasapratyakṣasiddha eva na tu tattatphala- 

janakasaṅkalpaviśeṣe śaktiḥ gauravāt. devatoddeśyakasvasvatvadhvaṃsaphalakatyā-

gatvaṃ sampradānasvīkaraṇapūrvakasvatvadhvaṃsaparasvatvāpattiphalajanakatyāgatvaṃ 

devatoddeśyakaprakṣepaphalakatyāgatvañ ca tattatsaṅkalpaviśeṣaparicāyakamā-tram iti. iti 
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not mine”),73  and so forth, is the denoted [meaning] of [the 
roots] yaj (to make an oblation to), dā (to give), and hu (to offer 
as oblation to fire); and the particularity of declarations, which 
(particularity) is caused by each particular [declaration], is the 
delimitor of the state of producing each particular result 
[corresponding to each declaration], which is indeed established 
by mental perception. However, [those three roots] do not 
possess the denotative function with reference to a particular 
declaration producing each result, because [this view is] 
cumbersome. 74  (1) Abandonmentness (tyāgatva) [residing in 
abandonment] causing the result which is the termination of 
ownership belonging to oneself aimed towards the deities, (2) 
abandonmentness [residing in abandonment] causing the result 
which is [both] the termination of ownership belonging to 
oneself and the occurrence of ownership belonging to others on 
the condition of the receiver’s acceptance, and (3) 
abandonmentness [residing in abandonment] causing the result 
which is a throwing [i.e., offering] aimed towards the deities are 
nothing more than the pointers to each particular declaration [in 
the cases of the three roots yaj, dā, and hu respectively].75 
 

Here ends the “Verbal Root Chapter” (Dhātuvāda) of the 
Fourth Book (khaṇḍa) named “Language” (Śabda) of the 
Tattvacintāmaṇi composed by Revered Gaṅgeśa Upādhyāya. 

                                                 
śrīmadgaṅgeśopādhyāyaviracite tattvacintāmaṇau śabdākhyaturīyakhaṇḍe dhātuvādaḥ. ( (1) 

tu may be redundant.) 
73  Declaring idaṃ na mama (“This is not mine”), etc., in the ritual, the priest or 

institutor of the ritual (yajamāna) makes an oblation of water, purified butter, etc., to the 

diety / dieties. 
74  In the beginning of text B5.2 Gaṅgeśa states that those three roots denote 

abandonment preceded by individual declarations. But they do not respectively denote a 

particular declaration. In this case the delimitor of the denotedness of the roots or the ground 

for the usage of them is abandonmentness (tyāgatva), which is a universal (jāti). If those 

roots denote individual declarations also, the delimitor or the ground is the state of being 

abandonment preceded by individual declarations, which state is not a universal. It is more 

cumbersome to say that the delimitor or the ground is not a universal. 
75 Those three roots denote a common operation, i.e., abandonment, but they differ as to 

their result. Here Gaṅgeśa points out how particular declarations are connected with 

operations which possess different results. According to him, those operations respectively 

point the priest(s) to (i.e., inform him / them of) the declarations corresponding to them. 
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 2013 “Gaṅgeśa on the Meaning of Verbal Suffixes (3)”, Nagoya 

Studies in Indian Culture and Buddhism: Saṃbhāṣā 30: 1-

14. 
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