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Advaitins’ Theory of Laksana and
Paninian Grammar

Junzo TANIZAWA

In India, metaphor, one of the important topics of language, has been
researched in terms of the theory of laksana (secondary signification). Indian
thinkers have, however, dealt not only with metaphors but with other
expressions under the name of ‘laksana. They generally divided it into
two Kkinds: laksapa in which an expression does not abandon its own
sense (ajahallaksana, which is also called upadanalaksana especially by rhetoricians)
and laksana in which an expression does abandon its own sense (jahallaksana,
also called laksanalaksana). In addition, Advaitins of the Vedanta school admit
a third division, i.e., laksana in which an expression partly abandons its
own sense and partly does not (jehadajahallaksana, also called bhagalaksana). By
means of the third laksana they spelled out the meaning of the famous
sentence tat tvam asi (you are that). This sentence, which is not constituted
of a subject and a predicate, is classified as an identity statement, and
hence, as an example of that lakseza in ordinary language, they took the
identity statement so 'yam devadattah (This is that Devadatta). According
to them, tat and tvam in tat tvam asi abandon part of their own senses
that are incompatible with each other, and indicate the identity of the
referents of the two terms.

Laksana is contrasted with abhidha (primary signification). However, why,
in laksana, must an expression abandon the intrinsic sense that it possesses
in abhidha? We may wonder whether, in the case of jahallaksana, ganga
(the Ganges) must abandon its own sense when it refers to its bank.” In
the same way, why, when we identify the referent of fvam with that of
tat, must tat or tvam partly abandon its own sense? Do we have to put
stress only on the aspect of referents? I previously insisted that we need
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not resort to the theory of laksapa to interpret identity statements such
as fat tvam asi.” In this paper, I shall inquire into the background of the
thought that an expression abandons its own sense. For that purpose I
shall have recourse to some works of the Paninian grammarians as a
basis of Indian theories of meaning.

We should bear in mind, in the first place, the following two points.
First, according to the Paninan grammarians, an expression may, in line
with the context of an utterance, signify only a part of the properties
it can express. In that case, however, the grammarians do not assert
that the expression partly abandons its own sense. Here I shall not ex-
plain the theory, and I refer the reader to my previous article.® Secondly,
we find in the Mahabhasya (MBh) of Patafijali the thought that a con-
stituent of a compound (samasa) abandons its own sense, and it is this

idea which I shall investigate now.

MBh on Panini’s Astadhyayi (P.) 2-1-1 reads as follows:

They say that vriti means ‘denoting a meaning other than [the meanings of its
constituents]’ (pararthabhidhana). ——Now, for those who say so, is vrtti one in
which its constituents abandon their senses (jahatsvartha vrtti), or one in which

its constituents do not abandon their own senses (ajahatsvartha vriti)?*®

The Advaitins' theory of laksana is concerned, as shown above, with
words that constitute a sentence (vakya). In the case of MBh, on the
other hand, the question is whether constituents of a compound abandon
their own senses in light of the meaning of the compound as a whole.
Patanjali takes rajapurusa as an example and shows that we can correctly
explain the meaning of the compound neither in terms of jahatsvartha
vrtti nor of ajahatsvartha vrtti. After all, however, he argues that a com-
pound should be explained as involving jahatsvartha vriti by clarifying the
meaning of the jahat. This then raises a crucial point in comparison with
jahadajahallaksana.

Though the [constituent term of the compound] abandons its own sense, it does

not do so entirely. It abandons [that part of] its own sense which is incompatible

with the meaning of the other [constituent of the same compound]®
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Though Patafijali does not use the word jahadajahad-, the meaning of
jahat explained here is equal to jahadajahat of jahadajahallaksana in that a
constituent term abandons that part of its meaning which is incompatible
with the meaning of the other part of the compound. In his Samksepasariraka,
Sarvajiiatman of the Advaitin sect illustrates the point as follows:

In the sentence tat tvam asi, tvam is never synonymous with tat. Between the
two terms, there is no relation of the differentiator (bhedaka) and the thing
differentiated (bkedya). Since the primary sense of fvam is incompatible with
that of taf, the two terms refer to one part possessed of one flavor (ekarasa)
that manifests in the mesanings of the two terms. (1-225)

Similarly, in his Vedantasara, Sadananda says as follows:

Therefore, because in the meaning of the sentence so 'yam devadattah Devadatta
determined by this time is incompatible with Devadatta determined by that time,
the sentence, or its meaning, abandons the incompatible part determined by this
time or that time, and indicates only the part of Devadatta in which the two
are compatible with each other. In the same way, because in the meaning of
the sentence tat tvam asi Spirit (caitanya) determined by mediateness (paroksatva)
is incompatible with Spirit determined by immediateness (aparoksatva) even if in
fact the two are identical, the sentence, or its meaning, abandons the incompatible
part determined by mediateness or immediateness, and indicates only the partless

Spirit in which the two are compatible with each other.®

Moreover, we should pay attention to the theory of differentiation
(bheda) and association (samsarga): the two constituents of a linguistic unit
mutually differentiate their respective referents from things which are
not related, and, as a result, one becomes associated with the other, and
vice versa. For example, in the compound rajapuruse (king’s man), the
term rajan differentiates the man to which the term purusa refers from
men of owners other than kings, and the term purusa differentiates the
king referred to by the term ra@jan from kings who have belongings other
than men. It was because Advaitins could not, by means of the theory
of bheda and samsarga, elucidate the meaning of identity statements such

as tat tvam asi that they presented the theory of jahadajahallaksana.
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~~~~~ if we regard the meaning of the sentence [‘tat tvam asi'] as an association
(samsarga), there rises an incompatibility of the two Words. (Samksepasariraka, 1-145)
Patafijali’s argument shown above, on the other hand, is followed by his
remark on the theory of bheda and samsarga.” He does not articulate that
we can, by means of the theory of jahatsvartha, elucidate the meaning
of a linguistic unit we cannot explain by means of the theory of bheda
and samsarga, whereas Advaitins make clear the difference between the
sentences to which the theory of jahadajahallaksana applies and the
sentences to which the theory of bheda and samsarga applies.
Nage$abhatta, a grammarian of the 18th century, does not regard bheda
and samsarga as what are understood by means of words ($abdabodha).
It is not correct that bheda and samsarga are denoted by a compound, because we
cannot directly understand what has bheda as a mode (prakara). ----- If samsarga
were denoted by a compound, jehatsvartha would be wrong, because the meaning

of the first member of the compound necessarily remains as pratiyogin®

Advaitins regard identity statements as indicating partless (akhanda)
objects by means of jahadajahallaksara. On the other hand Paninians
regard the meaning of compounds as ekarthibhava (lit. becoming a single
meaning). ® Therefore it is only a matter of convenience that we analyse
a compound into its constituents or analyse the meaning of a compound
into the meanings of its constituents. A compound is, in fact, one single
nominal base!® and hence its meaning is unanalyzable, i.e., partless
(akhanda). NageSabhatta points out this similarity between the theories of
the Advaitins and the Paninians.

Just as, according to the Vedanta's theory, we recognize a partless object from

the sentence tat tvam asi and so on, so do we from wvriti (integrated linguistic

forms, including compounds). That is what ekarthibhava means.'?
That partless objects are undrstood by means of words implies that bkeda

and samsarga are not understood by means of words.
To be a partless meaning is to bring about the understanding that an association

(samsarga) of meanings of constituent words cannot take place there.'?

Nage$abhatta, like Sarvajnatman, takes the referring expression prakr-
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staprakasa as an example of an expression that indicates a partless object.

To summarize, the thought that an expression partly abandons its
own sense leads back to the Paninian theory of the meaning of compounds,
in which the aspect of referents is underlined. The Advaitins’ theory of
jahadajahallaksana on identity statements follows a line of thought that
was already prevalent in Indian theories of meaning before the Common
Era. The Advaitins’ theory differs from the Paninian theory in that it
deals with a sentence as a linguistic unit. In later times, NageSabhatta
of the Paninian school, in turn, made use of the Advaitins’ theory to
elucidate the meaning of compounds. This indeed shows that both of
these theories follow the same line of thought.
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