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THE CONCEPT OF TATAPARYA
IN
INDIAN THEORY OF MEANING

‘Tatparya’is a technical term in Indian philosophy of
language. It does not have any English equivalent. Keeping in
mind the distinctive character of the Indian theories of meaning,
it is useful to look at its etymological meaning. The word
td@tparya is a noun and has its source in the adjective fafpara.
Tatpara means dependent on that, The meaning of tdtparya is
dependent on the meaning of fat to mean a string of words
( Padasamithoh or v@kya). It would mean (a) a mode or power
(vrtti or Sakti) which synthesises the isolated words of the string
{b) the fitness of the words to convey a particular meaning.
If we take fat in the sense of the utterer of the words concerned,
t&tparys would mean (c) an intention of the speaker. These
three alternatives viz,, (a) synthesising mode or power, (b)
fitness of the words to convey a particular meaning and (c) an
intention of the speaker suggest two notions of t@¢parya.

i) Td@tparya is a vrttl or Sakti that synthesises the constityent
words of a sentence (anvayabodhiki saktl).

ii) Tdtparya is not sclf-dependent (i.e. Svariipa-sat), but is
knowledge arising out of either the fitness of words to express a
particular meaning (faf pratiti-jananayogyatya) or a relevant
intention of the speaker (Vakturicchd ),

The first notion of them implies that tdtparya is a padavyrti
like abhidh@ and laksand. It is different from them only in fts
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function. The second notion teils us that tdiparya is koowledge.
1t is Vakyartha-jfi@nahetuh. It is knowledge arising out of the
fitness of words to express a particular meaning, or, it is kno-
wledge of a relevant intention of the speaker.

Let us explain and examine these two notions. For our present
purpose, we shall follow the Nyayamanjari of Jayanta Bhatta.
In fact, while discussing, abhikit@nvayav@da and anvit@bhidh@-
nav@ida, the opposing views of the two schools of Mimdrsaka,
Jayanta, the author of Ny@yamaiijar? has introduced the concept
of t@&tparya.

The Bhatta School of Mimd@ris@ holds that the words of a
sentence first convey their primary meaning (abhihita) one by
one. Then these meanings are combined (anvaya) through
akamksa, yogyat@ and @satti for the expression of the meaning
of a sentence. This is abhihit@nvayav@da. According to this view,
the isolated word-meanings (s#ddha pad@rtha) determine the
meaning of a sentence (V@kyartha).

The Prabha@kara school, on the other hand, opines that the
words as constructed in a sentence (anvira) having necessarily
a verb give rise to the meaning of them (abhidh@na). This is
anvit@bhidh@navdda. According to this theory, the total meaning
of a sentence {V@kyartha) determines the meaning of its con-
stituent words (paddrtha).

On the first view, Jayanta observes, the words of a sentence
have no function after canveying their isolated meanings, which
are mere universals. As the words only represent their isolated
meanings, there remains no possibility of construction (anvaya)
of them. They stand independently like the iron-stakes* On the
second view, the isolated objects (Pudﬁ rthas) cannot be the
meanings of words; words as constructed in. the scntgncc-—form
express their meanings.” On this view, constructlon (anmya] of
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the words appears first and as a result the constructed meaning
of the words are represented. This construction is made possible
through abhidhaédkti (primary meanmg) of the words.

. According to Jayanta, both the views, disregard any constr-
uctive mode (anvayabodhint akti). So both of them are weak.
If we take into account the abhihit@nvayav@da for the under-
standing of V&kyd@rtha, we arc to accept sucha mode for con-
struction (anvaya) of the word-meanings. Again, if we accept
anvit@bhidhdnav@da, we are to recognise such a mode for
construction other than abhidh@na, because of the fact that
construction is not cognisable through abhidh@vriti, Such a
mode, Jayanta says, is I!@iparyavyiti, which has been ignored
by the adherents of both the views. So according to him,
both the views are upsatisfactory.® Jayanta supgests that the
abhihit@nvayav@da may be accepted, if there remains any
scope for the recognition of t@fparyartti of the words for the
synthesis of isolated word—meanings. The anvit@bhididnavdda
may also be acceptable, if it permits the presenee of such a
witi for the combination of words. Abhidhd@ can give us certamty
only about the primary meaning; for the construed meaning, it
has no utility. Abhidh@ of a ‘word only conveys the isolated
meaning (Suddha padartha ws:zyzm} It is t@iparye which expr-
esses the related meaning (Sam.sarga-v:saym )‘ '

Abhinavagupta, Dhanarija and Dhanika, the rhetoricians,
have accepted t@tparya as a Vriti. Abhinavagupta is the famous
author of Locanattk@ of Anandavardhana’s Dhvany@loka, We
upholds that !‘or the understanding of V@kyd rtha, construction
of words is necessary; and for this purpose tﬁtparyasakn is to
be granted.” Dhanarija in his Dasampaka and Dhanika, in hlS "
Kd‘vyamrmya have accepted td‘tparyvrm for the redllsatlon of
rasa or aesthchc enjoymcnt of thc poeucal sentences Genemlly, .
the rhetoricians recognise a vriti called vyafijand (suggestcd
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meaning), besides abhidh@ and laksapd for the realisation of
rasa. According to them, Vyafijand expresses rasa through dhvani
or letter-sounds of the words. Dhanaraja and Dhanika do not
accept dhvani and so they discard Vyaijandvrtti. To them, what
others call dhvani is the tdtparya. Rasa is realised throngh
t@ fparyavrtti. A poetical sentence is composed (anvita) to express
a particular implied meaning, which is not obtained through
abhldh@ or laksand. This peculiar composition (anvaya) is made
possible through t@tparyasakti. Dhanika says that t&@fparya has
no limit; it can express any kind of meaning, as neecssary for
the expression of poetical thoughts.®

It is not clear, whether Viswanitha the author of Sdhitya-
darpapa has accepted the above point of view of Dhanardja and
Dhanika. Viswanatha has explained t@tparya with reference to the
view of abhihit@nvayavddin He, however, explains that abhidhd
and the other vr#fis cease from their function just after convey-
ing the isolated meaning of the words in a sentence. Then the
tdiparya-vrtti appears to construct the isolated meaning and
express the total meaning of the sentence (¢&tparydrtha) .’

Inspite of the best efforts of Jayanta and the recognition of
some celebrated rhetoricians, t@iparya has generally been treated
not as vriti, but as knowledge that produces the understanding
of V@kydrtha, In this connection, we may briefly discuss the
views of the Ny@ya and the Advaita Veddnta.

Ancient Nalydyikas did not specifically mention t@tparyajiiana
as a condition for understanding Va@kydrtha, They were only in
favour of dkariksd, yogyatd and @satti. Gangesa, the founder of
New Nydya, added tdfparya as the fourth condition of Va@kyd-
rthajfidna. According to him, {&fparya is not a padavrtti; rather
tdiparya determines the role of the recognised padawttls, viz,
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abhidh@ and laksp@ in a sentence ( ta@tpary@nusdripivreti ),
Tdparya is the prayojaka, the modes or vritis are prayojya.
Prayojya and prayojaka cannot be regarded as the same thing.?
Thus, to Galigesa the knowledge of t@fparya, on the one hand,
determines the meaning of words and causes the knowledge of
v@ky@rtha, on the other.

Following the Ny@yasiddin@tamaiijart, Vi¢wanztba, the author
of Siddh@ntamukt@vali upholds that t&tparya is the intention
of the speaker (vakturicchd). It is the meaning intended to be
conveyed by a sentence. A word in a sentence may mean dif-
ferent things in different contexts. The difference of meaning
depends on the intention of the speaker. According to Viswa-
nitha, we must take into account the knowledge of tdfparya
(rﬁrpatyajﬁd'na) or intended meaning for understanding the
meaning of a sentence. He cites the stock example of the
sentence containing equivocal words, i.c., * saindhavam@naya’,
This may mean either Bring the salt™ or ‘“Bring the horse .
The word saindhava means both the salt and the horse. Know-
ledge of the intention of the speaker of ‘¢ saindhavam@naya ” is
essential for correct understanding of the semtence. Of course,
this knowledge of intention depends on the context (prakarana).
In the context of dining, ‘ saindhava’ would be understood as
salt; in the context of going out, the same word would imean
horse. Thus, the intended meaning of the word or words in a
sentence uttered by a speaker should be taken into account for
the understanding of v@ky@rtha. And this knowledge of the
intention of the speaker is what is called t&@tparya. Now, tﬁc
knowledge of t@tparya or the intention of the speaker is caused
by the context of the speech, motive of the speaker, conjunction,
disjunction, concomitance, -contradiction, proximity of other
words, space, time etc, Bhartrhari, the author of Va@kyapadiya
has advocated this view, From this consideration, it may be
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said that it is not tr@tparyanjfi@na, but the context of the speech
etc. are the conditions for v@kydrthajfi@na. Viswandtha refutes
this by saying that the context of the speech, motive of the spea-
ker, conjunction, disjunction, concomitance, contradiction etc,,
have no self-same character (anugata dharma). There must
remain some self-same character in that which has the character
of being a cause (k@rapat@) It may be argued that their
churacter of being the cause of t@tparyajiidna (tdtparyajiiina-
Jjanakatva) is this self-same character. In reply to this Viswan@tha
says that in order to maintain thé comparative simplicity
(/@ghava), t@tparyajfiiGna should be granted as the condition
for v@kyarthaj@@na. Knowledge of the speaker’s intention is a
necessary condition, according to him. In the case of the vedic
sentences, the intention of God is to be granted. Words of the
irrational beings, like a parrot, when informative, are preceded
by God, and when non-informative, are preceded by its tutor,

The Advaita Ved@na does not accept tdtparya as the intention
of the speaker, becavse of the fact that the speaker's intention
pre—supposes the knowlsdge of the spoken sentence. There 1s
accepted a principle that knowledge produces intention and
intention produces action. But the words of an imitative parrot,
though convey some meaning to the hearer, have no intended
meaning. Or, when a person, ignorant of the Vedic Texts, reads
out the sentences, he has no intention. Yet the read texts express
some meaning. In these cases, the intention of God cannot be
granted, because, then to the atheists like the philosophers of
MEma@ms& and S@mkhya, these sentences should not be under-

standable.

So Dharmarija, the author of the Ved@nta-paribhdsd@, has
defined t@tparya as fitness of the words to convey a particular
meaning, while there is no utterance intending to convey a dif-
ferent meaning (tmp’raif tijanang-yogyatvasi, with the viesona,
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! taditara-prati ticchaya-agnucce@ritatvam ' Y. Tatparya is  tat-
Ppratitéjanana-yogyatvari.; or tadarthapratitijanamayogyatvans;
but to cover the sentences with equivocal words and so also
the words having some intended meaning the adjective, * tatpra-
titi cchay@-anuccaritatvam’ is to be added. 1f only tatpratiti~
Jjananayogyaivam were the the definition of t@tparya, then in the
case of utterance like 'saindhavam@naya’, both the meanings—
‘ Bring the salt’ and * Bring the horse ' may be understoad, in
as much as the sentence has fitness ( yogyan'a) to e¢xpress both
" Bring the salt’' and ‘ Bring the horse’. When one utters
* saindhavam@naya’ to mean * Bring the salt', then he has no
intention to convey the meaning °* Bring the horse’ in his
utterance, Thus, alongwith the sentences having equivocal werds,
all the informative sentences are to be understood with the help
of the knowledge of f@fparya, because in all such sentences,
there is fitness of the words to convey a particular meaning.
Td&tparyajiidna is an cssential condition for v@kydrthajidna. In
fact, according to the Advaita Ved@nra, if t@tparyajiidna were
not the essential condition for verbal knowledge, then contempa
lation over the Upanigadic sentences would be fruitless, as it is a
fact that such contemplation results into the knowledge of
1d@tparya, i.e. Advayva Brahma,

The above gives us a piclure of the two notions of t&tparya,
i.c, tatpary as v/l (mode or power) and (@parya as jidna
(knowledge). Let us see which of the two notions is acceptable.

While explaining the view of Jayanta, we have seen that the
acceptance of !@tparya as a witi is essential for both the theo-
ries of abhihit&nvaya and anvit@bhidh@na in order to understand
v@kyd@rtha. But the scholar—theoreticians do not recognise it.
In fact, in respect of the theory of abhihit@nvaiq it may be said
that Gk@mksd or mutual expectancy of words, yogyat@ or fitness
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of the words and @s@tri or the proximity of words can easily
serve the function of anvaya, which is said to be the function of
t&tparya. In respect of the theory of amvit@bhidh@&na it may be
argued that Sabda which produces §8bdgbodha is not isolated
words, but speech or sentence, A sentence ~ as a speech is itself'a
construction of words, Words, isolated from the sentence—form,
are only dbstract universals. Such words can never be treated as
$abda, the source of verbal cognition. Frege, the father of con-
temporary western philosophy of language, has suggested a.
principle. The principle is ‘ never to ask for the meaning of a
word in isolation, but only in the context of a proposition:*® The
same view has been established by the advocates of anvit@bhidhd-
navada, According to them, the words themselves are constructed
(anvita) in a sentenee to express some meaning. So the accep-
tance of rd@tparyavriti for the knowledge of anvaya of the words
is unnceessary. Jayanta has suggested two vritis—abhidhd and
t@tparya for the theory of anvit@bhidh@na. But we cannot think
how the two modes perform their function simultaneously.
Knowledge of anvaya or s@bdabodha will require of the simulta-
neous function of both the yrttis. In the explanation of Jayanta,
there is no scope for simultaneous function of them.

According to the rhetoricians, the expression of aesthetic
enjoyment (rasa) from poetical sentences supersedes the meaning
of words conveyed through abhidh@, Some rhetoricians hold that
such an expression is possible not through dhvani (letter—sounds)
but through the t@tparyasakti. By this $akti (mode or power)
only the synthetic relation of vibh@va (emotional state of long
duration), anubh@va (production of vibh@va) etc. are appre.
hended from the reading or hearing of the poeticdl words. That
is to say, the realisation of vibh@va etc. and the cnjoyment of
rasa arise simultaneously from tdtparyaéakti. But how is it
possible 7 Realisation of rasq etc. cause the feeling of rasa, There
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is a before-after sense between the cause ¥ibhGva etc. and the
effect rasa " (kriyd paurv@paryam). So the position of those
rhetoricians, who reject the t@rparyadaki, is not to be under-
estimated.

Moreover, there is a rule which is followed by all the vrsis.
When one Vriti ceases after trying to express the meaning only
then another vrfti appears. When by abhid® the meaning of some
word is not satisfactorily” conveyed, then Jukgand@ appears to
express the same Each w1ti can convey’one meaning, or try to
convey one meaning only, T@parva does not follow this rule.
According to some rhetoricians, it has no limit; it can express
any meaning whatsoever. But then to a hearer, a sentence,
having the words of infinite and unrestricted meaning, would
certainly be uniatelligible. In fact, each and every sentence must
have its t&tparya. In that case it does not matter whether any
vriti ceases from its function or not. So it may rightly be said
that r@iparya is not a vri4i, it is a condition, a necessary con-
dition so to speak for understanding V' @ky&rtha That is to say,
it is better to accept !&iparya, not as padavrtti but as a species
of knowledge for the understanding of V&ky@&rtha.

But in regard to (&tparyajidna as the vaky@rthajn@nahetic,
the question arises : in what sense, then, /&fparya is to.be reco-
goised ? Is it intention of the speaker (vakturicch®) or fitness
of the words to convey a particular meaning (fatprat¥tijanana-
yogyatva) ?

Consideration shows that /@fparya is not alw:ys vakturicchG ;
but it is necessarily tatpraritijananyogyatva, as the Advaita
Ved&nta contends. '

When in dream, some one shouts taskarod pravesam karoti*
(* A thicf has entered '), those, who are not yet slept or just
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awakened have the knowledge by §abda (words). This know-
ledge is ~prcceded by t&tparya, not as the intention of the speaker
but as the fitness of the words to convey some particular
meaning.

Again, when some child imitates some slang-words and utters
these in the presence of the parents, there is no' vakturfcch®
(intention of the speaker). Still, there is rarprau.tijananawgyarva
(fitness of the words to convey some particular meaning ).

Further, the poetical words, generally have no intended mean-
ing. That is why poetries are interpreted differently by different
readers.

Moreover, even if we take rd’:parj!a as the intention of the
speaker, we cannot say that sentence is possessed of /& tparya A
sentence is a collection of letter—sounds. Sound, according to the
Naiy@yika himself, is a physical phenomenon So a sentence is
also a physical phenomenon. How can a sentence possess inten-
tion of the speaker, which is not physical at all. But if we
accept {&tparya as fitness of the words to express some particue
lar meaning, then it may essentially be possessed by a sentence.

So by fdtparya, we should understand tatpratitijananayogyatva,
and not vakturicchi.

Some, however, accept this t@iparyajiidna in the restricted
sense. They opine that :@¢paryajndna is the condition for under-
standing the meaning of only those sentences, which have equi-
vocal words. But this is wrong. Even to understand the meaning
of sentences without having equivocal words, this condition is
necessary. As for example, there is no equivocal word ‘in’ the
sentence — ' ayam eti putrah rd jfiah puruga apasaryat@m’. This
sentence can express either *The son is coming, remove the
king’s men ’ or ‘ The prince is coming, remove the man . With-
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‘out the knowledge of t@tparya or fadarthapratiti janana-
yogyatva, these two types of constructive understanding (anvay a-
bodha) is impossible.

In fact, in every informative sentence, there is fitness of the
words to convey a particular meaning, because of the fact
that every sentence is uttered under a particular context, in a
particular time, space and form. T@tparya differs according to
the different forms of the same sentence, For example, the sen-
tence, ‘ sa @gacchati’ -~ « He is coming ' may be assertive (He
is coming. ), may be interrogative (Is he coming ?), or may be
exclamatory (He is coming!). The t@parya or, to say, the
knowledge of t@tparya of each of the forms is not the same.

Besides t@ tparya, there are other three conditions for v@ky@r-
thajfi@na, viz., @kamksa (expf:Ct‘dIlcy) yogyat@ (compatibility)
and @satti (proximity). According to some, t@iparya is not a
separate condition; it may be included in @kamks@. By
@karmksd in a sentence, one word expects another mutually in
order to convey the intended meaning of the speaker, So, fd@¢-
parya, which is, to some, mercly the intended meaning of the
speaker is a part of @k@mks@ Again some think that t@tparya
may be included in yogyat@, since yogyal@ or mutual compatibi-
lity of a meaning is always determined with eference to the
particular context or the probable intention of the speaker,

But we have seen that f@fparya should not mean the inten-
tion of the speaker, but should mean fitness of the words to
convey a particular meaning And in this sense, it may be
justified to hold that t&tparya is the primary condition and the
other three, secondary for the kncwledge of v@ky@rtha, because
of the fact that @kdksd or mutual expectancy of words, yog-

.6
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vatd or compatibility of words for non-contradiction in sense
and dsatti or proximity of words are the conditions for the pro-
duction of understanding some particular meaning (tadartha-
pratitijanana) and tgtparya is fitness of the words to convey a
particular meaning ( fadartha-pratitijanana-yogyaiva ).

Department of Philosophy PRABHAT MISRA
Vidyasagar University
MIDNAPORE, W.B.

NOTES

L. Nirapekjaprayogeh ayam salgkzkalpans bhaver. — Nyvayamafijari,
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1936, p. 372.

2. Tadanvit gbhidhane tu pad gntaramarthakam. — ibid., p. 372,

3. Matadvayamapidam tu nasmabhyoh rocaretaram, kuto anvii gbhidhanam
v& kutovabhihit @ nvayam. — ihid., p. 370,

4. Abhidhgtymatg-3akii padanam svarthamisthata, tegamh tatparya
Saktistu saimsargamavadii., — ibid,, p. 372.

5. Vgkyarthe tatparyasakii parasparanvite, tatparyasaktaiva anvava-
pratipatti. — Locanatikea, pp. 16-17, quoted from J, N. Bagchi's
Vakyartha-nirzpaner Dardanik Paddhari.

8. Yavatkaryaprasaritvat tatparyam na tulgdhrtam — Kavyanirnaya,
vef., Sghityadarpana, ch. v by Viswanatha.

1. Abhidhays ekaikapad srtha-bodhana virgmad vakyvartharipasya padar-
thanvayasya bodhini tattparyam nama. Tadarthasya tatparyarthah.
Tadbodhakam ca vakyamityabhihit Gnvayavadingim matam. — S&hitya-
darpana by Viiwauatha, ch, II.

8. Ref,, by J. N. Bagchi, Vakyartha-nirapaver Darbanik Paddhari,

9. quoted from the Foundation of Arithmetic, translated by J. L. Austin,
in the article Bolzano and Frege by D. P, Chattopadhyaya in Jadaypur
Studies in Philosophy — 1.
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