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A CASE OF VYĀKARA ICṆ  OXYMORON:
THE NOTION OF ANVARTHASA JÑĀṂ 1

Emilie Aussant2

Abbreviations

A A ādhyāyīṣṭ
KV Kāśikāv ttiṛ
MBh Mahābhā yaṣ
MbhD  Mahābhā yadīpikāṣ
PIŚ Paribhā enduśekharaṣ
PM Padamañjarī
Pr Pradīpa
Ud Uddyota
VP Vākyapadīya
vt Vārttika

Introduction

Numerous studies  have  dealt  with  Pā inian  grammatical  terminology,ṇ 3 each  of  them 
proposing still more elaborate classifications. Curiously, however, few were interested in the 
very  word  that  designates  the  metalinguistic  units,  namely  sa jñāṃ .4 Literally,  sa jñṃ ā 
(feminine root stem with the value of an action noun, derived from the root jñā- “to know, to 
understand” and  combined  with  the  preverb  sam-)  expresses  the  fact  of  “knowing, 
understanding in a common way” and then, as action nouns often acquire a resultative value, 
“that which is known or understood by the whole of a community”. This literal meaning is 
present throughout the grammatical discourse for most items designated by sa jñāṃ , namely 
technical terms (grammatical or not), autonyms, proper names, expressions whose meaning 
cannot be derived by analysis and conventional words whose gender and/or number cannot be 
anticipated.5 All these items are indeed linked with convention, one way or another. 
The Pā inian tradition distinguishes several types of ṇ sa jñāṃ s such as śabdasa jñāṃ  “name of 
a linguistic form” (example:  vākya “analytic expression, sentence”),  arthasa jñāṃ  “name of 
the  (linguistic-form)  meaning”  (example:  vibhā āṣ  “option”),  bhāvinī  sa jñāṃ  “subsequent 
technical term” (example: sa prasāra aṃ ṇ , a technical term for phonemes iK as substitutes of 
phonemes yaṆ), etc. Here I will focus on one of them: the anvarthasa jñāṃ s. 

1 I thank Arlo Griffiths, Pascale Haag and Vincenzo Vergiani for their remarks.
2 emilie.aussant@linguist.jussieu.fr
3 Cf. particularly Chatterji (1933, 1946, 1964), Sarma (1940), Chaturvedi (1940), Agrawala (1940, 1950), Renou 
(1942), Keith (1945), Venkatacharya (1947), Abhyankar (1961), Sen (1962), Sarma (1964), Bhattacharya (1966), 
Narayana  Murti  (1969,  1972),  Katre  (1968-71),  Palsule  (1966,  1969),  Cardona  (1970),  Scharfe  (1971), 
Bhandarkar (1972), Wezler (1976), Dvivedi (1978), Kiparsky (1979), Singh (1979), and Bandyopadhyay (1994).
4 Cf. Palsule (1966), Aussant (2005) and Candotti (2006). 
5 Which can be exemplified respectively by: vṛddhi (grammatical technical term designating ā - ai - au vowels), 
gha (grammatical technical term designating, according to the  sūtra 1.1.22 of the  A ādhyāyī  ṣṭ (A),  affixes of 
degrees  of  comparison  taraP and  tamaP),  hantiḥ (presented  as  sa jñāṃ  of  hantiḥ,  i.e.  as  autonym,  in  the 
Mahābhā yaṣ  (MBh) on the  vārttika (vt) 11 ad A 1.1.62, vol. 1 p. 163),  devadatta or  itthaḍ  (individual proper 
names), ara yetilakāṇ ḥ (expression of which the meaning (“an unexpected event”) cannot be derived by analysis 
(literal meaning: “wild sesamum”)), dārāḥ “wife” (masculine, plural).   
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One of Pāṇini’s major preoccupation is the absence of redundancy, which has brevity as a 
consequence. If,  in the beginning, the brevity is not an aim in itself, the tradition quickly 
develops it into a compositional norm for technical treatises composed in the  sūtra  genre.6 

Technical terms do not escape this development towards extreme condensation. Here I quote a 
passage from Patañjali’s Mahābhā ya ṣ (MBh)7 evoking this principle:

tatra tv etāvān sandeha  ka  sa jñḥ ḥ ṃ ī kā sa jñetiṃ  /  sa cāpi kva sandehaḥ / yatrobhe 
samānāk areṣ  / yatra tv anyataral laghu yal laghu sā sa jñāṃ  / kuta etat / laghvarthaṃ  
hi sa jñṃ ākara amṇ  / (MBh on vt 7 ad A 1.1.1, vol. 1, p. 39)
But in this case, there is an uncertainty: which is the bearer of the technical term? 
which is the technical term? – Where else [is] this uncertainty [found again]? – When 
the two [words in question have] the same number of syllables. But where one is 
shorter, it is this which is the technical term. – Why is this? – [Because] the creation of 
a technical term aims at economy.

Some, like Haradatta in his Padamañjarī (PM),8 go even further, by saying:

ekāk arā sa jñā kāryāṣ ṃ  // (PM on KV ad A 2.1.5, vol. 2, p. 18)
A technical term should be made monosyllabic.

However, the fact is that Pā ini resorts to technical termsṇ 9 that do not obey this principle: cf. 
sarvanāman “pronoun” (literally “name for all”), or  avyaya “indeclinable” (literally “which 
does not vary”). These terms are called mahatī sa jñāṃ  or mahāsa jñāṃ  “long technical term” 
or additionally, from the  Pradīpa (Pr)10 of Kaiya a onwards,  ṭ gurusa jñāṃ  “heavy technical 
term”.11 The Pā inian tradition, from the ṇ Mahābhā ya ṣ onwards, justifies the use of such terms 
arguing that Pā ini chose these terms, and not more economical ones, to indicate that theyṇ  
should  be  taken  in  their  etymological/first  meaning.12 Grammarians  describe  them  as 
anvarthasa jñāṃ s  “technical  terms  [used]  in  conformity  with  their  [etymological/first] 
meaning”.

6 This  principle of  economy is  evoked in  the metarule  (122 in  PIŚ,  vol.  1,  p.  115):  ardhamātrālāghavena 
putrotsava  manyante vaiyākara āṃ ṇ ḥ // “Grammarians consider that the economy of a half-mora gives as much 
delight as the birth of a son. ”
7 Patañjali’s  MBh (2nd century BC) is the commentary on Kātyāyana’s  vt (3rd century BC), which provide 
commentary on a part of Pā ini’s ṇ A (5th -4th centuries BC).
8 Haradatta’s PM (11th century AD?) is a commentary on the  Kāśikāv ttiṛ  (KV) (7th century AD), which is a 
complete commentary on the A.
9 According to some pa itsṇḍ , all the technical terms of the A, except those like i - ghu - bhaṭ  and acronyms like 
aiC, etc. which are used for mnemonic purposes and which are meaningless, are employed in conformity with 
their etymological meaning. It is always possible to justify the use of a term, which exists in the common usage 
otherwise, as a technical term. The choice of the word v ddhiṛ , for example, which literally signifies “growth” 
and which designates, in the A, phonemes ā - ai - au, is justified in so far as the meaning of “growth” refers to 
the growth of the said phonemes, “bigger” or more “inflated” than the corresponding vowels  a - e - o  (gu aṇ  
degree). Besides, this meaning of “growth”, which opens the treatise, gives in advance an auspicious value to the 
composition. Chatterji (1964, p. 48 and following) succeeds in explaining the use of all the technical terms of the 
A, including that of the term bha, seeing in it the first syllable of bha gaṅ  (“interruption, contraction”) or bhagna 
(“interrupted”)  for, he says,  “before  the adjunction  of  weak endings the stem often  undergoes reduction or 
syncopation.”  
10 Kaiya a’s ṭ Pr (11th century AD?) is a complete commentary on the MBh. 
11 Note that the term gurusa jñṃ ā can also be taken as signifying “technical term of the gurus (i.e. the masters)”, 
even if this interpretation does not seem to have been retained by the tradition.
12 I  specify  “etymological/first” because  the  meaning of  some long technical  terms is  not  necessarily  their 
etymological meaning; it can be the meaning attributed by ancient masters, as we will see under Section “The 
Uddyota of Nāgeśa”.
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When a word is used in conformity with its etymological/first meaning, it signifies that there 
is  a  direct  correspondence  between  what  the  word  signifies  and  its  referent:  the 
etymological/first meaning of the term constitutes a description of some feature of its referent, 
that  is  to  say, it  makes  it  possible  to  identify  the  latter.  So,  anvarthasa jñāṃ s  such  as 
sarvanāman and avyaya are terms with a descriptive contents. Therefore, long technical terms 
(mahatī sa jñāṃ s) can be distinguished from “classical” (or non-anvartha)  sa jñāṃ s  because 
they  are  used  in  conformity  with  their  etymological/first  meaning,  whereas  “classical” 
sa jñāṃ s, which are conventional terms, are devoid of descriptive contents and therefore, they 
do  not  reveal  any  attribute  of  the  object  they  denote.  This  non-descriptive  feature  of 
“classical”  sa jñāṃ s  is  explained  by  the  initial  act  of  naming  that  associated  them to  a 
particular bearer, an act of naming that is an ad hoc convention. 
The  anvartha-sa jñā  ṃ compound,  associating  the  two  contradictory  terms anvartha (anu-
artha  “[used]  in  conformity  with  his  [etymological/first]  meaning”)  and  sa jñāṃ  (which 
implies the idea of a convention), therefore appears to be quite intriguing. The question is: is 
it relevant to focus on this contradiction or is it only a false problem?
The aim of this paper is to answer the above question and this implies to grasp somewhat 
better the use of this notion by the Pā inian grammarians. To do so, I have studied the mainṇ  
texts  of  the  Pā inian tradition,  having  in  mind the  following questions:  did  the  Pā inianṇ ṇ  
grammarians  deal  with  this  notion  and,  if  so,  in  what  terms?  Did  they  perceive  the 
contradiction raised by the association of  the terms anvartha and sa jñāṃ ?
The  most  interesting  discussions  about  the  issue  of  anvarthasa jñāṃ s  occur  in  the 
Mahābhā yadīpikāṣ  (MBhD)13 and the  Vākyapadīya  (VP)14 of Bhart hari, Kaiya a’s  ṛ ṭ Pradīpa 
and  finally,  Nāgeśa’s  Uddyota (Ud).15 As  far  as  I  know, there  is  no  major  discussion 
concerning  nouns  used  in  conformity  with  their  etymological/first  meaning  in  the 
Mahābhā yaṣ . The theme is evoked on several occasions, but the discussion, which is always 
presented  in  the  same  manner,  never  takes  up  the  problem  raised  by  the  compound 
anvarthasa jñāṃ . I quote one of these passages:16

athavā mahatīya  sa jñā kriyateṃ ṃ  sa jñā  ca nāma yato na laghīyaṃ ḥ /  kuta etat / 
laghvartha  hi sa jñākara amṃ ṃ ṇ  / tatra mahatyā  sa jñāyā  kara a etat prayojanamḥ ṃ ḥ ṇ  
anvarthasa jñā  yathā  vijñāyeta  ṃ / sa khyāyate’nayā  sa khyeti  ṃ ṃ /  ekādikayā  cāpi 
sa khyāyateṃ  // (MBh on vt 4 ad A 1.1.23, vol. 1, p. 81)
Or else,  this long technical term (i.e.  sa khyāṃ  “number [noun]”) is created;  and a 
technical term is a noun in comparison with which there is nothing shorter. – Why is 
this? – [Because] technical terms are created with a view to shortness. In this case, the 
aim of  the  creation of  long technical terms is  that  one  understands  that  these  are 
technical terms [used] in conformity with their [etymological/first] meaning: sa khyāṃ  
[signifies] “that by which one counts”. And one counts with [numbers like] eka “one”.

The Mahābhā yadīpikāṣ  and the Vākyapadīya of Bhart hariṛ

The Mahābhā yadīpikāṣ
The context of the passage quoted below is the following: the concerned sūtra is A 1.1.38,17 

which assigns the technical term avyaya “indeclinable” (literally “which does not vary”) to 

13 Bhartṛhari’s MBhD (5th century AD) is an incomplete and corrupt commentary on the MBh.
14 Bhartṛhari’s VP (5th century AD) is a treatise of grammatical philosophy. 
15 Nāgeśa’s Ud (17th -18th centuries AD) is a complete commentary on the Pr. 
16 The other passages are the following: MBh ad A 1.1.27, vol. 1, p. 88-89; MBh ad A 1.1.38, vol. 1, p. 96; MBh 
ad A 1.2.43, vol. 1, p. 215; MBh ad A 1.4.23, vol. 1, p. 324; MBh ad A 1.4.83, vol. 1, p. 346; MBh ad A 2.1.5, 
vol.1, p. 378; MBh ad A 3.1.1, vol. 2, p. 3 and MBh ad A 3.1.92, vol. 2, p. 76.
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certain linguistic units. In his comment on vārttika 6, Patañjali says that this term is a mahatī  
sa jñāṃ  and ends his remark with the sentence mentioned above: tatra mahatyā  sa jñāyāḥ ṃ ḥ  
kara a etat prayojanam anvarthasa jñā yathā vijñāyeta  ṇ ṃ /  na vyetīty avyayam iti // “In this 
case, the aim of the creation of long technical terms is that one understands that these are 
technical  terms  [used]  in  conformity  with  their  [etymological/first]  meaning:  avyaya 
[signifies] “which does not vary”.” Bhart hari comments as follows on this remark:      ṛ  

anvarthasa jñā yathā vijñāyetaṃ  /  nanu cānvarthasa jñāyā  kalpyamānāyām artheṃ ṃ  
pāratantryam āpadyamānā svarūpādhi hānā na bhavatīti sa jñātva  durlabhamṣṭ ṃ ṃ  / 
athārthanirapek ā svarūpamātranibandhanā arthopādānam alabhyamṣ  /  ucyate / loke 
dviprakarā  sa jñāṃ  /  sati  ca  nimitte  nimittaprasaktā  na  tu  nimittam  abhidadhatī  
pravartate /  yathā vāsudevasya śrīk a iti nāmadheya  sati k agu e k ta  na tuṛṣṇ ṃ ṛṣṇ ṇ ṛ ṃ  
k aśabda  k ayoga  pratyāyayan  pravartateṛṣṇ ḥ ṛṣṇ ṃ  /  kadācit  gaurasyaiva  k a  itiṛṣṇ  
sa jñā  kriyateṃ  /  evam  iyam  avyayasa jñā  nimittenānānāgamanena  prayuktāṃ  
anabhidadhatī  anānāgamana  prav ttetiṃ ṛ  / asyānumāna  mahattvakara aṃ ṇ ṃ  
yasyānānāgamanam asti tasyeya  sa jñeti ṃ ṃ / yasya tu nānāgamanam asti na tasyeti / 
(MBhD on MBh on vt 7 ad A 1.1.38, 1990, p. 11-12)
anvarthasa jñā yathā vijñāyetaṃ  – But, one would say, if [avyaya “indeclinable”] is 
understood  as  a  technical  term  [used]  in  conformity  with  its  [etymological/first] 
meaning, it becomes dependent on its meaning [and] will no longer have its own form 
as a basis; it is therefore difficult [to say that it is] a technical term. If it has its mere 
own form as  a  basis,  it  is  independent  from its  meaning and one  cannot  take  its 
meaning into account. – One answers: there are two kinds of  sa jñāṃ s in common 
usage (i.e.  anvarthasa jñāṃ s and sa jñāṃ s). And when a cause [of application of the 
word] exists, [the word] is used because of this cause, but it does not express [equally] 
this cause. Vāsudeva, for instance, is  named  k aṛṣṇ  (“black”) when the property of 
being dark-skinned exists [in Vāsudeva], but the word k aṛṣṇ  [taken as a proper name] 
is not used to make the connection with the dark [color] understood. Sometimes, the 
name  k aṛṣṇ  designates  precisely  [a]  fair-skinned  [person].  In  the  same  way, this 
technical term avyaya is used because of the cause which is the absence of change; not 
designating the absence of change, it is used. From the creation of a heavy technical 
term, one infers that this [avyaya term] is the technical term for something which does 
not change, but it is not [the technical term] for something which changes.

The interest of this passage is two-fold:

- first, the objection formulated at the beginning expresses very clearly the contradiction 
underlined above:  how is  it  possible  to  say, of  one  and the  same term,  that  it  is 
conventional (sa jñāṃ ) AND used in conformity with its etymological/first meaning 
(anvartha)? Besides, the beginning of the passage teaches us that the fact of being a 
sa jñāṃ  is  characterized  by  the  fact  of  being  independent  of  its  etymological/first 
meaning which has as a correlate the fact of being based on its mere own form. This is 
a fundamental idea because it explains where the conventional feature of all kinds of 
sa jñāṃ s comes  from;18

- second, this passage explains, once again in a very clear way, the functioning of the 
terms used in conformity with their etymological/first meaning. When the word k aṛṣṇ  
is used as the name of a dark-skinned person, that is, when it is an anvarthasa jñāṃ : 
(1)  the  property  of  being  dark-skinned,  which  conforms  or  corresponds  to  the 

17 A 1.1.38: taddhitaś ca asarvavibhaktiḥ // “[The technical term avyaya denotes] also [derivatives ending in a] 
taddhita (affix) after which not all endings [are introduced].” 
18 For a detailed study of this idea, cf. Aussant (2005). When I say “all kinds of sa jñṃ ās”, I mean the main types 
of items that the denomination sa jñā ṃ designates, that is: technical terms, autonyms and proper names.
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etymological/first meaning of the name, is the cause of application (prav ttinimittaṛ )19 

of the name, (2) the name is used according to this cause of application and (3) the 
name does  not  denote  the  property  of  being  dark-skinned  but  the  individual  who 
possesses such a property. When the word k aṛṣṇ  is used as the name of a fair-skinned 
person, that is, when it is a “classical” sa jñāṃ : (1) there is no property, in the denoted 
particular, which conforms to  the  etymological/first  meaning of  the  name,  (2)  the 
proper name is then used according to its mere own form and (3) the name refers to 
the individual who has received this form as name.

The Vākyapadīya
The two  kārikās quoted below belong to the second  kā aṇḍ  of the  Vākyapadīya, and more 
precisely to a sequence of seven stanzas (from II.368 to II.374) devoted to the functioning of 
sa jñāṃ s. 

sa jñā svarūpam āśritya nimitte sati laukikīṃ  /
kā cit pravartate kā cin nimittāsannidhāv api // (II.370, p. 92) 
Some  sa jñā  ṃ of common usage, being based on its own form, applies itself [to its 
bearer] when there is a cause [of application], another [applies to its bearer] even when 
there is no cause [of application].

In his īkāṬ ,20 Pu yarāja comments on this ṇ kārikā in the following way:

sarvasa jñāśabdānā  svarūpam  eva  prav ttinimitta  boddhavyamṃ ṃ ṛ ṃ  /  tasmin  sati  
kutra cid arthānugata  nimitta  vidyate kutra cit tasyābhāva eva itthādāv iti kaiś citṃ ṃ ḍ  
tatrāpy ucyata eva // ( īkāṬ , p. 150)
One has to understand that it is the own form only which is the cause of application of 
all words called sa jñāṃ . This being so, sometimes, the cause [of application, which is 
such  a  property  of  the  object]  is  in  correspondence  with  the  [etymological/first] 
meaning  [of  the  word  and]  sometimes,  there  is  no  such  thing  (i.e.  there  is  no 
correspondence  between  such  a  property  of  the  object  and  the  etymological/first 
meaning of the word), as in the case of itthaḌ , etc. Some say [that] talking of this also 
(i.e. they consider that even in the case of an anvarthasa jñāṃ , the existence or non-
existence of a correspondence is possible).

śāstre’pi mahatī sa jñā svarūpopanibandhanāṃ  /
anumāna  nimittasya sa nidhāne pratīyateṃ ṃ  // (II.371, p. 93) 
In the treatise (of Pā ini) also, a heavy technical term is based on its own form. [Butṇ  
when a cause of application belonging to the object] is present, one infers this cause 
[as playing a role in the application of the name].

Commentary of Pu yarāja:ṇ

na  kevala  tatraikāk arā ā  svarūpam  eva  prav ttinimitta  vidyate  yāvanṃ ṣ ṇ ṃ ṛ ṃ  
mahatīnām  api  svarūpam  evopanibandhana  prav ttinimitta  boddhavyam  ṃ ṛ ṃ (…)  / 
( īkāṬ , p. 150)
One learns that the cause of application [of a technical term] is its own form alone, not 
only when [the technical term] is monosyllabic, but also [when it is a] long [technical 

19 The cause of application of a word is equivalent to its connotation (as a synonym of “comprehension” or 
“intension”). On this point, cf. Aussant (2005, p. 163-169).
20 īkṬ ā of Pu yarāja (1000? AD), is a commentary on the second ṇ kā aṇḍ  of the VP. 
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term]; one has to understand that the cause of application has the own form alone as a 
basis.

These two kārikās and their commentary21 thus deal with the sa jñāṃ s of common usage, that 
is, proper names, and with the technical terms used in conformity with their etymological/first 
meaning. These passages give us an essential piece of information: all the sa jñāṃ s, including 
the mahatī sa jñāṃ s (i.e. anvarthasa jñāṃ s), have, as a cause of application, their own form. To 
this  general  semantic-referential  functioning  a  precision  is  added:  when  the  sa jñā  ṃ is 
provided with an etymological/first meaning, a correspondence between this meaning and a 
property of the sa jñinṃ  is possible. In this case, the own form still plays a major role in the 
semantic-referential functioning of the item. In other words, the etymological/first meaning of 
the  anvarthasa jñāṃ s  plays  only  a  minor  role  in  their  semantic-referential  functioning. 
Whether used in conformity with their etymological/first meaning or not, first of all sa jñāṃ s 
have  their  own form as  a  cause  of  application.  And if  the  semantic  motivation  of  these 
anvarthasa jñāṃ s has only a secondary function,  it  is because even these  sa jñāṃ s possess 
-above all- a conventional nature.  

The Pradīpa of Kaiya aṭ

I quote below two extracts from the Pradīpa, selected for their transparency. 
The context of the first one is the following: the concerned sūtra is A 1.1.23,22 which assigns 
the technical term sa khyāṃ  “number [noun]” to the words bahu, ga aṇ  and to words ending in 
affixes  vatU and  atiḌ .23 The  Mahābhā yaṣ  starts from an objection according to which the 
term sa khyāṃ , the ordinary word for “numeral”, has to be inserted in the definition, otherwise 
numerals such as  eka, etc. will not be covered by the technical term sa khyāṃ . Finally, it is 
established that the ordinary word  sa khyāṃ  does not have to be included in the definition 
because the technical term sa khyāṃ  is an anvartha and, therefore, first of all (or, one could 
say, automatically) it denotes those items that correspond to its etymological/first meaning 
(namely, numerals such as  eka, etc.). Then its denotation is explicitly restricted by the rule: 
among the words that express an indefinite quantity such as bhūri “numerous, abundant”, etc., 
only bahu, ga aṇ  and words ending in vatU / atiḌ  affixes (as expressing an indefinite quantity 
and not something else like size or association), will be denoted by sa khyāṃ :

atha  veti /  nanu mahatyā  sa jñāyā  kara āt  tadarthānugatānām upāttānām evaḥ ṃ ḥ ṇ  
sa jñinā  bhavatu sa jñā yathā sarvādīnām eva sarvanāmasa jñā na tv adhikānāmṃ ṃ ṃ ṃ  
/  tena bahuga aśabdayo  sa ghavaipulyavacanayo  sa jñā mā bhūt  ṇ ḥ ṅ ḥ ṃ / ekādīnā  tuṃ  
katha  syātṃ  / nai a do aṣ ṣ ḥ / ihānvarthasa jñākara ena tāvad anurūpa  sa jñī sarvaṃ ṇ ḥ ṃ  
āk ipyateṣ  /  tenaikādīnā  tāvad  graha a  bhavati  paścād  bahuga avatu atītiṃ ṇ ṃ ṇ ḍ  
bhūryādiniv ttyartha  niyamārtha  vyākhyāyateṛ ṃ ṃ  /  ata  eva  sa ghavaipulyav ttyorṅ ṛ  
bahuga aśabdayo  sa jñā na bhavati  ṇ ḥ ṃ / (Pr on  MBh on  vt 4  ad A 1.1.23, vol. 1, p. 
309-310)
atha  vā  – But,  one  will  say, because  of  the  creation  of  long technical  terms,  the 
technical term will apply only to bearers regarded as being linked with the meaning of 
this [term], as the technical term sarvanāman only [applies to] sarva, etc. and not to 

21 I do not present the extracts of the Vṛtti (a commentary on the 1st and 2nd kā aṇḍ s of the VP, the identity of 
whose  author  is  still  controversial) relating  to  these  two  kārikās  for  they  are  uncertain  and  do  not  really 
illuminate the facts.
22 A 1.1.23: bahuga avatu ati sa khyāṇ ḍ ṃ  // “[The technical term] sa khyāṃ  (“number [noun]”) [denotes the items] 
bahu, ga aṇ  [and those ending in] vatU and atiḌ  [suffixes].”
23 The affix vatU (= vat) is prescribed by the rule A 5.2.39 in order to form, from the pronouns yad, tad and etad, 
items such as yāvat “as large as”, tāvat and etāvat “that large/this large”. The affix atiḌ  (= ati) is prescribed by 
the rule A 5.2.41 in order to form, from the pronoun kim, the item kati “how many?”.
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other [terms].24 Thus, the technical term (sa khyāṃ ) will not apply to the words bahu 
and ga aṇ  when they designate size [or] association. But how will (sa khyāṃ ) apply to 
eka,  etc.?  –  There  is  no  such  problem  (of  non-application  of  the  technical  term 
sa khyā  ṃ to  eka,  etc.).  Because  it  is  the  creation  of  a  technical  term  [used]  in 
conformity with its [etymological/first] meaning here, every bearer corresponding [to 
this meaning] is involved. Thus, first there is application [of the technical term] to eka, 
etc. [and] then [it  is said]:  bahuga avatu atiṇ ḍ  [which] is explained as aiming at the 
non-application [of the technical term] to bhūri, etc., [i.e.] as being for the sake of a 
restriction. This is why the technical term (sa khyāṃ ) does not apply to the words bahu, 
ga aṇ  when they express size [or] association.

The context of the second passage quoted below is the following: the concerned  sūtra  is  A 
1.1.27,25 which  assigns  the  technical  term  sarvanāman (literally  “noun  for  all”,  i.e. 
“pronoun”) to the class of items beginning with sarva (cf. Ga apā haṇ ṭ : sarvādīni). One of the 
problems raised by this rule is that some items of this class, such as  sarva, can be used as 
proper or individual names and, therefore, they no longer constitute a “noun or name for all”. 
A proposal  is  then made:  the  items taken  as  proper  names should be  excluded from the 
reading  of  the  list.  This  proposal  is  finally  rejected  because,  since  the  technical  term 
sarvanāman is anvartha, only the items corresponding to its etymological/first meaning will 
be denoted by it. Kaiya²a discusses this latter idea as follows:

yato  na  laghīya  iti /  śabdavyavahāro  laghus  tato’pi  laghīyo  nāma /  tatra 
gurusa jñākara āt  sarvādīnā  viśi o  dharmo’numīyate  –  anūnam  etāniṃ ṇ ṃ ṣṭ  
sa jñāprav ttinimittena  sarvanāmatvena  yuktāni  yatas  tadanurūpā  te ā  sa jñāṃ ṛ ṣ ṃ ṃ  
k tetiṛ  / (Pr on MBh on vt 6 ad A 1.1.27, vol. 1, p. 329)
yato na laghīya – The use of a word is economical, [the use of] a name is much more 
economical.  In  this  respect,  from  the  creation  of  the  heavy  technical  term 
[sarvanāman],  one  infers  a  peculiar  property  of  [the  forms]  sarva,  etc.:  all  these 
[forms] are provided with the quality of [being] a name for all, [a quality which is] the 
cause  of  application  of  [their]  technical  term  (i.e.  sarvanāman “name  for  all”); 
consequently, their name is used in conformity [with its etymological/first meaning].

Finally, I present another passage from the Pradīpa, whose interest consists in showing that 
the anvarthasa jñāṃ s are not always used in conformity with their etymological/first meaning. 
The context is the following: the concerned sūtra is A 1.2.43,26 which “defines” the technical 
term upasarjana “subordinate”. One of the problems raised by this rule is the following: the 
compound rājakumārīm is formed from rājña  kumārīmḥ , according to the rule A 2.2.8.27 The 
technical  term  upasarjana applies  to  kumārīm because the  latter  is  indicated by the  item 
dvitīyā (with a nominative case ending) in the rule A 2.1.24.28 The technical term upasarjana 

24 The discussion relating to the technical term sarvanāman (prescribed by the rule A 1.1.27) will be explained at 
length in the introduction of the second extract of the Pr studied below.
25 A 1.1.27: sarvādīni sarvanāmāni // “[The technical term] sarvanāman (“pronoun”) [denotes the class of items] 
beginning with sarva (“all”).”
26 A 1.2.43:  prathamānirdi a  samāsa upasarjanamṣṭ ṃ  // “[The technical term]  upasarjana [denotes the items] 
worded with the first [ending, in the rules related] to a compound.” Illustration: in the rule  A 2.1.37 pañcamī 
bhayena // “[A word with a] fifth [case ending, i.e. ablative, constitute a determinative compound] with the word 
bhayam “fear””, the word pañcamī, occurring with a nominative case ending, stands for the subordinate member 
of the compound prescribed by the rule, like v kaṛ ḥ in the compound v kabhayamṛ  “fear of a wolf”.
27 A 2.2.8: a hīṣ ṣṭ  // “[A word with a] sixth [case ending, i.e. genitive case, form a determinative compound with a 
declined nominal item].”
28 A 2.1.24:  dvitīyā śritātītapatitagatātyastaprāptāpannaiḥ //  “[A word  with  a]  second  [case  ending,  i.e. 
accusative, form a determinative compound) with the words  śritaḥ,  atītaḥ,  patitaḥ,  gataḥ,  atyastaḥ,  prāptaḥ, 
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applies also to  rājñaḥ because the latter is indicated by the item  a hīṣ ṣṭ  (with a nominative 
ending) in the rule  A 2.2.8. Therefore, it is not possible to determine which one - whether 
rājñaḥ or kumārīm - is the upasarjana and, therefore, which one has to be the first member in 
the compound, according to the rule A 2.2.30.29 The solution adopted to solve this problem is 
to say that upasarjana is an anvartha technical term and, consequently, applies only to units 
corresponding to its etymological/first  meaning: items which,  by their meaning,  appear as 
subordinate to the other item of the compound can thus be called  upasarjana. But another 
problem emerges and is expounded by Kaiya a in the extract below: some items, like ṭ pūrva in 
pūrvakāyaḥ (“the  prior  part  of  the  body”,  cf. A 2.2.1),  ardha in  ardhapippalī (“half  a 
peppercorn”, cf. A 2.2.2) and puru aṣ  in puru avyāghraṣ ḥ (“strong like a tiger”, cf. A 2.1.56), 
though  indicated  by  items  with  a  nominative  case  ending  in  the  rules  prescribing  the 
compounds, are not, by their meaning, subordinate to the other word of the compound. In 
these cases, it is the strength of the prescription of the technical term which explains its use:

mahatī  sa jñetiṃ  /  loke cāpradhānam upasarjanam ucyate ihāpi tathaivāśrīyata ity 
arthaḥ /  yady  eva  pūrvakāyo’rdhapippalī  puru avyāghra  ity  ādi uṃ ṣ ṣ  
upasarjanasa jñā pradhānasya na prāpnotiṃ  / nai a do a  ṣ ṣ ḥ / anvarthasa jñā hi yatraṃ  
so’rtha  sambhavati  tatra  prav ttinimittāpek ā  pravartante  anyatra  tuḥ ṛ ṣ ḥ  
vidhānasāmarthyān nimittanirapek ā yathā karmapravacanīyasa jñā svatyādīnām itiṣ ṃ  
prathamānirdeśasāmarthyād ardhādīnā  sa jñā pravartateṃ ṃ  / (Pr on MBh on vt 5 ad 
A 1.2.43, vol. 2, p. 52)
mahatī  sa jñāṃ  –  The meaning is: in common usage, what is  subordinate is called 
upasarjana; such is the case also here (i.e. in the treatise). If it is so, the technical term 
upasarjana risks not to apply to the main [term of the compound] in  pūrvakāyaḥ, 
ardhapippalī [and] puru avyāghraṣ ḥ. There is no such problem (i.e. the technical term 
upasarjana still  applies  to  pūrva,  ardha and  puru aṣ ).  Technical terms  [used]  in 
conformity  [with their  etymological/first  meaning]  indeed apply according to their 
cause of application where that [etymological/first] meaning is possible, but elsewhere 
(i.e. where this etymological/first meaning is not possible), [the anvarthasa jñāṃ s] do 
not apply according to their cause [of application] but according to the strength of their 
prescription;  thus,  the  technical  term  karmapravacanīya [applies]  to  su-,  ati-,  etc. 
[owing to the prescriptions I.4.94 and 9530].  The technical term [upasarjana] applies 
then to ardha, etc. according to the strength of the rule with the first ending (i.e. in the 
case of ardha, A 2.2.2).

Kaiya a thus states that, in cases where the use of the  ṭ anvarthasa jñāṃ s is not explained by 
their etymological/first meaning, it is the “strength of their prescription”, that is to say the 
initial act which has assigned them to the designation of a given object and which is an ad 
hoc convention, which fulfils this function.

The Uddyota of Nāgeśa

The first  two passages I  quote below aim at showing that,  according to Nāgeśa,  it  is  the 
meaning that  is  spontaneously associated with the word rather than the etymological/first 

āpannaḥ.”
29 A  2.2.30:  upasarjana  pūṃ rvam //  “[The  item  called]  upasarjana [constitutes  the]  prior  member  [in  a 
compound].”
30 The technical term karmapravacanīya signifies literally “which announces/expounds the act”.  A 1.4.94:  suḥ  
pūjāyām // “[The technical term karmapravacanīya denotes the particle] su when it is used with the meaning of 
“excellence, praiseworthiness”.” A 1.4.95: atir atikrama e caṇ  // “[The technical term karmapravacanīya denotes 
the particle] ati when it is used with the meaning of “overstepping, exceeding” and also [with the meaning of 
“excellence”].”
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meaning, which is at issue in the case of the anvarthasa jñāṃ s. Note however that these two 
meanings are  not  always distinct.  When an  anvarthasa jñāṃ  is  used,  one understands  the 
meaning/object  which,  in  the  mundane  context  or  in  a  particular  domain,  is  usually  or 
traditionally assigned to it. 

loke ceti /  sa jñāmahattvam etat padarū hyarthabhūtalaukikārthāparityāge hetur itiṃ ḍ  
bhāvaḥ / (Ud on Pr on MBh on vt 5 ad A 1.2.43, vol. 2, p. 52)
loke ca – The idea is: the length of the technical term is the reason why the usual 
meaning, which has become the conventional meaning of the word, is not discarded.

bhā ye  anvarthetiṣ  /  laukika  sa khyārūpo’rtho  vacanaśabdenācyata  iti  bhāvaḥ ṃ ḥ / 
anvarthatvam atra lokaprasiddhārthatvam / (Ud on Pr on MBh on A 1.2.51, vol. 2, p. 
82)
In the  Bhā yaṣ :  anvartha – The idea is: the meaning of “number”, which belongs to 
common  usage,  is  expressed  by  the  word  vacana.31 The  fact  of  being  [used]  in 
conformity with [its etymological/first] meaning, [corresponds] here [to] the fact of 
having a meaning established in common usage.

In the three following passages, Nāgeśa declares that the anvarthasa jñāṃ s are equivalent to 
expressions called yogarū haḍ , namely expressions provided with an “etymological (yoga) and 
conventional (rū haḍ ) [meaning]”.32

eva  ca sa jñāyā  sarvata  śabdavyavahārāl laghīyastva  siddhamṃ ṃ ṃ ḥ ṃ  /  laghvartham 
ity asya lāghavena śāstraprav ttyartham ity arthaṛ ḥ / nanv anvarthasa jñātva  nāmaṃ ṃ  
yogarū hatvamḍ  /  tatra  yogārthasya  rū hyarthenaivānvayaniyamātḍ  
p thaguddeśyenānanvayāt  katha  sarvārthavācakānām  eva  sa jñety  ata  āhaṛ ṃ ṃ  
anumīyata iti / (Ud on Pr on MBh on vt 6 ad A 1.1.27, vol. 1, p. 329)
And it is thus established that, in the case of a technical term, the brevity is more 
important  than in  all  uses  of  words  [to  denote  the  same object].  The  meaning of 
laghvartham is: for the economical application of the treatise. But, one may object, the 
fact of being a technical term [used] in conformity [with its etymological/first meaning 
is equivalent to] being provided with an etymological and conventional sense. In these 
[conditions], since the etymological/first meaning is delimited by its association with 
the  conventional  meaning  itself,  [and  since  here]  there  is  no  association  [of  this 
etymological/first meaning] with the distinct object to which one refers, how can the 
technical  term  [sarvanāman]  apply  to  forms  [like  sarva,  etc.]  which  express  the 
meaning of “all”? This is why (Kaiya a) says ṭ anumīyate.
nanv  anvarthatva  nāma  yogarū hatvam  eva  ca  katha  yaugikārtham  uddiśyaṃ ḍ ṃ ṃ  
sa jñāvidhānam ata āha mahatyā itiṃ  / (Ud on Pr on MBh on  vt 5 ad A 1.4.23,33 vol. 
2, p. 347)
But, one will  say, the fact of being a technical term [used] in conformity with [its 
etymological/first meaning] is equivalent to being provided with an etymological and 
conventional sense, and in this way, how can [this] technical term (i.e.  kāraka) be 

31 The sūtra refered to here is A 1.2.51: luPi yuktavad vyaktivacane // “When [a secondary suffix] is elided, the 
gender (vyakti) and the number (vacana) [of the derivative] are congruent with those of the initial word.” 
32 The example quoted traditionally to illustrate this kind of meaning is  pa kajaṅ  (literally  “born in the mud”) 
which designates the lotus. The etymological meaning is really present for the lotus is a plant which is rooted in 
the mud; but it is also a conventional expression, in so far as all which is born in the mud is not named pa kajaṅ . 
The compound yogarūḍha is frequently used by the Naiyāyikas, according to whom words are divided in four 
classes: yaugika,  rū haḍ ,  yogarū haḍ  and yaugikarū haḍ  (cf. Kunjunni Raja (1963, p. 46-47). In the grammatical 
sphere, as far as I can see, its first occurrences are in the works of Nāgeśa.
33 The rule is A 1.4.23: kārake // “In the domain of kāraka (“participants in the action”).”
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prescribed in reference to its [mere] etymological/first meaning? This is why (Kaiya a)ṭ  
says mahatyāḥ.

eva  ca yogarū hā sa jñānvarthasa jñocyateṃ ḍ ṃ ṃ  / (Ud on  Pr on  MBh on  A 1.4.83,34 

vol. 2, p. 423)
And similarly, one calls ‘anvarthasa jñāṃ ’ a  sa jñāṃ  provided with an etymological 
and conventional sense.

This confirms the idea according to which, even in the case of the anvarthasa jñāṃ s, there is a 
part of conventionalism. And Nāgeśa explains this as follows:

pūrvopātteti /  yaugikārthasya  śabdasya  sa jñātvena  viniyogakāle  śabdasyaivaṃ  
prav ttinimittatvā gīkare a  pūrvopāttayaugikārthatyāgād  ity  arthaṛ ṅ ṇ ḥ //  sa jñānāṃ ṃ  
k trimatvāt tasya pūrvopāttatva  bodhyamṛ ṃ  / (Ud on Pr on MBh on vt 8 ad A 3.1.1,35 

vol. 3, p. 9-10)
pūrvopātta –  The  meaning  is:  because,  when  a  word  with  an  etymological/first 
meaning  is  used  as  a  technical  term,  since  only  its  form  becomes  a  cause  of 
application,  there  is  abandonment  of  the  etymological/first  meaning  perceived 
previously. Because of the artificial character of  sa jñāṃ s, one has to understand [its 
etymological/first meaning] being perceived previously.

Nāgeśa maintains in a completely clear way that the  anvarthasa jñāṃ s also have their own 
form as  a  cause  of  application,  in  other  words,  as  a  connotation.  The  etymological/first 
meaning plays only a secondary role. In such a conception, the conventional meaning is the 
main one and the etymological meaning is subordinate to it. 

Concluding remarks

I will end this paper with two remarks:
1) The different passages studied here show that the contradiction a priori presented by the 
association of the terms sa jñā ṃ and anvartha is, in the end, a false problem: according to the 
Pā inian  grammarians  quoted  above,  even  when  a  ṇ sa jñāṃ  is  provided  with  an 
etymological/first meaning and its bearer (or one of its properties) is partly described by this 
meaning, this sa jñāṃ  belongs, above all, to the domain of convention.  
2)  Palsule  (1966,  p.  65)  suggests  that  sa jñāṃ s  should  be  regarded  as  “words  whose 
etymological meaning is restricted by convention”. The passages examined in this paper tend 
to  invalidate  such  a  conclusion.  The  expression  yogarū haḍ  can  only  describe 
anvarthasa jñāṃ s, “classical” sa jñāṃ s being merely rū haḍ .

34 The technical term concerned here is karmapravacanīya “which announces/expounds the action”, defined in 
the sūtras following the rule A 1.4.83: karmapravacanīyāḥ // “[Here begins the section on] karmapravacanīyas.” 
35 The technical  term concerned here  is  pratyaya “affix”, defined in  the  sūtras  following the rule  A  3.1.1: 
pratyayaḥ // “[The technical term] pratyaya.”
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