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1. Introduction

1.1. Two central views on the origin of language and the main conception of
samaya/samketa in Indian philosophy of language

In Indian thought, there are two central and opposing views on the origin of language.
According to the first of them, all words were created and are conventional in their origin.
The main defenders of this view include Naiyayikas, Vai$esikas, and Buddhists. Nyaya and
Vaisesika hold that language has its beginnings in the primary linguistic convention (sa-
maya, samketa). The convention is that some person or persons give names to things in ac-
cordance with their will, thus establishing the relationship (sambandha) between words
(sabda) and their meanings (artha), and then communicate the relationship to other persons,
who accept it. In earlier Nyaya and Vaisesika texts, the authors of the primary linguistic
convention are the first users of language — see the Vaisesikasutras (Vaisesikasitras; 11, 1,
18-19 and VI, 2, 15-24; Vaisesikasiitras; |1, 1, 18-19 and VII, 2, 14-20),* as well as the
Nyayasiitras (11, 1, 53-56), together with the Nyayabhasya (I, 1, 52-56),% Paksilasvamin
Vatsyayana’s commentary on them. In the later Nyaya and Vai§esika texts, the creator of the
primary linguistic convention is God (I$vara, literally “Lord”) — see, for example, Can-
drananda’s Vaisesikasiitravetti® (11, 1, 18-19); Vacaspati Misra’s Nydyavarttikatatparyatika*
(11, 1, 52-56); Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamarijart [Sukla 1936: 220-225]; and Sankara Misra’s
Upaskara® (VII, 2, 20 and 11, 1, 18-19).

Buddhists, like Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas, hold that all words are conventional in their
origin. According to the Buddhists, the relationship between words and their meanings is es-
tablished by the users of language. Buddhism encompasses many different philosophies, and
it is hardly possible to sum them up in this research; therefore, I refer only to Dignaga and the

© O. Jlynumuna, 2022

L For the text of the Vaisesikasitrasi and Vaisesikasiitrasz, see Jambuvijayaji [1961] and Tarka Paficanana
[1861], respectively.

2 For the text of the Nyayasiitras and Nyayabhasya, see Nyaya-Tarkatirtha et al. [1936-1944].

3 For the text of the Vaisesikasittravrtti, see Jambuvijayaji [1961].

4 For the text of the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, see Nyaya-Tarkatirtha et al. [1936-1944].

® For the text of the Upaskara, see Tarka Paficanana [1861].
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continuators of his thought® — see Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti’ (11, 5),8 Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttika (1, 109-130; especially 1V, 116, 126-127),° and Santaraksita’s
Tattvasarmgraha together with Kamalasila’s Tattvasarigrahapaiijika'® (2627, 2663, 2666-
2669, 2767-2768).

The opposing view is that nobody created language — neither its users nor God. Words
have always had a relationship with their primary meanings. This relationship, often called
autpattika (“original™) or svabhavika (“natural”, “inherent™), is rooted in the very nature of
the word and its meaning; it does not come from outside. The adherents of this view include
Mimamsakas (see Mimamsasiitras and Sabara’s Sabarabhasya'* 1, 1, 5; Kumarila Bhatta’s
Slokavarttika'? V, sections 11 and 16), Advaitins [Murty 1959: 15-18; Potter 1981: 56], and
the Grammarians focused on philosophical issues, namely, Bhartrhari and the continuators
of his thought [Subramania lyer 1969: 204-218; Houben 1995: 154-157; Chakravarty 2004;
Ogawa 2013: 244]. They have advanced many arguments for their view that language is
prior to any conventions; one of the most important arguments is that words must already
exist to set up a convention. Words must be used by the one who establishes it and under-
stood by those who accept it. 3

While presenting their views on the origin of words and contrasting the aforementioned
two positions, Indian philosophers usually use the terms samaya and samketa to denote the
linguistic convention establishing the relationship between a word and its meaning that had
earlier been unrelated. When samaya and samketa are used in this way — that is, when they
denote the event of semantic agreement establishing the relationship between a word and its
meaning — they are often translated by scholars as “convention” or “linguistic convention”
[Pandeya 1963: 171-187; Matilal 1990: 26-30; Taber 2005: 97 and 210, note 17; Arnold
2006 and 2010; Lysenko 2018; Saito 2020: 85, 98-99; etc.]. Basic dictionary meanings of
both words include “agreement”, “consent”, “consensus”, and “convention”, and they are
used interchangeably when they function as terms of philosophy of language.

1.2. The aim and contributions of this research

In Indian philosophy of language, the view that all words have their origin in linguistic
convention (samaya, sarmketa) is usually contrasted with the view that words have a natural
relationship with their primary meanings. Surprisingly, however, some philosophers who
adhere to the second view — that is, who reject the conventional origin of language — at the
same time accept linguistic convention pertaining to all words. How should we understand

6 This view on the origin of language had also other adherents among Buddhists — see Lysenko [2018].
However, | do not make any statements about Buddhism in general.

" For the text of the Pramanasamuccaya and Pramanasamuccayavrtti, see Hayes [1988].

8 Dignaga says that the users of language gave names to different things on the basis of their perception
of these things. The Sanskrit original did not survive; the work has reached us in Tibetan translations.
I do not read Tibetan; | rely on the English translation by Hayes [Hayes 1988: 238].

9 Pp. 153-189 of Tillemans’ edition and translation. In the same book, see also Appendix B (“Dharmakirti
on prasiddha and yogyata™), which contains Tillemans’ study on the Buddhist view of linguistic con-
vention [Tillemans 2000: 219-228]. On the view of linguistic convention held by Dignaga and the
followers of his thought, see also Arnold [2006 and 2010].

10 For the text of the Tattvasamgraha and Tattvasamgrahapaiijika, see Shastri [1968].

11 For the text of the Mimamsdasiitras and Sabarabhdsya, see Nyayaratna [1873-1887].

12 For the text of the Slokavarttika, see Sastri [1978].

13 On both Indian and Western philosophers’ arguments against the conventional origin of language, see
Arnold [2006: 445-476] and Chakravarty [2004].
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these philosophers? Do they contradict themselves? Or are we dealing with terminological
confusion in their texts — with a situation where the same term (samaya/samketa) has multi-
ple completely different meanings?

My aim is to show that in Indian philosophy of language, samaya/samketa was not un-
derstood only as an agreement that establishes the relationship between a word and its mean-
ing. In this paper, | present two other basic ways of understanding samaya/samketa in Indian
philosophy of language. The first of these was discovered by Houben [1992] in Bhartrhari
and his commentator Helaraja, and the second was discovered by Lucyszyna [2017] in the
Yogasutrabhasya. | propose a classification of traditions of Indian thought based on which
conception of linguistic convention was acknowledged or could have been acknowledged
by them; such a classification has not been made before, and this is the first contribution of
my study. | also attempt to explain why Indian philosophers had used the same term, sa-
maya/samketa, for the three different ways of understanding samaya/samketa and give the
pros and cons of translating the term samaya/samketa in each case with the same English
term “(linguistic) convention”. This is the second contribution of my study.

2. Three basics ways of understanding samaya/samketa in Indian philosophy of
language

The first and the most common way of understanding samaya/samketa in Indian philos-
ophy of language has been described above.

It was Houben who for the first time drew attention to the second basic way of understand-
ing samaya/samketa in Indian philosophy of language. In his groundbreaking study
“Bhartrhari’s samaya / Helaraja’s sariketa” [1992], he observed that these Grammarians at the
same time accepted and rejected samaya/samketa. He then explained why this was the case.
Houben’s analysis of the meaning of the terms samaya and samketa in Bhartrhari and Helaraja
led him to the conclusion that the samaya/samketa of these philosophers is different from the
samaya/samketa of VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas. Bhartrhari and Helaraja rejected sa-
maya/samketa as an agreement initiating the relationship between a word and its primary
meaning (which had previously been unrelated), but they accepted samaya/sarketa as the es-
tablished usage of words. Houben shows that for these Grammarians, the terms samaya and
samketa meant mainly the tradition, regular practice, or established custom of usage of words.

The third basic way of understanding samketa in Indian philosophy of language was for
the first time analyzed by Lucyszyna, in her article “On the notion of linguistic convention
(sariiketa) in the Yogasitrabhdasya” [2017].1* Eucyszyna’s study was inspired by Houben’s
publication [1992] mentioned above. Lucyszyna discovered that linguistic convention was un-
derstood as the established usage of words also in the Yogasiitrabhdsya,® the first and most
authoritative commentary on the Yogasiitras.'® Lucyszyna shows that in the Yogasittrabhasya,

4 Fucyszyna’s article is open-access. For the link to download the article, see the References section of
this paper.

15 For a detailed analysis of the Yogasiitrabhdsya’s view, see Lucyszyna [2017], who also notes striking
similarities between the Yogasiitrabhdsya’s view of the word—-meaning relationship and the theory of
linguistic sign of Ferdinand de Saussure [ibid.: 15, note 25].

16 Classical Yoga (called also “Patafijala Yoga) was codified in the Yogasiitras and Yogasiitrabhdsya. Before
the series of publications by Maas, it had been generally acknowledged by scholars that one person, whose
name according to the tradition was Patafijali, had compiled the Yogasitras, while another person, tradition-
ally called Vyasa or Vedavyasa, had composed the Yogasitrabhasya. The Indologist Maas questioned this
widespread view. He holds that both these texts constitute “a single work with a single author” [ Maas 2013:
58]. Maas presented many compelling arguments substantiating his opinion that “a single person called
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like in Bhartrhari and Helaraja as explored by Houben, the term samketal’ stands for both the
agreement initiating the relationship between a word and its primary meaning and for the es-
tablished usage of words. She also shows that the author of the Yogasitrabhasya, like
Bhartrhari and Helaraja, does not acknowledge samketa when understood in the first way and
does accept samketa understood in the second way.

The convention accepted by the Grammarians (analyzed by Houben) and by the author of
the Yogasitrabhasya is a consensus among the users of a language about the meanings of
words. This consensus (established usage of words, tradition of usage of words) has neither a
beginning nor an end. Unlike the consensus (samaya/samketa) about the meanings of words
accepted by the Buddhists, Vaisesikas, and Naiyayikas, it has not been initiated by anyone. In
the Grammarians and in the Yogasitrabhdasya, the consensus is not the origin of the relation-
ship between words and their meanings. Rather, it reveals this relationship; that is, it makes it
known. The consensus manifests the relationship: from the tradition of usage of words, we learn
how words are used, which is necessary to understand language and communicate in it.

However, there are also differences between the convention of the Grammarians and the
convention of the Yogasitrabhasya, and because of these differences, | treat the convention
accepted by the Yogasiitrabhasya as a separate — the third — basic way of understanding
samketa in Indian philosophy of language. The first difference is that the convention of the
Yogasutrabhasya, unlike the convention of the Grammarians, is not founded on the natural
relationship between words and their meanings. According to the Yogasutrabhasya, the re-
lationship between a word and its meaning is neither natural nor inseparable. The second
difference is that the convention accepted by the Yogasitrabhasya not only manifests the
relationship between a word and its meaning but also keeps this relationship in existence.
According to the Yogasiitrabhasya, the relationship between a word and its meaning, though
having neither a beginning nor an end, continues to exists thanks to the consensus (agree-
ment, convention) among the users of language.*®

Patafijali collected some sizras, probably from different, now lost sources, composed most of the sisras him-
self and provided the whole set with his own explanations in a work with the title Patarijala Yogasastra”
[ibid.: 65-66]. Maas’s key arguments are summarized in Lucyszyna [2017: 3, note 2], who also lists his main
publications about the authorship of the Yogasiitras and Yogasitrabhasya [ibid.: 18]. — For the text of the
Yogasiitras and Yogasitrabhdsya, see Maas [2006] and Miéra [1971].

17 Samaya occurs in the Yogasiitras and Yogasiitrabhasya, but it is not a term of philosophy of language there.

18 The three important views of samaya/samketa described above should be distinguished from the many
other dictionary meanings of the terms samaya and samketa. Out of these other meanings, | shall men-
tion only two, which can also appear in philosophical texts. The first one is sakti (“power”), that is, the
power of word to express its meaning. The second is sabda-artha-sambandha (“the relationship be-
tween word and its meaning”) [Jhalakikar 1928: 825-826, 878-879]. The interpretations of sa-
mayalsamketa as sakti or sabda-artha-sambandha that occur in some philosophical texts should not
be considered a direct identification of samaya/samketa with sakti or sabda-artha-sambandha. The
authors usually mean, in fact, that sek#i and sabda-artha-sambandha are the results of convention,
conceived of as the event that initiates the relationship between a word and its meaning and thus con-
stituting a word as a meaningful unit, that is, a unit possessing the power (sakzi) to express its meaning.
In my opinion, the interpretations of samaya/samketa as sakti or sabda-artha-sambandha encountered
in Sanskrit primary sources? are confusing and do not serve terminological clarity. — 2 For example, in
Sridhara’s Nyayakandalr [Dvivedin 1895: 216], Sankara Misra’a Upaskara (VII, 2, 20; see Tarka
Paficanana [1861]), and Annamhatta’s Tarkasamgraha together with its autocommentary Tarkadipika
(59; see Athalye & Bodas [1930]).
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3. Classification of the traditions of Indian thought based on which linguistic con-
vention they acknowledged or could have acknowledged

Having presented the three main views on linguistic convention in Indian philosophy of
language, | now propose a classification of the traditions of Indian thought based on which
linguistic convention was or could have been accepted by them. This classification is new,
incomplete, and preliminary; it should be verified and supplemented by further studies.

|. Darsanas that accept linguistic convention as an agreement establishing the relation-
ship between a word and its primary meaning, previously unrelated to each other: these are
Nyaya, Vai$esika, Buddhism, and later classical Yoga of Vacaspati Misra’s Tattvavaisaradi.
According to the Tattvavaisaradi®® (1, 27), I$vara is the author of the primary linguistic con-
vention; I§vara re-creates the convention at the beginning of each cycle of existence of the
world. The position of this classical Yoga commentary?° is similar to the position of Nyaya
and VaiSesika.

I1l. Those who accept or can accept linguistic convention as the established usage of
words based on the natural word—meaning relationship, which is necessary and not created
by anybody: these are the Grammarians, specifically, Bhartrhari and the continuators of his
thought, Mimamsakas, and Advaitins. The convention understood in this way makes known
the relationship between a word and its meaning. In my opinion, it is very probable that
Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta accept the linguistic convention acknowledged by the Gram-
marians, since the Mimamsa’s and Advaita’s view on the relationship between a word and
its meaning is similar to the view of the Grammarians. All these philosophers — the Gram-
marians, Mimamsakas, and Advaitins — reject linguistic convention understood as the agree-
ment initiating the relationship between words and their primary meanings.

111. Those who accept or can accept linguistic convention as the established usage of words
that, though having neither a beginning nor an end, is not based on any natural and necessary
relationship between words and their meanings: classical Yoga of the Yogasitrabhasya and
the Grammar thought of the Mahabhasya, ascribed to Patafijali the Grammarian. The lin-
guistic convention acknowledged by the author of the Yogasatrabhasya not only makes
known the relationship between a word and its meaning but also keeps this relationship in
existence. In my opinion, it is very probable that the author of the Yogasitrabhasya (earlier
classical Yoga) and the author of the Mahabhasya (earlier Grammar thought) had the same
view of linguistic convention, for the view on the word—meaning relationship of Patafijali
the Grammarian is similar to the view of Patafijali the author of the Yogasatrabhasya. Ac-
cording to both the Yogasiitrabhasya and the Mahabhasya, the relationship between words
and their primary meanings has no beginning or end. Patafijali the Grammarian says directly
that this relationship is eternal (nitya) and that neither grammarians nor anyone else had
created words (Mahabhasya®* 1, 1, 1, 58-81). In the Mahabhdsya, nothing suggests that
Patafijali the Grammarian could hold that the word—meaning relationship is natural.??

9 For the text of the Tattvavaisaradt, see Misra [1971].

20 |_arson, one the greatest scholars exploring Samkhya and Yoga, wrote that the Yogasiitras, Yogasiitrabhdsya,
and Tattvavaisaradi “‘taken together provide the core textual evidence for Patafijalayogasastra”. He considers
these three texts the “core textual complex” of classical Yoga [Larson & Bhattacharya 2011: 65, 71].

2L For the text of the Mahdabhasya, see Joshi & Roodbergen [1986].

22 Sitra 1, 1 of the Yogasiitras and the beginning of the Yogasiitrabhasya’s commentary on this sitra
imitate the opening of the Mahabhasya. This can indicate that the author (or authors) of the Yogasiitras
and Yogasitrabhasya was (or were) influenced by the Mahabhasya. However, Indologists are not cer-
tain that the text of the Mahabhasya in the existing editions is reliable; they hold that a new critical
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4. Why was the same Sanskrit term samaya/samketa applied to the three different
ways of understanding linguistic convention?

Now | shall attempt to explain why Indian philosophers used the same term sa-
maya/sarmketa for the three differing ways of understanding linguistic convention, and give
the pros and cons of translating this term of Indian philosophy of language in each case with
the same English term “(linguistic) convention”.

Why is the same term samaya/samketa applied to the agreement initiating the relation-
ship between a word and its meaning (the samaya/samketa of Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, and
Buddhists) and to the established usage of words (the samaya/samketa of Bhartrhari and the
continuators of his thought and of the Yogasitrabhasya)? During the 17th World Sanskrit
Conference, which took part in Vancouver in 2018, | posed this question to Sharda Nara-
yanan, who delivered a paper about the issue of the word—meaning relationship in
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiva and Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika.? She told me that the lin-
guistic convention is one and the same. Why did she give me an answer that did not take into
account the obvious differences between the interpretations of samaya/samketa?

Musing on Sharda Narayanan’s answer and trying to understand it, | came to conclusion
that the usage of the same term samaya/samketa for the different kinds of samaya/samketa
I described above is rooted in their common aspects. Below, | present them.

1) The first important commonality is the content of the linguistic convention. Regardless
of how linguistic convention is understood, its content is the same: “such and such a word
has such and such a meaning”. Obviously, when linguistic convention is understood as the
established usage of words, the usage is conceived of as grounded in this content.

As to Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, and Buddhists, who consider linguistic convention as an
event during which some person or persons give names to things and communicate the rela-
tionship between words and their meanings to other persons, who accept it, these philoso-
phers often emphasize the content of the agreement or describe the convention as this con-
tent. | attach evidence from their three representative texts.

We read the following in Paksilasvamin Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya: “But what is this
convention (samaya)? It is the rule that restricts what is denoted (abhidheya) by the word
(abhidhana): ‘This class of things (artha-jata) is to be denoted (abhidheya) by this word
(sabda)’” (kak punar ayam samayah? asya sabdasyedam arthajatam abhidheyam ity
abhidhanabhidheyaniyamaniyogat /) (11, 1, 55).

In his Upaskara, Sankara Misra says, “Convention (samaya) is the convention (sasiketa)
of Tévara that has the form: ‘This meaning (artha) is to be understood from that word
($abda)™ (. . . samaya iSvarasarnketah asmac chabdad ayam artho boddhavya ity
akarah . . . I). (This is part of Sankara Misra’s commentary on Vaisesikasitras V1, 2, 20.)

In Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha and Kamalasila’s Tattvasamgrahapaiijika, in the discus-
sion of the nature of the word—meaning relationship (2611-2669), linguistic convention (sa-

edition of the Mahabhasya is needed. See, for example, Maas [2006: 89, note 1.2] and Harimoto [2014:
194, note 366]. Both the Yogin and the Grammarian are called Patafijali (on the Patafijali who compiled
the Yogasitras and composed the Yogasitrabhdsya, see footnote 6 of this paper). Indian tradition iden-
tifies these two Patafijalis as the same person, but this identification is doubtful.

23 The 17" World Sanskrit Conference. University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada, July 9-13, 2018. Con-
ference Programme. https://drive.google.com/file/d/18NCFXiKKaEWqM-GmTZBcT TcpgrPBEOSI/view
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maya, samketa) is described both as the event of agreement establishing the relationship be-
tween aword and its meaning and as the content of this agreement. However, there are contexts
in which we deal only with the second aspect, that is, with linguistic convention as the content
of this agreement (2622, 2645, etc.). For example, in Tattvasarmgraha and Tattvasamgra-
hapaiijika 2645, Santaraksita and Kamalagila argue that “learning the convention” (samketa-
grahaga) and remembering it before hearing a word are necessary for understanding the mean-
ing of this word, from which it follows that the power (sakzi) of a word to express its meaning
is not eternal.?* The term “convention” (samketa) stands here only for the content of linguistic
convention, and not for the convention as an event: in order to understand the meaning of a
word, it is necessary to remember the content of the convention — that is, the word-meaning
relationship? — and not the event during which this relationship was created.

2) The second important aspect common to the three abovementioned interpretations of
samaya/samketa is its crucial role in language acquisition, communication, and transmis-
sion. In Indian philosophy of language, linguistic convention (semantic agreement) — regard-
less whether understood as having an author and initiating the relationship between word
and meaning or as the authorless tradition of word usage — has always been considered as
that which allows the relationship between words and their meanings to be learned. Without
linguistic convention — that is, without language users’ agreement (consensus) as to the
meanings of words — words cannot function as words, i.e., as units that express meaning. It
should not be thought, however, that any agreement we participate in was created in accord-
ance with our will. Sometimes we enter into agreements that precede us, and language is
such an agreement for those who learn, use, and transmit it.

As to this aspect of linguistic convention in Bhartrhari and the continuators of his thought and
inthe Yogasiitrabhdsya, it was described by Houben [1992] and L.ucyszyna [2017], respectively.
Convention is characterized as that which allows the meanings of words to be known from words
also in the Vaisesikasiitras (Vaisesikasutrasy VI, 2, 24; Vaisesikasitras, VI, 2, 20), the
Nyayasiitras and Nyayabhasya (11, 1, 55), the Tattvasarmgraha together with the Tattvasamgra-
hapaiijika (2627 — it is said here that convention, samaya, manifests/makes known the word—
meaning relationship, sambandha; 2645; 2651; 2660-2661; etc.), and many other texts.

| cite the Vaisesikasitras and the Nyayasitras. The sitra of the Vaisesikasitras runs as
follows: samayikah sabdad arthapratyayah Il (“The understanding of the meaning from a
word is based on convention”; Vaisesikasitrasi VI, 2, 24; Vaisesikastitras, VI, 2, 20.) In
the Nyayasiitras (1, 1, 55), we read: ... samayikatvac chabdarthasampratyayasya // (...,
for the understanding of the meaning from a word [takes place] because [the relationship
between word and its meaning] is based on convention.”)

24 Santaraksita and Kamalaila polemicize with Mimamsakas, who hold that word’s power ($akti) to express its
meaning is natural (that is, constitutes word’s nature and is therefore inseparable from it) and eternal and that
the established practice of using words is based on this power. According to Santaraksita and Kamalagila, if
word’s power (sakti) to express its meaning were eternal (they use two terms: nitya, “eternal”, and niyata,
“permanent”, “invariable” — see Tattvasamgraha and Tattvasamgrahaparijika 2641-2669), a word would
always cause the understanding of its meaning, that is, even those who had not learned the meaning of a word
before hearing it would understand its meaning, For Santaraksita and Kamalasla, in contrast with Mimamsa-
kas, the established practice of usage of words (vvavahara) is based on a convention that initiates the word—
meaning relationship, not on the natural power of word.

25 Gantaraksita and Kamalasila emphasize, however, that linguistic convention and the word-meaning
relationship are different from each other, and that the relationship (sambandha) can be called “con-
vention” (samaya) only figuratively (2621-2622). According to them, the word-meaning relationship
is the result of a linguistic convention.
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Having attempted to explain why in Indian philosophy of language, the same term sa-
maya/samketa was used for the different ways of understanding linguistic convention (de-
scribed in the first, second, and third chapters of this article), | now present the pros and cons
of translating the term samaya/sarmketa in all cases with the same English equivalent “(lin-
guistic) convention”.

Houben [1992] proposes translating samaya/sarmketa differently depending on the context. In
his opinion, these terms should be translated as “convention” when they mean the agreement
initiating the word—meaning relationship, and as “established usage” when they mean the estab-
lished practice of using words. He recommends translating samaya/samketa differently in order
to make the translation more clear for the reader. However, he points out [1992: 222] that in both
of these cases, samaya/sarmketa can still be rendered with the English word “convention”.

It is impossible to disagree with Houben that the English word “convention” expresses
both of these meanings of samaya/samketa. The English “convention” means both an agree-
ment initiated by some persons and an established usage, custom, or practice [Babcock Gove
et al. 1993: 498]. In other languages that use a similar word from the same Latin origin, the
word may also encompass both meanings; for example, | know this to be the case for the
Ukrainian “xonsentiis”, Polish “konwencja”, and Russian “xouBenis”. In my opinion, for
all three understandings of samaya/samketa described above, the term samaya/samketa can
be translated as “(linguistic) convention”.

I also agree with Houben that if we translated the term samaya/samketa differently de-
pending on the context — that is, as “(linguistic) convention” when it is applied to the agree-
ment initiating the word—meaning relationship, and as “established usage (of words)” when
it is applied to the authorless established practice of using words — the reader would under-
stand the translated text better than if we always translated it with the word/phrase “(linguis-
tic) convention”. For example, a reader may be confused while trying to understand a trans-
lation of Helaraja’s text where Helaraja both rejects and accepts “convention”; this is a strong
argument against translating samaya/samketa with the same English equivalent; this argu-
ment is given by Houben.

In my opinion, however, there are also pros of translating samaya/samketa with the same
term “(linguistic) convention”; and I shall put forward two arguments for this. The first one
is that any terminological ambiguity we deal with in Indian primary sources is an indispen-
sable characteristic of these sources, and we need to be aware of it and try to explain it if we
wish to understand the text properly.

The second argument is that Indian philosophers might have applied the term sa-
maya/sarmketa to the established usage of words deliberately — when they wished to emphasize
the conventional character of the established usage of words; namely, that the tradition of usage
of words is a convention (agreement) regarding the meanings of words. Tradition is a kind of
agreement; no tradition exists without those who accept it. Words cannot function as words —
that is, as meaningful units — without the convention (general consensus, agreement, consent)
of the users of language as to the relationship of words with their meanings. Regardless of
whether this convention is based on the natural word—meaning relationship or not, it is still a
convention — that is, an agreement among the language users participating in it.

In my opinion, regardless of whether we translate the term samaya/samketa understood
differently in the same Sanskrit text with one or two English terms, it is necessary, first, to
give the Sanskrit original of the term wherever it occurs in the text, and second, to explain
how the term is used. This will make the text clear to the reader.
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5. Conclusions and directions for future research

In Indian philosophy of language, we can distinguish between three basic ways of un-
derstanding samaya/samketa, linguistic convention. Besides its well-known conception as
the agreement initiating the word—meaning relationship, we also encounter two other im-
portant interpretations of samaya/samketa, according to which samaya/samketa is the estab-
lished usage of words.

In this paper, | classified traditions of Indian thought based on which kind of linguistic
convention they accepted or could have accepted. This classification is new and preliminary.
1) Nyaya, Vaisesika, Buddhism, and later classical Yoga of the Tattvavaisaradr accept lin-
guistic convention as the agreement initiating the relationship between words and their
meanings. 2) Bhartrhari the Grammarian and his followers acknowledge linguistic conven-
tion as the established usage of words grounded in the natural relationship between words
and their meanings; the convention manifests (makes known) the relationship. In my opin-
ion, it is very probable that this view of linguistic convention was also shared by Mimamsa-
kas and Advaitins. 3) The Yogasitrabhasya and probably also the Mahabhasya accept lin-
guistic convention as the established usage of words, but this usage, though having no be-
ginning or end, is not based on any natural and necessary relationship between words and
their meanings. According to this view, linguistic convention not only manifests the word—
meaning relationship but also keeps this relationship in existence.

In this article, | also proposed an explanation for why the same Sanskrit term sa-
maya/samketa was applied to the different ways of understanding linguistic convention. In my
opinion, this can be explained by the common aspects of all the aforementioned kinds of sa-
maya/samketa. The first of these aspects is the content of all the three kinds of samaya/samketa.
Irrespective of how linguistic convention is understood, its content is the same: “such and such
aword has such and such a meaning”. The second shared aspect is the crucial role of linguistic
convention in language acquisition, communication, and transmission.

This study is a starting point for a big research project or series of papers devoted to the
notion of samaya/samketa, one of the most important notions of Indian philosophy of lan-
guage. A thorough exploration of this concept requires analyzing a huge number of primary
sources. On the basis of this analysis, it will be possible to verify and complete my classifi-
cation of the traditions of Indian thought presented in this paper. A thorough inquiry into the
notion of samaya/samketa also requires examining other central concepts of Indian philoso-
phy of language, such as sakzi, the power of word to express its meaning; sabda-artha-sam-
bandha, the relationship between a word and its meaning; and (vrddha-)vyavahara, the es-
tablished practice of word usage (by “elders”, that is, by experienced users of language).
Examining these concepts and their interrelation with the notion of samaya/samketa is in-
dispensable for a full understanding of the latter.
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Ofena Lucyszyna
On the Notion of Linguistic Convention (samaya, samketa) in Indian Thought

Linguistic convention (samaya/samketa) is one of the central notions of Indian philosophy of
language. The well-known view of samaya/samketa is its conception as the agreement initiating
the relationship between words and their previously unrelated meanings. However, in Indian phi-
losophy of language, we also encounter two other important but little-researched interpretations of
samaya/samketa, which consider it as the established usage of words.

| present a new classification of traditions of Indian thought based on their view of linguistic
convention. This classification is to be verified and expanded in further studies. As far as | know,
such a classification has never been undertaken before. 1) Nyaya, Vai$esika, Buddhism, and later
classical Yoga of the Tattvavaisaradi accept samaya/samketa as an agreement initiating the rela-
tionship between words and their previously unrelated meanings. 2) Bhartrhari the Grammarian
and the continuators of his thought acknowledge samaya/samketa as the established usage of words
that is rooted in the natural relationship between words and their meanings; the convention mani-
fests (makes known) the relationship. This view was probably also shared by Mimamsakas and
Advaitins. 3) Classical Yoga of the Yogasutrabhdasya and probably also earlier Grammar thought
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of the Mahabhasya accept linguistic convention as the established usage of words, but this usage,
though having neither a beginning nor an end, is not based on any natural and necessary word—
meaning relationship. In this view, linguistic convention not only manifests the word-meaning
relationship but also keeps it in existence.

Another new contribution of this research is my explanation for why the same Sanskrit term
samayal/samketa was applied to the different ways of understanding linguistic convention. I explain
this through the common aspects of all three kinds of samaya/samketa. The first aspect is the content
of all these kinds of samaya/samketa. Irrespective of how linguistic convention is understood, its
content is the same: “such and such a word has such and such a meaning”. The second aspect is the
crucial role of linguistic convention in language acquisition, communication, and transmission.

Onena Jlyyuwiuna

IoHATTS MOBHOI KOHBeHII (Samaya, samketa) B ingiicbKin gymui

MoBHa KOHBeHLIist (Samaya / samketa) € ofHIM i3 HEHTPaIIbHUX MOHSITh IHIHCHKOT (inocodii MOBH.
3a3Bryaii MOBHY KOHBEHIIIIO PO3YMIIOTh SIK YTOLY, IO 3aTI0YaTKOBYE B3A€EMOBITHOIICHHS MK CIIOBAMHU
Ta ixHiMu 3HaueHHEsIMH. OnHAaK B iHMIHCHKIN ¢inocodii MOBH HasBHI Ie JBa iHINI BaXIINBI (aie
MAJIOJIOCITIJDKEHI) OIS Ha MOBHY KOHBEHILIIO, 3TiIHO 3 IKUMH BOHA € TPA/IULIIE0 CIIOBOBKUBAHHS.

VY crarri Briepiiie 3anporoHoBaHO KiacHDiKalliro HanpsiMiB iHIIHCHKOT TyMKH Ha ITiICTaBi IXHBOTO
HOIIIy Ha MOBHY KoHBeHLio. L1 kiacuikaris € monepeIHbOr0; BOHA BHMArae IEpeBipKH i
JIOTIOBHEHHS, TOOTO MOJANBIINX JOCHipKeHb. 1) Hpss, Baiiienmka, Oyums3mM, a TAKOXK 3acBiTUeHa y
«TarrBaBaifiapani» Mi3HINIA KIACHYHA #Ora pO3yMIIOTP MOBHY KOHBEHINO SK Yromy, KoTpa
3aM0YaTKOBYE B3Aa€MOBITHOIICHHS MDK CIIOBaMH Ta IXHIMH 3HAYCHHSMH, [0 HE TBOPWIM paHile
3B’s13Ky. 2) ['pamarux Braptpirapi Ta #Oro mociiOBHUKY BU3HAIOTH MOBHY KOHBEHIIIIO SIK TPA/IHILIO
CJIOBOBXXMBAHHS, III0 Ma€ CBOIO ITIJICTaBY Yy MPUPOJHOMY B3a€EMOBITHOIIEHHI MK CIIOBaMH Ta iXHIMH
3Ha4eHHAMU. BOHH BBaXXarOTB, 1110 KOHBEHLIist pPOOUTH SBHIM I1€ B3a€EMOBIIHOLICHHSI, YMOMIUBIIIOFOUH
iioro mizHaHHs. Llell morysi, Iy:Ke HMOBIPHO, MOMUIITN TAKOXK MOCIITIOBHUKA MIMAHCH Ta aJIBATH-
BenanTn. 3) Buxmazena y «loracyrpaGram’iy KmacuuHa iora, a Takox, Jyxe MPaBIONONIGHO,
«Mara0ram1’si», 0 Penpe3eHTye OUIBII PaHHIO TpaMaTHIHY AyMKY, BU3HAIOTH MOBHY KOHBEHIIIIO SIK
TPAJHLIIO CJIOBOBXXMBAHHS, aJie I TPAIUILIs, XO4a i He Mae MOYaTKy i KiHIL, He IPYHTYEThCS HA
HPUPOHOMY Ta HEPO3PHBHOMY B3a€MOBITHOILICHHI MK CJIOBAMH Ta iXHIMH 3HAYCHHSIMH. 3T1IHO 3 [IUM
TIOTISIIOM, MOBHA KOHBEHI[iSI HE TUIBKM pPOOUTH SIBHUM B3a€EMOBITHONICHHS MK CIIOBAMH Ta
3HAYEeHHsIMU, aJle i MATpUMYe Horo iCHyBaHHSL.

HoBusHa 115010 ZOCTIHKEHHS ITOJATae TAKOXK Y MOSICHEHH], YOMY TOH CaMHid CAHCKPUTCHKHH TEPMIH
samaya / samketa BXXMBA€ThCS 1O BITHOLICHHIO JI0 PI3HUX CIIOCOOIB PO3yMiHHS MOBHOI KOHBEHIIii. S
BUTJIyMa4yIo L€ CIIUTbHUMH aClIeKTaMH BCIX TPhOX BHILE3TaIaHKX BHIB MOBHOI KOHBeHLil. [Teprmii
CITUTGHUI aCIeKT — e IXHili 3MiCT: He3aJIeKHO Bil] TOTO, SIK PO3YMIIOTh MOBHY KOHBEHIIIIO, Ti 3MiCT €
TOM CaMHid: «IIe CJIOBO Ma€ OCh TaKe 3HAYCHHs». J[PYTMM CIUIBHIM acIieKTOM € Te, IO KOHBEHITiSA
OCMHCITFOETBCS SIK HEOOX1/1Ha 1751 OBOJIOIIHHS MOBOIO Ta MOBHOTO CITUIKYBAaHHSI.
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