KAUNDA BHATTA ON THE MEANING
OF SANSKRIT VERBS (2)*

An English Translation and Annotation
of the Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara,
Chapter 1 with the Introduction

Shivaram Dattatray JosHI

PART II: AN ENGLISH TRANSLATION AND
ANNOTATION OF THE VAIYAKARANA-
BHUSANASARA, CHAPTER 1

The Prologue

Page 1, lines 1-2.
I pay homage to the exalted husband of the Goddess Laksmi
[i.e. Visnu], who has the form of the husband of Gauri [i.e. Siva]
and the form of meaningful sound [sphota = brahman], whence
this whole universe evolves.
Notes. 1) sphotariipam : - Kaunda Bhatta, who belongs to the school of
vivartadvaita, holds that the universe is a vivarta [deformation] of Siva
and Sabda-Brahma = sphota. He here equates Visnu, Siva and Sabda-
Brahma.

2) The commentators suggest an alternative analysis of srilaksmi-
ramana, viz. ‘the husband of $11 (= Sarasvati) and of Laksmi.” They
suggest an alternative also in the second half verse, viz. to take
sphotariipam as an adjective modifying jagat: “whence this world,
whose form is sphota, evolves.” Compare the 1st verse of the
Vakyapadiya.

Page 1, lines 3-4.
I pray to [Visnu], who bestows all rewards, who is a raft for the
crossing of the ocean of worldly existence and who has the
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serpent Sesa for his ornament, that I may grasp the complete

sense [of the Mahabhasya composed] by Sesa [i.e. by Patafijali].
Note. Tradition holds that Patafijali was an incarnation of the serpent
Sesa. Ramabhadra, in his Pataifijalicarita [Kavyamala 51] records the
legend that Gonika, the daughter of a sage, made offerings to the sun
god, praying for a son. Sesa, the wise lord of serpents, then appeared
in her hands. The serpent child prayed to Siva to enable him to write
the Bhasya on the Vartikas of Katyayana, which wish was granted.

Page 1, lines 5-6.

For success [in my undertaking] I pay homage to my paternal
uncle Bhattoji Diksita, on the tip of whose tongue the goddess of
the speech ever dances in joy.

Note. Narinarti Intensive 3rd person singular of nrt. This verse is not
found in all published texts and may be a later addition.

Page 1, lines 7-8.

Having bowed down to the lotus-like feet of Ganesa,to my
teachers and to the goddess of lcarning, I, master Kaunda Bhatta
compose the Vaiyakarapabhiisana [an ornament for grammarians].

Note. This verse is absent from many texts.

Page 1, line 9-12.

Having bowed down to the sages beginning with Panini; to my
father, Rangoji Bhatta, who assumed the nature of the goddess of
learning in male form in order to remove the darkness of dualism;
and to the lord Ganesa; I set forth with reasoned arguments the
doctrines [of grammar], which have been criticized by
commentators of the Nyaya and Mimamsa schools, and in turn I
criticize their criticism.

Page 1, lines 13-14.

[The author of the verse] having composed an auspicious verse,
in which he calls to mind the serpent god, for the removal of
obstacles in what he wishes to undertake, and having written it
down in order to instruct his pupils [by furnishing them an
example], now introduces the matter which he intends to
undertake.

Page 1, lines 15-16; page 2, lines 1-2.
1.The Sabdakaustubha is drawn from the ocean of the Bhasya
composed by the serpent god [i.e. by Patafijali]. The topics which
have been thoroughly discussed there are here briefly recorded.
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“Drawn out etc.”: Supply the words “by me.” “The Sabda-
kaustubha is drawn from the ocean of the Bhasya™ This is to
dispel the notion that the topics recorded in the Sabdakaustubha
have been invented by men of the present day. Otherwise, this
book [the Vaiyakaranasiddhantakarika] being based on that [the
Sabdakaustubha) would be merely an abridgement of inventions
of men of the present day and accordingly would be unacceptable
to the followers of the school of Panini. “Which have been
thoroughly discussed there”: This is to indicate that those who care
to know more than what is furnished here should refer to the
Sabdakaustubha.

Page 2, line 3.
Now [the author of the verse] proceeds to establish [what he
declared in his opening statement].

Page 2, lines 4-5.

2. A verbal root is said to denote a result and an activity; tin to
denote the substratum thereof. The activity is predominant [i.e.
qualificand] with respect to the result. That which is denoted by
tin stands as qualifier.

Notes. ‘A verbal root’ means bhii (be), gam (go), pac (cook) etc.
These words denote a result and an activity. By this opening statement
Kaunda Bhatta puts forth a theory which is basic to his work and to that
of Bhattoji Diksita and which was denied by Nagesa Bhatta. Cf.
Excursus 1. Result and activity are denoted separately, but in this
denotation the activity predominates syntactically over the result. What
is meant here by ‘predominates’ is syntactic predominance
(Sabdapradhanya) and not physical predominance [arthapradhanyal.
The difference may be shown by the sentence rajapurusam anaya :
‘Bring the king’s man’. Positionally the king predominates over his
officers and servants, but syntactically in the phrase rajapurusam the
element ‘man’ predominates over the element ‘king’. It is the element
‘man’ with which the verb anaya is construed. If the element ‘king’
were syntactically predominant the sentence would mean that the king
was to be brought. Further, according to Kaunda Bhatta the relation
between activity and result is a producer-produced relation (janya-
Jjanaka-bhava), for the activity produces the result.

The term tin is a pratyahara or formula. It means all the symbols
from tip to mahin (listed by Pan. 3.4.78). These symbols in turn mean
one of the personal endings of the finite verb. Hence, the statement ‘tin
denotes the substratum’ means ‘the personal endings of a finite verb
denote the substratum (of the activity or result denoted by the verbal
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root).” The substratum will be either the agent of the activity or the
object in which the result appears. In the active the substratum will be
the agent, in the passive the object. This is in accordance with Pan.
3.4.39 and in opposition to the theories of the Nyaya and Mimamsa;
see Introduction. Thus, according to Kaunda Bhatta tiri denotes agent or
object. It will be shown later that tin also denotes number and time.
All these denotations of tin are qualifiers (visesana) directly or
indirectly of the activity and result denoted by the verbal root.

To make Kaunda Bhatta’s meaning quite clear we give the semantic
paraphrase of the sentence Maitro gramam gacchati : ‘Maitra goes to
the village’ according to Kaunda Bhatta’s doctrine:

Ekatvavacchinna-Maitrabhinna-kartrko vartamanakaliko gramabhi-
nnakarmanistho yah samyogas tad-anukiilo vyaparah: “An activity of
the present time, of which the agent is limited by singularity and is
identical with Maitra, which activity is favourable to (a result, namely)
a conjunction residing in an object which is identical with the village.”

The passive sentence gramo Maitrena gamyate: “the village is gone
to by Maitra,” according to Bhattoji and Kaunda Bhatta would be given
precisely the same semantic paraphrase as that above.

Excursus 1. Page 2, lines 4-5.

Nagesa does not agree with the theory put forth by Bhattoji and
Kaunda Bhatta according to which a single verbal root has two
denotations, activity (vyapara) and result (phala), these
denotations being presented separately. NageSa argues in his
Laghumafijiisa (page 543) that if the meaning result and action
were separately denoted by the root they would obtain separate
semantic status, that is to say, it would be possible to express
them in a subject-predicate relation (uddesya-vidheyabhava). This
is not the case of the meaning result and action.

According to Nagesa a single verbal root has a single denotation
at a time. Only at a different time, that is, in a different
construction, may its denotation change. In an active construction
the root denotes phalavacchinnavyaparah: “activity limited (i.e.
considered insofar as it leads to) a result,” in the passive a root
denotes vyaparavacchinnaphalam: “a result limited (i.e.
considered insofar as it derives from) activity.” This theory of
Nagesa presents action as predominant in the active and result as
predominant in the passive. Nagesa probably borrowed the theory
from the Nyaya as suggested in the section of Nyaya in the
Introduction.

Kaunda Bhatta and Nage$a are nearly in agreement when
paraphrasing an active sentence. [Cf. notes on the 2nd verse.] But
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in paraphrasing a passive sentence they differ. According to
Kaunda Bhatta passive sentences may be paraphrased with
precisely the same words as active. [Cf. notes on 2nd verse].
According to Nagesa the active and passive constructions give
different paraphrases. This will be clear from the following
example.

Maitro gramam gacchati: “Maitra goes to the village.” NageSa
paraphrases: Maitrakartrko gramanisthasamyogavacchinno vya-
parah: “an activity of which Maitra is the agent, limited by [=
considered insofar as it leads to a result, viz.] conjunction [a
quality] residing in the village.”

Maitrena gramo gamyate:*“The village is gone to by Maitra.”
Nagesa paraphreses: Maitrakartrkavyaparavacchinno grama-
nisthah samyogah. “A conjunction (a result, quality) which resides
in the village and is limited by [=considered insofar as it derives
from] an activity of which Maitra is the agent.”

According to Naga$a the difference of meaning between the
passive and active is not dependent on syntax but is the result of
morphology. To use in modern linguistic terminology each root
constitutes two morphemes, each presenting its particular meaning
in a particular environment. This goes against the modern method
of linguistic analysis according to which the postulation of two
morphemes is inappropriate when the difference in meaning can
be accounted for by the difference of distributional environment.

According to Kaunda Bhatta and Bhattoji Diksita a single verbal
root has two separate denotations: activity and result. Of these,
activity stands predominant in the passive as well as in the active.
Nagesa feels it is absurd to accept two separate meanings because
these meanings are always presented together and never the one
without the other.

There is one advantage in accepting two separate donotations of
the root. In such sentences as stokam pacati: “He cooks a little
bit,” the meaning stoka must be construed with result, the
intention being that the cook so acts as to produce a small amount
of softening in the rice, not that the cook engaged in a small
amount of activity. Now, if the root denotes any one meaning, viz.
phalavacchinnavyaparah: ‘activity limited by result,” it becomes
impossible to construe the meaning stoka (a little bit) with the
meaning result viklitti, because we have the semantic law that the
meaning of one unit is construed with the whole meaning or
predominant meaning denoted by another unit and not with the
subordinate meaning.
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Page 2, line 6.

Here the word dhatuh is to be construed with a word smrtah
which is obtained by changing the plural smrtah to the singular.
Note. The literal form of the sentence was “verbal root [and] tin
suffixes are said [smrtah] to denote....” The logical resolution of
this complex form is “verbal root is said [smrtah] to denote... and
tin suffixes are said (smrtah) to denote.”

Page 2, line 6.

The result is the becoming soft [of the food] etc.
Note. By this statement Kaunda Bhatta indicates that he is using the
word result (phala) in a technical sense. Of the two senses in which
grammarians use the word phala, the ‘popular’ sense is ‘chief aim or
purpose.” Such a sense is implied by Panini’s rule “svaritaditah
kartrabhipraye kriyaphale [1.3.72]. Thus, when a man cooks, the
pradhanaphala or chief aim is the ultimate appeasement of hunger.
When he performs a sacrifice the chief aim is the attainment etc. The
cook and priest may earn money by cooking and sacrificing
respectively, but this is not the chief aim, in the popular sense, of the
activities in which they engage. This popular sense of the word phala is
defined by Bhartrhari as follows.

Yasyarthasya prasidhyartham arabhyante pacadayah

tat pradhanam phalam tesam na labhadiprayojanam
“When [an action] such as cooking etc. is undertaken for the purpose of
gaining a given goal, that goal and not the purpose of gaining money is
the chief aim of that action.” If the phala of cooking is to be regarded
not as the appeasement of hunger but as the becoming soft of the
grains of rice etc., we cannot take phala in its ‘popular sense.” Thus,
by this statement Kaunda Bhatta indicates that he is using phala in its
technical sense.

Technically, the word phala means the single effect of an action
(kriya), produced by the various activities (vyapara) conveyed by the
root. For example the root pac denotes any of the activities which go to
make up the action of cooking, e.g. setting fire under the pot, fanning
the fire, putting rice in the pot, etc. Here we see that all these activities
result in a single effect. Although some of them are more removed
than others, still, each is essential for the production of ultimate effect.
Thus the word phala technically means the single effect of an action,
produced by the various activities of which the action consists.
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Page 2, lines 6-7.

Activity (vyapara) is that sort of action (kriya), another name
for which is productive operation (bhavana); which is called to be
effected (sadhya).

Notes. Having described result (phala) in the previous line Kaunda
Bhatta now comes to the crucial and difficult problem of defining
activity. “Activity (vyapara) is that sort of action (kriyd) which is called
to be effected.” The word sadhya means literally to be effected; siddha
means effected. But Bhartrhari used these words, as in the verse which
Kaunda Bhatta quotes below, without reference to distinction of past
and future time. For Bhartrhari sadhyakriya meant durative action. It is
by these terms that he distinguished verbs from nouns. Pacati, ‘he
cooks’ gives us a notion of some thing in process, something that
requires duration. The same is true of apaksit, ‘he cooked.” On the
other hand, pakah, ‘a cooking’ refers to a non-durative, frozen fact.
This distinction of Bhartrhari’s is either misunderstood or disapproved
by Kaunda Bhatta. To Kaunda Bhatta the distinction between pacati and
pakah is that the first expression is complete in itself whereas the
second contains as expectation (akanksa) of something else. Hence,
Kaunda Bhatta is forced into the awkward step of saying that
sadhyakriya lit, ‘to be effected action,’ is action which is complete in
itself whereas siddhakriya, lit, ‘effected action,” is action which
requires something further. Since the old terminology has become
awkward he prefers the term vyapara. By vyapara (activity) he
understands that which is complete in itself. See further, Introduction.

‘Another name for which is productive operation (bhavana)’: Kaunda
Bhatta here equates activity with the Mimamsa term bhavana (lit. ‘a
bringing into being’). This equation arises more easily from the fact
that the causative of the root bhil (to become) is identical in meaning
with the simplex [non-causative] of the root kr (to do, make). ‘He
brings the pot into being’ (ghatam bhavayati) and ‘he makes the pot’
(ghatam karoti) are synonymous statements.

The point of the equation will appear later in arguments with the
Mimamsakas. The Mimamsakas claim that productive operation
(bhavana) is denoted by the tin suffixes. Kaunda Bhatta, having laid
the ground by showing that productive operation (bhavana) is identical
with activity (vyapara) and that activity is denoted solely by the verbal
root, will argue that productive operation (bhavana) cannot be denoted
by the tin suffixes.

Page 2, lines 8-16.
And this is stated in the VakyapadIya Whether effected (i.e.
past) or not effected (i.e. future) it is termed to-be-effected (i.e.
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durative); (and) it is termed action (kriya) insofar as it takes the
forms of a series of constituent parts.

One cannot object that there is no evidence for calling [action] to
be effected, for the evidence is at hand in such (pairs of words) as
he cooks / cooking [pacati / pakah)], he makes / making [karoti /
krtih], where, although there is no distinction in our apprehension
of the denotation of the verbal root we see that there is
expectancy (akanksa) of another action (in the latter of each pair)
and no such expectancy of another action (in the former of each
pair). And to be effected means having such a nature as in no
case gives rise to expectancy of a further action. Having such a
nature means being that which is not substantive. It is in this sense
that one should interpret the following sentence of the
Vakyapadiya : “[To-be-effected action is] that which is not a
substance and that which is in process of happening; it is denoted
by words [ending] in the tin suffixes [i.e. by verbs].”

And this activity is denoted (by the verbal root pac ‘to cook’) in
such forms as blowing (on the fire), setting (the fire) below the
pot, effort [volition] etc., for it is obvious that when the verb pacati
(he cooks) is used we experience a notion characterized in one or
another of these ways.

Note. Notice the terminology. We may say that the knowledge or
notion (jfiana, bodha etc.) ‘he cooks’ has as its qualifier (prakara) its
own content viz. the action of cooking, which may be understood as
limited to any of the above forms.

Page 2, lines 16-17. ‘

This does not imply that a verbal root has many meanings, for it
is the particular intention (of the speaker) that determines what
limits there are to the root’s area of denotation (in each instance);
just as in the case of the pronoun tad etc.

Notes: The verbal root pac (to cook) does not have many denotations.
According to Kaunda Bhatta it has only two denotations, which the
hearer combines into a unitary compound, namely, ‘an activity
favourable to the result, namely the becoming soft of food.” However,
there are many activities which fit this denotation; e.g. blowing the
fire, fanning it, setting the fire under the pot, putting the rice in the pot
etc. The characteristics peculiar to each of these activities, viz. the
characteristic of blowing the fire [phutkaratva, literally blowing-ness]
etc.may be termed limiting properties [avacchedaka-dharmah] of the
denotedness [sakyata], i.e. area of denotation, described by the root.
[For the use of such abstracts and the manner in which they are said to
be limited see Ingalls, Material for the Study of Navya-Nyaya Logic,
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page 44] In one instance the word pacati [‘he or it cooks’] will refer to
no other activity than the cook’s blowing on the fire. In another
instance it will refer to no other activity than the fuel’s activity by
combustion of heating the pot. Thus we may at one time say pakta
- pacati: ‘the cook cooks,’ and at another time say kasthani pacanti: ‘the
fuel cooks.” The meaning of pac is not multiple, but its area of
denotations is limited by different properties in different instances. The
criterion for determining just which limiting properties are in play in a
given instance is the speaker’s intention. In one case he wishes to
emphasize one sub-type of action, in another another. And context etc.
enable the hearer to apprehend the limited action, that is, the specific
activity which is intended.

Kaunda Bhatta furnishes an analogy by saying “just as in the case of
the pronouns tad etc.” When one uses the pronoun fad (‘it, that’) one
may be referring to anything in the world. But this does not mean that
tad has an infinite number of denotations. It has only one denotation
which may be limited in an infinite number of ways by the speaker’s
intention.

Page 2, lines 17-20.
. And singleness of action is also maintained through the
singleness of the particular intention of the speaker which limits
[the area of denotation]. And it is said in the Vakyapadiya:
“A group, composed of subordinate parts [viz. activities] which
come into being successively, when imagined by the mind as a
unit, is termed an action.”
Notes. According to Bhartrhari the word kriya [action] means a process
of happening, composed of various activities which occur in succession.
These activities are momentary in nature and cannot co-exist. Now, the
question arises how these parts, the successive activities, can form an
idea of a whole [i.e. a single action] when they do not co-exist.
Bhartrhari’s answer is that parts occurring at different moments are
mentally unified because they lead to a single effort. It is the group of
these activities occurring in different moments when imagined by the
mind as a unit that he terms an action. Thus, Bhartrhari’s phrase
buddhya prakalpitabhedah means ‘a unity imagined by the mind.’

On the other hand, what Kaunda Bhatta means by his phrase
avacchedaka-buddhivisesaikya something very different. Kaunda
Bhatta’s understanding is that the root pac denotes in general any
activity which leads to the result, namely, the becoming soft of food.
In different instances the root pac refers to specific activities such as
blowing, setting the fire etc. These specific activities are limited by
‘various properties such that one may speak of them as phiit-
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karatvavacchinnavyapara, adhahsantapanatvavacchinnavyapara etc.
But this choice of properties is limited to a single property by the
particular intention of the speaker (avacchedakabuddhivisesa). In one
instance, the root pac means blowing on the fire because that is what is
intended by the speaker. In another instance the root pac denotes the
activity of setting the fire under the pot, because that is what is
intended in that particular instance by the speaker. Thus, what Kaunda
Bhatta conceives of is a singleness of denotation imposed by the
speaker’s intention, where Bhartrhari had conceived of a unity
superimposed by the imagination upon an actual multiplicity.

Page 2, lines 21-24.

Having expounded the meaning of verbal roots, the author takes
up the meaning of tin suffixes. “Tin is said to denote the
substratum etc.”: The meaning is, the substratum of the result and
the substratum of the activity. The substratum of the result is the
object, the substratum of the activity is the agent. Since the result
and activity are apprehensible from the verbal root, the tin
suffixes have no denotative power in this area, [these meanings]
being apprehensible from something else. The property which
limits the denotedness [to a tin suffix, i.e. which limits the area of
denotation of a tin suffix] is the property of being a substratum.
That this property appears in specific forms as this or that
[particular] property [e.g. objecthood, agenthood] will be
explained in the section on the meaning of case terminations.

Notes. “For these meanings are obtainable from something else.” This
is the general statement of the reason after the particular statement
phalavyaparayor dhatulabhyatvat, Kaunda Bhatta’s phrase anya-
labhyatvat indicates his adherence to the Mimamsa maxim ananya-
labhyah Sabdarthah which states that the meaning of a word is
exclusive, that is, is obtainable from nothing else.

For further explanation of this passage see Excursus 2 (page 2, lines
21-24).

Excursus 2. Page 2, lines 21-24.

“The property which limits etc.” This passage is intended to
forestall a Nyaya objection. According to the Nyaya the
denotation of the tin suffixes is krti (exertion i.e. the acting of the
agent). The nature of this exertion [acting] differs, of course,
according to differences of agent and action, so for the sake of
simplicity the Naiyayikas have recourse to a limiting property of
the denoted area of tin. This property is called krtitvam
exertionhood (actingness), and this property is one, not multiple.

10
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To put the matter in non-technical terms, the Naiyayika says that
a tin suffix has various specific denotations in the various specific
instances of its use, but these meanings all fall within the limit of
some sort of exertion [acting]. In technical terms the (indivisible
abstract property) actingness (krtitvam) resides by samavaya
sambandha (inherence) in every denotation (viz. krti: exertion,
acting) of a tin suffix. So to a single type of morpheme (i.e. tin
suffixes) the Nyaya attaches a single area of meaning. This is
simple and neat.

Now, the grammarians may be supposed to proceed along the
same lines. They claim that tin denotes agent (karta) and object
(karma). The limiting properties of the sakyata of tin will
therefore be agentness (kartrtvani) and objectness (karmatvam).
But kartrtvam is a peculiar sort of abstract that leads to
difficulties. If we analyze kartrtvam logically, we find that it
means ‘the property which is present in all agents and present in
no other entity.” This property is nothing else than the acting of
the agent (krti). And as we have already said, there are many
different actings depending on differences of agent etc. The use of
kartrtvam as Sakyatavacchedaka, unlike the use of krtitvam,
accomplishes nothing, for it leaves us as far from unity as we
were in the first place, that is, as we were when faced with the
multiplicity of specific meanings.

One may note that this sort of objection is very common in
Navya Nyaya. Abstracts in %vam and °ta often denote indivisible
properties (jati or akhandhopadhi), but not always. When these
abstract suffixes are appended to possessive suffixes (-in etc.) or
to agent-suffixes (-fr etc.) the result never denotes an indivisible
property. Cf. the objections to danditvam. Sidh.Mukt, pp. 66-67
and Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya Logic, pp. 44-47.

It is to forestall this objection that Kaunda Bhatta claims that the
Sakyatavacchedaka of tin is the property of being a substratum
(asrayatvam). Such a property is indivisible and resides in all
denotations of tin (object or agent) which vary the general area,
just as the denotations of the verbal root ‘to cook’ vary within the
general area of ‘action favourable to the becoming soft of food.’
Thus, Kaunda Bhatta's theory is as simple and neat as the
Naiyayikas.

It is worth nothing that Nage§a Bhatta (Laghumarfijisa, pp.
730-731) rejects Kaunda Bhatta's theory, for the immediate
denotation of tin, he says, is never substratum, but always agent
or object. Nagesa takes the bold step of saying that simplicity is
no virtue unless it accords with the facts.

11
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Page 2, lines 24-25.

[Objection] But what proof is there that these [viz. agent and
object] are the meaning of tin, for we can explain the
apprehension [of agent and object] by indication (the secondary
function of a word), by implication or from the word with
nominative case-ending?

Notes. This is a Mimamsa objection. No one denies that when we hear
the sentence “Maitra walks to the village” we have an apprehension of
agent. But this is not sufficient proof that agent is the denotation of the
tin suffix. We could come by this apprehension in any of several other
ways. We might suppose that tin indicates agent rather than denotes it.
The secondary function (indicative) of a word comes into play when
the primary function [abhidhasakti] is obstructed [badhita]. E.g. when
we hear the phrase gangayam ghosah --- a village on the Ganges, the
primary function of the word ganga by which this word gives us the
notion of a particular holy river, is obstructed by consideration that if
the village were actually on the Ganges the inhabitants would drown.
Accordingly, the secondary function of the word Ganges comes into
play, by which the word points to an object closely associated with the
denoted meaning, in this case to the bank of the river. So also the
Mimamsaka argues, in the sentence Maitro gramam gacchati, the tin
suffix ‘#i’ may indicate rather than denote agent, agent being a
meaning closely associated with denoted meaning productive operation.

However it will be hard to show that the denotative function of tin is
obstructed in this sentence, because we do not give up the primary
meaning ‘productive operation’ as in the case of ganga, so the
Mimamsaka adds other possibilities.

The Mimamsaka now proposes that tin neither denotes nor indicates
agent. It denotes only productive operation (bhavana). But since
operation is inconceivable without an operator, we may say that agent
is implied. Finally the Mimamsaka suggests that the notion of agent
can be furnished in this sentence not by the verb at all but by the word
Mitrah which ends in the nominative suffix. To these objections the
grammarian now replies.

Pages 3, lines 1-3.

To this we answer. Our proof lies in the sutra lah karmani ca
bhave cakarmakebhyah. In this rule, on the basis of the [particle]
ca (and), the word kartari is supplied from the preceding sutra
kartari krt.

Notes. lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah (Pan. 3.4.69). “The I-
suffixes are used in the sense of object and [agent and] after [the roots
of] intransitive verbs in the sense of impersonal action and [agent]. In
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both cases where ‘agent’ is placed within brackets it is supplied from
Pan 3.4.67: kartari krt: “a krt suffix is used in the sense of agent.”

The term I-suffix (I) is a formula representing all the ten symbols
Iat, lit, lut etc. ... of these symbols each stands for the finite verb
suffixes of one of the ten tenses and moods of Sanskrit; e.g. laf for
present indicative suffixes, lit for perfect indicative suffixes etc.

The question now arises why a rule which concerns the sense of I
suffixes should be proof of the denotation of tin suffixes. Kaunda
Bhatta explains as follows:

Page 3, lines 3-5.

The I-suffixes are prescribed by this siitra in the sense of object
and agent only on the assumption (prakalpya) that the denotative
power of the suffixes tip etc., which [power] takes the forms of
denoting [agent and object], belongs to the I- suffixes which are
invented [kalpita] as their prototypes (sthanin). In just the same
way, [the prototypes] Sas etc. are prescribed [in the sense of
object, instrument etc.] by making use of the powers denotative of
object, instrument etc., which actually reside in the substitute
forms -n and -h.

Notes. In other words, the siitra concerning I- suffixes is possible only
because the denotations agent and object belong to the tin suffixes. The
denotation of an I-suffix is really a fiction. To explain when a man
hears the sentence gramam gacchati (he walks to the village) or
graman agacchat (he walked to the village), the verbal suffix ti and ¢
carry a real denotation, that is, they actually produce a certain
apprehension in the hearer’s mind. Now, grammarians find it
convenient to give a single name to the finite verb suffixes of moods
and tenses. Thus, all finite verb suffixes are symbolized by I. This
symbol I is called a prototype (sthanin) and the actual finite verb
suffixes mi, si, ti, etc. are called substitutes (adesah) of the prototype.
But one must remember that the prototype is a grammatical fiction. It
is always replaced. It follows that it is also a fiction, though a very
useful one, to say that the prototype has a denotation. This fiction
which is found in works of grammar, is possible only because of the
reality of denotative power in the substitute suffixes mi, si, ti, etc.

In the word devan (acc. pl. of deva) -n denotes the object, and in the
word devaih (instr. pl. of deva) -h denotes the instrument. But sas is
the prototype of this -n and bhis is the prototype of this -h. Hence, the
useful grammatical fiction that sas denotes object and bhis denotes
agent.

deva + §as = deva + as = devas = devan
deva + bhis = deva + ais = devais = devaih

13
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Page 3, lines 5-7.

It cannot be argued that the words ‘agent’ and ‘object’ (in
Panini’s siitra 3.4.69) actually mean ‘agent-ness’ and ‘object-
ness’, whereby the rule would mean that I- suffixes denote agent-
ness (kartrtva) that is to say, acting (krti, effort = volition,
bhavana) and object-ness (karmatva), that is to say, result
(phala). Because result and activity are apprehensible from the
verbal root, and hence it is improper to assume a denotative power
directed to the same and in the I- suffixes.

Notes. This refutes an objection raised by the Nyaya. Let us admit that
Panini is an authority, they may say, but he requires interpretation.
What he really meant by kartr and karma was kartrtva and karmatva.
Now, kartrtva = krti [for that which is common to all agents is their
acting, see Excursus 2 on p. 10ff]. In the same way, the property that
is common to all karmas, one may argue, is result. Kaunda Bhatta
answers this false interpretation by the maxim ananyalabhyah
Sabdarthah (see notes on page 2, lines 21-24).

Page 3, lines 7-9.

But if it is said that according to another system [the Mimamsa]
activity is not denoted by the verbal root and may therefore very
well be prescribed [as the meaning of the tin suffixes], we reply
that in that case the meanings of agent and object will not do for
the krt - suffixes either.

Notes. E.g. the word pakta, which ends in the krt suffix trc, will have
to mean the activity of cooking, whereas everyone knows that it means
a cook.

Page 3, lines 9-10.
The rules kartari krt [3.4.67) and lah karmani ca [3.4.69] are
entirely parallel [as far as the denotation of the suffixes is
~ concerned].
Notes. See notes on page 3, lines 1-3. If the unwritten word Kkartari,
supplied in the rule lah karmani [3.4.69], is to denote effort or activity,
then the same word kartari expressly used in the rule kartari krt must
bear the same denotation.

Page 3, lines 10-11.

Furthermore, let the Mimamsakas allow [the tin suffixes] to
denote agent just like the krt suffixes, and let them not allow [the
tin suffixes] to denote productive operation. Since productive
operation could be understood by implication just as the
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Mimamsakas claim it is from the krt suffixes, there is no need to

have it directly denoted.
Notes. According to the Mimamsakas the verbal root denotes only
result, the tin suffixes denote productive operation and imply agent,
and the krt suffixes denote agent and imply productive operation. The
grammarians object that it is wrong to have x imply y in one case and
y imply x in the other. It is easier, they say, to have both tinn and krt
suffixes denote agent, which in turn may imply productive operation.

Page 3, lines 11-13.

If the Mimamsaka objects that at this rate there can be no
predominance [of the meaning productive operation], he is wrong ,
for there could very well be [such predominance] just as there is
predominance of the meaning ‘individual’ [over the meaning class
character, even though it is only] implied, in such sentences as
“Bring the pot.”

Notes. By ‘predominance’ is here meant syntactic predominance
[$abda-pradhanyal; (cf. notes on page 2, lines 4-5). According to the
Mimamsa system the chief qualificand in every sentence is productive
operation (bhavana), for this is the fulcrum, so to speak, upon which
all the other meanings, agent, result etc. bear. When the grammarian
suggests that productive operation be merely implied, not directly
denoted, by the tin suffixes, the Mimamsaka objects that in case
productive operation would not be predominant. That which is implied
(aksiptartha) never predominates, never even enters into the semantic
paraphrase [$abdabodha]. For example, the sentence “Fat Devadatta
cats nothing by day,” pino devadatto diva na bhunkte implies that
Devadatta eats at night, but this meaning is not syntactically
predominant nor does it enter into the semantic paraphrase of the
sentence. '

The grammarian answers the objection of the Mimamsa by pointing
to a case where implied meaning does predominate even according to
Mimamsa theory. In the sentence, “Bring the pot,” ghatam anaya, the
direct denotation of the word pot is the generic character common to all
pots (ghatatva), not the individual pot. And yet the syntactically
predominant element in the meaning of the word ghatam is the
individual pot which is only implied, for it is only with the individual
pot that the other meanings in the sentence can be connected. The
sentence does not command the bringing of a generic character.

As to why the Mimamsakas give the direct denotation of ‘pot’ as the
generic character common to all pots, there are several answers. In the
first place, according to Mimamsa doctrine the meaning of a word is
exclusive, is that which is obtainable from nothing else. Since the
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meaning individual can be obtained by implication from the class
character it cannot be the denoted meaning of a word. Furthermore, if
the denotation were of the individual, the word ‘pot’ would have
almost as many denotations as there are sentences in which it is used.
This is a heavy postulate. Finally, if the word ‘pot’ denoted an
individual pot which is created, altered and destroyed, it would be
difficult to argue the permanence of the denoting word; and the
permanence of words is a basic dogma of the Mimamsa.

Page 3, lines 13-14.

If [the Mimamsaka claims that] productive operation is the
denoted meaning [of the tin suffixes] because we see that this
meaning is revealed in the semantic explanation of pacati by
pakam karoti, [we say that he is wrong] because what is there
revealed is equally well the agent engaged in activity favourable
to [the result denoted by] paka.

Notes. ‘Semantic explanation’ (vivrti or vivarapa) means the
expression of the meaning of an utterance by another synonymous
utterance; cf. Siddhanta Muktavali §abdakhanda. p. 312.

The Mimamsaka here argues that when we explain the verb pacati
(he cooks) by another synonymous expression pakam karoti ‘he makes
a cooking,” the meaning of the verbal root pac is revealed to be a
result, pakam, and the meaning of the suffix i is revealed to be a
productive operation (karoti = bhavayati). The grammarian answers by
saying that karoti in the explanatory expression does not reveal
- productive operation only, it also reveals agent. The grammarian would
explain Kkaroti as ekakartrka pacikriya which would reveal denotations
of agent, number and action. In general the grammarians feel that
semantic explanations must be used with caution as proof of the
denotations of words and suffixes, for a semantic explanation reveals
much else, e.g. constructional meaning.

Page 3, lines 14-16.

[The Mimamsaka may argue] that the revelation of agent is the
revelation of a constructional meaning and so does not determine
the denoted meaning, just as in [the explanatory expression]
pakam karoti there is revelation of the meaning ‘object’ which is
[constructional and] not the denoted meaning of any word, and
just as in [the explanatory analysis of] an itaretaradvandva
compound there is revelation of the [unexpressed] element
‘addition.” [But this argument] is wrong, for it would word equally
against [taking] productive operation [to be the denoted meaning].
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Notes. The Mimamsaka is arguing according to the theory of
abhihitanvayavada (see Introduction, ). According to this theory each
sememe in a word or sentence has a single denotation. When sememes
are joined together further meanings appear, which are called
constructional meanings [tatparyarthal. Thus in pac + ti pac denotes
result, ti denotes productive operation, and from the joining of these
sememes into pacati there results the additional constructional
meanings of object and agent. Similarly, in the itaretaradvandva
compound hariharau, hari denotes Visnu and hara denotes Siva, and
from the joining of these, there results the constructional meaning of
addition, revealed by ca in the explanatory analysis: hari§ ca haras ca
hariharau.

The grammarian answers this argument by implying that the
Mimamsaka’s assignment of denoted and constructional meanings is
arbitrary. The argument that would make agent a constructional
meaning in karoti (devadattah) could be used equally well to make
productive operation a constructional meaning.

Page 3, lines 16-17.

And further, [the tin suffixes] must denote the agent because we
see the syntactic agreement [between the noun ‘Devadatta’ and
the verb ‘cooks’] in the phrase “Devadatta cooks,” just as we see
it in the phrase ‘Devadatta, a cook.’

Notes. The Sanskrit term for ‘syntactic agreement’ is abhedanvayah,
literally, ‘an agreement or relation of non-difference.” What is literally
meant by this can best be seen from the semantic paraphrases of a
simple collocation. Nilo ghatah: ‘the blue pot,” is paraphrased as
nilabhinno ghatah, pot which is non-different from blue.” The
paraphrase shows that both denotations are thought to bear upon the
same object. The grammarian would go further and say that whenever
there is syntactic agreement, whether this is expressed by similar case-
ending, as in nilo ghatah, or by other means, this is only possible by
reason of the fact that both terms of the agreement bear upon, that is,
by their whole or part (root, suffixes etc.) denote, the same object. The
grammarian’s paraphrase of devadattah pacati : ‘Devadatta cooks,’ is
devadattabhinnakartrko viklittyanukiillo vyaparah ‘an activity
favourable to the becoming soft [of food] whose agent is non-different
from Devadatta.” The paraphrase is sufficient proof that the
grammarians feel that pacati by one of its parts [the tini suffix] denotes
the same object, viz. agent, as was denoted by Devadatta. Were this
not true, according to the grammarians, no syntactic agreement
[abhedanvaya] would be possible between the noun and verb.
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In regard to these matters the Mimamsakas held different views.
They admitted that in the phrase devadattah pakta ‘Devadatta, the
cook’ each word by its whole or part denoted the same object, for here
both words are in the same [nominative] case. But they denied that the
sentence devadattah pacati, ‘Devadatta cooks,” was amenable to the
same analysis. It might contain syntactic agreement, but this
agreement resulted, they said, not from the denotative power of the
constituent elements, these elements being disparate: verb suffix and
noun suffix, but from indicative power (laksana). Accordingly, the
Mimamsakas did not consider the agreement of devadattah with pacati
as an argument for the denotation of agent by tin suffixes. The
objection of the Mimamsakas will now be raised.

Page 3, lines 18-19. v
It should not be argued that for the apprehension of syntactic
agreement identical case endings are required and that such are
not here found, because if this were so, syntactic agreement
would not be recognized in the phrases ‘one should perform a
sacrifice with that which has soma,” ¢ he cooks a little bit,” ‘a
king’s man.’
Notes. In each of the phrases adduced, the grammarians as well as the
Mimamsakas admit that there is syntactic agreement, but in none of
them are two words followed by the same case-ending. In somena
yajeta the Mimamsakas say that the word somena by possessive
indication (matvarthalaksana) means ‘with that which possesses
soma.” The semantic paraphrase, then, is somavadabhinnena yagena
istam bhavayet: ‘one should produce what he desires [heaven etc.} by a
sacrifice which is non-different from that which possesses soma. [Here
somena = somavata, yaj = yagena, eta, optative sign plus tin suffix =
istam bhavayet; all this according to the Mimamsa interpretation.] The
paraphrase of stokam pacati is stokabhinnaviklittyanukila bhavana,
‘productive operation favourable to the softening of the food, which is
not different from a small amount [viz. a small amount of softening].
In rajapurusah, the word rija indicates by implication (laksanaya) one
who is dependent upon the king (rajasambandhin) and so can be
construed by a relation of non-difference (abhedanvaya) with purusa
although raja is in the genitive case (the ending being dropped because
it is in a compound) and purusa in the nominative.

Page 3, lines 19-21.
It should not be argued that reference to the same object [in
such a sentence as devadattah pacati] is made possible because the
meaning agent is conveyed [by -fi] through indication, because in
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that case the derivative words pingaksi etc., also will not denote

[but will merely indicate] the meaning substance. The same thing

may be said of the word vaisvadevi etc. ending in the secondary

suffix (taddhita).
Notes. In the retual texts we read the sentence arunaya pingaksyaika-
hayanya somam krinati: “one buys soma by [paying for it with] a red,
tawny-eyed, year old [heifer].” The Mimamsa exemplifies several of its
rules of exegesis by this sentence. As regards the bahuvribi compound
pingaksya, ‘tawny-eyed,” the Mimamsa holds that it directly denotes
the substance (dravya), viz. the heifer, which one pays for the soma.
The grammarians’ opinion as Kaunda Bhatta will point out, is that a
bahuvrihi directly denotes possession, not the substance which is
-possessor. The argument here is that if the Mimamsaka explains
reference to the same object in devadaftah pacati by indication
(laksana), to be consistent he should do the same in the case of the
pingaksi heifer and give up his peculiar doctrine that pingaksi directly
denotes the substance.

The word Vaisvadevi in Vaisvadevi amiksa, ‘the curdled milk
dedicated to the Visvadeva deities’ gives rise to a similar disagreement
of interpretation. Here too the Mimamsaka takes the direct denotation
to be to the substance. Here too according to Kaunda Bhatta the
Mimarnsa is inconsistent.

Page 3, lines 21-23.

[Further evidence that such words do not denote but merely
imply substance is furnished by the rules of Panini]. By the rule
anekam anyapadarthe (2.2.24) and sasya devata (4.2.24) we see
that pingaksi and Vaisvadevi are to be analyzed as ‘whose eyes
are tawny’ and ‘whose presiding deities are the Visvedevas.’
Accordingly [the forms such as pinigaksi are] obtained from the
rules of grammar in a primary genitive sense.

Notes. Pap. 2.2.24 is the basic rule for the meaning of bahuvrihi
compounds. “A collection of more than one [word may be
compounded] to give a meaning other than that of the component
words.” Pan. 4.2.24 states that “[a suffix is appended to the name of a
deity in the sense] ‘whose presiding deity {that is].”” The-analyses
required by these rules are such as pinge aksini yasyah, visve deva
devata asyah, where we see that the primary or denotative sense of
pingaksi and vaisvadevi is possession, indicated by the genitive case of
the relative pronoun in the paraphrase, and thus they can refer only in
a secondary way, by indication, to the substance or things possessed.
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Page 3, lines 23-26.

And thus the Aruna Chapter [of the Mimamsa Dar§ana] will be
destroyed. This chapter proposes that in the sentence: “One buys
soma by paying for it with] a red (arunaya), tawny-eyed, year-old
[heifer]” the word red, although it is not denotative of an
individual [i.e. substance], is in syntactic agreement with the
individual [i.e. the substance heifer] which appears with it in the
same sentence. [The whole chapter will be useless] because the
references of two words to the same object, which is the basic
proof of the word aruna’s denoting an individual [i.e. a substance],
can be explained in the above manner, [that is, the reference of
one word may be by denotation and of the other by implication].
This has been discussed at great length in [my] Vaiyakarana-
bhusana.

Notes. The whole of the preceding paragraph has as its purpose to
show that syntactic agreement cannot be established through indicated
meaning. If the Mimamsaka claims that it can be so established he will
have to admit that one of the chapters of his textbook is useless. For the
Aruna Chapter see Excursus 3.

Excursus 3. page 3, lines 23-26.

(A) In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice we have the
scriptural text arunaya pingakaya ekahayanya somam Krinati:
“One buys soma by [paying for it with] a red, tawny-eyed year old
[heifer].” In an argument on interpretation a piirvapaksin (straw
man) says that the word aruna denotes the quality redness and not
a substance while the other two words ekahayanya and pingaksya
denote a substance. His argument runs as follows. The direct
statement of the instrumental case in arunaya (Tritiyasruti
arunaya) seems to show that redness is an instrument of purchase.
But redness, being immaterial, cannot be an instrument by which
the act of purchasing is accomplished. Accordingly, we may not
connect this with the verb krinati but must connect it generally
with the entire context. The context (Prakaranapramana) connects
redness with all substances that are used in the sacrifice, e.g. pots,
ladles etc. It prescribes that all substances used in the Jyotistoma
sacrifice must be red. On the other hand the words pingaksya and
ekahayanya, being denotative of substance, may properly be
connected directly with the act of purchasing. The interpretation
of the sentence under debate, then, is: The word arunaya forms a
sentence by itself and is connected generally with the entire
chapter; the remainder forms a different sentence in which the
words ekahayanya and pingaksya are construed with krinati. To
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this argument the Siddhantin (approved interpreter) replies thus.
- All these words: arunaya, ekahayanya and pingaksya, being used
in the same case, function in the same way, namely, as means to
the act of purchasing. It is not proper to split these words into the
sentence. As regards the distinction of substance and quality it
comes to this, that the substance helps the act of purchasing
directly whereas the quality helps the act indirectly. First the
quality redness qualifies the substance heifer, then through this
substance the quality is grammatically connected with the act of
purchase. Thus it is established in the arumadhikarana that the
words pingaksya and ekahayanya are directly connected with the
verb, but redness is connected with the verb through substance
ekahayanya. '

In the foregoing argument both piirvapaksin and Mimamsa
siddhantin accept the view that the words ekahayamya and
pinigaksya denote a material substance which can be directly
construed with the krinati. But if one is to take the word
pingaksya as denoting primarily the relation of possession (pinge
aksini yasyah) the foregoing view will be wrong.

(B) By a similar chain of reasoning the conclusion of the
Mimamsaka’s Balabaladhikarana will also be wrong. We have a
scriptural text in connection with the Vai§vadeva sacrifice: tapte
payasi dadhy anayati sa vaisvadevi amiksa, vajibhyo vajinam:
“One puts curd into hot milk, which becoming curdled milk
(amiksa) is dedicated to the vis§vedevas [and one dedicates] the
liquid skimmed milk (vajina) to vajins.” Here then arises a doubt
whether the statement lays down two accessories (gunavidhi)
amiksa (curdled milk) and vajina (skimmed milk) for the Vigve
devas or whether it lays down amiksa as accessory for the Visve
devas and vajina as accessory for the vajins. If we accept the
second explanation there will be a spliting of the sentence.
Accordingly, the pirvapaksin says that the word vajinam like the
word amiksa, stands for the sacrificial food and the word
vajibhyah stands for the Visve devas. Two accessories, skimmed
milk and curdled milk, are enjoyed with the reference to the
same divinities. But the Siddhantin refutes this argument. He says
that the deific character of the Visve devas is indicated by direct
statement (Srutipramana) and the deific character of vajins is
indicated by the dative care, i.e. by syntactical connection
(vakyapramana). The Visve devas are in syntactic agreement with
amiksa. Thus, by direct statement the accessory requirement of
the Visve devas is already fulfilled; hence, the Vi§ve devas have
no requirement of other accessories such as vajina so vajina is not
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related to the Visve devas. In the foregoing argument the
Mimamsa Siddhantin has held that the deific character of the
Viéve devas is directly expressed by the taddhita suffix and that
vaisvadevl is therefore in syntactic agreement with amiksa. But if
the word vaisvadevi denotes merely relationship and not the thing
related this view will be wrong.

Page 4, lines 1-2.
[Referring to verse 1.] “The tin suffixes etc. :-” This [particular
term has been used] in order to show that denotative power
belongs only to the tin suffixes [and not to the prototype 1-

symbols].

Page 4, line 2.

Having described the meaning of [the component] words [or
rather, morphemes, viz. roots and tin suffixes], the verse proceeds
to describe the meaning of the sentences [composed of these
elements] with the half verse beginning with phale.

Notes. The verse will show the interrelation of morphemes by pointing
out which morpheme stands as a qualifier and which stands as

qualificand.

Page 4, lines 2-4.
[The meaning is that activity is predominant or qualificand] with
respect to the result, such as the becoming soft [of the food] etc.
The tin suffixes denote agent, object, number and time [which act
as qualifiers]. Of these the agent is a qualifier of the activity and
the object is a qualifier of the result. Number is a qualifier of the
agent, if an agential suffix [i.e. an active fin suffix] is used; it is a
qualifier of the object if an objective suffix [i.e. a passive tin
suffix] is used. This follows from the fact that these [meanings: on
the one hand number and on the other hand agent or object] are
denoted by a single suffix.
Notes. For ‘the agent,” ‘the activity’ etc. in the above passage, a
strictly logical statement would require ‘the meaning agent,” ‘the
meaning activity’ etc. The sense of the statement will be clear by the
following examples.
1) devadattah tandulam pacati: ‘Devadatta cooks rice.” This is
paraphrased as devadattabhinnaikakartrkas tandulabhinnakarmavrtti-
viklittyanukilo vyaparah: “an activity of which there is a single agent
not different from Devadatta, favourable to the becoming soft which
occurs in an object which is not different from rice.” Here the fragment
devadattakartrko vyaparah shows that the meaning agent qualifies the
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meaning activity. The fragment tandulabhinnakarmavrttiviklitty-
anukulah shows that the meaning object (rice) is the qualifier of the
meaning result. The phrase ekakartrkah shows that the meaning
number qualifies the meaning agent. 2) The semantic paraphrase of the
passive sentence fandulah pacyate ‘rice is cooked’ is tandulabhinnaika-
karmavrttiviklittyanukillo vyaparah “an activity favourable to the
becoming soft which occurs in a single object which is not different
from rice.” Here the expression eka-karma shows that the meaning
~ number qualifies the meaning object (rice) because the meaning ‘one’
and the meaning ‘object’ are denoted by the single passive suffix -fe.

Kaunda Bhatta’s phrase samanapratyayopattatvat indicates his
adherence to the Mimamsa doctrine of samanabhidhanasruti which
states that if [two meanings are directly denoted] by the same element
[of a word, as here by the verbal ending -te] then they must be
connected with each other.

Page 4, lines 4-5.
Thus, in order to have a verbal knowledge (bodha, also. =
‘semantic paraphrase’) in which a number as denoted by a tin
suffix stands as qualifier, it is necessary to have a presentment [to
the intellect of a notion] of agent or object derived from a tin
suffix standing as qualificand [to that number]. It is thus that the
cause-effect relation [between the presentment of a specific
meaning by a specific sememe and the knowledge of number] can
be successfully explained.

Notes. In the first compound the word number [samkhya] is used to

exclude time, which is also denoted by a tin suffix, but which is a

qualifier of the activity and not of the agent or object.

Again in the first compound, the word akhyatartha is used to exclude
the number denoted by the sup suffixes [case endings].

In the second compound, the word kartrkarma is used to exclude
time because time is also denoted by the tin suffixes, but it is not
construed with the number but with the activity. Again, in the second
compound, the word akhyatajanya is used to exclude the agent or the
object denoted by the krt suffixes.

Page 4, lines 6-9.

According to the Naiyayikas etc. the number denoted by a tin
suffix is construed with the meaning denoted by a word ending in
the nominative case, so the statement of cause-effect relation
[between presentment of specific meaning and the knowledge of
number] will be as follows. In order to have a verbal knowledge,
in which a number as denoted by a tin suffix stands as qualifier, it
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is necessary to have a presentment [to the intellect of a notion] of a
meaning derived from a word ending in the nominative case
[which meaning stands as qualificand to that number]. But [this
statement must be further qualified by saying that] it [viz. the
meaning denoted by the word ending in the nominative case] must
not stand as a qualifier to something else [in the same paraphrase],
because in such sentences as “her face looks like the moon” and
“having eaten, Devadatta walks away” the meaning ‘moon’ and
the meaning of the continuative are not construed with the
meanings denoted by the tin suffixes. Hence [it is seen that the
Naiyayika’s] analysis is over-complex.
Notes. The Naiyayikas claim that a number denoted by a tin suffix
must be construed with the meaning denoted by a word ending in the
nominative case. But this statement presents some difficulty, because in
such sentences as candra iva mukham drsyate and bhuktva vrajati
devadattah we have two words in each sentence ending in the
nominative: candrah and mukham in the first sentence, bhuktva and
devadattah in the second sentence. Note that according to Indian
grammatical theory the continuative suffix -tva involves elision of the
nominative case ending [cf. Pan. 2.4.82] and therefore bhuktva is
considered to be prathamanta = nominative. In the adduced sentences,
unless the Naiyayika qualifies his rule, the number denoted by the
verbs ‘looks’ (drsyate) and ‘goes’ (vrajati) will be construed with the
meaning moon and with the meaning of the continuative. This is not
desirable, because at this rate such sentences as candra iva mukhe
drsyate and caitramaitrau bhuktva vrajati would prove to be correct.
Accordingly, to preclude such cases, the Naiyayikas must insert into
their statement of cause-effect relation the phrase itaravisesanatva-
ghatita, which specifies the condition that the meaning of the
nominative must not stand as qualifier to something else. Now the
meaning moon acts as a qualifier to the notion of similarity expressed
by ‘like’ and the meaning of the continuative acts as a qualifier to the
action expressed by the verb ‘walks’. Hence, they do not fit the
amended statement. The meaning face and the meaning Devadatta on
the other hand, do fit the amended statement. They are the chief
qualificands according to the Naiyayikas (see Intro.) and hence they
are construed with the meaning number. The grammarian’s objection
to this analysis is that it requires a complex and heavy statement. The
grammarian’s statement on the other hand is simple, for the meaning
moon and the meaning of the continuative do not function as agent or
object denoted by the tin suffixes.
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Page 4, line 9.
This also proves that agent and object are denoted by the tin
suffixes, as is clearly explained in the Brhadbhusana.

Page 4, line 10.
Time [present etc.] is a qualifier of the activity.
Notes. The semantic paraphrase offered by the grammarians shows
clearly how time is construed by such collocations as vartamanakaliko
- vyaparah ‘an activity of present time’ etc. This makes it clear that the
notion of time is construed with that of the activity, as a qualifier of
that activity. :

Page 4, lines 10-12.

To explain more fully, in the rule vartamane Iat [Pap. 3.2.123]
the adhikara rule dhatoh [Pan. 3.1.91] is to be supplied. And that
[word, dhatoh] inasmuch as it implies ‘meaning of a root’
comprehends chiefly activity. Accordingly, it is w1th act1V1ty that
the meaning [time] is construed.

Notes. The mterpretatlon here of Pan. 3.2.123 is that of the Kasika. The
word vartamane is construed not with Jat but with dhatoh :
vartamanarthe vartamanad dhator lat pratyayo bhavati. “The suffix lat
is added to a root when the root is used in the sense of something
occurring in present time.” Thus, the word dhatoh, which is supplied
from 3.1.91, is taken to mean not simply ‘a root,” but ‘a root which
denotes by its predominant meaning an activity occurring in the
present.” Hence, the supplied word dhatoh: ‘to a root’ implies, or
literally, bespeaks activity; and since our interpretation of Panini’s sitra
takes dhatoh with vartamane we may infer that the meaning time is to

be construed with the meaning activity.

Page 4, lines 12-13.

It should not be argued that time like number should be
construed with the agent or object, because in that case, if an
agent [were to exist] after his activity had ceased, one might still
say ‘he cooks’ and one could not say ‘he cooked.” Similarly if an
agent were to exist before his activity began one could not say ‘he
will cook.’ '

Notes. If time is construed with the agent or object, then the idea of
past, present and future will depend upon the state of the agent or
object. As long as the agent or object exists the usage will be ‘he
cooks,” even if the activity has ceased or has not yet begun.
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Page 4,lines 14-15.
Neither is time to be construed with the result, because in that
case if activity were to exist before the result appeared, one could
not say ‘he cooks,” but one would have to say ‘he will cook.’

Page 4, lines 15-17.

It should not be argued [if time refers to activity with no
reference to result] one might then say ‘he is rising up’ with
reference to a man whose body is paralyzed by Amavata disease
simply from the fact that he is exerting an effort favourable to
rising. We reply that one would say no such thing, for one cannot
cognize another man’s effort [until one perceives the result in the
form of motion]. But if one did cognize it by the slightest amount
of motion one might say “He is rising up but from lack of power
fails to make it.” Such an expression accords with the general
understanding of people and we have no objection to it.

Page 4, lines 17-18.
In this way the meaning denoted by the tin suffixes is shown
always to be a qualifier and the meaning activity is primary.

Page 4, lines 18-20.

Though elsewhere it is observed that of the meanings denoted
by a base form and suffix, the meaning denoted by the suffix is
syntactically predominant [cf. previous notes], it is nevertheless
concluded that the activity denoted by a root is syntactically
predominant [over the meaning denoted by a tin suffix]. This is on
the authority of the Nirukta, which states that a verb presents the
meaning action as predominant and nouns present the meaning
substance as predominant, also on the authority of the
Mahabhasya, which, in connection with the rule bhuvadayo
(1.3.1.) indicates that action is predominant.

Notes. The Mahabhasya on 1.3.1 is an important passage, for Patafijali
there shows clearly his doctrine that one action can govern another
action. He furnishes the examples pacati bhavati (literally, ‘he cooks’
comes into being). What is meant by this example, according to
Patafijali, is that the action of cooking, of which ‘he’ is the agent, is an
action which is coming into being. Thus he says pacadayah kriya
bhavatikriyayah kartryo bhavanti. “The actions of cooking (in these
examples) are themselves the agents of the actions of coming into
being.” It would be therefore wrong to interpret pacati bhavati as ‘he
who cooks comes into being,” taking the agent of the first action to be
the agent of the second. This is why the sentence pacasi bhavati (you
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cook comes into being) is correct according to Patafijali, for the
agreement is not between the agents, which are accordingly expressed
by the second person and the third person respectively but between the
actions.

The pertinence of Patafijali’s remarks to Kaunda Bhatta’s argument
will now be clear. Such a sentence as pacasi bhavati shows that the
activity denoted by the root pac must be predominant over the agent
denoted by the tin suffix -si. Otherwise, pacasi could not be construed
with bhavati. ‘ »

The commentators quote the reading pacasi bhavati from the
Mahabhisya on 1.3.1 but this reading does not occur in the published
editions of the Mahabhasya. Instead of pacasi bhavati the published
editions read ‘bhavaty apaksit, bhavati paksyati.

Page 4, lines 20-21.

Moreover, if the meaning denoted by a tin suffix were taken as
predominant, then the meaning denoted by a word ending in the
nominative case would be predominant, since the meaning
denoted by the tin suffix is in syntactic agreement with Devadatta
etc. [which end in the nominative].

Notes. This, of course, is a conclusion which the Nyaya accepts (see
Introduction). Kaunda Bhatta now furnishes reasons for its rejection.

Notice that the word akhyata, which Yaska uses as a general term
for ‘verb’ (cf. page 4, line 19 above), is here used by Kaunda Bhatta
as a specific term meaning tin suffix.

Page 4, lines 22-27.

And this being the case the sentence pasya mrgo dhavati: “Look
the deer runs,” would not form one sentence, as it does on the
authority of Mahabhasya. The word mrgah (deer) ending in the
nominative case, which is the qualificand of the action of running,
would necessarily take the accusative case ending, since it would
be the object of the action of seeing. It is no help to say that in
that case [the tin suffix of dhavati] would be changed to a
participial suffix by Pan. 2.3.124 (see note following), for it
would still be impossible to get rid of the accusative, and the
sentence pasya mrgo dhavati would be impossible. And it should
not be argued that the word tam (it) may be supplied as object of
the verb pasya (‘look at’) for this would make two sentences out
of one. Furthermore, the original sentence intends to express a
specially vivid action of running as object of [the action of] seeing,
for which, if one supplies [the pronoun] there will be no
construction [between pasya and mrgo dhavati].
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Notes. pasya mrgo dhavati is another sentence like bhavati pacati (see
notes above), easily explainable by the grammarians who allow one
verb to govern another, but presenting difficulties to the Naiyayikas. If
the tin suffix is predominant then there should be construction between
the agent of dhavati, expressed by mrgah, and pasya. This construction
would require mrgah to be in the accusative case. In this event Panini’s
rule 3.2.124 would come into play. This rule states that when a verb is
in syntactic agreement with a noun of other than nominative case
(aprathama-samanadhikaranya) one must substitute the participial
suffixes Satr or §anac for the finite suffixes of the present (Jaf). Our
example would accordingly become pasya mrgo dhavantam. But we
must still change mrgo to mrgam: ‘See the running deer.” On the other
hand, if we supply an object for mrgo, thus, pasya tam mrgo dhavati,
we have split the sentence (vakyabhedadosa) and altered the meaning.

Page 4, lines 27-28; Page 5, line 1.

In this way the Naiyayika’s declaration that in order to have a
verbal knowledge, in which an activity is a qualifier, the
necessary course is a presentment [to the intellect of a notion]
derived from a word ending in the nominative case [as qualificand
to the activity or the effort] is unworthy of acceptance. Rather, the
correct view of the cause-effect relations is that in order to have a
verbal knowledge in which the meaning agent denoted by a tin
suffix stands as a qualifier, the necessary cause is a presentment
[to the intellect of the notion activity] derived from a verbal root,
this presentment subsisting [in its object, the activity] by a
container relation which is limited by activityness.

Notes. For the explanation of this passage, see Excursus 4.

Excursus 4. Page 5, line 1
Bodha, upasthiti, karanatavacchedakasambandha

Since a semantic paraphrase (§2bdabodha) is a complex entity it
will contain some meanings which are qualifiers and others which
are qualificands. It is useful to establish rules assigning status as
qualifier or qualificand to certain classes of constituents.This is
done by statements of cause-effect relation. Suppose, for
example, we have two classes of correlated meanings A and B
denoted by two classes of constituents A1 and B1 where A class
meaning is qualificand and B class meaning is qualifier. The
neogrammarians will then make the statement that “in order to
have a knowledge of B class meaning denoted by B1 constituent
the necessary cause is a presentment (upasthiti) to the intellect of
A class meaning denoted by A1 constituent.”

28



KAUNDA BHATTA ON THE MEANIG OF SANSKRIT VERBS (2)

Such cause-effect relations are of somewhat peculiar nature.
One is not to think of the cause as necessarily preceding or
producing the effect. Rather the cause is the simpler entity, and
more basic in that the effect is inconceivable without it. The way
in which the grammarians express this is to say that a given
upasthiti (presentment to the intellect) e.g. the notion of agent, is
the cause of or is necessary for a knowledge (bodha) which
possesses a given qualifier (prakara) e.g. singularity (ekatva).
Note that a knowledge which possesses singularity as its qualifier
can only be a knowledge of one.

From the sentence pacati : ‘he cooks’ the bodha (paraphrase or
knowledge) will be ekatvivacchinnakartrko viklittyanukulo
vartamanakaliko vyaparah : “an activity of present time favorable
to the becoming soft of food, of which activity the agent is
qualified by oneness.” Here the presentation to the intellect of the
notion agent conveyed by the tin suffix is the necessary cause of
the knowledge which possesses the qualifier oneness conveyed by
the tin suffix: akhyatarthaikatvaprakarakabodham prati tinartha-
kartrupasthitih hetuh.

To proceed further: Wherever we conceive of cause-effect
relation, we imply two other relations, the relation by which the
cause is connected with its substratum and the relation by which
the effect is connected with its substratum. Regularly the second
and third relation must be the same, or reciprocals of each other
for cause and effect to appear. Thus, the Naiyayikas say that the
potter's moulding stick is a cause of the pot through a relation of
contact (contact of stick with pot, contact of pot with stick,
relation of cause-effect between stick and pot). Here contact is
said to be the limiting relation of the causeness in stick and the
effecthood in pot (dandanisthakaranatavacchedakasambandhah
samyogah or ghatanisthakaryatvavacchedakasambandhah sam-
yogah).

For further examples see Ingalls, Materials, pp. 74-82.
Similarly there will be a limiting relation of the causeness in the
presentment with regard to a knowledge (bodha), that is, a
relation by standing in which and in no other relation the
presentment can be considered a cause of the knowledge.

To understand what this relation may be we must inquire how
the presentment and its effect, the knowledge, stand in their
substrata. This, however, depends on how we consider the
knowledge, for a knowledge has two different aspects. On the one
hand it is a concatenation of meanings related to objects in the
world. On the other hand, it is a quality supposed to inhere in the
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soul of the hearer. If we choose to consider the knowledge in its
first aspect we may say that the presentment and the
concatenation are copresent in [or co-related to] the world object
(visayanisthapratyasattya upasthitir bodhas ca vartete). This co-
presence in or co-relation to (pratyasatti) the object will be by
container-contained relation (visayata sambandha)!. Accordingly,
the limiting relation (avacchedakasambandha) of the causeness
(karanata) of the presentment (upasthiti), when it is a cause of the
knowledge, will be container-contained relation.

On the other hand, if we consider the knowledge in its second
aspect, as a quality inhering in the soul of the hearer, we may say
that the presentment and the knowledge are co-present in the soul
(atmanisthapratyasattya upasthitir bodhas ca vartete). This co-
presence in the soul will be by inherence (samavaya) and
inherence will be the limiting relation of the causeness in the
presentment, when it is a cause of the knowledge.

A further refinement may be noticed. It may happen that a
cause-effect relation can be established between a given
presentment and a knowledge with a given qualifier only when
the presentment is taken in one of its two possible senses. Thus the
presentment deriving from a verbal root, according to Kaunda
Bhatta, has both the sense of activity and result. It is only in the
sense of activity that Kaunda Bhatta will allow this presentment to
be the cause of a knowledge of agent. His method of restricting
the causal law is to say that such a presentment is a cause by a
limiting container-contained relation which is limited by
activityness (bhavanatvavacchinnataya karanam). This turn of
phrase is essentially the same as that noticed in Nyaya texts by
Ingalls, Materials, pp. 52-53. It rests on a convenient technique of
describing a relation as limited by the limitors of its terms. The
upasthiti in the cause under discussion can serve as cause only
when it is taken to mean activity (bhavana), in other words when
it is limited by activityness (bhavanatva). The double restriction is
expressed by saying that the limiting relation of its causeness is
limited by activityness.

1 See Ingalls, Marerials, p. 80. Such relations are regularly named from the second term of the
relation. Here the upasthiti (and the whole sabdabodha also) is visayin, the objects are visayas: the
upasthiti occurs in the objects by visayatdsambandha (lit., by a connection of objecthood of
objects to it). :
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Page 5, lines 2-3.

But in order to have a verbal knowledge, in which an activity
stands as a qualifier, the necessary cause may be a presentment of
the notion, in the form of an activity denoted by a verbal root [as a
qualificand to the other activity] just as well as it may be a
presentment of the notion [of the agent] derived from a krt suffix.
This statement fits such examples of sentences as “see the deer
runs,” and “he cooks comes into being.”

In simpler language an activity may qualify another activity just
as it may qualify the notion of agent etc. In pasya mrgo dhavati
the activity denoted by pasya qualifies the activity denoted by
dhavati, just as in paktr (a cook) the activity denoted by the root
pac qualifies the agent denoted by the suffix frc.

Page 5, lines 3-5. .

In this way from the [active] verb pacati, ‘he cooks,” we
understand the meaning ‘an activity, of which there is one
substratum [viz. an agent], favourable to the becoming soft [of
food],” and from the [passive] verb pacyate ‘is cooked,” we
understand the meaning ‘an activity favourable to the becoming
soft [of food] of which [becoming soft] there is one substratum [viz.
the object, food]. If a word such as devadatta is used, its meaning
will stand in a relation of non-difference [i.e. in syntactic
agreement] with such a meaning as agent denoted by the tin
suffix [of pacati].

Notes. Similarly, if the word tandulah (rice) is used, its meaning will
stand in syntactic agreement with the tin suffix of pacyate.

Page 5, lines 5-8.

Even in the sentence, ‘The pot perishes’ [the root refers to
activity as well as a result, for] we understand the meaning to be
an activity of which there is a substratum, non-different from the
pot, favourable to the result destruction. And that activity is the
combined presence (samavadhana) of the total requisite causes of
destruction with (visista) counterpositiveness [to the destruction of
pot]. That is why when such [an activity] in being [we say] ‘it
perishes,” when it has ended, [we say] ‘it has perished,” when it is
yet to come into being [we say] ‘it will perish.’

Notes. Kaunda Bhatta here puts forward the claim that the semantic
law ‘verbal roots denote activity and result’ holds good of intransitive
verbs as well as transitive. From a common-sense point of view, such
as that of the Nyaya, the claim is open to objection. A man raises a
stick and with it smashes an earthen pot. We say ghato nasyati, ‘the
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pot perishes.” Surely the activity is in the stick or the man; what is in
the pot is the result, destruction. Accordingly, the Naiyayikas say that
when analyzing intransitive verbs we must limit the meaning of the
verbal root to the result. Not so the grammarians as represented by
Kaunda Bhatta. According to the grammarians, activity (vyapara) need
not mean the initiating of movement by an agent; it can refer equally
well to the undergoing of a process or the being in a certain state. The
two conceptions are simply different ways of thinking of the same
facts. We may think of the destruction of the pot as a process, a
gradual dissolution of its component members (kramikavayava-
visarana) or we may think of it as a state of perishing. It is in
accordance with the latter manner of thinking that Kaunda Bhatta
defines the activity expressed by the root nas as he does. The definition
contains two parts. First there must be present the total requisite causes
of destruction; otherwise the pot might survive. Without further
specification the definition would be defective, for in a given case the
total requisite causes of destruction might be present in the stick, which
would allow us to say ‘yastir nasyati’ with the meaning ‘the pot
perishes.” Accordingly, the second part of the definition adds that these
causes must be in combined presence with ghata-nasa-pratiyogitva, a
property that can reside nowhere but in a pot previous to its final
destruction. To explain the name of this property: Where we speak of
an absence, e.g. absence of fire, the counterpositive (pratiyogin) of this
absence is fire. In fire there is said to reside the property
couterpositiveness (pratiyogitva) to absence of fire (vahnyabhava-
pirdpitapratiyogitva). Destruction (nasa) is equivalent to posterior
absence (dhvamsabhava). In any object about to be destroyed there
resides counterpositiveness to that particular posterior absence. The
combined presence of ghatanasa-samagri and ghatanasaniripita-
pratiyogitva can reside only in the pot about to be destroyed.

The activity in ghato nasyati then, consists in the state above
described, a state analyzable as the presence of two properties in
combination. The state is subject to temporal distinction: it is about to
occur, it occurs, it has occurred. By his phrase ata eva, ‘that is why...,’
Kaunda Bhatta hints that the Nyaya explanation would not allow of
these distinctions. If in ghato nasyati the root referred to a result only,
then it would never be possible to speak of this result in past time.
Destruction is for all time; it never ceases.

Kaunda Bhatta’s view of intransitive verbs is the view generally
accepted by the neogrammarians. Patafijali, on the other hand,
occasionally speaks of the meaning of intransitive verbs as being
bhava, where the word bhava is interpreted as result. At all events, no
ancient grammarian states that the root is denotative of the meaning
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result and activity. The old distinction between transitive and
intransitive is shifted by the neogrammarians from the meaning of roots
to the nature of syntax. A tramsitive construction, in the new theory, is
one where activity and result reside in different substrata; an
intransitive construction is one where both reside in the same
substratum.

Page 5, lines 8-9.

' In sentences such as ‘Devadatta knows,” ‘Devadatta wishes,’
etc. we understand the meaning to be ‘an activity of present time,
of which the substratum is non-different from Devadatta,
favourable to the result knowledge, desire etc.” And that activity
is ultimately nothing but the state of being a substratum. [Other
examples] should be understood in the above manner.

Notes. The commentator Bhairavamisra states that the passage is

directed against the Nyaya. The problem of the roots jfia, is etc. is

raised again, page 7, lines 4-6 below, where the commentators ascribe
to the pracina Nyaya the following theory. ‘Most tramsitive roots
denote both activity and result and all intransitive roots denote activity
only. Exceptions to this rule are the roots jfa, is, kr etc. These roots
although they are transitive denote no result.” The same theory is

ascribed by Gadadhara to the Pracina Nyaya (Vyutpattivada, pp. 207-

210) by which he means Udayana and GangeSa as opposed to

Raghunatha. '

In the same way the Naiyayikas held that in general tin suffixes
denote effort (krtih). However, the tin srffixes used with jiia, is, kr etc.
do not denote effort but denote simply the state of being a substratum
(asrayatva). To use Nyadya terminology, in the case of these roots the
primary meaning (Sakyartha) of a tin suffix is hindered (badhita),
being impossible, and we therefore understand the suffix in a
secondary sense (niridhalaksana), viz. as meaning asrayatva.

Our commentators do not tell us why the old Nyaya treated these
roots as exceptions. Two reasons, though, appear likely. Knowledge
(jianam), desire (iccha) and effort (krti) are among the special
qualities inhering in the soul (atmasamavetavisesagunah). The soul is
not affected by these qualities as a pot is affected by heat etc. No
observable physical result ensues from these activities. Second, the
Nyaya regards effort (krti) as necessary to produce a result. But
knowing cannot be preceded by effort; rather it precedes effort. I
remember an old verse to this effect, the origin of which I have been
unable to trace:

JjAanajanya bhaved iccha, icchajanya bhaved krtih,
krtijanya bhavet cesta, cestajanya bhaved kriya.
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Kaunda Bhatta also treats the roots jiia and is (but not kr) in a special
mannper, which differs from the Nyaya theory more verbally than in
content. The meaning activity denoted by these roots, according to
Kaunda Bhatta, is ultimately nothing more than asrayatva. But Kaunda
Bhatta insists that this is still an activity. Janati refers to two notions,
one of which is an activity, the other a result. The state of the soul as
substratum of the quality knowledge is an activity. Knowledge (jfiana)
is likewise a container, holding within itself by container-contained
relation the true nature of objects which are its contents. Knowledge as
containing its objects is a result. In simple words, by the soul’s coming
to possess knowledge, it gains as a result knowledge of objects.

It remains only to explain how the soul’s coming to possess
knowledge can be regarded as an activity. It may be regarded as an
activity qua process. In analyzing the process the grammarians follow
Nyaya epistemology. The process consists of contact of sense organ and
object, contact of sense organ and mind, contact of mind and soul.

Page 5, lines 10-11.

[Introduction to Verse 3.] Now, it might be objected that if the
tin suffixes are denotative of the meanings agent and object, then
both meanings might be understood in the verb ‘cooks,” [not at
one time, of course, but] just as the single meaning object might
be understood [the next time]. To meet this objection the author
gives the semantic criteria [for judging which meaning is to be
understood in each instance] in the following verse. :

Notes. The phrase ubhayabodhapatti: ‘both meaning might be
understood,” needs qualification. It would be impossible to understand
both meanings at one time because of the rule sakrd uccaritah sabdah
sakrd evartham gamayati ‘a word used once transmits but one
meaning.” Accordingly, the qualification shows that both meanings
could be understood in the course of two occurrences of the word.

Page 5, lines 10-11.

3. Of the meanings activity and result the suffixes tan, yak, cin,
etc. reveal the substratum to be construed with a result [i.e. these
suffixes reveal the sense of object], and the suffixes $ap, $nam,
etc. reveal the substratum to be construed with an activity [i.e.
these suffixes reveal the sense of agent].

Notes. Suffix tan: the finite endings of the middle voice, from ta to
mahin. Panini assigns them the meanings bhava and karman. 1.3.13.

Suffix yak: accented -ya, the suffix which forms the passive,
assigned the meaning bhava and karman by Pan. 3.1.67.
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Suffix cip: The suffix i of the third person passive of the aorist,
assigned the meanings bhava and karman by Pan. 3.1.66.

Suffix Sap: The present stem formant, unaccented a in verbs of the
first conjugation (bhi class). This is indirectly assigned the meaning
agent by Pan. 3.1.68.

Suffix snam. The present stem formant. This takes the place of Sap
after roots of the seventh conjugation (rudh class), according to Pan.
3.1.78. The other substitutes for sap could, of course, be added.

‘Reveal’ (dyotayanti): Suffixes such as $ap and yak have no
denotative force (abhidhasakti). When Panini says kartari $ap (3.1.68)
this is interpreted by the Kasika to mean ‘Sap is to be suffixed to the
root when the root is followed by a sarvadhatuka suffix denoting
agent’ (kartrvacini sarvadhatuke paratah dhatoh Sap pratyayo bhavati).
What suffixes such as sap and yak do is to reveal the agency or
objecthood which is denoted by the suffixes which follow them.Where
an.-ultimate suffix bears more than one denotation, as for example -te
which denotes agency in bhasate but objecthood in hanyate, the Sap
and yak suffixes reveal which of the two denotations is present.

Page 5, lines 14-16.

The tan suffixes etc. reveal the substratum to be construed with
the result. The substratum when construed with a result is the
object [of a verb], therefore revealing such (a substratum) means
revealing the sense of object. The substratum of an activity is an
agent, therefore, revealing such (a substratum) means revealing
the sense of agent. This is the total meaning [of the verse].
‘Reveal’ means ‘help us to judge the specific meaning.’

Page 5, lines 17-23. :

[Introduction to Verse 4.] objection: the rule [that the cin and
yak suffixes reveal the sense of object] is violated by the
following examples: kramad amum narada ity abodhi sah, ‘finally
he knew him to be Narada,” and pacyate odanah svayam eva,
‘the rice cooks of itself” etc. [The second example violates the
rule] because when it is intended to designate an object as an
agent and when the personal endings therefore have an active
sense, since the suffixes such as yak, middle endings, cin suffix,
cinvat operations, and augment if are transferred [from passive to
active] by the rule implying this transfer, viz. ‘karmavat karmana
tulyakriyah,” even if the suffixes yak etc. are employed we
[nevertheless] understand [from them] the meaning agent,
whereby the substratum is construed with an activity. [The first
example violates the rule] because abodhi is formed in the

35



S.D.JOSHI

following way. The active aorist [luzn] is added to the root budh of
the fourth conjugation, then [the sigmatic suffix cli is replaced by]
the cin suffix according to Pan. 3.1.61: dipajanabudha. [The
ending fa of the third person] is then elided by Pan. 6.4.104: cino
Iuk. To meet these objections the author adds [the following
versel.

Notes. The substance of the objection is that we sometimes find

typically passive suffixes used when the sense is active. Kaunda Bhatta

gives two examples.

The first example is taken from Magha, Sisupalavadha 1.3. In it the
verb abodhi is used. Usually forms with this suffix (-i, technically
called cin) are aorist passive. However, Panini allows the suffix
optionally as an active aorist suffix after the six roots dip, jan, budh,
puri (= pur to fill), tay (to stretch), pyay (3.1.61). The form abodhi is
thus an optional substitute for abuddha and when so used, cin reveals
an agent and the substratum is connected with action.

The second objection arises from the reflexive-passive construction
and this requires a longer explanation.

It will be remembered that the action of cooking is considered to
consist of many different activities, e.g. setting fire under the pot,
fanning the fire, putting the rice in the pot, taking down the pot etc.
Many factors (karakas) are engaged in one way or another with these
activities: Devadatta, the rice, the fuel, the pot etc. The ways in which
they are engaged are not only as agent (karta) and object (karma) but
as instrument (karana), locus (adhikarana) etc. All these karakas help
to bring about the final result, namely the softness of the food.

Among the factors the agent is distinguished by his independence. He
acts independently and the rest of the factors depend upon him for
their attainment of the result. Here independence is not to be taken as a
designation of precisely definable fact, but as a designation of what
seems to the speaker to be independent or important in a given context.
Thus, while the primary agent in pacati is the human cook, a speaker
may transfer the conception of agent to any one of the other factors
when context or his desire for emphasis so demands. Thus, when he
sees Devadatta pour water in the pot, the speaker will say ‘Devadatta
cooks,” but when he sees the fire burning brightly under the pot he
may say °‘the fire is cooking the rice.” Here agency has been
transferred to what is primarily an instrument, and the construction is
called karanakartari, ‘where the agent is what is primarily an
instrument.” Similarly, when one says ‘the pot is cooking,” the
construction is called adhikarapakartari, ‘where the agent is what is
primarily a locus.” Such constructions are used when one wishes to
point out that one of the karakas performs its activity, its part in
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bringing about the final result, particularly well, so well that it seems
to be acting independently. One should note that dative and ablative
karakas cannot enter such construction. Thus, we cannot express any
aspect of what is referred to by ‘he gets angry at Rama,” Ramaya
krudhyati, by saying ‘Rama gets angry,” Ramah krudhyati; nor can we
change mountain in ‘He falls from the mountain’ into an agent.

However, it is possible in connection with some verbal roots to
transfer agency to the object. This is called the reflexive passive
(karmakartari) construction. We may say ‘the rice is cooking,” or ‘the
rice is cooking by itself” to express the fact that it is cooking easily, as
though it were in no need of a human agent. This usage is permitted
only in the case of those verbs which express an action which produces
a visible result in its object. Thus, one cannot use it with such verbs as
‘see’ or ‘know’ etc.

The karmakartari (reflexive passive) construction differs gram-
matically from karapakartari and adhikaranakartari, where active
suffixes are used, by the requirement of passive suffixes. Pan. 3.1.87:
karmavat karmana tulyakriyah says, “[An agent] whose action is the
same as [the action seen to occur in or to produce a result in] an object .
is [treated grammatically] like an object.” When we say ‘the rice
cooks’ the action of cooking is the same action that produces the
transformation in the rice as an object. Hence, the agent here is treated
like an object and takes a verb with passive endings. One says ‘odanah
pacyate svayam eva’ not ‘odanah pacati svayam eva.’

The above rule of Panini is an atidesa, that is, a rule implying a
number of other operations. If the reflexive agent is to be treated
karmavat ‘like an object,” all the operations that take place in the case
of passive verbs will take place in the verb with which it is connected.

These operations are:

i) yak: Pan. 1.3.13; 3.1.67. See note on page 5, lines 12-13 above.

ii) cin: Pan. 3.1.66; 6.4.104. See note on page 3, lines 12-13 above.

iii) cinvat: The modifications occasioned by the advent of suffix cin.
These are such as vrddhi of a root ending in a vowel (Pan. 1.2.115) e.g.
anayi, and the insertion of y (yuk) after a root ending in 4 (Pan.
7.3.33), e.g. adhayi.

iv) it: Pan. 6.4.62: The union vowel that is prefixed to the personal
endings of the optional forms of middle and passive futures, aorists,
etc. from roots ending in a vowel as well as from the roots han, grah,
and drs, e.g. the second vowel in grahisyate and the third vowel in
agrahisatam, alternative forms for grahisyate and agrahisatam.

All these elements: middle endings, yak, cin, cinvat and it which
usually reveal a passive sense, reveal an active sense in the case of the
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passive reflexive construction. Hence Kaunda Bhatta’s rule is violated.
He therefore amends it in the following verse.

Page 5, lines 24-25. _
Verse 4. This is a general rule, because the reverse is seen in
the case of the reflexive passive etc. Therefore what is revealed
(by the suffixes) should be understood according to what is
appropriate and according to [grammatical] rule.

Page 5, lines 26-28; page 6, lines 1-2.
“In the case of the reflexive passive” etc. e.g. in the case of such
examples as ‘the rice cooks of itself” etc. Here we understand the
meaning to be ‘an activity of which there is a single substratum
non-different from rice, this activity being favourable to [the
result] cooking.” The word et cetera (adi) refers to such examples
as “gradually be knew him to be Narada.” Here we understand
the meaning to be ‘an activity in the past, of which there is a
substratum non-different from Krsna, this activity being
favourable to the [result] knowledge of which the object is a single
person, Narada, this activity being preceded by general and [then]
by particular knowledge.” “According to what is appropriate”
means that cin, yak, etc., reveal the meaning object when they
are prescribed by rules that are common to the impersonal passive
and are pronounced in juxtaposition with transitive verbs.
Notes. “Being preceded first by general and then by particular
knowledge”. The reason for this gloss on kramat (gradually) will be
clear from a reading of the whole verse (Sisupalavadha 1.3) from
which the example is taken.
Cayas tvisam ity avadharitam pura
tatah Saririti vibhavitakrtim
vapur vibhaktavayavam puman iti
kramad amum narada ity abodhi sah
Him, who was first grasped as a mass of light;
Who, when his shape was described, was known to be an
embodied being;
Who, when the parts of his figure were distinguished, was known
to be a man;
Him he [Krsna] finally knew to be Narada.

“The suffixes cip yak etc’: Here the siddhantin answers the objections
of the purvapaksin. The suffixes cin and yak are prescribed by many
rules. The cin suffix in abodhi is pronounced in juxtaposition with a
transitive root, but the rule which prescribes the suffix is not common
to the impersonal passive, for Pan. 3.1.61 dipajana etc. prescribes the
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suffix cin specifically for the active. The yak suffix in pacyate odanah
svayam eva is prescribed by a rule which is common to the impersonal
passive (by Pan. 3.1.67). One may form either pacyate odanah or
devadattena sthiyate, but it is not pronounced in juxtaposition with a
transitive root. In the reflexive passive roots become intransitive.

Page 6, lines 3-5. :
[Introduction to Verse 5.] In this way having described the
meaning of sentences [i.e. the interrelation of morphemes] with
proper reasoning, in accordance with the maxim of the needle and
the frying pan the author now establishes the thesis which he
proposed in the opening verse, namely that a root denotes activity,
in opposition to the followers of the Prabhakara school etc., who
state that a root does not denote productive operation (i.e. action).
Notes. Siicikatahanyaya: The maxim refers to the doing of an easier
task before a more difficult one, as when a blacksmith, being asked to
make a needle and a frying pan, first makes the needle.
Ladadyante: This is a bahuvrihi compound, lit., ‘that which possesses
a Jat suffix etc. for ending.” The meaning is simply ‘verbal root,” for
the bahuvrihi is to be understood as an atadguna-samvijiiana. A
tadgunasamvijiiana bahuvrihi is one where the expressed constituents
of the bahuvrihi must be present together with the object characterized
thereby; e.g. when one says sumukhim anaya: ‘bring her-of-the-
beautiful-face;’ the speaker here expects to see the beautiful face
brought as well as the girl. An atadgunasamvijiiana bahuvrihi is one
where this is not the case, e.g. when one says citragum anaya: ‘bring
him-of-the-speckled-cattle;” the speaker here does not expect the
speckled cattle to be brought with the owner. Thus, ladadyanta, ‘that
which possesses a lat suffix etc. for ending’ means the root alone and
not the root plus the lat ending.

Page 6, lines 6-7.

Verse 5. Activity (vyapara) is a productive operation (bhavana):
this is the same as a bringing into being (utpadana) and is the
same as action (kriya); for the meaning effort [which stands for a
result] will not do since [roots such as] krii would be intransitive.

Notes. I supply the words in brackets to make the meaning of the
verse accord with Kaunda Bhatta’s first interpretation. This
interpretation understands the whole verse to be directed against the
Prabhakara school of Mimamsa, which held that verbal roots denote
only result.

The interpretation fits the first half of the verse well enough, but
requires considerable supplementation for the second half. Kaunda
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Bhatta’s second interpretation, which is simpler, may be understood by
dropping the words of translation included in brackets. In the second
interpretation krfi is taken to mean simply the root krfl, not as
indicating all roots, and yatna is not taken to represent result but an
activity. The second interpretation considers the first half of the verse
to be directed against the Prabhakara school, and the second half
against those Naiyayikas who claimed that all roots or at least some
roots are denotative of action only. For the opinion that all roots denote
action only cf. Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani page 830, where this opinion
is ascribed to the Ratnakosa. That the roots jiia, yat, etc. denote action
only and not result was the common opinion of the Nyaya prior to
Raghunatha. Raghunatha agrees with the Grammarians’ theory that
roots are denotative of both result and activity [Raghunatha,
Akhyatasaktivada page 127].

Page 6, lines 8-9. ,
The sense is that since the verb ‘cooks’ may be explained by
the phrase ‘brings into being a [result, namely] cooking,” a
productive operation favourable to cooking,” ‘a bringing into
being of cooking,’ [the verb ‘cooks’] which is hereby explained
must have the denotation [of the words which explain it].
Notes. The argument shows the interchangeability of the terms
‘productive operation,” ‘bringing into being’ etc. Note that all these
terms are of wider extension than‘effort.” Effort can be predicted only
of sentient beings. Accordingly, all cases of effort are cases of activity
etc., but not vice versa. This is emphasized by Kaunda Bhatta in what
follows. :

Page 6, lines 9-10.

The word activity is used [in the verse] to suggest the fact that
such concepts as blowing, even when they are not efforts, have
their denotedness limited by (the abstractions of these concepts,
viz.) blowingness, etc.

Notes. The argument here raised is one that the grammarians usually
carried on against the Nyaya. It is here raised against the Mimamsa,
several of whose teachers held that productive operation is equivalent
to effort (yatna, krti etc.); cf. Mandada Misra, Bhavanaviveka - p.167
ff. and Somesvara on Tantravartika 2.1.1, pp. 576 ff. Others, like
Parthasarathi Misra allowed bhavana to equal vyapara; cf. Sastradipika
on Jaimini 2.1.1, p.102 £.

For the explanation ‘denotedness limited by ...." see note on page 2
lines 21-24. In less technical words, if one calls blowing an effort
rather than activity, the area of denotation within which the force of ‘to

b

40



KAUNDA BHATTA ON THE MEANIG OF SANSKRIT VERBS (2)

blow’ must fall will be included in the area within which the word
applies. The advantage here is that effort is considered by the Nyaya to
be a quality, and accordingly effortness (yatnatva, krtitva) is a single
generic character which may reside by inherence in many substrata.
By using this as the limitor of the denotedness of all verbs (actually the
Nyaya would say ‘of the denotedness to tin suffixes connected with all
verbs’) one can give a unitary explanation of the meaning of verbs.
The disadvantage, however, is great. Such a verb as ‘to blow’ can now
be used in its full denotative sense only with subjects who are sentient
beings. Efforts, according to the Nyaya, is a quality which resides in a
soul. Apparently, then, a bellows cannot blow, at least not in the
primary sense of the word. The grammarians, therefore, take a
different view and choose a different limitor. They say that roots
denote an activity (as well as result). But since activity is neither
substance, quality, nor exactly motion, there can be no. generic
character activityness to inhere in many substrata nor to limit the
denotedness to many verbal roots. Each verbal root, then, will have a
different limitor of the denotedness it describes: ‘to blow’ will have
blowingness, ‘to cook’ will have cookingness etc. As Kaunda Bhatta
proceeds to say, this may be complicated but it is no worse than the
theory it escapes from.

Page 6, lines 10-11.

And that is why when the verb ‘pacati’ is used every one
understands [an activity in one or another form] such as placing
fire beneath [the pot], blowing [on the fire], placing the pot on the
stove, effort etc.

Page 6, lines 11-14.

It should not be objected that it is complicated to assume such
properties as limitors of the denotedness, and that one should
accordingly take effortness as the limitor; [furthermore that] the
Naiyayika’s method is quite proper according to which activityness
is taken by implication to be the chief qualifier of the verbal
knowledge in such (special) cases as ‘a car goes’, ‘he knows’ etc.
Because the limitor of the denotedness may be a complex
property just as well as the limitor of the implicatedness there is
no basis for differentiating the two cases.

Notes. The Naiyayika’s object to setting up a separate limitor in the
case of each verb. They resort to the notion of activity, substratum etc.
instead of effort only when forced to do so; e.g. activity in explaining
sentences with non-sentient subjects ‘a car goes,” ‘a bellows blows’,
substratum in explaining the verbs jiia, is, yat ctc. In these cases the
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Naiyayikas still preserve their unitary explanation of verbal meaning.
The denotedness described by ‘goes’ is still limited by effortness. But
in such a sentence as ‘a car goes’ the hearer passes over the denoted
meaning as being impossible (badhita) and understands by implication
(Jaksanaya) a secondary meaning. It is only as limitors of
implicatedness, not of denotedness that the Naiyayika will make use of
such multiple properties as blowingness, goingness etc. To this Kaunda
Bhatta replies that we may as well admit complexity at the outset, in
setting up limitors of denotedness, as admit it later.

Page 6, lines 14-16.

It should not be argued that effort is the meaning (and is)
denoted by the tin suffixes from the fact that ‘cooks’ is explained
by ‘makes a cooking’ and effort is the meaning of ‘makes’ in the
explanation. Because one cannot establish effort to be the meaning
of the verb ‘make’ since we have such uses as ‘a chariot makes a
motion’, a ‘sprout is made by a seed etc.’

Page 6, lines 17-18.

Furthermore, if productive operation were not denoted (by a
root), then in the sentence ‘ghato bhavati,” ‘the pot comes into
being,” the accusative case ending would be (added to the word
ghata) as it is added in the sentence gbatam bhavayati, ‘he brings
the pot into being.’

Notes. The argument here is against the Prabhakara view that the root
denotes result. Kaunda Bhatta insists that that it must denote productive
operation (= activity, etc.) because the definition of object, by which
the use of the accusative case is regulated, requires such a denotation.
According to the grammarians the object of a verb (Karmma-Karaka)
may be defined as ‘x such that x is the substratum of a result and x is
not the substratum of the activity which is denoted by the verbal root
and which gives rise to this result’: phalajanakadhatvarthavyapara-
vyadhikarana-phalasrayatva. This definition applies to the word ghata
in the sentence ghatam bhavayati, ‘he brings the pot into being,” but
not in the sentence ghato bhavati: ‘the pot comes into being.” In the
latter case, pot is the substratum of the forbidden activity as well as the
stipulated result. Now, if the Prabhakaras claim that verbal roots
denote only result, the definition of the object of a verb will be merely
‘that which is the substratum of the result denoted by the verbal root’:
dhatvarthaphalasrayatva. The word ghata in both the above sentences
fits this definition.
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Page 6, lines 18-21.

You cannot explain the failure to use the accusative case ending
by saying that the pot is here an agent and that the designation
agent prevails over the designation object. Because by your theory
it is impossible to define the subsuming (universal, viz) agenthood
and accordingly the pot cannot be called an agent. [If you define
agenthood as] the substratum of effort or of the efficient force
which stimulates the whole circle of karakas, then it will not be
applicable to the pot etc. [If you define agenthood] as the
substratum of activity favourable to the result denoted by the root
then it will be too extensive and will apply to all the karakas.

Notes. The Mimamsakas try to overcome their difficulty by declaring
that although the pot would be an object in the sentence ghato bhavati
still the designation agent prevails over the designation object and
hence ghata is not used in the accusative. The grammarians, however,
object to this by pointing out that the Mimamsakas cannot define the
term agent adequately. According to the grammarians ‘agenthood’ is
defined as dhatvarthavyaparasrayatva: ‘that which is the substratum of
an activity denoted by a root.” In the sentence devattah kasthaih
sthalyam odanam pacati: ‘Devadatta cooks rice in the pot by means of
fuel,” the root denotes the activity primarily belonging to the agent,
and does not denote, although in another context it might do so, the
activities belonging to the karakas. For the term karaka, see note on
page 5 lines 17-23. The Mimamsakas cannot define the term agent in
this way because according to them an activity is not denoted by a root.
If they define agent as that which is the substratum of effort then it
would be too narrow, since it would not be applicable to a non-sentient
entity like a pot. If they define agent as that which stimulates the
whole circle of karakas it will still be too narrow because non-sentient
entities cannot stimulate the other karakas. If the Mimamsakas define
agent as that which is the substratum of an activity favourable to the
production of a result denoted by a root (dhatvarthanukula-
vyaparasrayatva) then this would be too extensive, for it would be
applicable to all the karakas. All the karakas, such as rice, fuel, pot,
etc. possess activities which help in one way or another to bring out the
final result.

Page 6, lines 21-24.
And further, if productive operation (activity) is not denoted [by
a root] then the division of roots into transitive and intransitive
would be destroyed. The definition of a transitive root is either ‘x
such that x denotes an activity which has a locus other than the
locus of the result denoted by x’ or ‘x such that x denotes a result
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which has a locus other than the locus of the activity denoted by
x’. But such definitions are impossible unless a root denotes
productive operation [=activity].

Page 6, lines 24-25.

It cannot be argued that being such [i.e. being a transitive root]
means being any one [of the roots belonging to the list of transitive
verbs] because one and the same root is seen to be both transitive
and intransitive according to difference of its meaning.

Notes. The Mimamsakas are willing to give up a semantic definition of

the terms transitive and intransitive. The mere list of transitive roots
may suffice to distinguish transitive from intransitive. The grammarians
say that a semantic definition cannot be avoided, because one and the
same root is seen to be both transitive and intransitive. The root vah
when it means ‘to carry or fetch’ is transitive; e.g. bharam skandhena
vahati: ‘he carries the load on his shoulder.’But when the root vah
means ‘to blow,” it is intransitive, e.g. maruto mandam vahati ‘the
wind blows gently.” Now, if the root vah is listed in the group of
transitive roots then it could not be intransitive when it means ‘to
blow.’

Page 6, lines 25-26; Page 7, lines 1-3.

It is with this in mind that [the author of the verse] says “krii
[would be intransitive]” etc. The idea is this: If it is assumed that
an activity is not denoted by a root then it follows that a root
denotes a result only.

In the same way, if one understands the meaning effort in such
a sentence as ‘he makes,” one must accept just that much [i.e.
effort alone] as the denoted meaning of the root. Thus, there will
be no difference in denotation between the effort which stands for
result [in the root kri] and the root yat [which is always
intransitive], and thus it will be hard to deny that the root [krii] is
intransitive. Thus, where the verse says “for the meaning effort
will not do,” we are to understand “effort as standing for result.”
[Similarly] the mention of krii is to be taken as standing for all
roots. The idea is that either all roots would be transitive or all
would be intransitive.

Notes. As regards the second half of the verse, the interpretation is
open to various objections, which the commentators furnish in great
detail. The most important is that the arguments against ‘effort’ as a
verbal meaning are most naturally to be taken as directed against the
Nyaya rather than against the Mimamsa. But the foregoing
interpretation carries no weight against the Nyaya, for the Nyaya does
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not limit verbal meaning to result. Kaunda Bhatta now furnishes a
second interpretation of the second half of the verse.

‘Page 7, lines 4-6.

Or [one may interpret the verse as follows]: Having proved in
the first half of the verse that activity is denoted meaning (of
verbal roots), the author goes on to prove the same of result. [In
so doing] he criticizes the theory held by the Naiyayikas that the
denoted meanings of the roots jia and krii are action only in the
form of knowledge and effort respectively.

Notes. Phalamsasya: Lit, of the portion [of the double denotation, action
and result, viz.] result. For the Nyaya theory here referred to see notes
on page 5 line 9.

Page 7, lines 6-10.

The idea is this. If result is not part of the denoted meaning of
the root, then activity alone would be the denoted meaning.
Hereby its transitiveness would be destroyed, for this is definable
as ‘being an x such that x denotes an activity which has a locus
other than the locus of the result denoted by x.” When the
Naiyayika says that the transitive usc of krii is by the secondary
function of the word [i.e. by indication and not by denotation] he
says wrong because if the use were by the secondary function it
would be impossible to use the passive voice. [In the phrase ‘a
village on the Ganges’] we may admit that the Ganges is used in a
secondary sense to mean the bank of the Ganges but this does not
mean one can bathe in [the ‘Ganges’ taken in this sense]. Thus,
according to this second interpretation of the verse], the phrase
“effort will not do” refers to effort alone [i.e. the meaning effort
as an action without any result].

Notes: - Sakarmakatvavyavaharo bhaktah See Raghunatha, Akyhata-
Saktivada, page 212. '

Page 7, lines 11-13.
[Introduction to Verse 6.] Accordingly, [the author of the verse]
says:
Verse 6. Rather, [the roots krii etc. denote] a bringing into being
and nothing less [than that i.e. not an activity alone nor a result
alone]. It is therefore that the operations yak etc. [prescribed by
the rule] karmavat (Pan. 3.1.87) also [take place] in the reflexive
passive construction. Otherwise they would not take place, as they
do not in the case of the root drs.

Notes. “also” (api): as well as in the normal passive construction.
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Page 7, lines 14-20.
“A bringing into being”: The sense is that the meaning of the

root krii is effort etc. combined with a result in the form of a
coming into being. [The author of the verse now] furnishes one
more reason to prove that result is a denoted meaning (of roots),
saying “it is therefore etc.” He means “since effort alone will not
do as a meaning of krii, therefore etc.” The words karmavat syat
(in the verse) refer to the rule karmvat karmana tulyakriyah
(3.1.87). The sense is as follows. Because the root krii means a
bringing into being, it follows that the suffixes yak etc. can be
used in such sentences as kriyate ghatah svayam eva: ‘the pot
makes itself,” just as it can be in the sentence pacyate odanah
svayam eva: ‘the rice cooks by itself.” Otherwise, [if krfi meant
effort only and not an activity and a result] this would not be the
case, for effort does not reside in the object, [and the case would
be] like [that of the root] drs. Just as one cannot say the pot sees
by itself since [neither the activity nor the result of] seeing occurs
in the pot, just so [in the case of ‘the pot makes itself,” since]
effort [does not occur in the pot], such a usage would be
impossible.

Notes. For the reflexive passive construction see notes on page 5 lines

17-23. This construction is permitted only with karmasthabhavaka

roots, that is, roots whose denoted results are visible in their objects. If

we deny to root krfi the denotation of result it will be impossible to use

it in such a construction.

Page 7, lines 21-23.

[Introduction to Verse 7.] Now an objection may be raised. Just
as [a denotation of result is allowed to] krfi, a denotation of result,
namely ‘the breaking of the veil which encompasses the object’
must be allowed to jiia ‘to know.” Otherwise, it would not be a
transitive root. And thus why can we not say ‘the pot knows by
itself” [i.e. ‘is known’] or ‘the village goes by itself*? Hdvmg this
objection in mind [the author of the verse] says:

Page 7, lines 24-25.

Verse 7. We may say that the operations prescribed by the rule
[karmavat karmana tulyakriyah, Pan. 3.1.87, take place] when the
object is producible or modifiable [by the action of agent] and not
when the object is simply attainable. This is the established
conclusion.

Notes. For the interpretation of Pan. 3.1.87, see notes on page 5, lines
17-23. The specification ‘producible’ is taken by the commentators to
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fit asatkaryavada and satkaryavada. For the latter, ‘producible’ is to be
understood as ‘capable of being brought into manifestation.’

Page 7, lines 26-30.

An object which is chiefly sought [and therefore expressed by
the accusative case, Pan. 1.4.49; 2.3.2] is of three sorts:
producible, modifiable and attainable. In the case of the first two
operations prescribed by the rule ‘karmavat karmana tulyakriyah
take place and not in the case of the last. It will be mentioned in
the chapter Subarthanirnaya that attainability of an object means
non-apprehensibility of a change brought about in the object by
the action of the agent. By looking at an object [a pot or village]
one cannot apprehend that “this pot has been seen by someone,”
“this village has been visited by someone.” But in the case of a
producible object, as where some one makes a pot, and in the case
of a modifiable object, as where someone extracts soma juice, it is
possible to know this. Thus, such objects are not attainable. And
thus the pot etc. in respect to the action of seeing etc. are objects
which are attainable only. So there is no fault, such as was
suggested above, of unwarranted extension [of the operations
prescribed by the karmavat rule Pan. 3.1.87].

Page 8, lines 1-2.

If verbal roots did not denote result [as well as action] then the roots
gam and tyaj would be synonymous, for they denote the very same
action. Even if it be explained that the [particular] result is [a meaning]
to be inferred [from the particular circumstances] one must say that the
objection remains, for the very same action produces disjunction from
the preceding place and conjunction with the following place.

Notes. This is directed against those Naiyayikas who maintain that
verbal roots denote activity only. Cf. Raghunatha, Akhyatasaktivada
page 114.

According to the grammarians the distinction between gam (to go)
and tyaj (to leave) lies only in their denoted results, not in their
denoted activities. Gam means uttaradesasamyoganukillaspanda-
vyaparah: ‘an activity in the form of motion favourable to a
conjunction with a consequent point’, whereas tyaj means
purvadesavibhaganukiila-spandavyaparah: ‘an activity in the form of
motion favourable to a disjunction from a precedent point.” It will be
seen that the denoted activity is the same in both instances.

The Naiyayikas who denied to verbal roots the denotation of result
explained such cases as follows. While the root’s denotation is activity
only, they said, its meaning in the broadest sense may envisage result.
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The result which is denoted by the accusative case ending conditions
the meaning of the root, so that one may say that the meaning of gam
when in juxtaposition with an accusative implies (uplaksayati) a result
different from the result implied under comparable circumstances by
tyaj. _

Kaunda Bhatta’s objection to this argument is persusasive. The
sentences ‘Devadatta goes’ and ‘Devadatta leaves’ will be
synonymous. The meaning of these collocations can be distinguished
only when an accusative is added. Thus, an identical action would lead
to different results: in the one case to conjunction with a consequent
point, in the other to disjunction from a precedent point.

Page 8, lines 3-5.

Therefore it is necessary to assume that the transitive roots
denote result. In the case of intransitive roots the matter is beyond
dispute. Further [evidence, if such were needed, is supplied by
the Dhatupatha when we find] bhii (to be) listed in the sense of
existence. This also is why the Bhasya is justified in stating that
the root pac has two meanings.

Notes. “In the case of intransitive roots”: Here the Naiyayika
explanation that a root may imply result, its meaning being conditioned
by an accusative, obviously will not work. Intransitive roots take no
accusative.

“By the Dhatupatha™ The meanings assigned to roots by the
Dhatupatha are regularly the result-denotations rather than activity-
denotations. This is because a root may denote many different activities
all of which lead to the same result; e.g. the root pac denotes the
activities of putting the pot on the fire, blowing the fire, putting rice in
the pot etc. It would be a practical impossibility to list all these
activities. The result-denotations are not so numerous and so are chosen
for listing. These lists, of course, could not have been made if verbal
roots did not denote resuit.

“In saying that pac has two meanings”: On the rule kartur
ipsitatamam karma (Pan. 1.4.49) Pataiijali raises the question whether
the usage tandulan odanam pacati or the usage tandulanam odanam
pacati is correct. He decides that both usages are correct because the
root pac has two meanings. In so saying Pataiijali is not referring to the
activities denoted by pac, which are not two but many. Rather he
means that pac denotes two different sorts of result: One a
modification, the other a production. Thus the sentence tandulan
odanam pacati according to Patafijali means: “By softening the rice-
grains he produces cooked-rice” (tandulan vikledayan odanam
nirvartayati). Here the rice-grains are the substrata of the result,
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softening, and one may say that rice-grains belong to the category of
modifiable objects (vikarya-karma). On the other hand, cooked rice is
the substratum of the result, production, and one may say that cooked-
rice belongs to the category of producible objects. Hence the usage
tandulan odanam pacati is justified by the two result-denotations of
pac. Patafijali’s justification would be impossible if the Naiyayikas were
correct in denying to verbal roots the denotation of result.

Page 8, lines 6-10.

[Introduction to Verse 8. Mimamsaka objection]. “Granted that
activity and result are denoted [by verbs], still, the meaning
productive operation (= activity) is denoted by the tin suffixes and
not by the roots. To say that activity, which is apprehended as
predominant is a meaning belonging to the root is to go against the
maxim which says that of the two meanings, that of the stem and
that of the suffix, the meaning of the suffix is (always)
predominant. Furthermore it goes against the maxim which says
“that is comprebended when that is used.”

Accordingly, the following verse is in answer (to the
arguments) of the conceited Mimamsaka who would define a
transitive root as ‘x such that x denotes a result which has a locus
other than the locus of activity denoted by a tin suffix which is
attached to x,” and would define agent as the substratum of the
activity denoted by the tin suffixes.

Notes. For the maxim that the meaning of a suffix predominates over
the meaning of a stem see notes on page 9, lines 8-10. The
grammarians admit that the maxim holds in instances other than that of
verbal root and tin suffix.
For the maxim “that is comprehended when that is used” cf.
- Mimamsasitra 4.1.15. The maxim is used here for a different purpose
than that which Jaimini aims at in the Mimamsasiitra. There Jaimini is
insisting that the syntactical meaning and therefore the Vedic injunction
is affected by suffixes which are directly connected only with a single
word. In pasum alabheta: ‘one should kill a beast’ although the
singularity is directly connected only with the beast, the whole sacrifice
(which is not directly connected with any expression of singularily)
will be in vain if one kills more than one beast. The purpose here is as
follows. From the word pacati, ending in a tin suffix the Mimamsaka
understands a productive operation; from the word paktr (a cook),
lacking tiri suffix he does not. Accordingly, by the maxim “that is
comprehended when that is used” he argues that productive operation
is denoted by tin suffixes.
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Page 8, lines 11-12.
Verse 8. Therefore the root kr explains the sense of the root [e.g.
pac] and not of the tin suffixes. The phrase pakvavan (having
cooked) is explained as pakam krtavan (having done the cooking);
and the phrase kim krtam (what has been done) is answered by
pakvam (it has been cooked).
Notes. The natural meaning of the verse, which is simpler, is as
follows. Kaunda Bhatta’s explanation, as will be seen later, is more
claborate. Both the Mimamsaka and the grammarian agree that pacati
may be explained by pakam karoti. The Mimamsaka claims that in this
explanation the word pakam, denoting result, explains the meaning of
the root pac, while the word karoti, denoting activity, explains the
meaning of the tin suffix (the -ti of pacati). The grammarian opposes
this by showing that krii is used in explanation of other forms that
contain no tin suffix. Thus pakvavan (root plus krt suffix) is explained
by pakam krtavan.
The grammarian’s assignment of meaning to root and suffix is based
on the following analyses.

Forms Meanings
1) pacati (pac + tin suffix) result, activity, agent
2) pakvavan (pac + krt-suffix tavan) result, activity, agent
3) pakvam (pac + krt-suffix vam) result, activity, object

One morpheme and two meanings are constant in the three examples.
Hence this morpheme (a root) has these two meanings (result and
activity).

The Mimamsaka employs the same analyses but differs in his
assignment of meanings. Some of the meanings he takes to be denoted
meanings (vacyartha) and some to be implied meanings (aksiptartha).
Thus:

Forms Denoted Meaning Implied Meaning

pacati result, productive operation  agent

pakvavan result, agent productive operation
pakvam result, object productive operation

He assigns only the meaning result to the morpheme pac. The tin suffix
denotes productive operation (= activity) and implies agent. The krt
suffix favan denotes agent and implies productive operation. The krt
suffix vam denotes object and implies productive operation.

Against the Mimamsaka analysis it may be said that they violate the
principle that common meaning should correspond to common
morpheme. Or to translate into terms of western descriptive linguistics
one might say that the Mimamsaka sets up a separate zero morpheme
in each of the words pacati, pakvavan, and pakvam that are here
analyzed.
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Page 8, lines 13-15.

The word ‘therefore’ refers to the reason which is in the mind
of the author. And that is this. If the root denotes the result alone,
then we should have the notion ‘the village has gone’ (gramo
gamanavan) [where the fact is that he goes to the village], for the
village is the substrarum of [the result of going, namely]
conjunction. Likewise, when the result [namely, the becoming
soft of the rice] has not yet occurred although the activity
[favourable to the becoming soft] is in progress, we could not say
‘something is cooking’ [pako bhavati]; where on the other hand,
the activity [favourable to the becoming soft] has ceased and the
result is present, we would say ‘there is something cooking’ [pako
vidyate].

Notes. A more literal translation of pako bhavati and pako vidyate
would be ‘a cooking is coming into existence’, and ‘a cooking is found
to exist.’

Page 8, lines 15-18.
It will not do [for the Mimamsakas] to object that the suffixes
ghaii etc. which are suffixes of activity [by Panini’s rule 3.3.18],
may denote an activity favourable [to the result] and that there
would therefore be no impropriety [such as we claimed in the
examples gramo gamanavan, pako bhavati etc]. Because [one
cannot take Panini 3.3.18 to prescribe the meaning activity for
ghaii if one has taken 3.4.69 to prescribe activity for tin, as the
Mimamsakas do]. The rule prescribing [ghafi] in the sense of
activity would be superfluous because this prescription would be
obtained from kartari krt (3.4.67) [where the Mimamsakas must
take kartari in the sense of kartrtva = activity] just as they take tin
to be prescribed in the sense of activity [by the word kartari to be
supplied in 3.4.69]. Hence [Panini 3.3.18 is in] contradiction of the
[Mimamsaka theory of meaning of tin suffixes].
Notes. The sutras referred to are: 3.3.18 bhave: [The suffix ghai] is
used in the sense of activity. 3.4.67 kartari krt: A krt suffix is used in
the sense of agent. ‘
3.4.69 Lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah: Any 1 suffix (e.g. tin)
is used [in the sense of agent] and in the sense of object and after
intransitive roots in the sense of activity. '
The peculiar tenet of the Mimamsakas forces them to take the word
kartari, which is to be supplied in 3.4.69 from 3.4.67, in the sense of
kartrtve, which they say means bhavana (productive activity). The
grammarians insist that they must take it in the same sense in 3.4.67,
and that if they do, 3.3.18 becomes superfluous.
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Page 8, lines 18-21.

Now if it is admitted that also the meaning activity is denoted
by the root, then, since all activity can be obtained from the root
alone, it will be cumbrous to assume that the tin suffixes denote
action separately. The word karoti in the phrase pakam karoti, ‘he
does a cooking,” which is used to explain the meaning of the verb
pacati, ‘he cooks,” explains, i.e. reveals, the sense of the root
only. Accordingly, it cannot be used as evidence that the tin
suffixes denote productive operation.

Page 8, lines 21-22.

By the word ‘not etc.’ the author of the verse removes the
objection put forth by the Mimamsakas and refutes their opinion.
[The word karoti] is not an explanation of the tin suffixes because
in that case there would be no relation [between the meaning
denoted by the root pac and the meaning denoted by the suffix
ktavatu] in the word pakvavan, ‘having cooked’ efc.

Notes. For the simple explanation of the verse see note above. Kaunda
Bhatta’s explanation is more subtle. If the Mimamsaka insists that in
pakam karoti, which glosses pacati, the word karoti glosses the -ti only
of pacati, then there will be no syntactic connection between the pak-,
which will denote result as object only, and -vavan, which will denote
agent only, in the participial form pakvavan. The reason, as he
proceeds to show, is that agent and object can be connected
syntactically only through action and the Mimamsaka theory leaves no
place for the denotation of action in such a form as pakvavan.

Page 8, lines 22-25; Page 9, lines 1-2.

To explain more fully: - [We have the maxim that] base form
and suffix denote meaning jointly [i.e. so that the meaning of the
one is joined to the meaning of the other], and of their meanings
that of the suffix is syntactically predominant. In such cases we
may say that in order to have a verbal knowledge [semantic
paraphrase] in which the meaning denoted by a base [i.e. root]
stands as a qualifier the necessary cause is a presentment [of
meaning to the intellect] derived from a suffix which stands as
qualificand. Hereby the relation of cause and effect [between
presentment and verbal knowledge] is fully explained. Now in the
word pakvavan the meaning paka [denoted by the base form]
stands as object [karma-karaka] and the meaning denoted by the
suffix ktavatu stands as agent [kartr-karaka]. Between these two
no construction is possible either by the method used in the Aruna
Chapter of the Mimamsa or by the method that we shall describe
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later on. So, if there is no regular construction between the
meanings of base form and suffix, how can there be any relation
of cause and effect [between presentment and verbal knowledge]
to inform us of the syntactic predominance [of the suffix
meaning]?
Notes. “The meaning paka™: In pakvavan the root pac according to the
Mimamsa denotes paka, the result or object of the action of softening.
In the Aruna Chapter the Mimamsa concludes that the arunaya is to
be connected with the acts of purchasing because all karakas can be
connected only with action. See Excursus 3 on Aruna (pp. 20-22).
Similarly, Kaunda Bhatta in the Subarthanirnaya Section will explain
that the karakas by definition are connected only with action. One is
therefore left with no possibility of connecting the two parts of
pakvavan. The Mimamsakas obviate this difficulty by saying that the
suffix ktavatu implies action. A construction can be formed through the
implied meaning.
“To inform us of the syntactic predominance.” This predominance is
necessary in order to justify the Mimamsa interpretation of tin as
denoting action.

Page 9, lines 2-8.
Objection: The karakas may be construed together by an
unspecific relation after the manner stated by Bhatta pada.
The [Vedic] word taken alone denotes the mere relation of root-
meaning and productive operation. It lacks the function of
conveying a particular aspect of that general relation.
Answer: We say this is wrong because of a lack of compatibility
[between the meanings of the parts of the word]. Being compatible
means being possessed of a nature which permits of construction.
It will be stated later on that actionhood* alone is the limitor of
the property of being construed with a karaka [i.e. for all x, if x is
construed with a karaka, x must be an action]. In order to make
clear [this incompatibility] the author of the verse shows by means
of his explanation krtavan pakam [for pakvavan] that the meaning
denoted by the root stands as object and the meaning denoted by
the suffix stands as agent.
Notes. By Bhatta pada is meant Kumarila. The verse is found in the
Tantravartika page 353. Kumarila holds that a verb form such as
yajeta, ‘one must sacrifice,” if taken by itself expresses a general
relation between sacrifice and productive operation. One may conceive

* Some edition (e.g. Kashi and Sri Harikrsna) read kriyanvayitvam for kriyatvam, giving a proper
sense,
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of this general relation as consisting of several parts or several
segments, each of which is a particular or specific aspect of the general
relation. What specific aspect is intended can be determined only by
context. It may be the aspect action/means or action/end (object). If
the sacrifice has already been enjoyed by another Vedic text the
meaning sacrifice (yaga) will be construed as a means and the whole
meaning of the verb form will be productive operation qualified by
sacrifice as a means (yagakaranika bhavana). If the sacrifice has not
previously been enjoined it will be construed as the end or object and
the meaning of the verb form will be productive operation qualified by
sacrifice as an object [yagakarmika bhavanal. On the analogy of such
explanations the Mimamsakas say that in the word pakvavan we can
construe the meanings of root and suffix by a general or unspecific
relation. The grammarians object that mere juxtaposition between root
and suffix is not enough to relate them with each other even by
unspecific relation. To form a construction the essential condition is
yogyata (compatibility). The components of a word or phrase are
compatible only if they are grammatically capable of conveying the
intended meaning of the speaker. The phrase jalam ghatam sificati: “he
sprinkles the pot water”, lacks compatibility because the word jalam is
grammatically incapable of conveying the idea that water is the
instrument of sprinkling because jalam is used in the accusative instead
of the instrumental case. In the same way the constituent meanings
‘object’ and ‘agent’ denoted by the root and suffix respectively in the
word pakvavan lack compatibility because the meanings object and
agent have an expectancy [akariksa] towards action and without action
cannot be construed with each other even by general relationship.

Page 9, lines 8-11.

In reality [the maxim] that the meaning of the suffix stands as
syntactically predominant does not mean that what is predominant
is always the meaning of the suffix nor that the meaning of the
suffix is always predominant. If it did, in such examples as aja,
chagi (‘female goat’), asva (‘female horse’) the meaning female
denoted by feminine suffix would be predominant and the sense
goat etc. [denoted by the base forms] would not be predominant.
Rather, this is a general maxim to which there are exceptions.
What one understands as qualificand depends on one's training.

Notes. The verbal knowledge or semantic explanation of the word 3ja,
according to the grammarians, is stritvavacchinna-aja ‘goat
characterized by femininity not ‘a female characterized by goatness’,
One can scarcely argue that they are wrong.
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Page 9, lines 11-12. '
This is why the Naiyayikas understand as qualificand the word
which ends in the nominative case. [Again] in [analyzing] a
secondary meaning the rhetoricians say that the verbal
understanding is qualified by the limitor of the denotedness,
whereas the Naiyayikas say not.
Notes. In the phrase gargayam ghosah, ‘a village on the Ganges,’ the
primary meaning of the word ganga, viz. a particular river, is
obstructed, it being impossible for the village to be on (in) a river
without its inhabitants drowning. Accordingly, we understand the word
ganga in a secondary or implied sense to mean ‘the bank of a
particular river’. Now, the Rhetoricians distinguish the two phrases
gangayam ghosah and gangatate ghosah by saying that the former
expresses of the bank a greater degree of coolness and holiness than
the latter. In the latter expression the primary meaning bank is
characterized by bankhood, while in the former expression the
secondary meaning bank is characterized by streamhood [i.e.
gangatval. In the first expression the meaning stream is Sakyartha [the
denoted meaning] while the meaning bank is laksyartha [the implied or
secondary meaning]. The property which limits Sakyartha is called the
limitor of denotedness [$akyatavacchedka] which is here gangatva:
streamhood. The property which limits laksyartha is called the limitor
of impliedness [laksyatavacchedaka] which is heré tatava: bankhood.
Accordingly, the Rhetoricians say that the verbal understanding
(bodha) of an implied [laksyartha] meaning is qualified by the limitor of
the denotedness, not by the limitor of impliedness [laksyata). In other
words in the expression gargayam ghosah the word ganga means
gangatvavacchinnah tatah i.e. bank characterized by streamhood i.e.
holiness and coolness, and not tatatvavacchinnah tatah: bank
characterized by bankhood.

The Naiyayikas disagree. They say that a secondary meaning is
characterized by the properties which inhere in the secondary meaning.
Thus, the expression gangayam ghosah means tatatvavacchinnah tatah
and not gangatvavacchinnah tatah. In support of their opinion the
Naiyayikas quote the line of poetry kacatah trasyati vadanam: ‘her face
is frightened of her hair’. The primary sense is inappropriate. But from
the frequent poetic comparison of a woman’s face to the moon we are
reminded of the moon’s fear of Rahu, the demon who causes its
eclipse. The attribution of a secondary sense ‘Rahu’ to the word kaca
furnishes an appropriate poetic sense. The face of the maiden is
frightened as the beautiful moon is frightened before Rahu. The
connecting links between Rahu and the woman’s hair are black colour
and the concealing of what is beautiful. Now, the Naiyayikas say that
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in its secondary sense as ‘Rahu’ the word kaca must be characterized
by Rahuness in order to preserve the poetic charm and not by kacatva :
hairness. The verbal understanding of the word is qualified by
laksyatavacchedaka, not by Sakyatavacchedaka.

Page 9, lines 12-14.
For the modern Naiyayikas who are trained in perverse as well as
normal speech, there is verbal understanding from [such
unconnected words as] “jar, objecthood, bringing, effort;” but
there is no understanding for those who are so trained. For [such]
others these words lack expectancy.
Notes. In the sentence ghatam anaya: “bring the pot”, the words
ghatam and anaya are mutually expectant, because the expectancy
created by the one is fulfilled by the other. But in every day language
unconnected words like ghatah, karmatvam, anayanam, krtih etc. do
not fulfill any mutual expectancy. Now the accumulated meanings of
the sentence ghatam anaya as represented by each part of each word
are practically the same as those furnished by the unconnected words
ghatah, karmatvam, anayanam, krtih, but the former expression gives
a coherent idea, because its words are or ganized according to everyday
rules.

But words are after all nothing but symbols adopted for
communication and if someone invents new symbols for old or new
arrangements of symbols for the old arrangements, he can still
communicate with others provided that he first teaches them. In fact in
India the modern Naiyayikas and the grammarians while discussing
philosophical problems communicate with each other in a peculiar
language which the layman cannot understand. If we examine the
language of the modern school of Naiyayikas we readily see how that
language differs from ordinary speech. Verbs are not used, compounds
are substituted for clauses, etc. Thus Kaunda Bhatta says, perhaps
facetiously, that from isolated words like ghatah, karmatvam,
anayanam, krtih, though the layman cannot derive any sense the
modern Naiyayikas can.

Page 9, lines 14-17.

Hence the venerable Panini says “the predominance of the
meaning of the suffix [need not be taught] because the meanmg is
established by other criteria”.

The meamng of this [statement] is as follows. The rule that the
meaning of the suffix is predominant should not be prescribed,
the word ‘not’ being supplied from a previous sutra, because the
meaning, that is, the proper comprehension [of the suffix as
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predominant, as subordinate] depends on the convention to which
one is trained.
Notes. This rule is not explained by Patafijali and seems to be a later
addition [cf. Boethlingk’s Panini 1.2.53]. In the explanation of this rule
the kasika and Bhattoji differ. Kaunda Bhatta follows Bhattoji’s
explanation.

Page 9, lines 17-18.

This being the case, if one seeks a criterion [for the meaning of
roots] let the statement [of the Nirukta] be taken, which says “the
root denotes chiefly action [in process].” This is how the wise
should interpret the question.

Notes. Kaunda Bhatta is certainly wrong in quoting Yaska that the root
is denotative of action, because Yaska Nirukta 1.1 does not mean ‘root’
by the word akhyata here. Here Yaska distingnishes verb from noun by
saying that nouns chiefly denote action in the from of substance while
verbs denote chiefly action in process. Yaska does not mean that
activity is a peculiar denotation of roots nor does he mean that action
stands as predominant with respect to other meanings.

Page 9, lines 18-20.

The author now shows that [the Mimamsa] maxim “that is
understood when that is used” is too wide, as is also their
explanation [of the suffix-meaning by krii], “what has been done?
Cooking has been done™: The sense here is that the explanation [of
the verbal form] by krii and the notion [of activity] are found also
in pakvam as well as in pacati]. Accordingly [just as they assigned
the meaning activity to the suffix -ti in pacati, the Mimamsa must
hold that] activity is denoted here also [by the suffix -vam of
pakvam]. '

Notes. Since the conclusion is not accepted by the Mimamsa, which
claims that a krt suffix, such as the -vam of pakvam, implies but does
not denote activity, the premise of the Mimamsa must be too wide.

Page 9, lines 20-22.

By the word ‘also’ the author of the verse answers [a fanciful]
objection that activity might be the denotation of krt suffixes as
well as of tin suffixes. His meaning is that since activity is
common to both cases [pacati and pakvam], the root which is the
common element in both must be denotative of that sense.
Furthermore, according to your method [viz., the method of the
fanciful objector who takes krt suffixes to denote activity], activity
would stand predominant because it is denoted by the suffix.
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Notes. In pakvam every one admits that predominant sense is object.

Page 9, lines 23-25.
[Introduction to verse 9.] [The author of the verse] gives another
proof for activity’s being denoted by the root.
Verse 9. [Activity is denoted by the root] because it is seen in
words ending in krt suffixes also, for [the question] kim karyam
(‘what is to be done?’) is answered by pacaniyam (‘the cooking
should be done’) etc. Furthermore there can be no such thing as a
root without denotation of activity.
Notes. If the Mimamsakas claim that the root krii explains the sense of
action denoted by the tin suffixes because kim karoti (‘what does he
do’) is answered by pacati (‘he cooks’- pakam karoti) then they will
have to accept also that the very same root krii explains the sense of
nouns derived from the krt suffixes. For instance, kim karyam (‘what
is to be done?’) is answered by pacaniyam (‘cooking should be done’).
The argument is simply a repetition of that used in the previous verse,
only the example being different. .

Kaunda Bhatta, however, explains the first half of this verse
differently in order to avoid the repetition of the argument. He says
that if the meaning action is not denoted by the words ending in the krt
suffixes, the suffixes nyat and aniyar could not be appended to the
roots krfi and pac in the words karya and pacaniya. The reason for this
impossibility will appear from his explanation.

Page 9, lines 26-27; Page 10, lines 1-2.

In the word karya the suffix nyat [is appended to the root krii]
in the sense of object [i.e. in the passive sense] as prescribed by
the rule rhalor nyat. In the word pacaniya the suffix aniyar [is
appended to the root pac]. The word ‘etc.’ [in the verse includes
such further examples as] jyotistomayajin [who has sacrificed
with a Jyotistoma sacrifice] etc., where the suffix nini [is appended
to the root yaj] in the sense of agent, the word preceding yaj in
the compound being used in an instrumental sense. These
suffixes, since they cannot be used if [the meanings denoted by
them i.e. object or agent etc. are] not connected with action, show
us that activity must be denoted [by the root]. It is impossible to
call something a karaka, if it is not related to the notion of action.
It is accordingly impossible to use a suffix denoting a karaka [in
the absence of a connection with the notion of action].

Notes. rhalor nyat. [Pan. 3.1.124]. “The suffix nyat [is appended] to a
root which ends in r or a consonant [to denote an object of the action]”.
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tavyattavyaniyarah [Pan. 3.1.96]: “The suffixes tavyat, tavya and
aniyar [are appended to a root to furnish the sense of object].

Karane yajah [Pan. 3.2.85]: [The suffix nini in the sense of agent] is
added to the root yaj [if that root denotes the sense of past time, when
the root is preceded by a word used] in the instrumental sense.
[jyotistomena istavan = jyotistomayaji, where yaji = yaj + nini].

Page 10, lines 2-7.

The method of the followers of Kumaula is wrong whereby one
understands an action by implication and then construes the
karaka with this [implied action]; because the same [construction
with an implied action could be argued] in the case of verbs
ending in tin suffixes also, and thus [these followers of Kumarila]
could not establish that tin suffixes actually denote activity. If you
say that the denotation of agent [by the krf suffixes] is necessary
in order to establish the connection [of the agent] with number and
gender, and then by that [denotation of the agent] the sense of
action can be understood by implication; we say this is wrong,
because the denotation of the agent by tin suffixes would be
equally necessary in order to establish the connection [of the
agent] with number. Furthermore, in words like pakvavan, the
denotation of action is just as necessary in order to establish the
connection [of the action] with the notion of time and karaka.

Notes. If one understands the meaning action by implication rather
than by denotation in pacaniyam etc. One might do the same in pacati.
So there would be no necessity to take tin to denote activity as the
Mimamsaka answers that in pancaniyam the denotation of agent is
necessary; otherwise one could not construe number and gender; and
that it is only through this designated agent that activity can be
implied. But practically the same rationale will hold of pacati, where
agent must be denoted to furnish a construction for number. Finally,
action is necessary not only in order to form a construction for agent (a
karaka) but to form a construction for time, even the case of the words
ending in krt suffixes.

The semantic laws on which the above argument is based are
1) The meaning number can be construed only with the meaning
karaka,
2) The meaning karaka can be construed only with the meaning
activity,
3) The meaning time can be construed only with the meaning act1v1ty
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Page 10, lines 7-9. .

The word ‘also’ [in the verse] adds other examples. For instance
the compounds nakhabhinnah [which is analyzed as] ‘broken by
the finger-nail’ and haritratah [which is analyzed as] ‘protected by
Hari’, formed by the rule kartrkarane krta bahulam [2.1.32],
would not be possible owing to the absence of coordination
between the constituents of the compound], just as [it is not
possible to form a compound rajabharya from the uncoordinate
phrases] puruso rajiiah and bharya Devadattasya.

Notes. Kaunda Bhatta takes the word api not to modify the preceding
word [viz., “in krt suffixes also”] but to imply a new clause which is
unexpressed, viz. “also, there are other reasons.”

kartrkarane krta bahulam: “A word which is used to denote agent or
instrument may be combined variously with a word ending in a krt
suffix.”

Now, it is an axiom that none of Panini's rule for compound
formation can be applied to words unless they are co-ordinate
(samartha). The axiom is furnished by Pan. 2.1.1. samarthah
padavidhih. In regard to compounds co-ordination (samarthya) is said
to mean ekarthibhava: ‘a nature such that they may express a single
idea.’ [Co-ordination has a different meaning in regard to the syntax of
sentences, which need not concern us here.]

The question arises as to how two different words may possess a
nature such that they may express a single idea. The answer may be
seen from the examples nakhabhinna and haritrata. In nakhabhinna,
‘broken by the finger-nail,” a word ending in the suffix kfa and
denoting an object recipient of action and a word denoting an
instrument come to be coordinate and capable of expressing a single
object by the action which binds them, viz. breaking. Without this
action they would be uncoordinate. Similarly, in haritratah, hari is
coordinate with frata by the action of protecting which here links agent
and object. Where there is no link of action, as between the raja of
puruso rajiiah and the bharya of bharya devadattasya, no compound
can be formed by Pan. 2.1.32.

The concatenating function of action is clearly revealed by the
syntactic analysis of such a compound as nakhabhinnah: nakha-
karanaka-vyapara-janya-vidaranasryah: ‘substratum of the separation
brought about by an activity of which the finger-nail was the
instrument.’

Thus, in many compounds, viz. those formed by Pan. 2.1.32 activity
must be denoted by the root.
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Page 10, lines 9-14.

It should no be urged that coordination can be maintained by
supplying a word denoting the sense action, as in the compound
dadhyodanah: ‘rice seasoned with curd’ and gudadhanah ‘grain
mixed with molasses’, that otherwise in these cases too no
compound could be formed by the rules annena vyafijanam
(2.1.34) and bhaksyena misrikaranam (2.1.37). For although we
admit [coordination by supplying a word in these cases since
[otherwise] the rules [2.1.34 and 2.1.37] would be useless and
accordingly there is no alternative, still in such a compound as
haritratah where the rule kartrkarane krta bahulam (2.1.1) can be
applied by maintaining a direct coordination with the sense, [viz.
activity] of a root, it would be wrong to apply the rule through an
indirect connection.

Notes. Annena vyafijanam (2.1.34): “[A word in the instrumental
sense, denoting] a condiment [is compounded] with [a following word
denoting] food.” E.g. dadhyodanah: ‘rice [seasoned with] curd.’

Bhaksyena misrikaranam (2.1.35): “[A word in the instrumental
sense, denoting] that which is mixed in, [is compounded] with [a
following word denoting] an edible.” E.g. gudadhanah ‘grain [mixed
with] molasses.’

These rules are given by Panini as exceptions to 2.1.32 kartrkarane
krta bahulam [see above], to cover special cases. Naturally the
grammarian has to supply a verb to connect the two parts of the
compounds formed under these rules. Thus, dadhyodanah = dadhna
upasikta odanah. Without supplying a verb the parts of the compound
would be uncoordinate and the two rules would be useless. But when
the Mimamsaka suggests that we take such compounds as an analogy
and similarly supply a word denoting action to link the parts of
compounds like haritratah and harikrtah the grammarian says no.
There is no need to supply a word when the word (or rather the verbal
root) is already there. It is wrong to regard compounds like haritratah
as exceptions when they fall under the general rule.

Page 10, lines 14-17. _
It should not be objected that coordination means nothing more
than being connected with one and the same action [rather than
being connected through action with each other]. Because then the
compound asuryampasyah [‘those who never see the sun, viz. the
king's harem.’] would not be an uncoordinated compound. If this
is what you wish, then you will be faced with the difficulty that a
compound such as krtasarvamrttikah could be formed out of the
words krtah sarvo mrtt1kaya [wholly made of earth]. If you argue
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that there is no rule to prescribe such a compound, we may
contradict you by [pointing to] the existence of the rule saha supa
[2.1.4] otherwise [viz. if this rule is not accepted as a general rule],
no uncoordinated compound could be formed for want of a
prescribing rule. :
Notes. The Mimamsaka furnishes a new definition of co-ordination. The
example which is usually given to justify the definition is the dvandva
compound. In the sentence Caiframaitrau gacchatah: “Caitra and
Maitra go,” Caitra and Mitra, it is said, are not directly connected with
each other, but are both connected with the same action of going,
which is expressed outside the compound. If one can bring in from the
outside the sense of action in these cases to connect the members of a
compound, why not bring in the sense of action by supplying it from
outside in a compound like haritratah?

Kaupda Bhatta does not here explain the case of dvandvas, but the
grammarian’s explanation is that the parts of a dvandva are co-ordinate
by conjunction and not by action. What Kaunda Bhatta does is to point
out the impossibilities to which the new definition of the Mimamsaka
would lead. Asiiryampasyah which is traditionally regarded as an
irregular compound, would become regular, for the two members, naf
(the negative prefix) and siirya (‘sun’) are both connected with the
same action of seeing. One could form such a compound as
krtasarvamrttikah, for both sarva and mrttika are connected with the
action of making.

Of course, to form a compound it is necessary not only that the parts
be co-ordinate but that there be a rule to prescribe the formation.
However, if the Mimamsaka objects that there is no rule to prescribe
krtasarvamrttikah, one may furnish the favorite catchall saha supa
(2.1.4). This means “{A noun ending in a sup suffix may be
compounded] with a noun ending in a sup suffix.” This is the rule
which governs all irregular compounds.

In other words, what prevents the formation of krtasarvamrttikah is
not lack of prescriptive rule, but lack of co-ordination among the
components.

Page 10, lines 17-24.

Furthermore, if productive operation were taken as the
denotation of the tin suffixes then we would have the usage
ghatam bhavati (‘the pot [accusative] comes into being”) just as
we have the usage ghatam bhavayati (‘he brings the pot into
being’), since [in both cases] the pot [by the Mimamsa definition]
must be the object, as being the substratum of the result denoted
by the root. You cannot explain the failure to use the accusative
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case ending [in ghato bhavati] by saying that the pot is here an
agent as being the substratum of the activity denoted by the tin
suffix and the office of object is ruled out by the office of agent,
because if you define agentfood as ‘being the substratum of the
activity denoted by a tin suffix,’ then, in the sentence pacayati
devadatto visnumitrena (‘Devadatta makes Visnpumitra cook’) the
instrumental case ending would not be appended to the word
visnumitra, since Visnumitra will not be the agent. Again, in the
sentence gramam gamayati devadatto visnumitram (Devadatta
makes Vispumitra go to the village’) gramam (village) would not
be the object of the action of going, since Visnumitra would not
be the agent. Similarly the usage gramaya gamayati devadatto
visnumitram (‘Devadatta makes Visnpumitra go to the village’)
would not be correct because the rule gatyarthakarmani
dvitiyacaturthyau cestayam anadhvani (Pap. 2.3.12) prescribes
the dative for the object of the verb.

Notes. Cf. notes on page 6, lines 17-21 for the explanation of the first

four lines.

The grammarians raise the difficulty against the Mimamsakas that
they cannot define agentfood in such a way as to be applicable to all
agents. If the Mimamsakas define the term agent as akhyata-
rthavyaparasraya: ‘the substratum of an activity denoted by a tin
suffix,” their definition will fail to apply to the instigated agent
(prayojyakartr) in a causative sentence. The Mimamsakas will have to
admit that in causative sentences the tin suffixes denote the activity
belonging to the instigator agent (prayojakakartr) and not to the
instigated agent because the number denoted by the tin suffix in the
causative agrees with the instigator agent, and the Mimamsakas admit
that the meanings number and productive operation denoted by the tin
suffixes are construed with one and the same meaning, viz. agent.
Thus, if the number in the causative agrees with instigator agent, then
the activity denoted by the tini suffix must be construed with the
instigator agent. Now, if the tin suffixes denote the activity belonging
to the instigator agent then the definition akhyatarthavyaparasraya will
fail to apply to the instigated agent. Thus, in the causative sentence,
the instigated Vispumitra cannot be considered as agent and
consequently the word vispumitra cannot be used in the instrumental
case, since this is prescribed only for the meanings agent and
instrument by the rule karfrkaranayos trtiya [2.3.18].

With the grammarians the above difficulty does not arise, for they
define agentfood as dhatvarthavyaparasraya (‘being the substratum of
an activity denoted by the verbal root’). The grammarians say that the
causative root denotes two activities, that of which the instigator is the
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agent and that of which the instigated is the agent. The causative
sentence pacayati devadatto vispumitrepa is analyzed as viklitty-
anukilavyaparanuokillavyaparah: ‘an activity favourable to the activity
which is in turn favourable to the [result, viz.] the becoming soft of
food.” Here the causative root paci denotes both activities. The instigator
agent Devadatta is the substratum of the second activity as expressed
in the Sanskrit analysis and the instigated Visnumitra is the substratum
of the first. The Mimamsakas cannot define agenthood in this way, for
they do not admit activity to be denoted by the verbal root.

The grammarians put forth another difficulty: that in the sentence
gramaya gamayati devadatto vispumitram (‘Devadatta makes
Visnumitra go to the village’)according to the Mimamsaka theory the
village cannot be an object, because object (karmakaraka) is defined
by Panini as that which is most desired to be obtained by the agent
through his action (kartur ipsitatamam karma, 1.4.49). Thus, the office
of object is dependent upon the office of agent. As shown above, the
person instigated, viz. Visnumitra, according to the Mimamsaka cannot
be the object. Granted that Devadatta is an agent, still the village
cannot be called an object by the reference to the agenthood of
Devadatta, for the village is the substratum of a result produced by an
activity residing in Visnumitra.

A similar objection to the Mimamsaka's theory arises from
consideration of the sentence gramaya gamayati devadatto visnu-
mitram, where the meaning is the same as before: “Devadatta makes
Visnumitra go to the village.” Here the dative form gramaya would be
impossible by the Mimamsaka theory. The rule gatyarthakarmani
dvitiyacaturthyau cestayam anadhvani (2.3.12) states that the object of
a root denoting the sense of going may be put in either the dative or
the accusative when the action of going is physical and the object is not
a road. This rule allows the dative to be used for the object of the
action of going. But grama (village) in the test sentence cannot be
placed in the dative by the Mimamsakas since, for the reasons stated
above, it cannot be called an object.

Page 10, lines 24-25.

By this the theory is ruled out that in the causative verb both
[actions, viz. the action residing in the instigator and that residing
in the instigated] are denoted by the tini suffix and that therefore
both Devadatta and Yajfiadatta are agents, being substrata of
[activities denoted by] this [tin suffix].

Notes. It is not clear what is meant by etena (‘by this’). One suspects
that a sentence has fallen out, for neither the preceding nor the
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following argument can be understood, without forcing, to rule out the
suggested theory.

The simplest argument to rule out the theory would be one based on
the argument of number. In the sentence devadattah putran gramam
gamayati: “Devadatta causes his sons to go to the village,” it would
seem impossible to have the sons, who are plural, substrata of activity
denoted by a singular suffix.

The commentators suggest other arguments. The Darpana, using the
sentence devadatto visnumitram gramam gamayati argues that if the
tin suffix denotes the activity of Visnumitra as well as of Devadatta
visnumitra would be used in the nominative as devadatta is. Harirama
Kale in his Kasika secks to justify the use of etema by offering an
argument which can be attached to the preceding sentence. In
gramaya gamayati devadatto visnumitram, under the suggested theory,
grama could not be used in the dative. The reason is that Visnumitra is
now the substratum of an activity denoted by a tin suffix which is
appended to a causal stem gamaya whereas the dative is prescribed by
Panini 2.3.12 for the object most desired by the agent of the (non-
causative) action of going. In other words the dative suffix can be
appended only to a gacchatikarma not to a gamayatikarma.

Page 10, lines 25-27.

Furthermore, to his definition “[action] denoted by a tin suffix”
the Mimamsaka must add “which [action] is [denoted] in that
[particular sentence].” Accordingly, in such sentence as
devadattah pakta (‘Devadatta [is] one who cooks’), since there is
no tin suffix, Devadatta could not be an agent.

Notes. The necessity for the Mimamsaka addition arises as follows. In
the sentence devadatto ghatam karoti (‘Devadatta makes a pot’), if
agent is defined as akhyatarthavyaparasraya (see above), the pot will
become an agent, for the pot is a substratum of activity denoted by a
tin suffix in other sentences, e.g. ghato vidyate (‘a pot exists’). The
addition tasmin prayoge: “which action is denoted in that particular
sentence” removes this difficulty but leads to another. In devadattah
pakta there would be no agent, for a tin suffix is not used in that
particular sentence. If the Mimamsaka supplies the verb asfi in order
to make Devadatta an agent, this will make Devadatta an agent of the
action of being, not an agent of the action of cooking.

Page 10, lines 27-30; Page 11, lines1-3.
By the words ‘furthermore’ etc. [the author of the verse] denies
that the above discussed theory [that the root denotes activity] is a
fancy invented by himself, by showing as its proof of validity that
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a rule [of Panini's] would be impossible [without it]. The rule
bhiivadayo dhatavah: [1.3.1] defines the term [and establishes the
office of] verbal roots. In the rule the portion bhiiva is a
copulative compound to be analyzed as bhi (to become) and va
(to blow). [The part] adr [in the compound bhiuivadayah] is an
ekasesa [a word formed from two similar words of which one is
retained and the other dropped] formed from the two words, adi
denoting the sense ‘terminus’ and adi denoting the sense ‘type’.
From these [parts is formed] a bahuvrihi compound meaning
‘those [verbal entities] of which bhi is the terminus and va is the
type. Thus, the rule means: “everything beginning with bhil etc.
and similar to va are verbal roots.” And that [viz. similarity] is [to
be understood as] in respect to the property of denoting action.
Accordingly, the full meaning is: “that which is denotative of
action and is included in the traditional list (Dhatupatha) that
begins with bli, is verbal root.” [The rule is so phrased, for if only
[one condition, namely,] being denotative of action were
mentioned, the definition [of roots] would be so wide as to apply to
[the indeclinables] hiruk, nana etc. which are denotative of the
action exclusion (varjana). That is why [another condition is
mentioned, namely,] inclusion in the traditional list beginning with
bhil.
Notes. Doubtless the original meaning of Panini’s siitra was much
simpler, namely, “bhii etc. [viz. the morphemes listed in the
Dhatupatha] are roots.” But Katyayana felt this to be insufficient and
tried to supply its deficiencies. Then Patafijali undertook to defend
Panini by a reinterpretation of the rule. This reinterpretation, which is
very skillful, is that given by Kaunda Bhatta above.

(to be continued)
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