~ A STUDY ON SANSKRIT SYNTAX (2):*
SABDAKAUSTUBHA ON P.1.4.24 [Apadana (1)]

Sanskrit Text and Annotated Translation
Noriyuki Kupo

Introductory Remark

A relationship between an action and a thing which is related to that
action is expressed differently according to how to recognize an aspect
of that action. This relationship is, when we cognize the action, realized
on an ontological and epistemological scheme. The action itself is
regarded as having several aspects that consist of it and something is
realized as the one which is undertaking some role and supporting that
aspect in the course of accomplishing the action. Panini seems to use a
term karaka to represent such relationship in his grammar. The term
karaka is thus based on a sort of extra-linguistic scheme. However,
since it is the term which is set forth in sentence composition, it is
purely grammatical, i.e., syntactic and semantical. In verbalizing the
action, some item is at first perceived as the one having a relation to
that action. Depending on the relation to the action, its role is classified
into one of karaka-categories. A word denoting that item is provided a
suffix which represents the notion of one karaka. In this derivational
course, we have different levels of procedure. The presumptions based
on epistemological and ontological dimensions are included in this very
grammatical notion of kdraka. Kiparsky and Staal [1968] is one of the
attempts to extract such a different stages in Panini’s derivational
procedure, and recently Deshpande [1991(b)] reconsiders this karaka
system by introducing the idea of “prototype.”

The notion karaka has six categories which are differently related to
actions: apadana, sampradana, karana, adhikarana, karman, and
kartr. (All these are prescribed in the karaka section, namely, in the
rules of P.1.4.24-55). Each of these categories is operated under the
condition of P.1.4.23: karake (when it is [directly] related to the action)
and unless they are not perceived to be related to the action they
cannot be established.

* The first part of this study, Kudo [1996}, is published in Nagoya Studies in Indian Culture
and Buddhism: Sambhdsa volume 17. For the materials of the text and the principles adopted by
the present author, see Kudo [1996] pp. 28-29.
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N.KUDO

P.1.4.24 (dhruvam apaye ’padanam) introduces a designation of
“apadana: an ablation.” In this Sabdakaustubha, Bhattoji Diksita
discusses following subjects: the meaning of the word dhruva, the
relation of apddana to a verb (in this discussion a basic notion of
sentence, i.e., viSesanavisesyabhava [a relation of qualifier and
qualificand] in $@bdabodha or a verbal understanding, is reviewed in
detail), types of apaddana and the validity of this rule.

Sanskrit Text, Translation and Notes

2. dhruvam apaye ‘padanam. [P.1.4.24: SK.586]

2.1. The meaning of the word dhruva {115,18-20}

Text: apayo visleso, vibhagas taddhetutvopahito gativisesas ceha
vivaksitas tasmin sadhye 'vadhibhiitam apadanasamjiiam syat.
“vrksat patati.”

Translation: [An act of] “moving away” (apaya) means a disjunction
(vislesa). Here, a separation (vibhaga) or a particular movement
which is represented as its cause is intended. When it [= that
movement] is to be accomplished, what is a fixed point is termed
“apadana.” For example, “vrksat patati: it is falling from a tree.”

Notes: This interpretation of P.1.4.24 is based on the Kasikavrti, more
precisely on the Padamarijari. KV on P.1.4.24 [1,535] says: dhruvam
yad apdyayuktam apdye sadhye yad avadhibhiitam tat karakam
apadanasamjfiam bhavati. (When a separation has taken place, the
one which is related to the separation as the fixed point serves as
karaka and is given a designation apadana.)

PMon do. [1,535,7-10]:

apayah vislesah, vibhagas taddhetubhiitas ca gativiseso
vadhisdapeksah, tatra vibhagasya dvisthatvat na kevalam
apayann eva tena yuktah, kim karhi ? yato ‘paiti so 'pi yukta
evety aha -- ‘dhruvam yad apdyayuktam’ iti. katham punah
saptaminirdese 'py apayayuktam iti pratipadyemahity atraha --
‘apaye sadhya’ iti.
Tr.: The act of moving away [means] a disjunction. Such a
separation or a particular movement which becomes a cause of it
depends on a fixed point. In this case, since the separation resides
in two entities, it is not proper to say that only one entity is
separating. Why ? The one from which something is moving is
properly [called dhruval. Thus said, “dhruvam yad apaya-
yuktam.” How do we realize the one which is related to the act of
moving away, though it is mentioned in the locative case [such as
“apaye”]? Thus explained, “apaye sadhye.”
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SANSKRIT SYNTAX (2): SABDAKAUSTUBHA

2.1.1. The formation of the word dhruva <first alternative> {115,20-
21}

Text: “dhruvam” ity atra “dhru gatisthairyayoh [1400; Dhatupatha.
V1.107]” ity asmat kutadeh pacady aC.

Translation: The word “dhruva” is derived from a verbal root \dhru-
(its meaning is both movement and stability) adding the agentive
krt suffix -aC [by P.3.1.134]. [The root Vdhru- belongs to kutadi
class.] Thus, this Vdhru- is within the scope of P.3.1.134
prescribing paca-, etc.

Notes: This and the following passages deal with the formation of the

word dhruva. Two alternatives are discussed. In the first alternative,

the word dhruva is analyzed as a derivation from a verbal root Ndhru-,

a member of sixth class of dhdtus. The root Ndhru- is sub-classed in

the heading of kutadi [Garnapatha 54; Dhp. V1,107]). The krt suffix

-aC is added to the stems beginning with Vpac- by P.3.1.134 (randi-

grahipacadybhyo LyuNiny aCah).

Ndhru- + aC > dhru- + a® > dhr-uv-a [P.6.4.77)

Actually, the heading pacadi does not refer to the class of verbal
roots but the nominal forms (pacadi is listed in Ganapatha 133 and is
said as akrtigana). Then, how we can introduce the suffix -aC after
the verbal root Vdhru-. SK.2896 on P.3.1.134 says [IV, p. 351

pacadir akrtiganah. ‘sivasamaristasya kare’ [SK.3489; P.4.4.
143), ‘karmani ghato 'thaC’ [SK.1836; P.5.2.35] iti sutrayoh
karoter ghates caCprayogat. aCpratyaye pare yaNlugvidhanac
ca.

Tr.: The heading pacadi is an open list. In the siufras such as
P.4.4.143 and 5.2.35, the forms kara- and ghata- are mentioned,
which are derived from Vkr- and Vghar- respectively with the
suffix -aC. [Although those verbal roots are not included in the
list of pacadi, such examples are admitted as correct. Therefore,
we have to conclude that the suffix -aC can be introduced to
every verbal root.] Furthermore, [in P.2.4.74,] it is prescribed
that zero suffix replaces the affix -yaN (Intensitive marker by
P.3.1.22) before the suffix -aC. '

As is clear from this statement, the suffix -aC is not explicitly
prescribed to be added after \/pac- but, by the analogical
interpretation, the scope of this suffix is extended. This indicates that
the suffix -aC is introduced after the stem of Intensitive. Since the
conjugation of Intensitive is not listed in the pacadi, we have to
conclude again that the suffix -aC is affixed after every root.

2.1.2. <Second alternative> {115,21-23}

Text: ye tu “dhru’! sthairye [Dhp. 1.9901” iti pathanti. tesam igup-
adhalaksanah kapratyayah. dhruvatiti dhruvam sthiram. eka-
ripam iti yavat. “dhruvam asya silam” iti yatha.

*1.Read dhruva instead of dhru (MS. S0RS), based on PMreading.
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N.KUDO

Translation: Some hold that [the word dhruva is derived from] a verbal
root VdhruvA- denoting a stability. To those verbal roots such as
having a penultimate vowel [“iK-upapada: having iK (=i,u,r,l) as
penultimate vowel”], an agentive suffix -Ka is introduced [to
denote the agent].

[The form “dhruvati’ means that] something is stable.
Therefore, it keeps one and the same form (ekariipa). For
example, “dhruvam asya silam: his conduct is stable.”

Notes: Here is explained the second derivation of the word dhruva. In

this opinion, the word dhruva- is derived from the verbal root

NdhruvA- with Kt suffix -Ka which is prescribed in P.3.1.135:

iGupadhajiiaprikirah Kah.

Ndhruva- + -Ka > dhruv- + °a > dhruv-a

As regards to the derivation, commentators have already discussed on

it. PM on P.1.4.24 [1,535,5-7] says:

“dhruvam” iti. “dhru gatisthairyayoh” |Dhp. 1400] ity asmat
kutadeh pacady aCi ripam. ye tu “dhruva gatisthairyayoh”
 [Dhp. 1400 pa.] iti pathanti, tesam iGupadhalaksanah Kah
pratyayah.
Tr.: On the word dhruva. Since it [= Vdhru-] is included in the
kutadi class [sixth class of Dhp.], a suffix -aC, prescribed to
pacadi, is applied. Others, however, list the root in the form of
Vdhruv4-. To such verbal roots, a suffix -Ka is introduced
because it has a penultimate vowel -u.

This passage is quoted by Sayana (or Madhava, 14 c. CE) in his

Madhaviyadhatuvrtti on Ndhru- [p. 479):
dhru gatisthairyayoh. (dhruvati) ityadi guvativat. (dhruvah)
pacady aC. atra Svamyadayo' dhruva iti vakarantam dhatum
pathanti. uktari ca “dhruvam apaye” ity atra Haradattena --
dhru gatisthairyayor ity asmat pacady aC, ye dhruva
gatisthairyayor iti pathanti, tesam iGupadhalaksanah
Kapratyaya iti.

Also, he says [on Ndhru- (Dhp. 1.990), p. 263]: dhru sthairye.

dhruvah -- iti bahulakat Kah. yadva ‘dhruvam apaye’ iti nirdesat

sadhuh. ayam tudadau gatyarthas ca. tasmad va aCi dhruvah. sa hi
kutadih. : :

From the first alternative, the word dhruva has two meanings, the
movement and the stability. It seems to imply that the notion of
dhruva would contain some sort of motion. On the other hand, the
second alternative gives the meaning, stability, and this seems to
exclude the item having the motion from the range of dhruva.

1 Sayana specifies “others” as “Svamyadayah (Ksirasvamin, etc.).” However, in the
Ksiratarangini of Ksirasvamin, the root Ndhruvd- is not listed (See Liebich [1930, p. 151]). In
this connection, Ksirasvamin says [p. 86): dhru sthairye. dhravati, bahulakat [P.3.3.1], Kah
[Un. 11.611: dhruvah. tudadau [Dhp. V1.107] dhruvat [1.990].
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J According to Palsule [1955], some Dhatupathas give different list of
dhru-.

B Ks M S Sa C 3 Kk Kt 8§88 H V

Ndhru- VII07a 119 126 116 x X 135 108 x 116 114 P

dhruv- VIIOTb x X 116 81 93 x X 107 x X X
(As for the abbreviations of Dhatupathas, see Palsule [1955]).

2.2. Nature of the word dhruva {115,23-29}

Text: tatha capaye sadhye yad ekariipam ity ukte prakrtadhatipatia-
gatyanavistatve sati tadupayogiti labhyate. tac'' carthad
avadhibhiitam eva paryavasyati. tena “dhavato ’$vat patati”
ityadau kriyaya™ visistasyapy asvasya prakrta“*dhatapatta-
kriyam praty avadhitvam na virudhyate. tath@ “parasparasman
mesav apasaratah” ity atra sydhatund gatidvayasyapy apadanad
ekamesanisthan gatim praty aparasyapadanatvam sidhyati.

*1. MS90R7. yac for tac. *2. Read “kriya-" instead of “kriydydh.”z cf.
MS. 90R8. kriyavi(si)stasya. *3. ad. -pati- (MS. 90R8).

Translation: Accordingly, when [dhruva is said as] “the one which
remains the same where the moving is to be done,” it [= dhruva]
is realized as the one which helps the movement if it itself is not
involved in that movement denoted by the contextual verbal root.
And on the basis of this meaning it leads to [the notion of] “the one
which is a limit (avadhibhiita).” Therefore, in case of “dhavato
’svat patati: he is falling from a running horse,” even though a
horse is qualified by one action [i.e., running], it does not make a
contradiction to become a limiting point in relation to the other
action [= the act of falling] obtained by the contextual verbal root
\pat-. Similarly, in case of “parasparasman mesav apasaratah:
two rams back away from each other,” even though two
movements are obtained by root Vsr-, in regard to the movement
existing in one ram, the other [ram] functions as apadana.

Notes: The word dhruva means “a fixed point” or “something stable”

(as is stated in 2.1.2). If this literal interpretation alone is admissible, a

thing which is itself moving is not elligible to become dhruva. In the

example quoted in this passage, ‘asva’ would not be considered as the
fixed point because it is running. This kind of objection is already
discussed in V¢ II on P.1.4.24 [1,327,9): gatiyuktesv apadanasamjia
nopapadyate ‘dhruvatvat (It is not justified to give a designation
apadana to the things related to the action, because they are not fixed
point). This V¢ is, however, immediately refuted by V¢ III: na
vadhrauvyasyavivaksitatvat (Or, it is not the case because adhrauvya
[instability] is not intended here).

2 Cf. Tattvobodhini on SK No.586 {1, p. 657]: iha dhdvanakriyavisistasyipy asvasya prakrta-
dhatupattakriyam praty avadhitvam na virudhyate.
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The point of this discussion is how to interpret the dhruva. Does this
allow us to make an extension of the meaning? The stability referred to
in this is not an absolute notion. Even though a horse is running, this
act of running is not of the agent who is falling. In the verbal
understanding, the main denotation is the act of falling and with regard
to this falling the apadana is decided because the horse is not involved
in the act of falling. The notion of the dhruva is thus relative. Kaiyata
clearly says about this relativeness of the notion of dhruva [on
P.1.4.24, 11,2491} that “na tv anavacchinnam. tato ’paye yad ana-

vistam tad apaye dhruvam ucyate: But it is not a restricted meaning.
Thus, something which does not enter into [the act of] moving away,

that is called dhruva.”

2.2.2. Proof by Bhartrhari {115,29-116,3}
Text: uktari ca harina prakirnakande
apaye yad udasinam calam va yadi vacalam.
dhruvam evatadavesat tadapadanam ucyate.
patato dhruva evasvo yasmad asvat pataty asau.
tasyapy asvasya patane kudyadir dhruvam isyate.
{116} mesantarakriyapeksam avadhitvam prthak prthak. [V P.
III,7. 141]
mesayoh svakriyapeksam kartrtvafi ca prthak prthak. iti.
atadavesad ity apayanavesad ity arthah.
Translation: Thus said by Bhartrhari in his Prakirnakanda [VP
11.7.141}:
“When the moving away has taken place, the one which is
indifferent to the movement or does not move is the fixed point
because of not being involved in it [= moving away]. It is called
apadana. In case where someone is falling from a horse which is
itself falling from the fixed point, the wall, etc. is desired as the
fixed point with regard to the falling of that horse. [In case where
two rams are separating,] the limiting point [of the act of
separating of one ram] is decided with reference to the act of the
other ram, and in each case the agency is decided with regard to
each rams’ own action.”
Here, “atadavesat” {in ¢ pada of first karikd] means “because it
does not enter into the act of moving away.”
Notes: First two karikas are not found in the present Vakyapadiya.
Both are quoted by Haradatta in PM on P.1.4.24 [1,536,5-6; 8-9]. The
pada a-c of the former karika is quoted by Nagesa, attributing this to

3 ¢t Uddyota on P.1.4.24 [11,2491]: apdye yad andavistam iti. apdye sati prakrtadhatipdttaya
kriyaya yad anavistam ity arthah. evam ca prakrtadhatipittagatyanavistatvam eva dhruvatvam iti
tatparyam. Also PM on P.1.4.24 [1,535,12] says: iha tad apayena visesyate -- apdye yad
dhruvam iti, na tu sarvatrikam. (Here, [To express the notion that] it is specified by the
separation, it is said “apaye yad dhruvam.” However, it does not mean the absolute [stability].)
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Bhartrhari, in his Uddyota on P.1.4.24 (11, 2491: harir apy dha ...).
Cf. See the remarks by Abhyankar and Limaye in their edition of VP,
the Appendix IV, no. 2 (pp. 358-9) and no. 14 (pp. 363-4).

VP 111.7.140 says: ubhav apy adhruvau mesau yady apy ubhaya-
karmaje. vibhage pravibhakte tu kriye tatra vivaksite (Even though
two rams are not stable in the act [of separating] performed by both,
two actions are intended to be different [from the other]).

2.2.3. In sum {116,4-8}

Text: gatir vind tv avadhina ndpdya iti kathyate™. iti [VP.111,7.143ab)
tatraivokter avadhinirapeksasya calanasyapayatvabhavad iti
bhavah. “parvatat patato ’svat patati” ity atra tu parvata-
vadhikapatanasrayo yo ’svas tad avadhikam devadattasrayam
patanam arthah.

*1. In the Iyer’s edition of VP, gamyate instead of kathyate.

Translation: “It is said that there cannot be any act of moving away
without the limiting point.”

Here it is implied that the motion which is not related to the
fixed point is not [called] “moving away.” However, in case of
“parvatdt patato ’svat patati: he is falling from a horse which is
falling from the mountain,” the verbal understanding is the act of
falling down in which Devadatta is its substratum and has the
fixed point, i.e., the horse which is the substratum of the act of
falling down having the mountain as its fixed point.

Notes: When mere separation is intended, that is to say, a separation of

one thing into two or more is expressed, if those two or more have no

movement, we cannot speak of the separation (apaya). For example,
cutting a tree into pieces. In the course of cutting, we realize that the
separation in the form of the tree divided into pieces has happened.

Since the pieces are not moving (acala), we cannot say that “pieces

are separating from the tree.” We cannot admit the tree as the fixed

point.

When the movement is witnessed and it is a sort of separation from a
certain point, this is called apdya. In this action, there are both the
agent and the fixed point. If the horse is falling down from the
mountain and a person is falling down from that horse, both person
and horse are in motion. In this case, two movements are involved,
i.e., horse’s and person’s falling down. Here, two actions are as
realized to be distinct. Each act has its own agent and fixed point. That
is, horse is the agent of its falling and has the mountain as the fixed
point. The person is the agent of his movement and has the fixed point,
horse. Therefore, even though two movements are involved, there is no
confusion in usage. We have such usages quoted in this passage and
admit them as correct.
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2.3. Relation of apadana to kriya {116,8-10)}

Text: paficami tv avadhau Sakta. tatrabhedena samsargena prakrty-
artho visesanam. pratyayarthas tu kriyayam visesanam. kara-
kanam kriyayaiva sambandhat. anyathasadhutvat. kriyanvaye
saty eva hi karakasamjia, tatpurvika visesasamjiias ca sthitah.

Translation: The fifth case ending (paficami) denotes the fixed point. In
that case, the meaning of the nominal stem is a qualifier [to case
ending] through the relation of identity (abheda). And the
meaning of the suffix serves as the qualifier to the action because
karaka is the one which is related to the action. Otherwise any
expression would be wrong. Thus, when something is related to
the action, it is called karaka. And as it being karaka, a particular
designation is applied to it. ’

Notes: This passage refers to the maxim “prakrtipratyayarthayoh
pratyayarthah pradhanyah: among the meanings of the nominal stem
and the suffix the meaning of the suffix is predominant.” This is based
on Pataiijali, MBh ad P.3.1.67 [ll, 58,11-12]: prakrtipratyayau
pratyayartham saha briita iti (the nominal stem and the suffix are
conveying the meaning of the suffix conjointly).

According to the grammarians, the nominal stem is related to the
suffix through the relation of identity (abheda) because the substratum
denoted by the elements are identical. In the example “vrksar
(parnam) patati,” the nominal stem vrksa expresses the meaning
“tree” and suffix -Nas expresses the meaning “the starting-point.” Tree
is the substratum of this starting-point-ness, which is denoted by the
suffix. Therefore, both are connected by the relation of identity. The
karaka, apadana in this case, is related to the verb. The suffix added
after the nominal stem expresses the starting-point and this meaning
together with the meaning of the nominal stem delimits the meaning of
the verbal root. This relation is not of identity but of non-identity
(bheda), simply because their substrata are different.

2.3.1. Relations between two words in sentence {116,11-18}

Text: ata evahuh - [Tantravarttika on Jaiminiya Siitra 2.2.9.23]
namno dvidhaiva sambandhah sarvavikyesv avasthitah.
samanadhikaranyena sasthya vapi kvacid bhavet.

“samanddhikaranyena” iti “nilo ghatah” ityady abhiprayam.
“nilam ghatam danaya” ityadav apy antarangakriyanvaya-
nantaram ekakriyavasikrtanam parsnikyabodhabhiprayaii ca.
“sasthya” ity akarakavibhakter upalaksanam, “haraye namah”
iti yatha. “kvacid” iti akarakavibhakter api, “natasya Srnoti”
ityadau kriyanvayadarsanad iti bhavah.

Translation: It is said: “It is established that the relation of two nominals
in every sentence is of two kinds. Namely, through the
appositional relation and through [the meaning of] the sixth case
ending in certain cases.”
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The appositional relation (sGmanadhikaranya) [is the relation
realized in the phrase], for example, “nilo ghatah: a blue pot.”
And in case of “nilam ghatam anaya: bring the pot which is
blue,” immediately after the relation to the action is understood,
the integrated cognition of which is subdued to one action is
realized. The word “sasthy@” is an indication of the case endings
which represent the non-karaka relation. For example, “haraye
namah: salute to Hari.”

The word “kvacit” means the case wherein the case endings do
not represent the karaka relation. By this, it is implied that nata
in case of “natasya srnoti,” [although it does not represent any
karaka relation,] does relate to the action.

Notes: The verse qouted here is taken from Tantravarttika of Kumarila
on JS. 2.2.9.23 [MI1,97]. In d pdda text runs as “vd pratipadyate.”
The context is how the relation between the two words in the sentence
“vajibhyo vajinam” is established without the verb.

namnam dvidhaiva sambandhah sarvavakyesv avasthitah.

samanadhikaranyena sasthya va pratipadyate . '

na catra samanadhikaranyam sasthim va pasyamah. na ca
vajibhya iti karakavibhaktih kriyapadad anyena sambadhyate.
na ceha tadupattam. tatradhyaharakalpanad eko viprakarsah.
tripadasambandhagauravad aparah.”
Tr.: It is established that the relation of two nominals in every
sentence is of two kinds. [It is expressed either through the
appositional relation or through [the meaning of] the sixth case
ending.

Here, we have neither the appositional relation nor [the relation
expressed by] the genitive case. [The case ending of] the word
vajibhyah is not expressive of karaka and it is not related to any
word other than the verb. Here, there is nothing which represents
it [i.e., the verb]. This is a sort of remoteness because some
supplementary [word] (adhyahara)* is supposed. The other point
is that it is cumbersome to establish the relation among three
words [vajibhyah, vajinam, and dadyat].

The word antarangakriyanvaya referred to in this passage means a
relation that an action, a meaning denoted by a verbal form, is a core
of sentence meaning and others such as the meanings of nominal forms
are joined to the action. In the example quoted in this passage, “nilam
ghatam anaya,” we have two (preliminary) relations, i.e., between the
word nilam and anaya, and between the word ghatam and anaya.
Both have same relatum, i.e., arnaya, and through this word two words
nilam and ghatam are combined. Consequently, we get a knowledge
of “bring a blue pot.” This interpretation of a sentence is apparently

4 See Notes on 2.5.

151



N.KUDO

held by the Mimamsakas.> They claim that a meaning of verbal suffix
is main qualificand of verbal understanding if we say in the later
terminology. The verbal suffix denotes ‘bhavand: productivity.” Other
meanings denoted by the nominal words in the sentence are integrated
to the meaning of verbal suffix.® This position is already maintained by
old Mimamsakas. Kumarila says in his Tantravarttika on JS 1.2.4.32
[11,52]: karakanam kriyapariharenanyonyasambandhabhavat. tena
vakyam api kriyayaiva sambadhniyat (It is because the karakas have
no mutual relation except [the relation to] the action. Thus, a sentence
is tied to the action).”

There are two relationships between two nominal words. One is
samanadhikaranya (an appositional relation) or abheda (identity) and
the other is bheda (difference or non-identity). The relation of identity
is, roughly speaking, expressed by the words having the same case
ending and that of non-identity is by the genitive case.

The example “haraye namah: salute to Hari” is justified by P.2.3.16
(namahsvastsvahasvadhakamvasadyogac ca). As for the sentence
“natasya Srnoti,,” see Kudo [1996], pp. 49-50.

2.3.2. The relation of non-identity <Against Naiyayikas> {116,18-21}

Text: etena “bhiitale ghato na” ity atra “bhutaladheyatvabhavo”
ghate, “bhutaladheyatvam” va ghatabhave visesanam iti dvedha
vydcaksana Naiyayikah parastah, ubhayathdpi kriyananvaye
karakavibhakter asadhutvat, arthabhave ’vyayibhavapattes ca.
tasya nityasamdsatvdt .

Translatlon In this way, in regard to “bhiitale ghato na” Naiyayikas
explain its Sabdabodha in two ways, namely, that the absence of
the superstratumness on the ground is a qualifier to the pot [that is
to say, pot has an absence of the superstratumness on the
ground], or that the superstratumness on the ground is qualifier to
the absence of the pot [the ground has the absence of the pot].
Their position is not acceptable because in both the karakavibhakti
is wrongly used in spite of non-connection to the action. And if
there is no meaning [of karaka which is to be related to the
action], there must be avyayibhava since it is permanent
compound which is not affected by the relation to the action.

5 To this interpretation, Navyanaiyayikas, for example Gadadhara, criticize [Vyutpartivada, p.
31]: atha nilam ghatam anayetyadau nilader ghatadav anvayopagame niladipadottaravibhakty-
arthakarmatvadeh kutranvaya iti cen na kutrapi. vibhaktipadam sadhutvartham eva prayujyate
(Then, even if we admit that a word nilam is related to a word ghata, which is an object-ness
expressed by case ending added after the word nila related to? [Answer]: It is related to nothing.
The case ending [attached to the word nila] is only used for the grammatical correct-ness).

6 As for the verbal understanding of the Mimamsakas’, see Rao [1969], pp. 24-34, especially p.
28.

7 Thisis discussed by Bhide [1980], p. 138.
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Notes: Next discussion is concerned with the verbal cognition based on
the relation of non-identity, especially on how the negative particle
nalN is construed in the sentence composition. Here is referred to the
Naiyayikas. Bhattoji refutes them by saying that in the sentence
“bhiitale na ghatah™ we have no verbal form, so the negative particle
is not construed with either bhiitale or ghatah. As is stated in this
passage, if we want to construe the negative particle with ghata, these
two words do not stand separately in the sentence but form a
compound. According to P.2.1.6 (avyayam vibhakti-samipa-samrddhi-
vyrddhi—arthabhavatyaya— asamprati— sabda— pradurbhava— pascad—
yathanupurvya-yaugapadya-sadrSya-sampattisakalyantavacanesu), an
avyayibhava compound is formed from avyaya and a nominal stem if
it is used to connotate an absence of the object (arthabhava). This is an
obligatory compound. Thus, avyayibhava which connotes the absence
of a pot is ‘nirghatam,’ derived from the underlying sentence “abhdvo
ghatasya.” Therefore, since the negative particle cannot relate
exclusively to the meaning of one word in the sentence, the above
discussion itself is impossible.

The proposition “bhiitale ghato na” referred in this SK is oft-quoted
statement in the Navya-Nyaya literature to illustrate the relation of
qualifier-qualificand (visesanavisesyabhava). For the Naiyayikas the
absence (abhava) is admitted as a real entity. It is to be understood as
“absence of something” and at the same time recognized “on/in
something.” This relation is also called adharadheyabhava wherein the
absence of pot is adheya (superstratum) and a piece of the ground is
adhara (substratum). Something of which the absence is known is
called pratiyogin and something wherein the absence exists is
anuyogin. In the case of the above statement a piece of the ground is
anuyogin and the absence of the pot is pratiyogin.

Here we realize a certain kind of relation in the form that one
restricts the other between the absence of the pot and the piece of the
ground. Wada [1990] classifies the cases of this relation, visesana-
visesyabhava, into two, viz., (1) direct and (2) indirect, and further
gives sub-classes as follows [pp. 55-56]:

(1) direct: visesana is (a) the superstratum of visesya
(b) the substratum of visesya
(c) neither the superstratum nor the sub-
stratum of visesya.

When the absence of the pot (ghatabhava) distinguishes the piece of
the ground (bhiitala) from the other piece of it, ghatabhava is
viSesana and bhiitala is visesya. In this case, the knowledge from that
statement is “The piece of the ground has the absence of the pot.” This
is the case of (1-a). Contrary, when the ground distincts the absence of
the pot from the absence of something other than the pot, bhiitala is
visesana and ghatabhava is visesya, and the knowledge is “There is no
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pot on the ground” or “The absence of the pot is on the ground.” This is
the case of (1-b).
However, we have another interpretation, i.e., “The pot has the
absence of the occurrence on the ground.” This third interpretation is
treated in this SK passage. The relation of qualifier-qualificand is
considered between two relata but as regards these two we have
different interpretations about two relata as: (i) the pot and the absence
of the occurrence on the ground or (ii) the absence of the pot and the
occurrence on the ground. Such consideration is found in Nafvada of
Raghunatha Siromar)i (1510 CE) [in the edition of the Tattvacintamani,
part IV (Sabdakhanda), vol.2, pp. 1039-1042].
yatra cadharadheyabhavo na samsargamaryyadaya labhyas
tatranuyogipade saptamyapeksa yatha bhiitale ghato na ghata
ity atra tatparyyavasat kadacid bhitaladau ghatabhavah
kaddcid dhatadau bhutalavrititvabhavah pratiyate, ata eva
prthivyam gandho na jale ityadau pratiter ekavisesyakatva-
nubhavah.®
Tr.: Where a superstratum-substratum relation cannot be other-
wise obtained as the [intended] ‘relational seem’ (samsarga-
maryada), the locative case ending becomes necessary in the
word expressing the subjunct (anuyogin), e.g., “There is a pot on
the ground” and “There is no pot on the ground.” Here,
depending on the intention of the speaker, one (the hearer) may
understand an absence of pot [to occur] on the ground or an
absence of occurrence-on-the-ground [to occur] in the pot. It is
because of this [second alternative] that the cognition “There is
smell in earth and not in water” is felt to have only one
qualificand [visesya, i.e., smell and two qualifier, viz.,
occurrence-in-earth and absence-of-occurrence-in water]. (Tr. by
Matilal [1968], p.152.)

Raghunatha thinks that the second interpretation [= (ii)] is preferable

(see Matilal, op.cit., p.153). On this passage, Gadadhara (1700 CE)

gives following commentary [in op.cit, p. 1042]:
tatha ca bhiitale ghata ity ato ghate bhiitalavrttitvasya
visesanataya bodhanat, bhitale na ghata ity ato ’pi ghate
bhiitalavrttitvabhava eva visesanatayd pratiyate, na tu ghata-
bhave bhiutalavrttitvam. ekakdaravakyasya dvividhabodha-
janakatopagame naNpade saptamyantabhiitaladisamabhiya-
harajfianasya dvividhakaranatvakalpandpatteh.

8 paraltel passage is found in VSM of Nagesa [nipatarthanirnaya, p. 48]: etena — ‘bhiitale na
gahtah’ ityadau tatparyavasat bhiitaladau ghatadyabhdvah, kadacic ca ghatadau bhiitala-
vrititvabhavah pratiyate — ity apastam, atyantabhavarthakanaNah pratiyogibhitakriya-
nvayitvaniyamat, karakanam Fkriyanvayitvaniyamac ca. kificaivam avyayibhdavasya
nityasamasatvad vékyasyaiva durlabhatvapattih. na caivam “prthivyam gandhah, na jale”
ityadau pratiter ekavisesyakatvanubhavo na syat, iti vacyam. istapatteh, tatha-
nubhavasyaivabhavit.
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Tr.: As in case of “bhiitale gathah” we realize the relation of
which the occurrence on the ground is visesana for the pot, so in
case of its negative statement “bhiitale na ghatah” we know that
the absence of the occurrence on the ground is a qualifier to the
pot, [namely “The pot has the absence of the occurrence on the
ground”]. However, it [should] not be [considered that] the
occurrence on the ground is a qualifier to the absence of the pot
because, for one and the same sentence, twofold cause-ness of the
knowledge which is produced from the word ending in a locative
case such as bhiitale, etc. would be [wrongly] assumed to the
negative particle naN which has the producer-ness of twofold
cognition.

2.4. Correctness / incorrectness of the cognition {116,21-26}
Text: nanv asmad ukto ’pi bodho ’smaddarsanavyutpannanam anu-
bhavasaksika iti cet ?

satyam, na hi vayam bodha eva nodetiti briimah. sarve
sarvarthabodhanasamartha ity abhyupagamat, kintu tasminn
arthe ’sadhutam. tatha ca “siddhe Sabdarthasambandhe” iti
varttikam vyacaksana Bhasyakara ahuh -- “samanayam artha-
vagatau sadhubhis casadhubhis ca gamyagamyetivan niyamah
kriyate” iti.

Translation: [Objection]: The cognition we claimed is also observed in
the experience of the understanding of our philosophy.

[Reply:] [If Naiyayikas say as such,] it is true. We do not say
that the cognition does not arise in that case because it is accepted
that every [word] is capable of conveying its meaning. However,
even if such a meaning is [obtained], incorrectness [of the usage] is
inevitable. Thus, in the course of explaining Varttika “siddhe
sabdarthasambandhe,” Bhasyakara said that even though the
meaning is understood equally both from the correct word and
from the wrong word, a restriction like meaningful (gamya) or
non-meaningful (agamya) is still effective.

Notes: Every word has its meaning and from this meaning we come to
have a knowledge, but the correctness of the knowledge is not
determined by mere acquisition of the meaning. Every school has its
own epistemological scheme. The correct cognition for one school is not
so for other schools. From the grammarians’ point of view, the analysis
of sentence into words, again into the meaningful elements, the
relation of word-meaning, the faculty of the word, and the
epistemological and ontological considerations based on aforesaid
analysis held by other schools are not acceptable because they have
their own criteria. This passage simply clarifies their standpoint.
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The statement “sarve sarvarthabodhanasamarthah™ is exhibited
differently. In the MBh, it is said [MBh ad P.1.1.20, 1,75,13-14; ad
7.1.27,111,251,12-13}:

sarve sarvapadadeso daksiputrasya panineh / ekadesavikare hi
nityatvam nopapadyate ([This is an opinion] of Panini, the son of
Diaksi, that all are the substitutes (ddesa) of the rest, because the
permanency of them would be not damaged even if there are
changes [of the words]).;

or {ad P.5.1.119, I1,367,26-271],

' yadva sarve $sabdah svenarthena bhavati sa tesam artha iti
tadabhidhane va tvatalLau bhavata it vaktavyam (Or rather,
every word has its meaning. When it is said that it is their
meaning, the suffix -fva or -taL are possible. Thus to be stated).

Also PMon P.1.1.1 {1, p. 60] says “atah sarve sabdah samjiariipena

sarvan arthan pratipadayitum samarthah (Therefore, every word has

a capacity to express own meaning in the form of the technical term).

In the discussion of the relation of the word and its meaning, Navya-
Naiyayikas hold that it depends on the will of God (ISvareccha), see
the Nyayasiddhantamuktavali [p. 293]): sa casmat padad ayam artho
boddhavya itisvareccharipa.

The phrase “siddhe $abdarthasambandhe” is first part of varttika 1'°
in the paspasahnika (1,6,16), but not of Katyayana. This aims at
establishing a permanent relation of a word to its meaning. The
quotation from MB#? is taken from the bhasya on the second part of Vt
I [1,8,20-22], stating that the grammar gives us criteria to make a
distinction of correct words and incorrect words and consequently leads
to the ultimate happiness:

evam ihapi samanayam arthagatau Sabdena capasabdena ca
dharmaniyamah kriyate Sabdenaivartho ’bhidheyo napasabdene-
ti. evam kriyamanam abhyudayakari bhavatiti.

2 Nagesa sometimes quotes this staternent. In PLM [pp. 62,63] it reads “sati tatparye sarve
sarvarthavacaka iti bhasyal laksandya abhavat, vrttidvayavacchedakadvayakalpane gauravat.
(Even if there is an intention of speaker, a secondary function of the word is not possible on the
basis of the bhasya, namely “sarve sarvarthavicakih: every [words] can denote the their
meanings.” Because it is redundant to postulate two delimitor for two imports). In this, Nagesa
refers to Bhdsya, probably the portions qouted in the Notes.

10 I the Kielhorn ed. this ¥ 1 is divided into three parts, namely, “siddhe $abdarthasam-
bandhe,” “lokato 'rthaprayukte $abdaprayoge $astrena dharmaniyamah,” &d “yatha laukika-
vaidikesu.” However, Joshi and Roodgergen propose different division and numbering of this first
varttika. They consider the opening statement of MBh, “atha $abdanusasanam” [1,1,1], as first vt
and “raksohagamaladhvasamdehah prayojanam” [line 14], which is included in the bhasya-
portion in Kielhorn ed., as second. Subsequently, vt Il is “siddhe $abdarthasambandhe lokatah,”
IV is “arthaprayukte Sabdaprayoge sastrena dharmaniyamah,” and V “yatha laukikavaidikesu.”
For the reasons why they give different readings, see Joshi and Roodgergen [1986], Introduction p.
ix, Note (2) [pp. 7-8] and fn.331 [p. 90].
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Tr.: Likewise, when a meaning can be obtained equally from

correct words and incorrect words, a restriction for dharmall is
made that the meaning is to be made explicit only by the correct
word not by incorrect word. If it is managed as such, the [words]
used become a navigator to abhyudaya (welfare).

2.4.1. Proof {116,26-28}

Text: uktari ca - [VMM. karika 21}
bhedabhedakasambandhopadhibhedaniyantritam.
sadhutvam tadabhave 'pi bodho neha nivaryate. iti.

Translation: It is said: “The correctness [of the word form] depends on

the distinction conditioned by the relation of difference and
identity. Even if there is no [correct-ness], the [verbal] cognition is
not denied [by grammarians].”

Notes: This is karika 21 of VMM. Its a-b pada is “bhedyabhedaka-

sambandhopadhibhedanibandhanam.” Nage$a attributes this karika to

Bhartrhari in his V'SLM (p. 746 and p. 799), but it is not found in the

present VP. Kaunda Bhatta comments on it ['Bh, Dhatvarthanirnaya,

p- 65}

bhedyam = visesyam, bhedakam = visesanam, tayor yah
sambandhah, tasya yo bhedah, tan nibandhanam sadhutvam ity
arthah. ayam bhavah -- yasmin visesye yadrsavisesananvite
yadrganupurvyah sutravartikabhasyakaradyanyatamena sadhu-
tvam uktam, sa Sabdah tatra sadhuh, anyatrasadur eva.

Tr.: The word bhedya means a qualificand and the word bhedaka
a qualifier. [The compound in a-b pada] means that the correct-
ness is a juxtaposition such as the difference of the relation
between two. What is meant is: When certain qualifier is related
to some qualificand, such a particular order is said to be the
correct-ness of the words. It is provoked by Panini, Katyayana
and Patafijali. [Thus,] one word is correct in a certain case but not
in another case.

On this line, it is also remembered that Bhartrhari says [VP. I, 133

(142)'2] that the tradition of grammar has the knowledge of

correctness as its subject (sadhutvajiiagnavisaya seyam vyakarana-

smytih).

11 For the compound dharmaniyama, Pataiijali discusses its formation [1,8,4-7]: [under the
partial V¢ 1 (lokato ’rthaprayukte $sabdaprayoge $astrena dharmaniyamah)] lokato ’rthaprayukte
Sabdaprayoge Sastrena dharmaniyamah kriyate. kim idam dharmaniyama iti. dharmaya niyamo -
dharmaniyamah. dharmartho va niyamo dharmaniyamah. dharmaprayojano va niyamo dharma-
niyamah.

12 This numbering is given in Iyer’s edition. In Rau [1977], it is numbered as 158.
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2.4.2. The verbal cognition and the [in-]correct sentence {116,29-33}

Text: evafi ca kasmad vakyat kidrgbodha iti prasne yo yatha
vyutpannas tasya tadrg eveti sthitih. kidrse bodhe sadhutvam
kutra neti param vicaravisaya iti tattvam. etena “ghatah karma-
tvam anayanam krtih” ityadinam svaripayogyateti parastam,
tatha vyutpannasya bodhanubhavat. anyatha vyutpannasya vyut-
pattiripasahakarivirahat karyanudaye ’pi svaripayogyata-
napayat.

Translat1on Similarly, in regard to the question that what kind of
cognition arises from which kind of sentence, it is already
established that one who is trained as such gets such a kind of
knowledge. In fact, it is another subject of consideration as to
whether the correctness exists in the knowledge or not.
Accordingly, it is rejected that there is no compatibility of its own
form [= sentence form] in case of the expression like “ghatah
karmatvam anayanam krtih: a pot, the object-ness, the act of
bringing, [and] an effort.” Because it is experientially known that
those who are trained in that way get a cognition from it.
Otherwise, since one has no helping factor for language training
in particular way, even if the result [= the sabdabodha] does not
arise, it would have nothing to do with the issue of the
compatibility of its own form.

Notes: In this passage, the correct-ness of the sentence and the validity

of the cognition are sorted out as different issues. Even though the

sentence is grammatically correct, not all sentences would give a valid
knowledge. Roughly speaking, the process of acquisition of the verbal

knowledge is firstly to hear the utterance of word-elements, i.e.,

sentence form or word form, to recollect the meanings of those

elements and to reach the integrated meaning. This meaning obtained
at the last stage is called sabdabodha (a verbal knowledge). However,
it is not enough to have the meanings of the uttered elements. For the

Naiyayikas, there must be several factors to enable us to reach the

“correct” knowledge or verbal cognition and it is said that there are

four causes, i.e., yogyata (semantic compatibility), a@satti (contiguity),

akanksa (syntactic expectancy) and tatparya (intention of speaker).

Naiyayikas often quote above the string “ghatah karmatvam anayanam

krtih” to illustrate how four causes are necessary. For example, the

Nyayasiddhantamuktavali, on karika 84, says [pp. 348-350]:

yat padena vina yasyananubhavakata bhavet. akanksa. k.84
a<|
akanksam nirvakti -- yat padeneti. yena padena vina yat
padasyanvayananubhavakatvam tena padena saha tasyakanksety
arthah. kriyapadam vina karakapadam nanvayabodham jana-
yatiti tena tasydkanksa, vastutas tu kriyakarakapadanam san-
nidhanam asattya caritartham. parantu ghatakarmatabodham
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prati ghatapadottaradvitiyaripakanksajiianam karanam, tena
ghatah karmatvam anayanam krtir ityadau na sabdabodhah.
Tr.: “That one word cannot convey a complete meaning without
some word, it is called akarksa (syntactic expectancy).”
Here the expectancy is now going to be explained, so said “yat -
padena.” The word X has a syntactic expectancy to the word Y
when X without Y cannot convey any syntactic relation [between
the two]. Any nominal word [ending in certain case suffix which
represents] karaka does not produce relational knowledge without
a verb. Thus it has an expectancy to [the verb]. However,
truthfully speaking, the juxtaposition (sannidhana) of the verbs
and nominal words is fulfilled by the contiguity (@satfi). On the
contrary, as for the cognition of a pot being an object [of some
action], the knowledge of expectancy in the form that an
accusative case ending follows the stem ghata is a cause [of
verbal cognition]. Therefore, the sequence “ghatah karmatvam
anayanam kytih” cannot produce any verbal cognition.

Here, Visvanatha at first gives the definition of akanksa that it is an

expectancy of the one word to another. After saying so, he

immediately redefines that it is required between, for instance, the

stem and the case ending.!3

Let us examine the sentence “ghatam anaya.” The relation of
juxtaposition (sannidhara) is realized because those two words
(ghatam ™23 and angya*¥?ad3) gre placed contiguously. In order
to get the cognition “bring a pot,” it is sufficient to have this contiguity
for the verbal cognition. Even if we divide one word into its elements,
€.X., ghatam into ghata- and -am, we find another contiguity between
them.

13 Cf. Kirandavali on Nyayasiddhantamuktavali, k. 84 [p. 349]: nanv evam sati vyabhicdrad
akanksajfianasya sabdasamanye karanatva 'nupapattir ity ata gha — paran tv iti. ‘ghatam’ ity
atra adheyatasambandhena ghataprakarakakarmatavisesyakaghatanisthakarmatvam iti bodham
prati, ghatapadottaradvitiyaripakanksajiidnam = avyavahitottaratvasambandhena ampade
ghatapadavattvam ghatapade va’vyavahitapiirvatvasambandhend 'mpadavattvam evakanksa
tajjfianam = smaranam karanam ity arthah. evam ‘naya’ ity atrapi nayanaprakarakakrtivisesyaka
‘nayananukitlakrtiman’ iti sabdabodham prati avyavahitottaratvasambandhena lotpade
ninpadavattvam nifipade vyavahitapurvatvasambandhena va lotpadavattvam Gkanksa tajjiianam
karanam iti bodhyam. tatha ca ghatakarmakanayananukillakytiman iti $abdatvavydpakam yad
ghatanisthakarmatavisesyakasibdatvam nayandnukilakrtivisesyakasabdatvam ca tad
avacchinnam prati akanksdjfianasya kdranatvena, akdnksajiianasinyakile tu tadrsavyapaka-
dharmavacchinnabodhd’nutpattyd visistasabdatvatmakavyapyadharmavacchinnasya’py anutpadat
vyabhicara’prasakteh akanksajiiansya vyapakadharmavacchinnotpadakasamagririipasya
vyapyadharmavacchinnam prati niyatapurvavrttitvasya (karanatayah) nirabadhatvat. kintu
prayojand’bhivad vyapyadharmavacchinnam prati akanksajianasya karanatvam prthaktvena
ndngikriyate eveti bhavah. nanu tattadvyapakadharmavacchinnam praty api dsattya
caritarthatvat dkanksajiianasya kdranatvam nirarthakam ity asankam pariharati — teneti.
tattadvyapakadharmavacchinnam prati akanksajnanasya hetutvenety arthah.
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Following is the elements divided from the sentence “ghatam
anaya,” according to the Naiyayikas.

word: ghatam v anaya
element: ghata -am a-\ni -hi
meaning:  ghata karmatva anayana krti

<pot> <objectness> <an act of bringing>  <volition>

Now, an expectancy comes from the verb @naya in the form of “what
is to be brought?” The word ghatam also has an expectancy to the verb
because otherwise the case ending which denotes the object would not
be justified. Therefore, those two have mutual expectancy. However,
in the verbal understanding, when these are uttered contiguously,
asatti (contiguity) is perceived and their meanings are matched to each
other (yogyata). On the basis of asatti and yogyata the cognition is
achieved without gkanksa. Does it mean that for the verbal cognition
akanksa is not required ?

The answer is no. The expectancy is required between the elements
consisting of the word. When the word ghatam is uttered, there is
asatti between the stem ghata- and the case ending -am. We can
indubitably say that there is d@satti between -am and ghata- even in this
order. By the reverse order, however, no cognition arises. That is why
we need gkanksd between the elements. The order, first ghata- comes
and next -am, is desired and only this combination of the elements
produces the knowledge such as “a pot being the object.” Therefore,
akanksa is the syntactic expectancy not only between the words in the
sentence but also between the elements of one word.

When the meanings of the elements are phrased in the sentence in
the form of independent words, for example, in “ghatah karmatvam
anayanam krtih,” it is possible to say that there are dsatti and yogyata
between the meanings. But this string does not have any syntactic
expectancy and thus it does not produce the cognition. In this way, the
syntactic expectancy between the elements consisting of the word is
required in addition to @satti and yogyata.

Generally, the syntactic expectancy is of two types - utthitakanksa
(an expectancy arisen [naturally]) and utthapydakanksa (an expectancy
to be arisen).}4 VSLM says [I, p. 505]:

utthapakatavisayata nyatarasambandhenobhayasambandhena
va jijiasavisistah sakanksa ity ucyate. tatrantyam — pacati tan-
dulam devadatta iti. kriyakarakayor dvayor api parasparam
tadutthapakatvat tadvisayatvac ca. adyam pasya mrgo dhavatiti.
atra pasyarthasya karakadhavana’’kanksotthapakatvam dhava-
nam tu tadvisaya eva.

14 Raja [1966 (1977), p. 159] gives the translations of these two term as “natural expectancy”
for utthitakanksa and “potential expectancy” for utthapyakanksa.
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ces A=

through the relation of either the property of bringing about
(utthapakatasambandha) or the property of being a content
(visayatasambandha), or the relation of both. An example for the
latter is “pacati tandulam devadattah: Devadatta is cooking rice.”
In this case between the verb pacati and the nominal words such
as tandulam and devadattah there are both the relation of the
property of bringing about and the relation of being a content [of
that action]. Next is an example for the former, “pasya, mrgo
dhavati: See, a deer is running.” Here the meaning of “the act of
seeing” brings about the expectancy to the act of running which is
a kdraka. [Namely,] the act of running is just an object of seeing.
The utthitakanksa has the relation of being either its content or its

producer. In the example “pasya, mrgo dhavati,”'> the act of seeing
needs something to be seen, i.e., the running of a deer, as its content.
Here, visayatasambandha exists. However, in this case the act of
running of a deer expressed in the sentence functions as k@raka and so
it has an expectancy to the act of seeing. This is utthapakata-
sambandha. These two relation cannot stand simultaneously, because
the phrase “mrgo dhavati” is possible without another verb pasya and
only when the phrase as a whole functions as karaka it has an
expectancy to pasya. Therefore, in this utthitakanksa the relation is
always one-sided.

The utthapyakanksa is realized between kriya@ and karaka. The verb
that represents the action expects some word which represents its
content. In the example quoted in VSLM, the act of cooking needs
something to be cooked, e.g. rice, as its object. This relation is
visayatasambandha. At the same time, the rice needs some action
which causes it to be cooked. This relation is utthapakatasambandha.
Since these two relations interactively exist between these two words,
this utthapyakanksa is mutual expectancy.

2.4.3. Conclusion from the grammarians {116,33-117,6}

Text: etena pra{ 117} krtyarthaprakarako bodho yatra visesyataya tatra
visayataya pratyayajanya ityadi karyakaranabhavam kalpayanto
‘py apastah, viparitavyutpadite vyabhicarasyodbhavat.

siddhante tu “ghatah karmatvam” ityady asadhv eva. tatha hi

“abhihite prathama” iti Varttikam [Vt IV on P.2.3.1], tat katham
“ghatah karmatvam” iti prathama? ghatanayanayor
anayanakrti prati karmataya “kartrkarmanoh [krtih]” [P.2.3.65]
iti sasthiprasangac ceti dik.

15 For the Paninian notion of the sentence and, particurly, the discussion to this sentence “pasya,
myrgo dhavati” which seems to have two finite verbs in one sentence, see especially Deshpande
[1991(a)] and Dikshit [1980].
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Translation: There are some who assume the cause-effect relation [in
the verbal cognition] in the form that wherever the cognition
having the meaning of the nominal stem as its subject through the
[relation of] qualificand-ness appears [the remembrance of the
knowledge] produced by the suffix is the cause for [that result =
that verbal knowledge] through the [relation of] content-ness.
[Such an opinion] should be set aside because, if [the elements] are
placed in the reverse order, a deviation of knowledge would
happen. ’

However, as the siddhanta, the string “ghatah karmatvam
anayanam krtih” is not correct. As for it, V¢ says that when it is
already expressed the first case is introduced.

Then, why is the first case introduced after the elements in the
string “ghatah karmatvam anayanam krtih’? The reason is that
since both the pot and the act of bringing are related to the act of
bringing and the effort respectively as the object [and this object-
ness is not specified otherwise], the sixth case should be
introduced according to P.2.3.65. It is enough to say so to refute
their view.

Notes: The verbal cognition obtained from the sentence “ghatam

anaya” is, according to the Naiyayikas, “ghatavrttikarmataniripita-

nayananukillakrtiman tvam: You having an effort conducive to the act
of bringing which is described by the object-ness existing in pot.” The
verbal suffix -Ai, which denotes the volition (krti), qualifies the agent

(= you) and the volition is qualified by the act of bringing though the

relation of conduciveness, while the act of bringing is qualified by the

pot through the relation of objectness. When this cognition is again
verbalized into the string such as “ghatah karmatvam anayanam
krtih,” we have to add some relations that combine the elements
because the sentence meaning is nothing but the relation of qualiﬁer—
qualificand. In that string, there is no akanksa. Although this is
seemingly correct, we cannot have knowledge of “bring the pot.” Nor
have we the $§abdabodha proclaimed by Naiyayikas “ghata-vrtti-
karmata-nirupita-anayana-anukiila-krtiman tvam” from that string.
Then, even if we accept that string as meaningful and those who are
trained by the Naiyayikas’ way of thinking are able to have that
cognition, the string has no grammatical correct-ness. In the cognition
tentatively accepted the pot is an object of the act of bringing and the
act of bringing is also an ObJCCt of the volition. These object-ness are
not specified otherwise in that string and according to P.2.3.65
(kartrkarmanoh krti) the elements are to be put in the genitive case,
resulting in “*ghatasya anayanam, Gnayanasya krtih.” The use of the
nominative case endings after the elements is not justified by
grammar. In grammar, the nominative case is introduced after the
stem to express mere meaning of the stem, etc., (P.2.3.46: prati-
padikarthalingaparimanavacanamatre prathama) if the notion of the
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object, etc. which is attributed to that meaning of the stem is already
expressed (Vt I). The nominative case does not convey the notion of
the objectness here.

Therefore, Bhattoji concludes that the string “ghatah karmatvam
anayanam krtih” does not produce the cognition and that it is not
grammatically correct and thus meaningless. NageSa says about the
correct-ness of the cognition in his VSLM [, pp. 501-2]:

ata eva ghatah karmatvam anayanam krtir ity ato viparita-
vyutpannasya bodhah. sadvyutpannasya cabodha upapadyate.
sadvyutpannatvam ca vyakaranasastroktaprakrtipratyayavibha-
gatattadarthavibhagatattadanvayabodhavisayajiianavattvam.'©
Tr.: Therefore, in the string “ghatah karmatvam anayanam krtih”
[incorrect} knowledge [obtained from the reverse order of the
elements] comes arise. [That is to say,] a right cognition cannot
occur. To be right cognition is to have the knowledge of following
contents such as the divisions of stem and suffix, each meanings
of them and the relational knowledge of them which are
prescribed in the grammar.

This criticism against Naiyayikas is, of course, an arbitrary one
imposed on them by the grammarians. “From the Nyaya point of
view,” as is stated by Matilal [1968, p. 20], “it will not be improper to
say that examples like (11) [that is, above string. Noted by N.K.] lack
the syntactic property akanksa and hence do not generate any
cognitive meaning.”

In this connection, the Kiranavali, a commentary on the Nyaya-
siddhantamuktavali, gives Naiyayikas’ explanation [p. 349]:

‘ghatam anaya’ itivakyasthane prayuktat ‘ghatah karmatvam
anayanam krtir’ itivakyat ‘adheyatasambandhena ghatapra-
karakakarmatavisesyakah anukulatasambandhena ca anayana-
prakarakakrtivisesyakah sabdabodho na jayate, ... ‘ghatam’
itisthane prayukte ‘ghatah karmatvam’ ity atra ‘karmatvam
ghata’ ity api vaktum sakyatvat tatra aviparite viparite va
prayoge asattiyogyatasattve ’pi aviparito viparito va $abda-
bodho na bhavati, akanksa’bhavat, yatas tatra ‘karmatvam
ghata’ ity atra akanksa nasty eva, ampade ghatapadottara-
tvasyaiva’’kanksatvat, anyatha ‘am ghata’ ity api prayogah
Suddha apadyeteti vyapakadharmavacchinne khandabodhe
akarksajrianasya karanatvam sarthakam eveti bhavah.

Tr.: In the case of the sentence “ghatam anaya,” since its divided
string is already shown, the verbal knowledge which has a pot as
a qualifier and an objectness as its qualificand through the relation

16 palam Bhatta says in his Kal@, a commentary on VSLM [in VSLM, p. 504]: yady api tattat- '
samabhivyahare tattadbodhdjanakatvaniscayah pratibandhaka iti. tad api na. ghatam anayety-

niscaydbhavavato viparitavyutpannasya tato bodhapatter gauravac ca.
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of superstratumness and which has the act of bringing as a
qualifier and the volition as its qualificand through the relation of
conduciveness would not arise from the string “ghatah karma-
tvam anayanam krtih.” ...

In the case of the word “ghatam,” even though it is shown in
the form of *“ghatah karmatvam,” it is possible to say
“karmatvam ghatah.” Here, even though there are agsatfi and
yogyatd between two elements, neither right nor incorrect verbal
cognition would occur because there is no akanksa. That is to say,
akarnksa does not exist between karmatvam and ghatah in this
order. The element -am has akanksa when it is placed only after
the element ghata. Otherwise, it would be claimed that the
expression “am ghata” is correct usage. In the cognition obtained
from the divided sentence which is delimited by the pervader-
ness, the knowledge of akanksa is the cause.

2.5. Types of apadana {117,7-16}
Text:  nirdistavisayam kificid upattavisayam tathd.
apeksitakriyani ceti tridhapadanam ucyate. [V P 111.7.136].
yatra saksad dhatuna gatir nirddisyate tan nirdistavisayam.
“a$vat patati” yatha.

yatra tu dhatvantararthangam svartham dhatur aha tad
upattavisayam. yatha “balahakad vidyotate” iti. nihsaranange
vidyotane dyutir vartate. yatha va “kusulat pacati” iti.
adanange pake ’tra pacir vartate. :

apeksitakriyam tu tat, yatra pratyaksasiddham agamanam
manasi nidhdya prcchati “kuto bhavan” iti, “pataliputrad” iti
cottarayati, arthadhyaharasya nyayyataya uktatvat.

Translation: [Bhartrhari says (VP 111.7.136)]: “The apadana is said to
be of three types. That where [apayd] is directly mentioned, that
where [apaya] is included, and that where [apaya] is implied.”

In case where the movement is directly expressed, it is
nirdistavisaya. An example is, “asvar patati: he is falling from a
horse.”

Where the verbal root denotes a meaning which becomes a part
of the meaning of another verbal root, it is said “upattavisaya.”
An example of it, “balahakad vidyotate: it is lightening from the
cloud.” Here, a verbal root \/dyut— is used in the sense of
“udyotana: lightening” in which [the act of] “nilisarana: going
forth” is included. [Thus, that expression is same as saying
“balahakan nihsrtya vidyud vidyotate”]. Or, another example for
it, “kusilat pacati: he cooks out of granary.” Here, a verbal root
v pac- is used in the sense of [cooking] in which the act of “adana:
taking out” is included. [Thus, it is literally equivalent to say
“kusulat tandulan adaya pacati”).
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The third one, “apeksitakriya” is one where, having someone’s
approach obtained by the direct perception, a person asks “From
where, sir?” And the other who is coming replies “From
Pataliputra.” It is already stated that the supplement of the
meaning [in sentence] (arthadhyahara) is [one of] proper way [of
understanding]. -

Notes: Bhartrhari summarizes types of apadana as three. His classifi-
cation is followed by almost all grammarians after him. Above SK’s
passage is based on PM on P.1.4.24 [1,537,6-12): yatra dhatuna
‘payalaksanah samjfiavisayo nirdisyate, yatha — gramad agacchatiti,
tan nirdistavisayam. yatra dhatur dhatvantarda’rthangam svartham
aha, yatha balahakad vidyotate vidyud iti. atra hi nihsarananga-
vidyotane vidyutir vartate — balahakan nihsrtya vidyotata ity eva.
kusulat pacatity atradanange pake pacir vartate. kusilad adaya
pacatiti, tadupattavisayam. apeksitakriyam tu — yatra kriya na
Srityate, pramandantarena tu pratiyate, yatha — dgacchantam
purusam pratyaksena pasyann aha — kuto bhavan iti, so ’pi tad eva
pratyaksasiddham dgamanam upajivann aha — pataliputrad iti.'”

Helaraja, commenting on above karikas of Bhartrhari, explains the
meaning-implication by the phrase “gunabhavena pradhanabhavena
va: through a secondary function or a basic function [of meaning].”18

Patafijali realizes the mental acquistion of the action for applying the
designation apadana. P.1.4.25-31 prescribe the application of apadana
to the items which represent “a source of fear,” etc., but Patafijali
thinks that those rules are redundant because the application of
apadana is justified solely by P.1.4.24 in terms of taking the mental
stages into consideration. For example, he says [ad. P.1.4.25,
1,327,24-328,1]:

iha tavad vrkebhyo bibheti, dasyubhyo bibhetiti ya esa
manusyah preksapirvakari bhavati sa pasyati yadi mam vrkah

17 paraltel passage is found in Pradipa on P.1.4.24 [11,2481): tatra nirdistavisayam, — yatra
dhatuna’payalaksano visayo nirdistah. yathd gramad agacchatiti. upattavisayam — yatra dhatur
dhatvantararthangam svartham Gha. yatha ca baldhakad vidyotata iti. nihsarandnge dyotane
‘tra dyutir vartate. — yatha va kusilat pacatityddau. adanange pdake pacir vartate.
apeksitakriyam — yatra kriyavaci padam na $riiyate, kevalam kriya pratiyate. yathd
sankasyakebhyah pataliputraki abhiriipatara iti.

18 Helaraja on VP II1.7.136 [p. 338): updttah kriyantarasya gunabhavena pradhanabhavena vi

yatrapayalaksano visayas tad anyadupattavisayam apadanam. tadyatha ‘balahakad vidyotate,’

‘kusiilat pacati,” ‘brahmandc chamsiti.’ atra hi nihsaranange vidyotane vidyotanange va
nihsarane vidyutir vartate iti nihsaranalaksano ‘payo vidyotanasya gunapradhanabhavenopattah.

balahakan nihsrtya jyotir vidyotate, baldhakad va vidyotamanam nihsaratity arthah. kusitlad

ddaya pacatity adandnge pake pacir vartate. brahmanad grhitva samsatiti grahanange samsane

Samsir vartate.
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pasyanti dhruvo me mrtyur iti. sa buddhya samprapya nivartate.
tatra dhruvam apaye ‘padanam [P.1.4.24] ity eva siddham.'?
Kaiyata further says that such mental consideration belongs to the type
of upattavisaya in his commentary on MBh ad P.1.4.25 [I1,250r}]
(preksapurvakariti. buddhivyavasthapito trapayo ’stiti bhavah. tatra
nivrttyange bhaye bibhetyadayo vartanta ity upattavisayam etad
apdadanam.)
For the technique of adhyahdra (supplement), Panini uses the word
vakyadhyahara in his P.6.1.139 (upat pratiyatnavaikrtavakyadhya-
haresu ca). Bhattoji comments on this word as “vakyasyadhyaharah
akanksitaikadesapuiranam: The supplement of the sentence means to
fulfill the part [of the sentence] which is expected.” [SK.2552 on
P.6.1.139, TII. p. 375] Pataiijali uses the word “vakyadhyahara” in
commenting on the word vyakhyana two times (strictly speaking, the
passages are the same) [MBh, paspa$ahnika, 1,11,23; 12,25-26]: uda-
haranam pratyudaharanam vakyadhyahara ity etat samuditam
vyakhyanam bhavati (Explanation consists of udaharana or example,
pratyudaharana or counterexample and vakyadhyahara or supplement
to the sentence). In this connection, Patafijali also states about “the
natural ellipsis” (Deshpande [1985, p. 57]) [MBh ad P.1.1.45,1,111,22-
24]:
athava drsyante hi vakyesu vakyaikadesan prayunijanah padesu
ca padaikadesan. vakyesu tavad vakyaikadesan. pravisa pindim
pravisa tarpanam. padesu padaikadesan. devadatto dattah
satyabhama bhameti.
Tr.: Or rather, it is seen that people use a part of sentence instead
of [whole] sentence and a part of word instead of [whole] word.
Examples of the sentence, “pravisa pindim” for “pravisa grham
bhaksaya pindim: Come in the house, eat food” and “pravisa
tarpanam” for “pravisa grham kuru tarpanam: Come in the
house, make a refreshing.” Examples of the word, “dattah” for
“Devadattah” and “bhama” for “Satyabhama.”
Bhartrhari discusses such ellipses in detail in his VP II after he
mentions the ways of deciding the meaning. See VP 11.315-316
onward. The technique arthadhyahara is held by Prabhakara
Mimamsa (See Raja [1963, p. 170]). They assert that what is to be
supplied is not the word but the meaning. On the other hand, Bhatta
Mimamsa holds padadhyahara-view. For details, see Raja [1963], pp.
169-176.

19 This type of statement is repeatedly found in bhasya on all the remaining rules which describe
the termed.
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2.6. On the sentence “‘sarthad dhiyate”

2.6.1. Objection 1 {117,17-20}

Text: iha “sarthad dhiyate” ity api nirdistavisayasyodaharanam. syad
etat. paratvat sarthasya kartrsamjiia prapnoti. uktam hi
“apadanam uttarani” iti. kifi ca sarthasya kartrtvabhave tyajya-
manasya karmasamjiia na syat, kartrvyaparavyapyatvabhavat.
tatas ca “hiyate ; hinah” iti karmani lakaro nistha ca na syat.

Translation: There is another example for the first type of apddana,
i.e., “sarthad dhiyate: he is excluded from a caravan.” So be it.
According to the paratva-principle, the caravan would get the
kartr designation because of the paribhasa “apadana is set aside
by the latter designations.” Or, when the caravan has no agency,
the one which is to be excluded would not get the karman
designation because it is not pervaded by the activity of the agent.
Therefore, in the expression like “hiyate” or “hinah,” the
formation of passive voice and the use of past passive participle
(nistha)?° respectively are not justified.

Notes: Passages 2.6.1-4 deal with how to justify the passive

construction “sarthad dhiyate.” Active construction probably supposed

to this passive might be either “sartho devadattam jahati: a caravan
banishes Devadatta” [alternative A] or “devadattah (svayam eva)
sarthad jahati (= apagacchati): Devadatta leaves a caravan by

himself” [alternative B].

At first, in this passage, the ablative case put after the word sartha is
discussed. Piirvapaksin criticizes the ablative case after sartha as being
incorrect if we suppose the passive construction having alternative A as
its underlying sentence. In this underlying sentence, Devadatta is
karman and the caravan is kartr. The l-ending, here substituted by
armanepada ending -te, expresses the notion of karman (P.3.4.79).
The notion of karman is already expressed by the verbal ending and
thus the word which expresses the object of the action, i.e., Devadatta,
takes nominative case in the passive. On the other hand, the agent, the
caravan, is not expressed in this passive construction and so it should
take instrumental case by P.2.3.18 (resulting in “[devadattam]
sarthena hiyate). At the same time, if a speaker wants to express it as
the fixed point from where Devadatta is banished, the caravan would
be designated as apadana. Consequently, two designations are
attributed to one and the same item, so according to the principle for
the conflict, namely “apadanasamjiiam uttarani karakani badhante:
‘the designa-tion apadana is prevailed by other karakas [which are
prescribed] after [it in grammar]” (MB#h ad. P.1.4.1 [1,302,13]), the
latter designation prevails. Therefore, the caravan would be regarded

20 p1.1.26: KtaKtavatU nistha. The suffix -Kta is prescribed in P.3.4.70 (tayor eva krtyaKta-
KHalLarthah).
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as kartr and the passive would be “sarthena [devadattah] hiyate:
Devadatta is banished by the caravan,” which is not the case here.

If the caravan is not admitted as the agent, in this case since there is
no agent, no karman is possible. The object is the one which is
pervaded by the activity of the agent. Hence, Devadatta cannot be
karman, and neither passive construction nor the use of the past
passive participle is justified.

See PMon P.5.4.45 [1V, 357,10-14]:

“sarthad dhiyate” iti. “OhaK tyage” [Dhp. 1090] karmany
atmanepadam, yaK, GHUmastha sitrene [P.6.4.661%'tvam.
katham punah karmasamjiia, yavata “kartur ipsitatamam
karma” [P.1.4.491?, na catra sarthah kartrsamjiiakah, kintu
dhruvatvena vivaksitatvad apadanasamjfiakah. ma bhit
kartrsamjiia, jahati tavat sartho devadattam yadi na jahyad
apaya eva na samvarteta. :

Tr.: About “sarthad dhiyate.” The verbal root Vha- means the act
of banishing and the armanepada ending is meant to the object
and before passive marker yaK the last phoneme -g of the root is
substituted to -7 by P.6.4.66. [Thus, the form hi-ya-fe is derived.]
Then, [if the caravan is not admitted as the agent,] how does one
apply the designation karman [for Devadatta]? It is said in
P.1.4.49 that karman is most desired by the agent. [Reply:] The
caravan is not deserved as the agent. Since it is intended as to be
a fixed point, it has the designation apadana. Nor should be
called it as the agent. Because, as for the sentence “jahati sartho
devadattam,” if the caravan does not banish Devadatta, there
would be no separation. [That is to say, there would be no fixed
point and no agent because the act of banishing is not done yet.]

2.6.2. Objection 2 {117,20-28}

Text: na ca karmakartary ayam lakara iti vacyam, jahateh kartrstha-
kriyatvat karmany evayam lakara iti Indunoktatvat.

Translation: It should not be argued that this is /-suffix which is
introduced to form a reflexive construction (karmakartari). 1t is
said by Indumitra that it is [-suffix which denotes the object
alone, i.c., passive voice since Vha- is the verbal root whose action
is observable in the agent.

Notes: In the previous passage, the agency is not admitted to the

caravan. If so, the passive construction is not justified. Then, purva-

paksin asserts that the sentence “sarthad [devadattah] dhiyate” is a

reflexive construction (karmakartari).

21 p 6.4.66: GHUmasthagapdjahatisam haLi. The substitute phoneme -i is by previous rule
P.6.4.65.
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If we admit this objection, the result is that Devadatta is the agent
turned from the object, namely Devadatta is the object of the act of
banishing and the agent of that action as well. In other words,
Devadatta leaves the caravan by his own intention. The sentence is
meant to “Devadatta excludes himself from the caravan.”

However, this objection is refuted simply because the verbal root
Vha- is kartrsthakrivaka. This type of verbal root is not allowed to
form the karmakartari construction. Thus, the form hiyate is the
. passive form not the reflexive. Bhattoji refers to Indumitra’s
statement. It is likely that it is quoted from the Madhaviyadhatuvriti
[p. 275): Indur api svayam eva hiyata iti pratiteh karmakartari lakaro
'stv ity asankya jahateh kartrsthakriyatvat karmany eva lakara iti.
(For the whole passage that treats with this discussion, see Notes on
2.6.4). Indumitra (1070?7) is said to write the Anunyasa, a
commentary on the Nydsa, but it is not available at present. See New
Catalogus Catalogorum, vol. 1, p. 154; vol. 2, p. 248.

Pataiijali classifies the verbal roots into four.

1) kartrsthakriyaka: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in
the agent.
~ 2) kartrsthabhavaka: [a verbal root] whose static action resides in
the agent.
3) karmasthakriyaka: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in
the object.
4) karmasthabhavaka: [a verbal root] whose static action resides
in the object.
Among these, only the verbal roots belonging to last two classes are
allowed to form the karmakartari because this reflexive construction is
based on the attribution of the agency to the object of the action in the
active voice. When some changes are seen in the object, it can be said
from a certain point of view that the changes are made by that object
itself. By this attribution, the object in the active voice is treated as the
agent in the reflexive. However, if the result of action is not seen on
the side of the object, since there is no changes in the object which
enable us to regard them as being made by the object itself, such
attribution is not possible. The verbal root Vha- is kartrsthakrivaka and
this action does not produce any visible change on the object.
Therefore, the object “Devadatta” in the active voice cannot be
regarded as the agent. (See also 2.7.1.4 [pp. 45-46] of part (1) of this
study. In the Notes and Bibliography of part (1), the paper referred to
as Kudo [1993] is a misprint and please refer to it as Kudo [1994].)

2.6.3. Objection 3 {117,21-28}

Text: yat tu “apadane cahiyaruhoh”’[P.5.4.45] iti sutre Nyasakarena
sampradanasiitre Kaiyatena coktam karmasamjriayam kartr-
grahanam svatantryopalaksanam. ato hanakriydyam sva-
tantrenapadanenepsyamanasyeha karmateti.
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tac cintyam, “masesv asvam badhnati” ity atra karmano ’py
asvasya vastuto bhaksane yat svatantryam tad asrayakarma-
samjfiapatteh. ata eva karmasamjhiavidhayakasiitrasese Kaiya-
tenoktam — prayojakavyaparasyasabdarthatvat tadapeksam
karmatvam ayuktam iti.

Translation: However, the others say that as Jinendrabuddhi and
Kaiyata say in their commentaries respectively on P.5.4.45 and
P.1.4.32, the mention of the word karty implies the independency
in the rule prescribing the designation karman. As far as the act
of leaving is concerned, since the caravan does act independently,
although it is designated as apadana, the caravan is regarded as
the agent [even if it is not represented as such]. Thus, it is possible
to apply the designation karman to [Devadatta).

This is questionable. [Then, consider this example] “masesv
asvam badhnati: he ties ahorse in the bean field.” Here, although
horse is the object [of the act of tying], it is independent as far as
the act of eating is concerned. As a result, the designation karman
would be [wrongly] applied to the substratum [i.e., the bean field]
because they are directly reached by the horse. Therefore, it is
said by Kaiyata in his commentary on P.1.4.49 that since the
activity of the prompting agent is not expressed in [the collection
of] the meaning of the words [in above expression], it is improper
to apply the designation karman to that which depends on it [=
prayojakakartr).

Notes: This objection is that even though the agency of the act of

banishing is not attributed to the caravan and this agency is not

expressed explicitly in the sentence, the caravan is independent as far
as that action (hanakriya) is concerned and by this independency it is
regarded as the agent. When the speaker wants to express it as the
fixed point, its apadana-ness is intact by its independence because the
independency (svatantrya) is larger notion than apaddana-ness. At this
stage, we can have a potential agent of that action, i.e., a prompting
agent or instigator (prayojakakartr), inspite of the fact that it and its
agency are not expressed in the actual sentence. Presupposition that
when some X has a desire to exclude other Y, this desire is directed to

Y allows us to regard Y as the most desirable object of that agent. By

P.1.4.49, this most desirable thing (ipsitatama) is called karman and

that is why the objectness for Y is justified and the passive expression

is derived. Purvapaksin quotes Kaiyata as his support. For the sources
referred in SK, see the Pradipa on P.1.4.32, [I1,2561-r}: nanu Sisyasya
kartrtvabhave katham goh karmasamjia? naisa dosah. karma-
samjiiayam svatantryasya kartrgrahanenopalaksanat. tatha ca

‘sarthad dhiyata’ ity atra karmani lakarotpattih; and the Nydsa on

P.5.4.45 [1V,357): sarthad dhiyata iti. “Ohak tyage” lah karmany

atmanepadam. “dhumastha” ityadisitrenettvam. nanu cakartrkam

karma nasti, “kartur ipsitatamam karma” iti vacanat, sarthas catra
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na karma®?, kim tarhi? apadanam? naisa dosah; karmasamjiiayam hi
kartrgrahanam svatantryopalaksanam.

To this argument, Bhattoji replies that it leads to a wrong sequence.
For example, “masesv asvam badhnati: he ties an horse in the bean
field.” In this sentence, masa would be karman if we accept the above
reasoning. Someone wants the horse to eat the bean and for that
purpose ties it in the bean field. As for the horse, it is independent with
respect to its eating of the bean. Since above reasoning allows this
independency, even though it is not directly expressed in the sentence,
the horse as the agent of the act of eating wants the bean as the most
desirable. Then, the bean field regarded as the most desirable is called
karman and takes the accusative case instead of the locative case
(*masan asvam badhnati). However, this string is clearly incorrect.
As is stated by Kaiyata, the presupposition of the independency which
is not expressed in the sentence and the attribution of the object-ness
based on such presupposition should not be accepted. Pradipa on
P.1.4.49 [11,2621-263r]: anye tu prayojakakartrapeksaya prayojyasya
karttur anipsitam api karmety acaksate. tat tu prayojakavyapara-
syasabdatvat purvoktodaharane ’yuktam iti nyayavido manyate. (Tr.:
Others say that the one which is not desired by the instigated agent
would be karman by presupposing the role of the instigator [who
instigates the latter to do so]. But this is not correct. Since the activity
of the prompting agent is not expressed in the sentence, [to suppose his
role and assign the objectness] in the above example [i.e, naham katam
karisyami) are improper).

See also PM on P.5.4.45 [1V,357,14-18]: svatantryopalaksanam ca
karmasamjfiayam kartrgrahanam, kartrsamjiia bhavatu, ma va bhiit.
evam capadanasyapi satah sarthasya hane yat svatantryam vastavam,
tadasraya karmasamjiia bhavati. yady evam, masesv asvam badhnati-
ty atra karmano ‘py asvasya vastuto yad bhaksane svatantryam tad
asraya masanam karmasamjfia prapnoti, tasmat karmakartary atra
lakarah.

2.6.4. Conclusion {117,29-32} v
Text: atrahuh -- “sarthad dhiyate” ity atra karmakartari lakarah.
tatha hi, apagamana jahdater arthah. sa ca ksudupaghatadina
devadattasyapagamate’! tatsamarthacaranam.
yada tu ksudupaghatading svayam evapagacchati tada karma-
kartrtvam. sphutari cedam HaradattaMadhavagranthayoh.
*]. Read -gamane. (See the quotations from PM and MDAV below).
Translation: Here is said. In the example “sarthad dhiyate,” I- suffix is
used as karmakartari. Namely Vha- means “going away

22 Joshi and Roodbergen [1975] reads kartd instead of karma [p. 115, fn.335]. As they note, PM
reads: na catra sarthah kartysamjfiakah. (Quoted in Notes on 2.6.1.)
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(apagamand).” When [Vha- is used to mean] the departure of
Devadatta by reasons of hunger or disease, etc. [which is
instigated by the caravan], it leads to special kind of meaning.
However, in case where he himself goes away by suffering
from hunger or disease, there is the object-turned agency [in

Devadatta]. This is clearly stated in the PM of Haradatta and the

Dhatuvrtti of Madhava.

Notes: Here, the alternative B (see 2.6.1) is dealt with. At first, the
meaning of the verbal root Vha- is understood as “going away
' (apagamana),” not as “throwing away (tyaga).” The sentence “sartho
devadattam jahati” is paraphrased into “sartho devadattam®® apa-
gamayati: the caravan lets Devadatta go away.” Here, we realize the
meaning of the causative, apagamayati, as indicated in PM. This
meaning modification is expressed by the word samarthdcarana. In
the background of this paraphrase, the commentator seems to take into
consideration that the act of going away of the caravan is transferred to
the act of departure of Devadatta by particular reasons. The departure
of Devadatta is at least caused by two situations. One is direct or
indirect instigation by the caravan. For instance, by not being given
food, Devadatta feels hunger and as a result he departs from the
caravan. In this case, though the caravan does not seem to act as an
agent of excluding, he is the agent of this instigation.

Active [sentence describing the simple fact]

[sarthad] devadatto 'pagacchati (Devadatta departs from the
caravan).

Causative [sentence considered with the particular situation]
sarthah [sarthad] devadattam apagamayati (The caravan lets
Devadatta leave off [from the caravan]).

Passive
[sarthena] sarthad [devadatto] apagamyate [— sarthad
dhiyate].

The other situation is that if Devadatta himself decides to depart from
the caravan for reasons of hunger or disease, etc., he is the agent of
the departure and the object as well. Thus, the status of agent turned
from the object is admitted to Devadatta and the reflexive construction
is justified. :

References in SK are as follows:

PM on P.5.4.45 [IV,357,18-22]: katham iha jahatir apagamanayam
vartate? devadattam sartho jahdti, apagamayatity arthah. esaiva ca
sarthasydpagamana yat ksudupaghatadina devadattasyapagamane tat
samarthdcaranam, yada tu ksudhadind svayam evapagacchati tada

23 p1.452 (gatibuddhipratyavasandrthasabdakarmakarmakanam aNikartd sa Nau) prescribes
that the agent in the active voice is regarded as karman in the causative (and takes accusative case)
when the verb denotes the movement.
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karmakartrtvam, tatas ca hiyata iti. ko ’rthah? svayam evapa-
gacchatity arthah. punah “kuto hiyate?” -- ity apeksayam sarthena
sambandhah.

MDHhV on the verbal root OhakK [p.275]: sarthad dhiyate devadattah,
hina ityadau lakaradau vivadante. tatra ‘apadane cahiyaruhoh’
[P.5.4.45] ity atra Nyase devadattasya kartur ipsitatamatvabhave ’pi
karmasamjiiayam kartrgrahanasya svatantryopalaksanarthatvad
hanakriyayam svatantrasya apadanasyepsitatamatvat karmani lakara-
daya iti prapaficena samarthitam. sampradanasitre Kaiyate 'py evam
uktam. Indur api svayam eva hiyata iti pratiteh karmakartari lakaro
'stv ity asankya jahateh kartrsthakriyatvat karmany eva lakara iti.
Haradattas tu Nydsamatam uktva, yady evam, masesv asvam
badhnatity atra karmano’py asvasya vastuto yad bhaksane sva-
tantryam tad asraya [masanam] karmasamjfia prapnoti, tasmat
karmakartary atra lakara iti. upapaditam ca ‘“iha jahatir apa-
gamanarthah, sa ca ksudupaghatadina devadattasyapafgamajne tat
samarthdacaranam. yada tu ksudhadina svayam evapagacchati tada
karmakartrtvam” iti. punah kuta ity apeksayam pascat svarthe
sambandhah.

2.7. On the purpose of the word dhruva
2.7.1. Reason 1 for necessity and its rejection {117,33-118,1-3}
Text: syad etat. dhruvagrahanam kim artham ?

na ca “gramad agacchati sakatena” ity atra {118} sakate
‘tivyaptivaranaya tad iti vacyam, paratvat tatra karana-
samjiapravrtteh. yatha “dhanusa vidhyati” ity atra. iha hi
Saranihsaranam praty avadhibhavopagamenaiva vyadhane
karanatety ubhayaprasangah.

Translation: May it be so. Here is a question. What is the purpose for
mentioning “dhruvam” ?

It should not be argued that in order to prevent the
overapplication to “Sakata” in “gramad agacchati Sakatena: he is
coming from a village by cart” [the word dhruva is mentioned],
because the designation karana will set it aside by the paratva-
principle. For example, “dhanusa vidhyati: he pierces with a
bow.” In this case, since a bow is considered as the fixed point in
regard to the act of shooting of an arrow, it is the instrument in
regard to the act of piercing. Therefore, both designations
apadana and karanra become applicable [but according to the
paratva-principle the latter prevails].

Notes: If the word dhruva is not mentioned in P.1.4.24, whatever
relates to the separation (apaya) would be called apadana. Ex.
gramad agacchati Sakatena. Here, someone is coming from the village .
and we realize that a separation occurs. The cart (Sakata) is apparently
related to this separation and thus called apadana, which is not the
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case here. Therefore, in order to prevent such wrong application we
need the word dhruva in P.1.4.24. This is first piirvapaksa.

The answer to this objection is that the wrong application is
prevented by another grammatical device, i.e., the paratva-principle.
Since the cart is the most effective instrument for coming, it is called
karana. The designation karana appears later than the designation
apadana and term karapa prevails over apaddna by P.1.4.1.
Therefore, even if there is no word dhruva in P.1.4.24, we can
produce desirable composition. This argument is based on MBh ad
- P.1.4.24 [1,326,19-20]: dhruvam iti kim artham. gramad agacchati
Sakatena. naitad asti. karanasamjfiatra badhika bhavisyati.**

See PMonP.1.4.24[1,537,13-17]:

dhruvagrahanam kim? gramad agacchati Sakatena -- atra
Sakatasya ma bhut. atha kriyamane ’pi dhruvagrahana iha
kasman na bhavati -- dhanusa vidhyatiti, atra hi Saranam
apayam prati avadhibhavenaiva dhanusah sadhakatamatvam?
satyam; ubhayaprasange paratvat karanasamjiia bhavisyati.
nanv evam akriyamane ’pi Sakatasya naiva bhavisyati, evam
samjiantaravisaye sarvatra.
Tr.: What is a purpose of mentioning the word dhruva? [In order
to prevent an application of the designation apddana to the cart.]
For example, “gramad agaccahti sakatena.” Here, [the designa-
tion apadana) should not be applied to the cart. Then, why should
such an application is not to be done even though the word
dhruva is mentioned in this rule? It is because, in case of
“dhanusa vidhyati,” the bow is the most effective means of action
- functioning as the fixed point from where an arrow is shot. [That
is why the designation karana is applied to]. It is true. When two
designations become conflict, the latter prevails because of the
paratva-principle. If it is questioned that even though [the word
dhruva] is not mentioned, [the designation apadanal is not applied
to the word Sakata, it is true because term apadana is always [set
aside when it collides] against the scopes of the other designations.

2.7.2. Reason 2 and its rejection {118,3-4}

Text: “vrksasya parnam patati” ityadau tu vrksah parnavisesanam,
na tv apayena yujyate.

Translation: In case of “vrksasya parnam patati: a leaf of tree is
falling,” the word vrksa is a qualifier to the word parna and is not
related to apaya.

Notes: If the word dhruva is not mentioned in P.1.4.24, every item

which is related to the separation is called apaddna. In the previous

24 ¢y, Pradipa on P.1.4.24 [11,2471]: Sakateneti. apdye $akatasyapi sadhanatvad apadanasam-
JAa prapnoti. karanasamjiieti. yatha dhanusa vidhyatiti kriyamanepi dhruvagrahane paratvat
karanasamjiid bhavati. evam akriyamane 'pi Sakatasya bhavisyatity arthah.
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passage, this type of wrong application is avoided by the paratva-
principle. However, this principle is operative among the rules that
have same applicability. Then, how about the word vrksasya in
“vrksasya parnam patati’? In case of the separation, the tree is
apparently related to it and it is possible to apply the designation
apadana to the tree. The sentence “vrksat parnam patati” would be
meant for “a leaf of tree is falling.” Even though the speaker does not
want the tree to be the fixed point of the separation, since the tree is
related to this separation, it would be wrongly called apadana.
Consequently, we have only one sentence to express the same
connotations (“vrksdt parnam patati” means “a leaf of tree is falling
down” and “a leaf is falling down from the tree” as well). In order to
prevent such an application, we need dhruva in P.1.4.24.

Keeping this objection in mind, this passage simply refutes it by
stating that the tree is represented as having the relation to the leaf
and, thus, it does not serve as the means for the separation. Since it
does not represent the karaka relation, it is in the scope of Sese
(P.2.3.50). Therefore, even though there would be no word dhruva in
P.1.4.24, the wrong application of apadana to the tree would not
happen.

Patafijali already discussed this problem in his MBh ad P.1.4.23
[1.324,1-4]: na vapayasyavivaksitatvat. [Vt V] na vaisa dosah. kim
karanam. apayasyavivaksitatvat. natrapayo vivaksitah. kim tarhi.
sambandhah. yada capayo vivaksito bhavati bhavati tadapadana-
samjfid. tadyatha, vrksat parnam patatiti. sambandhas tu tada na
vivaksito bhavati. He also gives the sentence “vrksasya ...” as the
counter-example against the unnecessity of the word dhruva in MBh
ad P.1.4.24 [1,326,2122] and this seems that Patafijali considers the
word dhruva as necessary despite the fact that he does not explicitly
state it.

Kaiyata says [Pradipa on P.1.4.24, 11, 247r}:

vrksasyeti. asty atrapaya iti bhavah. nanv atra karakatvabhavat
samjiia na bhavisyati, apayabhavac ca. saty eva hy avadhav
apayo bhavatiti purvasitre uktatvat.
Tr.: On the example vrksasya. It implies that when there is a
separation, [the designation would be applied. But this is not the
case.] [Objection:] Since [in the examples quoted the tree and the
wall] has no karaka-status, the designation would not be applied.
Moreover, there is no separation. As is stated in the discussion of
the previous rule, only in the case that the fixed point is available
apaya is to be considered.
Kaiyata seems to have an opinion that the word dhruva is superfluous.
Counter-examples are all managed by other rules if we have no word
dhruva.
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2.7.3. Reason 3 and its rejection {118,4-5}

Text: na ca samjiiinirdesartham dhruvagrahanam, apaye kriyayam
yad anvetity asyaksiptasya samjfiisamarthakatvat.

Translation: It is not the purpose of the word “dhruvam” in P.1.4.24 to
prescribe the termed (samjfiin) because [by resorting to supplying
the phrase] “kriyayam yad anveti” in the rule “apaye
lapadanam]” this implied meaning [namely, P.1.4.24 means that
when the moving away has taken place, the one which is related
to that action is termed as apadana] is capable to [specify] the
termed. _

Notes: Third argument for the necessity of the word dhruva. In the

rule that prescribes the technical term, there should be at least samjfia

(the term) and samynin (the termed). P.1.4.24 has samjiia and we

need the word dhruva as samjrin. This is a purpose of mentioning

dhruva.

This is refuted. Kaiyata refers to some grammarians [Pradipa on
P.1.4.24, 11,247r): tatra kecid ahuh — sujianatvat pirvasitre
uktatvac ca bhasyakarenayam artho noktah (Some hold that since
such a notion is easily understood and really argued in [the discussion
on] the previous rule, Patafijali has no intention to speak of it.)
Kaiyata’s reference is not clear but according to Nagesa it describes the
unnecessity of the word dhruva [Uddyota, ibid.}: sujianatvad iti. evam
ca samjfiinirdesasya karakaksiptena siddhatvad dhruvagrahanam
cintyaprayojanam iti bhavah (What is the meaning of swjiianatvat ?
Because the listing of the termed is established by its close relation to
the karaka, it is implied that the mention of the word dhruva is not
necessary).

By the implication (aksepa), the termed is understood. Even if we
have no samjriin in P.1.4.24, since the condition for application, i.e.,
apaye (when the separation is taken place) is given, what is called
apadana (a relatum to the separation) is easily obtained. All items that
relate to the separation (in those the fixed point is of course included)
are able to be called apadana but when this designation is in conflict
with other designations, it is always set aside. In this way, we can
apply the designation apadana without having the word dhruva.

2.7.4. Conclusion {118,5-7}

Text: yadva, “karake” [P.1.4.23] iti nirdhdranasaptamyasrayanat
karakam iti labhyate. pirvatrapi prathamarthe saptamity
uktatvac ca. tasmad dhruvagrahanam cintyaprayojanam.

Translation: Or rather, [the phrase “karake(su) madhe yad apaye
dhruvam) kdrakam” is obtained in terms of the locative case,
karake [P.1.4.23], which means the selection of one from the
whole. And it is already stated that the locative case is meant for
the nominative case. Therefore, the mentioning of the word
dhruva in P.1.4.24 is purposeless.
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Notes: The translation of the phrase “... karakam iti labhyate” is based
on the PM [on P.1.4.23, 1,531] which reads “visesanadhikare tu —
karakesu madhye yad apaye dhruvam karakam ity artho labhyate
(However, in the interpretation of P.1.4.23 as the qualifier as well as
the governing rule, it is obtained that among the karakas one karaka
being the fixed point is [called apadana] when the separation has taken
place).”

The interpretation of P.1.4.23 is again introduced here. According to
this passage (as seen below, it is based on the PM), the locative case is
understood to express the specification (nirdharana). Given all the six
varieties of kdraka, we select one, e.g., apadana, out of among them.
In selecting it, if the word dhruva is not mentioned, the sole condition
would be whether it is related to the separation or not. This condition
inevitably facilitates the wrong nomination that the one which is not the
fixed point and which is to be designated as another karaka can be
termed apadana. However, such wrong nomination is avoided as we
have seen in the previous passages 2.7.1-3. Accordingly, we do not
need the word dhruva.

Sharma [1990, pp. 232-233] considers this “nirdhdrana interpreta-
tion” acceptable. He considers this view as having advantages because
“it does not propose to interpret locative as nominative, nor does it
resort to rule-splitting (yogavibhdga)” and “... would block the
assignment of a karaka term to something which is not a karaka.” See
also PM on P.1.4.24 [1,537]:

samjfiinirdesartham tu na hi “karake” iti saptamyantena Sakyah
samjii nirdestum, siddham tu nirddharyamanasya samjiiitvad
apayavisayesu karakesu madhye yat karakam samjiantarasya-
visayas tad apadanam iti, tad evam dhruvagrahanam cintya-
prayojanam.

Tr.: Regarding to the purpose as the prescription of the samjnin.
It is not possible to describe samyjfiin by the word ending in the
locative case (i.e., karake). [To describe samjiiin] is to be done as
follows: since what is to be specified is samyjfiin, apadana as one
class of karaka is the one which is not covered by other samjfias
when there are the karakas associated with the separation. In this
way, the word dhruva is redundant.

2.8. On the necessity of Varttika [

2.8.1. VtlonP.1.424 {118,8-12}

Text: “jugpsaviramapramadarthanam upasankhyanam” [Vt 1].
“adharmaj jugupsate; viramati; pramadyati va.” samslesa-
pirvako visleso vibhdagah. sa ceha nasti. buddhikalpitas tu
gaunatvan na grhyata iti Varttikarambhah.

Bhasyakaras tu jugupsadayo ’tra jugupsadipurvikayam ni-
Vritau vartanta ity upattavisayam etat.
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Translation: It is said by Katyayana that an addition of [the verbal roots]
denoting “jugupsa: disgust,” “virama: cessation,” and “pramada:
neglect” should be made. For examples, “adharmaj jugpsate;
viramati; pramadyati: he is disgusted with; ceases to practise;
neglects adharma.” [Apaya]l means “vislesa: separation” or
“vibhaga: disjunction” which is preceded by [physical or actual]
conjunction (samslesa). [However,] that is not seen in these
examples. Thus, since [the notion of separation] mentally pictured
is secondary, that meaning [= imagined separation] is not realized
from this rule [directly]. Thus said in V7.

On the other hand, since Patafijali said that the word jugupsa,
etc. are used when “nivriti: desisting from” preceded by disgust,
etc. happens, this is [the apadana of] “upattavisaya.”

Notes: This section 2.8 deals with the meaning of the word apaya. In

the previous passages, we have treated the case that is the separation

from a certain point, in other words, the act of moving away which is
actually/physically perceived. When this physical separation alone is
meant by the word apdya, mental separation such as disgust, neglect,
etc. would not be covered by P.1.4.24. Therefore, as given by

Katyayana, an addition is required (i.e., ¥z 1 on P.1.4.24).

Pataiijali, however, does not admit the necessity of this additional
statement, instead he says that all the examples are within the scope of
P.1.4.24 by extending the notion of apaya. MBh ad P.1.4.24 [1,327,
2-4] says:

iha tavad adharmaj jugupsate adharmad bibhatsata iti, ya esa
manusyah preksapirvakari bhavati, sa pasyati duhkho 'dharmo
nanena krtyam astiti. sa buddhya samprapya nivartate. tatra
dhruvam apaye ’padanam ity eva siddham.

Tr.: Here, it is shown that the association of two (or more) is at
first formed in the mind and later the separation of one from the
other(s), i.e., the desist (nivriti), is taken place. These two phases
ongoing in the mind is regarded as the separation inspite of it
being psychological, although it not being physical. By this
extentional meaning of apdya, the addition by Katyayana and
P.1.4.25-31 as well are considered as dispensable.

For this extentional interpretation of P.1.4.24, see also 2.5.

2.8.2. First reason for rejecting V¢ {118,12-13}

Text: karakaprakarane ca gaunasyapi grahanam. “sadhakatamam
[karanam]” [P.1.4.42] iti tamagrahanal lingat.

Translation: Even in the section where karakas are prescribed this
secondary meaning is understood. It is because the use of suffix
-tama after the word sadhaka- in P.1.4.42 indicates that the
secondary meaning is to be considered.

Notes: In 2.8.1, it is said that Patafijali extends the meaning of apaya

as the separation both in a physical and psychological sense. This
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‘extentional meaning is not directly understood from the word apaya.
As is stated by Kaiyata (on P.1.4.24, [1,2481]: buddhikalpitas tu gauna
iti bhavah), it is a secondary meaning (gauna). In order to know that
this secondary meaning is intended here, we need clues in grammar.
Two are given.

First clue is the use of the suffix -tamaP in sadhakatama of
P.1.4.42. Patafijali discusses the purpose of this suffix [ad P.1.4.42,
1,331,20-21}):

evam tarhi siddhe sati yat tamagrahanam karoti taj jriapayaty
acaryab karakasamjiiayam taratamayogo na bhavatiti.
Tr.: Even though it is well-managed [by reading the word
sadhakatama in the sense of simply ‘accomplisher (sadhaka)’],
since the teacher [Panini] uses the suffix -tama, he lets us know
that in [the section prescribing] the karaka-designations [the words]
are not used to express the relative or superlative sense.”
By this statement, it is turned out that the words used in defining the
karaka-designations do not express their full meanings. In other words,
there is room to interpret them in the secondary sense. For the purpose
of this indication, the suffix is added. Accordingly, the word apaya is
read not only in its literal sense but in secondary sense. Patafijali says
[ibid., 22-24]:
apadanam dcaryah nyayyam manyate, yatra samprapya nivrttih.
tenehaiva syat gramad agacchati nagarad agacchatiti. sam-
kasyakebhyah pataliputraka abhiripatara ity atra na syat.
karakasamjiiayam taratamayogo na bhavatity atrapi siddham
bhavati.
Tr.: What does Acarya consider to be adequate for apadana? [It is
the case] where having reached then [someone] stops. [If we take
apaya in literal meaning, we can derive the sentences] “gramad
agacchati: He is coming from the village” and “nagarad
agacchati: He is coming from the city,” but not the sentences
such as “samkasyakebhyah pataliputraka abhiriipatarah: People
of Pataliputra are more praiseworthy than those of Samkasya.”
Depending on the clue that in [the section prescribing] the karaka-
designations [the words] are not used to express the relative or
superlative sense, we can derive the latter sentence.

2.8.3. Second reason for rejecting V1 { 118 13-17}

Text: apayadipadanam svaritatvad va “svaritendadhikarah” [P13 11]
gauno ’py artho grhyata iti vyavasthapanat. tena buddhi-
kalpitasyapy apayasya sattvat siddham. pirvam hi buddhy-
adharmam samprapya tato dosadarsanan nivartata ity asty
apayah. evam uttarasitresv api prapaficatvam bodhyam iti dik.

Translation: Or, it is established that since the word apaya, etc. is
marked with svarita accent and whatever marked with svarita
accent is regarded as an adhikara rule by P.1.3.11 [and adhikara
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means that which achieves something extra], the secondary
meaning would be realized from it. Therefore, the separation
taken place in the mind is covered [by the word apaya). Namely,
precedingly having [formed] a connection with adharma, he [then]
leaves it off. Here, the separation is taken place.
In this way, in the following rules [upto 32] this explanation is
to be considered.
Notes: Second clue is based on an etymology of the word adhikara.
According to P.1.3.11: svaritenadhikarah, whatever has the svarita
“accent is regarded as adhikara (a governing rule). The word adhikara
paraphrased as “adhikam kdaryam” means “something extra is to be
done.” Here, the word agpaya has svarita accent so it is regarded as
adhikara. Since it is adhikdra, it has to express extra meaning. This
extra meaning is nothing but the secondary sense, the psychologically
supposed separation. See MBh ad P.1.3.11 [1,273,12-14]: adhikam
karyam. apadanam dacaryah kim nyayyam manyate, yatra prapya
nivrttih. tenehaiva syat gramadad dgacchati nagarad dagacchati.
samkasyakebhyah pataliputraka abhirapatard ity atra na syat.

svaritenadhikam karyam bhavatity atrapi siddham bhavati.*>

(to be continued)
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