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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. Pfu;iini seems to use a 
term kiiraka to represent such relationship in his grammar. The term 
kiiraka 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 kiiraka-categories. A word denoting that item is provided a 
suffix which represents the notion of one kiiraka. 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 kiiraka. Kiparsky and Staal [1968] is one of the 
attempts to extract such a different stages in Pfu;iini's derivational 
procedure, and recently Deshpande [199l(b)] reconsiders this kiiraka 
system by introducing the idea of "prototype." 

The notion kiiraka has six categories which are differently related to 
actions: apiidiina, saTflpradiina, karalJ.a, adhikaral}a, karman, and 
kartr. (All these are prescribed in the kiiraka section, namely, in the 
rules of P.l.4.24-55). Each of these categories is operated under the 
condition ofP.l.4.23: kiirake (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: Sal!lbhii~ii volwne 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 apiiye 'piidiinam) introduces a designation of 
"apiidiina: an ablation." In this Sabdakaustubha, Bhattoji Dilq;ita 
discusses following subjects: the meaning of the word dhruva, the 
relation of apiidiina to a verb (in this discussion a basic notion of 
sentence, i.e., vise~alJavise~yabhiiva [a relation of qualifier and 
qualificand] in siibdabodha or a verbal understanding, is reviewed in 
detail), types of apiidiina and the validity of this rule. 

Sanskrit Text, Translation and Notes 

2. dhruvam apiiye 'piidiinam. [P.l.4.24: SK.586] 
2.1. The meaning of the word dhruva { 115,18-20} 
Text: apiiyo visle~o, vibhiigas taddhetutvopahito gativise~as ceha 

vivak~itas tasmin siidhye 'vadhibhutam apiidiinasaf!ljfiaf!l syiit. 
"vrk~iit patati. " 

Translation: [An act of] "moving away" (apiiya) means a disjunction 
(visle~a). Here, a separation (vibhiiga) 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 
"apiidiina." For example, "vr~iit patati: it is falling from a tree." 

Notes: This interpretation ofP.l.4.24 is based on the Kiisikiivrtti, more 
precisely on the Padamafijarf. KV on P.1.4.24 [1,535] says: dhruvaf!l 
yad apiiyayuktam apiiye siidhye yad avadhibhiitarrz tat kiirakam 
apiidiinasaf!ljfiaf!l bhavati. (When a separation has taken place, the 
one which is related to the separation as the fixed point serves as 
kiiraka and is given a designation apiidiina.) 
PMondo. [1,535,7-10]: 

apiiya~ visle~a~, vibhiigas taddhetubhiitas ca gativise~o 
'vadhisiipek$a~, tatra vibhiigasya dvi${hatviit na kevalam 
apayann eva tena yukta~, kil'fl karhi ? yato 'paiti so 'pi yukta 
evety iiha -- 'dhruvaf!l yad apiiyayuktam ' iti. kathaf!l puna~ 
saptamfnirdde 'py apiiyayuktam iti pratipadyemahfty atriiha -
'apiiye siidhya' 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 dhruva]. Thus said, "dhruvarrz yad apiiya
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 
"apiiye"]? Thus explained, "apiiye siidhye." 
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2.1.1. The formation of the word dhruva <first alternative> { 115,20-
21} 

Text: "dhruvam" ity atra "dhru gatisthairyayo~ [1400; Dhiitupii{ha. 
VI.107] " ity asmiit ku{iide~ paciidy aC. 

Translation: The word "dhruva" is derived from a verbal root ..Jdhru
(its meaning is both movement and stability) adding the agentive 
krt suffix -aC[byP.3.1.134]. [The root ..Jdhru- belongs to ku{iidi 
class.] Thus, this ..Jdhru- is within the scope of P.3.1.134 
prescribingpaca-, 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 ..Jdhru-, 
a member of sixth class of dhiitus. The root ..Jdhru- is sub-classed in 
the heading of kutiidi [Ga1Japii{ha 54; Dhp. VI,107]. The krt suffix 
-aC is added to the stems beginning with .Ypac- by P.3.1.134 (nandi
grahipaciidybhyo Lyu!finy aCaM. 

:..Jdhru- + aC > dhru- + ao > dhr-uv-a [P.6.4.77] 
Actually, the heading paciidi does not refer to the class of verbal 

roots but the nominal forms (paciidi is listed in Ga1Japii{ha 133 and is 
said as iikrtiga1Ja). Then, how we can introduce the suffix -aC after 
the verbal root ..Jdhru-. SK.2896 on P.3.1.134 says [IV, p. 35]: 

paciidir iikrtigaiJa~. 'sivasamari${asya kare' [SK.3489; P.4.4. 
143], 'karmaiJi gha{o '{haC' [SK.1836; P.5.2.35] iti sutrayo~ 
karoter gha{es ciiCprayogiit. aCpratyaye pare yaNlugvidhiiniic 
ca. 
Tr.: The heading paciidi is an open list. In the sutras such as 
P.4.4.143 and 5.2.35, the forms kara- andghata- are mentioned, 
which are derived from ..Jkr- and ..Jgha{- respectively with the 
suffix -aC. [Although those verbal roots are not included in the 
list of paciidi, 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 (lntensitive 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 ..Ypac- 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 paciidi, 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* 1 sthairye [Dhp. 1.990]" iti pa{hanti. te$iim igup

adhalak$a1Ja~ kapratyaya~. dhruvatiti dhruvaT(l sthiram. eka
rilpam iti yiivat. "dhruvam asya sflam" iti yathii. 

* 1. Read dhrnva instead of dhrn (MS. 90R5), based on PM reading. 
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N.KUDO 

Translation: Some hold that [the word dhrova is derived from] a verbal 
root ..JdhrovA- 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 "dhrovati" means that] something is stable. 
Therefore, it keeps one and the same form (ekarilpa). For 
example, "dhrovam asya sflam: his conduct is stable." 

Notes: Here is explained the second derivation of the word dhrova. In 
this opinion, the word dhruva- is derived from the verbal root 
..JdhrovA- with lqt suffix -Ka which is prescribed in P.3.1.135: 
iGupadhajiiiiprfldra}J Ka}J . 

..Jdhruva- + -Ka > dhruv- + 0 a >dhruv-a 
As regards to the derivation, commentators have already discussed on 
it. PM on P.l.4.24 [1,535,5-7] says: 

"dhruvam" iti. "dhro gatisthairyayo}J" [Dhp. 1400] ity asmiit 
kutiide}J paciidy aCi rupam. ye tu "dhruva gatisthairyayo}J" 
[Dhp. 1400 pa.] iti pa{hanti, te~iim iGupadhalak~ar.w}J Ka}J 
pratyaya}J. 
Tr.: On the word dhruva. Since it [= ..Jdhru-] is included in the 
kutiidi class [sixth class of Dhp.], a suffix -aC, prescribed to 
paciidi, is applied. Others, however, list the root in the form of 
:..JdhrovA-. To such verbal roots, a suffix -Ka is introduced 
because it has a penultimate vowel -u. 

This passage is quoted by Saya.J).a (or Madhava, 14 c. CE) in his 
Miidhavfyadhiituvrtti on ...Jdhru- [p. 479]: 

dhru gatisthairyayo}J. (dhruvati) ityiidi guvativat. (dh~uva}J) 

paciidy aC. atra Sviimyiidayo1 dhruva iti vakiiriintarrz dhiiturrz 
pa{hanti. uktaii ca "dhruvam apiiye" ity atra Haradattena -
dhru gatisthairyayor ity asmiit paciidy aC, ye dhruva 
gatisthairyayor iti pa{hanti, te~iim iGupadhalak~ar,za}J 
Kapratyaya iti. 

Also, he says [on ..Jdhru- (Dhp. 1.990), p. 263]: dhru sthairye. 
dhruva}J -- iti biihulakiit Ka}J. yadvii 'dhruvam apiiye' iti nirdesiit 
siidhu}J. ayarrz tudiidau gatyarthas ca. tasmiid vii aCi dhruva}J. sa hi 
kutiidi}J. 

From the first alternative, the word dhruva has two meanings, the 
movement and the stability. It seems to imply that the notion of 
dhrova 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 Say~a specifies "others" as "Sviimyiidaya~ (K~irasvamin, etc.)." However, in the 
~fratarangi~f of K~irasvamin, the root ..JdhruvA- is not listed (See Liebich [1930, p. 151]). In 
this connection, K~irasvamin says [p. 86]: dhrn sthairye. dhravati, biihulakiit [P.3.3.1], Ka~ 
[Ul).. 11.61]: dhrnva~. tudiidau [Dhp. Vl.107] dhrnvat [!.990]. 
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According to Palsule [ 1955], some Dhiitupii{has give different list of 
...Jdhrn-. 

B K~ M 
...Jdhru- VI107a 119 126 

S Sa C J Kk Kt Sa H V 
116 X X 135 108 X 116 114 p 

-..Jdhruv- VI107b x x 116 81 93 X X 107 X X X 

(As for the abbreviations of Dhiitupii!has, see Palsu1e [1955]). 

2.2. Nature of the word dhrnva { 115,23-29} 
Text: tathii ciipiiye siidhye yad ekarilpam ity ukte pralq-tadhiitiipiitta

gatyaniivi${atve sati tadupayogiti labhyate. tac* 1 ciirthiid 
avadhibhutam eva paryavasyati. tena "dhiivato 'sviit patati" 
ityiidau kriyiiyii"' 2 visi~tasyiipy asvasya prakrta"' 3dhiitiipiitta
kriyiif!l praty avadhitvaf!l na virudhyate. tathii "parasparasmiin 
me$iiV apasarata~ " ity atra srdhiitunii gatidvayasyiipy apiidiiniid 
ekame$ani${hiin gatif!l praty aparasyiipiidiinafvaf!l sidhyati. 

*1. MS90R7. ~c for tac. *2. Read "kriya-" instead of "kriyiiyii~."2 cf. 
MS. 90R8. kriyavi(si)~tasya. *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 (avadhibhuta)." Therefore, in case of "dhiivato 
'Sviit 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 
...Jpat-. Similarly, in case of ''parasparasmiin me$iiV apasarata~: 
two rams back away from each other," even though two 
movements are obtained by root ...Jsr-, in regard to the movement 
existing in one ram, the other [ram] functions as apiidiina. 

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 Vt II on P.l.4.24 [I,327,9]: gatiyukte~v apiidiinasaf!lfiiii 
nopapadyate 'dhruvatviit (It is not justified to give a designation 
apiidiina to the things related to the action, because they are not fixed 
point). This Vt is, however, immediately refuted by Vt III: na 
viidhrauvyasyiivivalcyitatviit (Or, it is not the case because adhrauvya 
[instability] is not intended here). 

2 Cf. Tattvobodhini on SK No.586 [I, p. 657]: iha dhiivanakriyiivisi~!asyiipy asvasya prakrta
dhiitiipiittakriyiif!l praty avadhitvaf!l 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 apiidiina 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 'piiye yad anii
vi.Jtarrz tad apiiye 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. "3 

2.2.2. Proofby Bhartrhari { 115,29-116,3} 
Text: uktafi ca hari7Jii prakln:zakii1J4e 

apiiye yad udiisinarrz calarrz vii yadi viicalam. 
dhruvam eviitadiivesiit tadapiidiinam ucyate. 
patato dhruva eviiSvo yasmiid asviit pataty asau. 
tasyiipy aSvasya patane kuqyiidir dhruvam i$yate. 
{ 116}me$iintarakriyiipek$am avadhitvarrz prthak prthak. [VP. 
111,7. 141] 
me$ayo~ svakriyiipe!cyarrz kartrtvafi ca prthak prthak. iti. 
atadiivdiid ity apiiyiiniivdiid ity artha~. 

Translation: Thus said by Bhartrhari in his Praklr7Jakii1J4a [VP 
m.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 
apiidiina. 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, "atadiivesiit" [inc piida of first kiirikii] means ••because it 
does not enter into the act of moving away." 

Notes: First two kiirikiis are not found in the present Viikyapadiya. 
Both are quoted by Haradatta in PM on P.l.4.24 [1,536,5-6; 8-9]. The 
piida a-c of the former kiirikii is quoted by Nagesa, attributing this to 

3 Cf. Uddyota on P.l.4.24 [II,249I]: apiiye yad aniivi:j{am iti. apaye sati pralq-tadhiitiipiittaya 
kriyayii yad aniivi:j{am ity artha/.1. evalfl ca prakrfadhiitiipattagatyaniivi~{atvam eva dhruvatvam iti 
tiitparyam. Also PM on P.1.4.24 [1,535,12] says: iha tad apiiyena vise:jyate -- apiiye yad 
dhruvam iti, na tu siirvatrikam. (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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Bhatlfhari, in his Uddyota on P.1.4.24 (II, 2491: harir apy aha ... ). 
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 III.7.140 says: ubhav apy adhruvau me~au yady apy ubhaya
karmaje. vibhage pravibhakte tu kriye tatra vivalqite (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 vinii tv avadhina napaya iti kathyate* 1• iti [VP.III,7.143ab] 

tatraivokter avadhinirapek~asya calanasyapayatvabhavad iti 
bhaval;. ''parvatat patato 'svat patati" ity atra tu parvata
vadhikapatanasrayo yo 'svas tad avadhika'fl devadattiisraya'fl 
patanam arthal;. 

*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 
·'parvatat 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 apaya. 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 apiidiina to kriyii { 116,8-10} 
Text: paficami tv avadhau saktii. tatriibhedena sarrzsarge7Ja prakrty

artho vise~a7Jam. pratyayiirthas tu kriyiiyiirrz vise~a7Jam. kiira
kii1Jii1'fl kriyayaiva sambandhiit. anyathiisiidhutviit. kriyiinvaye 
saty eva hi kiirakasarrzjfiii, tatpurvikii vise$asarrzjfiiis ca sthitii~. 

Translation: The fifth case ending (paficamf) 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 
kiiraka 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 kiiraka. And as it being kiiraka, a particular 
designation is applied to it. 

Notes: This passage refers to the maxim "prakrtipratyayiirthayo~ 
pratyayiirtha~ priidhiinya~: among the meanings of the nominal stem 
and the suffix the meaning of the suffix is predominant." This is based 
on Patafijali, MBh ad P.3.1.67 [II, 58,11-12]: prakrtipratyayau 
pratyayiirtharrz 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 "vrlcyiit 
(par1Jarrz) patati," the nominal stem vr/cya expresses the meaning 
"tree" and suffix -Jilas 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 
kiiraka, apiidiina 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 eviihu~- [Tantraviirttika oo Jaiminiya Sutra 2.2.9.23] 

niimno dvidhaiva sambandha~ sarvaviikye$V avasthita~. 
siimiiniidhikarm:zyena $a${hyii viipi kvacid bhavet. 

"siimiiniidhikara7Jyena" iti "nilo gha{a~" ityiidy abhipriiyam. 
"nila'!l ghatam iinaya" ityiidiiv apy antarangakriyiinvayii
nantaram ekakriyiivasikrtiiniirrz piir$1Jikyabodhiibhipriiyafi ca. 
"$a${hyii" ity akiirakavibhakter upala/cya1Ja7fl, "haraye nama~" 
iti yathii. "kvacid" iti akiirakavibhakter a pi, "na(asya snzoti" 
ityiidau kriyiinvayadarsaniid iti bhiiva/:z. 

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 (samanadhikara1Jya) [is the relation 
realized in the phrase], for example, "nflo gha(a/J: a blue pot." 
And in case of "nflal!l gha(am 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 "$a$(hya" is an indication of the case endings 
which represent the non-kiiraka relation. For example, "haraye 
namaiJ,: salute to Hari." 

The word "kvacit" means the case wherein the case endings do 
not represent the kiiraka relation. By this, it is implied that nata 
in case of "na(asya srooti," [although it does not represent any 
kiiraka relation,] does relate to the action. 

Notes: The verse qouted here is taken from Tantravtirttika of Kumfuila 
on JS. 2.2.9.23 [III,97]. In d ptida text runs as "va pratiptidyate." 
The context is how the relation between the two words in the sentence 
"vtijibhyo vtijinam" is established without the verb. 

ntimntil!l dvidhaiva sa7!lbandhaiJ, sarvaviikye$V avasthitaiJ,. 
samanadhikara1Jyena $a$(hya va pratipiidyate . 

na catra samanadhikara7Jya1!l $a$(hf1!l va pasyamaiJ,. na ca 
vajibhya iti ktirakavibhakti/J kriytipadad anyena sa7!Zbadhyate. 
na ceha taduptittam. tatradhyaharakalpanad eko viprakar$a/J. 
tripadasa7!Zbandhagauraviid aparaiJ,. " 
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 
vtijibhya/J is not expressive of kiiraka 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] (adhyaharal is supposed. The other point 
is that it is cumbersome to establish the relation among three 
words [ vtijibhya/J, vtijinam, and dadytit]. 

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, "nflal!l 
ghatam anaya," we have two (preliminary) relations, i.e., between the 
word nflam and anaya, and between the word gha(am and iinaya. 
Both have same relatum, i.e., anaya, and through this word two words 
nflam and gha(am 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. 
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held by the Mimarp.sakas. 5 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 'bhiivanii: productivity! Other 
meanings denoted by the nominal words in the sentence are integrated 
to the meaning of verbal suffix. 6 This position is already maintained by 
old Mimfupsakas. Kumfuila says in his Tantraviirttika on JS 1.2.4.32 
[II, 52]: karakiiniirrz kriyiiparihiire!Jiinyonyasarrzbandhiibhiiviit. tena 
viikyam api kriyayaiva sarrzbadhniyiit (It is because the kiirakas have 
no mutual relation except [the relation to] the action. Thus, a sentence 
is tied to the action). 7 

There are two relationships between two nominal words. One is 
siimiiniidhikara!Jya (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 namal:z: salute to Hari" is justified by P .2.3 .16 
(namal:zsvastsviihasvadhiikarrzva~aqyogiic ca). As for the sentence 
"natasya srooti," see Kudo [1996], pp. 49-50. 

2.3.2. The relation of non-identity <Against Naiyayikas> { 116,18-21} 
Text: etena "bhutale ghato na" ity atra "bhutaliidheyatviibhiivo" 

gha{e, "bhutaliidheyatvarrz" vii ghatiibhiive vise~a!Jam iti dvedhii 
vyiicak~ii!Jii Naiyiiyikii/:z pariistii/:l, ubhayathiipi kriyiinanvaye 
kiirakavibhakter asiidhutviit, arthiibhiive 'vyayibhiiviipattes ca. 
tasya nityasamiisatviit. 

Translation: In this way, in regard to "bhutale ghato na" Naiyayikas 
explain its siibdabodha 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 kiiraka which is to be related to the 
action], there must be avyayfbhiiva since it is permanent 
compound which is not affected by the relation to the action. 

5 To this interpretation, Navyanaiyayikas, for example Gadiidhara, criticize [Vyutpattiviida, p. 
31]: atha nilarrz ghafam iinayetyiidau niliider ghafiidiiv anvayopagame niliidipadottaravibhakty
arthakarmatviidel) kutriinvaya iti cen na kutriipi. vibhaktipadarrz siidhutviirtham eva prayujyate 
(Then, even if we admit that a word nilam is related to a word ghafa, 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 Mimfupsakas', see Rao [1969], pp. 24-34, especially p. 
28. 
7 This is 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 
naN is construed in the sentence composition. Here is referred to the 
Naiyayikas. Bha!!oji refutes them by saying that in the sentence 
••bhutale na ghafa}J" we have no verbal form, so the negative particle 
is not construed with either bhutale or ghatal;. As is stated in this 
passage, if we want to construe the negative particle with gha{a, these 
two words do not stand separately in the sentence but form a 
compound. According to P.2.1.6 (avyayal'fl vibhakti-samipa-samrddhi
vyrddhi-arthiibhiiviityaya- asamprati- sabda-priidurbhiiva- pasciid
yathiinupurvya-yaugapadya-siidrsya-sampattisiikalyiintavacane~u), an 
avyayfbhiiva compound is formed from avyaya and a nominal stem if 
it is used to connotate an absence of the object (arthiibhiiva). This is an 
obligatory compound. Thus, avyayfbhiiva which connotes the absence 
of a pot is ·nirgha{am,' derived from the underlying sentence ••abhiivo 
gha{asya." 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 "bhutale ghato na" referred in this SKis oft-quoted 
statement in the Navya-Nyaya literature to illustrate the relation of 
qualifier-qualificand (vise~m:zavise~yabhiiva). For the Naiyayikas the 
absence (abhiiva) is admitted as a real entity. It is to be understood as 
"absence of something" and at the same time recognized "on[m 
something." This relation is also called iidhiiriidheyabhiiva wherein the 
absence of pot is iidheya (superstratum) and a piece of the ground is 
iidhiira (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, vise~m:za
vise$yabhiiva, into two, viz., (1) direct and (2) indirect, and further 
gives sub-classes as follows [pp. 55-56]: 

(1) direct: vise~alJa is (a) the superstratum of vise~ya 
(b) the substratum of vise$Jla 
(c) neither the superstratum nor the sub-

stratum of vise$Jla. 
When the absence of the pot (ghatiibhiiva) distinguishes the piece of 
the ground (bhutala) from the other piece of it, ghatiibhiiva is 
vise~alJa and bhutala is vise$Jla. 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, bhutala is 
vise~alJa and gha{iibhiiva is vise~ya, 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 Nafi.vii.da of 
Raghunatha SiromaJ).i (1510 CE) [in the edition of the Tattvacintii.mw:zi, 
part IV (sabdakhal)ga), vol.2, pp. 1039-1042]. 

yatra cii.dhii.riidheyabhii.vo na sarrzsargamii.ryyii.dayii. labhyas 
tatrii.nuyogipade saptamyapek$ii. yathii. bhfttale gha{o na gha{a 
ity atra tii.tparyyavasii.t kadii.cid bhfttalii.dau gha{ii.bhii.va~ 
kadii.cid dha{ii.dau bhutalavrttitvii.bhii.va~ pratfyate, ata eva 
prthivyii.rrz gandho na jale ityii.dau pratfter ekavise$yakatvii
nubhava/:z.8 
Tr.: Where a superstratum-substratum relation cannot be other
wise obtained as the [intended] 'relational seem' (sarrzsarga
mii.ryii.dii.), 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 [viSe$ya, 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]: 

tathii. ca bhfttale gha{a ity ato gha{e bhfttalavrttitvasya 
vise$a7Jatayii bodhaniit, bhfttale na gha{a ity ato 'pi gha{e 
bhutalavrttitvii.bhii.va eva vise$ar.zatayii pratfyate, na tu gha{ii.
bhii.ve bhfttalavrttitvam. ekii.kii.ravii.kyasya dvividhabodha
janakatopagame. naNpade saptamyantabhfttaliidisamabhiyii.
hii.rajfi.ii.nasya dvividhakiirar.zatvakalpanii.patte}J. 

8 Parallel passage is found in VSM of Nagesa [nipatiirthanin_laya, p. 48]: etena - 'bhiitale na 
gahtaiJ' ityadau tatparyavasat bhiitaladau ghatadyabhavaiJ, kadacic ca ghatadau bhiitala
vrttitviibhavaiJ pratiyate - ity iipastam, atyantiibhiiviirthakanafilal} pratiyogibhiitakriyii
nvayitvaniyamiit, kiirakiiTJiil!l kriyiinvayitvaniyamiic ca. kiiicaivam avyayibhiivasya 
nityasamiisatviid viikyasyaiva durlabhatviipattil}. na caivam "prthivyal!l gandhal}, na jale " 
ityiidau pratiter ekaviSe~yakatviinubhavo na syiit, iti viicyam. i~tiipattel}, tathii
nubhavasyaiviibhiiviit. 
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Tr.: As in case of "bhutale ga{ha~" we realize the relation of 
which the occurrence on the ground is vise~aiJa for the pot, so in 
case of its negative statement "bhutale na gha(a~" 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 bhutale, etc. would be [wrongly] assumed to the 
negative particle naN which has the producer-ness of twofold 
cognition. 

2.4. Correctness I incorrectness of the cognition { 116,21-26} 
Text: nanv asmad ukto 'pi bodho 'smaddarsanavyutpanniiniim anu

bhavasii~ika iti cet? 
satyam, na hi vayarrz bodha eva nodetfti bruma~. sarve 

sarviirthabodhanasamarthii ity abhyupagamiit, kintu tasminn 
arthe 'siidhutiim. tathii ca "siddhe sabdiirthasambandhe" iti 
viirttikalfl vyiica~ii!Jii Bhii~yakiirii iihu~ -- "samiiniiyiim arthii
vagatau siidhubhis ciisiidhubhis ca gamyiigamyetivan niyama~ 
kriyate" iti. 

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

[Reply:] [lfNaiyayikas 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 Viirttika "siddhe 
sabdiirthasambandhe," Bha~yakara 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 sarviirthabodhanasamarthii/;"9 is exhibited 
differently. In the MBh, it is said [MBh ad P.l.l.20, I,75,13-14; ad 
7 .1.27 ,III,251,12-13]: 

sarve sarvapadiideso diik~iputrasya pii!Jinel; I ekadesavikiire hi 
nityatvarrz nopapadyate ([This is an opinion] of Pfu)i.ni, the son of 
Dak~"i, that all are the substitutes (iidesa) 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, II,367,26-27], 
yadvii sarve sabdii/J sveniirthena bhavati sa te~iim artha iti 
tadabhidhiine vii tvataLau bhavata it vaktavyam (Or rather, 
every word has its meaning. When it is said that it is their 
meaning, the suffix -tva or -taL are possible. Thus to be stated). 

AlsoP M on P.l.l.l [I, p. 60] says "ata/J sarve sabdii/J sarrzjiiiiriipelJa 
sarviin arthiin pratipiidayitum samartha/J (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 (lSvarecchii), see 
the Nyiiyasiddhiintamuktiivali [p. 293]: sii ciismiit padiid ayam artho 
boddhavya itiSvarecchiiriipii. 

The phrase "siddhe sabdiirthasambandhe" is first part of viirttika 110 

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 MBh is taken from the bhii~ya 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 ihiipi samiiniiyiim arthagatau sabdena ciipasabdena ca 
dharmaniyamalJ kriyate sabdenaiviirtho 'bhidheyo niipa.Sabdene
ti. evarrz kriyamiiJJam abhyudayakiiri bhavatiti. 

9 Niigesa sometimes quotes this statement. In PLM [pp. 62,63] it reads "sati tiitparye sarve 
sarviirthaviicakii iti bhii~yiil lalqal'_liiyii abhiiviit, vrtfidvayiivacchedakadvayakalpane gauraviit. 
(Even if there is an intention of speaker, a secondary function of the word is not possible on the 
basis of the bhf4ya, namely "sarve sarviirthaviicakii~: every [words] can denote the their 
meanings." Because it is redundant to postulate two delirnitor for two imports). In this, Niigesa 
refers to Bhii~ya, probably the portions qouted in the Notes. 

lO In the Kielhom ed. this Vt I is divided into three parts, namely, "siddhe sabdiirthasaf!l
bandhe," "lokato 'rthaprayukte sabdaprayoge siistrel'_la dharmaniyama~," a1d "yathii laukika
vaidi~." However, Joshi and Roodgergen propose different division and numbering of this first 
viirttika. They consider the opening statement of MBh, "atha sabdiinusiisanam" [1,1,1], as first vt 
and "ralqohiigamaladhvasaf!ldehii~ prayojanam" [line 14], which is included in the bhf4ya
portion in Kielhom ed., as second. Subsequently, vt III is "siddhe sabdarthasaf!Ibandhe lokata~," 
IV is "arthaprayukte sabdaprayoge siistreT_la dharmaniyama~," and V "yathii laukikavaidike~." 
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 dharma 11 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: uktafi ca - [VMM kiirika 21] 

bhediibhedakasambandhopiidhibhedaniyantritam. 
siidhutvarrz tadabhiive 'pi bodho neha niviiryate. 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 piida is "bhedyabhedaka
Saf!lbandhopiidhibhedanibandhanam." Nagesa attributes this karikii to 
Bhartfhari in his VSLM (p. 746 and p. 799), but it is not found in the 
present VP. Kaul)q.a Bhana comments on it [VBh, Dhatvarthanirl)aya, 
p. 65]: 

bhedyam = vise$yam, bhedakam = vise$ar.zam, tayor yal:z 
sambandha]J, tasya yo bheda]J, tan nibandhanaf!l siidhutvam ity 
artha]J. ayam bhiival:z -- yasmin vise$ye yiidrsavise$ar.ziinvite 
yiidrganupurvyiil:z sutraviirtikabhii~yakiiriidyanyatamena siidhu
tvam uktam, sa sabdal:z tatra siidhu]J, anyatriisiidur eva. 
Tr.: The word bhedya means a qualificand and the word bhedaka 
a qualifier. [The compound in a-b piida] 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 P3.1)ini, 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 Bhartfhari says [VP. I, 133 
(142)12] that the tradition of grammar has the knowledge of 
correctness as its subject (siidhutvajfiiinavi$ayii seyaf!l vyiikarar.za
smrfi}J). 

11 For the compound dharmaniyama, Patafijali discusses its formation [1,8,4-7]: [under the 
partial Vt I (lokato 'rthaprayukte sabdaprayoge siistre1Ja dharmaniyama~)] lolmto 'rthaprayukte 
sabdaprayoge siistre7Ja dharmaniyama~ kriyate. kim idaf!l dharmaniyama iti. dharmiiya niyamo . 
dharmaniyama]J. dharmiirtho vii niyamo dharmaniyama~. dharmaprayojano vii niyamo dharma
niyama~. 

12 This numbering is given in lyer'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: evan ca kasmiid viikyiit kfdrgbodha iti prasne yo yathii 

vyutpannas tasya tiidrg eveti sthiti/:z. kfdrse bodhe siidhutval?l 
kutra neti para1fl viciiravi~aya iti tattvam. etena "ghatal:z karma
tvam iinayana1fl krtil:z " ityiidfniil?l svarupoyogyateti pariistam, 
tathii vyutpannasya bodhiinubhaviit. anyathii vyutpannasya vyut
pattirupasahakiirivirahiit kiiryiinudaye 'pi svarflpayogyatii
napiiyiit. 

Translation: 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 "ghatal:z 
karmatvam iinayanal?l krtil:z: 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 siibdabodha] 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 siibdabodha (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., yogyatii (semantic compatibility), iisatti (contiguity), 
iikiink~ii (syntactic expectancy) and tiitparya (intention of speaker). 
Naiyayikas often quote above the string "ghatal:z karmatvam iinayana111 
lqtil:z" to illustrate how four causes are necessary. For example, the 
Nyiiyasiddhiintamuktiivali, on kiirikii 84, says [pp. 348-350]: 

yat padena vinii yasyiinanubhiivakatii bhavet. iikiifl~ii. [k.84 
a-c] 

iikiink~iirrz nirvakti -- yat padeneti. yena padena vinii yat 
padasyiinvayiinanubhiivakatvarrz tena padena saha tasyiikiifllcyety 
arthal:z. kriyiipadarrz vinii kiirakapadarrz niinvayabodharrz jana
yatfti tena tasyiikiink~ii, vastutas tu kriyiikiirakapadiiniirrz san
nidhiinam iisattyii caritiirtham. parantu ghatakarmatiibodharrz 
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prati gha(apadottaradvitfyiirupiikiiflk$iijfiiinarrz kiiraiJam, tena 
gha(a}J karmatvam iinayanal'{l krtir ityiidau na siibdabodha}J. 
Tr.: ••That one word cannot convey a complete meaning without 
some word, it is called iikiinlcyii (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] kiiraka does not produce relational knowledge without 
a verb. Thus it has an expectancy to [the verb]. However, 
truthfully speaking, the juxtaposition (sannidhiina) of the verbs 
and nominal words is fulfilled by the contiguity (iisatti). 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 gha(a is a cause [of 
verbal cognition]. Therefore, the sequence ••gha(a}J karmatvam 
iinayanarrz krti}J" cannot produce any verbal cognition. 

Here, Visvanatha at first gives the definition of iikiifl/cyii 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.13 

Let us examine the sentence ••gha(am iinaya." The relation of 
juxtaposition (sannidhiina) is realized because those two words 
(gha{amkarakapada and iinayakriyapada) are 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, 
e.x., gha(am into gha(a- and -am, we find another contiguity between 
them. 

13 Cf. Kira1J.iivali on Nyiiyasiddhiintamuktiivali, k. 84 [p. 349]: nanv evaf!! sati vyabhiciiriid 
iikiinlqiijfiiinasya siibdasiimiinye kiira1J.alvii 'nupapattir ity ata aha - paran tv iti. 'gha(am, ity 
atra iidheyatiisambandhena gha{aprakiirakakarmatiivise~yakagha{ani~(hakarmatvam iti bodhaf!l 
prati, gha(apadottaradvitiyiiriipiikiinlcyiijfiiinam = avyavahitottaratvasambandhena ampade 
gha(apadavatlvaf!! gha(apade vii 'vyavahitapiirvatvasambandhenii 'mpadavattvam eviikiinlcyii 
tajjfiiina'!l = smaralJ.am kiiralJ.am ity artha/J. evaf!! 'naya' ity atriipi nayanaprakiirakalqtivise~yaka 
'nayaniinukulakrtimiin. iti siibdabodhaf!! prati avyavahitottaratvasambandhena lo(pade 
ninpadavatlvaf!l ninpade 'vyavahitapiirvatvasambandhena vii lo(padavattvam iikiinlcyii tajjfiiinaf!! 
kiiralJ.Gm iti bodhyam. tathii ca ghatakarmakanayaniinukiilalq-timiin iti siibdatvavyiipakaf!l yad 
gha(ani~(hakarmatiivise~yakasiibdatvaf!! nayaniinukulakrtiviSe~yakasiibdatvaf!! ca tad 
avacchinnaf!l prati iikiinlcyiijfiiinasya kiiralJ.alvena, iikiinlcyiijfiiinasunyakiile tu tiidrsavyiipaka
dharmiivacchinnabodhii 'nutpattyii visi~(asiibdatviitmakavyiipyadharmiivacchinnasyii 'py anutpiidiit 
vyabhiciirii 'prasakte/J iikiinlcyiijfiiinsya vyiipakadharmiivacchinnotpiidakasiimagririipasya 
vyiipyadharmiivacchinnaf!! prati niyatapiirvavrttitvasya (kiira1J.atiiyii/J) niriibiidhatviit. kintu 
prayo janii 'bhiiviid vyiipyadharmiivacchinna'!l prati iikiinlcyiijfiiinasya kiira1J.alvaf!1 prthaktvena 
niiligikriyate eveti bhiival}. nanu tattadvyiipakadharmiivacchinnaf!! praty api iisattyii 
caritiirthatviit iikiinlcyiijfiiinasya kiira1Jalvaf!1 nirarthakam ity iisankiif!l pariharati - teneti. 
tattadvyiipakadharmiivacchinnaf!! prati iikiililcyiijniinasya hetutvenety arthal}. 
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Following is the elements divided from the sentence "gha(am 
iinaya," according to the Naiyayikas. 

word: ghat am iinaya 
element: ghata -am ii-...Jni -hi 
meaning: ghata karma tva iinayana /q1i 

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

Now, an expectancy comes from the verb iinaya in the form of "what 
is to be brought?" The word gha(am 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, 
iisatti (contiguity) is perceived and their meanings are matched to each 
other (yogyatii). On the basis of iisatti and yogyatii the cognition is 
achieved without iikiinlqii. Does it mean that for the verbal cognition 
iikiifllcyii is not required ? 

The answer is no. The expectancy is required between the elements 
consisting of the word. When the word gha(am is uttered, there is 
iisatti between the stem gha(a- and the case ending -am. We can 
indubitably say that there is iisatti between -am and gha{a- even in this 
order. By the reverse order, however, no cognition arises. That is why 
we need iikii1ilqii between the elements. The order, first gha(a- comes 
and next -am, is desired and only this combination of the elements 
produces the knowledge such as "a pot being the object." Therefore, 
iikiinlqii 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 "ghata~ karmatvam 
iinayanarrz krti~," it is possible to say that there are iisatti and yogyatii 
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 iisatti and yogyatii. 

Generally, the syntactic expectancy is of two types - utthitiikii1ik$ii 
(an expectancy arisen [naturally]) and utthiipyiikiinlqii (an expectancy 
to be arisen).14 VSLM says [1, p. 505]: 

utthiipakatiivi$ayatii 'nyatarasambandhenobhayasarrzbandhena 
vii jijiiiisiivisi${a~ siikiinlqii ity ucyate. tatriintyarrz - pacati taf}
qularrz devadatta iti. kriyiikiirakayor dvayor api paraspararrz 
tadutthiipakatviit tadvisayatviic ca. iidyarrz pa8ya mrgo dhiivatiti. 
atra pasyiirthasya kiirakadhiivanii ''kiinlqotthiipakatvarrz dhiiva
narrz tu tadvi~aya eva. 

14 Raja [1966 (1977), p. 159] gives the translations of these two term as "natural expectancy" 
for utthitiikiinlcyii and "potential expectancy" for utthiipyiikiinlcyii. 

160 



SANSKRIT SYNTAX (2): SABDAKAUSTUBHA 

Tr.: The expectancy is particular intention to know(jijfiiisii) 
through the relation of either the property of bringing about 
(utthiipakatiisambandha) or the property of being a content 
(vi$ayatiisambandha), or the relation of both. An example for the 
latter is ''pacati tm:ufulal'fl devadattah: Devadatta is cooking rice." 
In this case between the verb pacati and the nominal words such 
as ta1J{lulam and devadatta}J 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 
dhiivati: 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 ldiraka. [Namely,] the act of running is just an object of seeing. 

The utthitiikiinlqii has the relation of being either its content or its 
producer. In the example "pasya, mrgo dhiivati, "15 the act of seeing 
needs something to be seen, i.e., the running of a deer, as its content. 
Here, vi$ayatiisambandha exists. However, in this case the act of 
running of a deer expressed in the sentence functions as kiiraka and so 
it has an expectancy to the act of seeing. This is utthiipakatii
sambandha. These two relation cannot stand simultaneously, because 
the phrase "mrgo dhiivati" is possible without another verb pa8ya and 
only when the phrase as a whole functions as kiiraka it has an 
expectancy to pa8ya. Therefore, in this utthitiikiinlqii the relation is 
always one-sided. 

The utthiipyiikiinlqii is realized between kriyii and kiiraka. 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 
vi$ayatiisambandha. At the same time, the rice needs some action 
which causes it to be cooked. This relation is utthiipakatiisambandha. 
Since these two relations interactively exist between these two words, 
this utthiipyiikiiflk$ii is mutual expectancy. 

2.4.3. Conclusion from the grammarians { 116,33-117,6} 
Text: etena pra{ 117}lqtyarthaprakiirako bodho yatra vise$yatayii tatra 

vi$ayatayii pratyayajanya ityiidi kiiryakiira7Jabhiival'fl kalpayanto 
'py apiistii}J, viparftavyutpiidite vyabhiciirasyodbhaviit. 

siddhiinte tu "ghatab karmatvam " ityiidy asiidhv eva. tathii hi 
"abhihite prathamii" iti Viirttikal'fl [Vt IV on P.2.3.1], tat kathal'fl 
"ghafa}J karmatvam" iti prathamii? gha{iinayanayor 
iinayanakrtf prati karmatayii "kartrkarma7Jo}J [krti}J]" [P.2.3.65] 
iti $a$(hfprasangiic ceti dik. 

15 For the Pfu:rinian notion of the sentence and, particurly, the discussion to this sentence "pasya, 
mrgo dhiivatt' which seems to have two fmite 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 siddhiinta, the string "ghatab karmatvam 
iinayanal?'l krtib" is not correct. As for it, V t 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 "ghatab karmatvam iinayanal?'l krtib"? 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 
iinaya" is, according to the Naiyayikas, "ghatav.rttikarmatiiniri1pitii
nayaniinukftlakrtimiin tvam: You having an effort conducive to the act 
of bringing which is described by the object-ness existing in pot." The 
verbal suffix -hi, which denotes the volition Ckrtz), 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 abjectness. When this cognition is again 
verbalized into the string such as "ghatab karmatvam iinayanal?'l 
krtib," 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 iikiinlcyii. Although this is 
seemingly correct, we cannot have knowledge of "bring the pot." Nor 
have we the siibdabodha proclaimed by Naiyayikas "ghata-vrtti
karmatii-niri1pita-iinayana-anukftla-lq-timiin 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 object of the volition. These object-ness are 
not specified otherwise in that string and according to P.2.3.65 
(kartrkarma1Job /crti) the elements are to be put in the genitive case, 
resulting in "*gha{asya iinayanam, iinayanasya krfib." 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: priiti
padikiirthalingaparimiil}avacanamiitre prathamii) if the notion of the 
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object, etc. which is attributed to that meaning of the stem is already 
expressed (Vt 1). The nominative case does not convey the notion of 
the objectness here. 

Therefore, Bhagoji concludes that the string "ghatal:z karmatvam 
iinayanaf!l krtil:z" 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 [1, pp. 501-2]: 

ata eva ghafal:z karmatvam iinayanaf!l lq-tir ity ato viparita
vyutpannasya bodhal:z. sadvyutpannasya ciibodha upapadyate. 
sadvyutpannatvaf!l ca vyiikara7Jasiistroktaprakrfipratyayavibha
gatattadarthavibhiigatattadanvayabodhavi$ayajfiiinavattvam. 16 

Tr.: Therefore, in the string "ghatal:z karmatvam anayanaf!l krtil:z" 
[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 akanlcya and hence do not generate any 
cognitive meaning." 

In this connection, the Kira1Jiivali, a commentary on the Nyiiya-
siddhiintamuktiivali, gives Naiyayikas' explanation [p. 349]: 

'gha{am anaya, itiviikyasthiine prayuktat 'ghatal:z karmatvam 
anayanaf!l krtir, itivakyat 'iidheyatiisambandhena ghafapra
karakakarmatiiviSe$yakal:z anukUlatiisambandhena ca iinayana
prakiirakakrtivise$yakal:z siibdabodho na jiiyate, . . . 'ghatam , 
itisthiine prayukte 'ghatal:z karmatvam ' ity atra 'karmatvarrz 
ghata' ity api vakturrz sakyatviit tatra aviparite viparfte vii 
prayoge asattiyogyatiisattve 'pi aviparfto viparito vii siibda
bodho na bhavati, iikiiflk$ii 'bhiiviit, yatas tatra 'karmatvarrz 
ghata' ity atra iikiifzk$ii niisty eva, ampade ghatapadottara
tvasyaivii' 'kiifzk$iifviit, anyathii 'am ghata' ity api prayogal:z 
suddha iipadyeteti vyiipakadharmiivacchinne kha1J¢abodhe 
iikanlcyiijfiiinasya kara7Jatva111 siirthakam eveti bhiiva/:z. 
Tr.: In the case of the sentence "ghatam iinaya," 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 

l6 Biilam Bha!!a says in his Kalii, a commentary on VSLM [in VSLM, p. 504): yady api tattat- . 
samabhivyiihiire tattadbodhiijanakatvaniscayaiJ pratibandhaka iti. tad api na. gha!am iinayety
iidau tattatpade gha!iimpadiidau pratyekarrz grhftaiaktikasya tiidrsiinupiirvijiiiinavato 'kiira1Jatva
niscayiibhiivavato viparitavyutpannasya tato bodhiipatter gauraviic 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 "ghatab karma
tvam anayanatr~ krtib." ... 

In the case of the word "gha{am," even though it is shown in 
the form of "ghatab karmatvam," it is possible to say 
"karmatvatr~ ghatab." Here, even though there are asatti and 
yogyata between two elements, neither right nor incorrect verbal 
cognition would occur because there is no akanlcyii. That is to say, 
iikanlcya does not exist between karmatvam and ghatab in this 
order. The element -am has akanlcya when it is placed only after 
the element ghafa. 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 iikanlcyii is the cause. 

2.5. Types of apadiina { 117,7-16} 
Text nirdi${avi$ayatr~ kificid upiittavi$ayarrz tathii. 

apelcyitakriyafi ceti tridhapadanam ucyate. [VP ill. 7 .136]. 
yatra sak$iid dhatuna gatir nirddisyate tan nirdi${avi$ayam. 

"aSvat patati" yatha. 
yatra tu dhatvantararthangatr~ svarthatr~ dhatur aha tad 

upattavi$ayam. yatha "balahakad vidyotate" iti. nibsara1Jange 
vidyotane dyutir vartate. yatha va "kusiiliit pacati" iti. 
adanange pake 'tra pacir vartate. 

apek$itakriyarrz tu tat, yatra pratyak$asiddham agamanatr~ 
manasi nidhiiya prcchati "kuto bhaviin" iti, "pii{aliputrad" iti 
cottarayati, arthadhyiiharasya nyiiyyatiiya uktatviit. 

Translation: [Bha.rt'fhari says (VP III.7.136)]: "The apadiina is said to 
be of three types. That where [apiiya] is directly mentioned, that 
where [apiiya] is included, and that where [apiiya] is implied." 

In case where the movement is directly expressed, it is 
nirdi${avi$aya. An example is, "aSviit 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 "upiittavi$aya." 
An example of it, "baliihakad vidyotate: it is lightening from the 
cloud." Here, a verbal root >ldyut- is used in the sense of 
"udyotana: lightening" in which [the act of] "nibsara7Ja: going 
forth" is included. [Thus, that expression is same as saying 
"baliihakan nibsrtya vidyud vidyotate"]. Or, another example for 
it, "kusiiliit pacati: he cooks out of granary." Here, a verbal root 
>lpac- is used in the sense of [cooking] in which the act of "iidiina: 
taking out" is included. [Thus, it is literally equivalent to say 
"kusiiliit ta1J4uliin iidaya pacati'1-
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The third one, "ape/cyitakriya" 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] (arthiidhyiihiira) is [one of] proper way [of 
understanding]. 

Notes: Bharl:fhari summarizes types of apiidana as three. His classifi
cation is followed by almost all grammarians after him. Above SK's 
passage is based on PM on P.l.4.24 [1,537,6-12]: yatra dhiitunii 
'piiyala/cya1Jab sarrzjiiiivi$ayo nirdisyate, yathii - griimiid iigacchatiti, 
tan nirdi~(avi~ayam. yatra dhiitur dhiitvantarii 'rthiingarrz sviirtham 
aha, yathii baliihakad vidyotate vidyud iti. atra hi nil;saralJiinga
vidyotane vidyutir vartate - baliihakiin ni/:tsrtya vidyotata ity eva. 
kusuliit pacatity atriidiiniinge piike pacir vartate. kusUliid iidiiya 
pacatiti, tadupiittavi~ayam. apek~itakriyarrz tu - yatra kriyii na 
sruyate, pramii7Jiintare7Ja tu pratfyate, yathii - iigacchantarrz 
puru~arrz pratya/cye7Ja pasyann aha - kuto bhaviin iti, so 'pi. tad eva 
pratyalcyasiddham iigamanam upajfvann aha - pii{aliputriid iti. 17 

Helaraja, commenting on above kiirikiis of Bhaitfhari, explains the 
meaning-implication by the phrase "gu7:zabhavena pradhiinabhiivena 
vii: through a secondary function or a basic function [of meaning]." 18 

Patafijali realizes the mental acquistion of the action for applying the 
designationapiidiina. P.1.4.25-31 prescribe the application of apiidiina 
to the items which represent "a source of fear," etc., but Patafijali 
thinks that those rules are redundant because the application of 
apiidiina is justified solely by P.l.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 bibhetfti ya e~a 
manu~yal; prek~apurvakiiri bhavati sa pasyati yadi miirrz vrkiib 

17 Parallel passage is found in Pradipa on P.l.4.24 [II,248r]: tatra nirdi~favi~ayam, - yatra 
dhiitunii 'piiyalalcyalJO vi~ayo nirdi~fa}J. yathii griimiid iigacchatiti. upiittavi~ayam - yatra dhiitur 
dhiitvantariirthiingal!l sviirtham iiha. yathii ca baliihakiid vidyotata iti. nil}sara!Jiinge dyotane 
'tra dyutir vartate. - yathii vii kusiiliit pacatityiidau. iidiiniinge piike pacir variate. 
apek~itakriyam - yatra kriyiiviici padal!l na sriiyate, kevalal!l kriyii pratiyate. yathii 
siinkiisyakebhyal} pii{aliputrakii abhiriipatarii iti. 

18 Heliiriija on VP ID.7.136 [p. 338]: upiittal} kriyiintarasya gu1Jabhiivena pradhiinabhiivena vii 
yatriipiiyalalcya1JO vi~ayas tad anyadupiittavi~ayam apiidiinam. tadyathii 'baliihakiid vidyotate,' 
'kusiiliit pacati, ' 'briihma1Jiic chal!lsiti. ' atra hi nil}sara1Jiinge vidyotane vidyotaniinge vii 
nil}sara1Je vidyutir vartate iti nil}sara1Jalalcya1Jo 'piiyo vidyotanasya gu1JUpradhiinabhiivenopiittal}. 
baliihakiin nil}srtya jyotir vidyotate, baliihakiid vii vidyotamiinal!l nil}saratity arthal}. kusiiliid 
iidiiya pacatity iidiiniinge piike pacir vartate. briihma1Jiid grhitvii sal!lsatiti graha1Jiinge sal!lsane 
sal!lsir vartate. 
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pasyanti dhruvo me mrtyur iti. sa buddhyii satr7-priipya nivartate. 
tatra dhruvam apiiye 'piidiinam [P.l.4.24] ity eva siddham. 19 

Kaiya!a further says that sucb. mental consideration belongs to the type 
of upiittavi~aya in his commentary on MBh ad P.l.4.25 [11,250r] 
(prelcyiipiirvakiiriti. buddhivyavasthiipito triipiiyo 'stili bhiiva}J. · tatra 
nivrttyafzge bhaye bibhetyiidayo vartanta ity upiittavi~ayam etad 
apiidiinam.) 

For the technique of adhyiihiira (supplement), P~ini uses the word 
viikyiidhyiihiira in his P.6.1.139 (upiit pratiyatnavaikrtaviikyiidhyii-

. hiire~u ca). Bhattoji comments on this word as "viikyasyiidhyiihiira}J 
iikiifz/cyitaikadesapura1Jam: The supplement of the sentence means to 
fulfill the part [of the sentence] which is expected." [SK.2552 on 
P.6.1.139, III. p. 375] Patafijali uses the word "viikyadhyiihiira" in 
commenting on the word vyiikhyiina two times (strictly speaking, the 
passages are the same) [MBh, paspasahnika, 1,11,23; 12,25-26]: udii
haranatrZ pratyudiiharalJatrZ viikyiidhyiihiira ity etat samuditatrZ 
vyiikhyiinatrZ bhavati (Explanation consists of udiihara7Ja or example, 
pratyudiihara7Ja or counterexample and viikyiidhyiihiira or supplement 
to the sentence). In this connection, Patafijali also states about "the 
natural ellipsis" (Deshpande [1985, p. 57]) rfr[Bh ad P.l.l.45, 1,111,22-
24]: 

athavii drsyante hi viikye$u viikyaikadesiin prayuiijiinii}J pade$u 
ca padaikadesiin. viikye~u tiivad viikyaikadesiin. pravisa pilJ(!im 
pravisa tarpa7Jam. pade$U padaikadesiin. devadatto dattal:z 
satyabhiimii bhiimeti. 
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 pi1J4im " for ''pravisa grhatrZ 
bhalcyaya pi1J4fm: Come in the house, eat food" and ''pravisa 
tarpa7Jam " for ''pravisa grhatrZ kuru tarpa7Jam: Come in the 
house, make a refreshing." Examples of the word, "datta}J" for 
"Devadatta}J" and "bhiimii" for "Satyabhiimii." 

Bhart[hari 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 arthadhyiihiira is held by Prabhakara 
Mimatp.sa (See Raja [1963, p. 170]). They assert that what is to be 
supplied is not the word but the meaning. On the other hand, Bhana 
Mimatp.sa holds padiidhyiihiira-view. For details, see Raja [1963], pp. 
169-176. 

l9 This type of statement is repeatedly found in bh~ya on all the remaining rules which describe 
thetenned. 
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2.6. On the sentence "siirthiid dhfyate" 
2.6.1. Objection 1 { 117,17-20} 
Text: iha "siirthiid dhfyate" ity api nirdi~{avi~ayasyodiiharm:tam. syiid 

etat. paratviit siirthasya kartrsaf!Zjfiii priipnoti. ukta'!l hi 
"apiidiinam uttarii1Ji" iti. kifi ca siirthasya kartrtviibhiive tyajya
miinasya karmasaf!ljfiii na syiit, kartrvyiipiiravyiipyatviibhiiviit. 
tatas ca "hfyate ; hfna/:l" iti karma1Ji lakaro ni~thii ca na syiit. 

Translation: There is another example for the first type of apiidiina, 
i.e., "siirthiid dhfyate: he is excluded from a caravan." So be it. 
According to the paratva-principle, the caravan would get the 
kartr designation because of the paribhii~ii "apiidiina 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 "hfyate" or "hfnal:z," the 
formation of passive voice and the use of past passive participle 
(ni~t/:lii) 20 respectively are not justified. 

Notes: Passages 2.6.1-4 deal with how to justify the passive 
construction "siirthiid dhfyate." Active construction probably supposed 
to this passive might be either "siirtho devadattaf!l jahiiti: a caravan 
banishes Devadatta" [alternative A] or "devadattal:z (svayam eva) 
siirthiid jahiiti (= apagacchati): Devadatta leaves a caravan by 
himself' [alternative B]. 

At first, in this passage, the ablative case put after the word siirtha is 
discussed. Piirvap~in criticizes the ablative case after siirtha 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 
iitmanepada 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 "[devadattalll] 
siirthena hfyate"). 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 apiidiina. Consequently, two designations are 
attributed to one and the same item, so according to the principle for 
the conflict, namely "apiidiinasaf!ljfiiim uttarii1Ji kiiraka7Ji biidhante: 
the designa-tion apiidiina is prevailed by other karakas [which are 
prescribed] after [it in grammar]" (MBh ad. P.l.4.1 [1,302,13]), the 
latter designation prevails. Therefore, the caravan would be regarded 

20 P.l.1.26: KtaKtavatO ni~!hii. The suffix -Kta is prescribed in P.3.4.70 (tayor eva lq-tyaKta
KHaLarthiiM. 
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as kartr and the passive would be "siirthena [devadattab] hfyate: 
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 PM on P.5.4.45 [IV, 357,10-14]: 
"siirthiid dhfyate" iti. "OhiiK tyiige" [Dhp. 1090] karma7Jy 
iitmanepadam, yaK, GHUmiisthii sutre7Je [P.6.4.66]21 tvam. 
katharrz puna/J karmasarrzjiiii, yiivatii "kartur fpsitatamarrz 
karma" [P.l.4.49]?, na ciitra siirtha/:l kartrsarrzjiiakaiJ, kintu 
dhruvatvena vivak#tatviid apiidiinasarrzjiiaka/:l. mii bhut 
kartrsarrzjiiii, jahiiti tiivat siirtho devadattaf!l yadi na jahyiid 
apiiya eva na sarrzvarteta. 
Tr.: About"siirthiid dhfyate." The verbal root --Jhii- means the act 
of banishing and the iitmanepada ending is meant to the object 
and before passive marker yaK the last phoneme -ii of the root is 
substituted to -1 by P.6.4.66. [Thus, the form hi-ya-te 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 apiidiina. Nor should be 
called it as the agent. Because, as for the sentence "jahiiti siirtho 
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 ayaf!l lakiira iti viicyam, jahiite/J kartrstha

kriyatviit karma7Jy eviiyarrzlakiira iti Indunoktatviit. 
Translation: It should not be argued that this is /-suffix which is 

introduced to form a reflexive construction (karmakartari). It is 
said by Indumitra that it is /-suffix which denotes the object 
alone, i.e., passive voice since --J hii- 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, piirva
pak~in asserts that the sentence "siirthiid [devadattaiJ] dhfyate" is a 
reflexive construction (karmakartari). 

21 P.6.4.66: GHUmiisthiigiipiijahiitisii'!l 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 
--J hii- is kartrsthakriyaka. This type of verbal root is not allowed to 
form the karmakartari construction. Thus, the form hfyate is the 

. passive form not the reflexive. Bhagoji refers to Indumitra's 
statement. It is likely that it is quoted from the Miidhavfyadhiituvrtti 
[p. 275]: Indur api svayam eva hfyata iti pratfteb karmakartari lakiiro 
'stv ity iisankya jahiiteb kartrsthakriyatviit karmaJJ.Y eva lakiira iti. 
(For the whole passage that treats with this discussion, see Notes on 
2.6.4). lndumitra (1070?) is said to write the Anunyiisa, a 
commentary on the Nyiisa, but it is not available at present. See New 
Catalogus Catalogorum, vol. 1, p. 154; vol. 2, p. 248. 

Patafijali classifies the verbal roots into four. 
1) kartrsthakriyaka: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in 

the agent. 
2) kartrsthabhiivaka: [a verbal root] whose static action resides in 

the agent. 
3) karmasthakriyaka: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in 

the object. 
4) karmasthabhiivaka: [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 --J hii- is kartrsthakriyaka 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 "apiidiine ciihfyaruhob "[P.5.4.45] iti sutre NyiisakiireiJ.a 

sampradiinasutre Kaiya{ena coktaTfl karmasaTfl}fiiiylif!'l kartr
grahaJJ.af!'l sviitantryopalak:;aJJ.am. ato hiinakriyiiyiif!'l sva
tantreJJ.iipiidiinenepsyamiinasyeha karmateti. 
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tac cintyam, "mii~e~V asVaTfl badhniiti" ity atra karmalJO 'py 
aSvasya vastuto bhak~alJe yat sviitantryaTfl tad iisrayakarma
saTfl}fiiipatteb. ata eva karmasarrzjiiiividhiiyakasiitrase~e Kaiya
tenoktam - prayojakavyiipiirasyiisabdiirthatviit tadapek~aTfl 
karmatvam ayuktam iti. 

Translation: However, the others say that as Jinendrabuddhi and 
Kaiya!a say in their commentaries respectively on P.5.4.45 and 
P.l.4.32, the mention of the word kartr 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 apiidiina, 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] "m~e~ 
aSvaTfl badhniiti: he ties a horse 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 (hiinakriyii) is concerned and by this independency it is 
regarded as the agent. When the speaker wants to express it as the 
fixed point, its apiidiina-ness is intact by its independence because the 
independency (sviitantrya) is larger notion than apiidiina-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.l.4.49, this most desirable thing (fpsitatama) is called karman and 
that is why the objectness for Y is justified and the passive expression 
is derived. Piirvapak~in quotes Kaiya!a as his support. For the sources 
referred in SK, see the Pradfpa on P.l.4.32, [II,256l-r]: nanu si~asya 
kartrtviibhiive kathaTfl gob karmasaTfl}fiii? nai~a do~ab. karma
saTfl}fiiiyiiT!l sviitantryasya kartrgrahal)enopalak~al)iit. tathii ca 
{siirthiid dhfyata' ity atra karmal)i lakiirotpattib; and the Nyiisa m 
P.5.4.45 [N,357]: siirthiid dhfyata iti. "OhiiK tyiige" lab karma1Jy 
iitmanepadam. "dhumiisthii" ityiidisiitrel)ettvarf!,. nanu ciikartrkaTfl 
karma niisti, "kartur fpsitatamaTfl karma " iti vacaniit, siirthas ciitra 
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na karma22
, kil!l tarhi? apiidiinam? nai~a do~al;; karmasa1f'ljiiiiyii1!l hi 

kartrgrahal}al!l sviitantryopala/cya1Jam. 
To this argument, Bhanoji replies that it leads to a wrong sequence. 

For example, "mii~e~ aSva1f'l badhniiti: he ties an horse in the bean 
field." In this sentence, mii~a 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 
(*mii~iin asva1f'l badhniiti). However, this string is clearly incorrect. 
As is stated by Kaiya~ 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. Pradfpa on 
P.1.4.49 [II,2621-263r]: anye tu prayojakakartrapelcyayii prayojyasya 
karttur anipsitam api karmety iicak~ate. tat tu prayojakavyiipiira
syiisabdatviit purvoktodiiharal}e 'yuktam iti nyiiyavido 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, niihal!l ka{arp, 
kari~yiimi] are improper). 

See also PM on P.5.4.45 [IV,357,14-18]: sviitantryopala/cya1Ja1f'l ca 
karmasarp,jfiiiyiirrz kartrgrahal}am, kartrsal!ljfiii bhavatu, mii vii bhut. 
evarrz ciipiidiinasyiipi satal; siirthasya hiine yat sviitantryal!l viistavam, 
tadiisrayii karmasa1f'ljfiii bhavati. yady evam, mii~e~ a§varrz badhniitf
ty atra karmalJo 'py aSvasya vastuto yad bha/cya1Je sviitantryarrz tad 
iisrayii mii~iil}iil!l karmasal!ljfiii priipnoti, tasmiit karmakartary atra 
lakiiral;. 

2.6.4. Conclusion { 117,29-32} 
Text: atriihul; -- "siirthiid dhiyate" ity atra karmakartari lakiiral;. 

tathii hi, apagamanii jahiiter arthal;. sii ca lcyudupaghiitiidinii 
devadattasyiipagamate * 1 tatsamarthiicaral}am. 

yadii tu lcyudupaghiitiidinii svayam eviipagacchati tadii karma
kartrtvam. sphu{afi cedalfl HaradattaMiidhavagranthayol;. 

*1. Read -gamane. (See the quotations from PM and MDhVbelow). 
Translation: Here is said. In the example "siirthiid dhiyate," l- suffix is 

used as karmakartari. Namely ..Jhii- means "going away 

22 Joshi and Roodbergen [1975] reads knrtii instead of karma [p. 115, fn.335]. As they note, PM 
reads: na ciitra siirthaiJ kartrsaf!!jnal«<IJ. (Quoted in Notes on 2.6.1) 
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(apagamanii)." When [...Jhii- 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 
Dhiituvrtti of Madhava. 

Notes: Here, the alternative B (see 2.6.1) is dealt with. At first, the 
meaning of the verbal root ...Jhii- is understood as "going away 
(apagamana)," not as "throwing away (tyiiga)." The sentence "siirtho 
devadattarrz jahiiti" is paraphrased into "siirtho devadattam23 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 samarthiicaral}a. 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] 
[siirthiid] devadatto 'pagacchati (Devadatta departs from the 
caravan). · 

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

Passive 
[siirthena] siirthiid [devadatto] apagamyate r~ siirthiid 
dhfyate]. 

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 SKare as follows: 
PM on P.5.4.45 [IV,357,18-22]: katham iha jahiitir apagamaniiyiirrz 
vartate? devadattarrz siirtho jahiiti, apagamayatfty arthab. e$aiva ca 
siirthasyiipagamanii yat k$udupaghiitiidinii devadattasyiipagamane tat 
samarthiicaral}am, yadii tu k$udhiidinii svayam eviipagacchati tadii 

23 P.l.4.52 (gatibuddhipratyavasiiniirthasabdakarmiikarmakiirJiim aJtikartii sa Jtau) 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 hfyata iti. ko 'rthal:z? svayam eviipa
gacchatfty arthal:z. punal:z "kuto hfyate? " -- ity apelcyiiyiirrz siirthena 
sambandhal:z. 
MDhV on the verbal root OhiiK [p.275]: siirthiid dhfyate devadattal:z, 
hfna ityiidau lakiiriidau vivadante. tatra 'apiidiine ciihfyaruhol:z' 
[P.5.4.45] ity atra Nyiise devadattasya kartur fpsitatamatviibhiive 'pi 
karmasarrzjfiiiyiirrz kartrgraha7Jasya sviitantryopala/cya7Jiirthatviid 
hiinakriyiiyiirrz svatantrasya apiidiinasyepsitatamatviit karma1Ji lakiirii
daya iti prapaficena samarthitam. sampradiinasiitre Kaiya(e 'py evam 
uktam. Indur api svayam eva hfyata iti pratftel:z karmakartari lakiiro 
'stv ity asafzkya jahatel:z kartrsthakriyatviit karma1Jy eva lakara iti. 
Haradattas tu Nyiisamatam uktvii, yady evam, mii~e~v asvarrz 
badhniitfty atra karma7Jo 'py asvasya vastuto yad bhak~a7Je svii
tantryarrz tad iisrayii [mii~ii1Jiirrz] karmasarrzjfiii priipnoti, tasmiit 
karmakartary atra lakiira iti. upapiiditarrz ca "iha jahiitir apa
gamaniirthal:z, sii ca k~udupaghiitiidinii devadattasyiipa[gama]ne tat 
samarthiicara7Jam. yadii tu k~udhiidinii svayam eviipagacchati tadii 
karmakartrtvam" iti. punal:z kuta ity apek~iiyiirrz pasciit sviirthe 
sambandha/:z. 

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: syiid etat. dhruvagraha7JaJ?1 kirrz artham ? 

na ca "griimiid iigacchati saka(ena" ity atra { 118} saka(e 
'tivyiiptiviira1Jiiya tad iti viicyam, paratviit tatra kara7Ja
sarrzjfiiipravrttel:z. yathii "dhanu~ii vidhyati" ity atra. iha hi 
saranil:zsara7Jarrz praty avadhibhiivopagamenaiva vyadhane 
kara7:zatety ubhayaprasaflgal:z. 

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 "saka(a" in "griimiid iigacchati saka(ena: he is 
coming from a village by cart" [the word dhruva is mentioned], 
because the designation kara7Ja will set it aside by the paratva
principle. For example, "dhanu~ii 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 
apiidiina and kara7Ja become applicable [but according to the 
paratva-principle the latter prevails]. 

Notes: If the word dhruva is not mentioned in P.l.4.24, whatever 
relates to the separation (apiiya) would be called apiidiina. Ex. 
griimiid iigacchati saka(ena. Here, someone is coming from the village 
and we realize that a separation occurs. The cart (saka(a) is apparently 
related to this separation and thus called apO.diina, which is not the 
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case here. Therefore, in order to prevent such wrong application we 
need the word dhntva in P.1.4.24. This is first pilrvapalcya. 

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 
karalJa. The designation karalJa appears later than the designation 
apiidiina and term karalJa prevails over apiidiina by P.l.4.1. 
Therefore, even if there is no word dhntva in P.l.4.24, we can 
produce desirable composition. This argument is based on MBh ad 
P.l.4.24 [1,326,19-20]: dhrnvam iti kim artham. griimiid iigacchati 
sa/catena. naitad asti. kara1Jasarrzjfiiitra biidhikii bhavi$yati. 24 

See PM on P.l.4.24 [1,537,13-17]: 
dhruvagraha1Jarrz kim? griimiid iigacchati sakatena -- atra 
sakatasya mii bhiit. atha kriyiimii1Je 'pi dhruvagrahalJa iha 
kasmiin na bhavati -- dhanu$ii vidhyatiti, atra hi sarii1Jiim 
apiiyarrz prati avadhibhiivenaiva dhanu$a/J siidhakatamatvam? 
satyam; ubhayaprasange paratviit kara1Jasarrzjfiii bhavi$yati. 
nanv evam akriyamiilJe 'pi sakatasya naiva bhavi$yati, evaf!l 
sarrzjfiiintaravi$aye sarvatra. 
Tr.: What is a purpose of mentioning the word dhntva? [In order 
to prevent an application of the designation apiidiina to the cart.] 
For example, "griimiid iigaccahti sakatena." Here, [the designa
tion apiidiina] should not be applied to the cart. Then, why should 
such an application is not to be done even though the word 
dhntva is mentioned in this rule? It is because, in case of 
"dhanu$ii 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 karalJa 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 
dhrnva] is not mentioned, [the designation apiidiina] is not applied 
to the word saka{a, it is true because term apiidiina 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: "vrlcyasya parlJarrz patati" ityiidau tu vr/cya/J par1Javise$a1Jarrz, 

na tv apiiyena yujyate. 
Translation: In case of "vr/cyasya parlJarrz patati: a leaf of tree is 

falling," the word vr/cya is a qualifier to the word partJa and is not 
related to apiiya. 

Notes: If the word dhrnva is not mentioned in P.1.4.24, every item 
which is related to the separation is called apiidiina. In the previous 

24 Cf. Pradfpa on P.l.4.24 [11,2471]: saka{eneti. apiiye saka{asyiipi siidhanatviid apiidiinasaf!l
jnii priipnoti. karmJaSaf!ljneti. yathii dhanu~ii vidhyatiti kriyiimiif}epi dhruvagrahaf}e paratviit 
karaf}aSaf!ljfiii bhavati. evam akriyamiif}e 'pi saka{asya bhavi:f)latfty artha~. 
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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 vr/qasya in 
"vrk~asya parlJarrz patati "? In case of the separation, the tree is 
apparently related to it and it is possible to apply the designation 
apiidiina to the tree. The sentence "vr/cyiit parlJarrz patatl"'' 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 apiidiina. 
Consequently, we have only one sentence to express the same 
connotations ("vrk~iit parlJarrz 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.l.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 kiiraka relation, it is in the scope of se~e 
(P.2.3.50). Therefore, even though there would be no word dhruva in 
P.l.4.24, the wrong application of apiidiina to the tree would not 
happen. 

Patafijali already discussed this problem in his MBh ad P .1.4.23 
[1.324, 1-4 ]: na viipiiyasyiivivak$itatviit. [Vt V] na vai~a do~ a}]. kirrz 
kiiralJam. apiiyasyiivivalcyitatviit. niitriipiiyo vivak#ta}J. kirrz tarhi. 
sarrzbandha}J. yadii ciipiiyo vivak~ito bhavati bhavati tadiipiidiina
sarrzjiiii. tadyathii, vr/cyiit parlJaT(l patatiti. sarrzbandhas tu tadii na 
vivalqito bhavati. He also gives the sentence "vr/qasya ... " as the 
counter-example against the unnecessity of the word dhruva in MBh 
ad P.l.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. 

Kaiya!a says [Pradfpa on P.l.4.24, IT, 247r]: 
vr/qasyeti. asty atriipiiya iti bhiiva}J. nanv atra kiirakatviibhiiviit 
sarrzjiiii na bhavi~yati, apiiyiibhiiviic ca. saty eva hy avadhiiv 
apiiyo bhavatiti purvasutre uktatviit. 
Tr.: On the example vr/qasya. 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 kiiraka-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 
apiiya is to be considered. 

Kaiya!a 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 sarrzfiiinirdesiirthal?'l dhruvagraha1Jam, apiiye kriyiiyiil?'l 

yad anvetfty asyii~iptasya sal?'lftiisamarthakatviit. 
Translation: It is not the purpose of the word "dhruvam" in P .1.4 .24 to 

prescribe the termed (sal?'ljiiin) because [by resorting to supplying 
the phrase] "kriyiiyiil?'l yad anveti'' in the rule "apiiye 
[apiidiinam]" this implied meaning [namely, P.l.4.24 means that 
when the moving away has taken place, the one which is related 
to that action is termed as apiidiina] 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 sal?'ljiiii 
(the term) and sal?'l}iiin (the termed). P.l.4.24 has sal?'l}iiii and we 
need the word dhruva as sal?'ljiiin. This is a purpose of mentioning 
dhruva. 

This is refuted. Kaiya!a refers to some grammarians ffradfpa on 
P.l.4.24, II,247r]: tatra kecid iihub - sujiiiinatviit purvasiltre 
uktatviic ca bhii$yakiire1Jiiyam artho noktab (Some hold that since 
such a notion is easily understood and really argued in [the discussion 
on] the previous rule, Patafijali has no intention to speak of it.) 
Kaiya!a's reference is not clear but according to Nagesa it describes the 
unnecessity of the word dhruva (Uddyota, ibid.]: sujiiiinatviid iti. eval?'l 
ca sal?'ljfiinirddasya kiirakiik$iptena siddhatviid dhruvagrahaiJal?'l 
cintyaprayojanam iti bhiival:z (What is the meaning of sujfiiinatviit ? 
Because the listing of the termed is established by its close relation to 
the kiiraka, it is implied that the mention of the word dhruva is not 
necessary). 

By the implication (ii~epa), the termed is understood. Even if we 
have no sal?'ljfiin in P.1.4.24, since the condition for application, i.e., 
apiiye (when the separation is taken place) is given, what is called 
apiidiina (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 apiidiina but when this designation is in conflict 
with other designations, it is always set aside. In this way, we can 
apply the designation apiidiina without having the word dhruva. 

2.7.4. Conclusion { 118,5-7} 
Text: yadvii, "kiirake" [P.l.4.23] iti nirdhiira7Jasaptamyiisraya1}iit 

kiirakam iti labhyate. purvatriipi prathamiirthe saptamity 
uktatviic ca. tasmiid dhruvagraha1Jal?'l cintyaprayojanam. 

Translation: Or rather, [the phrase "kiirake($u) madhe yad apiiye 
dhruval?'l] kiirakam" is obtained in terms of the locative case, 
kiirake [P.l.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.l.4.24 is purposeless. 
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Notes: The translation of the phrase" ... kiirakam iti labhyate" is based 
on the PM [on P.l.4.23, I,531] which reads "vise~a1Jiidhikare tu
kiirake~u madhye yad apiiye dhruvarrz karakam ity artho labhyate 
(However, in the interpretation of P.l.4.23 as the qualifier as well as 
the governing rule, it is obtained that among the kiirakas one kiiraka 
being the fixed point is [called apadana] when the separation has taken 
place)." 

The interpretation ofP.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 (nirdhiira1Ja). Given all the six 
varieties of kiiraka, 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 kiiraka can be 
termed apiidiina. 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 "nirdhara1Ja 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 (yogavibhaga)" and "... would block the 
assignment of a kiiraka term to something which is not a kiiraka." See 
also PM on P.l.4.24 [I,537]: 

sarrzjfiinirdesiirtharrz tu na hi "kiirake , iti saptamyantena sakyal; 
sarrzjfif nirde~tum, siddharrz tu nirddharyamii1Jasya sarrzjfiitvad 
apayavi~aye~u kiirake~u madhye yat kiirakarrz sarrzjfiiintarasya
vi~ayas tad apadanam iti, tad evarrz dhruvagraha1Jarrz cintya
prayojanam. 
Tr.: Regarding to the purpose as the prescription of the sarrzjfiin. 
It is not possible to describe sarrzjfiin by the word ending in the 
locative case (i.e., kiirake). [To describe sarrzjfiin] is to be done as 
follows: since what is to be specified is sarrzjiiin, apadiina as one 
class of kiiraka is the one which is not covered by other sarrzjfiiis 
when there are the kiirakas associated with the separation. In this 
way' the word dhruva is redundant. 

2.8. On the necessity of Viirttika I 
2.8.1. Vt I on P.l.4.24 { 118,8-12} 
Text: ']ugpsaviramapramiidiirthiinam upasankhyiinam" [Vt 1]. 

"adharmiij jugupsate; viramati; pramadyati vii., sarrzsle~a
purvako visle~o vibhagal;. sa ceha niisti. buddhikalpitas tu 
gau1Jatviin na grhyata iti Viirttikiirambhal;. 
Bha~yakaras tu jugupsiidayo 'tra jugupsiidipurvikayarrz ni

vrttau vartanta ity upattavi~ayam etat. 
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Translation: It is said by Katyayana that an addition of [the verbal roots] 
denoting ''jugupsii: disgust," "viriima: cessation," and ''pramiida: 
neglect" should be made. For examples, "adharmiij jugpsate; 
viramati; pramiidyati: he is disgusted with; ceases to practise; 
neglects adharma." [Apiiya] means "visle:ja: separation" or 
"vibhiiga: disjunction" which is preceded by [physical or actual] 
conjunction (sarrzsle!fa). [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 Vt. 

On the other hand, since Patafijali said that the word jugupsii, 
etc. are used when "nivrtti: desisting from" preceded by disgust, 
etc. happens, this is [the apiidiina of] '.'upiittavi:jaya." 

Notes: This section 2.8 deals with the meaning of the word apiiya. 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 apiiya, 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., Vt I on P.l.4.24). 

Patafijali, however, does not admit the necessity of this additional 
statement, instead he says that all the examples are within the scope of 
P.l.4.24 by extending the notion of apiiya. MBh ad P.1.4.24 [1,327, 
2-4] says: 

iha tiivad adharmiij jugupsate adharmiid bfbhatsata iti, ya e:ja 
manu:jya~ prelcyiipiirvakiiri bhavati, sa pasyati du~kho 'dharmo 
niinena krtyam astfti. sa buddhyii sarrzpriipya nivartate. tatra 
dhruvam apiiye 'piidiinam ity eva siddham. 
Tr.: Here, it is shown that the association of two (or more) is at 
ftrst formed in the mind and later the separation of one from the 
other(s), i.e., the desist (nivrttz), 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 apiiya, the addition by Katyayana and 
P.l.4.25-31 as well are considered as dispensable. 

For this extentional interpretation ofP.l.4.24, see also 2.5. 

2.8.2. First reason for rejecting Vtl { 118,12-13} 
Text: kiirakaprakara7Je ca gau7Jasyiipi graha7Jam. "siidhakatamarrz 

[kara1Jam]" [P.l.4.42] iti tamagrahaiJiilliflgiit. 
Translation: Even in the section where kiirakas are prescribed this 

secondary meaning is understood. It is because the use of suffix 
-tama after the word siidhaka- in P.l.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 apiiya 
as the separation both in a physical and psychological sense. This 
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extentional meaning is not directly understood from the word apiiya. 
As is stated by Kaiya!a (on P.l.4.24, [1,2481]: buddhikalpitas tu gaU1Ja 
iti bhiiva}J), it is a secondary meaning (gauJJa). 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 siidhakatama of 
P.l.4.42. Patafijali discusses the purpose of this suffix [ad P.l.4.42, 
1,331,20-21]: 

eva1fl tarhi siddhe sati yat tamagrahaJJal!'l karoti taj jfiiipayaty 
iiciirya}J kiirakasa1fljfiiiyii1!1 taratamayogo na bhavatfti. 
Tr.: Even though it is well-managed [by reading the word 
siidhakatama in the sense of simply 'accomplisher (siidhaka)'], 
since the teacher [Panini] uses the suffix -tama, he lets us know 
that in [the section prescribing] the kiiraka-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 defming the 
kiiraka-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 apiiya is 
read not only in its literal sense but in secondary sense. Patafijali says 
[ibid., 22-24]: 

apiidiinam iiciirya}J nyiiyyal!'l manyate, yatra sa1flpriipya nivrtti}J. 
tenehaiva syiit griimiid iigacchati nagariid iigacchatfti. siil!'l
kiisyakebhya}J piifaliputrakii abhiriipatarii ity atra na syiit. 
kiirakasa1fljfiiiyii1fl taratamayogo na bhavatfty atriipi siddhal!'l 
bhavati. 
Tr.: What does Acarya consider to be adequate for apiidiina? [It is 
the case] where having reached then [someone] stops. [If we take 
apiiya in literal meaning, we can derive the sentences] "griimiid 
iigacchati: He is coming from the village" and "nagariid 
iigacchati: He is coming from the city," but not the sentences 
such as "sii1flkiiSyakebhya}J pii{aliputrakii abhiriipatara}J: People 
of Pa!3liputra are more praiseworthy than those of Sfupkasya." 
Depending on the clue that in [the section prescribing] the kiiraka
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 Vt1 { 118,13-17} 
Text: apiiyiidipadiiniil!'l svaritatviid vii "svariteniidhikiirah" [P.l3.11] 

gauJJo 'py artho grhyata iti vyavasthiipaniit. tena buddhi
kalpitasyiipy apiiyasya sattviit siddham. piirva1fl hi buddhy
iidharma1fl sampriipya tato do~adarsaniin nivartata ity asty 
apiiya}J. evam uttarasiitre~ api prapaiicatval!'l bodhyam iti dik. 

Translation: Or, it is established that since the word apiiya, etc. is 
marked with svarita accent and whatever marked with svarita 
accent is regarded as an adhikiira rule by P .1.3 .11 [and adhikiira 
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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 mindis 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.l.3.11: svaritenadhikaral;, whatever has the svarita 

· accent is regarded as adhikara (a governing rule). The word adhikara 
paraphrased as "adhikarrz karyam" means "something extra is to be 
done." Here, the word apaya has svarita accent so it is regarded as 
adhikiira. Since it is adhikiira, it has to express extra meaning. This 
extra meaning is nothing but the secondary sense, the psychologically 
supposed separation. See MBh ad P.l.3.11 [1,273,12-14]: adhikarrz 
karyam. apadanam acaryal; kil!l nyayyarrz manyate, yatra prapya 
nivrttil;. tenehaiva syat gramad agacchati nagarad agacchati. 
sarrzkasyakebhyal; pafaliputraka abhirilpatara ity atra na syat. 
svaritenadhikarrz kiiryarrz bhavatfty atrapi siddharrz bhavati. 25 

(to be continued) 
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