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PREFACE

Words have tradition\ally been accepted as the means of
communication. However, as the science of linguistics, episte-
mology and logic developed, the philosophers of both East and
West were confronted with the problems of the analysis of
sentence and its meaning : the functions of words in conveying
the meanings, the-syntactico-semantical relations between the
individual word meanings, the nature of the total sentence
meaning and its constituent parts etc. In India, three systems,
namely, grammer (Vydkarana), ritualism (Mimamsa) and logic
(Nydya) have dealt with these problems.

Indian grammar, especially Paninian grammer, has laid
the foundation for the analysis of sentence and its meaning. It
has recognized that words, when correctly used, convey the
intended meaning and hence are the means of communication.
Besides the derivative techniques of words, Panini’s grammar
has established the theories of syntax and semantics. It has
analysed the basic parts of speech such as karagkas (syntactico-
semantico items) and kriyd (action); and defined various.
grammatical categories such as agent, .object, instrument etc. It
has recognized that each grammatical category has a particular
grammatical function and accordingly assigned a particular
grammatical status for each of the gramm atical categories.

However, both Mimamsa and Nyaya have further enriched
the theories of sentence meaning. The ritualists have considered
the words as errorless means of knowledge. They have estab-
lished the theories of sentence meaning based on the inherent
capacity of words to denote the connected and syntactico-

‘semantically- related meanings. Also, they have establised the
theory of the sentence meaning based on the comprehension of
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the syntactico-semantical relations obtained through sarsarga-
maryddi. According to the ritualists, the productive or aacom-
plishing activity (bhavanad) is the chief qualificand (nucleus) of
sentence meaning, and hence all the kdrakas are qualifiers
or modifiers of it. Thus they have provided a fundamentally
different analysis of sentence meaning.

The rise of Navya Nydya logic brought about a qualitative
change in the analysis of sentence meaning. Epistemology and
logic were incorporated into the analysis of sentence meaning.
It was considered as the knowledge or cognition derived from
words, ‘Sabdabodha’. Also, Nyaya introduced the logical process
into the analysis of word and meaning and accepted only such
things which are not obtained otherwise as the word meanings..
Logicians analysis of grammatical categories, focussed on the
epistemological and logical function of the same. Thus, the
three systems, viz. grammar, ritualism and logic combined
together have presented theories of sentence meaning which are
divergent and based on grammer i.e. linguistic principles, ritual
interpretation, epistemology and logic.

Further, individual epistemologists, within each of these
systems, such as Patafijali, Kaiyata, JagadiSa, Gadadhara,
Mandana, Khandadeva etc., have developed their own analysis
of sentence and its meaning by proposing different analysis
of various grammatical categories, the constituent parts of sen-
tence meaning. However, the analysis of sentence meaning, as
represented in Indian classical grammer, Mimarsa and Navya-
nyaya logic, are not available in modern languages. Although
some Eastern and Western scholars have presented the analysis
of the sentence meaning of the grammer and also that of the
logic to a limited extent, a systematic account of the analysis of
sentence meaning presenting the view points of all the three
different systems viz. grammer, ritualism and logic is very much
mneeded.

The purpose of the present volume is, therefore, to provide
-a comprehensive account of Indian theories of sentence and its
meaning according to all the three different systems viz:, gram-
mar, logic and ritualism. Also, the purpose of the volume, is to
provide a systematic account of the arguments of individual
epistemologists regarding various grammatical categories i.e.
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-constituent parts of sentence. The present volume, besides,
providing the accounts of the arguments of different - epistemo-
logists, makes a critical examination of the arguments so that a
-definite conclusion regarding the different theories can be arrived
at,

Importance of the study of Indian analysis of sentence
‘meaning cannot be stressed too sufficiently in the context of
Indian philosophy of language. Indian epistemologists have
‘proposed different theories of noun-verb relationship empha-
sizing either the noun or the verbal action or the verbal activity
.as the nucleus or chief qualificand of various syntactico-
‘semantical relations. Also, they have analysed the syntactico-
'semantical relations between various constituent parts such as
nouns, verbal action, activity, karakas, adverbs etc. and defined
the nature and function of the same constituent parts. Thus, the
Indian analysis has presented the most sophisticated theory of
sentence meaning comparable to the modern theories of syntex
.and semantics.

I would like to express my gratitude and indebtedness to
my teachers : namely, Prof. N.S. Ramanujatatacharya,
K.S. Vidyapeetham, Tirupati, Prof. T.S. Shrinivasa Sastri,
Deccan College, Pune, Professors N.S. Ramabhadracharya and
A. Venkannacharya both of Maharaja College Mysore, who
have taught me Nydya and explained the intricacies of Navya
Nyaya logic. Also, I would like to thank Prof. S.D. Joshi,
General Editor, Sanskrit Dictionary, Deccan College, Pune, for
his valuble suggestions on many issues. I am greatly indebted
to Prof. Nilmadhav Sen and Dr. Achyutananda Dash, both of
Deccan College, Pune, for going through the manuscript very -
carefully and suggesting many important corrections. My
sincere thanks are also due to Dr. Shiv Kumar Sharma, CASS,
University of Poona, for his moral support, and constant en-
couragement, and to Mr. Shyam Lal Malhotra of Eastern Book
Linkers, Delhi, for bringing out this work very nicely.

Deccan College, Pune
May, 1991 V.P. Bhatta






GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Word and its Meaning in India
—A Historic Outlook

India has been a centre of linguistic activity. Language as
the means of communication and bearer of meanings was
recognised in India as early as the Vedic times. The seers,
instructed man to reach speech (vak) which is the highest form
-of reality.. The Upanisads state very clearly that words can
convey the external objects like water, fire etc., despite their
inability to denote Brahman who is beyond description.
Maindikya Upanisad states that the sound ‘om’ symbolizes
reality.

As early as in the Sathapatha Brahmana, we find an
-attempt to derive the word ‘indra’ etymologically and explain
its sense. Nevertheless, the etymology as a science and as a
separate branch of linguistics developed in India with Pratisa-
khyas and also Nirukta of Yaska. PratiS§akhyas give
etymological explanation of words and also the statements
regarding the phonetic laws. The R.K. PratiSakhya maintaios
‘that sentence has words as its basic units ( padaprakytih samhita).
And this has been the very basis of the analysis of sentence
-and its meaning in India.

Yaska, besides being the first lexicographer in both East
and West by composing ‘Nighaniu’ which arranged words
-systematically and explained their meanings, can rightly be said
to be the first author to treat etymology as the science most
-essential for the understanding of language. He had the notion
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very fundamental to the understanding of the language that all -
words can be reduced to their primordial elements ie. the
verbal roots. According to him, every word can be traced to an
original root; words are preferred to other modes of expression
such as gestures because they can designate their objects. Thus.
Yaska states that origin of the words should always be traced
with the help of the science of etymology and should never
give up a word as underivable. The Nirukta of Yaska divides
the language into four parts i.e. nouns, -verbs, prefixes and
particles (namakhyate upsarga nipataca). This division of
language bad a far reaching consequence and almost all the

epistemologists have accepted this as the very basis of their
propositions.

Grammarians contribution

However, linguistics as a science and as a distinguished -
branch of philosophy took shape upon the advent of Panini
and his grammer. It is generally becoming known that Panini’s
grammar, Astadhyayi, is not merely restricted to derivative and
generitive aspects of grammar, but it deals with the syntax and
also the semantics. :

Panini’s theories of karaka, his analysis of action (kriya)
etc. clearly establish that he was not merely concerned with
derivations of words and their parts. He was aware of the
underlying deep syntactico-semantical relations of words and
the meanings they refer to. Katyayana and Patafijali have-
presupposed that the relations between the words.and also the
meanings they refer to are already established by usage (siddhe
Sabdartha sambandhe). According to them, one understands
the relation between the words and their meanings by properly
observing the elder’s usage as how and in what sense a parti-
cular word is used. Patanjali further explains that a universal
(jati) a particular (vyakti) and individual characteristics (akrzi)-
are the word-meanings according to different scholars.

Patanjali has interpreted Paninis s@tras by explaining both
Panini’s theories of syntax and also that of semantics with.
respect to words and their meanings. It is Patanjali’s Maha-
bhasya and commentaries on it which have truly focussed on.
the problem of Paninyan syntax and semantics in language,
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While theories of words and their derivations are purely linguis-
tic, theories of kdraka, kriya etc. are purely semantic in nature
and have contributed immensely to the development of the
analysis of sentence meaning.

The advent of Bhartrhari has revolutionalized the linguis-
tic philosophy in India. The word absolute of the upanisads
was incorporated into linguistic philosophy and was considered
the ultimate reality of language. He established that the words.
we speak cannot bear meanings since they are momentary and
only a manifestation of real words or ‘sphota’ is the true bearer
of meaning.

According to Bhartrhari, sentence (vakya) alone is the
true unit of language and words etc. are unreal manifestations
of sentence which is purely mental. Thus, sentences are prior to
words and words are unreal abstractions of the real sentence.
Later writers, especially Kaiyata and Nagesha, were profoundly
influenced by Bhartrhari and therefore analysed sentence and
its meanings based on his theory of word absolute and sphota.

Ritualists contribution

The ritualistic aspect of the Samhitas and Bréhmans has
led the scholars of Mimamsa to undertake systematic interpreta-
tions of Vedic rules. 'The application of Vedic hymns in the
rituals needed a systematic explanation of Vedic hymns and also
the arrangement of the Vedas. Thus they have proposed the
divisions of the Veda as vidhi (injunction), mantra (hymns),
namadheya (names), nisedha (negations) arthavada (explanatory
passages) on the basis of the linguistic function of the Vedas.

The mimamsa sitras of Jaimini clearly state that the duty
(dharma) is the injunctian prompting humans to undertake the
Vedic rites (codandlaksanortho dharmah). Jamini and other
ritualists have attached the greatest importance to the word
($abda) as the means of understanding since the same alone is
free from any error by being apauruseya; whereas perception,
being dependent on sense contract, can be erroneous due to the
error in the sense contact. Also, inference, analogy etc., being
dependent on perception, can be erroneous.

Ritualists especially Bhittas and also Prabhikaras have
developed the sophisticated theories of sentence meaning. They
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have analysed the nature of sentence and also the nature of
what constitutes a unit of sentence that contributes towards the
understanding of sentence-meaning. They held that sentence is
a connected utterance of words and proposed two distinct
theories of meaning : that (i) words first convey their individual
word-meanings through power of words and then the same
meanings are perceived to have syntactico-semantical relations
with each other (abhihitanvaya vada) and also that (ii) words
convey their meanings which are already connected with each
other through syntactico-semantical relations and thus relations
are also word meanings (anvitabhidanavada).

Ritualists, especially Mandana Mishra and others bave
established that word-impellent force and end-efficient force in
the form of istasddhanatajafia and bhavand (productive activity)
respectively must be held to be the meaning of the conjuga-
tional endings and also that al) the other word-meanings must
primarily modify or qualify such an activity. They were
concerned with the question that how Vedic statements such as
‘svargakimo yajeta’ etc., despite having no human agents utter-
ing the words, prompt the qualified persons to undertake the
actions which result in heaven etc. Thus, they have assumed
that istasadhanatdjiidng and bhavand which prompt the persons
and produce an effect respectively are inherent in every verb,
and such senses are denoted by the verbal ending. Khandadeva,
-one of the later ritualists, on the other hand, had the advantage
of studying the other two systems of Indian Philosophy, namely
vyakarana and Navyanyaya and analysed carefully their theories
of meaning. He could critically examine the analysis of sentence
meaning as proposed by grammarians and logicians and then
establish his own theories of the sentence meaning by refuting
other theories.

Logician’s contribution

Besides Vyakarana and Mimamsa, the system that has
contributed to the development of language and the analysis of
sentence and its meaning is Nyaya-vaiSesika. From the very
beginning, the Nyayasiitras of Gautama have ruled that word
($abda) is an independent means of valid knowledge ( pramana)
like perception ( pratyaksa), inference (anumdna) and analogy
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(upamana). (According to Vaisesika Sitras however, words are
to be included under the inference). Both Kanada and Gautama,
following their philosophy of realism, hold that words are non
eternal (lingdccanityah Sabdah. VaiSe si. ii. 2. 32). They hold
further that word-meanings are comprehended owing to the
strength of the instruction (usags) of reliable elders (aptopade-
Sasamarthyat Sabdarthasampratyayah). Thus, despite Kanadas
inclusion of Savda under inference, both Nyaya and Vaisesika
can be said to have accorded a special status for words as the
most efficient means of communication and to have recognized
the fact that words are the conveyers or bearers of meanings.

The advent of Gangesha and his Navyanyaya treatize,
namely, Tattvacintamani has heralded truly a new era in the
field of Indian Philosophy in general and in the field of Epis-
temology and linguistics in particular. His work gave a new
thrust and a scientific outlook to the sagging moral of Nyaya
realism, Tattvacifitimani established that words become means
of verbal knowledge of cognition provided that the same are
used with the clear understanding of what word refers to what
meaning. And therefore, it states that only the words, which
are produced i.e. uttered from the understanding of the real
nature of meanings they convey which in turn cause the usage,
are pramanas. (Prayogahetubhita arthatattvajiiana janyah
Sabdak pramanam).

Tattvacintimani was followed by Raghunathasiromani’s
commentary of Didhiti and a host of sub-commentaries.
It gave an impetus to the rise of activity of linguistic exercise
and was the primary source of the most advanced linguistic
analysis i.e. syntactico semantic theories proposed by Indian
epistemologists. Besides Akhydtavada of Raghunatha, several
Independent works were composed dealing with the syntax and
semantics. The most noteworthy among them are Sabdasakti-
prakaika of Jagadisa and Vyutpattivida and Saktivida of
‘Gadadhara. These works have proposed the most sophisticated
theories of syntax and semantics. They have proposed that
each word in a sentence refers to a particular meaning item
through its power of denotation (Sakti) or implication (laksana)
-etc. They have also proposed that sentence meaning (vakydrtha),
‘which is technically rendered as ‘verbal cognition’ (s@bdabodha)
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or ‘comprehension of syntactico semantical relations’ (anvaya-
bodha), is obtained by carefully analysing the meaning of each
word and then relating all the individual word meanings.
together through syntactico semantical relations (anvaya).

Nature and origion of speech, ritualists view

Speech (vak) or word (Sabda), which is accepted as a
means of communication, has been diversely held to be eternal
(nitya) and non-eternal (anitya).

Ritualists, proposed the theory that words are eternal.
According to them, no place or time can be found wherein the-
words are totally absent. Speech is established as eternal by
inference as well as pratyabhijiia (recognition).

In this theory, the usages such as the sound ‘ga’ is pro-
duced, the sound ‘ga’ is destroyed etc. are to be explained as
referring to the air (wind) which manifests such sounds. Thus,
only the manifesting air is produced or destroyed whiie the
actual sound is always existant in its subtle form.

It should be observed here that ritualists' are guided in
their theory of the eternality of words by the convention that the
Vedas are ‘not produced by any human agency’ (apauruseya)
and therefore words cannot be held to be anything but eternal.

Grammarians view

Grammarians too hold speech to be eternal. However,
they have proposed a more scientific theory of eternality.
According to them, the speech, despite being one, appears to
have different forms or manifestations of different words due
to the reflection of different word forms created by the mental
impressions of different syllabic combinations (tattad varna-
samskaraih pratibimbita tattad rapo ananta padaripatim
ivapannah).

Also, they traditinally accept four different stages of the:
speech before it can be communicative. The speech, in the form
of pure sound, (ndda) reaches the stage of para (highest which
is beyond perception) when it originates from the speech base;
the same speech in the form of perceptible sound reaches the
stage of ‘pasyant?’ (perceiving) when it reaches the heart; the
same speech in the form of intended to be articulable or utterable
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sound, reaches the stage of madhyama (middle) when it reaches
the consciousness and finally the same speech in the form of
actually uttered sound (bahir nirgacchati) reaches the stages of
*vaikhari’ (manifestation) when it reaches points of articulations.
Such a speech when understood by the usage of elders etc.
to have a capacity to convey the sense i.e. external objects like
cow, becomes instrumental in expressing the objects. Neverthe-
less, the speech need not always be conveying the sense; it con-
veys the sense only when it has the form of a word i.e. base,
ending indiclinable, particle etc. and not when it has the form
of syllabic instance such as ‘ka’, ‘ca’, ‘ta’, ‘ta’, ‘pa’ etc.
According to the grammarians, the words are communica-
tive of only those meanings in which they are derived gramma-
tically. Thus, ungrammatical forms which cannot be derived
are not communicative. Also they firmly believe that the
correctness of words in expressing meanings can be understood
only through the grammer and the understanding of the gram-
mer thus is essential for the understanding of word-meanings,

Nyaya view )

Nyaya totally opposes the view that speech or word is
eternal. According to them, the inference such as ““$abda is non-
eternal since it is the object of the sense organ of external
objects like pot’ proves non-eternity of speech. Also, the
pratyabhijiia such as “this ‘ga’ sound is same as the previous
*ga’ sound” proves only the similarity of the previous ‘ga’ sound
with this ‘ga’ sound and hence speech cannot be eternal.

‘Nyaya explains the origination of speech it two ways @
(i) first sound Sabda gives rise to a second sequence of sound;
the second to the third sequence of sound etc. like the first wave
gives rise to the second consequent wave and the second to the
third etc. (viciraranganydya); (ii) or the first sound simultape-
ously gives rise to the ten sound waves ip all the ten directions.
which in turn produce the sounds in all the ten directions like
the first kadamba flower gives rise to several karakas simultane-
ously and the karakas expand the flowers in all the directions
(kadambakdrakanyaya). -

Speech, which is the means of communication, is one of
" the four valid means of knowledge (pramdna). Here valid
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means of knowledge ( pramana) should be taken to mean the
-object of the knowledge of the instrument of the true verbal
knowledge (Sabda pramiti karana jfianavisaya). This is explained
by the Navyas by proposing the theory that only the knowledge
of the grammatically correct word and not word as such is the
means of sentence meaning (verbal cognition),

The speech is twofold : Vedic speech and ordinary speech.
Vedic speech, being uttered by most trustworthy people, is valid
always and is further fivefold : injunctim (vidhi), invocation or
formula (mantra), names (nimadheya), negation (nisedha), and
explanatory passages (arthavada). However, ordinary speech is
valid "provided it is uttered by trustworthy. Such a speech is
threefold : Injunction such as ‘one ought to cook’ ( paceta),
negation such as ‘one should not kill a Brahmin’ (bréhmanam
na hanyadt), and explanatory sentence such as ‘Brahmin purifies
the world through his power’ (svamahimnd pavayati).

Valid speech is divided again into two kinds as of percep-
tible purpose (drstartha) and of imperceptible purpose (adysta-
rtha). ‘There occurs a pot’ is of perceptible purpose; whereas
‘There is heaven’ is of imperceptible purpose.

While the validity of speech is based on its ability to con-
vey truth, the invalidity is based on lack of its ability to convey
the intended sense. The invalid speech (apramana) is what lacks
semantical competency (yogyata) such as ‘he sprinkles with fire’
(vahnina sificati); or what lacks syntactical expectancy (ékanksa)
such as ‘cow, horse, person etc.” (gaur aSvsah purusah); or what
lacks juxtaposition or connected sequence (sannidhi) such as
‘bring...the cow’ (gém...dnaya). In the first instance, the state-
ment is invalid since the fire has no required semantical comp-
etency for sprinkling; in the second instance, the statement is
invalid since the cow, horse etc. cannot be syntactically related
to each other in any way; and in the third instance, the state-
ment is invalid since the word ‘cow’ uttered with a long inter-
ruption cannot convey a syntactico-semantically related sense.

The invalidity of speech, according to logicians, is based
on its lack of capacity to convey the intended sense. The invalid
speech is also divided into non-conveying (abodhaka), conveying
wrong sense (viparitabodhaka), conveying already known sense
{jAidtajfiapaka), conveying useless (aprayojanattvam), conveying
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untended purpose (anabhimataprayojanavattvam), conveying
impossible (asakyasadhana pratipddana) etc. since all of them
fail to convey the intended sense. Thus, validity and also invali-
dity of speech are based on their ability to convey truth and
also lack of ability to convey intended sense respectively.

Now, it can be stated that the speech or word, which is
the means of communication, is eternal according to the ritual-
ists and grammarians, whereas the same is non eternal according
to the logicians. The speech which has four different stages be-
comes instrumental in conveying the sense only when the same
has the form of a word. Also, the speech is valid or invalid
depending upon whether the same has the ability to convey
truth or lacks the ability to convey the intended sense.

Word Meaning (Padartha)—Logicians View
Words are accepted as means of communication. A word

communicates means the same word imparts or transmits the
knowledge or idea of certain objects to our mind.

And the objects when conveyed to our mind, can be called
meanings. Now the word meanings can be stated in general to
be what are conveyed by words ( padabhidheya). However, philc-
sophers are divided over what exactly constitute word mean-
ings. Three distinct entities can be regarded as the meanings
is conveyed by words. Consider, for instance, the word ‘cow’
(go) in ‘bring the cow’ (gdm dnaya). Here the word ‘cow’, when
uttered, can convey (i) the generic notion of a cow (gotva), the
form characterized by the dewlap etc. (sdsnadimativa) and the
individual consisting of four legs (vyakti) etc. That is to say
that the word ‘cow’ conveys an object which possesses the
generic property of cowness and which has a form characterized

by dewlap etc. and also which is an individual consisting of
four legs etc.

Gautama, therefore, holds that generic property, form and
individual are the word meanings (jaryakrti vyaktayah padar-
thah ii.2.68). This rule clearly states that words such as ‘cow”
(go) convey an individual entity such as cow, a generic pro-
perty such as cowness and a form such as one characterized by
dewlap etc. Here the Pracyas hold that the generic property,
form and individual constitute a single word-meaning; whereas
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the Navys claim that while the generic property and the indivi-
dal constitute one word meaning, the form constitutes the other
word meaning which represents the aggregate of parts or whole.
Jagadida, however, holds that the form does not constitute any
separate meaning which may represent the aggregate of parts or
whole; rather it constitutes a part of the meaning which repre-
sents the relation of inherence between the generic property and
the individual. According to him, ‘form’ (@krti) in the rule means
by the instrumental  analysis, an entity that describes the aggre-
gate of parts (avayavasamsthana nirépaka). This view represents
the school of thought that no separate form beyond the generic
property and also the individual exists; but form is merely the
constitution of the individual with generic property.

VaiSesika's view

On the other hand, at times merely the generic property
and also the individual should be accepted to be the word mean-
ing. For instance, when the words expressing either the quality
or the action such as ‘red colour’ (raktam) or ‘going’ (gamana)
are uttered, no form beyond the generic property of the red
colour and the individual of red colour or the generic property
of the action of going and the individual of going can be refer-
red to. In view of this fact, VaiSesikas have held that only the
generic property and the individual constitute the word meaning
(gunakarmadi vacaka padanam jativyaktir evarthah, Upaskara
vii.2.20). Vaidesikas, thus facilitate the reference to merely the
generic property and the ipdividual in cases of utterences where-
in words are expressive of quality and action.

Grammarians view

Grammarians too can be stated to have accepted the
generic property, form and individual as the word meanings.
However, they use, only two terms namely ‘akrti’ and ‘dravya’
to cover the generic property, form and individual. Here, the
term akrti can be taken to cover both the generic property and
form whereas the term dravya stands for individual. Accord-
ing to grammarians, the term ‘@krti’ actually means the
1ggregate of parts (avayavasamsthana) which consists of form,
iction etc.  And such an aggregate of parts, is further viewed
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as the inferential cause of generic property (jatilinga) since
generic property occurs invariably in an individual with the
aggregate of parts etc. Thus, the term akrti in grammer can be
taken to cover both the generic property and form.

The reason for grammarians use of only two terms namely
“akrti’ and ‘dravya’ to cover the three meaningsis not far to
-seek. The generic property is found in individuals and the
individuals are invariably an aggregate of parts consisting of
form, action etc. And, thus, when the aggregate of parts are
accepted as the meaning, it automatically covers the generic pro-
perty which is invariably connected withit. And once, the
-generic property and form are covered by ‘a@krti’, the remaining
‘individual’ can be taken care of by the term ‘dravya’ or subs-
“tance.

Ritualists position

However, ritualists hold quite a different view. Accord-

ing to them, words should express only those entities tbat are
permanent and economical compared to the many individuals.
For instance, the word ‘cow’ (go) should express only the entity
which is permanently present in all the cows and economical
compared to many individual cows. Such an entity is only the
generic property of the cowness. Thus, the ritualists hold that
words refer to the generic property which is ever present in the
objects such as cow. This view is based on the conviction that
-generic property is one i.e. common to all the instances of indi-
viduals and hence assumption of a single and permanent generic
‘property as the word meaning is much more logical compared
to the assumption of innumeral individuals as the word
meanings. It should be noted that according to ritualists, indivi-
duals, which are, for them, identical with form, are obtained
-through presumption {arthdpatti) or indication (laksana)

It can be observed now that Indian epistemologists have
followed the general principle that word meaning is what is
-conveyed by words. However, they have differed amongst
-themselves as to what the words exactly convey. While the
logicians have propcunded that the words convey both the
" abstract notions i.e. the generic property and the concrete things
-such as form and individual, the grammarians stated that the
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words can convey only the form (or the aggregate of parts) and
individuals and the generic property can be merely inferred
through the aggregate of parts. Thus, they subscribe to the
view that words should be accepted to convey only the concrete
things such as aggregate of parts and individuals. On the other

hand, ritualists confirm to the view that only abstract notion
i.e. the generic property of cowness etc. should be accepted as
the word meaning since the same alone is eternal and common
to all similar individual instances. Thus, Indian epistemolo-
gists have proposed three distinct theories which are based on
the logical analysis: (i) that both abstract notions such as generic
property and concrete objects such as form and individuals are
recognised by the use of words hence are meanings; (ii) that
only the concrete objects like the aggregate of parts and the
individual are actually perceived and therefore are the word
meanings and also (iii) that only the abstract notion such as the

generic property is common to all similar instances and there-
fore is the word meaning.

An epistemological analysis of word meanings

Word-meanings, epistemologically speaking, can be deﬁned
as those that are referred to i.e. conveyed through word-
relations or word functions ($abda vrtti). They are primarily two-
fold. Those that are denoted (vdcya) and those that are indicated.
(laksya). A third category of word meanings is also accepted
by the rhetoricians and grammarians in the form of what is
suggested (vyarigya). For instance, consider the following mean-
ings : ‘cow’ is the denoted meaning of the word ‘cow’ (go) in
‘bring the cow’ (gam dnaya); bank (tira) is the indicated mean-
ing of the word ‘Ganges’ (ganga) in ‘village is on the Ganges’
(gangiyam ghosah), and also the purity etc. ( pavanatvadi) is the
suggested meaning of the same word °‘Ganges’ in the same
instance.

It should be noted here that since the 'meanings are of
three types, the words by which one understands such meanings,
are also of three types : (i) the word by means of which one
understands the denoted meaning, is called the ‘denotative’
(vacaka); (ii) the word by means of which one understands the
indicated meaning is called the ‘indicative’ (laksaka); and the
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‘word by means of which one understands the suggested mean-
ings, is called suggestive (vyafijaka). For instance, consider,
the following words: (i) ‘cow’ (go) is the ‘denotative’ vacaka of
the ‘cow’ in gam anaya: (ii) ‘Ganges’ (gariga) is the ‘indicative’
(laksaka) of the ‘Ganges’ in ‘garigayam ghosak’, and the same
‘Ganges’ (garigd) is suggestive (vdcaka) of the coolness etc. in
‘gangayam ghosal’. :

The meanings such as ‘cow’, which are denoted, are called
primary meanings (mukhy@rtha). This is so because, the word
‘cow’ denotes the cow as the cowness delimited etc. through the
‘primary word relation (vr#ti) called signification (sariketa). The
‘meanings such as ‘bank’ and ‘purity’ which are indicated and
:suggested respectively are secondary or non-primary meanings.
This is so because, the words ‘Ganges’ (ganigd) etc. indicate
‘bank’ and suggest ‘purify’ etc. through secondary word rela-
tions such as indication (laksand) and suggestion (vyaiijand).

A fourth category of meaning is, however. accepted by
Bhartrhari. According to him, sentence conveys its meaning in
-a flash. This flash of understanding is called ‘pratibha’. Bhart-
rhari states that sentence-meaning, which is the unified under-
.standing of all individual word meanings, must be explained by
the flash of understanding which is sudden and relates all the
individual word meanings together. Thus, according to Bharty-
‘hari, flash of understanding ( pratibha) must be accepted as a
:separate category of meaning so that the sentence meaning
‘becomes explained.

Word relations or word functions (Sabdavrtti)

Words convey the meanings. However, for words to con-
'vey the meanings, the listener of the words must recognise that
the words he listens to serve as linguistic expressions of the
objects or notions he likes to be conveyed. That is to say that
the listener must understand that the words serve as an indica-
tion of certain objects, notions etc. he wants to be conveyed.
Once the listener understands the fact that the words serve as
the linguistic expressions of certain objects, notions etc., the
words-become the means of communication. '

Indian epistemologists have traditionally explained this
linguistic expression of words as the relation or function of
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words (Sabda vrtti). According to them, each word has a certain
inherent capacity or power to express i.e. convey certain mean-
ing. Now, this capacity or power of expression (Sabda Sakti) is
the relation of words. Word has a particular capacity or power
of expression means the word is related to the meaning it con-
veyes through the relation of expression. Upon the understand-
ing of the particular power of expression of a particular word,
the same conveyes the senses to the listener. The power of
expression serves as the link between the words and the mean-
ing. For instance, word-relation is defined as the relation of
words to their meanings conducive to the reference to the word
meanings which in turn are the cause of verbal cognition
(Sabdabodha hetu padarthopasthityanukilah padapadarthayoh
sambandhal). Word relations, according to logicians, are three
types : (i) signification or power of denotation or expression
(samketa or Sakti), (ii) indication (laksand), (iii) and conven-
tional indication (nird@dha laksand). Such a word functicn is
facilitated by speakers intention (t@tparya nirvahika). For
instance, speakers intention is of three types : (i) general (autsa-
rgika), (ii) exceptional {@pavadika) and (iii) fixed (niyata). The
first ‘general intention’ facilitates the word function, namely,
capacity or power of expression (Sakti). For instance, the
speaker of the word ‘cow’ etc. generally intends to convey only
the cowness-delimited and hence the capacity of expression is in
the sense of cowness delimited only.. The second ‘exceptional
intention’ facilitates the word function, namely, indication
{laksanc). For instance, the speaker of the word ‘Ganges’ intends
to convey by exception only the bank of the Ganges since the
primary sence, namely, the Ganges cannot be cognized to be
relating to the village. Hence, with the help of exceptional
intention the indication of the word ‘Ganges’ is established in
the bank. The third ‘fixed intention’ facilitates the word function,
namely, conventional indication (niridhalaksand). For instance,
the speaker of the word ‘mat’ (kata) ‘he makes a mat’ (katam
karoti) intends, to convey parts of mat (despite the absence of
any untenability of the denoted meaning, namely, mat). Hence,
with the help of fixed intention the conventional indication of
the word ‘mat’ gets established in the parts of ‘mat’.
Grammarians hold that word relation (vr#ti) is a property
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-of words conditioned by particular word meanings (fattadartha-
niripitah. Sabdadharmah). According to them, such a word
telation produces a mental impression about words which is
conducive to verbal cognition. Nevertheless, this theory is restri-
cted to sphotavadins among grammarians and is not therefore
subscribed by scholars of other systems.

However, generally, word relation is held to be relation of
words. Such word relations can be started broadly to be two
fold : namely primary signification (samkeza) or power of
-expression (Sakti) and indication (laksana), (inclusive of both
-general indication and conventional indication).

Primary Signification or power of expression (denotation) (Sakti)

Primary signification or denotation is the desire or inten-
tion of the speaker (either god or any trust worthy person) to
express sense such as ‘such and such a word should refer to such
and such a sense’ (idam padam amum artham bodhayatu). For
instance, the desire that the word ‘pot’ ‘ghata’ should refer to
‘the sense of pot is the signification. Here the signification means
the power or capacity of words (Sakti) to convey a particular
meaning. Such a power of words facilitates the reference to
the word meaning by reminding one about the word meaning
through the principle of relation and related entities. Thus, the
knowledge of power or capacity of words to express becomes
associate cause in producing verbal cognition by the fact that
the same facilitates the reference to the meaning.

Ritualists accept that a separate entity such as denotation
{abhidha) which is to be perceived by the signification of the
speaker is the power or capacity of words. According to them,
the power or capacity of wordsi.e. denotation isa distinct
entity from the word relation, and is the object of the know-
ledge produced by the signification of the speaker. Thus, in the
theory of the ritualists, the power of words is the object of the
knowledge of signification which is the associate cause conducive
to the verbal cognition by facilitating the word reference.

On the other hand, grammarians maintain that a distinct
relation of words . which regulates the denotation of words in
‘meanings is the power of words. According to thzm, the deno-
tation is not itself the power of words; but rather, the relation
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perceived between the word and meaning which can regulate
the denotation that such and such word refers to such and such
meaning is the power of words. Thus, they have distinguished.
the power of words from the denotation of words.

It can be stated that power or capacity of words have been:
accepted by all the epistemologists to be the primary word rela-
tion or function which causes verbal cognition. While the logi-
‘cians consider the same as the signification or the desire of the
-speaker, the ritualists maintain the same as a distinct entity
known as denotation. And the grammarians view the power of
words to be the relation that regulates the denotation of words
in distinct scnses. They are guided by the fact that a regulating
factor is necessary to regulate the denotation of a word ina
specific sense.

Secondary signification or Indication (laksand)

Now as regards the secondary signification or indication:
*laksand’. It is defined as the relation of indicated meaning with
the primary (denoted) meaning (svafakya sambandha). For
instance, the relation of the banks of ‘Ganges’ (gasiga tira), in
“village is on the Ganges’ (garigayam ghosah), with the Ganges,
the denoted meaning of the word ‘Ganges’, is indication. Here-
the relation could be contact, inherence etc. For instance, the
relation of Ganges to the ‘bank’ (fira) is contact since bank
‘exists is contact with the Ganges.

The reason for assuming the word relation namely, indica-
tions is, according to the Pracyas, the untenability of syntactico:
-semantical relation with the primary meaning. For instance, the
village cannot be syntactico semantically related with the
Ganges. However, according to the Navyas, the untenability of’
the speakers intention is the reason for assuming the indication.
For instance, the speaker cannot be held to intend that the
village occurs in the Ganges and hence unless the bank is accep-
ted as the indicated meaning, the intention of the speaker of the
statement gangdyam ghosah becomes untepable. Alankarikas,
‘however, hold that the untenability of the primary sense
(mukhydrthabadha) is the reason for assuming the indication.
This view can be treated as a modification of the Pracya’s
theory since they too hold that the untenability of the syntactico
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-semantical relation is the purpose of assuming the indication.

v According to the grammarians, indication is the attribu-
tion or superimposition of the denotation on a secondary sense
(Sakyatavachedakidropa). For instance, when the word ‘Ganges’
indicates the bank in ‘gangdyam ghosah’, the indication of the
same bank can be stated to be the super imposition of the
.denotation of wrod ‘Ganges’ on the secondary sense ‘bank’.
Thus, this theory views the indication as an erroneous percep-
tion of the denotation.

On the other hand, ritualists maintain that indication is the
relation of words with what is to be established ( pratipid) a-
sambandho laksand). For instance, the relation of the word
‘umbrella holders® (chatrin) in ‘umbrella holders go’ (chatrino
yanti), with the host of holders of umbrellas is the indication.
Here, since the word ‘ambrella holders’ (chatrin) ends in a
possessive (in) suffix, no denoted meaning in the form of a host
-of umbrella holders can be established; and hence an indication
of the form of the relation of the indicated meaping with the
denoted meaning (Sakyasambandha) becomes impossible.

The indication is mainly of two types : conventional indi-
cation (niriidha laksana) wherein indication is based on eternal
convention and natural indication (svdrasika laksana) wherein
indication is based on todays convention. For instance, in
“chariot goes’ (ratho gacchati), the ending ‘ti’ has conventional
indication in the sense of the substratum; and in ‘cow lie down
in vata (gavah vate Serate), the word ‘vaia’ has natural indicaticn
in the sense of the vicinity of vata tree. Pracyas, however, hold
that indication is of four types : The first is the indication los-
ing out denoted meaning ( jhat svartha). For instances, consider
“cots cry’ (maficah crosanti). Here indication is assumed in the
people losing out the denoted meaning i.e. ‘cot’ since the same
eannot be related. The second is the indication without losing
denoted meaving (ajahat svartha). For instance, consider ‘pro-
tect curd from the cows’ (kakcbhyodadhi raksyatam). Here
indication is assumed in the crows that destroy the curd without
losing out the denoted meaning i.e. cow. The third is the indi-
cation losing and not losing denoted meaning (jahat ajahat
svariha laksana). For instance, consider the ‘recognition’, ‘this
is that Devadatta’ (so’yam devadattah). Here indication is
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assumed in Devadatta losing out ‘thatness’ but not losing out
‘thisness’. The fourth is the indication of the indicated word
(laksita laksana). For instance, consider the word ‘dvirepha>
‘with two RS’. Here the indication is assumed in the sense of
black bee by assuming another indication for the word ‘dvirepha’
in the sense of the word ‘bhramara’. It should be noted that
this fourth category of indication is not acceptable to. Navya
logicians.

According to rhetoricians and some grammarians, indica-
tion should be classified also as direct (Suddha) and indirect
due to the qualities (gauni). Here direct indication means an
indication assumed directly with the denoted meaning. For
instance, ‘ghee is indeed the life’ (ayur ghrtam) wherein the
indication is assumed directly for the word ‘@yur’ in the sense
of the means of long life. Indirect indication means an indica-
tion assumed on account of the similarity of qualities. For
instance, consider ‘boy is fire’ (agnir manavakah). Here the indi-
cation is assumed for the word fire (agni) in the sense of the
firy charcteristics of boy due to his similarity to fire. It should be
noted that ritualists do not accept gauni as a type of indication.
According to them, it is a distinct word-relaion. This point will
be dealth with later.

Suggestion (Vyaiijana)

Rbetoricians and grammarians accept a third type of word
relation in the form of suggestion (vyafijand). They define
suggestion as a type of word relation which facilitates the
reference to. a distinct sense when the other word relaticns
namely, denotation and indication, fail to do so. For instance,
consider. If you have to go, O dear, do go, may your ways be
auspicious, My birth too would occur in the place where you
g0’ (gaccha gacchasi cet kanta panthanah santu te Sivah, mamapi
janma tattraiva bhiyad yatra gato bhavan). Here the death of
the beloved is conveyed through the suggestion since the other
word relations such as denotation and indication fail to convey
the same. According to the rhetoricians, the distinct word
relation like suggestion is necessary because otherwise the
intended sense that “‘you should not go leaving me kehind since:
in your going my death would occur’ cannot be conveyed.
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The suggestion can occur either in words or in meaning :
The suggestion occurring in words is of two types: (i) based
on denotation and (ii) based on indication. For instance,
consider the verse ‘the hands of the auspicious one became

charming i.e. prosperous with the sprinkling of the danambu’.
(bhadratmanab......danambusekasubhagah satatam karo’bhiit).

Here the suggestion based on the denotation of the word
‘danambu sekasubhagah’ conveys the sense that the rutting
elephant i.e. elephant in heat was charming.

Now consider the statement ‘village is on the Ganges’

(gangayam ghasah). Here the suggestion based on the indication
conveys the sense of the purity, coolness etc. of the village since

the same cannot be conveyed either through the denotation or
through indication of the word ‘Ganges’.

The suggestion occurring in the meaning conveys a distinct
sense unknown otherwise. For instance, consider the statement
‘the sun has set’ (gato’stam arkal) etc. Here the denoted mean-

ings is that the day is over. However the suggestion based on
such a meaning conveys different senses to different class of

people. For instance, it would convey to a thief that the time
has come for steeling; whereas it would convey to lovers that
time has come to meet each other.

It should be noted here that logicians do not accept
suggestion as a separate word relation. According to them,
suggestion occurring in the words can be included in the
denotation and indication itself. For instance, the sugges-
tion of the rutting elephant i.e. elephant in heat based on
the- denotation of the sense such as ‘‘the hands of the

auspicious one became charming etc”’. can be included
in the denotation of such a meaning; and the suggestion

of purity etc. based on the indication of the sense of ‘‘the
purity of the village” in ‘gangayam ghosalh’ can be included in
the indication of such a meaning. Also, the suggestion based

on the meaning can be included in the inference. For instance,
the suggestion of the death based on the sense that ‘If you have

to go, O dear do go...etc.’ can be included in the inference
based on such a sense. On the other hand, grammarians hold

that suggestion is an impression originated from the imagination
and also the knowledge of poetic cleverness etc. (vakradivaifistya

Jjfdna pratibhad) udubddhah samskaravisesah). - Thus, whether the
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suggestion is to be included under denotation etc. or not, the
same is a powerful word relation or function which facilitates
the conveying of an exceptionally charming and poetic sense.

Metaphorical relation (gauni) ,
Ritualists accept a fourth type of word relation in the

from of the metaphorical or figurative relation (gauni). They
define the same as a word relation facilitating a metaphorical

or figurative sense due to the similarity of the quality. For
instance, consider the statement ‘fire is the boy’ (agnir mana-
vakah) or ‘lion is the boy’ (simha méanavakah). Here, the words
“fire’ (agni) or lion simha) convey the boy as firy and lion
respectively due to the similarity of the qualities such as the
hotness in temper and swiftness in gait respectively. Thus, the
word relation which represents the boy as fire or lion by posse-

ssing such characteristics must be conceded as a distinct meta-
phorical one.

It should be noted that this word relation is included by

rhetoricians under indication. According to them, there is no
need to concede metaphorical function as a separate word

relation; but it can be considered as an indirect indication.
Nevertheless, scholars are in agreement that words do convey

metaphorical sense and therefore metaphorical relation is a
word relation.

Now as regards the word relation or function in general.
Indian epistemologists have visualized that words have certain
power or capacity to reach out to the senses in conveying the
same. The words, unless conventionally established to have
relations with the meanings, cannot convey any meaning. Thus,

while words are the means of communication, the same require
a particular power or capacity i.e. relation in reaching out to

the senses. Thus, word relations such as denotation, indication
etc. constitute an important part of the analys's of sentence
meaning by serving as a linguistic link to the meanings.

Epistemology in the analysis of sentence meaning i.e.
verbal cognition ($abdabsdha)
Epistemology, logic and grammar are inseparable from

the analysis of sentence meaning i.e. verbal cognition (Sabda-
bodha). They form an integral part of the analysis of sentence

meaning since the epistemological theories, the logical analysis:
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of syntactico-semantical relations and grammatical categories
constitute the very basis of sentence meaning. Thus, the episte-
mology logic and grammar have each contributed to the deve-
lopment of the analysis of sentence meaning in India.

Epistemology developed in India on the grounds of the
knowledge derived from the valid means of knowledge
‘pramdnas’. ‘Traditionally, ‘pramdnas’ have been considered to
be four fold, namely, means of perception ( pratyaksa), means of
inference {anumana), means of analogy (upamana) and means of
verbal cognition (Subda). And the knowledge derived from
such means too are four fold, namely, perception (pratyaksa),
inference (anumiti), analogy (upamiti) and verbal cognition
{(Sabdabodha). The perception is a knowledge produced from
the contact between the senses and sense organs; it helps to
understand the real nature of objects without being verbal, it
is not erroneous and at the same time is of the form of deter-
minate. Inference is a knowledge led-upto by perception and
is produced by the consideration of the hefu that the same is
qualified by invariable commitance and is a property occurring
on the paksa. The analogyis a knowledge produced by the
similarity to a known object and helps to understand the
relation between a ‘samjfia’ and a ‘samjfiin’. Finally, verbal
cognition. Itis a knowledge produced from the understanding
of the words. Such a verbal cognition is the understanding of
the total sentence meaning i.e. the understanding of the various:
underlying syntactico-semantical relations (anvayabodha).

Knowledge is basically categorized as indeterminate
{(nirvikalpaka) and determinate (savikalpaka). Indeterminate.
knowledge is without conceptualization, nominalization and
-externalization etc. and therefore is not associated with the
assumption of any attributes or qualifications. For instance, the
knowledge such as ‘this is something’ (idam Ekificit) is an indeter-
minate knowledge. Such a knowledge cognizes the mere
existence of things without the assumption of any attributes,
-qualifications etc. According to the Buddhists and others, only
indeterminate is valid since the same is devoid of any
unreal assumption..

On the other hand, the determinate knowledge is charac-
‘terized by coneeptualization, nominalization, externalization etc.
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and therefore is associated with the assumption of attributes,.
qualifications etc. For instance, the knowledge ‘This one is.
Dittha’ (dittho’yam) is a determinate knowledge. Such a know-
ledge is characterized by the assumption of the pame Dittha
etc. and therefore, assumes the generic property of humanity
etc. in Dittha. The determinate knowledge is a qualificative
cognition i.e. involves the qualification of the qualificand
(visistavaisisty@vagahi jignam) and conditions the qualifierness
of certain attributes ( prakdarata nirtipakam). For instance, con-
sider the determinate knowledge ‘The person is a staff-holder’
{dandi purusah). Here, such a knowledge involves the qualifica-
tion of Dittha by the staff-holderness and conditions the qualifi-
erness of the attribute the staff-holderness.

Now, as regards the sentence meaning i.e. verbal cogni-
tion. It can be considered to be a type of qualificative
cognition. For, it too involves the qualification of the qualifi-
cand and conditions the qualifierness of certain attributes. For
instance, consider, the statement ‘Caitra cooks rice grains’
{caitrah pacati tandulam). Here, the verbal cognition produced is
that ‘Caitra is the agent i.e. abode of the effort conducive to the
cooking conditioning the objecthood of the rice grains’. In
such a case, the cognition involves the qualification of the
qualificand, Caitra, by the agenthood and also the conditions
i.e. describes the agenthood of Caitra and also the objecthood of
the rice grains.

Epistemology, thus becomes an integral part of the
analysis of sentence-meaning i.e. verbal cognition. Philosophers
of India have conceived sentence meaning as a form of
knowledge derived from one of the four established means of
knowledge, namely, words {Sabda). They have conceived that
all types of knowledges are to be produced by certain means of
knowledge and sentence meaning, being an effect of words, is
produced from (the knowledge of ) words.

Grammer in the Analysis of sentence meanirg

Indian analysis of sentence is based on the notion of what
is already accomplished (siddha) or static and what is yet to be
accomplished (sadhya) or non static (continuous). Indian
grammarians have visualized the substance (dravya) as static
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or accomplished while the action (kriya) as non static or to be
accomplished. For instance, consider the sentence ‘he makes a
mat’ (katam karoti). Here, the ‘mat’ (kata) represents the
substance and is static since it is already accomplished; whereas
the ‘making’ represents the action and is non static i.e. continu-
ous since it is yet to be accomplished.

In the Indian analysis of sentence, the most significant
point to be noted is the concapt of accomplishment. The things
i.e. factors which are aiready accomplished and function as
instruments towards the accomplishment of action and also the
action which is to be accomplished through the instrumentality
of others are the two major divisions of sentence analysis. The
factors that contribute towards the accomplishment of the
action are called ‘kdrakas’ and the action which is to be
accomplished is called ‘kriya’.

Now action (kriya@) is the primary element in the sentence
analysis since the same is the primary goal to be achieved
through various means. One strives for the accomplishment of
the action in various ways. Hence, the action has been accorded
of the primary status in the analysis of sentence meaning. The
karakas tepresent the next most important element in the sen--
tence analysis since it is through these kdrakas, that one accom-
plishes the action. While the action is the goal to be strived for,
the kdrakas are the means of accomplishing the goal such a
action. It should be noted that according to Panini, kdrakas are
already accomplished (sidda) and are useful in so far asthe
accomplishment of the action is concerned. They are not the
goals to be accomplished in themselves. Thus, kdrakas have
only a secondary function in the total accomplishment of the
~action. Consider, for instance, ‘Caitra cooks rice grains by
woods in the vessel’ (caitrah sthalyam kasthaih odanam pacati).
Here, the action to be accomplished is the cooking (of rice
(grains); while the kdrakas such as the agent ‘Caitra’, the
instrument ‘woods’ and the locus ‘vessel’ function as various
means of accoraplishing the action of cooking. Thus, the
action of cooking is the primary element and the kdrakas such
as ‘Caitra’ are secondary elements.

The analysis of kdrakas as ‘accomplished’ (siddha) and that
‘kriy@ as to be accomplished (sadhya) by Indian epistemologists
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corresponds roughly to the subject-predicate analysis of sentence
in modern linguistics. While the karakas, especially the agent
‘karaka’ such as ‘Caitra in the above sentence may be considered
as the subject, the kriya, namely, the action of cooking may be
considered as the predicate. However, an important distinction
that should be noted is that while the ‘agent’ among the
karakas may be viewed as the subject, the other k@rakas such as
‘object’, ‘instrument’, ‘indirect object’ etc. can by no means, be
considered as the subjects. They are merely contributory factors
in the accomplishment of the action and hence may be called
the ‘extension’ of the predicate. Indian epistemologists were
primarily guided by the notion of ‘siddha’ and ‘sddhya’ and
therefore the classification of the parts of speech as the karakas
and kriyd are only roughly corresponding to the subject-predi-
cate analysis of sentence in modern liguistics. .

On the other hand, the analysis of ‘siddha’ and ‘sadhya’ is
favourably comparable to the analysis' of ‘noun’ (naman) and
verb (kriydpada). While the nouns can be stated to be express-
ing the static or accomplished things (siddha), the verbs can be
stated to be expressing the non-static i.e. continuous or to be
accomplished (s@dhya) things. Consider, for instance, the sen-
tence ‘he’ brings the pot “sak ghatam anayati’. Here the words
‘sal’ and ‘ghatam’ are nouns and they convey the static subs-
tances namely an individual like Caitra and the pot; whereas
the word ‘dnayati’ is a verb and therefore conveys the non-static
thing namely the action of bringing. The substance such as pot
does not change and therefore is static whereas the action such
as bringing is continuously changing and therefore is non-static.
Thus, kdrakas and kriya which are comparable to pouns and
verbs constitute the most basic parts of speech in the Indian
analysis of sentence.

Logic in the analysis of senience meaning

The logic adopted in the analysis of sentence meaning i.e.
verbal cognition is that sentence meaning is an effect produced
by words and each word in a sentence contributes to the total
sentence meaning by referring to an individual word meaning.
And then, the individual word meanings would be cognized as
syntactico-semantically related to each other. Thus, the sentence
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meaning is the cognition of the syntactico-semantical relations
between various individual word meanings due to the syntacti-
cal expectancy etc. ( padarthdnam akanksadivasat paraspari-
nvayibhdvapannorthah).

Grammarians analysis

Grammarians analyse sentence meaning as the cognition
of the mutual relation of individual word meanings such as of
the form of the relation of qualifier (or modifier) and also the
qualificaad (or modificand) ( padarthanam mithonvayaripah
uddesya vidheyabhavasambandhah). Consider, for instance, the
:sentence ‘caitrah tandulam pacati’ (Caitra cooks rice grains).
Here the sentence meaning (i.e. verbal cognition) produced,
according to grammarians, is that the action of cooking is the
chief qualificand (i.c. nucleus of all the syntactico-semantical
relations) which conditions the agenthood of Caitra (by occurr-
ing in him) and also which conditions the objecthood of rice
:grains (by being conducive to the swelling of parts or softening
of rice grains).

In this analysis of sentence meaning, the syntactico-
‘semantical relations cognized are as follows : (i) the occurrence
(GSrayatd) between the grammatical category of the agent
‘Caitra’, and also the action of cooking; (ii) the conduciveness
(anukilatd) between the action of cooking and also the effect
‘softening’ and (jii) the relation of occurrence between ‘soften-
ing’ and also the object ‘rice grains’. Here, basically four gram-
matical categories have been cognized, namely, (i) the action of
cooking, (ii) its effect ‘softening’ (iii) the agent ‘Caitra’ and also
(iv) the object ‘rice grains’. While the first two categories have
been cognized as the meanings of the verb ‘pacati’ (cooks), the
last two have been cognized as the meanings of the nominative
‘caitral’ and accusative ‘tandulam’ respectively.

Now, the most significant aspect of the analysis of sentence
meaning is the analysis and definition of various grammatical
‘categories. Grammer has provided with the analysis and the
“definitions of grammatical categories involved in the sentence
meaning. The grammatical categories can be classified basically
as follows : (i) the kdrakas or syntactico-semantical items such
as ‘agent’, object, instrument etc., (ii) the non-kdrakas or non-
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syntactico-semantical items such as adnominals (karmaprava-
caniyas), (iii) action (kriy@) and adverbs (kriyavisesanas). Indian
analysis of sentence-meaning deals primarily with the analysis
and definition of these grammatical categories and their
syntactico-semantical function in the total sentence-meaning.
Mahibhasya, for instance, explains the kdrakas as that which
functions as an instrument in bringing about the action (karoti
kriyam nirvartayati iti karakam). Also, grammer defines the
agent as the kdraka who is independent in his action (svatantrah
kartd), the object as the karaka which is sought most to be
obtained through actions (kartur ipsitataman karma), the
adnominals as those which have already expressed the action
and therefore do not condition the objecthocd (karma prokta-
vantah karmapravaniyas), the action as something which is
perceived either to be accomplished or already accomplished
{sddhyatva siddhatva etadanyatara ripena pratiyamanorthah) :
-and adverbs, as those which qualify the action, whichis tc be
accomplished, etiher through identity or non-identity. These
classification and definitions form the very base of the analysis
of the sentence meaning. - Since they provide the most funda-
mental concepts of the grammatical categories, other epistemo-
Jogists have built their theories on the basis of such definitions.

Ritualists analysis

Sentence meaning or verbal cognition, which is stated to
be the cognition of the syntactico-semantical relations between
various word meanings, is produced from words. However,
ritualists insist that words refer to both the word meanings and
the syntactico-semantical relations. According to them, words
refer to their respective individual word meanings along with
the syntactico-semantical relations involved. That is to say that
words convey their proper or respective meanings as syntactico-
semantically related to each other. And since words convey
their meanings as related to each other, even the syntactico-
semantical relations, which relate the meanings together to
bring out the totality of sentence meaning, become the
word-meanings or word-referents ( prakdra). For them, only
‘hose entities which are refeired to by words could be.the cons-
ituents of verbal cognition; and therefore, nothing which is not
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referred to by words could be considered as part of verbal
cognition. For instance, consider, the statement ‘bring the pot’
(ghatam anaya). Here the cognition produced is that the activity
is conducive to the action of bringing which in tura is condition-
ing the objecthood of the pot. Now, according to the
prabhdakara-Mimathsakas, the word such as ‘ghata’ refers to the
pot as the abode of the objecthood through the knowledge of
the denotation such as the pot, as related with the objecthood
referred to by the accusative case ending (am), is the meaning of
the word ‘pot’ (ghata). Also similarly, the verbal stem ‘ani’ too
-refers to the action of bringing as related with the activity
through the knowledge of the denotation that the action of
bringing, as related with the activity referred to by the verbal
ending ‘a’, is the meaning of the verbal stem ‘Gni’. Thus, all the
words in a sentence convey their respective meanings as related
with other meanings.

In this theory, sentence, apart from individual words, is
also conceived to have a separate denotation in the sentence
meaning as such. It can be stated therefore that besides the
word meanings, even the syntactico semantical relations, which
relate various word meanings together and therefore present a
-coherent and symentically related sentence meaning, are also
conveyed by words.

The most significant contribution of ritualists to the field
of the analysis of sentence meaning is, however, accomplishing
‘their theory of the productive activity (bhavana) as the chief
qualificand of verbal cognition. They have proposed that the
activity, which is referred to by the verbal ending such as ‘@’ in
‘dnaya’ (bring) etc., is the most important element among the
‘various constituents of verbal cognition, and hence deserves to
be the chief qualificand. Besides the analysis ¢f sentence mean-
ing and also the function of the activity, ritualists have
proposed their own theories regarding the function of the cons-
tituent parts of verbal cognition. They have established how
constituents such as the kdrakas, the adjectives of karakas, the

~actions, the adverbs etc. qualify directly or indirectly the
-activity and therefore function as subordinates or subsidiaries
to the activity.

Also, another outstanding contribution of ritualists is the
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definition and analysis of the nature of'the grammatical catego-
ries i.e. constituents of verbal cognition such as the agent, the
object etc. They have proposed that agents (objects) etc. could
be analysed as the possessors of the actions (possessors of the
effects produced by the actions) etc.; nevertheless, the same
should be defined only as the possessors of the indivisible pro-
pesties (akhondopadhi) such as the agenthood, (the objecthood)
which are co-extensive (samaniyata) with the possession of the
action (or with the possession of the effect) etc. Thus, ritualists
have provided an interesting alternative to the definitions of
.grammatical categories provided by the grammarians and
logicians and hence have enriched the analysis of sentence
meaning.

.Logicians analysis

Navya logicians brought a new dimension to the science
of sentence analysis. They developed the idea of Bhattamiman-
:saka that syntactico semantical relations (samsargas) are mere
relations i.e. are not referent qualifiers ( prakdras). They have
proposed that while individual words convey the individual
word meanings with the help of akanksi etc. through word
relations, the relations that relate them together need some thing
else to obtain them since no word relation is ever established in
any of the relations. According to them, they syntactico seman-
tical relations such as superstratumness (adheyata) are under-
-stood between the two word meanings through the principle or
force of relations (samsarga maryada). And once the syntactico-
sematical relations are understood, the independent words such
-as ‘pot’ (ghatah), which are perceived to have word relations in
the ‘pot’ etc., will lead to cognition of total sentence meaning
with the help of ‘@kanksa’ etc. Hence, there occurs no need to
accept a further sentence relations, besides word relations, to
cognize sentence meaning. '

Navya logicians have introduced the methodology of new
logic to the analysis of word meaning and to the definition of
.grammatical categories. They have analysed word meanings
-adopting the principle of “whatever meaning is not otherwise
obtained through other sources is the word meaning” (ananya
labhyah $abdarthah). For instance, consider the statement
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‘grdmam gacchati’ (he goes to the village). The cognition pro-
duced here is that the person is the abode of the effort conducive
to the action of going which produces the the contact in the
village. Here, according to the logicians, the accusative, enjoined
in the sense of the objecthood, refers to the superstratumness
(ddheyatd) since the other constituents of the objecthood of the
village i.e. the ‘village’ and the effect ‘contact’ are referred to
by the accusative base grama (village) and the verbal base ‘gam’
(to go) respectively. Similarly, they have proposed that all word
meanings are to be decided on the basis of whether or not the
same are referred to by any other word. This methodology of’
logicians has brought forward sharp distinctions between the
theories of logicians and other epistemclogists regarding the
word meanings such as the nominal base-meanings, the case
meanings, the verb meanings etc.

Also, the logicians have defined the grammatical categories
i.e. the constitutent parts of sentence such as karakas, the verbs,
the adnominals etc. on the basis of their epistemological, logical:
or syntactico-semantical function. For instance, Jagadisa defines.
kdrakas as those that are cognized as the qualifiers or modifiers
of actions expressed by verbs. According to him, the syntactico-
semantical entities that qualify a particular action in a parti-
cular way is the particular karaka with respect to the particular
action. Similarly, logicians have defined other grammatical
categories like, the verbs, adnominals etc., on the basis of their-
epistemological, logic or syntactico-semantical function. This.
has led to the newer definitions of such grammatical categories
and brought out the epistemological and other characteristics of”
the categories. Thus, while the analysis of sentence meaning was.
established as a separate science of research by grammarians, by
providing the analysis and the definition of various grammatical
categries (the parts of speech) etc., the ritualists and logicians
developed the same further by providing alternative theories of
verbal cognition and also the definitions and analysis of the
grammatical categories on the basis of episteological, logic and/
or syntactico-semantical functions.

1. See chaper I for more details.






CHAPTER I

THEORY OF WORD, SENTENCE AND
SENTENCE-MEANING

: (Sabda-deya-S'dbdabodha-Vica'rd[z)

Intr oduction

Indian epistemological systems, especially grammer
(vydkarana), ritualism. (mimansa) and logic (nyaya) have
analysed word (fabda or pada), sentence (vakya) and their
meaning (pad@‘tha and vakyartha) in the most scientific way.
These systems have shown a keen interest in the epistemological
problems of word, sentence and their meaning. Despite that’
Paninis grammar, Jaimini’s ritualism and Gautama’s logic are
primarily concerned with the generative grammar (i.e., techni-
que teaching how to produce the words), ritual interpretation
of the Vedas and sylogism respectively, they deal also with the
syntactical and sementical aspects of the language and analyse
the sentence and its meaning. Also, the newer schools of these
systems (Navyas) have contributed many a significant theories
of sentence and meaning which are comparable to the modern
scientific theories of linguistics and phylesophy.

Indian epistemologists have approached the problem of
meaning on both word (pada) (which includes even morphemes)
and sentence (vakya) levels. They have developed theories
which recognize both words and sentence as having potentia-
lity to denote meaning. Thus. meaning can be classified as
eighter word-meaning (padartha) or  sentence-meaning
(vakyartha). However, the main difference between ‘word-
meaning’ and ‘sentence-meaning’ is that while the former
stands isolated i.e., ‘unrelated’ with respect to other items and
hence does not convey a complete idea, the latter is related to.
other items and hence conveys a syntactically complete idea.
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For instance, consider the sentence ‘caitrah tandulam pacati’
(Caitra cooks rice). This sentence consists of the three words
namely ‘caitrah’, ‘tandulam’ and ‘pacati’; and the three words
convey the subject i.e. agent (kartr) ‘caitra’, the object (karman)
‘rice’ and the predicate (kriya) ‘cooking’ respectively. However,
none of the three words independently, on word level, convey
any complete idea since their meanings are unrelated to each
other; whereas the sentence consisting of the same three words
conveys the complete idea of ‘Caitra cooking the rice’ since all
the three meanings are related to each other. This phenominan
of why only sentence conveys a complete idea is explained by
Indian -epistemologists by their theory of verbal cognition
($abdabodha). According to the Indian theories of meaning,
the individual words first denote their respective meanings and
then the individual word-meanings "are comprehended i.e.,
grasped as having syntactico-semantical relations with each
other. The first stage is called the verbal cognition in parts
(sakhanda-sabdabodha) and the second stage is called verbal
cognition in totality (akhandasibdabodha). Thus, the verbal
cognition ($abdabodha), really speaking, can be described as the
comprehension of the syntactico-semantical relations of the
various word-meanings (vakyarthanvayabodha).

Probjem :

However, what are the syntactico-semantical relations
that exist among different ‘word-meanings’ (i.e., referents) that
bind or relate them together into a coherent ‘sentence-meaning’
so that syntactically connected and semantically competent
idea is produced ? Also, what is the exact nature of ‘sentence-
meaning’ (verbal cognition) produced ? Indian epistemologists
differ amongst themselves as to what are the syntactico-seman-
tical relations involved among the different refercnts or ‘word-
meanings’, as well as to what is the exact nature of sentence-
meaning or verbal cognition. This is so because, in compre-
hending such syntactico-semantical relations, only one of the
referents is perceived to be principal or chief qualificand (i.e.,
nuclcus) (mukhyaviseya), whereas all other referenets are
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parceived to be directly or indirectly qualifiers of (i.e., subordi~
nate to) (vifesana) such a chief qualificand. And grammarians
hold that-only the action, denoted by the verbal root, is the
chief  qualificand; whereas the ritualists propose that the.
‘activity (bhavand), denoted by the conjugational ending, is the
chief qualificand; on the other hand, the logicians propound:
that only the grammatical subject (i.e., substantive) of the
surface structure denoted by the nominative word, is the chief
qualificand. Accordingly, they have postulated three different
linguistic ‘theories regarding the chief qualificend nuclcus of
verbal cognition. Also, they have differed as to whether the.
syntactico semantical relations are themselves ‘word-meanings’
(referents) or not i.e. obtained by the principleof relations
(samsarga-maryada). Moreover, epistemologists hold contrasting
views regarding the nature of words (sabda or pada), sentence
(vékya) and the necessary conditions of verbal cognition. -
Since'these theories and propositions are the most significant
contyibution of Indian epistemologists to the field of linguistics
and philosophy, we shall endeavour to give the accounts of
these theories of word, sentence and sentence-meaning.

Word (sabda)

Word ($abda) has been recognized to be the means of
verbal cognition ($abdabodha). Such a word, however, must be
uttered by a trustworthy or authoritative person if the cogni-:
tion produced is to become vaild. Vatsyayana,! therefore,
defines word as an instruction of a trustworthy person (aptopa-;
desa) intended to convey the sense understood from elders..
neverthless, etymologically speaking, word (sabda) can be
analysed as ‘that from which meaning is sounded’ (Sabdyare
anena arthyh). i

It may, however, be noted here that among the logicians,;
only the sholars belonging to the early school of thought or
Pracyas regard the words to be the means of verbal cognition;
whereas the scholars belonging to the new school of thought or.

1. Nyayabhagya oni. 1.1
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Navyas, regard the knowledge of words to be the means of
verbal cognition. Consequently, only such Pracya scholars as
Jayanta view words to be the means that produces verbal
coguition. ($abdapramiti karanatvam $abdah). According to
them, words of trustworthy people, when unterstood correctly,
become directly responsible for the generation of verbal cogni--
tion and thus assume the status of a peculiar or unique cause
(asadharana karana). This theory can be explained by the fact
that the listener comrehends meaning of sentence only after
correctly understanding the functional relation (vrtzi) of word
and meaning between words such as ‘pot’ (ghata) and also its
meaning such as ‘an entity having shell neck’ etc. (kambugriva-
diman). Thus, Pricyas conclude that words are those from
which valid verbal cognition arises (pramopadhayakahsabdakl).
However, Navyas disagree with the view of the Pracyas and
propose that it is knowledge of words and not words them-
selves as such, which is the means of producing verbal
cogaition. According to them, verbal cognition is possible
through even the verse of silent person .(maunisloka) or
hand-gesture (hastacesta) provided that one is able to
recollect the words uttered earlier and thereby obtains the
meanings. Consequently, it is necessary that the knowledge of
the words alone be considered as the unique cause of verbal
cognition. Thus, Navyas such as Gangesa define words as
those which are produced from the correct understanding (i.e.,
knowledge) of the exact nature of the referents which, in tarn,
produce the utterence (prayoga hetu bhita artha tattva jfidna
Janyah sabdat).

Almost in a similar vein, Laugakgibhaskara® too defines
‘word’ to be that which is the object of the knowledge of that
which functions as the means of veibal cognition ($dbda
pramiti karana jiiana visayah).

However, grammarians (vaiydkaranas) propose the theory
that words, in reality, are nothing but syllables which are
eternal (nityavarpas). Nevertheless, syllables assume the form
of various words due to the reflection of various word forms
in them. And these reflections are made possible by the

1. Tarkaprakasa p. 124
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impressions of various sequences of syllables. Once the syllables
assume the form of individual words, the same become
meaning-revealing force (arthabhidhana jakta). And when
meaning-revealing force is properly understood, i.c., when
the potentiality of a particular word to reveal a particular
-meaning -is understood through the every day usage of elders
etc., the words can be used to copvey the same meanings so
that verbal cognition is produced.

However, Bhartrhari and his followers hold guite a
different view : that the word which alone has the capacity to
reveal the meanings, should be accepted to be verbal essence
(sphota) (artha bodhaka sabdah sphotak). And such a ‘sphota’,
 which bursts forth or is manifested from syllables (varnabhi-
vyaagya) and is eternal (nitya), must be viewed to be quite
differeat from syllables (varpanatmaka). This theory is necessi-
tated by the fact that otherwise every individual member of a
cluster of syllables, considered to be word, is momentary and
theyefore cannot be perceived. Consequently, the recollection
“of referents, which is the primary cause of verbal cognition,
becomes impossible to explain from such a word.

On the other hand, when °‘sphofa® which differs from
syllables and remains eternal is held to be revealing the meaning,
such a difficulty could be overcome since the same does not
perish. before revealing the meaning and can be said to be
unique with respect to each meaning. Thus, it can be observed
‘now that according to Bhartrhari and his followers, the sphota,
which bursts forth or manifests from the syllables (sphutyate
vyajyate varnaih) and from which meaning is revealed
(sphutatyartho’smat) alone is word.

Ritulists (mimansakas) maintain that eternal words are
manifested from the eternal syllables through the efforts of the
speaker with the help of manifesting ether. And such words,

"while assuming the form of the Vedas, are impersonal
(apauruseya) as the same (Vedas) are not composed by any
one. Ritualists further maintain that the functional relation
(vreti) between word and meaning is eternal as one learns the
natural usage of words from elders who, in turn, learnit
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“from their elders. Thus, since the functional relation of word
‘and meaning is eternal, the same inheres in the words
‘themselves. And such a functional relation helps the words
‘to signify generic property (jati) as their meaning which is
‘one-and common to all the substances such as pots and hence
“economical (i.e., the generic property such as potness is
‘common to all the pots and hence by assuming such a generic
property as the meaning of words ritualists claim economy
‘in the references to meanings).

‘Inflected Word (pada)

. Sanskrit language has two terms, namely ‘fabda’ and
;‘p,a'da’ which represent words in two distinct stages of linguistic
_development. Panini defines pada as that which ends in either
“declensional or conjunctional affix {sup tinantam padam). And
according to Vitsydyana, a non-inflected word (apada) should
never be used in language (apadam na prayusijita). That is to
',"'say that only an inflicted word (pada) and never simply a
‘nominal base —word (§abda) should be used in language. These
notions are prompted by the fact that a mere base—word,
unless accompanied by inflections, has no standing at the
syntactical level and therefore cannot be used in the language as
-a syntactical unit. Panini and following him Vatsyayana have
clearly distinguished nominal base—word from an inflected
word and hence are very careful in using the term ‘pada’ in
‘the sense of only an inflicted word that is competent to be used
in language as a syntactical unit expressing such syntactical
relations as subject, object etc. Thus they have reserved the use
of the term ‘$abda’ for expressing the base which may either
be conjugational or declensional and the term ‘pada’ for
expressing the inflected word.

Gautama too?! explains ‘pada’ to be one that ends in an
inflection (te vibhaktyantah padam). And Annambhatta® holds
that ‘pada’ is that which is endowed with the power of
functional relation such as denotation etc. (faktam padam).

1. Nyﬁyasﬁtra ii. 2.80
2. Tarkasarhgraha p. 4
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This definition is a pointer to the fact that only an inflicted
word, and not merely an unflicted base—word, is competent
to refer to meaning since the same is endowed with the power

of denotion etc. -

In view of the above facts, it could be stated that the two
terms, namely sabda and pada, represent word at two distinctly
separate levels- or stages. While the term $abda represents
word at the lexical level, the term pada represents the same at
the syntactical or paradigmatic level. When a word remains at
the lexical level, the same can only be considered to be poten-
tially a meaning—bearing vehicle, but not competent to refer,
in actuality, to any meaning. On the other hand, when a word
comes to the syntactical level, i.e., takes the inflectional endins,
the same becomes actually competent to refer to its meaning.

Also, it might be observed here that grammarians and
logicians approach the problem of word from two different
angles, but arrive at almost an identical conclusion. While
grammarians approach the problem of word from the view
point of a syntactical entity and hence conclude that only
pada i.e., word which has inflectional or Lonjugational endings,
can be used in the language as it can refer to syntiactical
relations, the logicians approach the same problem from the
view point of a semantical entity and therefore conclude that
only pada, i.e. the word which refers to meaning, can be consi-
dered to be the cause of verbal cognition.

Sentence (vikya)

In sanskrit, sentence (vakya) is a cluster of words (pada-
samitha). Such a cluster of words can be either (i) a cluster of
‘nominals such as trayak kalak (there are) three times), where
two nominals namely ‘three’ and ‘times’ form a sentence with
the implied verb ‘are’; or (ii) a cluster of verbs such as °‘pacati
bhavati’ (cooking occurs), where the two verbs, namely
‘cooking’ and ‘occurs’ form a sentence by functioning as the
subject and predicate respectively or (iii) a cluster of nominals
and a verbsuch as ‘caitras tandulam pacati’ (Caitra cooks rice
grains), where the two nominols, namely ‘Caitra’ and ‘rice
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grains’ along with the verb ‘cooks’, form a sentence by function-
ing as the subject, object and predicate respectively.

However, different epistemologists define sentence
variously by highlightening different aspects of a given
sentence. Grammarians hold that a sentence must consist of
only one single predicate (eka tin). For instance, according to
them, ‘Devadatta goes’ (devadatto gacchati) is a sentence as it
consists of only a single predicate in the form of ‘goes’
(gacchati). They firmly believe that presence of more than a
single predicate in a sentence is a cause of split of sentence
(vakyabheda) and therefore must be avoided by any means.
Thus, in a seatence such as ‘cooking occurs’ (pacati bhavati),
where two verbs, namely pacati and bhavati are used, only
the later ‘occurs’ (bhavati) is to be construed as the predicate,
whereas the former ‘cooking’ (pacati) is to be construed as the
subject.

A section of grammarians, headed by Bhartrhari, however,
aceept an indivisible sentence-essence (akhanda vakya sphota)
in place of simple sentence. According to them, only such
indivisible sentence—essence is real and all other varieties of
verbal® essence (Sphota) such as syllable-essence (varnasphota),
word-essence (pada sphoga) are its subsidiaries. And such a
sentence-essence is manifested in the mind of the listener
through the knowledge of the uttarance of the last syllable
which is pregnant with the impression created by the succession
of preceding syllables such as cai+tra. k+pa-+ca+ti. They
hold that assumption of such a unique sentence-essence is
necessitated by the fact that words, which are mere combination
of syllables (varnasamiha), are momeatary (i.e., instantly
pershing) in nature and therefore cannot be held to be real.
And also since quickly perishing entities are impossible to
perceive, words become incompetent of possessing any func-
tional relation (vr#ti) through which they can refer to meanings.

1. Verbal essence (sphota) is actually of eight types:
varnasphota, padasphota, vakyasphota, akhandayadasphota
akhanda vakya sphota, varna jati sphota, padajati sphota
and vakyajati sphota,
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Thus, only indivisible sentence-essence has the competence to
_ possess functiocal relation so that the same can reveal the
meaning to the listener.

It must be noted, however, that according to Bhartrhari,
meaning is understanding or intelligence (pratibha). And
intelligence is described as the knowledge that blossoms over
and ever fresh (nava navonmesa $aliai prajiia). By this Bhartrhari
- means that each sentence (essence) has a peculiar ability to
create a newer and newer awareness.

" Nevertheless, none of the epistemologists, barring
Sankhyas, accept the theory of sentence-essence. They argue
that there is no real necessity for accepting such a sentence-
essence. Manifested by the knowledge of the utterence of the
last syllable which in turn is associated with the impression of
the succession of preceding syllables. It is equally efficient to
accept that the knowledge of the last syllable, along with the
in\pression‘ of the succession of preceding syllables, itself reveals
the meaning. Besides, if the knowledge of the last syllable
uttered is held incompetent in revealing the meaning on the
ground that words or syllables are quickly perishing and there-
fore uareal, then even verbal-essence, manifested through the
same (knowledge of the last syllable) cannot be claimed to be
competent in revealing meaning either.

Ritualists on the other hand, propose as follows: that
sentence i.e., syntactical connection is nothing but connected
utterence of words (samabhivyahara). Connected utterence can
be defined as the enunciation together of two things which are
really principle and subsidiary to each other (Sesasesinok
sahoccaranam) although there are no case forms such as accusa-
tive etc. to indicate such relationships as object (sadhyatva)
(i.e., accomplishability). Thus, in the statement ‘one who has a
ladle made of parna-wood, hears no evil sound, (yasya rarna-
mayi juhiir bhavati na sa papam $lokam spnoti), the connected
utterence i e. mere mentioning together) of the words ‘ladle’
and ‘being made of parna-wood’ indicates the fact that being
made of parpa-wood’ is subsidiary to (i.e., qualifies) the ladle.
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This is in spite of the fact that such a statement does not
consist of any accusative case form that could have expressed
the subsidiary nature of being made of parna-wood to ladle
directly. Thus, sentence (i.e., syntactical connection) is nothing
but mere connected utterence of words.

Logicians define sentence from the view point of verbal
cognition. Thus, Ganges$a, in his Tattvacintamani, states that a
sentence consists of words which are intended to produce the
qualificative cognition (visistarthaparasabdatvam). For instance,
the statement ‘nilo ghatah’ (pot is blue) can be considered to be
a sentence as the same is intended to produce the cognition of
pot qualified by blue colour.

Jagadi$a, too, almost in a similar vein states! that what-
ever cluster of words has whatever syntactical expectancy for
the cognition of whatever referents, the same cluster of words
constitutes the sentence for the same cognition. For instance,
since the cluster of words such as gam anaya (you be the agent
of bringing the cow) has the syntactical expectancy for gene-
rating the cognition that ‘you should be the agent of bringing
the cow that conditions the objectness of the cow’, the same
constitutes the sentence for the same cognition.

From this examination of various views of epistemologists
it becomes clear that grammarians, since they attach greater
importance to the action expressed by a predicate, define
sentence as a syntactical unit consisting of a single predicate-
And, ritualists. since they consider a sentence to be a
particular syntactical connection, view the same to possess a
peculiar capacity to indicate the subsidiary nature of an anga
even without an accusative case-form etc. On the other hand,
logicians, since they approach sentence from the view point- of
the means to verbal cognition, describe the same as the state-
ment intended to produce verbal cognition.

1. yadrSartha visayitaka $abdabodham prati anukiila paras-
pardkanksa tadysa sabda stoma eva tathavidharthe vakyam).
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Definition nnd Nature of sabdabodha

Verbal cognition ($abdabodha) can be defieed to be a
cognition that has the knowledge of the words as its unique
cause, i.e, that results from the knowledge of words. And
such a cognition should be distinguished from perception,
analogical understanding etc. Therefore, Jayanta states' that
verbal cognition is a comprehension (dhi) which is devoid of
the property (of being an analogical understanding) which
(property), in turn, is not deviating from the comprehension
produced from the words; and also which (comprehension) is
devoid of the property (of being a perception etc.) which
(property) is both not pervading the experience in general and
deviating from the property of being an effect of the knowledge
of words which in turn, is produced.

Etimologically speaking, verbal cognition ($abdabodha)
can be explained as the cognition resulting from the words
that are being heared (i.e. uttered) (sabdic chrutaj jayamano
bodhah). This is in conformity with the fact that verbal cogni-
tion is indeed produced from the words when they are uttered.
However, this explanation can be taken to support the Pracya
theory that words form the unique cause of verbal cognitien.
For, Navyas and also most of the modern scholars on logic,
as explained earliar, have held that knowledge of words,
and not mere words, form the unique cause of verbal cognition.
Thus, Visvanatha states, in his karikavali, (i) that the knowle-
dge of words is the primary or unique cause (ii) that the
knowledge of the reference to the meanings is the intermediate
cause, (iii) that the knowledge of the functional relation of
word and its meaning (i.e., denotion) is the associate or auxil-
lary cause, and also (iv) that the verbal cognition is effect.?

~

1. janyapada dhi janyatva vyabhicarini anubhavatva vyapika
ca ya jatik praty.ksatvadik taccanyatve sati padavisayaka
tva vyabhicdarini ya jatih upamitivam tacchiinytvam.

2. padajiianam tu karanam dvaram tatra padarthadhip $ibda-
bodhah phalam tatra saktidhik sahakarini.
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Process of obtaining Verbal Cognition

Process of obtaining verbal cognition can be described as
follows : At first one perceives words as such and then he
recognizes the same as possessing the functional relation of
word and meaning. Once the words are cognized to possess
the functional relation, the same can be used to refer to the
particular meanings and thereafter, with the help of the
recollection of the meanings referred to, verbal cognition
can be obtained. For instance, consider the verbal cognition
of bringing a cow. At first, one perceives the words ‘gdm’
(cow) and ‘Gnaya’ (bring) as such and then he recognizes
the same (words) as possessing the functional relation of
word and their meaning. Once the words gdm and anaya
are cognized to possess the functional relation, the same
(words) can be used to refer to the ‘cow individual’ and to the
action of bringing respectively and thereafter with the help of
the recollection of the meanings referred to (i.e., cow individual
and bringing), the verbal cognition of bringing the cow can be
obtained.

It should be noted here that epistemologists hold that
verbal cognition by parts (sakhanda $abdabodha) is to be
effected (i.e. perceived) before verbal cognition by unity
(akhanda $abdabodha) can be produced. For instance,
consider ‘cqgitro gramam gacchati’ : Here, the word ‘caitras’
consists of two morphemes, namely the nominal base caitra
and the nominative-ending as. The two morphemes denote
the agent Caitra and the ‘singular number’ respectively.
And the word gramam also consists of two morphemes, namely
the nominal base grama and the accusative ending am. The two
morphemes denote the object ‘viliage’ and the ‘objectness’
respectively. Also, the verb gacchati consists of .two
morphems, namely the verbal base ‘gaccha’ and the conjuga-
tional ending 7i. These two morphemes denote the action
‘going’ and ‘conducive activity’ respectively. Perception of
the meanings of such individual words as such is considered to
be verbal cognition by parts (sakhanda sabdabodha). On the
other hand, when one understands such meanings of individula
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woids as related to each other, the same is considered to be
verbal cognition by unity (akhanda sabdabodha).

Description of Verbal Cognition ($abdabodha)

Annambhatta, in his Tarkasamgraha, describes verbal
cognition as the comprehension of sentence-meaning (vakyartha-
Jjhidnam). What he means to say by this description is that
verbal cognition is the comprehension of the syntactico-semanti-
cal relations between  referents of different words of a
sentence. For instance, consider the sentence caitro gramam
gacchati (Caitra goes to the village). Here according to logicians,
the verbal cognition produced is that' ‘Caitra’ the agent, is the
substratum of the activity conducive to the action of going
that in turn, conditions the objectness occurring in the village’
(gramanistha karmata niripaka gamananukila vyaparasrayah).

\ This verbal cognition can be said to be the comprehension

of the syntactico-semantical relations between the referents of
different words such as (i) between the object i.e., village, and
the objectness, (ii) between the same (objectness) and also the
action i.e., the ‘going’, (iii) between the same (action ‘going’)
and also the activity, and also (iv) between the same (activity)
and the agent i.c., Caitra. Now, the relations involved in such a
verbal cognition can be illustrated as follows : (i) since the
objeétness occurs in the village (i. e. the object), the relation
between the village and also the objectness is that of occurrence
or superstratumness (nisthara); -(ii) since the action ‘going’
conditions or describes the objectness of the village, the relation
between the objectness and also the action ‘going’ is that of
conditioning or describing (niriipakata); (iii) since the activity of
Caitra is conducive to the generation of the action ‘going’, the
relation between the same (action ‘going’) and also the activity
is that of conduciveness (anukilata); (iv) and since Caitra is the
substratum of the activity, the relation between the same
(activity) and also Caitra is that of substratumness (asrayata).
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Samsargatavada and paakaratavada

The analysis and also the description of verbal cognition
raises the most significant epistemological question as to
whether the relations comprehended in a verbal cognition are
merely relations (samsarga) or they too are referent-qualifiers
(prakara) like the ‘village’ etc.

The logicians hold that syntactico-semantical relations,
comprehended between the referents of two words, are merely
relations (samsarga) and are obtained in verbal cognition
through the principle of syntactico-semantical relations
(samsarga maryada).! According to them, words refer to
only those meanings in which the same (words) have been
preceived to have the functional relation of word and meaning
(i.e., denotation, indication, etc.) They do not accept that any
thing which is not perceived to have the funtional relation, can
be understood through any word. Since, the words such as
gramam have been perceived to have the functional relation in
the sense of the ‘village’ and also the ‘objectness’ (here the
nominal base grama has the functional relation in the ‘village’
and the accusative ‘am’ has the same in the ‘objectness’), the
same can refer to the ‘village’ and also to the ‘objectioness’,
However, the same cannot refer to the relation of superstratu-
mness which is comprehended between the village and  also the
objectness as no functional relation is perceived there. Thus,
since there exists no other alternative, relations such as super-
stratumness must be accepted to have been apprehended
through the principle of syntactico-semantical relations only.

It may also be pointed out here that Bhatta Mimansaka
too, like logicians, subscribes to the theory that individual
words, occurring in a sentence, have a capacity to refer to just
individual word-meanings such as village and pot to any
syntacticosemantical relations that may be involved. It is not
necessary that individual words should refer to syntactico-
semantical relations as well; for, such relations can be obtained
i.c., apprehended through the principle of syntactico-semantical

1. 3abdabodhe caika padirtha aparapadarthasya samsargah
samsarga maryadaya bhasate, Vyutpattivada. p. 1.
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relations. According to him, individual words, assisted by the
knowledge of individual functional relations, refer to their
respective meanings which are then related to each other
through the principle of syntactico-semantical relations. Thus,
he rejects the theory that the words should be assumed to have
functional relations in the semantical relations along with their
individual meanings, and also that separate power of sentence,
independent of functional relations of individual words, be
accepted to fecilitate the apprehension of syntactico-semantical
relations between various referents of individual words that
are found in a sentence.

/It may here be noted that Prabhikara Miéra and his
followers establish a theory which accepts even such syntactico-
semantical relations as superstratumness etc. as referent—
qualifiers or prakara (i.e., as referred to by words).

According to them, no item, unless it has been perceived
~ to have the functional relation of word and meaning, can be
allowed to be apprehended in verbal cognition. Consequently,
suppose the syntactico-semantical relations such as superstra-
tumness are not perceived to have functional relation of any
word in them, then the same cannot be allowed to be
apprehended in verbal cognition. Thus, words must be
accepted to have functional relation even in such relations as
superstratumness so that the same can be apprehended. And
such a functional relation can be described as the word ‘village’
grama has the denotation in the village as related with the
 objectness etc. These ritualists, further hold that it is necessary
that, a separate power of sentence, independent of functional
relations of individual words, be accepted so that all the
meanings of individual words in a sentence can be
apprehended as related together in a sentence-meaning form
which is verbal cognition.

Gadadhara, in his Vyutapattivida, however, rejects such
a‘theory. ‘According to him, ritualists have to assume that
inflectional endings such as # in gacchati and am in gramam
etc. refer to such relations as ‘conduciveness’, ‘superstratum-
ness’ etc.; and therefore heaviness of assumption (gaurava)



16 EpiStemo}ogy, Logic and Grammar

cannot be avoided. This isso because, when syntactico
semantical relations such as superstratumness are accepted to,
have been referred to by inflectional endings, they too become
referent-qualifiers (prakara) like any other meaning such as
the ‘village’ etc. which are referred to by the nominal bases
such as grama and therefore require a separate relation such as
self-linking relation (svaripa) for relating them, in turn, with
other referent-qualifiers i.e., objectness etc. Nevertheless, ritua-
lists insist that their theory involves economy in the assumption
(laghava) of the assembly of causes of verbal cognition that
prevents inference or perception. For instance, since the
assembly of causes of verbal cognition, consisting of the refe-
rence to the meanings by the word gramam, contains the
reference to the ‘superstratumness’ as well, the same can
automatically be considered to be the preventing factor of the
perception or inference of the superstratumness of the objecti-
ness in the village at the time when the verbal cognition of
the same is being produced by the same assembly of causes.
However, logicians need to assume additionally that such an
assembly of causes of verbal cognition is the preventing factor
of the inference or perception of the superstratumness in the
objectness in the village since the same assembly of causes,
according to their theory, does not consist of any reference to
superstratumness; and therefore cannot automatically prevent
the perception wherein the superstratumness is a qualifier unless
the same is held to be the preventing factor.

It may be observed now that despite that both logicians
and ritualists are at great pains to establish relative economy
in the assumption of the assembly of causes of verbal cognition
in their respective theories, the real reason for their
support to two diametrically opposing theories is their
adherence to two distinctly different epistemological
conventions. While, logicians follow the epistemological
convention that the inflectional endings are not enjoined
in the sense of any syntactico-semantical relations and
therefore cannot be held to refer to the same relations; the
ritualists hold the view that Vedic statements being apauruseya,
must not be conceded to be insufficient in any respect and
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therefore the words found in the same statements ought to be
referring to even syntactico-semantical relations.

Sabdabodha a metalinguistic discription

Verbal cognition can be identified as the meta-linguistic
description of certain truth conditions i.e., logically possible
syntactico-semantical relations. That is to say that when Indian
epistemologists hold that such verbal cognitions as ‘Caitra is the
substratum of the activity conducive to the going that condi-
tions the objectness occurring in the village’ is being produced
from the statement ‘caitro gramam gacchati’ (Catira goes to the
#illage), the same (cognition) can be said to be the explanation
of logically possible syntactico-semantical relations such as
(i) occurrence or superstratumness between the village and the
objectness, (ii) conditioning between the objectness and the action
‘going’, (iii) conductiveness between the action ‘going’ and the
activity and (iv) substratumness between the activity and Caitra.
And such an explanation is described by epistemologists in
sanskrit as gramanistha karmata nirdipaka gamananukila vyapara-
Srayah. Now, this description is only a metalinguistic descrip=
tion of the various semantical relations between different
referents and not the actual comprehension of ideas.

It should be noted here that when a speaker utters such
sentence as ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati caitrah)
he intends that the listener should comprehend the idea that
Caitra is the agent of going to the village by acquiring the
village through his action of going. However, the speaker can
not be held to intend that the listener should cognize various
syntactico-semantic relations among referents; nevertheless

-Indian epistemologists insist unanimously that the speaker
apprehends all the syntactio semantical relations that are logi-
cally possible between various referents and then describe the
same relations in a meta-linguistic form as given above. Thus,
it can be concluded that the expression of verbal cognition
($@bdabodha) in such forms as ‘gramanistha...” etc. is nothing but
the meta-linguistic description of the logically possible relations.

Necessary conditions of verbal cognition
The necessary conditions of verbal cognition are enume-
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rated to be three, namely (i) syntactical expectancy (@kdrksa),
(ii) contiguity (asatti), and (iii) semantical competency (yogyata).
Some consider knowledge of the speakers intention (td@iparya)
also to be a necessary condition.

Akanksa

Gangeéa defines ‘akanksa’ to be incompleteness of utter-
ence (abhidhana paryavasanam). That is to say that the juxta-
position or presence of the word without which the sentence
meaning is impossible to construe. Thus, for instance, the
statement ‘cow, horse, man, elephant’ (gaur ar$vah puruso hasti)
produces no verbal cognition as there is no juxtaposition of the
verb indicating the predicate etc. without which the sentence
meaning is impossible to construe.

Jagadi$a in his Tarkamrta defines ‘Gkanksa’ as being an
utterence inherently potent and also producing the verbal cogni-
tion that is not yet produced (svariipayogyatve sati ajanita nvaya
bodha janakatvam). Thus, in the utterence ‘pot, the objectness,
the bringing, the activity (ghatah karmatvam anayanam krtih), the
cognition of the activity conducive to the bringing that conditions
the objectness occurring in pot’ is not produced as such an utter-
ence, being devoid of any of the inflected word-forms, is not in-
herently potent and so is not producing the same the cognition.

Nevertheless, grammarians hold that akarksd means lack
of ability of words to produce cognition of their own referents
without the required declensional endings, roots, conjugational
endings and karakas. Thus, from the same -utterence (i.e. pot,
the objectness, the bringing, the activity), cognition need not be
produced as they lack such required declensional endings etc.

However, majority of epistemologists are of the opinion
that akanksa is the utterence of words in a sequence (samabhiv-
yahara). That is to say, the utterence of whatever word, in
company of whatever word, is found to be generating whatever
cognition, the same is the ‘@kanksa’ for the same (cognition).
Thus, the utterence of the word ‘@Gnaya’ (‘bring’) in the company
of the word ‘ghatam’ (‘pot’), is the ‘@kanksa’ for producing the
cognition of bringing what conditions the objectness occurring
in the pot.
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It should be noted that some, albeit very! few, how defin-
d akanksa in terms of a desire to cognize the referent that is
teminded of by the word uttered’ (sumabhivyahrta padasmaérita
rthajinasd). For instance, the desire to cognize the object such
as apot or a piece of cloth aftér the utterence of the verb
“bring’, or the desire to cognize the predicate such as to briug
or to see after the utterence of the object ‘pot’ constitutes
‘akanksa’ for the cognition of ones bringing the pot etc.

Asatti .
Contiguity (@satti) is the utterence of wordsin a sentence

form by a’single person without abnormal delay (padanam avi-
lathbena uccaranam). The knowledge derived from such an
utterence causes verbal cognition. Thus, when some one utters
‘the word ‘gam’ (cow) in the morning and ‘@naya’ (bring) in the
-evening, the cognition of bringing the cow, that conditions the
objectness of cow, is not produced as such an utterance lacks
contiguity.

Annambhatta, in his Dipikd explains that ‘utterance of
‘words without abnormal delay’ should be interpreted to mean
the reference to the meanings produced by the words uttered
‘without delay. Therefore, when reference to meanings produced
by the words, uttered with abnormal delay, fails to produce any
-cognition, no harm need be assumed.

However, the Navyas hold that contiguity (@satti) is the
‘speakers intention to utter the words without delay and not the
actual utterance of the same; and speakers intention to utter the
words can be described as such and such words should be utter-
ed after such and such words. According to the Navyas, only
the knowledge of such speakers intention to utter the words
-causes verbal cognition. Thus, in the case of the verse of the
silent, verbal cognition is possible as we can explain the conti~
guity in the form of the speakers intention to utter the verse.
'+ his is despite that in such a case, no actual utterance ever takes
place. It should be noted here now that this interpretation of
.asatti isin keeping with the Navya theory that it is only the
knowledge of the words (and not the words as such) is the

1. Nyayakusumanjal tika.
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means of verbal cognition and therefore even the verse of the
silent can produce verbal cognition.

Neverthless, some of the later writers on logic including:
even Annambhatta, as shown earlier, do not show much interest
in such a theory on the ground that the same (theory) is not
quite pragmatic.

Yogyata

Semantical competency (yogyat@) is probably the single:
most important necessary condition of verbal cognition. This
has been variously defined by different epistemologists.® Jayanta
defines semantical competency as the possibility of the syntacti-
co-semantical relation of one referent to the other. And such
a competency, when understood to be present renders the state-
ment semantically competent to produce the valid verbal cogni-
tion; whereas the same when understood to be absent, excludes.
the statement from being considered to be semantically compe-
tent to produce the valid cognition. To state the stock example,.
- the statement ‘gam anaya’ (‘bring the cow’) possessess the
semantical competency as the relation of conditioning the object-
ness between the cow and also the bringing action is quite easy
to establish; whereas the statement ‘vahnina sincati’ (‘he sprinkles.
with fire’) lacks the semantical competency as no relation between
the fire, and also the sprinkling action can be established. Thus,
the knowledge of the presence of the competency renders the:
first statement to be semantically competent to produce the
valid cognition of bringing the cow; whereas the knowledge of
the absence of such a competency excludes the second statement
from being considered as semantically competent to produce:
any valid cognition.

Gange$a, however, defines semantical competency (yogya~
td) in a different manner. He states? that semantical competency
should be understood as the syntactico-semantical relation of”
one referent, that delimits the qualificandness of another refe-
rent, being the non-substratum of the knowledge wherein the

1. Nyaymanijari. .
2. itarapadartha samsarge apara padarthnisthatyantabl.dvapra--
tiyogitva pramaviseSyatvabhavah, Tattvacintimani.
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counter-positiveness, conditioned by the constant absence occur-
ing in the other referent, is the qualifier. Thus, since in the
statement ‘he sprinkles with fire’, the conditioning of the instru-
mentality of fire, the syntactico-semautical relation that delimits
‘the qualificandness of sprinkling, the other referent, is only the
‘substratum of the knowledge such as ‘the conditioning of the
instrumentality of fire, does not occur in the sprinkling’, wherein
the counter positiveness of the conditioning of the instrument-
-ality of fire, is the qualifire, the same statement lacks semantical
competency.

In simple terms what Gangesa means to say is that ‘yogyata’
is the knowledge wherein syntactico-semantical relation between
two referents is viewed to be non-contradictory, i.e., not incom=
patible or not untenable. Keeping this point in view, Gada-
-dhara modifies the definition by stating that yogyatd is the
word’s reference to the meanings which are semantically not
contradictory i.e. are compatible (abadhitarthakatvam).

This pattern of definition is followed by most of the epis-
temologists including even ritualists. Thus, Prabhakara Misra
-and his followers state that ‘yogyata’ is either the absence of the
‘property contradictory to the syntactico-semantical relation
{anvayivirodhiriipavirahah) or the presence of the property con-
ducive to the same syntactico-semantical relation (anvyaprayo-
Jjaka rapavattvam). Thus, since water has the absence of the
property that is contradictory to the syntactico-semantical rela-
tion of the water to the sprinkling, or since water has the prese-
nce of the property of the liquid substanceness that is conducive
to the relation of the water to the sprinkling, the statement such
as ‘jalena sificati’ (‘he sprinkles with water’) is semantically
competent to produce the valid cognition of the sprinkling action
that conditions the instrumentality of water; whereas since fire
-does possess the property that is contradictory to the syntactico-
-semantical relation of the fire to the sprinkling, the statement
‘he sprinkles with fire’ (vahnina sincati) is semantically incompe-
tent to produce the cognition of sprinkling action that condi-
tions the instrumentality of the fire.

Tatparya (speakers intention)
In the case of the statements such as ‘saindhavam anaya”
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wherein, the word ‘saindhava’ refers to more than one meaning:
such as ‘a type of horse’ or ‘salt’, verbal cognition becomes im-
possible unless the listener knows exactly what the speaker
intends to convey, i.e., whether the horse or salt. Also, since in
the case of the statements such as ‘ayam eti putro rajfiah puruso”
pasaryatam’, the word ‘rdjiiak’ (of the king) can be construed
with either the word ‘putrak’ (‘son’) or ‘purusah’ (‘man’), exact
knowledge of the speakers intention as to which word ‘rajfiah’
should be construed with, becomes absolutely necessary. Thus,
the knowledge of the speakers intention (t@tparya) to convey a
certain meaning (or construction) is also considered to be an
associate cause of verbal cognition. Tatparya thus, is defined as
the utterance of the word with the intention to make known a
certain meaning (fadarthapratiticchaya uccaritatvam)

However, Gange$a explains the same as being the inten-
tion of the speaker to produce a knowledge of syntactico-seman-
tical relation of a particular referent by a particular word.
(itarapadasya itarapadirtha samsargajiiana paratvam). Following
Gangeéa, Jagadisa too defines ‘1dtparya’ to be the intention of
the speaker to produce, through words, the comprehension of
sentence meaning (vakyartha pratiti janakataya abhipretatvam).
And such an intention can be described as a desire that such
and such a word should cause the comprehension of such and
such a relation of one referent with another.

However, rhetoricians hold that tdtparya is a functional
relation between word and meaning (vr#ti). And accordingly,
Sahityadarpana states that such a ‘vr#ti’ should be identified with.
the suggestion (vyafijand). That is to say, words refer to intend-
ed meanings through ta@tparya or vyafijanavriti and thus become:
necessary condition for producing verbal cognition from words.

However, it should be noted that many epistemologists.
mainly grammarians and a section of ritualists do not accept
‘tatparya’ to be a separate necessary condition. According to-
them, it is unjustified that ‘tatparya’ be considered universally
as a necessary condition on the basis of a few statements such
as ‘saindhavam anaya, wherein the word ‘saindhava’ has more-
than one meaning. Also, Tarkaprakdsa states that in the case:
of ‘ayam ... ...”, which is uttered with the intention to cause the-
comprehension of the relation of the ‘king’ with the son, the:



Theory of Word, Sentence and Sentence- Meaning = 23

word ‘purusah’ (‘man’) should be prevented from being cons-
trued with the word ‘rdjiak’ (of the king); and therefore, it be-
comes absolutely necessary to assume the knowledge of syntac-
tical expectancy, which includes even the speaker’s intention
such as ‘whatever word (i.e. rajfiak), without the association of
whatever word (i.e. ‘putral’), is incapable of causing verbal cog-
nition of king’s relation with son, the same word (i.e. ‘rdjiial’)
has syntactical expectancy for being construed with the same
word (i.e. putrah), to be the cause of verbal cognition of the
king’s relation with son.’

Thus, ‘tatparya’ ceases to be an independent cause of
verbal cognition in general, and must be conceded to be indirec-
tly causing verbal cognition through syntactical expectancy
(akanksa).

Principal or chief qualificand (i e. nucleus)
in verbal cognition

Since verbal cognition has been established to be the com-
prehension of syntactio-semantical relations between the differ-
ent referents of words in a sentence (anvayabodha), the episte-
mologists of India, namely grammarians, ritualists and logicians,
have proposed three main linguistic theories regarding the
principal or chief qualificand (i.e. nucleus) of such relations
(mukhyavisesya) in verbal cognition.

Grammarians theory that verbal root-meaning is chief
qualificand (kriyamukhya viSesyakabodha)

According to grammarians, chief qualificand of syntactico-
semantical relations (mukhyavisesya) in verbal cognition is
always the meaning referred to by the verbal root. This theory
is based on the fact that verbs are held to refer to root-meanings
as the principal element (bha@va pradhdanam akhydatam). Therefore,
in statements such as ‘caitro graimam gacchati’ (‘Caitra goes to
the village’), the action ‘going’, referred to by the verbal root
‘gam’ (‘g0’), is the chief qualificand of all relations. Consequent-
ly, all other meanings, referred to by various words in the
sentence, relate directly or indirectly to the action ‘going’. For
instance, the village, referred to by the accusative word ‘gramam’,
is related to the ‘object’ or abode, (dsraya), referred to by the
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accusative! case-ending (am) through the relation of identity.
And the same (object) is related to the effect ‘contact’, one of
the two meanings referred to by the ‘root’ ‘gam’? (go), through
‘the relation of occurrence. Again, the contact is related
to the action ‘going’ the second of the two meanings refer-
red to by the same root (gam) through producing; whereas
Caitra, the meaning referred to by the nominative word ‘caitrah’,
is related to the agent (kartr) one of the two3 meanings
referred to by the conjugational ending (#i) through identity.
Further, the abode is related to the action ‘going’ through
occurrence. Thus, the cognition is that the action ‘going’, which
produces the contact, occurring in the object ‘village’, has
Caitra, the agent, as its abode’. (gramabhinnasrayavrttisamyoga-
Jjanaka vyaparah ekacaitrabhinna kartrvrttih).

Grammarians hold that such a theory is necessitated by
the fact that in impersonal passive statements such as (it is)
slept by Caitra’ (caitrena supyate), all, including even logicians,
have accepted the verbal cognition such as ‘the action sleeping’
has Caitra as its agent’ (i.e. is the conditioning factor of the
agentness occurring in Caitra)’ wherein the action ‘sleeping’ is
the chief qualificand,

_ Also, it should be noted that only grammarians theory
explains satisfactorily the verbal cognition produced from the
statement consisting of two verbs. For instance, consider the
statement ‘behold the animal is running’ ( pasya mrgo dhavati).
Here the two verbs, namely ‘behold’ ( pasya) and ‘runs’ (dhavati)
express the action ‘beholding’ and ‘running’ respectively. And
the action ‘running’, which has the animal as its agent, functions
as the object; whereas the beholding functions as the chief quali-

1. According to the grammarians, accusative case-ending (am)
refers to the ‘object’ or abode and not to the objectness as
held by the logicians.

2. Grammarians hold the theory that roots such as ‘gam’ (to
go) refer to both the effect and the producing action ( phala
vyaparayor dhatuh).

3. The other meaning of the conjugational ending is number
(singularity etc.) and is related to the agent itself,
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ficand. Thus, the cognition produced is that the beholding has
‘the running as its object which, in turn, has the animal as its

agent,
However, logician’s primary objection to such a theory,

is that in statements such as ‘(here are) three times’ (‘trayak
kalak®), it is not possible to supply any copula as the three times
«(i.e. past, present and future) can never coexist at any one given
time. And consequently, since there exists no verb, either ex-
pressed or implied, verbal root-meaning cannot be held to de
‘the chief qualificand. Logicians further, argue that in statements
such as ‘behold the animal is running’ ( pasya mrgo dhavati), the
-animal itself needs to be construed as the object with the running
and hence requires an accusative case-ending after the word
expressing the same (i.e. mrga). They do not subscribe to
the view that in such statements animals running itself can
function as the object of beholding. And since running is the
meaning expressed by the verb (dhavati), the same (i.e. dhavati)
.cannot have an accusative case ending; for, according to them,
the running, being an action expressed by the finite verb, lacks
syntactical expectancy for functioning as an object.

Ritualists theory that ‘bhavana’ is the chief qualificand
in verbal cognition (bhavana mukhya visesyakabodha)

Ritualists hold that in injunctive and other statements,
optative and other verbal affixes (@khyata) must be accepted to
refer to a productive activity (bhavana). Also, they hold that
finite verbs such as ‘he ought to make oblations’ (yajeta) must
be analysed as ‘he ought to do the making of oblations’ (yagam
karot:). Consequently, each finite verb refers to an action such
as ‘making oblations’ and activity (bhdvand or vydpara) such as
‘doing’ or ‘making’.

Ritualists maintain that since such productive activity
must be corsidered to be the central point or chief qualificand
in verbal cognition produced from sentences as well. And all
other meanings referred to by the words in a sentence are direc-
tly or indirectly related to the productive activity. For instance,
consider the sentence ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro gramam
gacchati) again. Here, according to the ritualists, the nominal
base (grama) refersto the village; however, the accusative case-
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ending (am) refers to the power called objectness (karmatva
Sakti) which is an undivisible property. And the other nominal
base, namely ‘caitra’ refers to the agent Caitra and the nomi-
native case-ending refers to the number (singularity etc.).
Similarly, the root ‘pac’, in the finite verb ‘pacati’, refers to the
action ‘cooking’ and the conjugational ending ‘ti’ refers to the
productive activity, Now the syntactico-semantical relations.
involved in the referents can be described as follows: The mean-
ing of the accusative base, the village, is related directly to the
objectness through the relation of cccurrence and indirectly
through the objectness to the activity. And the same objectness
is related directly to the action ‘going’ through the relation of”
conditioning and indirectly through the action to the impellent
force. It should be noted here that according to this theory,.
even the action is considered to be an object produced through
the impellent force or productive activity and therefore the same-
action (i.e. going) is related to the activity through. the relation
of conduciveness. Whereas the meaning of the nominative base,.
i.e. Caitra, is directly related to the activity through the con-
ditioning of agentness occurring in him. Thus, the cognition.
produced from the statement is that the impellent force or pro-
ductive activity is conducive to the action ‘going’ which is con-
ditioning both the objectness occurring in the village and the
agentness occurring in the single Caitra.?

It can be pointed out now that both grammarians and
ritualists consider only the verbal elements i.e. the action in the
case of grammarians, and productive activity in the case of”
ritualists, to be the chief qualificand in verbal cognition and:
hence both follow the same linguistic principle that predicate is-
the most important factor in the analysis of a sentence meaning.
However, the difference is that whereas grammarians follow
strictly the literal interpretation of Yaskas rule ‘bhava pradha-
nam akhyatam’ (‘akhyata’ refers to ‘bhava’ i.e. verbal action as-
the chief gqualificand); the ritualists however, establish a different
theory by interpreting the rule in the following manner: dkhyata
i.e. verbal endings refer to the productive as the chief quali--

1. ekdabhinna caitravrtti kartrta nirapika gramanistha karmata
niripika ca ya kriya tadanukala bhavana.
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ficand. This interpretation of the ritualists, in fact, confirms to
the established convention that between the meaning of base
and inflectional endings, only the latter is the qualificand; for
the, activity, which is held to be the chief qualificand is the
meaning of the optative and other conjugational endings.

Logician’s theory that meaning referred to by the nominative is
the chief qualificand ( prathamdnta mukhyavisesyakabodha)

Logician’s hold that agent (kartd) is the most important
element in the analysis of sentence-meaning as the same is the
only independent (svatantra) karaka with respect to action and
others. Since all other kdrakas and action are dependant on
him, they must be related directly or indirectly to the agent
only. Accordingly, logicians have proposed the theory that the
chief qualificand in verbal cognition is the meaning referred to
by the word ending in nominative ( prathamanta). Thus, the
cognition from the sentence ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro
gramam gacchati) is that Caitra, the agent is the substratum
of the activity conducive to the ‘going’ which in turn, is condi-
tioning the objectness (i.e. conducive to the effect ‘contact’)
occurring in the cbject ‘village’.! It should be noted that accord-
ing to logicians, conjugational endings refer to the productive
activity only in the cases where the agent happens to be an
animate such as Caitra. However, in the case where the agent is.
an inanimate, such as a chariot in ‘chariot goes’ (ratho gacchati),
the same refers through established indication to only an opra-
tion (vyapara). Thus, in such a case the cognition is that the
chariot has an operation thatis conducive to the action of
‘going’.

In the passive construction too, logicians hold that the chief
qualificand is the meaning referred to by the nominative word.
Consider for instance, ‘village is gone to by Caitra’ (caitrena
gramo gamyate) : Here the instrumental case ‘ena’ after the
word ‘caitra’ refers to the activity i.e. the agentness. And, the
root ‘gam?’, (to go) as usual, refers to the action ‘going’. And
the conjugational ending (‘te’) refers to the objectness, which is,

1. grdmanistha samyoga janaka gamandanukdla vyaparaSrayah
caitrah,
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in this case, the effect ‘contact’ : whereas the nominative base
“grama’ refers to the object ‘village’ and the nominative case-
ending (ah) simply refers to the number ‘singularity’. Again the
relations between the referents is obtained through the principle
of syntactico-semantical relations. Thus, the cognition produced
is that the village, has the objectness (i.e. possesses the effect
‘contact’) that is produced by the action ‘going’ that, in turn, is
resulting from the productive activity (i.e. agency) occurring in
Caitra’.

Logicians disagree with the theories of grammarians and
also ritualists on the ground that in the statement, not involving
any predicate, such as the three times’ (trayah kalah), neither
action nor productive activity, can be cited; and thcrefore they
cannot be explained to be the chief qualificand in verbal cogni-
tion. They insist that no predicate can be supplied in such
statements as all three times (i.e. past, present and future) can
never coexist. Logicians further argue that in negative statements
involving the mutual absence between two entities such as ‘pot
is not a piece of clothing’ (ghato na bhavati patah) only the
‘meaning referred to by nominative word, namely pot, can be
«cognized to be the chief qualificand in verbal cognition such as
‘pot has the mutual absence conditioning the counter-positive-
mness of the piece of clothing’. This is so because, in such state-
ments, the copula can not be held to be the chief qualificand of
the relation of mutual absence.

Again, according to the logicians, in the cases such as ‘O
Laksmana behold the crane, the most virtuous, in the Pampa
river, ( paSya laksmana pampayam bakah paramadharmikah), the
cognition produced is that Laksmana should be the agent of
beholding that conditions the objectness of the crane qualified
by great virtues. However, since such objectness of the crane
qualified by great virtues is the meaning of the total relative
clause, and not the meaning referred to by any individual word
as such, contingency of the accusative case after the word
‘crane’ (bakah) stands avoided.

Similarly, in the case of the statements involving two verbs
such as ‘(you) bring, the horse (which) is going’ (asvo gacchaty
dnaya), logicians can explain the cognition as that the horse,
which functions as the agent in respect to the action ‘going’, is
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the object of the action ‘bringing’; whereas the grammarians are
‘at a disadvantage as they need to explain that the action ‘going”
which conditions the agentness of the horse, is itself the object’
of the action ‘bringing’. However, since the action ‘going’ can-
not! be construed as the object of the action ‘bringing’, the verbal
cognition, wherein the horse is perceived to be the object of
bringing and the second person (you)is construed to be the
chief qualificand, must be accepted by one and all.

Nevertheless, logicians cannot explain the cognition from
the statements such as ‘cooking occurs’ ( pacati bhavati) wherein
the statement has only a finite verb (here pacati) functioning as-
the substantive. And they must concede that only an action such
as ‘cooking’ functions as the chief qualificand; also they must
concede that in impersonal statements such as ‘the sky exists”
(gaganena sthiyate), wherein the statement has no nominative
word, meaning of the nominative word cannot be considered to-
be the chief qualificand. In such cases, only the ‘action’ or the
productive acivity, conducive to such an action, must be accep-
ted, by the logicians, to be the chief qualificand.

Now it can be pointed out that logician stands single in
his theory that meaning of nominative word is the chief qualifi-
cand. This is so because he transgresses the age old grammatical
convention that in the analysis of sentence, action, referred to-
by root or productive activity referred to by conjugational end-
ing, is the most important element as the same first conditions-
all the karakas by its productive force and then connects them
through its binding link. However, according to the logician,
sense (i.e. substantive) expressed by the nominative is the most
important as in most cases, the same possesses the action and:
acts independently of any other karakas.

Conclusion

It can be observed now that word (‘Sabda’) has been
viewed variously by the scholars belonging to the three different
branches of Indian epistemology : Logicians have defined word
mainly from the view point of verbal cognition i,e. that word
(or knowledge of word depending upon whether Pricyas or

1. This is so because the same action (going) is a predicate.
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Navyas are speaking) is the unique cause of verbal cognition
since the verbal cognition is the ultimate goal of human utter-
cane. However, the grammarians, mainly Bhartrhari and his
followers, have defined the same (word) from the view point of
production of meaning, i.e. that word is an eternal entity that
.can burst forth the meaning to its listener since nothing but an
eternal entity that is distinct from the instantly perishing syllabus,
can produce the meaning. On the other hand, the ritualsits have
defined the word from the view point of impersonal and eternal
Vedas; i.e. the words are nothing but the impersonal and eternal
syllables which assume the form of the word through the efforts
of the speaker with the help of the manifesting wind since only
the impersonal Vedas can be authoritative in impelling the
people to undertake various rituals etc.

Now, as regards the use of the term ‘pada’ : Indian episte-
mologists hold the unanimous view that the term ‘pada’ is used
in the sense of only the ‘finished word® with inflectional endings
etc., whereas ‘Sabda’ can be used in the sense of base as well.
However, while grammarians approached the problem of ‘pada’
from the view point of only the syntactical entity and hence
stated that the same is what ends in either declensional or con-
jugational affixes (suptinantam padam); logicians approached the
problem of ‘pada’ from the view point of a semantical entity as
well and hence stated that the same is what is endowed with the
functional relation such as denotion. (Saktam padam).

Sentence (vakya) is a cluster of meaningful words ( pada-
samiha). Nevertheless, what kind of cluster constitutes a sen-
tence is a point of great controversy. Grammarians insist that
a sentence must contain only a single predicate (ekatin) since

otherwise split of sentence (vakya bheda) would become a neces-
sity. According to them, sirce action, expressed by the predi-
cate, is the most important element of all the constituents of a
sentence and binds together all the individual word meanings
into a single coherent idea, more than one predicates would not
be desirable in a single sentence,

On the other hand, ritualists consider the sentence to be
connected utterence of words (samabhivyahara) which is nothing
but enunciation together of two things which are principal and
subsidiary. According to them, enunciation of two things to-
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gether itself conveys the principal and subsidiary nature of things
without even accusative and other case-endings: and hence sen-
tence must be admitted to have an inherent capacity to convey
such nature of things i.e. syntactico-semantical relations.

For logicians, however, sentence is only a statement consis-
ting of words which produce verbal cognition i.e. comprehen-
sion of syntactico-semantical relations between word-meanings.
They hold so because they have approached the semtence from
the view point of only a means to verbal cognition.

Indian epistemologists have used the term ‘verbal cogni-
tion’ (Sbadabodha) to explain the comprehension of the syntac-
tico semantical relations among various individual word mean
ings (vakyarthanvayabodha). Such a verbal cognition is obtained
by first recollecting the individual word meanings and then com-
prehending the relations among them. Thus, verbal cognition
is a result of the knowledge of the words and hence is different
from perception etc. While the logicians hold that the syntactico
semantical relations between referents are obtained through the
principle of such relations (samsargamaryada), the ritualists
insists that even such relations as superstratumness (ddheyatva)
are referred to by the words. Logicians are guided by the fact
that words are not perceived to have functional relations in the
sence of relations and hence the same cannot be word meanings.
On the other hand, ritualists are guided by the fact that the
Veda must be conceded to be self-sufficient in every respect and
hence even the syntactico semantical relations are referred to by
the words only.

Now, as regards the necessary conditions of verbal cog-
nition : Indian epistemologists hold that syntactical expectancy
(akarnksa), contingency (dsatti) and semantical competency
{ yogyata) constitute the necessary conditions. Syntactical ex-
pectancy can be said to have been defined both ways negatively
and positively. While Gangesa and grammarians have held
akanksa to be incompleteness of utterance i.e. juxtaposition or
presence of the word without which the sentence meaning is
impossible to construe or the lack of ability of words to produce
cognition of their own referents without the required declensial
endings etc., others like JagdiSa etc. have defined the same
{akarksa) to be the inherent potency of words to produce the
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verbal cognition. Nevertheless, what they mean is that the
dkanksa is the utterance of words without which the sentence is.
incomplete and hence is incapable of conveying the intended
sense. :

Contiguity (@satti) is utterance of words without abnormal
delay. This is despite Navyas holding the same as merely
speakers intention to utter the words. For sentence, ‘gam anaya”™
wherein words are uttered with abnormal delay, does not pro-
duce the intended cognition and hence only the actual utterance
of words without abnormal delay should be considered as ‘con-
tiguity’.

" Semantical competency (yogyatd), according to the Pracyas
like Jayanta, is the possibility of the syntactico-semantical rela-
tion of one referent to the other. However, Navyas, from
Gange$a to Gadadhara, propose that the knowledge of referents.
wherein the relation between the two referents is viewed to be
non-contradictory. They hold so on the ground that merely the
possibility of the syntactico-semantical relation is not enough,
but rather, the knowledge that the same is not contradictory is
absolutely necessary.

Speakers intention that a particular word should convey
only a particular meaning alone {tdtparya) is also deemed neces-
sary by logicians. They hold so on the ground that otherwise,
in cases where words can convey more than one sense, it be-
comes impossible to grasp any particular sense as syntactico-
semantically related. Grammarians, and some ritualists do not
recognize tatparya as a separate necessary condition. According
to them, syntactical expectancy (akarksa) itself can determine as
to which of the several senses should be related. It should be
pointed out now that precisely for this reason, some epistemo-
logists have viewed (akarksa) in terms of a desire to cognize the
referents that are reminded of by the word. Thus, at least for
some, tatparya is not a separate necessary condition.

Verbal cognition, which is the comprehension of the syn-
tactico-semantical relations between the different referents, can.
have only one referent as the chief or principle qualificand i.e.
nucleus (mukhya viSesya). However, grammarians, ritualists and.
logicians are devided in their opinion, due to their adherence to-
three different linguistic principles, as to what constitutes the:
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chief qualificand. Grammarians have followed the linguistic
principle that only the meaning expressed by the verbal predi-
cate is the most important element in the analysis of the syntac-
tico-semantical structure of sentence and hence have held that
only the action expressed by the. verbal root might be construed
as the chief qualificand. They are: guided by the linguistic fact
that syntactico-semantical notions (kdrakas) assume the special
designation of ‘ablation’ (apadina) etc. depending on what way
they contribute towards the accomplishment of action (kriyd);
and hence only the action becomes the centre or nucleus.of all
the syntactico-semantical relations of various kdrakasin the
analysis of sentence meaning. Thus, for grammarians all other
constituents of sentence-meaning are secondary and subordinat-
ed to the action and: action alone is to be construed as primary.
Ritualists too, like grammarians, follow the same linguis-
tic principle that only the meaning expressed by the verbal predi-
.cate is the most important element in the syntactico-semantical
structure of sentence and hence same should be the chief quali-
ficand. Nevertheless, they are guided by the analysis of verbs
such as ‘pacati’ (he cooks) as pakam karoti (he does cooking);
and hence propose the theory that since the activity (bhavana),
expressed by the optative and other verbal endings, accom-
plishes even the action, the same must be construed as the chief
qualificand. Thus, they attach greater importance to the mean-
ing expressed by the verbal ending i.e. activity, rather than to
the meaning expressed by the verbal root, i.e. the action.
Logicians are greatly influenced by the linguistic fact that
the grammatical agent (kartr) alone is the independent karaka.
According to them, the agent conditions all the kdraka relations
through his action, and hence the same (grammatical agent)y
must be construed as the chief qualificand of all the syntactico-
semantical relations in the analysis of sentence-meaning.

) However, it must be noted here that logicians, instead of
strictly adhering to the linguistic fact that the grammatical
agent, in the deep structure alone, is the chief qualificand, have
generalized their theory as the meaning referred to by the nomi-
native-word is the chief qualificand. Of course, they are guided,
in this generalization, by the fact that the agent is always refer-
red to by the nominative word (in the active construction);
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nevertheless, logicians theory leaves much to be desired, since
object etc., which are the meanings referred to by the nomina-
tive words in the passive construction etc.,, cannot be justified
as being the chief qualificand.

Now, it can be concluded that while, grammarians can
rightly claim that they have analysed the syntactico-semantical
structure of sentence-meaning from the view point of linguistic
pricciple and therefore regard only action to be the chief quali-
ficand; the ritualists have modified the grammarians theory to
suit their need and have held that the activity expressed by the
verbal ending is the chief qualificand. On the other hand,
logicians have visualized a syntactico-semantical structure totally
dependant on the grammatical agent and hence have held that
only meaning of the nominative word is the chief qualificand.
Therefore to pronounce one theory is superior to other two,
would be to fail to appreciate the significance of the other two
theories. All the three theories, as shown earlier, have their own
advantages and disadvantages, and are based on different
linguistic principles.



CHAPTER II

TWO KINDS OF VERBAL COGNITIONS
(bhedabhedanvayabodhau)

Description of verbal cognition of identity and
also that of non-identity

Verbal cognition, which has been described as the appre-
hension of syntactico semantical relations between different
referents, is of two types : that of identity (abhedinvayabodha)
and also that of non identity (bhedanvayabodha). Verbal cogni-
tion of identity means the comprehension of the (syntactico-
semantical) relation of identity between two different referents.
Similarly, verbal cognition of non identity means the compre-
hension of the (syntactico semantical) relation of what is other
than identity between two different referents.

The statement ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah) is a typical exe
ample from which the verbal cognition of identity is produced.
Here the nominal base ‘ghata’ refers to the pot delimited by the
potness and the nominative case ending (%) refers simply to the
number singularity. And the other nominal base ‘nila’ refers to
the blue colour delimited by blue colourness and the nominative
case ending (k) refers to the singularity as well. However, the
telation of identity between the blue colour and also the pot is
obtained through the principle of syntactico semantical relation
(samsarga maryada). Thus, the cognition produced from such a
statement is that the single pot, delimited by the potness, is
identical with the single blue colour, delimited by the blue
-colourness.

The statement “‘(he is) king’s person’ (rdjfiah purusah) is a
typical example from which the verbal cognition of non identity
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is produced. Here, the genitive base ‘rdjan’ refers to the king,
delimited by kingship; and the genitive caselending ‘as’ refers-
to the master servant relation (svatva). And the other nomina-
tive base ‘purusa’ refers to the person delimited by the person-
ness. However, the relation of possession between the ‘svatva™
and also the person is obtained by the principle of syntactico
semantical relations. Thus, the cognition produced is that the
person, delimited by the personness, possesses the master
servant relation which is conditioned by the king’.

The basic difference between the cognition of identity and
also that of non identity is that whereas the former is produced
between the meanings of two nominal bases, i.e. between the two-
nouns or a noun and its adjective, and also sometimes between
the action and an adverb, the latter is produced between the-
meaning of a nominal base and that of its declensional ending’
or between the meaning of a verbal root and that of its conju-
gational ending or sometimes between the meaning of a nominal
base and that of a particle. For instance, consider the following.
three statements : (i) ‘the Vedas (collectively form) an authority®
(vedah pramanam), (ii) ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah) and (iii) ‘cook--
ing is little’ (stokam pacati). Here, in the first instance, both the
Vedas and the authority are nouns referred to by the nominal
bases ‘veda’ and pramana respectively. And the relation of
identity between them is comprehended through the principle of
syntactico semantical relations, so that the cognition of identity
such as ‘the Vedas are identical with the authority’ is produced.
In the second instance, the potis a noun referred to by the-
nominal base ‘ghata’ and the blue colour is its adjective referred
to by the nominal base ‘nila’. And the cognition produced, as
explained earlier, is that ‘the pot is identical with the blue-
colour’; whereas, in the third instance, ‘cooking’ is an action.

1. It is a matter of great controversy that whether such relations.
as ‘svatva’ should be accepted to be the meanings referred to-
by case endings, especially by genitive case endings. How-
ever, ritualists firmly hold that genitive case ending must
refer to the ‘svatva’ etc., whereas grammarians oppose such.
a theory; Navya logicians seem to follow ritualists in this.
respect.
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referred to by the verb ‘pacati’ and ‘little’ is its adverb referred
‘to by the word ‘stokam’. -And, the relation of identity between
‘the cooking and also ‘little’ is obtained through the principle of
-semantical relations, Thus, the cognition produced is that ‘the
cooking is identical with little’,

Problem

Verbal cognition of identity (abhedanvayabodha), which is
-established between the meanings of two nominal bases, requires
semantical competency (yogyata), contiguity.(dsatti) and syntzc-
tical expectancy (dkarnksad). However, logicians differ amongst

themselves as to what way syntactical expectancy should be
-defined. While Navyas define akanksa positively as reference to
‘the qualifier and also to the qualificand by the words that end in
the cases of same class, pracyas define the same negatively
-as the reference to the qualifier and also to the qualificand by
‘the words that are not delimited by diffeient case endings. Also,
titualists and logicians differ with respect to the nature and
status of identity (abheda) as to whether the same is a referent-
-qualifier (prakdra) or a syntactico-semantical relation
(samsarga).

Further, verbal cognition of non-identity (bhedanvaya-
bodha), which is established between the meanings of a nominal
base and also that of its suffix etc., too requires the necessary
-condition such as syntactical expectancy. However, according to
‘the ritualists, the necessary condition for the cognition of non-
identity is the reference to the master-servant relation (svatva)
-etc. by the genitive and other case endings; whereas, according
to the logicians, such a reference to the master-servant relation
etc. need not be assumed to be the necessary condition since the
cognition of non-identity in nominative statements can be
avoided due to non-establishment of such a cognition itself.

Also, ritualists and Jogicians hold divergent views regard-
ing the status of master servant relations (svatva); while ritualists
hold that the svatvais a referent-qualifier ( prakdra) like any
-other syntactio-semantical relation, logicians hold that the same
is merely a relation (samsarga) obtained by the principle of
syntactico-semantical relations (samsargamaryada). In the follo-
wing pages, we shall explain these various points of debate
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alongwith the epistemological convention regarding verbal cog-
nition of identity and also the that of verbal cognition of non~
identity so that the exact nature of verbal cognition of identity
and also that of non-identity as presented by Indian epistemolo-
gists can be ascertained.

Epistemological convention regarding verbal
cognition of identity

Verbal cognitition of identity is established, by epistemolo-
gical convention, between only two things that are referred to as.
possessing two mutually different properties (vird@popasthita).
Thus, verbal cognition of identity is possible between a pot and
also a substance as they are referred to as delimited by two
mutually different properties, i.e. potness and substanceness
respectively. However, verbal cognition of identity is alsc
established, by convention, between the two things that are refer-
red to as delimited by the same property such as staffness provi-
ded that the qualifier possesses an additional qualification
(vidheyamSe adhikavagahi). Consequently, it is possible to ex-
plain the cognition of identity between the red staff-holder and
also the staff-kolder as the qualifier, namely the red staff-holder,
has the red colour as an additional qualification.

The reason for the two epistemological conventions is not
far to seek with. It would be absured and illogical to accept
that cognition of identity is produced between the two pots etc.
that are referred to independently by the words ‘ghatah’ and.
‘ghatal’; for, the two pots being one and the same (i.e. non-
different), do not serve any purpose in being cognized as
identical.

On the other hand, verbal cognition of identity should be
exrlained as possible between the two things such as the pot and
substance that are not delimited by the same property; for,
unless such a cognition is possible, the reference to the two
things (i.e. meanings) by the words having the grammaticaL
agreement would become, pointless.

Consequently, to cognize identity between any two things,.
the difference between the delimiting properties (tad dharma-
bheda) of the two things must be accepted to be the cause.

Also, verbal cognition of identity is justified between the



Two Kinds of Verbal Cognitions 39

two things, of which the qualifier is referred to as having an
addjtional qualification; for, unless one cognizes the identity
between the two things, the same cannot be understood to be
identical. Thus, to coguize identity between tbe two similar
things, the knowledge of the reference to the qualifier as having
an additional qualification must be conceded to be the cause.

Now, these conventions-facilitate, further, the cognition of
identity between the two things of which one is referred to as
particular one (i.e. the pot) and the other is referred to as
general one (i.e. a pot). Consequently, the statement such as
‘that pot isa pot’ (sa ghatak)can generate the cognition of
identity.

However, when two things such as pots are referred to as
either only particular pots or only general pots, the cognition of
identity between the same (two pots) is impossible. Consequ-
ently, the statement such as ‘that is that’ (sa sak), wherein ‘that’
and ‘that’ refer to two particular pots or two general pots, can-
not generate the cognition of identity between the two pots.

Positive definition of syntactical expectancy, the
most important necessary condition for verbal
cognition of identity

Besides semantical competency of words (yogyatd) and
contiguity of utterance of words (dsatti), the most important
necessary condition for verbal cognition of identity is syntactical
expectancy (@kanksa). Such a syntactical expectancy can be
stated generally to be a reference to the meanings (i.e. to the
qualifier and also to the qualificand) by the words, namely,
nominal®’ bases, that end in the same case affixes and also the
occurrence? of the same (words) immediately after each other.
Consequently, the verbal cognition of identity can be explained
in the statements such as ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah) as the ‘pot’
and ‘blue colour’ are referred to by the nominal bases ‘ghata’
and ‘nila’ that end in the nominative cases and also as such
words occur immediately after each other. However, since such
a reference is lacking in the genitive statements such as ‘pot

1. samana vibhaktikatvam.
2. svavyarahitottarattvam.
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belongs to the blue colour’ (nilasya ghatah) and ‘(he is) king’s
person’ (rajiak purusah), the verbal cognitions of identity such
as ‘pot is identical with the blue colour’ and ‘king is identical
with person’ are not produced. Here, in the first instance, the
blue colour is referred to by the word ‘nila’ that ends in the
genetive affix (sya), whereas the pot is referred to by the word
‘ghata’ that ends in the nominative affix (4); and in the second
instance, the king is referred to by the word ‘rajan’ that ends in
the genetive affix (af), whereas the person is referred to by the
word ‘purusa’ that ends in the nominative affix (4). Here, what
we mean by the phrase ‘reference to the meanings by the words
that end in the same case affixes’ is that the reference to the
meanings is effected by the words of which the one (referring to
the qualifier) possesses the case-ending that is of the same class
as that of the . case-ending of the other (referring to the qualifi-
cand) (svasamanavibhaktikatvam ca svaprakrtika vibhakti saja-
tiya vibhaktikatvam). ‘

And the sameness of classis to be determined by the deli-
miters of cases such as nominativeness etc. Thus, in the state-
ments such as ‘the Vedas (collectively form) an authority’ (vedah
pramanam) and ‘(there are) a hundred Brahmins’ (Satam brah-
manah), a verbal cognition of identity between the Vedas and the
authority and also between the Brahmins and the number one
hundred can be explained as the words referring to the qualifiers
(i.e. the ‘pramanam and Satam’) possess the case endings that are
of the same class (i.e. nominativeness) as that of the case endings
of the words referring to the qualificands (i.e. veda’ and brah-
manah) respectively. Here the agreement in number between
the words denoting the qualifier and also the qualificand is an
additional necessary condition for the verbal cognition of iden-
tity. Thus, in incorrect statements such as ‘pots (is) blue, (ghatah
nilah) verbal cognition of identity between the pots and also the
blue colour need not be produced as the words ‘nilah’ and also
‘ghatal’ which denote the qualifier (blue colour) and the qualifi-
cand (pot) respectively do not agree in number (actually, the
word ‘ntlal’ is a nominative singular, whereas the word {ghata/’
is a nominative plural).

In fact, agreement in number between the words denoting
the qualifier and also the qualificand is considered to be a neces
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sary condition for the verbal cognition of identity provided that
disagreement in number is not allowed by the rule of exception.
“Thus, inspite of the fact that the word ‘Satam’, denoting the
qualifier (i.e. the number hundred) does not agree in number
with. the word ‘brahmanal’, denoting the qualificand (i.e. the
Brahmins), the verbal cognition of identity can be explained
from the¢ statement ‘(there is) a hundred (of) Brahmins’ (Satam
brahmanah). This is so because, the exceptional rule that
‘numerical terms denoting twenty and above are always used in
singular number only’ allows the disagreement in number
between the words ‘Satam’ and ‘brahmanah’ as the former (i.e.
-Satam) denotes the number above twenty (i.e. hundred).

Also, thus, dispite that the word ‘pramanam’, denoting the
qualifier (i.e. the authority), and the word ‘vedil’, denoting the
qualificand, (i.e. the Vedas), do not agree in number, the cogni-
tion -of identity can be explained from the statement ‘the Vedas

collectively form an authority, (vedah pramanam). This is so
because the exceptional rule that ‘the agreement in number bet-
ween the words denoting the qualifier and also the qualificand
is necessary only in the case where they are of same gender’
allows the words ‘pramanam’ and also ‘vedah’ to disagree in
number as the same belong to different genders.

Further, it should be pointed out that agreement in number
between the words denoting the qualifier and also the qualificand
is necessary only in the cases where the qualifier is not intended
to have a number that is different from the number referred
to by the case-affix occurring after the word denoting the quali-
ficand. Consequently, in the statements such as ‘the three (i.e.
natural abijlity, skill and study) combined together form the
cause (of poetry)’ (trayah samudita hetul) and ‘Puriiravas and
Mardravas are, Visvedevas’ ( puriravo mardrayasau visvedevah),
verbal cogaition of identity namely, ‘the three (i.e. natural
ability, skill and study) are identical with the cause (of poetry)’
and ‘Puriiravas and Mardravas are identical with Visvedevas’
can be tenable even as the words ‘hetul’ and ‘visvedeval’,
denoting the qualifiers (ie.the cause and Vi§vedevas sespec-
tively) do not agree with the words ‘¢rayal’ and ‘puri@ravomard-
ravasau’ denoting the qualificands (i.e. the three and Puriiravas
and Mardravas), This is so because, in these cases, the quali-
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fiers (i.e. the cause and Viévedevas) are intended to have a
singular and plural number respectively that are different from
the plural and also the dual number referred to by the case
affixes occurring after the words ‘trayah’ and ‘puriravomard-
ravasau’ denoting the qualificands (i.e. three and Purirvas and
Mardravas).

Also, in the case of the statement ‘the Vedas (collectively
form) an authority’ (vedah pramanam), the singular number as
against the plural number of the qualificand (i.e. the Vedas) is
intended in the qualifier, namely the authority and therefore, the
singular ending has been used after the word denoting such a
qualifier; whereas, a plural number is intended in the qualificand,
namely the Vedas, and therefore, only the plural ending has
been used after the word denoting such a qualificand. And
such a singular number is related to the state of being an autho-
rity, the delimiting property of the authority, the qualifier; and
since the same (state of being an authority) is common to all the
Vedas, there can be no lack of semantical competency in com-
prehending the relation of singular number in verbal cognition.

However, in the statements such as ‘Pitrs are gods’ ( pitaro
devatah) and ‘perception, inference, anology and verbal testi-
mony are valid means of cognition’ ( pratyaksanumanopamana
$abdah pramanani), the words ‘devatak’ and ‘pramanani’ denot-
ing the qualifiers (i.e. the gods and valid means of authority’)
are found to agree in number with the words ‘pitrs and Sabdah”
denoting the qualificands (i.e. the pitrs and...verbal testimony).
This is so because, the qualifiers such as gods and valid means
of cognition are not intended to have a number that is different
from the plural number referred to by the case affixes occurring
after the words denoting the qualificands.

This is inspite of the fact that the words, denoting the
qualifiers, namely ‘devatd’ and ‘pramana’ and also the words,
denoting the qualificands, namely ‘pitr’ and ‘Sabda’, do not
belong to the same gender (here ‘devatd’ is feminine whereas
the ‘pitr’ is masculine; and ‘pramana’ is neuter, whereas ‘Sabda’
is masculine) and therefore the same need not agree in number
to produce the verbal cognition of identity.



Two Kinds of Verbal Cognition 43

Negative definition of Syntactical expectancy

A section of logicians, headed by Laugaksnbhaskara ! how-
ever, define the syntactical expectancy for verbal cognition of
identity in negative terms. That is to say that instead of defin-
ing the syntactical expectancy positively as the reference to the
qualifier and also to the qualificand by the’words that end in the
case affixes of similar class, they define the same negatively as
the reference to the qualifier and also to the qualificand by the
words that are not delimited by (i.e. ending in) opposing or
different case affixes. Such a definition has an additional advan-
tage of covering both compound as well as non-compound
statements. Thus, for instance, the verbal cognition of identity
such as ‘blue colour is identical with lotus’ can be explained
from both compound and non-compound statements: ‘this is a
blue lotus’ (nilot palam) and ‘lotus is blue’ (ntlam utpalam). This
is possible. because, the reference to the qualifier (blue colour)
and to the qualificand (lotus) is effected here by the words that
are not delimited by (i.e. ending in) opposing or different case-
affixes. Here, in the first instance, the reference to the qualifier
and to the qualificand is produced by the compound ‘nilotpalam’
which has the word ‘utpalam’ denoting the qualificand, ending
in the nominative case-affix and the word ‘nila’, denoting the
qualifier, ending in no case-affix (i.e. without any case-ending);
and hence both the words can be claimed not to end in mutu-
ally opposing case-affixes. Whereas, in the second instance,
reference to the sameis produced by the words ‘milam’ and
‘utpalam’ which end in the same nominative case-affixes i.e. do
not end in any opposing case- affixes,

Srikantha? too defines the necessary condition (i.e. syntac-
tical expectancy) in the similar terms. He states that the necs-
sary condition for the verbal cognition of identity is the absence
of the case-affix, after the words denoting the qualifier. that is
different from the one occurring after the word denoting the
qualificand. According to such a definition, even the cognition
of identity between an adverb and an action can be explained.
For instance, consider the statement ‘(he) cooks little’ (stokam

1. Nyayasiddhantamanjari prakasa, p. 48.
2. Tarkaprakasa, p. 46147.
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pacati). Here, the verbal cognition thatis produced can be
described as ‘the cooking is identical with little’. This can be
explained by the fact that the word ‘stokam’, which denotes the
adverb ‘little’, has the absence of the case affix that is different
from the one occurring after the word ‘pacati’ which denotes the
-qualtficand i.e. the action of cooking. However, according to
the definition of necessary condition in positive terms, the word
denoting the qualifier, needs to possess a case affix that is similar
to the one occurring after the word denoting the qualificand;
and since, word denoting the adverb, being nominal in nature,
can possesss only a declensional affix which is not similar to the
-conjugational affix occurring after the verb, verbal cognition of
identity between an adverb and also an action becomes difficult
to explain.

-Opposition to generalization by negative definition
of syntactical expectancy

Gadadhara paraphrases such an absence of dissimilar
case-affix as the word, denoting the qualifier, being a non-base
of a case affix that does not have the word, denoting the quali-
ficand, as its base. However, he is against such a generalization
of syntactical expectancy necessary for the verbal cognition of
identity. He states that the word denoting the qualifier such as
‘nila’ in °‘nilo ghotal’ can never be considered to have the
absence of the dissimilar case-affix. This is so because, a dissi-
milar case-affix, being a case-affix that has the word expressing
the qualificand as its non-base, should be defined as either
(i) that which does not occur after such a word expressing the
qualificand; or (ii) that which is not cognized to be occurring
after such a word. In both the cases, the case affix occurring
after such a word denoting the cqualifier, namely ‘nila’ (in nilo
ghatah), would become only a dissimilar case affix from the
affix occurring after the word ‘ghatah’ as it is not exactly the
same one, :

Also absence of dissimilar case-affix cannot be claimed
to be the absence of the case affix that possesses a property

1. veSesana padasya visesya vacaka padaprakrtika vibhaktyaprz;
krtitvam. Vyutpattivaida.
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such as the accusativeness, (which is) not found in the case
affix occurring after the word denoting the qualificand. For, in
such an explanation, the person, who does not recognize a parti-
clar case affix(s) as nominative, accusative etc., would not be
able to cognize the distinguishing property of case affixes (i.e.
nominativeness etc.) and hence verbal cognition in general be-
comes untenable.

According to Gadadhara, the necessary syntactical expec-
tancy, conducive to the verbal cognition of identity should be
particularized. For instance, the sequence of nominative ‘nilah’
followed by the nominative ‘ghatal’ is the syntactical expectancy
necessary for the verbal cognition of identity between the ‘pot™
and ‘blue colour’ in the uncompound statement (such as nilo
ghatah); whereas the sequence of either the nominative ‘ghaia®’
immediately following the nominal base ‘nila’ or the same (‘nila’)
immediately preceding the nominative ‘ghatah’ is the syntactical
expectancy necessary for the verbal cognition of identity in the
compound statement such as ‘nilaghatah’.

On the basis of the explanation of syntactical expectancy
in compound and uncompound statements, it can be assumed
now that syntactical expectancy required for the cognition of
identity between an adverb and an action is the sequence of the
words denoting the same (adverb and the action) occurring im=
mediately after one other. Thus, in ‘he cooks’ little’, the syntac-
tical expectancy, required for the cognition such as ‘cooking is
identical with little’, can be described as the sequence of the
words ‘stokam’ and °‘pacati’ occurring immediately after one-
another,

Observation

It could be observed here now that logicians consider that
besides the regular necessary conditions such as semantical com-
petency of words (yogyati) and contiguity in the utterence of’
wortds (@ssati), the single most important necessary condition for
the cognition of identity is the syntactical expectancy; and such
a syntactical expectancy is the particular sequence of words
such as ‘nilah’ immediately preceding ‘ghatal’. The generaliza-
tion process of such syntactical expectancy as reference to the
qualifier and qualificand by the words that end in the same



46 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

nominative case affix etc. is not appreciated by Gadadhara on
the ground that one cognizes the identity even as one does not
recognize the words, denoting the qualifier and also the qualifi-
cand, as possessing the same nominative case affix etc., provid-
ed that the same sequence of (words) are understood as condu-
cive to such a cognition. Also, since each of the identity-state-
ments differs in its form (i.e. whereas ‘vedih pramdnam’ has
the word denoting the qualifier ending in the nominative singu-
lar affix and the word denoting the qualificand ending in the
nominative plural affix, ‘pururavomardravasau visvedevak’ has
the word denoting the qualifier ending in the nominative plural
affix and the word denoting the qualificand ending in the nomi-
native dual affix), only the particular sequence of words found
in each of the identity statements can be regarded as conducive
to the verbal cognition of identity produced from the same
statement. Thus, it can be concluded that particular sequence
of words such as nominative singular ‘nilah’ preceding immedi-
ately the nominative singular ‘ghatal’ etc. is the syntactical
expectancy required for the verbal cognition of identity.

Status of identity in verbal coghitition of identity

In compound and non-compound statements such as ‘bring
the blue pot’ (ntlaghatam anaya) and ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah),
the verbal cognition of identity between blue colour and also pot
has been established. However, both logicians and ritualists
disagree regarding the status of identity in such verbal
-cognitions.

Logicians theory that identity is a relation

Logicians hold that identity, being merely a syntactico-
semantical relation (samsarga) between an adjective such as
‘blue colour’ and a qualificand such as ‘pot’, can be obtained
through the principle of syntactico-semantical relations (sam-
sarga marydda), Therefore, they claim that, such an identity
need not be referent-qualifier (prakara) i.e. a meaning referred
to by the adjective case-ending.

Ritualists theory that identity is the meaning
However, ritualists hold that identity should be accepted
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to be a meaning referred to by the case-ending occurrin8 after
the adjectives suc has ‘nila’ in the statements such as ‘nilo
ghatal’. According to them, this theory is necessitated by the
fact that otherwise the sameness of case-ending i.e. the absence
of dissimilar case ending after the adjectival word becomes
pointléss.

Also according to ritualists, in compound statements, such
as ‘bring the blue pot’ (nila ghatam dnaya), verbal cognition of
identity isto be explained by reinstating the lost nominative
case ending after the adjective word ‘nila’ so that identity may
be viewed to be the meaning of the reinstaied nominative case
ending (i.e. referent-qualifier) in such cases.

Rejection of ritualists theory
However, logicians reject such a theory on the ground
that absence of dissimilar case ending has been ruledout from
being a necessary condition for the verbal cognition of identity
in accordance with the statements such as ‘he is rich by grains’
{dhanyena dhanavan) from which the cognition of identity that
‘he possesses wealth identical with grains’ is produced. Also,
even suppose, the absence of dissimilar case ending is accepted
to be the necessary condition for the verbal cognition of identity
then too the identity cannot be held to be the meaning of the
adjectival case ending, This is so because, the identity cannot
be properly defined : If identity is defined as the absence of
difference (i.e. mutual absence), delimited by differenceness, then
there would occur failure as every entity has only the mutual
absence of some other entity. If the same (identity) is defined
as the absence, the counter-positiveness of which is conditioned
by the difference, then even the incorrect statement such as
‘water is bule (nilam jalam) would also become valid as the
water can be claimed to possess the absence of the mutual
absence of both the bluelcolour and some other property such as
pot, and hence the same_ (water) would need to have the identity
of blue colour. And if the absence of mutual absence of blue
colour etc., delimited by mutual absenceness, is held to be the
meaning of the adjectival case-ending, then the blue colour,
L meaning of the adjectival base would remain unrelated to the
absence, the meaning of the adjectjval case ending. For, since,
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case ending itself refers to the absence of the mutual absence of
blue colour, the absence would be only a part of the meaning of
the adjectival case-ending; and hence the blue colour would
lack speaker’s intention (akanksa) to relate again,

Alternative theory

Ritualitsts, as an alternative, suggest that adjectival case
ending may be accepted to refer to both absence and mutual
absence individually. And the two independent meanings are
cognized to be related to each other due to specific speakers
intention. Since, in this explanation, mutual absence is an inde-
pendent meaning, the same can be related to the stem meaning,
namely blue colour and yet avoid any occasion for the violation
of the epistemological convention that a meaning is related with
the meaning of another word and not to a part of the meaning
of another word.

Ritualists further suggest that when adjectival case ending
is held to refer to identity in the form of two independent mean-
ings, namely an absence and also a mutual absence, the verbal
cognitlon of identity can easily be prevented from the incorrect
statement such as ‘to blue pot’ (nilam ghatak). This is so be-
cause, according to the established convention that ‘to cognize
identity from the accusative of an adjective, the word expressing
the qualificand too must have an accusative ending’, the accusa-
tive case ending becomes obligatory after the word ‘ghata’ if the
identity of the blue colour with the pot is to be cognized from
such a statement; and since no such case ending occurs after the
word ‘ghata’ in the statement, the cognition of identity cannot
be imposed there.

Refutation of alternative theory

Logicians, however, reject such a suggestion of ritualists.
on the ground that an uneconomical property (gurudharma)
which is -colimited in its occurrence (samaniyata) by an econo-
mical property (laghu dharma) can never be considered to be the
delimitor of the counter-positiveness conditioned by an absence.
Consequently, the counter-positiveness conditioned by the mutual
absence, cannot be established to be delimited by the state of
possessing the shell-neck (kambugrivadimattva) which is uneco-
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nomical compared to the state of being a pot etc. in the state-
ment such as ‘pot is the possessor of the shell-neck etc.”
(kambugrivadiman ghatah).

Further, it should be noted that suppose the absence and
also the mutual absence are held to be the meanings of adjecti-
val case  endings, then the verbal cognition from the incorrect
statement such as ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah), where the word
‘blue’ (nila) is meant to denote blue piece of clothing, would also
‘become valid since the absence of the mutual absence of a piece
of clothing, delimited by the blue colourness, can very well bz
established in blue pot. On the other hand, suppose identity is
held to be mere relation, then it is possible to prevent the cogni-
tion from such a statement as the blue piece of clothing referred
‘to by the adjectival word (nila) cannot be related to the pot,
referred to by the noun (ghata), through the relation of identity.

Gaddadharas position

Gadadhara however, differs from the rest of the logicians
regarding the status of identity. According to him, identity {(abhe
da) should be analysed as the sameness of nature (tadatmya).
And such sameness of nature is a unique property occurring in
oneself. Here, uniqueness (of property) means occurrence in a
single entity. Consequently, such an occurrence should be de-
fined as being other than what is qualified by the mutual absence
of oneself through the relation of the community of locus
(svasamanddhikaranya) and also through the relation of occur-
rence in ones own counter positive (sva-pratiyogi vrttitva). The
unique property, however, must be grasped as generalized as
a property that occurs in a single entity by means of apprehen-
sional connection characterized by universals (sadmanya laksand
pratyasatti).

Also, according to Gadadhara, identity can be considered
to be the meaning of the adjectival case ending in the non-com-
pound statement such as ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatak) so that the
cognition derived from the same statement can be explained to
be the qualifieative cognition. This is necessitated by the fact
that the cognition of an absence, qualified by its counter-positive;
does not surpass the limits of the qualificative cognition; ard
suppose the identity, analysed as the absence of the mutual
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absence, is not the meaning. of the case ending of an adjective,
then the same cannot be related to the blue colonr through the
relation of counter positiveness which is delimited by its own
delimiting property, namely such unique property.

Gadadhara, however, maintains that identity, whether it is
a syntactico semantical relation or the referent-qualifier, must be
grasped only as generalized above (i.e. as the property that
occurs in a single entity by means of apprehensional connection
characterized by universals). For, suppose the multitude of
the mutual absences of such individual absences is held to be the
identity, then only the non-generalized (i.e. particular) absences
of individuals, namely blue colour, etc., the counter positives of
which: are delimited by such non generalized identity i.e. multi-
tude of absences, would be required to be perceived in the
cognition produced from the negative statement ‘pot is not blue’
(ghato na nilah) etc. This is so because, the cognition of both an
absence and also its counter positive have the same governing
rule of semantical relations operating on them. Thus, only a
single absence of blue colour occurring in blue pot would become
impossible to be perceived in the cognition produced from the
negative statement (pot is not blue).

Observation ,

Now, it can be observed as follows : Following the gene-
ral convention of verbal cognition, logicians hold that, like any
syntactico semantical relation, identity between a qualifier such
as blue colour and a qualificand such as pot, must also be
analysed as a relation obtained through the principle of syntacti-
co semantical relations. "According to them, recognition of the
relation of identity as a referent qualifier is unwarranted and
adds to heaviness of assumption as once such relations become
referent qualifiers they need again other relations to relate them
with pot etc, However, ritualists maintain that all the items, that
are perceived in verbal cognition, must be referred to by one or
other word (or its part in a sentence) and hence even syntactico
semantical relations such as identity must be considered as a
meaning referred to by the case ending occurring after an adjec-
tive word. For them, if adjectival case endings are not accepted
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to refer to syntactical relations, then the very use of them after
the adjective words becomes unjustified.

- On the other hand, Gadadhara, despite not opposing the
Jogicians theory stated above, prefers the ritualists position.
~ However, for him, the most important point is that identity

should be generalysed as a unique property that occursin a
single entity by means of apprehensional connection. This is
despite that he has argued in favour of the identity as meaning
referred to by the case ending of the adjective in accordance
with the non-compound statements such as ‘nilo ghata®’ so that
the cognition produced can be explained to be qualificative type
of cognition.

Instances of verbal cognition of non-identity (bhedinvaya bodha)

Verbal cognition of non-identity (bhedinvaya bodha) is
produced between the meaning of a nominal base and that of its
suffix or between the meaning of verbal base and that of its
suffix, or sometimes between the meaning of a nominal base
and also that of a particle. For instance, verbal cognition of
non-identity is produced between ‘the village’, the meaning refer-
red to by the nominal base ‘grama’ and ‘the objectness’, the
meaning referred to by the accusative case suffix ‘am’ occurring
after the same base (‘grama’) through the relation of occurrance,
arelation of non-identity., Thus, one cognizes, from the state-
ment ‘he goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati), that ‘one posses-
ses the activity conducive to the act of going that conditions the
objectness occurring in the village.’

Or, for instance, the cognition of non-identity is produced
between the cooking, the meaning of verbal root ‘puc’ (to cook),
and also the present time etc., the meaning of the conjugational
affix ‘ti’, through the relation of occurrence. Thus, one can
cognize from the statement ‘he cooks rice grains’ (tandulam
pacati), that ‘the person possesses the activity, conducive to the
act of cooking occurring at the present time and conditioning the
objectness of rice grains’. Or for instance, the verbal cognition
of non-identity is produced between the ground, the meaning
referred to by the nominal base ‘bhitala’, and also the absence,
the meaning referred to by the negative particle ‘na’, through
the relation of adjunctness identical with the ground itself, Thus,
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one can cognize from the statement ‘pot does not occur on the
ground’ (bhirale na ghatah) that ‘the absence of the pot has its-
adjunctness conditioned by the occurrence on the ground’.

Now consider the statement ‘he is king’s person’ (rajiiah
purusakh), a stock-example which is given traditionally to explain
all nuances of verbal cognition of non-identity. Here the ‘king”
is referred to by the nominal base ‘rdjan’ and the ‘master-servant
relation, (svatva) is referred to by the genitive case ending (%ias).
Between the two meanings, the base meaning ‘king’ is related to-
the meaning of the case ending, the ‘svatva’, through the condi-~
tioning, a relation of non identity. Thus, one cognizes, from.
such a statement that ‘the person is the possessor of the master
servant relation conditioned by the king’,

Non-instances of cognition of non-identity

It should te noted here that verbal cognition of non-
identity is not produced directly between the meanings, other
than what are mentioned above : i.e. between the meanings of
two rominal bases or between the meanings of a nominal base
and also a conjugational base. Hence, for instance, despite the
preserce of the complex of causes such as semantical compe-
tency, reference to the meanings etc., one does not cognize the
non identity directly between the king and also the person
through the master servant relation or the same non-identity
between a pot and a ground through the occurrence, a relation
of non identity. Thus, the incorrect statements such as ‘king is a
person’ (rdja purusah) and ‘pot is ground® (bhitalam ghatah) can-
not be imposed with the intention that the ‘person possesses the:
master servant relation conditioned by the king, or that the pot
has the occurrence on the ground.

Also, for instance, one does not cognize the non identity
directly between the rice grains, the meaning referred to by the
nominal base ‘fandula’ and the cookingf the meaning referred to-
by the verbal base ‘pac’ (to cook) through the relation of the
objectness. Thus, the incorrect statement such as ‘rice grains.
cook(s)’ (tandulah pacati) cannot be imposed with the intention:
that ‘the cooking conditions the objectness of the rice grains’.
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Semantical convention regarding non-identity

Since verbal cognition of non-identity can be possible
‘between the meanings of even the two nominal bases or between
‘the meanings of a nominal base and a conjugational base in-
directly through the meaning of a case ending, the semantical
convention is formed as ‘the verbal cognition of non identity is
not possible between the meanings of two nominal base etc.
directly’ (nipatatirikta dhatvartha namarthayok saksad anvaya
-bodhasya avyutpannatvdt). Consequently, we can explain the
cognitions of non identity that ‘the person has the activity,
conducive to the cooking that, in turn, conditions the objectness
-occurring in the rice grains’ and also that ‘the person has the
master servant relation conditioned by the king’ from the state-
ments ‘he cooks rice grains’ (tandulam pacati) and ‘he is king’s
‘person’ (rdjfiak purusah) respectively. This is so because, in the
first instance, the nen-identity is perceived between the rice
grains, the meaning of the nominal base (‘tandula’) and the act
-of cooking, the meaning of the verbal base ‘pac’ (to cook) indi-
tectly through the meaning of the accusative case namely, the
-objectness, and also because, in the second instance, the same is
perceived between the person, the meaning of the other nominal
‘base namely ( purusa), and the king, the meaning of the nominal
‘base, ‘rdjan’, indirectly through the meaning of the genitive case,
-namely, the master servant relation.

Also, since the verbal cognition of non identity can be
possible between the meaning of a particle such as an absence,
and also the meaning of a nominal base such as the piece of
.clothing, the semantical convention of non identity has been
.qualified further as being ‘other than the particles’ (nipardtirikta).
And thus, we can explain the cognition of non identity that ‘pot
‘has the mutual absence conditioning the counter-positiveness of
‘the piece of clothing’ from the statement ‘pot is not a piece of
clothing’ (ghato na patak) and also that ‘the face has the simila-
ity conditioning the adjunciness of the moon’ from the state-
ment ‘face is like the moon’ (mukham candra iva) respectively.

‘Observation of some logicians
A section of logicians make here the following observa-
tion : That in the compound statment such as ‘(he is) royal
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petson’ (rdjapurush), the king, referred to by the word ‘rajan’,
is not related to the person, referred to by the word ‘purusah’,.
through the non-identity, namely master-servant relation; rather,
the king’s relation (i.e. the master servant relation conditioned
by the king), which could be the meaning of the term ‘rdjan’ plus.
the lost genitive case ending, is related to the person through
identity only. Therefore, there occurs no violation to the estab-
lished semantical convention (that meanings of the nominalk
bases are not related directly to each other through the non-
identity).

Also, in the metaphorical statement such as ‘face is moon”
(mukham candrah), the word ‘moon’ (candrah) itself should be:
accepted to refer to moon-like by indication. And hence, ‘moon-
like’ can be related to the face through the identity. Consequen-
tly, it is not necessary that the moon, the referent of the nominak
base, ‘candra’, should be related to the ‘face’, the referent of the:
other nominal base, ‘mukha’, through the similarity, a relation
of non-identity; and so there occurs no violation to the same
semantical convention. 4

Necessary condition for the verbal cognition of non-identity

It can be argued that since reference to the meanings such
as the king and the person are present, verbal cognition of non-
identity, wherein the king qualifies the person, should be genera-
ted from the statement ‘king is a person’ (rgj@ purusah) And
the assembly of causes, consisting of the syntactical expectancy
in the form of the sequence of the nominative of ‘rajan’ follow--
ed by the nominative of purusa, cannot be ruled out to be insu-
flicient to produce the verbal cognition of non-identity wherein:
the king qualifies the person through the master servant relation;
for, the knowledge of the sequential arrangement of ‘rdjan’ pre-
ceding ‘rias’ and the nominative ‘purusah’ could not be insisted
to be the necessary precondition for the generation of such a
cognition of non-identity as such a sequence would be needed.
only for the cognition wherein the king qualifies the moster-
servant relation and not for the cognition wherein the king.
qualifies the person,

In this connection, epistemologists differ among themselves.
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as to what forms the necessary condition that causes the verbal
cognition of non-identity.

Ritualists theory

According to the ritualists, the reference to the master
servant relation etc., by the case ending, occurring after a nomi-
nal base by way of equal qualification (i.e. whatever is referred
to as the qualificand must be cognized as the qualificand)
should be assumed to be the necessary condition that causes the
cognition of non-identity wherein the meaning referred to by a
nominal base is the qualifier. And since such a reference to the
master servant relation is absent in the nominative statement
such as ‘king is a person’ (rdjé purusah), the cognition of non-
identity wherein the king, the meaning of the base ‘rdjan’, quali=
fies the person, the meaning of the other nominal base, ‘purusa’,
through the master servant relation, cannot be imposed. Also,
since such a reference to the master servant relation is very much
present in the genitive statement ‘he is king’s person’ (rdjfiah
purusah), the cognition of non identity wherein the king qualifies
the master servant relation, which in turn, qualifies the person
can very well be explained,

Refutation of ritualists theory ~

Logicians hold that the ritualists position that ‘the refere-
nce tothe master servant relation by the case-ending, that
occurs after a nominal base, is the cause of the cognition of
non-identity, wherein the meaning of the nominal base is the
qualifier’ cannot be accepted. For, accoding to them, in such
a theoty, when one has an illusion that the word ‘relation’
(sambandha), in the statement ‘king’s relation is a person’ (rdja
sambandhah purusah), is the genitive case ending (ias), the
cognition of non identity, wherein the kingis the qualifier of
the ‘relation’, the qualificand, would become a necessity as the
‘relation’ is referred to by the genitive case ending. Also, on
the other hand, when one has an illusion that the genitive case
ending (sas), in the statement ‘he is king’s person’ (rdjfiah
purusah), is the word ‘relation’ (sambandha), the cognition of
non identity, wherein the king qualifies the relation, the quali-
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ficand, would become an impossibility as the relation is not
referred to by the genitive case ending.

Logicians theory

According to logicians, the cognition of non identity,
wherein the king qualifies the person through the master servant
relation, has never been established before in the statement ‘king
is a person’ (rdja purusah); and hence, for this reason alone,
such a cognition can be avoided. Thus, the assumption that
‘the reference to the master servant relation etc. by the case end-
ing is the cause of the cognition of non identity, is not neces-
sary. However, when the genitive case ending (sias) in (rajiiah
purusah) refers to the person, due to either illusion or illusion of
denotion, the cognition of non identity, wherein the king quali-
fies the person, has been establisted. And in order that such a
cognition be explained, the assembly of causes, consisting of the
reference to the person by the genitive case ending (zas) in co-
operation with the syntactical expectancy such as the specific
sequence of the term °‘rdjan’ preceding the genitive case ending
(#ias), could be considered to be the necessary condition for the
cognition of non identity; and since such a necessary condition
is absent in ‘king is a person’ (rdja purusah), the cognition of
non identity cannot be imposed there.

Again, despite that the verbal cognition of non identity,
wherein the king qualifies the person through the master servant
relation, is accepted from the genitive statement, namely ‘rajiiah
purusah’, the same (cognition of non identity) need not be feared
from the nominative statement, namely, rdj@ purusah. For, the
assembly of causes, consisting of the genitive word ‘rajiah’ im-
mediately preceding the nominative word ‘purusah’ would alone
be considered as the necessary condition for such verbal cogni-
tion of non identity. And, since such an assembly of causes is
absent in the nominative statement (rd@j@ purusah), the cognition
of non identity cannot be imposed there.

Also, it is not necessary to accept that, in the compound
statement ‘he is royal person’ (rd@ja purusah), the word ‘rajan’
expresses king’s relation and such a relation is perceived to be
qualifying the person through identity. For, nothing would be
lost if the cognition of non identity, wherein the king qualifies
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the person through the master servant relation, a relation of
non identity, is accepted from such a compound statement. How-
ever, it should not be feared that suppose such a cognition of
non-identity is accepted from the compound statement, then the
same can be insisted from the uncompounded statement (rdja-
purusah) as well. For, since the uncompounded statement, lacks
the syntactical expectancy namely, the sequence of the word
‘raja’ immediately preceding the word purusah, the assembly of
causes required for the cognition of non identity is absent; and
hence such a cognition cannot be generated from the uncom-
pounded statement.

Conclusion :

It can be concluded now as follows : verbal cognition of
non-identity is produced directly between only the meaning of
a nominal base and that of its affix, or between the meaning of
a verbal base and that of its affix, or sometimes between the
meaning of a nominal base and that of a particle. And in all
these cases, verbal cognition of non identity is produced directly
between the meanings of a nominal base and also that of a case
ending etc. However, since the verbal cognition of non-identity
is produced indirectly between the meanings of even the two
nominal bases etc,, the semantical convention of non identity
has been qualified as ‘directly between the meaning of a nominal
base and that of a case ending etc.” And, also since the verbal
cognition of non identity is produced between the meaning of a
negative particle and that of a nominal base etc., the semantical
convention has been qualified further as ‘other than the
particles’.

Now, as regards the necessary pre-conditions: The ritualists
have proposed that the reference to such non identical relations
as master servant relation by the genitive case is a necessary pre-
condition for the verbal cognition of the non identity wherein the
meaning referred to by the nominal base is the qualifier’. This
convention, according to ritualists, is necessary as otherwise the
cognition of the non identity, wherein king, the meaning of the
nominative base ‘rdjan’, qualifies the person, the meaning of the
other nominal base ‘purusa’, can be imposed even in the nomi-
native statement such &s ‘king is a person’ (rdja purusah). How-
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ever, this proposition has been rejected by the logicians on the
ground that the cognition of non identity can be prevented from
being imposed in the nominative statement as such a cognition
has never been established before there. Also, according to the
logicians, the cognition of non identity is not possible to impose
in the nominative statement as the assembly of causes consisting
of the genitive of ‘rdjan’ is absent in such a statement,.

From the logicians point of view, the position that the
genitive case ending refers to the master servant relation is con-
tradictory to the established convention of grammar; and there-
fore is unacceptable. And that is why they do not approve of the
ritualists claim that the reference to such relations of non iden-
tity as master servant relation is a necessary condition for the
cognition of non identity. This fact will become clear in the
following section on the status of the master servant relation.

Status of Master-servant relation (svatva)
Ritualists theory

Ritualists hold that, master servant relation (svatva), like
any other syntactico semantical relation, must be accepted to be
the referent qualifier, ‘prakara’ i.e. a meaning referred to by a
case ending such as genitive. They deem such a position to be:
necessary on the ground that otherwise the absence of the
master servant relation cannot be cognized to be relating to the
person in the negative statement such as ‘he is not the king’s.
person’ (puruso na rajfiah). It is not possible to accept, that,
in such negative statements, only the absence of the king, the
counter positiveness of which is delimited by the master servant
relation, is cognized to be relating to the person, therefore, that
the absence of such master servant relation of the king is not
cognized to be relating to the person. For, the master servant
relation, not being an occurrences exacting relation, cannot be
considered to be the delimiting relation of the counter positive-
ness. Thus, an absence, the counter positiveness of which is
delimited by such a master servant relation, can never be
established.

Theory of a section of Navyas
It should be pointed out here that even a section of Navya
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logicians, as Gadadhra states, accept the master servant relation
to be the meaning of the genitive case ending. They have recog-
nized the fact that the master servant relation, despite being a
relation, is unlike other relations. It is not merely a syntactico-
semantical relation that binds together the two base meanings.
etc.; rather, it is a qualifiying entity ( prakara) and hence needs,
like any qualifier, another relation to relate it to other entities.
They have also recognized the fact that unless the master servant
relation is accepted to be a referent-qualifier, the cognition of
non-identity between the ‘king’, meaning of the nominal base,
and also ‘the master servant relation’, the meaning of the gen-
itive case affix, would become impossible to explain in ‘rajiiahk
purusah’.

Further, they refute the position that the master servant
relation is a meaning referred to by the genitive case ending in
only the negative statements scuh as ( puruso na rajiiah) as other-
wise the absence of the king, the counter positiveness of which
is conditioned by such a master servant relation, cannot be
cognized; whereas the same master servant relation is merely a
relation, obtained through the principle of syntactico semantical
relations, in the positive statement such as ( puruso rdjiiah) as
here the king can be considered to be relating to the person
through the master servant relation obtained as a relation. This
is so because, in that case, the general semantical convention
that whatever referent (qualifier) is cognized to be qualifying
whatever qualificand through whatever semantical relation in
whatever statement without the negative particle, the absence of
the same qualifier, the counter positiveness of which is delimited
by the same semantical relation, is cognized to be relating to
the same qualificand in the corresponding negative statement’
would be contradicted. Thus, ‘svatva’ should be accepted to be
the meaning of the genitive case ending in positive and negative
statements.

Objection to the ritualists theory

Main objection of logicians, however, to the ritualists
position that ‘such semantical relation as master servant rela-
tion is a referent qualifier’ is that the same involves the heavi-
ness of assumption; that is to say that when the master servant
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relation is considered to be the meaning of the genitive case, the
same would have to be assumed to be relating to the person
through yet another relation, namely the substratumness (a$ra-
yatva); and thus the heaviness of assumption results.

Ritualists defence

When the cognition from the positive statement such as ‘he
is king’s person’ is produced, the cognition from the correspond-
ing negative statement such as ‘he is not king’s person’ should
not be allowed to be produced. And such a goal can be achieved
automatically in our ritualists theory as the cognition from the
negative statement wherein the absence of the master servant
relation conditioned by the king, is related to the person, is
directly contradictory to the cognition from the positive state-
ment wherein the master servant relation, conditioned by the
king, is related to the person. However, in your logicians theory,
since the cognition from the positive statement does not involve
the perception of the master servant relation, conditioned by the
king, the same cannot be said to be directly contradictory to the
cognition from the negative statement which, however, involves
the absence of the master servant relation, referred to by the
genitive and conditioned by the king. Thus (you) logicians have!
to assume additionally that the assembly of causes, conducive to
the cognition from the positive statement that consists of the
words ‘rajfiah’ and ‘purusak’, is a preventing factor of the cogni-
tion from the negative statement such as ‘puruso na rajiiah’; and
hence, the heaviness in the assuption of the preventing factor
results.

1. According to the ritualists, in both the positive and the
negative statements, master servant relation is referred to
by the genitive and hence the presence and also the absence
of the same is cognized to be relating to the person in cog-
nitions from positive and negative statements respectively;
whereas, according to logicians, the master servant relation

. is a meaning of the genitive in the negative statement, and
the same (master servant relation) is merely a semantical
relation obtained by the principle of syntactico semantical
relations in positive statement.
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Logician’s reply to ritualists defence
Suppose the master servant relation is a meaning referred:
to by the genitive case ending, then, the assembly of causes, that
prevents the perception of a pot etc. at the time of the verbal
coguition from (rajiiah purusah), will have to include both the
reference to the master servant relation from the genitive and
the knowledge of the absence of the contradictory perception
“such as the person has the absence of the master servant relation
conditioned by the king’. Thus, due to this additional assump-
tion heaviness cannot be avoided. On the othe hand, in our
logicians theory, such a reference to the master servant relation
and also the knowledge of the absence of such a contradictory
perception are not parts of the assembly of causes that is.
conducive to the cognition of non identity from the statement
‘rajiiah purusah’. ~ And therefore, there is no need that the refe-
rence to the master servant relation etc. should be included in the
assembly of causes. Thus, there occurs economy. According to-
us, logicians, it is unnecessary that the verbal cognition of
identity such as ‘royal relation is identical with the person’ be
accepted from the compound statement ‘rdjapurusah’ by analy-
sing the same statement as a karmadhdrya compound (i.e. ‘royal
relation is a person’ raja purusah) where (in the analysis) the
word rdjan is held to have an indication in the sense of royal
relation. This is so because, nothing would be lost if a cogni-
tion of non identity such as ‘the person has the king’s relation’
is accepted from the compound statement by analying the same
(compound) as a genitive tatpurusa (i.e. ‘king’s person’) (rdjiiah
purusah).

Conclusion

It can be concluded now that according to the ritualists,.
master servant relation is a meaning referred to by the genitive
case-ending and hence is a referent qualifier. A section of Navya
logicians also seem to be toeing the lines of the ritualists on the
ground that otherwise the cognition from such negative state-
ments as ‘he is not king’s person’ etc. would be difficult to ex--
plain That is to say that if master servant relation is merely a
relation, then the absence of the king would have to be related
to the person through the same master servant relation; and since-
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-such a relation is not an occurrence exacting relation, the cogni-
‘tion would become impossible. On the other hand, suppose the
same relation is held to be the meaning of the genitive in only the
‘negative statements, then the semantical convention that what-
-ever qualifier is cognized to be related to whatever qualificand
from the positive statement, the absence of the same is cognized
to be related to the same qualificand from the corresponding
negative statement gets violated. However, pracya and other
logicians strictly adhere to the position that master servant
relation is merely a relation obtained by the principle of syntac-
tico semantical relations. According to them, the grammatical
theory that such case endings as genitive are used for obtaining
the grammatical correctness of the word is to be followed by all
‘means and hence the violation of the semantical convention with
respect to the cognition from the negative statement is not an
important issue. Thus, the only point on which the status of
the master servant relation should be decided is the relative eco-
nomy or heaviness in the assumption of perventing factor of the
perception of a different object at the time of the cognition from
the positive statement such as ‘r@jiah purusah’. And, in this
respect, logicians can be judiciously claimed to score over

- ritualists as they have to assume one item less, i.e. the reference
‘to the master servant relation from the genitive in the assembly
-of causes that prevents the perception of other objects etc.

General Conclusion

Verbal cognition has been distinguished as that of identity
-and also as that of non identity. The basic criterion adopted by
-epistemologists to distinguish them is the type of syntactico
sematical relation involved in the individual word meanings i.e.
referents. If the relation involved is identity, then the cognition
resulting would be that of identity; and if the relation involved
is non identity, then the resulting cognition would be that of
non identity. While the cognition of identity is produced bet-
‘ween the referents of two nominal bases such as ‘blue colour’
and ‘pot’; the cognition of non identity is produced between the
referents of a nominal base and that of its suffix etc. such as
“the king’ and also ‘the master servant relation’.

Epistemologists have established the convention that the
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cognition of identity is produced between only those referents
that possess mutually different properties such as the potness and
also the substanceness. This is to prevent the cognition of iden-
tity between the two pots etc. which does not serve any purpose
in conveying a new idea. Also, they have established another
convention that the cognition of identity is produced between
identical referents provided that the qualifier has an additional
qualification. This is to allow cognition of identity between a
staff holder and a red staff holder etc. which serves the purpose
of making one understand the staff holder as a red staff holder
etc.

Despite semantical competency (yogyata), contiguity (dsatti)
and syntactical expectancy (akariksa) constituting the necessary
conditions for verbal cognitions, only the last (i.e. Gkdrnksa)
plays the most crucial role in determining where the cognition
of identity and where the cognition of non identity is produced.
‘Thus, epistemologists have discussed at length the problem of
-akank s@ with respect to the cognition of identity.

Navya logicians have generally perceived the syntactical
-expectancy required for the cognition of identity as the reference
to the qualifier such as ‘blue colour’ and also to the qualificand
such as ‘pot’ by the words ending in the same class of case
affixes such as nominative affixes etc. in ‘nilo ghatah’ etc. Con-
sequently, they have generalized the syntactical expectancy as the
reference to the qualifier and also to the qualificand by the words
ending in the case affixes of the same class (nominative etc.).
Nevertheless, such a definition does not cover the instances of
compound statements such as ‘nilaghatah’ etc. wherein no case
affix is found to occur after the word referring to the qualifier
(i.e. nila). In view of such a difficulty, some logicians namely
Laugaksibhaskara and Srikantha have defined the expectancy
negatively as ‘the reference to the qualifier and also to the quali-
ficand by the words that do not end in the opposing case affixes’
and ‘the absence of the case affixes after the word denoting the
qualifier, that is different from the one occurring after the word
denoting the qualificand’ respectively. Such a syntactical expec-
tancy covers compound and non-compounded instances since no
case affix, that is different from the one occurring after the word
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denoting the qualificand, occurs after the word denoting the
qualifier (i.e. nila) in either compound or uncompound expres-
sions.

However, Gadadhara firmly opposes such a generalization
of syntactical expectancy on the ground that one cognizes iden-
tity even as one does not recognize the words as ending in the
-case affixes of the same class or as not ending in the opposing.
class of case affixes. For Gadadhara, each identity statement
differs mutually from other; and hence only a particular sequ-
ence of words found in each of the identity statements should
be regarded as the necessary condition of each instance of the
cognition of identity. Thus, Gadddhara prefers to particularise
the syntactical expectancy.

Now as regards the status of identity : Both logicians and
ritualists agree that identity is a syntactico semantical relation
(samsarga) between the qualifier and also the qualificand in cog-
nitions of identity. Nevertheless, ritualists are guided by the
convention that only those entities, that are referred to by some
words, are cognized in verbal cognition; and hence hold that
even relations like identity are referent qualiflers. i.e. meanings
referred to by some words. According to them, adjectival case
endings should be regarded as referring to identity in identity
statements. On the other hand, logicians are guided by the con-
vention that all syntactico semantical relations are obtained by
principle of syntactio semantical relations (samsarga maryada);
and hence, hold that even identity is obtained by the same
principle. They oppose the ritualists theory on the ground that
identity, as meaning, would be required to be analysed as an
absence and also a mutual absence and; that adjective case
endings would be required to refer to only such an absence and
also mutual absence; and such a reference makes the verbal
cognition valid from even the incorrect statement ‘nilo ghatah’
where the word ‘nila’ means ‘blue clothing’.

Gadadhara, supports the ritualists theory that identity is.
the meaning of the adjectival case endings. According to him,.
adjectival case endings could be regarded as referring to identity
since the nominative and other adjectival case endings cannot be-
said to refer to any special kdraka relations such as apadina.

Also, accoraing to him, identity can be analyssd as same--
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ness of nature (tdddtmya) which is a unique property occurring
in oneself. Thus, there is no difficulty in admitting such an
identity as the meaning of an adjectival case ending.

Verbal cognition of non identity is produced between the
meaning of a nominial base and that of its affix etc. only. How-
ever, since the verbal cognition of non identity can be produced
between even the meanings of two nominal bases etc., the seman-
tical or epsitemological convention that “the verbal cognition of
non identity is produced between the meanings of two nominal
bases etc. directly” is established; and such a convention allows
the cognition of non-identity between the king, the genitive base
meaning, and also the person, the nominative base meaning,
through the master servant relation, the genitive meaning, in
rajiiah purusah’ etc. Also, since the cognition of non identity is
produced between the meaning of a nominal base and also that
of a particle, the convention is further qualified as ‘other than
‘the particles’. Such a qualification allows the cognition of non
identity between the face, the nominal base meaning, and the
similarity, the particle meaning in ‘face is like moon’ (mukham
candra iva) etc. Thus, the observation of a section of logicians
that ““the word such as ‘moon’ itself should be accepted to refer
to the ‘moon like’ and hence ‘moon like’ itself can relate to ‘the
face® without violating the convention’ is rather uncalled for.

Now as regards the preconditions of the cognition of non
identity. Ritualists were grately influenced by the theory that
"only those meanings which are referred to by the words are cog-
nized to be qualifiers and qualificand. Thus, they have proposed
that the reference to the master servant relation etc. by the
genitive case ending etc. is the necessary precondition for the
cognition of non identity between the king and also the person.
By this proposal, they have avoided the imposition of the cogni-
tion of non identity in nominative statements such as ‘rdja
purusah’. On the other hand, logicians, strictly adhere to the
theory that all syntactico semantical relations are obtained
through the principle of syntactico semantical relation; and
therefore, hold that even the master servant relation is obtained
by the same principle. They have avoided, nevertheless, the
imposition of such a cognition in the nominative statements be-
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cause the required assembly of causes consisting of the genitive
and other case endings is absent.

It should be noted here that this very basic difference bet-
ween the theories of the (obtainment of ) the syntactico seman=
tical relations has led ritualists and logicians to two mutually
contrasting conclusions regarding the status of master servant
relation as well. While ritualists, following the theory that all
meanings cognized must be referred to by words, hold that
master servant relation is referred by the genitive case ending
and hence is a referent qualifier ( prakdra); logicians, especially
the Pracyas, follow the theory that syntactico semantical rela-
tions can be obtained through the principle of syntactio seman-
tical relations, and hence, hold that the master servant relation
is merely a relation (samsarga).

Nevertheless, Navyas, at least a section of them, have re-
cognized the fact that master servant relation, although a
relation, is unlike other relations (samsarga). It is not merely a
syntactico semantical relation that binds two nominal base
meanings etc. together. It isa qualifying entity ( prakara) and
hence needs another relation to relate it with other meanings.
Also, they have recognized the fact that unless the master
servant relation has the status of a referent qualifier, the cogni-
tion of non-identity between the meaning of a nominal base and
also that of a case affix would become impossible to explain in
‘rafiah purusah’. Thus, despite heaviness in assumption, they have
conceded that master servant relation has the status of refrent
qualifier i.e. a meaning referred to by the genitive case ending.



CHAPTER III

THEORY OF THE MEANING OF THE
VERBAL ROOT AND ALSO THAT
OF THE VERBAL ENDING

Introduction

Meaning of verbal the root and also that of the verbal
-ending are the most important aspects of the analysis of verbal
cognition (i.e. sentence meaning). They occupy the most crucial
place among all the meanings that form the constituent parts of
verbal cognition. This is so because, according to the epistemo-
logical conventions, all the kdrakas as well as the meanings
-expressed by the karaka case endings are related directly or
indirectly to the meaning of the verbal root such as the action
of going or to the meaning of the verbal ending such as the pro-
ducing activity. For instance, consider the verbal cognitions of
‘the statement °‘caitra gramam gacchati’ : (i) Caitra is the sub-
stratum, i.e. abode of the action of going that produces the
-effect contact that, in turn, occurs in the object ‘village’; (ii) the
action of going, that produces the effect ‘contact’ occurring in
the abode identical with the object ‘village’, is occurrent in the
agent identical with Caitra’; (iii) the activity that produces the
action of going, delimited by the goingness, conditions the
objectness of the village as well as the agentness of Caitra, In
-such cognitions, the action of going expressed by the verbal root
‘g0’ (gam) or the activity (bhdvana) expressed by the verbal end-
ing (#i) is perceived to be the centre of all the syntactico-semanti-
cal relations of kdrakas such as Caitra and kdraka case meaning;
such as the objectness. Of course, it is a matter of great contro-
vercy that,whether the root meaning, the action of going etc. or
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the activity expressed by the verbal ending or the nominative-
meaning such as Caitra is the chief qualificand; nevertheless, the-
meaning of the verbal root and also that of the verbal ending
occupy the most important place in the analysis of the sentence
meaning. Therefore, the understanding of the exact nature of the-
meaning of the verbal root as well as that of the verbal ending.
is essential to the understanding of the analysis of the verbal
cognition i.e. sentence meaning.

Problem

However, epistemologists, belonging to the different systems-
of Indian Philosophy, hold divergent views regarding the exact
nature of the meaning of the verbal root as well as that of the-
verbal ending. According to the grammatical convention, the:
verbal roots refer to two separate meanings, namely an effect:
such as contact and also an action such as going : whereas the
verbal endings refer to the grammatical agent (karta), the object.
(karma) or the action itself (bhdva) depending upon whether they
-are used in active, passive or impersonal construction. However,.
according to the logicians, the verbal roots refer to the action:
as delimited by a particular effect such as contact; whereas the-
verbal endings refer to the agentness (kartrtva), identical with-
the krti, or the objectness (karmatva), identical with the effect..
On the other hand, ritualists, hold that the verbal roots refer to
the entities delimited by indivisible properties such as goingness,
(gamanatva), cookingness ( pakatva) etc. and also that the-
verbal endings refer to a conscious effort or producing activity
(bhdvana). Therefore, to understand the exact nature of the-
meaning of verbal roots and also that of the verbal endings, the
understanding of the various theories of the meaning of the same
roots and also that of the endings becomes essential. In the-
following pages, we shall present a brief account of the theories
of the meanings of the roots and also the endings which differ-
not only as the individual school of Indian Philosophy differs.
but also as the individual thinker of the same school differs.

Grammarians theory _
The verbal roots, have been defined by Panini as those-
which belong to the class of ‘become’ (bhi), ‘blow’ (vd) etc, They
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- .are listed in the ‘list of roots’. In addition, he has considered

-desiderative, denominal and other bases too as roots. The
“verbal endings, on the other hand, are mainly of two types :
those that are classified as parasmaipada and as atmanepada
endings. The difference between the parasmaipada and dtmane-
_pada endings, is that whereas the former were used originally to
-express the effect accuring to somebody else, the later were used
to express the effect accruing to oneself. This is despite that
-such a distinction is no longer valid.

Kaijyata,! while explaining the statement ‘he cooks rice’
{odanam pacati), suggests a theory of verbal denotations as
follows :

The root ‘cook’ ( pac) can express two things namely an
-action (vydpara) such as cooking, which consists of several
activities such as putting rice in a pot, putting the pot on fire
-etc., and an effect ( phala) such as ‘becoming soft’ (viklitti) whick
is brought out by such an action.

This theory of verbal denotation of Kaiyata has greatly
influenced all the later grammarians beginning from Kaunda-
“bhatta to Nagesha and was taken to mean that verbal roots, in
general, have two senses to convey namely an action (kriya or
vydpara) such as cooking or going and an effect ( phala) such as
becoming soft or contact ( phalavyaparayor dhatuh). Based on
-this theory verbal denotation, they have further developed the
theory of the meaning of the verbal endings and that of the
meaning of the accusative and other case endings.

Thus, according to the grammarians, verbal roots refer
to two entities : namely an action such as cooking and also to
an effect such as softening. Now, what is meant by the state-
ment that ‘verbal roots such as ‘cook’ ( pac) have two senses to
-convey, ( phala vydparayoh dhatuh) is that simply an action like
cooking is not the meaning of the verbal roots; rather, that
both an action and also it’s effect should be accepted as the
meanings of the verbal roots. Thus, in the active and passive
statements such as ‘odanam pacati’ (he cooks rice), and ‘odanah
pacate’ (rice is cooked) etc., the entire operation of producing
an effect from the action of cooking etc. is conveyed by the

1. On Mahabhasya on p. i.4.49.
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verbal root ‘pac’. The verbal endings such as ‘#i’, ‘ze’, etc. on the:
other hand, refer to the agent (karta), in the active construction,
to the object (karma) in the passive construction and to the
action (bhava) itself in the impersonal construction. Such a
reference to the agent etc. by the verbal endings is termed tech-
nically by the grammarians as a reference tc the substratum i.e.
abode of the action, or as a reference to the substratum i.e.
abode of the effect etc. For, an agent of the action means the.
abode of the action and also an object of the action means the
abode of the effect produced by the action. -

Grammarians, further, strictly oppose the ritualists view
that the root-meanings (actions) are produced through the pro-
ducing activity, expressed by the verbal endings. According to
them, the actions such as cooking have an inherent capacity to
produce themselves without the help of the distinct activity; and
hence, it is unjustified that the verbal endings should refer to-
the distinct producing activity (bhavand). Thus, they hold that
the endings refer to only ‘kartd@ or karma etc.

Denotations of verbal roots and verbal endings

Grammarians accept two separate denotations for verbal*
roots. According to them, verbal roots have the denotations in
the sense of the effect as well as the action; whereas the verbal-
endings have the denotation in the sense of the substratum (i.e.
abode) of the action. For instance, in ‘pacti’ (he cooks), the root-
“‘pac’ (cook) has the denotations in the sense of the effect ‘soften-
ing’ as well as the action ‘cooking’; whereas the verbal ending .
(#i) has the denotation in the substratum (i.e. abode) of the
action of cooking.

Grammarians accept two separate denotations for verbal.
roots in the sense of the action as well as the effect since only
the meanings which are obtained independently through the
separate denotations can be considered to be the qualificand of -
verbal cognition (i.e. can be considered to have been qualified by
some other meaning); and the action, one of the two meanings.
of the roots, is indeed perceived to be the chief qualificand of all.
the syntactico semantical relations in verbal cognition by
grammarians,
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According to the Grammarians, the action of cooking is
denoted as a particularized action such as ‘blowing’, ‘lighting
below’ ete. For, the action of cooking etc. are established by
experience to be only as particularized actions such as ‘blowing’
etc. Again, since the verbal roots are accepted to have denota-
tions in such particularized actions as only adventitiously
qualified (upalaksita) by the particularity of concepts such as
‘blowing’ etc. of the speaker, no difficulty of considering the
verbal roots as polysemous (anekdrtha) would arise. And this
instance is similar to the instance of accepting denotation as
adventiously qualified by tbe particularity of concepts such as
potness delimited etc. and consequently not considering the
pronoun ‘that’ (tat) etc. as Also, since the verbal endings are
ruled to refer to the substratum of action, the substratumness
conditioned by the possession of the action should be accepted
to be the delimiting property of the denotation.

Now, as regards the denotation of the verbal endings :
Grammarians hold that the endings have a denotation in the
sense of the agent or the object. They hold also that, despite
the possibility of analysing the verbs such as *he cooks’ ( pacati)
as ‘he does cooking® ( pakam karoti), the verbal endings should
not be accepted to have the denotation in the sense of the
conscious effort (krti). This is so because, the chariot, in the
context of ‘chariot moves’ (ratho gacchati), would become ineli-
gible for being considered the agent since the same, being
inanimate, cannot be claimed to possess such an effort.

- It should be noted that according to the grammarians,?
action is expected to be the object of the usage such as ‘the
action is to be achieved (wherein the state of being what is to be
achieved appears as the qualifier). And such a usage should not
be caused by the association of another word such as ‘effrot’ or
‘activity’. That is to say that the action of cooking etc., which
can be analysed as the placing of the vessel etc., should itself
be perceived as something to be achieved without the involve-
ment of some other effort or activity. Also, the root meaning,
‘action’ should not be perceived to be the operation conducive

1. Padantarasamabhivyahara Prayojya sadhyatva Prakaraka
abhidhana visayatvam vyaparatvam,
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to the production of the effect. For, in that case, despite that
the action of going can be perceived to be an operation condu-
cive to the effect ‘contact’, since the same action produces the
effect contact’, the operation of the inanimate means, namely,
‘staff > in ‘Devadatta cooks by means of staff’ (Devadattah
dandena pacati), would also become the action by producing
effect. And consequently, since the substratum of the action is
the agent ‘staff ° (danda) would also get the nominative case
ending.

Obsetvation .

Thus, it must be observed now that the verbal roots denote
both the effect such as ‘softening’ etc. and also the action such
as ‘cooking’; and the verbal endings denote the substratum of
the action. Therefore, even the grammatical convention that ‘the
roots like ‘cook’ ( pac) have two senses to convey’ also gets
established.

For, grammarians, the verbal roots have denotations in
the effect as well the action wherein the action is cognized to be
the chief qualificand.

One of the most important epistemological contributions
of the grammarians is that the action is cognized as the chief
qualificand of all other elements including even Kkdrakas.
Another equally important contribution is that the action, which
produces the effect is itself cognized to be a product of inner
relation or operation. Lastly, their proposal that the verbal end-
ing has the denotation in the substratum (of the action) and not
in the concsious effort is based on the fact that inanimate agents
such as the chariot are considered to be the agents due to their
possession of an action such as movement and not due to any
conscious effort that produces the vydpdra which in turn, pro-
duces the effect; and therefore, suppose the verbal ending is
accepted to have the denotation in the sense of the conscious
effort, then the inanimates such as the chariot would be excluded
from being the agent in ‘charit moves’ etc.

Objection
It should be noted here that the logicians oppose the
grammarians theory that the verbal roots such as ‘pac’ ‘cook’
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denote the action ‘cooking’ particularized as ‘blowing’, ‘placing
of the vessel’ etc. They do so in order to establish the effort or
‘activity’ in general, to be the meaning of the verbal roots.
According to them, their theory has the advantage of the eco-
nomy of assumption over the grammarians theory because the
-same assumes the denotation of the verbal roots only once in
the activity generalized as the activity: whereas the grammarians
theory needs to assume several denotaticns of the verbal roots
in the actions since the same (actions) are particularized as
‘blowing’ etc. However, Kaundabbatta rejects logicians argu-
ment on the ground that the heaviness of assumption is not a
fault since the action such as cooking is cognized only as parti-
-cularized as blowing etc.

Further, Kaundabhatta holds that suppose it is necessary
10 accept that the roots such as ‘pac’ (to cook) denote the action
-of cooking etc. generalized as an action in general, then the
same roots must be accepted as denoting the action in general
which includes even the activity. For, the verb ‘(he) cooks’
is usually analysed in general as ‘he does cooking’ etc. wherein
“(he) does’ refers to the action as producing activity.

Now, since effort or activity (krti) is also included in such
an action, the statement such as ‘it has happened due to me but
not done by me’ (matto bhitam na tu maya krtam) should be
explained in this theory by holding that in such cases, only a
passive act of ‘happening’is intended and not an intentional
‘doing’ which is an action or effort.

However, he suggests that suppose the action, particulari-
zed as ‘blowing’, etc. is also cognized in some instances, then
such a cogaition should be explained by accepting indication of
the roots in such particularized action.

Logicians theory

Like grammarians, logicians too have analysed the mean-
ings of the roots and also that of the verbal endings. They have
propounded number of significant theories of the meanings of the
verbal roots and the verbal endings. Scholars belonging to both
pracya and Navyas schools as well as many great thinkers such
as Raghunitha and Gadadhara have enriched the Philosophy of
the meaning of the verbal root and the verbal ending by their
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individual contributions. Since Scholars belonging to different
schools of logic and also individual thinkers have proposed
different individual theories, no single theory can be cited as
the logicians theory in general; nevertheless, Navya theory that
the verbal roots refer to an action such as ‘going’ delimited by
its effect such as contact and also that the verbal endings refer
to the agentness (kartrtva) in active construction, to the object-
ness (karmatva) in the passive construction and also to the
action itself (bhava) in the impersonal construction’ may be
exampled as the model theory of the logicians.

In the following pages, we shall deal with the varijuos
theories proposed by different scholars as well as different
schools: of logic separately one by one.

Pracya theory

According to the Pracyas, the verbal roots such as ‘go”
(gam) refer to merely an action such as going and the verbal
endings such as ‘¢i’ refer to the kartztva. They follow Panini
(iii.4.69) in accepting that verbal ending (i) refers to the sense
of kartrtva analysable into krti. The accusative case ending
{am), occurring after grama etc., in gramam gacchati etc. how-
ever, refers to the effect ‘contact’, ‘separations’ etc. Thus, the
sense of the action of going that produces the effect ‘contact’ is
obtained through the help of the verbal root ‘g0’ (gam) and the
accusative ending (am) in a statement like ‘gramam gacchati”
(‘he goes to the village’).

It should be noted here that this theory of root-meaning is.
in direct contrast to the theory established by the gramma-
rians; which assumes two separate denotations for the roots in-
the sense of the effect (contact etc.) and the action of going etc.
For, the pracyas assume only one single denotation in the sense.
of the action.

Even at the risk of contradicting the grammatical conven--
tion that ‘phalavyaparayoh dhatuh’ pracyas propose a single de-
notation for verbal roots in the action so that the epistemological:
convention that ‘action is root-meaning’ (bhdvo dhatvarthah) is
established. And, they propose so because Panini has ruled that
the accusative is used in the sense of the objectness (p. ii.3.2);.
and since the actual object such as the ‘village’ is already expres-
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sed by the accusative base ‘grama’, only the remaining part of
the objectness’ namely the effect such as contact, should be
considered the accusative case meaning. Thus, for Pracyas, no-
thing except the action of going etc., can be accepted to be the
root meaning.

Objection

One of the difficulties in the Pricya theory is that suppose
the roots are accepted to have a denotation in merely the action,
then the roots such as ‘go’ (gam) and ‘leave’ (tyaj) would be-
come synonymous; for, both the roots would denote mere action
(i.e. movement) without referring to the effect aspect : namely
the contact in the case of going and separation in the case of
leaving. Consequently, the incorrect statement such as ‘he
leaves the village’ (gramam tyajati) instead of the statement ‘he
goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati) can be imposed when
the sense intended is that some one makes a confact with the
village (i.e. when the effect contact is related to the action).
This is so because, since the roots refer to the action in general
in all cases, there cannot be any criterion as to when the
specific effect such as contact should be related to the action,
and when the specific effect such as separation should be related
to the action.

Observation

Pracyas can be said to have persued an independent path.
in establishing the denotation for verbal roots in the sense of
mere action. They were least influenced by the grammatical
convention that ‘roots refer to both an action and an effect’
( phalavyaparayoh dhatuk). They have based their theory on the
twin factors namely, the epistemological convention that pure
action is considered the verbal root meaning and also the gram-
matical rule that the accusative is used in the sense of the object-
ness (i.e. the effect). However, this theory has the difficulty that
since all the verbal roots refer to mere actions, such as move-
ments, incorrect statement such as ‘he leaves the village’ (gramam:

1. Objectness means the possession of the effect produced by
the action of going etc,
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tyajati) can be imposed with the intention that one goes to
the village’. Pracyas have tried to overcome such a difficulty
by proposing that the reference to the action by a particular
root would be considered as the cause of the relation of a parti-
cular effect to the action. Nevertheless, Pracyas should admit
the difficulty that since all the roots are accepted to denote
merely the action, the roots become synonymous. Now as
regards the pracya theory of the meanings of the verbal endings.
Pracyas have established their theory by modifying the Panini-
yan theory that the endings refer to the kartrtva or karmatva.
According to them, kartrtva and karmatva are analysable into
krti and pala respectively; and therefore, the same} mustbe the
meanings of endingsns.

Navyas theory

According to Navyas verbal roots such as ‘go’ (gam) refer
to the action of going delimited by a particular effect such as
-contact. And the accusative case (am) refers to the superstra-
tumness (ddheyata). Further, they accept that the same (super-
stratumness) is related to the effect such as contact through
-conditioning. Navyas hold that since the epistemological con-
vention such as ‘the referent of a word is related to the referent
-of another word and not to the part of another word’ is to be
restricted any way in accordance with certain instances as ‘rice
grain(s) is (are) produced’ (sampanno vrihih), the superstratum-
ness can be related to the effect, ‘contact’ despite the same is the
part of the meaning of the verbal root ‘gam’.

A major difficulty in the Navya’s theory of the root-mean-
ing is that the incorrect statement such as ‘going is not the
movement® (gamanam na spandah) cannot be avoided. This
difficulty is based on the fact that the mutual absence (i.e, differ-
ence) of the movement can be related to the effect such as
‘contact’, which is the delimiter of the action of going, and hence
forms a part of the root-meaning of the root ‘go’ (gam). How-
ever, Navyas explain away such a difficulty as follows : The
reference to the effect ‘contact’ etc., as the qualificand, produced
by the knowledge of the denotation such as ‘the effect ‘contact’

1. Padarthah padarthena anveti na tu tadekadeSena.
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is the meaning of the root ‘go’ (gam) would be assumed as the-
cause of the verbal cognition, wherein the effect ‘contact’ is per-
ceived as the qualificand of the mutual absence of the move-
ment.” And since the effect ‘contact’ is referred to here only as
the delimitor (i.e. as the qualifier) of the action going, and not
as the qualificand of any thing, the mutual absence of the move-
ment cannot be related to the effect ‘contact’. Consequently,.
such an incorrect statement as ‘the going is not the movement”
cannot be imposed.

Now, as regards the Navya theory of the meanings of the
verbal endings: According to the Navyas, the verbal endings
refer to the conscious effort (yatna) that produces the action of
cooeking etc. They hold so on the ground that the verb ‘karoti™
(he does), which is synonymous with (yatna), is used to explain
the meanings of the verbal endings in the analysis of the finite-
verbs ‘pacati’ (he cooks) etc. as ‘pakam karoti’ (he dose cook-
ing), etc. They hold also that the endings merely indicate the
inanimate operations (vyapdra) in expressions such as ‘ratho
gacchati’ (the chariot moves) etc. wherein inanimates ‘chariot’
etc. are used as agents. Also, they explain that in intransitives
such as ‘janati’ (he knows), the endings merely indicate the sub-
stratum of the action of knowing etc. ( jidndsraya). The Navyas.
were obviously influenced by the ritualists concept of the pro-
ductive activity (bhdvana) in their theory of the meanings of the
verbal endings. However, while the ritualists insist that the
productive activity is the meaning of the verbal endings in all
finite forms, the Navyas modify their theory by stating that the
conscious effort is the meaning of the endings in transitive
usages.

Observation

It can be observed now that Navya theory of the root
meaning is a modification of the theory presented by Gramma-
rians. They have accepted the basic theory that the verbal
roots denote the effect as well as the action. However, they
have modified the grammarians theory by stating that the verbal
roots have a single denotation in the sense of the action delimit-
ed by the effect. This has an advantage over the grammarians
theory; for, when a word is assumed to have only a single deno-
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tation, unlike the words ‘puspavantaw’ (this word has two
separate denotations: one in the sun and the other in the moon)
etc., the same can never be insisted to be polysemons. An
objection (o the Navya theory is that the syntactico semantical
relation of the accusative meaning with the effect, is against
the epistemological convention since the same effect is only
a part of the root-meaning. However, the logicians explain
away such an objection by restricting the epistemological con-
vention (vyutpattivaicitrya); and thus allow the relation of the
-accusative meaning to even a part of the meaning. Thus, it can
‘be concluded that the Navyas have proposed a modification to
the grammarian theory of the root meaning so that the difficulty
of polysemy for verbal roots can be avoided without actually
contradicting the grammatical convention.

Gadadhara’s view :

Gadadhara can be said to have endorsed the grammarians
view in general. He states that both the action and the effect
must be accepted to be the meaning of the verbal roots alone.
However, he seems to have no preference as to whether the roots
must be accepted to have two separate denotations or a single
denotation in the sense of the action and also the effect. Accor-
ding to him, since the effect cannot be accepted to have been
cognized twice i.e. once asthe accusative meaning and also
again as the delimiter of the action, the roots alone must be
conceded to have the denotation in both the senses. Neverthe-
less, it does not matter as to whether the roots have two sepa-
rate denotations or a single denotation in the two senses.

Thus, for Gadadhara, the roots can be accepted to have
either a single denotation like ‘the root should generate the cog-
nition of the effect as delimiting the action’ or the same can be
accepted to have two separate denotations like ‘the root should
generate the cognition of the effect’ as well as the action. In
either case, the effect becomes an independent meaning of the
root; and therefore, when the other referents, like the superstra-
tumness, are related to it, no violation of the semantical conven-
tion that ‘referent of a word relates to only the referent of
another word and not to a part of the referent of another word”
occurs,
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Ritualists theory

Ritualists have proposed various significant theories of the
verbal roots and that of the verbal affixes. They were in the
fore-front of the analysis of the verbal roots and affixes since
the majority of sentences they dealt with in Mim3insa consisted
of the optative and other verbal forms. According to them, the
verbs such as ‘he cooks’ ( pacati) are analysed as ‘he does cook-
ing’ ( pdkam karoti). And since, in such an analysis, the word
*cooking’ ( paka), referring to the action of cooking, represents
the meaning of the verbal root ‘cook’ ( pac), the same root must
be held to refer to the action of cooking delimited by the
<ookingness ( pdkatva); and since the word ‘does’ (karoti),
referring to .the productive activity represents the meaning of
the verbal affix (¢i), the same affix must be held to refer to the
activity such as blowing, that produces the action of cooking.
Ritualists maintain that the action of cooking etc., the root
meaning, is related, in verbal cognition, to the productive
activity the verbal affix meaning, as the qualifier. They further
maintain that the root meaning functions either as the object or
as the instrument with respect to the productive activity. For,
the word, ‘cooking’ (paka), repressing the verbal root ‘cook’
{ pac), has either an accusative case ending, which denotes the
objectness such as pakam karoti, or the same word ‘cooking’
(paka) has an instrumental case ending, that denotes the
instrumentality, such as ‘he achieves boiled rice through cook-
ing’ (odanam pakena bhavayati) in the analysis. Thus, according
to ritualists, the root meaning is only the qualifier and the pro-
ductive activity is the chief qualificand.

However, in cases like ‘he who desires cattle should make
offerings with godoha’ (godohena pasukamasya pra nayet), the
root meaning, namly the offerring, cannot be related to the
activity either as the instrument or as the object. For, since the
‘godoha’ functions as the instrument with respect to activity, the
same has no syntactical expectancy for another instrument; also
since the cattle ( pasu) functions as the object with respect to the
activity, the same has no syntactical expectancy for the object
either. Therefore, the root-meaning, in such cases, should be
accepted as unrelated to the productive activity. Nevertheless,
in cases like ‘he should make offerings with soma’ (somena
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Yyajeta) the root meaning, namely the offering, can be related to-
the activity as the instrument (ydgena somam bhavayet). This is.
despite that there occurs a separate instrumental word in
‘somena’. For, we can accept, here, the word ‘sema’ as having:
an indication in the sense of the ‘soma-qualified’ offering; and.
such a ‘soma-qualified offering’ can be related to the activity as
an instrument. To suggest that the word ‘soma’ has an indica-
tion in the ‘Soma-qualified offering’, which is an instrument, the

~word ‘soma’ has an instrumental case ending.

Khandadevas view

Khandadeva, the best known modern epistemologist of
the Mimamsa system of thought, proposes yet another theory of
tke verbal root and also that of the ending. According to him,
since verbs such as ‘pacati’ are analysed the pakam bhdvayati
etc. the verbal ending should be held to refer to only the effort
or the activity which is entirely different from the root meaning
i.e. action of cooking. And since such an effort or the activity
is expressed by the ending the same becomes the qualificand of
the root meaing, i.e. the action of cooking etc.

Here, only the conscious effort or activity, and not mere
movement, that my produce a quivering, should be accepted as.
the verbal ending meaning. For, in spite of the fact that Caitra
may have a movement due to paralysis which (i.e. movement):
can cause a quivering inside his body, the statement ‘Caitra
moves’ (caitrah spandate) is never made; and therefore, only
the conscious effort or activity and not mere movement is the
determining factor of the statement ‘he moves’ (spandate) etc.
Thus, since the conscious effort or activity alone is the deter-
mining factor, the same should be held the verbal ending
meaning.

Now, this conscious effort or activity called bhavana func-
tions only as the qualificand. And all other karakas, including
the root meaning relate to it. In cases like ‘he cooks rice”
(odanam pacati), the action of cooking, the root meaning relates
to the effort indirectly through the conditioning of the objectness
of rice which in turn conditions its own instrumentality.
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Observation

It can be observed here that Khandadeva, like other ritua-
lists, holds the action of cooking etc. to be the root-meaning,.
However, according to him, verbal ending should be accepted to
refer to only a conscious effort or activity and not to any move-
ment. Also, according to him, verbal root-meaningis not an
instrument with respect to the effort; but rather it is so only with
respect to the accomplishment of the object such as the boiled
rice. Thus, he has differeed from other ritualists in this respect.
Nevertheless, he agrees with that the ritualists the root mean-
ings are objects, of the verbal ending meaning. Thus, he accepts
that in ‘he cooks’ (pacati) etc., the action of cooking
functions as the object of the effort or activity. Also, in accor-
dance with such a theory, he holds that the meanings of the
verbal ending is always transitive; it has verbal root meaning as
its object in transitive cases like ‘he cooks’ ( pacati), and it has
the desire or intention to undertake an activity as the object in
intransitive cases like ‘he who desires health, should sleep’
(svasthyakdamah Sayita).

Mandana’s contribution

Among the ritualists, Mandana was a great thinker and
was responsible for establishing the ritualists theory of verbal the
roots and that of verbal ending. According to him, verbal roots
such as ‘cook’ ( pac) refer to merely an effect such as ‘becoming
soft’; whereas the verbal affix (#i) refers to the acivity (of blow-
ing etc.) which produces the effect. He states that their theory
is supported by the fact that the statement such as ‘he is cook-
ing’ ( pacati) is made only when the activity which produces the
effect of softening etc. is going on; whereas the same statement
is not made suppose the effect of ‘becoming soft’ is already
accomplished. Thus, he was of the opinion that the verbal roots
are meant to convey only the process of producing the effect.
In such a reference, the root-meaning, effect, is cognized to be
the qualifier of the productive activity such as blowing expres=
sed by the verbal ending.

Refutation
However, other ritualists such as Khandadeva are opposed
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to Mandana’s theory of the root meaning. They point out that
since the verbal roots are said to refer to merely the effect, the
root ‘go’ (gam) would have to refer to mere contact, the effect.
And consequently, since ‘going’ (gamana) would mean the effect
‘contact’, the expression such as ‘the village is the abode of the
effect contact produed by going’ (gamana janya samyogasrayo
gramah) would become untenable. On the contrary, since ‘going’
means the effect ‘contact’, the expression such as ‘the village is
the abode of going’ (gamanasrayo grimah) becomes unavoid-
able. Further, Khandadeva points out, that in this theory,
suppose the effect such as softening exists, but the activity, pro-
ducing such an effect exists no longer, then the statement ‘paka
exists’ ( pako vidyate} becomes impossible to avoid, because the
(paka) namely the effect, exists,

Observation

Mandan’s theory of the root meaning, although rejected
by other ritualists themselves, deserves a special place in the
history of the analysis of the root meaning. He was greatly
influenced by the phenominon of the effect being produced by
an activity. For instance, when the activity of offering oblation
was undertaken by the Brahmins with an intention to accomp-
lish heaven, the production of the effect ‘heaven’ was of para-
mount importance since the same would lead to the final goal of
heaven. Accordingly, he has analysed the verbal root meaning
from the view point of the effect such as ‘the heaven’ (or
‘becoming soft’) etc. and the verbal affix meaning from the view
point of the productive activity. For, him, it did not matter that
he was going against the established conventions of semantical
analysis; what mattered to him was that he should explain the
reference to the production of the effect from the verbal root
plus the ending.

Objection

Both logicians and grammarians object to the ritualists
theory of the meaning of the verbal root and that of the verbal
ending,

Logicians point out that suppose the verbal root meaning,-
namely, the action of cooking, is held to be related to the pro-
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-ductive activity, by being the means of the production of the
effect, then the statement such as ‘he goes to the village’ (gram-
-am gacchati) and ‘he cooks rice grains’ (tandulam pacati) be-
come untenable. This is so because, the village and the rice
grains, being already established, cannot be considered to be
-entities to be produced. And, consequently, the action of going
.and the action of cooking cannot function as the means of the
production the village and the rice grains. Also, in ritualists
theory, the incorrect statements such as ‘he offers the heaven’
{(svargam yajate) becomes impossible to avoid. For, since the
‘heaven is to be accomplished (i.e. is not yet produced), the same
.can be related to the productive activity: and therefore, such an
incorrect statement can be imposed with an intention that the
heaven should be accomplished.

Grammarians such as Kaundabhtta also reject the ritual-
ists theory on the ground that suppose the verbal ending is held
‘to refer to the productive activity, then the incorrect statement
such as ‘he becomes the pot’ (ghatam bhavati), like the correct
statement ‘he accomplishes the pot’ (ghatam Dhavayati), becomes
a possibility. For, since the object is what is produced by the
productive activity, the pot can be claimed to be the object due
1o its possession of accomplishment; and therefore, the accusa-
tive case would become necessary after the word expressing the
pot. Kaundabhatta rejects the theory also on the ground that
the conjugational endings cannot be held to denote productive
activity. According to him, the verb ‘kagroti’ (he does), used in
the analysis of the finite verbs such as ‘pacati’ (he cooks) etc. as
“pakam karoti’ (he does cooking) etc., must be accepted as the
analysis of only the meaning of the verbal roots such as ‘pac’
{to cook) etc, and not that of the endings. For, in the analysis
-of the derivatives such as ‘pakvavan’ (he has cooked) as ‘pakam
krtavan’ (he has done cooking), the derivatives of ‘kr’ (to do)
are used to explain the meanings of only the verbal roots such
as ‘pac’ and not that of the endings.

-Observation on ritualists theory in general

It can be observed now that ritualists have proposed the
most fascinating theory of the meaning of the verbal roots and
also that of the verbal ending. They have perceived that the
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verbs such as ‘he cooks’ ( pacati) are to be analysed as ‘he does-
cooking’; and therefore, the roots refer to an analysable entity’
such as the action of cooking, delimited by the cookingness,.
which can be brought into being (i.e. produced) by a conscious-
effort or productive activity (arthi bhavana). The verbal ending:
then, refer to such an activity which can be explained as the-
particular activity of the doer conducive to some thing being.
brought about. Such an acivity is conceived by ritualists to be-
referred to by all the verbal endings irrespective of the moods;:
whereas a specialized activity called, impellent activity’ (Sabd
bhavana), which induces people to undertake an action, is con-
ceived to be an additional meaning referred to by the verbal
ending in optative and other potential moods.

Ritualists have conceived the twofold activities because:
they would like to explain the production of the action of cook-
ing etc, as well as the inducement of the agent towards under-
taking an action in vedic statements which lack of human
inducers. Of course, this theory, due to its pecularity and also
unconventional approach, has attracted quite sever criticism:
from both the sides of logicians and grammarians as outlined:
earlier. However, such criticism cannot take away the real:
credit of ritualists contribution. What ritualists tried to convey
was that cooking and other types of actions are not produced:
without an inner conscious effort or activity and also without
verbal inducement. And therefore, verbal endings should be
held to refer to such productive activity and also to verbalk
inducement.

View of Raghunatha

Raghunitha holds here as follows : Verbs such as ‘(he)
coooks’ ( pacati) are analysed as ‘(he) does cooking’® ( pakam
karoti). And since, in such an analysis, the verbs are analysed
with the kr-forms such as karoti which refer to an effort or
activity such as doing, the verbal affixes (or endings) must be-
accepted to denote an effort or activity. Also, since the questions.
like ‘what does he do’ (kim karoti) are answered with the verbs.
expressing an activity such as ‘he cooks’ (pacati), the verbal
endings must be accepted to refer to the activity (krti) which
leads to the action of cooking. And such an acivity is found
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in all the sentient te'ngs such as Caitra, Maitra etc. who are
-agents; and therefore, the convention that the abode of the
activity is the agent also holds good. In the case of the state-
-ments such as ‘chariot moves’ (ratho gacchati), where a non
-sentient being such as chariot is the agent, however, the verbal
-ending (effix) should be accepted to indicate a movement
(vyapara) that is conducive to the effect contact. And there-
fore, even the non-sentient being such as chariot can be
-explained to be the agent by possessing such a movement.

It may be argued now that mere movement etc. producing
.an effect is the meaning of the verbal ending in general. For,
in such statements as ‘he does going’ (gamanam karoti) and
“shoot etc. are produced by seed etc. (bijadina ankuradih krtah)
‘the derivatives of kr (i.e. karoti and krtah) are used without
-intending to refer to an activity inberent in a sentient being.
.And also, the experience of the people to cognize an activity
‘that leads to the action of cooking, in the case of ‘he cooks’
‘(pacati) can be explained away by inferring an activity that
leads to the action of cooking on the basis of the invariable
-concomitance of the acivity with the action of cooking.

However, this argument is not tenable. For, the verbal
-endings must be accepted to refer to an effort or the activity
‘that is conducive to the action of cooking etc. Otherwise, sup-
pose the verbal endings are accepted to refer to mere movement
-etc. leaving out the activity part, then the statement such as
“Caitra cooks’ (carah pacati) becomes possible to be imposed
-even as Caitra does not undertake any activity of cooking; but
-rather, by chance, happens to bring about the action of cooking
" by moving.

According to Raghundtha, verbal roots such as ‘go’ (gam)
refer to the action delimited by their respective effects such as
-contact. And the accusative case refers to the superstratumness
which relates to the part of the verbal root-meaning namely the
-effect. However, suppose the relation of the superstratumness
to the effect, which is only a part of the root meaning, is against
he established semantical convention, then the verbal roots can
‘be accepted to refer to both the action and also the effect inde-
pendently so that the accusative-meaning can relate to the effect,
¢he independent meaning. In this connection, Raghunatha
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points out that the trans'tivity of vertal rcots depends upon
their ability to refer to actions delimited by their respective
effects. For instance, since the root ‘go’ (gam) refers to the
action of going delimited by the contact, its effect, the same
may be considered as transitive. Also the roots, referring to the:
knowledge, (i.e. jiia etc.) must be considered transitive only by
convention since the same do not refer to the action delimited-
by any effect. (They refer to mere knowing etc. which cannot.
produce any effect like contact etc.)

Refutation of Raghunath’s theory

Raghunathas theory that the verbal roots denote merely the
action of knowing etc. in the instance of ‘he knows’ (janati) is-
not tenable. For, in that case, only the action of cooking, leav-
ing out the effect part would become the verbal root meaning;
and consequently, since the roct ‘know’ does not denote the
action which does not share the locus with the other root mean-
ing, namely the effect, the convention that the root ‘know’ (j7ia)
is transitive ‘would become impossible to justify. Also, the:
transitivity of the root ‘know’ cannot be termed to be merely:
conventional; for, in that case, passive conjugational endings.
would become impossible to justify after the same.

Observation

Raghunitha was the most ardent supporter of the Nyaya:
theory of the verbal root and that of the verbal ending. How-
ever, his apalysis of the meaning of the verbal ending clearly:
points out that he was influenced by the ritualists methodology-
of the analysis of the sentence meaning. Further, his statement:
that verbal affixes or endings refer to activity that produces the:
action of going, cooking etc. is a pointer to his conviction that
only the sentient beings, who possess such activities, are actually
the agents; and when non sentient beings, such as chariot, are
used in the language, as agents of moving etc., the same should
be explained by accepting an indication for the verbal endings
in the sense of mere movement. Also, Raghunath’s state-
ment that verbal roots refer to the actions as delimited by their
effects clearly betrays his idea that verbs express an entire
process of operation beginning from inner effort or activity that
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culminates in the production of the effect such as the contact.

Nagesa’s view .

Some later grammarians too were greatly influenced by
the ritualists theory of the meanings of the verbal root as well
as that of the verbal ending. Ritualists, and also to some extent
logicians, held that an effort or activity which is quite distinct
from the action of cooking etc. is necessary to produce the
action of cooking etc. And such an effort or activity is the
meaning expressed by the verbal ending.

Nageéa, obviously influenczd by such a theory, holds that
the root meaning includes even an effort (yatna). According to
him, the root such as ‘cook’ refers to the action of cooking that
produces the effect softening and also is coupled with an effort.
He recognizcd the fact that the action of cooking etc. need an
effort or activity to produce itself. However, the difference
between him and also the ritualists is that whereas they consider
the activity to be the meaning of the verbal ending, he holds the
view that the effort is also a part of the meaning referred to by
the root. He shares, with other grammarians, the view that the
verbal endings refer to the abode or substratum of the action.
Thus, NageSa can be said to have held a view which is a com-
promise between the views of the ritualists and also that of the
grammarians,

Conclusion

Epistemologists of India have shown a keen interest in the
analysis of the meaning of the verbal roots as well as that of
the verbal endings. They were interested in the analysis because
the meaning of the verbal roots and the endings form the most
important constituent parts of verbal cognition i.e. sentence
meaning; while the grammarians consider the root-meaning to
be the chief qualificand in verbal cognition i.e. principal subs-
tantive of all the syntactico semantical relations, the logicians
maintain that the abode of the root meaning is the grammatical
agent and the ritualists insist that the meaning of the verbal
ending alone is the principal substantive.
' Grammarians have perceived that the actions are meant
to produce an effect; thus they have proposed that the verbal
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roots refer to two entities, namely an action such as cook-
ing and also to an effect such as softening. According to this
theory verbal roots have two separate denotations in the sense
of the action and also that of the effect. This is necessitated,
according to them, by the fact that otherwise karakas and also
other constituents of verbal cognition cannot relate to the action
(of cooking etc.), which is accepted to be the chief qualificand;
since only the meaning which is obtained through an indepen-
dent denotation of a word can be accepted to have syntactico
semantical relation with the meaning of oiher words.

However, grammarians theory faces a real danger of mak-
ing verbal roots polysemous. For, according to them, verbal
roots have separate denotations in the actions which are parti-
cularized as ‘blowing’, ‘lighting below’ etc.; and since any word,
which has denotations in several particular meanings becomes
polysemous, the verbal roots too become polysemous due to
their denotations in many particularized actions. Grammarians
have tried to avoid this difficulty by stating that actions are
qualified only adventiously by particularity of concepts and not
really. However, this suggestion avoids the difficulty only parti-
ally and not satisfactorily. Among the logicians, Pracyas,
Navyas and Raghunatha can be said to have proposed three
distinct theories. Pricyas had an independent attitude and
proposed that the verbal roots refer to mere actions like going.
According to them, the roots refer to only actions because effects
should be accepted to be the meaning of only the accusative
and other karmapratyas since Panini has ruled that accusative is
used in the sense of the object; and only effect part of the object
needs to be referred to.

However, this theory contradicts the grammatical conven-
tion that ‘roots have two senses to convey’. Also, since here only
pure action is the root meaning, the roots ‘leave’ (tyaj) and ‘go’
(gam) would become synonymous,

Pracyas suggest that a convention such as ‘reference to an
action by a particular rooti.e. ‘go’ (gam)is the cause of the
cognition wherein a particular effect i.e. contact is related to it’
could be assumed to overcome the difficulty. However, such a
suggestion is effective in so far as avoiding the imposition of the
incorrect statement such as ‘he leaves’ (tyajari) when intended
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‘to convey the sense that ‘he goes’ but not in avoiding the
-synonimity of the roots.

Navyas were greatly influenced by the grammarians theory
and therefore, did not contradict the grammatical convention
that roots such as ‘cook’ convey two senses. Accordingly, they
‘too have accepted the denotation for verbal roots in the sense
-of an action and also the effect. However, Navyas accepted
only a single denotation in the action as delimited by a particular
-effect such as contact so that the difficulty faced by Précyas that
*““all the roots become synonimous due to their reference to an
-action and an effect”, is effectively avoided. Also, since this
‘theory assumes only a single denotation in the sense of the
action, as delimited by a particular effect, the same can avoid
the difficulty of polysemy for verbal roots as well.

Nevertheless, Navyas theory contradicts the epistemologi-
-cal convention that meaning of a word relates to the meaning of
another word and not to a part of the meaning of another word
since the same theory requires that the superstratumness etc. be
telated to the effect ‘contact’ etc., which is only a part of the
Toot meaning. Therefore, some Navya scholars like Gadadhara
accepted two separate denotations for roots in the action as well
-as in the effect. But, in comparison to the innumerable difficulties
-associated with the theory that assumes two separate denotations
for roots, the original Navya’s theory despite transgressing the
.epistemological convention is much more acceptable.

As far as the meaning of the verbal ending is concerned,
Pracyas and Navyas agree with each other that the agentness,
analysable into krti, or the objectness analysable into the effect
or superstratumness would be held to be the meaning.

This view is not essentially different from that of gramm-
-arians; whereas grammarians hold that verbal endings refer to
the abode of the action i.e. the agent or the effect i.e. the object,
‘the logicians hold that the generic property, namely the agent-
mess and also the objectness is the meaning.

According to Pataifijali, the action of cooking etc. meant
different things to different agents. When we say that the agent,
‘Caitra cooks, we mean that he is carrying out the activity of
blowing the wind etc. However, when we say that woods cook’,
what we mean is that they burn. Thus, each action can be
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analysed into different activities depending on who is consider-
ed as the agent. It should be noted here that, at the time of”
Pataijali, the theory that any given action like cooking needs
different individual activities to produce it had not taken con-
crete shape. Nevertheless, an idea that actions like cooking.
involve several individual activities in themselves seems to have
been prevelant. Bhartrhari held the view that different activities.
which form the constituent parts of an action (kriya), manifest.
themselves one by one and when the aggregate of such activities,.
is conceived to be one, the same is designated as an action.

Bhartrbari classifies the action as either accomplished
(siddha) or to be accomplished (sadhya). For instance, when we
say ‘Caitra has cooked’ (apdksit), the same is accomplished;
whereas when we say ‘Caitra is cooking’ ( pacati), the same is.
to be accomplished. In both cases, since the individual activities.
comprise the action, the same is super imposed on the individual
activities.

Later grammarians can be said to have been divided in
their opinion as to whether the activity causes the action or not
while Nageéa held that the activity or effort produces the action
of cooking etc. and therefore they are mutually different from
each other, Kaundabhtta firmly opposed the view that the acti-
vities are different from the actions or that the activities are
needed to produce the action. According to him, effort (vyapara)
and activity (bhavand) mean one and the same and they are
synonymous with the words ‘production’ (uzpddana) and ‘action”
(kriy@). He substantiates his claim by stating that the verbs like.
‘he cooks’ ( pacati) etc. are explained variously as ‘he produces.
the cooking’, ‘the activity is conducive to the cooking’ and
‘producing is nothing but an activity’; and therefore, establishes:
that effort and activity are one and the same and also that the.
activity and action are nothing but synonyms.

Ritualists, and some logicians like Raghunitha, have con--
ceived a cause and effect relationship between the activity i.e..
conscious effort and also the action. According to them, activity
preceds action since each action needs some conscious effort or
activity to produce it. They have based their theory on the:
ground that verbs like ‘he cooks’ ( pacati) are analysed as ‘he:
does cooking’ ( pdkam karoti); and such an analysis clearly
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shows that an effort or activity is necessary to bring an action:
like cooking in to being. Thus, they have clearly distinguished
the activity from the action since the former constitutes the
cause Whereas the latter constitutes the effect.

Accordingly, ritualists held that the verbal roots refer to
an indivisible property such as the cookingness analysable into
the’ state of being either an instrument or an object of the
activity; whereas, the verbal endings refer to the effort or activity
analysable into either a productive activity found in all verbal
moods or impellent activity found in optative and other moods.
Thus, ritualists have presented a theory of the verbal root and
also that of the verbal ending that can explain the production of
the actions from activity in Vedic and non-Vedic statements.

Now, it can be stated in fine that ritualists have presented
a real alternative to the theories of grammarians and also that
of logicians which are more or less identical except the techni-
cality. That is to say that both grammarians and logicians have
accepted that verbal roots refer to both an action and also to an
effect, the difference being that while the grammarians accepts
two separate denotations, the logician accepts only a single
denotation in both the senses. Also, as regards the verbal ending.
meaning, both have accepted that the verbal ending refers to the
idea of the abode of the action, the difference being that while
one accepts that the verbal ending directly refers to the abode of
the action, the other accepts that the verbal ending refers to the.
agentness which is analysable into the state of being the abode.
of the action. Thus, only ritualists have come up with a totally
different idea that the action needs an activity or effort and such.
an activity is the meaning of the verbal ending.



CHAPTER IV

THEORY OF KARAKA

Introduction .

Since Paninis grammer! is generative grammer, his gram-
mer teaches how to produce the words formally with the addi-
tion of affixes and other grammatical elements. Panini teaches
that the words especially the nouns are produced with certain
combinations of grammatical elements. These combinations are
mainly the case endings. The case endings express certain non-
lexical meanings i.e. syntactico semantical relations that relate
lexical items i.e. nouns, adjectives, pronouns etc. with the action
certain expressed by the verbs. Panini assigns the name ‘kdraka’
to such syntactico semantical relations, However, the term
“karaka’ is also used to refer to any item (person or thing) that
participates in any way in generating any action; and also, by
extension, to any word used to refer to such relations or such
items. For instance, consider the term ‘@padana kdraka’® which
we get when we read p. i.4.24 together with p. i.4.23. This term
refers to the syntactico semantical relation of dpadina (ablation)
i.e. the relation of a fixed point from which something moves
away. Also this term refers to the item apadana (ablation) or
fixed point; and by extension, refers to the word expressing such
a relation or such an item.

However, Panini. besides using the term ‘karaka’ as a mean-
ing condition, uses the same term also as a name or designation
(samjiid@). And the designation ‘kdrakad’ is to be used as a gene-

1. Dr. S.D. Joshi, Vyakarana Mahabhasya, 1975.
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ral technical designation for the six other varieties of special
designations known as ‘apddana’ or ablation etc. These six varie-
ties of designations are used to refer to six varieties of syntactico-
semantical relations. or to amy item participating in an action.
by being instrument in bringing about an action, and by exten-
sion, these designations are used to words standing for such a
relation or for such an item. For instance, Panini has enumera-
ted the six designations as follows : (i) ablation ‘apadana’, (ii):
indirect object ‘sampradana’, (iii) instruments ‘karana’, (iv) locus.
‘adhikarana’, (v) object ‘karman’ and (vi) agent ‘karta’.

Consider the following examples which illustrate the
special syntactico-semantical items represented by the six desig-
nations : (i) ‘fruit falls from the tree’ (vrksat phalam patati),
(ii) ‘be gives a cow to the Briahmin (brahmandya gam dadati),
(iii) ‘he plays with the dice’ (aksaih divyati), (iv) ‘he cooks rice
in the ‘pot’ (sthalyam odanam pacati), (v) ‘he makes a mat’
katam karoti) and (iv) ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitrah gra-
mam gacchati). Here, in the first instance, the tree serves as the-
‘ablation’ (@pddana) in connection with the action of falling. In
the second instance, Brdhmin serves as the indirect object (sam-
pradana) in connection with the action of giving. In the third.
instance, the dice serves as the instrument (karana) in connec-
tion with the action of playing. In the forth instance, the pot
serves as the locus (adhikarana) in connection with the action of
cooking. In the fifth instance, the mat serves asthe object
(karman) in connection with the action of making. In the sixth
instance, Caitra serves as the agent (karty) in connection with
with the action of going. Thus, these designations represent six
different types of syntactico semantical items (kdrakas) in the
six samples.

The six designations are meaningful lables. ‘Apadana”
means ‘taking away’, ‘sampradina’ means ‘handing over’,
‘karapa’ means ‘means’, ‘adhikarana’ means ‘location’ and ‘kart;”
means ‘agent’. However, Panini defines each of these six desig-
nations with non-linguistic features like ‘dhruvam apaye’ etc.! so
that the apadana etc. can be sufficiently distinguished amongst

1. Dr. S.D. Joshi, Vyakarana Mahabhasya, .1975.
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~themselves and also that a corresponderce between linguistic
-construction and non-linguistic fact can be established. Follow-
ing are the definitions of the designations : (i) The fixed point
from which something receds is apadana (dhruvam apaye apada-
nam), (ii) the item as wished to be the recipient of the object of
the action is sampradana (karmand yam abhipraiti sa samprada-
nam), the most effective means is karana (sadhakataman kara-
nam), (iv), the location is the adhikarana, (v) that which the
-agent desires to reach (through the action) is the karman and
{(vi) the independent (in actions) is the kartr.

As stated earlier, these designations are used to refer to
the six varieties of syntactico-semantical relations as well. These
relations, in general, are called ‘kdraka relations’. And Panini
links directly the kdraka relations to case endings or post nomi-
‘nal affixes (vibhaktis) so that the same can express the karaka
-relations. According to Panini, case endings recur to express
such kdraka relations as apddana etc.; and they are known as
dvitiyd (accusative endings) etc. Panini assigns six different case
endings (vibhaktis) for expressing the six varieties of kdraka
relations : They are dvitiya@ or accusative endings for expressing
“object’ (karman) (ii.3.2); caturthi or dative endings for express-
ing ‘indirect object’ (sampradana) (iii.3.13); tritiya or instrumen-
tal endings for expressing ‘means’ (karana) (ii.3.18); tritiya or
instrumental for expressing ‘agent’ (kartr) (ii.3.18); paficami or
ablative endings for expressing ‘ablation’ (apadana) (ii.3.18); and
saptami or locative endings for expressing ‘locus’ (adhikarana)
(ii.3.36).

It must be noted here that accusative and other case end-
ings, expressing the kdraka relations, are governed by the rule
‘anabhihite’ (ii.3.1), and therefore, they can be used in the langu-
age only if the ‘karman’ etc. are not already expressed otherwise
by the grammatical elements such as conjugational endings etc.
‘Thus, ‘caitrena tandulah pacyate’ (rice is cooked by Caitra) and
‘caitrah tandulam pacati’ (Caitra cooks rice). Here, in the first
instance, the word, expressing the object namely ‘tandulah’ does
not have accusative case endings (it has only nominative case?

1. vide chapter on the theory of nominative case endings.
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-endings) since the sense of the object (karman) has already been
expressed otherwise by the conjugation ending (te); whereas the
‘word expressing the agent namely ‘caitrena’ has the instrumenal
case ending (ena) since the sense of the agent (kartr) has not
“been already expressed otherwise. In the second instance, the
word expressing the agent namely ‘caitrah’ does not have
‘the instrumenal ending (ena) (it has nominative case ending
-since the sense of the agent (kartr) has already expressed other-
‘wise by the conjugational ending (¢i), whereas the word expres-
-sing the object (karman) namely ‘tandulam’ has the accusative
-ending (am) since the sense of the abject (karman) is not already
-expressed otherwise. Thus, Panini restricts the use of the accusa-
‘tive and other case endings to the sense of the ‘object’ etc. that
-are not expressed otherwise (anabhihita).

Panini does not assign the nominative case endings in the
-sense of any particular ‘kdraka’ or syntactico semantical rela-
tion. However, as seen in the above exmples, the nominative
case endings occur after the word whose kdraka senses have
already been expressed otherwise (abhihita karaka).

The rule ‘pratipadikartha’ (p.ii.3.1) prescribes that the
nomirative case endings refer to abhihita karakas; and therefore
~‘they do not express any particular kd@raka relation a new as
-such, rather they express gender and number as occurring in the
base meaning ( pratipadikdrtha). Also, the genitive case endings,
unless intended to express a particular kdraka, are out as far as
-expressing any karaka relations are concerned, since the same
-{genitive case endings) are not used in the sense of any karaka
relations.

Thus, while the accusative etc. are kdaraka vibhaktis i.e.
vibhaktis expressive of karakas, the nominative and genitive are
a karaka vibhaktis i.e. vibhaktis non expressive of karakas.

Paninis rule ‘kdrake (p. i.4.23), governing the general desi-
gnation of kdraka for various syntactico sematical items or
notions is to be read along with the rules @ kadardad eka samjiia
(p. i.4.1) and vipratisedhe param karyam (p. i.4.2) which restrict
only one designation for one item at a time. Thus, in ‘kriram
-abhikrudhyati’ (he is angry with the cruel man), krdra has
-only the designation of karman, which does not have any other
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scope (avakasa) and does not have the designation of sampra-
dana which has other scope (savakdsa) elsewhere,

Despite Panini linking six different varieties of syntactico-:
_semantical (karaka) relations to six different case endings respec-
tively, as an exception one and the same kdraka relation may be
liked to two different case endings or one and the same end--
ing may be expressive of two different varieties of kdraka rela--
tions. For instances, the syntactico semantical (kdraka) relation
of karman is linked to the accusative case endings in the active:
construction by the rule karmari dvitiya (p. ii.3.2), whereas
the same is linked to the nominative case endings by the rule
‘pratipadikartha’ (p. ii.3.1). Thus, ‘katam karoti’ (he makes a.
mat) and ‘katah kriyate’ (mat is made) are justified, Also for
instance, the accusative casc endings are expressive of the
syntactico semantical (kdraka) relation of the ‘sempradana’ in
connection with the actions signified by ‘krudh’ preceded by an
upasarga, whereas the same accusative case endings are expres--
sive of the syntactico semantical (kGraka) relation of ‘karman’ in
construction as indicated above. Thus, we can account for the
active usage kriram abhikrudhyati (be is apgry with the cruel one):
and ‘krardya krudhyati’ (he is angry with the cruel one). Herce,
while the syntactico-semantical relations (kdrakas) represent.
the underlying deep structural relations, the vibhaktis express.
the same kdraka relations in the surface structure of a sentence..
Almost in a similar vein Professor P. Kiparasky and J.F. Staal*
have argued that kdraka relations comprise such notions as
*“logical subject of ”’, ““logical object of ”* etc. and correspond to-
the ‘underlying’ or ‘deep’ syntactic relations of transformational:
grammer. Also, thus, it can be stated that Panini was aware
of the distinction between deep structure and surface structure
of sentences and hence used the terminology of ‘kdraka’ for the
syntactico semantical Items such as apdddna and also for the
syntactico semantical relations of nouns, adjective etc. to the
action expressed by the verb in the deep structure and the
terminology of vibhakti (case endings) for the representation of
the same relations in surface structure of a sentence.

1. Kiparsky P. and J.F. Staal, 1969. Syntactic and Semantic
relations in Panini Foundation of Language (1969).
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However, before we analyse the various definitions, and
discuss the theories that could thereby be posited, it must be
pointed out that the post-nomial affixes, which are seven in
number,-are of two types: (i) kdraka vibhaktis or nominal affixes
which express the kdrakas, and (ii) akdraka-vibhaktis or nomi-
nal affixes which express something other than the kdrakas. For
instance, consider the statement ‘Caitra cooks rice’ ‘caitrah pacati
tandulam’. Here, the nominative and accusative found occurr-
ing after the nouns caitra and tandula express the agentive and
the objective kdrakas. Thus, they are the kdraka vibhaktis.
The nominal affixes expressing the non-karakas, on the other
hand, are of again two types : (i) upadana vibhakti or the post
nominal affix added to a noun on account of the presence of
another word (other than the verb), and (ii) sambardha vibhakti
or the nominal affix expressing the mere relation. In both these
cases, the relations expressed by the affixes are not connected
with the actions expressed by the verb; rather, they are connec-
ted syntactically with the ideas expressed by another noun
phrase. Consider, for instance, the statements : (i) ‘generic
property occurs in every staff, (anudandam jatih) and (ii) ‘he
comes from the neighbourhood of the village’ (gramasya samipad
agacchati). Here, in (i), the accusative affix found occurring
after the word ‘danda’, is an upapada vibhakti since the meaning
expressed by it is connected with the generality of the meaning
of the word agnu, which is not a verb. Also, in (ii), the genetive
occurring after the word grama, is a non-karaka vibhakti since
the relation expressed by it is syntactically connected with only
the meaning of yet another nominal word, namely, the neigh-
bourhood.

Problem

However, what needs to be investigated is the analysis of
the term kdaraka on both logical and syntactico-semantical
levels. While Kdtyayana has taken the rule ‘karake’ (i.4.23) to
be a technical designation in general (samjiiatvena adhikara),
Pataijali, following him Kaiyata, explain the rule both ways, as
a technical designation in general (samjfiatvena adhikara) and a
restrictive meaning condition (viSesanatvena adhikara). Also,
Patafijalis explanation of the term ‘karaka’ as ‘karoti iti kara-
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kam’ (that which brings about or accomplishes an action) has
led Bhartrhari and Nagesha to analyse kdrakas on logical level
and to argue that (i) kdrakas are the basic capacity to produce
an action that (ii) kdrakas are the things or items that possess
the basic capacity to produce the action respectively. On the
other hand, logicians and ritualists namely Jagadisha etc. and
Battas have analysed the kdrakas on the syntactico semantical
level and developped two contrasting theories such as (i) karakas
are the meanings expressed by the post nominal affixes and
(ii) kdrakas are syntactico-semantical relations that relate to the
bhavand etc. Thus, Indian epistemologists have provided most
fascinating theories of kdraka based in logical and syntactico-
semantical levels. In the following pages we shall give a brief
account of all these various theories so that a final conclusion
regarding different theories can be arrived at.

Katyayanas theory

Katyayana raises the difficulty that suppose the term
‘karaka’ is not defined by mentioning the samjfiin i.e. the item
which receives the designation ‘k@raka’, then there would occur
the danger of misusing the same term for non-kdrakas as well.
Thus, he states that when the object designated is not mention-
ed, the term kdraka can be applied to non-kdrakas such as the
‘grama’ (village) in ‘grémasya samipad agacchati’ (he comes
from the vicinity of the village). Here, the ‘village’ is merely the

" relation of the vicinity from which some one comes; neverthe-
less, since the karaka is not defined as the producer of an action
(nirvartaka), even the ‘village’, which serves as the fixed point
from which somebody moved away, has the possibility of
obtaining the designation of dpadana (kdraka).

Also, he states that when the term ‘kdraka’ is not defined,
there occurs the undesired possibility of applying the designation
‘karman’ (karaka) to an item which is not specified (akathita)
in cases like ‘brahmanasya putram pathdnam prcchati’ (he asks
the son of the Brahmin way) and applying the term apddana
(karaka) to non-apadana like vrksa (tree) in ‘vrksasya parnam
Dpatati’ (the leaf falls from the tree).

Nevertheless, Katydyana answers this difficulty by stating
that the term ‘kd@raka’ need not be defined; rather, the same can
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‘be taken literally. For, the definitions of the terms ‘apadana’
-etc. as the fixed point from which something recedes i.e. moves
away etc. themselves contain limitations of their application.
‘Consequently, since, in such cases, the tree etc. are not intended
by the speaker to express the apdya ‘moving away’, the same
{tree etc.) do not get the designation of apaddna karaka etc.
despite their functioning as the fixed point with relation to
moving away.

In this connection, Katyayana states also that there can be
7o difficulty in taking the term kdraka literally: i.e. as meaning
the agent who is defined as the item which is independent in
{bringing out) the action. For, since action differs according to
each karaka, the agenthood of the karana (instrument) and the
-adhikarana (locus) can be established with respect to the actions
like cooking ( paka) etc. Here, the agenthcod of the main i.e.
actual agent such as Caitra with respect to the action of cooking
means adhiSrayana (putting the pot on), udakdsecana (pouring
water), tanduldvapana (putting the rice), edhopakarsana (supply-
ing fuel) etc.; whereas the agenthood of the adhikarana (locus)
such as pot with respect to the cooking means the action of
dharana (holding so and so much) as in ‘dropam pacati’ ( (pot)
cooks a drona), and the agenthood of the ‘karapa’ (instrument)
such as firewood means the action of jvalana (burning) asin
-edhih paksyanty @ viklitter jvalisyanti’ (the sticks of firewood will
cook i.e. burn untill the rice become soft).

Katydyana states further that the agenthood of the apadana
{ablation) etc. can also be explained due to the independence
and dependence. The independence of the apadana in bringing
about the action of moving away is the agenthood of the apa-
dana, whereas the dependence of the same is the apadanatva of
-of the apadina.

Observation

It can be stated now that Katyayana holds that the term
“karaka’ can be taken literally and need not be defined by pro-
viding a samjfiin. And, since the definitions of the ‘apadana’ etc.
‘themselves contain the limitations of their application, there
-cannot be any danger of applying the designation to any non-
%Graka such as the Brahmin etc. who merely serve as the relation
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with respect to the son in ‘brahmanasya putram panthanam pre-
chat’ etc. :

Another significant contribution of Katyayana is that
when kdraka is taken in its literal sense, (the term is a zvul deri-
vation from the root ‘kr’ (to do) and hence means ‘that which
brings about’), thé designation ‘kdraka’ becomes applicable to-
only the agent that brings about an action. He justifies such an
application of the designation to only the agents on the ground
that all the kdrakas such as ‘kdrana’ (instrument) adhikarana
(locus) etc. too are agents in their own capacity of burning,
holding etc. Nevertheless, he has the difficulty in explaining the:
agenthood with respect to the apadana and sampradana since
they are not participating in the action. However, he removes
the difficulty by introducing the notions of independence and-
also dependence. According to him, all the six ka@rakas, including.
apddana, sampradana etc. have independence in one respect and
dependence in another respect. When the notion of dependence
s taken into account, the designation apadana etc. are applied,.
whereas when the notion of independence in their own minor-
contribution is taken into account, the designation karaka is.
applied.

Pataiijalis theory

While from the beginning Katyayana took ‘kdraka’ to be-
a samjfd (designation), Pataiijali first states that the rule is an.
adhikéra since the same does not prescribe anything new. Fur-
ther, he states that when ‘karake’ is an adhikdra, the same can-
be either a technical designation which is to be defined subse--
quently, or a restrictive meaning condition regarding the appl--
cation of the designations such as ‘apddina’ etc. introduced by
the next set of six rules. Pataiijali takes the rule to be a samjiia-
since the same is read in the ekasamjiia section and also takes
the rule to be a general technical designation (samjiiatvena adhi-
kara) since the same is used in the locative.

Patarijali states that Panini usually makes short economic-
samjfias such as ‘ti’, ‘ghu’ etc. However, the designation ‘karaka™
unlike other designations is quite a lengthy one. And this indi-
cates that kdrakais a significant designation. Therefore, the-
term ‘kdraka’ must be analysed as ‘karoti iti kGrakam’ or ‘that:
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-which brings about i.e. accomplishes (the action)’. Thus, kdraka
can be admitted to be a designation singnifying only the agent
which brings about or accomplishes (the action). Now, in the
case of the statements such as ‘br@hmanasya putram panthanam
prechati’ (he enquires the son of the Brahmin the way) and
“gramasya samipdd agacchati’ (he comes from the vicinity of the
village), the Brahmin and also the village need not be consider-
-ed to be karakas. For, they don’t contribute in any way towards
‘bringing about i.e. accomplishing the actions namely ‘enquiring’
and ‘coming’ and hence are not the agents of the same actions.
And, since they are not the kdrakas, they cannot be called
‘karman’ and ‘apadana’ respectively. However, one may object
here as follows : Since only the agent of action is to be consi-
dered a karaka, how could the cases which are non agents such
as the ‘instrument’, ‘locus’ etc., become kdrakas ? Anticipating
this objection, Patafijali states that action differs in relation to
-each case and therefore éven the cases such as ‘instrument’ ‘locus’
€tc., can be considered to be the agents of different actions and
thereby as kdrakas. For instance, in the statement ‘Caitra cooks’
(caitrah pacati), the root ‘to cook’ ( pac) refers to kindling fire,
pouring water, setting up the vessel etc. Consequently, “Caitra
is the agent of cooking” means he is the agent of kindling fire
etc. So, Caitra accomplishes the action of cooking by possess-
ing the act of kindling fire etc.

In the case of the statement ‘the pieces of wood cook’
(kasthani pacanti), the root ‘cook’ refers to the ‘burning’ (jval-
ana) etc. which are found in the wood. Consequently, ‘‘the
pieces of wood are the agents of cooking’’, means they are the
agents of burning’ etc. So, woods accomplish the act of cook-
ing by virtue of possessing the burning. Similarly, in the state-
ment, ‘the vessel cooks’ (sthdli pacati), the root ‘cook’ refers to
the act of possessing rice, water etc. Consequently, ‘“‘the vessel
is the agent of cooking’ means the vessel is the agent of posses-
sing rice etc. So, the vessel accomplishes the act of cooking by
possessing rice etc. Thus, it has been established that non-
agentive cases such as ‘instrument’, ‘locus’ etc. too are the
-agents of different actions and therefore, can be considered to
be the karakas. From this it becomes clear that, according to
Patafijali, all those cases, which contribute in some way or other
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towards the accomplishment of the action, are kdrakas. Never-
theless, it must be noted here that Patanjali maintains a clear
distinction between the primary agent such as ‘Caitra’ and secon-
dary agents such as ‘woods’ and ‘vessel’ etc. He observes that
when a primary agent is present along with the non-primary or
secondary agents, the latter are dependent in their function of
accomplishing the action on the former. For instance, consider
the statement ‘Caitra cooks rice gruel in the vessel through
wood’ (caitrah tondulam sthalyam kasthena pacati). Here, the
secondary agents, namely, ‘rice’, ‘vessel’ and ‘wood’ are depen-
dent in their function on the primary agent i.e. Caitra. Conse-
quently, they are to be considered to be only the ‘object’, ‘locus”
and ‘instrument’ respectively. However, when the primary agent
is not present, the secondary agents are intended to be indepen-
dent in their function of accomplishing the ‘swelling of rice’ and
other actions and therefore are to be considered as agents only.
Hence, the statements ‘rice cooks’, ‘vessel cooks’ etc.

Also, according to Patadijali, the designation ‘kartr’ (agent)
and special designations such as ‘apddana’ (ablation) etc. are
applied to an item depending on whether the same item is
intended to be independent in the action or not i.e. when the
speaker intends an item to be independent, the designation
‘karty’ is applied, whereas when the speaker intends an item to-
be dependent, the special designations ‘apddana’ etc. are applied.
Thus, to illustrate this theory Patanjali provides the examples
‘balahakah vidyotate’ (the cloud is lightening) ‘balahakad vidyo-
tate’ (it isMightening from the cloud) and ‘baldhake vidyotate”
(it is lightening in the cloud). Here, in the first instance, the
cloud is intended to be independentin the action of lightening
and hence gets the designation ‘karty’; whbereas in the second
and third instances, the same cloud is not intended to be inde-
pendent in the action of lightening and hence gets only the
special designation of apadana etc.

Finally Patafijali proposes another alternative explanation
of the rule ‘karake’. He states that since Panini has introduced:
the term in the locative singular ‘karake’, and not in the locative
plural ‘karakasu’, the same should be taken only as a restrictive:
meaning condition (viSesanatvena adhikdara) and not a general
technical designation (samjfiatvena adhikdra). He further ex-
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plains that the locative singular ‘kdrake’ should be taken to
mean kriydyam or ‘when there is connection with the action’.
Thus, according to this explanation, the rule i.4.23 means that
the designations ‘apadana’ etc. are applied to an item provi-
ded that the same item meets the restrictive condition of being
‘connected with the action.

Theories based on productive capacity

Now, it must be pointed out that Patafijali’s explanation
of the kdraka has given rise to two different interpretations on
which are based the two theories mainly supported by Bhartr-
hari and Néageda. Bhartrhari is the chief advocate of the theory
that kdraka is only the capacity or power that produces the
action, whereas Nageéa is the chief advocate of the theory that
kardka is the things which possesses such powers.

Bhartrharis theory

As stated earlier, Bhartrhari is the chief advocate of the
theory that kdraka is the capacity to produce an action. He
states in his Vidkyapadiya, that a basic capacity to bring about
an action, which is inherent either in its own locus or in some
other locus, is considered to be the instrument. What he means
by this statement is that the capacity or the power which is found
inherent and therefore inseparable from things is to be consider-
ed as the karaka. For instance, in ‘Caitra cooks’, the capacity
found inherent in Caitra, which produces the action of kindling,
fire etc. is the karaka known as kartr. Or, for instance, in ‘he
cooks rice gruel’, the capacity found inherent in the rice, which
produces the swelling in the rice, is the k@raka known as karman.

!According to this theory of Bhartrhari, Patarijali’s state-
ment that ‘qualities constitute the instrument’ (gunah sadhanam)
under the rule (anabhihite) ii.3.9, can be taken to be a pointer to
the fact that Patafijali meant only the power to be the kdraka.
It can be argued now as follows: suppose the thing possessing the
power is considered to be the kdraka, then the diversity of the
effect cannot be maintained; since the thing that produces the

1. Svasraye samavetanam tadvadevasrayantare kriyanam abhini-
spattau samarthyam sadhanam viduh. Vakyapadiya, p. 230,
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effect is uniformly same under all circumstances. For instance,
consider the statement : (i) ‘behold the pot’ (ghatam pasya) and
(ii) ‘bring water through a pot’ (ghatena jalam ahara). Here,
the two actions, namely the act of beholding and also the act of
bringing wate®, which are the effects, have nothing in common.
However, the thing which produces them, namely the pot, is the
same. Consequently, the two mutually different karakas, namely
the karman and karana can never be explained in the form of a
single pot. On the other hand, if the power that occurs in the
things is considered to be the k@raka, then the power which
produces the act of beholding and also the power which pro-
duces the act of bringing water, can easily be distinguished as
two separates entities and hence as two karakas.

Commenting on Bhartrhari, Helaraja points! out that the
statement, ‘“‘the basic capacity inherent in things producing an
action is the kdraka” does not contradict, in any way, the state-
ment of Patafijali that ‘‘the thing attains the status of an instru-
ment in respect to the accomplishment of an action” (dravyam
kriyabhinirvrtim prati saGdhanabhdvam upaiti) under the rule
iii.1.68. He notes that Bhartrhari made the above statement
with the intention that the power and the locus in which it in-
heres are identical. He further states, in support of Bhartrhari’s
theory, that Mahabhasya passages such as : ‘the things or subs-
tances are indeed the instruments’ (sadhanam vai dravyam) and
‘the substances have no excellence or decline’’ (na ca dravyasya
prakarsapakarsau stah) actually indicate the identity of the
power and the locus in which it inheres. Moreover, it must be
admitted that any power, which may be considered to be a
karaka, cannot remain without a locus, and hence there is no
point in accepting that the power alone, i.e. without any associ-
ation to its locus, is the karaka.

Vamana’s theory

As stated earlier, Pataiijali’s explanation of the term
karaka has greatly influenced the thinking of later grammarians
in formulating the theory of kdraka. The author of Kasika,
while commenting upon the rule i.4.23, states that kdrakais a

1. Vakyapadiya, p. 230.
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synonym of nimitta and hetu. Although, he does not elaborate
on his theory of kdraka, it is quite clear that he takes karaka to
‘be a semantic unit that participates as an instrument or cause in
‘the accomplishment of an action.

NdageSa theory

Nageda, in his Laghumanjusd’, analysis karaka to be
things having the capacity to accomplish an action, which
(capacity) is found inherent in things possessing the actual power
to produce the action. For him, such a capacity is identical
with the operation or vyapara. For instance, when Caitra cooks,
-Caitra has the capacity to accomplish the act of cooking, that is
to say, he operates so as to set up the vessel, soak the rice etc.
and hence can be said to posses the actual power to produce the
cooking rice. Inthe case of ‘brahmanasya putram panthanam
prechati’ where someone enquires the son of Brahmin regarding
‘the road, however; one cannot claim that someone has the capa-
.city to accomplish the Brahmin, or that the Brahmin partici-
Ppates in any capacity towards the production of the enquiry.
Therefore, he (the Brahmin) cannot be claimed to be a kdraka
{karman).

It must be admitted that all the kdrakas such as the ins-
trument and the locus, contribute towards the accomplishment
-of the main action indirectly through their own subsidiary
actions or operations and they are thus, to be considered as
karakas. Also, an indirect object or sampradina contributes
towards the accomplishment of giving indirectly, i.e. by occupy-
ing the giver’s mind. Hence sumpradana is a kdraka. In the
case of the statement such as : ‘he remembrs the pot’, the pot is
karma-karaka, because, it too accomplishes the main action of
remembering by becoming the property of thought. Thus, it can
be established that all the kdrakas contribute towards the acco=
mplishment of the main action through their individual opera-
tions, and depending upon the particular mode of operation,
they are variously called as ‘instrument’, ‘locus’ etc,

One may object here that a ‘village’, when it is reached, is

1. Karakatvam kriydjanakakatva Saktyasraya samaveta vydpd-k
rabhinispatti samarthyam, Laghumafijisa, p. 1163.
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not, really speaking, accomplished, such as the °‘rice gruel’ is,
through the efforts of the ‘goer’. Also, it cannot be claimed that
it participates #n the production of the act of going directly in
any way. Thus, the ‘village’ cannot be explained to be a kdraka
in the sense ‘rice gruel’ or Caitra can be done. Nevertheless, it
must be admitted that when the village is reached, it comes to
possess a capacity to be contacted by the goer, and this capacity
can be said to help the goer to produce the act of going. There-
fore, it can be maintained that the village is also associated with
the power to produce the action of going. Thus, it becomes
established that the things which are associated with the powers
to bring about an action are kdrakas.

1 heories based on syntactico-semantical furction

As noted earlier, Bhartrhari and his followers based their
theory of karaka on the etymological analysis of the term
kdraka and therefore held that kdraka is a logical cause. How-
ever, other epistemologists, mainly logicians and ritualists, based
their theory of kdraka on the syntactico-semantical function of
the different kdrakas. These scholars were guided primarily by
the fact that all the kdrakas must relate to an action.

Jagadisas theory

Jagadi$a, in his SabdaSakti prakasika states that whatever”
meaning is expressed by whatever post-nominal affix that quali-
fies whatever action, the same is to be considered the kdraka inv
relation to the action expressed by the verb. By this, Jagadisa
means that the meaning expressed by the particular post-nominalk
affix becomes the kdraka, if such a meaning is to be related
with the action expressed by the verb. Thus, for instance, in the
statement, ‘he goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati), the super-
stratumness, expressed by the accusative, occurring after the
word grama, becomes the kdreka (i.e. karman) since the same is.
related to the action of going expressed by the verb ‘gacchati’.

It could also be observed here that in statements such as ¢

1. Yaddhatapasthapye yddrSe arthe prakaribhitah yah subar-
thah taddhatapasthapya tdd,rs’ak’riydydm tatkarakam.
Sabdasaktiprakasdika, p. 294.
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‘he cooks the rice gruel belonging to Caitra’ (caitrasya tandulam
pacati), the genitive meaning i.e. ownership, is not a kdraka,
since it does not relate to the action of cooking, rather it relates.
to only the rice gruel. However, in the case of the statements.
such as : (i) ‘he is the cook of the rice-gruel’ (odanasya pakta),
(ii) ‘the cooking of Maitra’ (maitrasya pakah), the meanings
expressed by the genitive, namely the objectness and the agency
are karakas as they relate to the action, ‘cooking’. This has been
sanctioned by the rule ii.3.65 (kartr-karmanoh krti).

According to Jagadisa, it must be noted that, only the
meaning of the post nominal affis, such as separation, and not
the meaning of the nominal stem, such as tree, is the karaka :
He states that the notion that the things expressed by the
nominal stems, for instance, tree, in the statement, ‘the leaf falls
from the tree’ (vrksat parnam patati) can be a kdraka, is un-
founded. He states so because, the meaning of the post nominal
affix, qualified by the meaning of the nominal stem, should alone
be considered as the karaka. Nevertheless, since the meaning
of the nominal stems qualifies the meaning of the post-nominal
affix, and therefore qualifies, indirectly, the action, the meaning
of the nominal stem can be accepted as a secondary kdraka.

Giridharas modification

Giridharopadhyaya, the author of Vibhaktyarthanirnaya,
supports, in principle, the theory of kdraka as outlined by Jaga-
disa. However, he suggests that some modifications in the
analysis of karaka are necessary. According to him,! the mean-
ings of the post-nominal affixes can be regarded as kdrakas pro-
vided that (i) they are invariably related to an action, that
(ii) they are never related to the meaning of any nominal stem,
and also that (iii) they are not referred to by the post-nominal
affixes that are added to a noun on account of the presence of
another word. In the above modification, the first condition is
suggested to cover the objectness and other karakas which relate
to the actions; the second condition is suggested to exclude the

1. Karakatvam ndma namarthanvaya prayojakatanavacchedaki-
bhita kriyanvayata vacchedaka dharmavatvesati padantara-
samabhivyahrta subartnatvam,
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possibility of covering the ownership (svatva es a karaka), since
it relates to only the meaning of a nominal stem, and the third
-condition is suggesﬁed to exclude the possibility of covering the
non-kdrakas such as generality and others since they are referr-
ed to by the nominal affixes whose existence is due only to the
presence of another word (anu) etc. Giridhara holds that the
above modifications are also necessitated on account of the fact
that in statements such as: ‘she is scared of her husband’
(kantasya trasyati), the relation of husband isalso related to
the action of getting scared and hence otherwise, would become
the apadana karaka. ’

Some grammarians, albeit very few, have also approached
the analysis of the k@raka from the syntactico semantical point
-of view. According to them, as Nage$a reports, a kdraka is!
what relates to the meaning expressed by a post nominal affix.
That, in turn, relates to the action. For instance, in the state-
ment : ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro gramam gacchati),
both ‘Caitra’ and ‘village’ are kdarakas, since they are related to
the agentness and objectness that, in turn, relate to the action of
going directly and indirectly respectively.

It must be noted here that according to the above analysis,
karaka is only the meaning expressed by the nominal stem and
not the meaning expressed by the post nominal affix.

Ritualists theory

Let us now consider the position of ritualists. They too,
like Jagadi$a and others, analyse kdraka from the view point of
-a syntactico semantical function. However, as Gokulanatha, in
his Padavdkyaratnakara, states, they, unlike other epistemolo-
gists, view kdraka to be what relates to the activity or efficient
force (bhavananvayi). According to the ritualists, all the karakas
must be admitted to relate to the activity or efficient force ex-
‘pressed by conjugational endings since it produces all the syntac-
‘tico semantical notions including even actions. Now, how action
is produced by the efficient force can be explained as follows :
In the mimansa system, a predicate such as ‘pacati’ (he cooks),

: 1. Kriyanvitapratyayarthanvayitvam Karakatvam.
Laghumaiijasa, p. 1195
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is analysed as ‘pakam karoti’ (he does or accomplishes cooking).
Such an analysis of a predicate explains the activity or efficient
force as the cause leading to action and herce warrants that
action be related to it. Further, actions are either instrumental
or objective kdrakas. For instance, consider the statement :
“Caitra cooks rice gruel”. Here, when Caitra accomplishes the
cooking of rice gruel through various means, the action of cook-
ing can be considered to be the product and hence the objective
karaka. Also when the rice gruel is conceived to be the product
of the cooking, the same action of cooking can be claimed to
be the cause and hence the instrumental kdraka. Thus, it has
been established that actions are either instrumental or objec-
tive karakas and are related to the activity or efficient forces.
Now as regards the other kdrakas : They are also accom-:
plished tbrough-efficient force. For instance, they hold that
when an agent like Caitra cooks rice gruel etc., he possesses an-
activity or efficient force which makes Caitra strive for the cook-
ing of rice and thus becomes the cause of Caitra being the agent
and also the rice gruel being the object. Similarly all the kara-
kas can also be explained to be accomplished through the
efficient force and hence must be admitted to be relating to it.

Conclusion

It can be observed now that, according to Panini, ‘kdraka’
is both meaning—condition and a technical designation. Asa
meaning condition, it restricts the application of the designation
‘karaka’ to only those items that are instruments i.e. agents
which participate i.e. contribute in any way in bringing out the
action. For instance, the fixed point (i.e. tree) from which some
thing recedes or moves away, becomes the kdraka (apddana) in
the statement ‘vrksat parpam patati’ since the same item is the
instrument i.e. agent by participating as the fixed point in the
action of moving away; whereas the relation (i.e. Village) of the
vicinity from which one comes dose not become the karaka (i.e.
‘aprddana’) in the statement ‘gramasya samipdd dgacchati’ since
the same item is not an instrument i.e. agent by participating in
any way in the action of coming.

As a designation, ‘k@raka’ provides the lable ‘kdraka’ to-
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all the six varieties of syntactio-semantical relations such as
‘apadana’ etc., which relate nouns, adjectives, pronouns etc. to
the action expressed by verbs, and also to the items (persons or
things) that participate in any way in generating the action.

The set of rules, such as the fixed point from which some-
thing recedes or moves away is ablation (dhruvam apaye apada-
num) etc. by which Panini defines the six types of syntactico-
semantical relations and also the items, shows clearly that Panini
meant kdrakas to be the syntactico-semantical properties that
participate in some way or other in accomplishing the action.
Further, according to Panini, the kdrakas are to be identified as
one or other kdraka on the basis of what particular way they
participate in the accomplishment of the action.

However, the next set of rules starting with ‘apddane
paficam#’ (ii.3.28), by which Panini introduces the post nominal
affixes (vibhaktis) for the expression of the karakas, correlates
these syntactico-semantical properties with the grammatical ex-
pressions. Thus, according to Panini, while the kdrakas repre-
sent the syntactico-semantical relations and the items in the deep
or underlying structure of sentence, the post nominal affixes or
vibhaktis represent the same at the surface structure of sentence
in the language.

Kityayana takes the rule ‘karake’ to be the technical desig-
nation (samjfiatvena adhikara) only. According to him, the rule,
despite not containing the object designated (samjfiin), assigns
the designation ‘kdraka’ to only such syntactico-semantical
relations and items that participate in some way in accompiish-
ing the action since the definition of the speclal designations
such as ‘apdddana’ etc. contain, in themselves, the limitations in
their application.

Also, according to Katyayana, the term ‘kdrake’ (it is a
krt derivation of the root kr (to do) with the agentive nvul suffix
and hence means that which is the agent of accomplishment)
can be taken literally; and all the syntactico-semantical notions,
including ‘apadana’, can be explained to be ‘kdrakas’ since all of
them are independent in their own minor actions i.e. are agents
of accomplishment. Thus, for Kaitydyana, the rule ‘kdrake’
assigns the designation ‘kdraka’ for the syntactico-semantical
notions that are independent in the accomplishment of the



Theory of Kiraka 111

action.

Patafijali, on the other hand, takes the rule ‘kdrake’ to be
both a technical designation and a restrictive meaning condition.
According to him, since ‘kdraka’ is a lengthy designation, the
same signifies the agent of accomplishment and hence should be
analysed as ‘karoti iti karakam’. He bolds that the designation
‘karaka’ is applicable to only those syntactico-semantical
notions that are the agent i.e. that accomplish the action; and
not to non-kdrakas such as that relation ‘village’ in ‘gramasya
samipad aggacchati’ etc.

Nevertheless, he differes from Katyayana in his theory of
independence. According to him, when speaker intends to pre-
sent a syntactic-semantical notion as independent, the same gets
the special designation ‘kartr’ (agent); and when speaker intends
to present the same notion as dependent, the same gets the
special designation ‘apdddna’ (ablation) etc. And the designa-
tion ‘kdraka’ being general, is applicable to such notions in both
instances. Thus both ‘balahakah vidyotate’ and ‘baldhakad
vidyotate’ become possible depending on whether the speaker
intends balahaka (cloud) to be independent or dependent.

Patarijali takes the rule to be the restrictive meaning con-
dition as well. Nevertheless, when the rule is to be restrictive
condition, he interprets the ‘kdraka’ to mean ‘kriydydm’ or
‘when there is connection with the action’. Thus, according to
this interpretation, the rule means that the designations apddina
etc. are applied when the item concerned is connected with the
action.

Patafijali wanted to emphasize the role of the action in
making the special designations ‘apddina’ etc. applicable to syn-
tactico semantical notions; and hence, despite that a ‘pyul deri-
vation such as ‘kdraka’ can only be taken to mean the agent of
action; he interprets the term in the sense of the action.

Both Bhartrhari and Nagesha were greatly influenced by
the etimological explanation of the term ‘kdraka’ by Pa.anjali
as ‘karoti iti kdrakam’ (that which brings out or accomplishes
action). They have almost perceived a logical cause and effect
relationship between the karakas and also the action. Of course,
they were aware of the fact that kdrakas represent syntactico-

semantical notions (relations or items); nevertheless, they have
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conceived such notions as effective means in accomplishing the
action. -

The difference between Bhartrhari’s theory and also that of
Nagesha is that while Bhartrhari has accepted a basic capacity
or power to bring about an action, which is inherent either in
its own locus or in some other locus, to be the karaka, Nagesha
has perceived the thing having the capacity to accomplish the
action to be the kdraka.

Bhartrbari argues that only the power, as opposed to the
thing possessing the power, is the kdraka, on the ground that
otherwise the diversity of the effects such as ‘beholding’ and
‘bringing’ cannot be maintained since the thing such as pot that
provides such actions is uniformally same.

A point to be noted is that, according to Bhartrhari, the
power or capacity that accomplishes the action of only the agent
such as cooking is to be considered as kdraka; and such a
power can be found occurring in either the agent himself or in:
the instrument etc. Thus, he has stated that the power inherent
in its own locus or in some other locus is kdraka. On the other
hand, Nagesha firmly believes that only the things which possess.
the power or capacity to accomplish the action are to be consi-
dered as the kdrakas. He holds so because the powers, without
their locus, i.e. things, cannot be found to be efficacious. Also,.
according to him, things, without their powers manifested, are
not conducive to the accomplishment of the action. Thus, only
the things, which have the powers, are the karakas.

Nevertheless, as Helaraja points out, the powers and the
things that possess such powers can be viewed to be identical i.e.
non-distinct as far as accomplishing the action is concerned..
For, neither the powers alone without their locus i.e. things, nor
the things, without their power, can be admitted to accomplish
the action.

It can be observed now that Bhartrhari and Nagesha have
based their theory of kdraka on the etymological explanation of
the term kdraka; and hence regarded the productive capacity of
the syntactico semantical items to be determining factors of’
their kdraka-hood. That is to say that they have developed
the theory of kdraka almost independent of sentence structure.
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For them, kdraka is almost a logical cause that contributes
towards the accomplishment of an action.

Quite interestingly, while most of the grammarians analy-
ed karakas on the logical function of the syntactico semantical
notions, the logicians, especially Jagadiéa and following him
Gridhara analysed the kdrakas on the syntactico-semantical
function of such notions. Jagadi$a was primarily concerned
with the fact that kdrakas are meanings expressed by the post-
nominal affixes and also that they are related directly or indirec-
tly to the action. Thus, his definition ‘the meaning expressed by
the post nominal affixes that qualities the action is the karaka
in relation to the action’ considers karakas to be only the
meanings of post nominal affixes (vibhaktis) that relate to the
action of the sentence. Nevertheless, such a definition considers
primarily only the syntactico-semantical relations such as sepa-
ration etc., to be the karakas and secondarily the syntactico-
semantical items (i.e. persons, things etc. expressed by the
ablative and other stems), to be the kdrkas.

Giridhara’s contribution is that he has modified Jagadisa’s
theory of karaka to the perfection. Thus, his modification name-
ly ‘the meanings of the nominal affixes that are invariably related
to an action but not related to the meaning of any nominal
stem and not referred to by the post nominal affixes added on
account of the presence of another word’ (upapadavibhaktis)
covers all the kdrakas that relate to the action, and excludes all
the non-kdrakas that either relate to the meaning of another
nominal stem or are referred to by the upapadavibhaktis. Like
Jagadish’s theory, the alternative theory suggested by Néagesha
namely “karaka is what relates to the meaning expressed by a
post nominal affix that, in turn, relates to the action” is also
based on the syntactico-semantical function of the kdrakas.
However, while Jagadi$a’s theory considers primarily only the
meaning expressed by the vibhaktis, to be the karaka the theory
suggested Nagesha holds only the meaning expressed by the
ablative and other nominal stems to be the kéraka.

It can be observed now, that Jagadisa and his followers
have analysed the karakas on the syntactico semantical level
and viewed the kdrakas to be what relates to the action directly
or indirectly, For them, the karakas are the constituent parts of
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the syntactico semantical structure of a sentence. And karakas
depend, for their igentity, on the particular functioni e. the type
of relation they manifest towards the action. Although there is
no complete agreement among these epistemologists as to whe-
ther the kdarakas are the meanings expressed by the post nominal
affixes or those expressed by the nominal stems, it can be fairly
well assumed that the meanings, expressed by both (post nominal
affixes and the nominal stems) are the kdarakas since the former
are nothing but the syntactico semantical relations such as the
separation etc. and the latter are the syntactico semantical items
(persons or things) such as the ‘tree’ etc. which too relate to the
action by participating in the accomplishment of the action.
Now, the main objection to these theories is that such theories
do not conform to the etymological explanation of the term
‘karaka’. However, this objection need not be viewed seriously
since it merely echoes the most obvious difference between the
theories based on the logical function and also theories based on
the syntactico semeatical function.

Finally the ritualists position of the kdraka: It is true that
they too have analysed the kdrakas from the view point of
syntactico semantical function. However, unlike Jagadisa and
others, they hold kdarakasto be what relate to the activity or
efficient force (bhdvana). According to them, only bhdvand, ex-
pressed by the conjugational endings, impells all the kdrakas to-
wards the accomplishment of the final goal and hence all the
karakas must be admitted to related to the same bhavana. This
position, despite its extremity, confirms to the linguistic principle
that the meaning expressed by the predicate is the most impor-
tant element in the syntactico semantical structure of a senter.ce.

It can be concluded now that while Panini used the term
‘karaka’ as both restrictive meaning condition and technical
designation and thus meant to represent the syntactico-semanti-
cal notions in the deep structure, the later grammarians and
other epistemologists enriched the theory of karaka by analysing
the same on both logical and syntactico-semantical levels.



CHAPTER V

MEANING OF NOMINAL BASE
(na@mdrtha)

JIntroduction

Words ( pada) have been divided twofold into nominals
{(subanta) and verbals (tingnta) by Panini. Both types consists
-of two parts : Nominal consist of nominals base ( pratipadika or
.ndman) and a nominal ending (vibhakti), whereas verbals con-
sist of verbal base (dhatu) and a verbal ending (lakdra). Corstis
tuent parts of both types i.e. verbals and nominals such as
nominal base, nominal ending, verbal base and verbal endings
-are considered meaningful in Sanskrit.

Panini defines nominal base as a meaningful unit which is
different from verbal base, verbal ending and nominal ending
{arthavad adhatur apratyayah pratipadikam). For instance,
‘caitra’ in ‘caitrah pacati’ is a pominal base because the same
conveys the sense of Caitra and is different from verbal base etc.
It should be noted that despite being in agreement with the
general convention that nominal base is a meaningful unit,
Péanini was more concerned with the formative or derivative
aspect of the language and therefore, has provided only a tech-
‘nical definition of the nominal base as what is different from
other types of formations.

However, other epistemologists define nominal base from
the epistemological i.e. syntactico semantical point of view.
Yaska, for instance, states that nominal base is what has its
meaning subservient to i.e. qualifier of the verbal action. This
definition is based on'the syntactico semantical consideration of
the grammarians that nominal base meaning such as ‘Caitra’ in
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‘Caitra goes’ (caitro gacchati) is related to the action of going
as a qualifier, Of &urse, it is to be noted that Yaska has based
his definition of the nominal base on the etimological explana-
tion of the term ndman as ‘that which is subservient to some-
thing else’ (namati iti naman). Nevertheless, the definition is in
accordance with the syntactico semantical convention. i}

Now, according to logicians, the meaning of the nominal
base, especially that of nominative base, is considered to be the-
chief qualificand of all syntactico semantical relations. There-
fore, Jagadisa states that nominal base or rather more aplty
noun (naman) is what requires a nominative case to produce the
cognition wherein its own meaning constitutes the chief quali-
ficand of syntactico-semantical relations.

For instance, the word ‘Caitra’ (caitra) is a nominal base:
because the same requires the nominative case ending ‘s’ after
it to produce the cognition such as ‘Caitra is the agent of going”
wherein Caitra, its own meaning, constitutes the qualificand of

going.

Problem

However, epistemologists, belonging to different systems
of Indian philosophy are divided in their opinion asto what
exactly constitutes the meanings of a nominal base.

Logicians hold that generic property (jati), individual
(vyakti) and form (akrti) can be the meaning of the nominal
base; whereas grammarians opine that generic property, indivi-
dual and gender (linga) number (samkhya) and karaka relations
constitute the meaning of the nominal base and the ritualists
consider that only generic property is the meaning of the nomi-
nal base. In addition, different scholars within each system have
divergent views regarding the meaning of the nominal base. In
the following pages, we shall give a brief account of what consti-
tutes the nominal base meaning according to various schools
and various thinkers and why they differ in their views.

Logicians theory

Gautama holds that a generic property (jati), an indivi-
dual (vyakti) and also a form (akrti) constitute the meaning of
a word i.e, nominal base ( jatyakrtivyaktayah padarthah)., For,
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-when one utters a nominal base such as ‘pot’ (ghata), in ‘ghatam
_jandti’ etc. one understands an individual entity such as pot,
which "is distinct from both similar and dissimilar entities as
‘having a particular form of shell-neck etc. And, such an under-
-standing necessitates that (i) a generic property namely potness,
«ii) an individual namely the pot and also (iii} the form namely
shell-neck, be conveyed by the nominal base so that the pot can
‘be distinguished from the similar and dissimilar entities while
‘being identified with an individual which has the form of shell-
‘neck etc.

It should be noted here that generic prorerty ( jati) is defi-
‘ned by Gautam as a property that is capable of producing the
*knowledge of things in general (samdanaprasavatmika jatih). For
instance, the generic property such as the potness is capable of
sproducing the knowledge of pots in general as ‘this is a pot’,
“this is a pot’ etc.

This concept of generic property was the most significant
-event in the history of Indian philosophy. This has facilitated
the understanding of individuals as belonging to a particular
-class despite particular cognition of each individuals. This con-
.cept has also facilitated the identication of things either as
belonging to a particular class or as distinct from another class
of things.

. It should be noted, however, that Buddhists oppose the
.concept of generic property or universal. According to them,
~generic property which is eternal and common to all individuals
of same class cannot be accepted since things are momentary
(ksanika). They replace Nyaya concept of generic property by
their theory of unique particulars (svalaksana). They explain
that there is no use in- accepting a generic property like cowness
‘to distinguish the cow as distinct from another class of things.
"The same purpose can be achieved by understanding the cow s
different or excluded from the non cows (taditara vydvrita).
‘They argue that accepting an eternal generic properiy like cow-
ness poses the problem of explaining the same before and after
an individual is produced or destroyed.

Logicians and ritualists reply to such an objection by stat-
ing that without.admitting a positive entity like cow, the under-
sstanding of the same as excluded from the non cows is impossi-
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ble. Also, they state éhat Buddhist must admit the concept of the-
generic property in spirit since the function of apoha, namely
“the exclusion of an entity from other than what actually it is’
that of generic property.

Now, as regards the individual or vyakti: Gautama defines:
that individual is a corporial element (mirti) that is the abode-
of a particular quality (gungvisesa murtih). Thus, cow etc.
which are the abode of the particular from such as sdsnd are:
the individuals.

However, Vitsydyana and others have provided another-
definition of the individual based on the etimological explana-
tion of the term vyakti itself. According to them, individual is.
that which has a manifestation that is perceptible to sense-
organs (vyajyata iti vyaktih). This definition is applicable to-
only earth, water, power and wind since they have a manifesta-
tion perceptible to sense organs due to their possession of such-
qualities as form (réipa), liquid (rasa), odour (gandha) and touch
(sparSa). However, yet another definition of the individual,.
which has a wider application, is also provided by logicians.
According to this definition, individual is any substance that.
functions as the abode of the quality that is different from the-
number and also shares the same locus as that of the form and.
generic property.

The most general definition of the individual is, however,.
found in Gautama siitra vrtti. According to this work, indivi--
dual is an object of knowledge ( prameyatva). Such a definition.
covers all the categories under its application since all the cate--
gories are the objects of knowledge according to logicians.

Now as regards the form or akrti: Gautama, in his:
Nyayasitrs, defines form or shape (akyti) as the inferential cause -
of the generic property. That is to say that since the form such-
as shellneck causes the inferential knowledge of the generic pro-
perty namely the potness in the pot the same functions as the-
inferential cause of the gemeric property. And such a form-
occurs indirectly in the substance like pot: for the form is a:
quality of the various limbs which constitutes the substance.

Now, the same form must be understood as being non--
distinct from the orderly arrangement or aggregate of the limbs-
or parts of the whole; for, it is only through the orderly arrange--
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ment of limbs or parts of a substance that one infers the generic
property of the substance. For instance, through the head, tail
and feet do the people infer the cow. Thus, the form or shape
should be understood as non distinct from such orderly arrange-
ment of limbs.

Thus, according to Gautama, a nominal base like ‘cow’
denotes a generic property like cowness, the form like the dew-
lap and an individual like cow.

However, later logicians like Jagadiéa and Gadadhara
have modified the theory to a certain extent each. According to
Jagadida the word ‘form’ (@krti), in the Nyayasiitra, does not
signify the aggregate of limbs; but rather it signifies the relation
between the generic property and also the individual. Thus
what constitutes the nominal base meaning is the generic pro-
perty, individual and also the relation between the former and
also the later. Almost echoing the same idea, Gadadhara too
holds that the nominal base has denotation in the sense of the
generic property, its aboce i.e. individual and also their relation
(taddharma tadvaiSistya tadasrayesu $akvih). This modification
has been suggested on the ground that the individual automati-
cally includes a particular form as no individual can be cognized
without its form; and hence, there is no need to accept any
separate denotation in the sense of ‘form’.

Visvanatha presents the most significant interpretaticn of
Gautama’s theory of nominal base meaning. According to him,
nominal base has a single denotation in the individual as quali-
fied by the generic property and also the form. His interpreta-
tion is based on the fact that Gautam has used a singular ending
after the word ‘padartha’ in ‘padarthah’ and therefore, generic
property, form and individual constitute a single sense of the
nominal base. Also, since accepting more than one denotation
for a single nominal base is against epistemological convention,
only Vi§vanatha’s interpretation that the nominal base signifies
the individual as qualified by both the genenc property and
form is most non controversial.

Observation on logicians theory
It can be observed now as follows :
Logican’s theory of the meaning of the nominal base stems
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from the fact that onl;' an entity and also its essential character-
istics should be viewed to be the referent ( padartha) of any
given word. And since (i) the generic property like cowness,
(ii) the form like dewlap and also (iii) the individual like cow
itself form the essential characteristics of the entity known as
cow, Gautama has stated that the same three (i.e. generic pro-
perty, the form and also an individual) constitute the meaning
of the nominal base. According to Gautama and other logicians,
gender (lifiga), number (sarikhyd) and kdaraka relations do not
form the part of the nominal base meaning because the same
are not the essential characteristics of an entity. As it will be
shown later, Panini too has ruled that singular and other expres-
sions (eka vacana etc.) are used to express the number singularity
etc. and the case endings are used to express the kdraka
relations; and thus he has indirectly supported the logicians
view that only the entity and its essential characteristics consti-
tute the nominal base meanings.

Now, the later logicians like Jagadia and Gadadhara
have modified the basic theory profounded by Gautama that
the generic property etc. constitute the base meaning, They have
suggested that the term ‘akrti’ in the rule suggests the relation
between the generic property and also the individual since the
individual itself includes the aggregate of the limbs as well. This
suggestion is of course open to question because whether part
and whole are one and the same or different from each other
are open to discussion. Nevertheless, their suggestion points to
the age old problem of the distinction between the part and
whole. Now as regards Visvanatha’s interpretation : since the
individual, the generic property and form constitute one single
meaning (i e. since generic property and form can be said to
quality the individual), ViSvanatha has interpreted Gautama’s
rule-as meant to convey one single denotation of the nominal
base in the sense of an individual as qualified by the generic
property and form. And this interpretation successfully avoids
the difficulty that when a word is accepted to have several
denotations in different meanings, the same (word) becomes
polysemous.
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‘Grammarians theory:

- Patafijali in pas$pasahnkika, gives an account of five
-different theories regarding the meaning of the nominal base
‘which my be illustrated as follows :

Theory that jati is the meaning

According to this theory, generic property, which produces
the cognition of entities such as individual cows generalized and
universalized as cows (anugata ekakarabuddhijanana samartha)
should be accepted as the meaning of the nominal base. Other-
wise, suppose only the individual is accepted as the meaning of
‘nominal base, then endless individuals will have to be conceded
as the meaning. And consequently, a common form of cows
such as possession of horn etc. would be difficult to explain.
‘Thus, the generic property, such as cowness, which facilitates
the cognition of all cow instances generalized and universalized
as cows, is the nominal base-meaning. Further, it should be
‘noted that such a generic property becomes suggested in all
individual instance (of cows etc. if expressed to occur in one
single individual instance of cow. Since it is common to all the
individuals and does not need to be repeated.

Theory that jati and vyakti are the meanings

Some other grammarians like Vyadi hold that, in addition
‘to the generic property, an individual such as cow should also
be accepted as the meaning of nominal base. According to them,
statements such as ‘he gives a cow’ (gam dadaiti) become unten-
able unless an individual such as cow is also accepted as the
base meaning; since generic. property alone cannot be the object
-of giving. These scholars are of the opinion that individuals
such as cow which are the abode or substratum of qualities like
-odour which occur in the same abode as that of generic property
and form, must be differentiated from the generic property and
therefore, constitute a separate meaning of the nominal base.

Theory that jati, vyakti and linga are the meanings

Yet some grammarians hold that gender (liriga), in addi-
tion to generic property and individual constitute ‘the meaning
of the nominal base. According to them, statements like ‘salu-
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tations to the goddess ‘Uma’ (umadevyai namah) become unten-
able unless the gencfer such as feminine, masculine and neuter
are accepted as the meaning. For, in such cases, only the female
goddess such as Uma is the recipient of ones regards and not
any other type of god.

It should be noted that Panini considers the gender as the
property of only the words and not of the meaning in his rule
svamoh napumisakat (viii. 1.23). This is based on the fact that
in ‘he loves his wife’ (daran gacchati), the masculine gender is
contradictory to the sense of wife; and therefore, the masculine
gender should be regarded as the property of only the word
‘daran’. However, modern grammarians insist that gender is
the property of only the meaning. They cite, in support of their
theory, the statements such as ‘she is an individual’ (iyam
vyaktih), ‘this is the thing’ (idam vastu) an ‘he is a man’ (ayam
purusah) wherein the word (vyakti) expressing a female indivi-
dual has a femine gender, the word (vastu) expressing the neuter
thing has the neuter gender and also the word ( purusah) expres-
sing the male person has the masculine gender.

Theory that jati, vyakti, linga and samkhya are the meanings
Bhartrhari and other grammarians hold that number
(sarkhya) is also the meaning of the nominal base. According
- to them, number, which is the sole cause of distinguishing the
objects as one, two, three etc., should be accepted as the mean-
ing of nominal base. They establish their theory on the ground
that the statements like ‘bring a pot’ (ghatam anaya) induce the
person to bring only a single pot (and not two or three pots);
and therefore, unless the numbers like singularity are understcod
through nominal base, the statements would become untenable.
It should be noted here that as against the theory of the
number of grammarians that the number is merely the cause
of distinguishing the objects, the logicians® hold that the number
funcctions as the unique or peculiar cause of counting. Also,.
they hold that, in the production of numbers, the entities present
constitute the inherent cause (samavayi karana), whereas the
qualities such as singularity (ekarvaguna) constitute the non-

1. See the chapter on number for more details.



Theory of Karaka 123

inherent cause (asamavayikarana) and the mental process of
counting (apeksabuddhi) constitutes the instrumental or inciden-
tal cause (nimitta karana).

However, ritualists firmly oppose the view that number(s):
of the objects such as cups (graha) are intended to be conveyed.
bo the nominal base since, in the statement such as ‘he cleanses-
cup’ (graham sammarsii), the singular number is not intended to-
be related to the cup(s) (here all the cups, and not merely a.
single cup, are intended to be cleansed).

Theory that, jati, vyakti, linga, satikhya and karaka
are the meanings

Again, Bhartrhari and his followers like Nagesa hold that
kdraka relations such as objectness (karmatva) are also referred
to by the nominal base itself. According to them, this position
becomes necessary because otherwise the objectness and other
karaka relations would become difficult to be conveyed in the
curd etc. in the statements such as ‘he eats curd’ (dadhi bhksa-
yati) since the words dadhi etc. do not consist of accusative case
ending that can refer to such a sense. Thus, these scholars
maintain that the nominal base itself refers to all the kdraka®
relations as well; whereas, the case affixes or endings are merely
suggestive of the fact that the particular base, under a particular
circumstanc?, refers to a particular kdraka item only.

Theory that state of existence or sattd is the base meaning
However, Kityayana, following him Pataijali, have inter-
preted the base meaning ( pratipadikartha) to be the state of
being the existence i.e. the mere existence sattva. What Katya-
yana essentially means is that the base meaning need not be a
substance associated with gender, number and measure. For,
otherwise, it won’t be possible for indeclinables like ‘uccaih’
(high), ‘nicailk’ (low) etc. to have nominative case endings added
after them. The indiclinables such as ‘uccail’ and ‘nicaih’ con-
vey the sense of mere existence and not any substance which
can be associated with gender, number and measure. Therefore,
it becomes obligatory that pratipadikdrtha or base meaning te

2. See chapter on kdraka for further details on kdraka relations.
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‘understood as mererstate of existence that includes even the
-sense conveyed by the indeclinables such as ‘uccail’, ‘nicail’ etc.

Now, it should be noted that once the indeclinables such
-as ‘uccail’, ‘nicaih’ etc. are accepted to convey the sense of
_pratipadikartha or base meaning, the nominative case endings
can be added to them and thus they get the status of finished
word or padatva. And once the status of finished word is
acquired, the same words facilitate the use of the expressions
such as ‘grama uccaih te[tava svam’ (high up in the village is
your property situated) etc. wherein the enclitic form ‘te’
substitutes optionally for ‘zava’.

-Observation on grammarians theory

Now it can be observed as follows :

Acceptance of a generic property, individual and also the

form as the meaning of nominal base by logicians had a far
‘reaching impact on all the systems of Indian philosophy in
-general and on grammer in particular. As Patafijali reports,
several individual thinkers in grammer have conceded that
generic property and individual constitute the meaning of the
nominal base. Even Panini, as Vamana interprets, meant only
‘the generic property by pratipadikdartha...(ii.3.46). Thus, the
same (generic property) was universally accepted as the base-
meaning by all grammarians. '

Since generic property cannot be the object of giving and

-also since the same cannot occur without an abode, Vyddi and
-other scholars have suggested that an individual like cow too
must be conceded as the base meaning. Helardja is of the
-opinion that Panini meant, by the word pratipadikirtha, not
only the generic property but also an individual like cow. He
seems to hold so because the word prdtipadika cannot be ex-
plained to mean merely the generic property an such as expla-
mnation does not serve any practical purpose.

In spite of the fact that no grammarian openly advocates
the form as a separate meaning of the base, they accept that the
form is also suggested by the nominal base. For, Patafijali while
-defining generic property, states that the same (generic property)
is understocd by the aggregate or assembly of limbs of general
form. Thus, different grammarians can be stated to have accept-
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ed generic property, individual and the form as the nominal’
base meaning.

Now, asregards gender, number and karaka relations :
Opinion is divided amongst the grammarians as to whether the-
case endings (vib}aktis) are expressive of any sense or merely
suggestive of the fact that such and such a nominal base denotes
such and such a sense. While Panini and others have advocated
the theory that case endings denote certain meanings, Bhartrhari-
and following him Nages§a and others have held that case end--
ings are merely suggestive.

The most fundamental theory of Panini is that case end--
ings must denote certain meanings. For, he rules that he nomi-
native case is to be used in the sense of pratipadikartha, gender,
measure and number (ii.3.46), and the accusative and othe case
are to be used in the sense of the object kdroka etc. For him,.

-case endings, except nominative native case ending which was
meant to convey no particular relation, kdaraka or otherwise,
(it was meant to convey only pratipadikartha etc.), were-
assigned the role of conveying a particular kdraka relation like
object(ness). However, Bhartrhari and others were greatly
influenced by the fact that no case marker is present in cases
like ‘he eats curd’ (dadhi bhaksayati); and therefore, the same-
cannot be expressive of any meaning. Consequently, they have
suggested that only the nominal base be accepted as expressive
of the senses likes the gender, the number and also kdraka-
relations,

Nevertheless, the position of Bhartrhari is not entirely
tenable. For, just because case endings are absent or lostin a
few cases like ‘dadhi bhaksayati’ etc., the claim that all the case
endings are meaningless (i.e. merely suggestive) and only the
nominal bases are expressive of all the meanings like gender
cannot be justified by any means. Thus, it can be accepted
either that, only in cases like ‘dadhi paSyati’, the nominal base
denotes the gender etc.; or that the lost case ending is reinstated
so that the same can denote the gender etc.,

Now it can be noted as follows : Despite the contradictory-
claims by olden and modern grammarians that gender, which is.
a generic nature like generic property, belongs to the word and
also to the meaning respectively, the same should be accepted as-
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the property of thin%s_ i.e. meanings alone since only the things
can have the distinction of being masculine, feminine and neuter.
However, words too are considered as masculine, feminine and
neuter due to the fact they have potentiality to refer to mascu-
line, feminine and neuter things. This becomes clear from the
fact the adjectival words have no gender of their own but
change their gender in accordance with the things they refer to
i.e. qualify. Thus, nominal bases, which consists of the stem-
vowels or stem-consonants representing different genders of
things, could be justifiably explained to denote the gender.

However, nominal base, by no streach of imagination, can
be held to denote the number and also kdraka relations. For, it
would be against the very basic tenets of Paninis grammer that
singular, duel and plural expressions, which are actually different
affixes, are meant to convey the singular, duel and plural
numbers; and also that the case endings, which represent the
syntactico semantical relations or karakas in the surface strucs
ture, are meant to convey the same kdraka relations in the deep
or underlying structure. Thus, only the generic property, indivi-
dual, which includes the form, and to" certain extent gender are
the meanings of the nominal base; whereas the number is the
meaning conveyed by singular and other expressions and
karakas are the meanings conveyed by the case endings.

Ritualists theory

Ritualists, in general, hold as follows : Word (i.e. nominal
‘base) has a single denotation in the sense of the generic property
such the as cowness; however, the idea of an individual like
cow and the form like the dewlap are conveyed through
implication (aksepa).’

Battas view

Here, the Bhattas position can be summerized as follows 3
‘Generic property, individual and form are not different from
one another. When the individuals are cognized in a general
way, the same become the generic property; and when the indi-
viduals are cognized as specific limbs or parts, the same become
the forms. Thus, all the tl ree together form one single entity
-and hence are not different from each other. However, since the
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-generic property is one and common to all the individuals, there
is economy of assumption in assuming only a single denotation
‘for the base in the sense of the generic property. On the other
‘hand, suppose the denotation is accepted in the sense of indivi-
-duals, then, since individuals differ, denotations too would differ
-and thus heaviness would result in the assumption.

Now, suppose one holds that listener first recognizes the
form and not the individual, then it could well be conceded that
nominal base produces the cognition of the form itself. And
‘this position need not contradict the basic theory that nominal
‘base has a single denotation in the sense of the generic property
-alone. For, since the form is not different from the individual,
the generic property which implies the individual, can be said to
imply the form as well.

It should be noted here that, according to Bhittas, impli-
cation (eksepa) is nothing but presumption (arthapatt:). They
‘hold so because the generic property like the cowness is unten-
able without an abode such as the cow. And thus, the generic
property implies an individual means the same (individual) is
-conveyed through presumption.

According to a section of Bhattas, however, only an indi-
cation (laksana) must be accepted in the sense of an individualy
and it is not possible to hold that the same is obtained through
implication. For, when an implication is accepted in some sense,
the same (sense) becomes merely secondary i.e. subordinate or
- -subserviant to the primary sense. However, since the individual
1is cognized to be primary i.e. the abode of the generic property,
the same cannot be considered to be merely secondary to the
generic property, Thus, whereas the nominal base has a deno-
‘tation in the generic property, the same base should be conceded
10 have an indication in the individual.

Prabhakaras’ view

According to the Prabhakaras, however, the generic pro-
perty is distinct from the individual. They hold the generic
property to be distinct so that at least one of the nominal base-
meanings, namely individual, can be related to the activity
(bhavana) (the relation of the generic property to the activity is
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not tenable; and evgn if somehow it is related, such a relation
does not serve any useful purpose).

Prabhakaras too hold that the nominal base has only a
single denotation in the sense of the generic property; and that
the individual is cognized only through implication or dksepa.
However, aksepa, according to them, means being the object of
the same cognition as that of the generic property (tulyavrtti-
vedyatvam).

Later followers of Prabhakara, on the other hand hold as
follows : The nominal base has a qualified denotation which
refers to the individual as qualified by the generic property.
However, such a denotation is useful i.e. effective in cognizing:
the generic property provided that the dentation is recognized as
existing in the sense of the generic property; however, the same:-
is effective in cognizing the individual even when the same is.
merely present in such a sense. That is to say that the nominal
base has potentiality to denote the individual although one may
not recognize the denotation insuch a sense; however, the:
nominal base is helpful in denoting the generic property only
when the denotation is understood aspresent in the generic:

‘property.

Observation

Ritualists too were greatly influenced by the logicians.
theory that generic property, individual and form constitute the
base-meaning. However, they were divided in their opinion as to
whether the generic property etc. constitute one single meaning
of the base or different meanings.

Bhattas were of the opinion that since generic property,.
individual and form together constitute an entity, the same need
not be accepted to constitute separate meanings. They were guid--
ed by the fact that accepting more than one denotation for the
base would lead to heaviness of assumption. Thus, they have
assumed only a single denotation in the sense of the generic
property; whereas they have accepted the implication, which is
of the form of presumption, in the sense of the individual
identical with the form. '

However, Prabhakaras, were mainly concerned with the-
analysis of the activity (bhavana) as the chief qualificand to-
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which all other parts of sentence meaning are related. Consequ-
ently, since nominal base meaning is a part of sentence meaning,
and therefore, should be related to the activity, they have held
that the individual is distinct from the generic property and is
convey through aksepa. That is to say that since the generic
property cannot be usefully related to the activity, the individual
must be assumed to be different from the generic property so
that at least one of the base meanings, namely individual, can
be related to the activity. Thus, ritualists, despite agreeing as to
what constitutes the base meanings, differ amongst themselves
in their regarding as to the nature and function of the base
meaning.

Coclusion

Nominal base ( pratipadika or naman), like verbal base
(dhatu), is considered meaningful in Sanskrit. However, as usual
logicians, grammarians and ritualists are divided in their opinion
as to what constitutes the meaning of the nominal base. Logi-
cians, especially Gautama’s proposal that a generic property
(jati), individual (vyakti) and form (akriti) constitute the base
meaning (i1.2.66) forms the very basis of the analysis of the base
meaning. An entity, that can be thought of can only be analy-
sed into an individual, a generic property and also a form. For
instance, an entity like cow can be analysed into an individual
like cow that is an abode of the generic property of the cowness
and has the form of dewlap etc. Of course, it has become a
matter of great philosophical dispute that whether the generic:
property etc. are three separate meanings or all the three com--
bined together constitute one single meaning. However, it is-
fair to assume, as Vi§vanatha suggests, that the individual,.
qualified by the generic property and also the form, constitutes.
one single meaning of the base. Pricyas too, since Gautama he:
has used a singular ending after padartha, hold that Gautama.
meant the same.

Many thinkers, in Nyaya as well as in other systems,.
viewed form (a@krti) as non distinct from the individual. They
have held that no individual ean be visualized apart from differ-
ent limbs and parts. Thus, Jagadisa and Gadadhara, have sug-
gested that ‘form’ (d@kr/i) in the rule should be taken to convey
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the relation between the generic property and also the individual.

This suggestion is in conformity with the Nyaya doctrine that
the generic property and its relation with the individual are real

and eternal.

Now as regards the grammarians theory : Individual
tihnkers of grammer were greatly influenced by the Nyaya
theory of nominal base meaning. Thus, they have held variously
as (i) generic property, (ii) generic property and individual and
also as (iii) generic property, individual and the form constitute
the base meaning. However, real contribution of grammarians

to the base meaning is their proposal that the gender (linga),
number (sarikhya) and kdraks relations too constitute the base

meaning. One may not entirely agree with their proposal that
gender and others too are conveyed by nominal base itself and

the following affixes, viz. singular and other expressions and
case endings are merely suggestive. And except Bhartrhari, and

following him, some scholars like Nageéa, no one supports such
a theory either. Nevertheless, this proposal has brought into
focus successfully the most significant linguistic problem as to

whether all the meanings like the gender, number and syntactico
semantical relations (kdrakas) should be accepted as the mean-

meanings of the base itself or whether the following affixes, viz.
expressions and case endings are used for expressing such mean-
ings. Thus, despite stiff resistence from Paniniyans, Bhartrhari
etc., have posed a very pertinent linguistic problem.

Finally, as regards the ritualists theory : Ritualists are

basically in agreement with logicians that the generic property,
individual and form constitute the base meaning. However,

Bhattas and Prabhdkaras disagree with each other as to whether
generic property, individual and form constitute one single
entity or three distinct entities. While Bhattas consider all the
three as constituting one single entity and therefore, accept a
single denotation in the generic property; the Prabhakara’s view

the generic property as distinct from the individual, As has
been observed earlier, this position is held by the Prabhékaras

to facilitate the syntanctico semantical relation of the nominal

base meaning i.e. individual to the verbal activity. Thus, Bhaftas
and Prabhakaras can be said to have presented two distinet

theories of the base meaning based on ontological and syntactico
semantical considerations.



CHAPTER VI

THEORY OF THE USE OF NOMINATINE CASE
ENDINGS AND THEIR MEANING

(Prathamavibhaktyarthah)

Introduction

The nominal bases, which convey (mere state of existence
or) the generic property, individual, form, gender, number and
kadrakas should be accompanied, in their use in the language, by
certain case endings (vibhaktis). According to the grammatical
convention, no unfinished word can ever be used in the language
(apadam na prayufijita). That is to say that the nominal bases
cannot be used without their ‘finishings’ i.e. case endings due to
the convention that ‘neither a base nor an affix can be used
independently, (na kevala prakrtih napi pratyayah).

Now, the case endings, like nominal bases, too convey
_-certain syntactico semantical notions (kdrakas) besides other
things like number etc. Consider, for instance, the statement
‘caitrah katam kcroti® (Caitra makes a mat). Here the first i.e.
nominative case ending (su) occurs after the word ‘caitra’ and
the second i.e. accusative case ending (am) occurs after the word
‘kata’. And they, along with their respective bases namely
‘caitra’ and ‘kata’, express the syntactico semantical notions of
Caitra being the agent (of making) and also the mat being the
object (of making), besides the number singularity., There are
seven case endings (vibhaktis) in Sanskrit. They are (i) first or
nominative ( prathama) also known alternatively as address or
(sambhodhana), (ii) second or accusative (dvitiya), (iii) third or
instrumental (¢#r¢2ya), (iv) forth or dative (caturthi), (v) fifth or
ablative ( paficami), (vi) sixth or genitive (sasthi) and (v) seventh
or locative (saptami),

Panini has enjoined oaly five out of seven case endings
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(vibhaktis) in the seng® of different syntactico-semantical notions-
{(karakas). They are fifth or ablative case endings in the sense
of fixed point from which something receds or gpadana (ii.3.28),.
(ii) forth or detive case endingsin the sense of the indirect
object i.e. the recipient of the object of the action as wished by
the agent or sampradana, (iii.3.13), (iii) third or instrumental
case endings in the sense of the most effective means or karana
(ii.3.18); (iv) seventh or locative case endings in the sense of a
locus or adhikarana (ii.3.36); (v) second or accusative case
endings in the sense of that which the agent seeks most to reach
through his actions or karman (ii.3.2); (iv) and third or instru-
mental case endings in the sense of the independent (in his
actions) or karty (ii.2.18).!

However, Pinini assigns sixth or genitive case endings
(sasthi) in the sense of the remaining things (sese) i e. senses that
are other than the kdrakas such as ‘karman’ etc. For instance,
‘rajiiah purusah’ (king’s person).

Patafijali explains that ‘fesa’ means not intending the
karakas such as ‘karman’ (karmadinam avivaksd Sesah) etc.
Thus, in cases like ‘king’s person’ (rajfiah purusah), the genitive
case ending can be explained after the word ‘king’ (rdjan) even
if the same is an agent so long as the king is not intended to be
the agent.?

Now as regards the nominative case endings. According
to Panini. the nominative case endings (su etc.) are used to con-
vey the base meaning ( préatipadikartha), gender, (lifiga), measure
( parimana) and number (vacana) (ii.3.46). However, many
grammarians disagree amongst themselves as to whether the
nominative case endings express a kdraka notion or not. Katy-
dyana thinks they express such notions, albeit already expressed..
8Patafijali holds that they are used merely for number. Accord-
ing to Gagabhatta both nominative and genitive do not express

1. See the chapter on kdraka for more ddetails.

2. Nevertheless, suppose the meaning of the genitive is inten-
ded to agree with the agnet, then, the genitive is also-
considered a karaka case by Jagadi$a and others.

3. atra prathamasawhu arjam sarva vibhaktayah karakah :

Bhatta cintdmani 1.1..
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kdrakas. Nevertheless, other ritualists believe that the nomina-
tive case ending can convey the sense of the number, gender and
‘the kdrakas and bases are helpful in o far as making such a
-sense understandable (t@tparya visesagrahaka).

Subject predicate relationship
. The nominative words are used to convey the sense of the
-subject in the surface structure. For instance, consider ‘caitrah
gacchati’ (Caitra goes) or ‘kytah katah’ (a mat is made), Here
Caitra and mat are subjects (uddesya) since ‘going’ and ‘making’
are predicated upon them (vihita). Generally, what is already
known to the listener is the subject and what is yet to be known
is predicate. Here the fact that Caitra is the agent (of going)
.and also that mat is the object (of making) is already known;
whereas the fact that the action of going and also that of mak-
ing as relating to Caitra and also mat is not known.
According to logicians, the chief or principal qualificands
(i.e. substantives) (mukhya viSeseya) of verbal cognition are
expressed by the nominative words. They have held so on the
ground that the senses expressed by the nominative words alone
are the subjects in the surface structure and therefore all other
-senses expressed either by the verbs or by other case endings
.can only serve as the predicates i.e. qualifiers (visesana). Thus,
in instances like ‘caitrah gacchati’ (Caitra goes), katah krtah (a
mat is made), Caitra and mat, expressed by the nominative
words ‘Caitrah’ and ‘Katah’, are the chief qualificands of tte
-action of going and that of making respectively.
Nevertheless, logicians hold that the senses expressed by
‘the nominative words, or for that matter, by any other words,
function as qualifiers provided that the same (nominative
‘words etc) are adjectives. In such cases, the nominative case
-endings express the identity (abheda). Thus, in ‘nilo ghatah’ (pot
is blue), the nominative word expresses the blue colour which
qualifies through identity and the nominative case ending(s),
occurring after the word ‘nila’, expresses the identity between
the blue colour and the pot; and so the cognition is that the pot
is identical with blue colour.
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Circumstancts under ahich the nominative case is used

Circumstances under which the nomirative case is used
can be stated as follows: Panini rules that when the karakas i.e.
syntactico semantical relationships such as the objectness and:
the agentness etc. are not referred to by the personal endings
etc. i.e. when they do not agree syntactically with the object,
agent etc. the accusative the instrumental etc. are used after the
words expressing the kdrckas such as the object, the agent, etc.
{anhbhihite ii.3.1). Thus, according to him, when such kdraka
relationships as the objectness and the agentness are not
referred to by the personal endings etc.ie. when the kdraka
relationships such as the object and the agent are yet to be
expressed, case endings such as the accusative, instrumental
etc, are used. Consequentiy, the nominative case ending can
be used only under those circumstarces wherein the nomi-
native case need not express any kdraka relationships such:
as objectness, agentness etc. For instance, the nominative case
ending (sup) is used after the words ‘caitra’ and ‘tandula’ in the
following statements : ‘Caitra cooks rice grains’ (caitrah tandu-
lom pacati) and ‘rice grains are cooked by Caitra’ (tandulah
pacyate caitrena). Here, in the first instarce, the nominative
case occurs after the word ‘caitra’ expressing the agent, Caitra,
since the personal ending ‘fi’ in pacati bas already expressed the
-agentness of Caitra and her.ce there is no need to express the
kdraka relationship of the agentnese. In the second instance, the
nominative case occurs after the word ‘tandula’ expressing the
object, rice grains, since the personal ending ‘7e’ in pacyate has.
already expressed the objectness of rice grains and hence there:
is no need to express the kdraka relationship of objectness.

Agreement of nominative case

It should be noted here as follows : A word in the nomi-
native case ending always agrees gran.matically with the expres-
sed or implied verb word or words with ‘saf;’ and ‘Sanac’ affixes.
For instarce, consider again the active statement ‘Caitra cooks
rice grains’ (caitrah pacati tandulam). Here, the word in the:
nominative case is ‘caitrah’ and such a word agrees grammati-
cally with the verb namely ‘pacati’ in singular number (vacana),
third person ( purusa) etc.



Theory of the Use of the Nominative Case 135

Or, for instance, consider the passive statement ‘rice grains
are cooked by Caitra’ (caitrena pacyate tanduiah). Here, the
word in the nominative caseis ‘tandulah’ and such a word
agrees grammatically with the passive form of the verb ‘pacyate’
in number person etc. Thus, a word in the nominative case
always agrees grammatically with the vreb word etc.

Panini’s view

Panini has ruled that the nominative case endings are ured
in the sense of (i) the base meaning ( pratipadikartha) only,
(ii) gender (lifiga) only, magnitude or measure ( parimana) only
and number (vacana) only (p. ii.3.46). Thus, according to
Pinini, the nominative case ending refer to the base meaning!
such as the state of existence (i.e. generic property, individual
etc.), the gender (such as feminine, masculine and neuter), the
measure such as adhaka, drona and khdri and number such as
singularity, duality and plurality. Consider, for instance, the
expressions (i) ‘excessively high’ (uccaih), (ii) ‘young girl’
(kumari), (iii) ‘measure of adhaka’ (adhakam) and (iv) ‘one’
(ekah). In these expressions the nominative case endings, found
occurring after the words (i) ‘uccaih’, (i) ‘kumari’, (iii) ‘adhakam’
and (iv) ‘ekal’ refer to the base meaning i.e. mere state of exis-
tence at high (place), the feminine gender of the young girl, the
measure of the ddhaka and also to the number singularity of
‘one’ respectively.

An explanation of the rule (ii.3.46) accerding to Mahdbhisya
The nominative case endings are ruled in the sense of the
base meaning (existerce etc.) only so that the same nominative
case endings can be facilitated after indeclinables such as
‘uccail’ (high), ‘nicaik’ (low) etc. This is necessitated by the
fact that otherwise in ‘grdma ticcaih tava svam’ (high up in the
village is your property) etc. the nominative case endings would
not result after ‘uccaik’ etc. which do not convey any substance
associated with gender and number, but convey simple ‘exis-
tence. The nominative case endings are also ruled in the sense

1. However, as stated earlier kaiyata and others maintain jazi,
vyakti, linga, sarkhya and karaka as base-meanings.
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of the gender only sueh as the masculine, feminine and neuter
so that the same case ending can be used after the words such
as ‘kumdri’ (young gril), vrksah (tree) and ‘kundam’ (pitcher).
This is necessitated by the fact that otherwise the feminine
gender etc. cannot be conveyed as existing in the young girl etc.
since the usage ‘kumdrah devadattah’ (the boy Devadatta) can
be made even without the feminine gender.

- The nominative case ending is also ruled in the sense of
the measure only such as the drona, khari and adhakam etc. so
that the same case ending can be used after the words such as
drona etc. This is necessitated by the fact that otherwise the
quantity to be measured etc. cannot be conveyed as existing in
a measure of capacity such as ‘drona’ etc. since the usage such
as dronah etc. can be made even without perceiving the quality
to be measured etc.

The nominative case ending is also ruled in the sense of
the number such as the singularity, duality and plurality so that
the same case ending can be used after the words ‘ekah’ (one),
‘dvaw’ (two) and ‘bahavak’ (many). This is necessitated by the
fact that otherwise the singularity etc. cannot be conveyed as
belonging to the singular number etc. since the singular number
etc. can be expressed by the words ‘ekah’ (one) etc.

The word ‘only’ ‘matra’ in the rule (ii.3.46) is not used to
state that the nominative case endings are used to convey the
base-meanings etc. as qualified by the sense of ‘karman’ ‘object’
etc. asin katam karoti (he makes a mat). For, the accusative
and other case endings, which are ruled in such senses, will
block the use of the nominative case endings in these senses.

Therefore, the nominative case endings should be accepted
to be used in the sense of the base meanings etc. only. However,
as an alternative it can be aecepted that the word ‘matra (only)
is used to suggest that the nominative case endings are used
after the words ‘eka’ (one) etc. even when the sense of singular
number etc. have already been expressed by the base.?

1. pratipadikartha linga parimana vacanamdtra prathamde
laksane pada samanadhikaranya upasamkhanam kartavyam.
Mahabhasya on ii.3.46.
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Since nominative case ending is ruled in the sense of the
‘base meaning etc., the same case ending must be ruled after the
words which refer to one and the same item i.e. adjective such
.as ‘virah® in ‘virah purusah’. Otherwise, it would be difficult to
explain the nominative case in the additional sense i.e. viratva or
‘bravery after such an adjective. Hovever, suppose, the bravery
-etc. can be explained only as a part of the total sentence mean-
ing, i.e. not additional meaning, then the nominative need not

‘be ruled again here. ,
As an alternative, however the nominative! can be pres-

cribed when the things have already been expressed otherwise
(i.e. by personal endings, krt suffix, raddhita suffix or by com-
pounds). Thus, in ‘virah purusah’, the nominative after the
adjective virah is facilitated by supplying the verb ‘asti’ (exists)
which conveys the agent kdraka and hence no other case ending
is necessary. It should be noted that, at this point Pataiijali
explains that despite the ruling that the nominative case ending
occurs after the words when the kdrakas have already been ex-
pressed otherwise, there is no need to rule again that the nomi-
native ending should not be assigned even when the kdrakas
have not already been expressed otherwise. That is to say that
even in isolate utterences such as ‘vrksah’ (a tree), ‘plaksah’
(a plaksa tree), we cap understand the verbal base ‘as’ (to be) as
following with the present tense third person singular endings
(astri bhavantiparah prathamapuruso, prayujyamano pyasti); and
hence the kdrakas can always be claimed to have been expressed
by the personal endings etc.

Now, another difficulty encountered by Pataiijali is that
when the nominative case ending is ruled when the things have
been already expressed the nominative case ending would result
incorrectly in expressions like ‘prasada aste’ (he sits on a dais)
since the sense of adikarana or location has already been expres-
sed by the suffix of the verbal base sad (to sit). And, in order to
overcome this difficulty, he suggests that the nominative case
ending should be prescribed only when the word refers to the
same item as that of the verbal form ending in #is (tin saména-
dnikarane prathamd). And, since, in ‘prasdda dste’ (he sits on

1. abhihite prathama ityetallaksanam kriyate.
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the dais) etc. the words prasada (dais) etc. do not refer to the-
'same item as that of the verbal form i.e, the agent (here prasada
refers to the location whereas the verbal form dste refers to the
agent of sitting), the nominative case ending can be avoided
from resulting after the word prdsada etc.

Problem

Suppose we carefully scrutinize the four meanings assigned.
for the nominative case endings, it is possible to analyse practi-
cally all the meanings, with the plausible exception of the
number, as obtainable through other sources. That is to say
that the base-meaning, whether the state of existence as held by
katyayana and Pataifijali or the generic property etc. as held by
Kaiyata and others, can be obtained through the base and other
sources. For, the base-meaning, namely the state of existence
or generic property can be obtained through the base such as
‘uccail’ or ghata etc., whereas the gender such as feminine,
masculine and neuter and also the measure of capacity such as
drona are nothing but the part of the base-meaning itself. That
is to say that the gender may be viewed as the essential nature
of an individual, whereas the measure of capacity such as drona
can be analysed as the form or akrti. Thus, only the number
such as singularity in ‘ekah’ (one) etc. can be considered to be
the meaning of the nominative case ending.

However, following Panini’s rules karmani dvitiya (p. ii.
3.2) etc., which assign accusative and other case endings in the
sense of the syntactico-semantical relationships such as karman
(object) etc., grammarians like Katydyana have proposed that
nominative’ case endings too convey, in addition to the number
the sense of such syntactico-semantical relationships as karman
etc.; whereas others like Patafjali have refuted such a pro-
posal and suggested that the nominative case endings refer to
merely the number singularity etc.

Logicians, especially Jagadisa and Gadadhara are divided
in their opinion asto what constitutes the nominative case-
meaning; while JagadiSa holds, like Patajali, the number like
singularity to be the nominative case-meaning, Gaddahara, like
Katyayana, helds the kéarakas to be the nominative case mean-
ing. On the other hand, Bhartrhari and some other grammarians
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have considered that nominal bases express all the meanings;
whereas the nominative and other case endings function merely
as suggestive (dyotaka) of the base meanings.

Finally, ritualists oppose the theory proposed by Bhartr-
hari etc. and suggest that the nominative case endings them-
selves refer to all the base meanings including the kdrakas and
the base is simply suggestive (dyotaka). In the following pages,
we shall give a brief account of these various contrasting
theories and the reasons underlying such theories.

Katydyanas view

Katyayana holds that case endings generally convey two
meanings: namely syntactico semantical notions of kdrakas such
as karman ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc. and also number.

He states that in statemeuts such as ‘a mat has already
been made’ (krtah katah), the syntactico semantical notion of
‘objectness (karmatva) of the mat has already been expressed by
the suffix ‘kfa’. And the principle of the non-use of words.
for conveying the meanings already expressed (uktarthanam
aprayogah) prevents the use of the accusative case ending to:
convery the sense of the objectness. However, the same princi-
ple cannot stop the use of the accusative ending to convey the
sense of the number singularity-since kfa is neutral as regards.
number. Thus, now, in order to prevent the use of the accusa-
tive ending in the sense of the number, the rule ‘anabhihite’ is.
phrased. That is to say that when the syntactico semantical
notions such as ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc. have already been conveyed
by some other grammatical element other than the accusative
and other case endinns, the principle of uktarthanam apprayogah
prevents the use of the accusative and other case endings; how-
ever, to stop the same accusative and other case endings in the
sense of the number, the rule ‘arnabhite’ is phrased.

Now, further, he states that whenever syntactico semanti-
cal notions like karmatva have already been expressed by other
grammatical elements like kta, only the nominative case endings
are used! (abhihite prathamabhdvah). According to Katyayana,
nominative case endings convey the senses that have already

1. Vartika on p. ii.3.1.
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been expressed by some®other grammatical element. Thus, since
in ‘krtah katah’ the notion of karmatva has already been expres-
sed by ‘kta’, the nominative case ending (su) conveys the sense
of the karmatva that has already been expressed otherwise.

What Katyayana means by such statements is that despite
‘that the verbal endings and other grammatical elements such as
‘kta’ in krtah katah etc. refer to the syntactico semantical
notions like the ‘object’, the same ‘object’ is not specified as the
mat being the abode of the effect of entwining produced by the
action of making. Thus, the verbal endings and other gramma-
tical elements as ‘ti’, ‘kta’ etc. refer to the kdrakasin a very
general way; whereas the nominative case ending refers to the
‘same kdrakas in a particularized way such as the mat being the
abode of the effect of the action of making etc. Thus, according
‘to Kityayana, the nominative case endings are used to express
the karakas in a particularized way that have already been
expressed by the verbal endings etc. in a general way.

-Observation

Kityayana’s proposal that nominative case endings ex-
press the kdrakas that have already been expressed is a radical
-explanation of the fact that case endings are expected to express
the kdrakas; and since nominative case endings are not ruled to
-express any particular kdraka like other case endings, the same
must be accepted to express the karakas that have already been
-expressed by the verbal endings etc. Also, his proposal explains
the fact that kdrakas need to be referred to both generally and
particularly; and hence the nominative case refers to the karakas
particularized which have been referred to generally by verbal
-endings.

Patafijali’s view

Patafijali, the most prolific of writers on grammar, has
provided the most significant interpretation of the nominative
case meaning which had far reaching consequences. His views
can be summarized as follows :

It must be accepted that the nominative case! ending are

1. avaSyam caitat evam vijieyam ekatvadayo vibhaktyarthan.
Mahibhagya on ii.3.1.
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used in the sense of the numbers such as singularity, duality
and plurality. And it must not be accepted that the nominative
case endings are used in the sense of the syntactico-semantical
notions (kdrakas) such as ‘karman’, kartr etc For, the vartika
(on p. ii.3.1) ‘abhihite prathamdabhava’, means that ‘abhihite
prathamaydh abhavak’ or ‘non-use of the nominative case end-
ings when the sense of the case endings has already been expres-
sed’; and suppose we accept Kitydyana’s view that the case
endings mainly convey the syntactico semantical notions or
karakas lixe ‘karman’, ‘karty’ etc. then the principle of uktartha-
nam aprayogal’ would itself prevent the use of the nominative
case endings in ‘vrksah’, ‘plaksah’ etc. and thus such usages be-
come difficult to explain., That is to say that suppose the
syntactico semantical notions (kdrakas) such as ‘karman’ are
accepted to be the case meanings in general, then the nominative
case endings would become necessary to be accepted as convey-
ing the sense of the pratipadikartha. And since in ‘vrksah’,.
plaksal’ etc. the bases ‘vrksa’, ‘plaksa’ etc themselves convey
the ‘pratipadikartha, the nominative case ending (su) occurring
in the words ‘vrksah’, ‘plaksah’ etc. would become untenable.

On the other hand, suppose the case endings are consider-
ed to convey only the number, then the rule p. ii.3.46 would
mean that nominative case endings are used to convey the
number belonging to the pratipadikartha when the same number
is not already expressed otherwise (anabhihite). And, since, the
number belonging to the pratipadikartha, the tree, has not been
already expressed by pratipadikas such as ‘vzksa’, ‘plaksa’ etc.,.
the nominative case ending can be used after the words ‘vrksa’,.
‘plaksa’ etc. :

An Objection

Suppose the case endings are used to denote the number
and the base meaning, then, the nominative case can becomes
impossible to justify in the case of ‘devadattah odanam pacati”
(Devadatta cooks rice) since the number element is conveyed by
by the verbal ending (i in pacati) and the base-meaning by the
‘devadatta’. Also, the same nominative ending becomes impossi--
ble to justify in the case of isolated expressions like ‘vrksah’ (a
tree) and ‘plaksah’ (a plaksah tree) since the verb with the third



142 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

e
person singlar is implied in such cases as well; and therefore,
‘the number can be denoted by the ¢i of the implied verb and the
base meaning (tree) by the base ‘vrksa’.

A counter objection

Suppose the case endings convey the sense of the kdrakas,
then the accusative case ending after ‘bhisman’ becomes impos-
sible to justify in ‘katam karoti bhismam’ etc. (he makes a mat
which is huge etc.) since the notion of the kdraka has alreany
‘been conveyed by the accusative ending occurring after the
‘word ‘kata’.

Defence of the theory

The nominative case endings must be accepted to convey
‘the notion of number. The bases such as ‘eka’ (one), ‘dvi’ (two)
and ‘bahu’ (many) refer to only the substance such as numbered
{(samkhyeya); and therefore, the nominative case endings are
necessary to convey the sense of the number singularity, (ekatva),
duality (dvitva) and plurality (bahutva) belonging to the subs-
‘tance ‘eka’ etc.

Observation

According to Pataiijali, it is not true that since no special
meaning, that cannot be expressed by either nominal base or by
verbal endings etc, is assigned to the nominative case ending,
the nominative case ending refers to the meanings that have
already been expressed by others. Consequently, it is not possible
to establish that the nominative case ending refers to the karakas
in a particularized way that have already been expressed by the
verbal endings etc. in a general way. Otherwise, the rule ‘when
the karakas are not referred to by the verbal endings etc. the
accusative and the instrumental case endings are used’ (ii.3.1)
becomes impossible to justify. For, the use of the accusative
and instrumental case endings after the words, expressing the
object, agent etc., can be avoided by the convention that ‘the
‘words, when their meanings have already been conveyed, need
not be used again’ (uktdrthanam aprayogah); and hence, the
.composition of the rule (p. ii.3.1) would not be required to
avoid ‘the use of the accusative and instrumental case endings
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after the words expressing the object and the agent when the
-objectness and also the agentness have already been expressed
by the verbal endings etc.

Thus, it must be conceded that the nominative case ending
‘refers to some meaning which has not already been expressed by
-others, And such a meaning could very well be number singu-
larity etc. that belong to the karakas such as the ‘object’, ‘agent’
-ete.

This position facilitates the justification of the rule (ii.3.1)
as well. For, now the rule can be explained as the accusative
and the instrumental case endings are used after the words
expressing the object and the agent provided that the number
singularity etc. is not already expressed by the verbal endings
-etc,

Logician’s theory

Logician’s were greatly influenced by the theory of gram-
marians regarding the meaning of the nominative case endings.
While Jagadisa has adopted Patanjali’s view that the nomina-
‘tive case endings convey the number singularity etc., Gadadhara
has supported Katyayanas proposal that the same nominative
-case endings convey the sense of the syntactico semantical
notions or karakas such as ‘karman’, ‘kartr’ etc. However, both
Jagadida and Gadadhara have differed from grammarians in
‘their technicality of expressions.

Jagadisa’s view

Jagadiéa has basically agreed with Pataifijalis theory that
the nominative case convey the sense of the number singularity
etc.; however, he has modified Patafijalis theory by stating that
-only the nominative case, occurring after a noun, conveys the
number, whereas the same, occurring after an adjective, conveys
the syntactico semantical relation of identity. Also, he holds
that when the nominative case refers to the number singularity,
the same is cognized only as a qualifier of the base meaning;
whereas when the nominative case refers to the identity, the
same is cognized as the qualificand of the base meaning. Con-
sider, for instance, the nominative statement nilo ghatah (pot is
blue). Here the nominative case ending (sup) is found after both
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the words namely ‘nila’ é(blue) and ghata (pot). And the nomi--
native case ending, occurring after the word nila, which is the-
adjective, refers to the identity that is cognized as the qualificand
of the base meaning namely the blue colour since the same (blue
colour) is identical with the pot; whereas the nominative case,
occurring after the word ghata, which is the substantive, refers:
to the number singularity that is cognized as the qualifier of the
base meaning namely the pot since the number singularity
occurs in the pot,

It should be noted here that, according to the established
epistemological convention, the meaning, expressed by any case
ending, should be cognized as the qualificand of the meaning
expressed by the base since between the base meaning and also
the case meaning the former is the qualifier of the latter ( prakrti
pratyayarthayoh pratyayarthasya pradhdanyam). For instance,
consider the accusative statement ‘bring the pot’ (ghatam anaya)..
Here, the accusative case ending (am) occurring after the word
‘ghata’, refers to the objectness; and such a meaning is cognized
always as the qualificand of the base-meaning namely, the pot—
since the pot is related to the objectness through the superstra-
tumness (adheyatd).

In the case of the nominative case meaning, however, logi-
cians have explained the syntactico semantical relation of the
number of singularity to the base meaning as the qualifier, by
restricting the epistemological convention that between the base
meaning and also the case meaning the former is the qualifier of
the latter. This is necessitated by the fact that since number is
only a quality occurring in a substance like the pot, the same:
(number) cannot be cognized to be the qualificand of the base
meaning such as pot.

Gadddhara’s view

Gadadhara follows Katyayana that the nominative case
endings refer to the syntactico semantical notions (karakasy
such as ‘object’ (karman), ‘agent’ (kartr) etc. He surely criticises
Patasijali for his theory that nominative case endings convey the
sense of the number singularity, duality, plurality etc. According
to him, suppose the nominative case endings are accepted to
convey the number singularity etc. as belonging to the kdrakas:
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such as ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc., then it would mean that the same
nominative case endings are used when the verbal endings, kr¢
affixes or other grammatical elements have not already convey-
ed the sense of the number as belonging to the kdrakas such as
‘karman’ etc. However, nowhere can the verbal endings etc. be
claimed to be devoid of the potential ability to convey the sense
of the numbcer singularity etc. as belonging to the kdrakas such
as karman; and therefore, the use of the nominative case end-
ings would become impossible even in passive future statements
such as ‘tandulah paksyate’ (rice grains will be cooked).

Also, suppose the non reference to the number is held to
be the governing factor for the use of the instrumental case
endings after the words expressing the agent in the passive state-
ment and that for the use of the accusative case endings after
the words expressing the object in the active statement, then the
use of the instrumental and the accusative case endings after
the words. expressing the agent and the object respectively in
the statements ‘Caitra’s ownself is seen by Caitra’ caitrena svam
driyate) and ‘Caitra sees himself’> (cditrah svam pasyati) would
become difficult to explain. For, in these cases the verb ‘drsyate’
and ‘pasyati’ indeed condition the reference to the reference to
the knowledge of the syntactical expectancy that can produce
the cognition of the number singularity as qualifying both
Caitra and rice grains respectively, Thus, it is necessary to
accept that what governs the use of the instrumental and the
accusative endings after the words expressing the agent and the
object respectively is the non reference to the agentness and the
objectness by verbal endings etc. And once such as position is
accepted, it becomes obligatory on our part to concede that
nominative case endings refer to the objectness, agentness etc.
which have already been referred to by the verbal endings etc.

Observation

Since Panini has ruled that the nominative case endings
are used in the sense of (i) the base-meaning, (ii)-gender, (iii)
measure and (iv) number, the same nominative case endings do
indeed possess the potentiality to refer to the base meaning etc.
in active statements. Therefore, it is beyond doubt that they
convey the sense of the base meaning etc. However, for Gada-
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dhara, it is not ]ogical]y@ justifiable that the non reference to
the number singularity etc. by the verbal endings etc. be held as
the governing factor for the use of the nominative case endings
after the words expressing the ‘object’, in passive future state-
ment etc. For, verbal ending etc. too possess the grammatical
element of singular expression (ekavacana) etc. and therefore do
convey the sense of the number singnlarity etc. Again, for the
same reason, the non reference to the number singularity etc.
by the verbal endings etc. cannot be considered as the govern-
ing factor for the use of the instrumental and accusative case
endings after the words expressing the ‘agent’, ‘object’ in passive
and active statements. JIn such statements too, verbal endings
etc. refer to the number singularity etc. Thus, only the non
reference to the agentness etc. should be considered to be the
governing factor for the use of the instrumental, accusative and
other case endings.

Gadadhara holds this position on the ground that Panini
has ruled the accusative and other case endings in the sense of
syntactico semantical notions (kdrakas) such as ‘object’, ‘agent’
etc.; and therefore, the same case endings must be held as deno-
ting the sense of karakas when they have not already been refer-
red to by the verbal endings etc. And by the linguistic principle
of anology, the nominative case endings, which too are case
endings like accusative and other case endings, can also be held
to denote the karakas such as the ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc. Never-
theless, since Panini, has not ruled the nominative case endings
unlike accusative and other case endings, in any particular
karaka such as the ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc., the nominative case
endings must be held to refer to the kdraka that has been
referred to already by the verbal endings etc.

Bhartrharis view

Bhartrhari and following him Nagesha ete., proposed the
theory that the nominative and other case endings are merely
suggestive (dyotaka) of the ‘base meaning’ ( pratipadikartha) etc.
and the kdrakas since the nominative and other bases themselves
refer to all the meanings of the case endings (vibhaktyartha).
That is to say that since the nominative and other bases have the
potentiality to express the base-meanings’ namely (i) generic



Theory of the Use of the Nominative Case 147

property, (ii) individual, (iii) gender, number and (v) syntactico
semantical notions (kdrakas), which make up for the meanings
assigned by Panini for all the case endings (Panini has ruled
that the nominative case endings &are used in the sense of
{i) base-meaningss, (ii) gender, (iii) measure and (iv) number
and accusative and other case endings are used in various
syntactico  semantical notions (kdrakas) ), the same should be
tegarded as denoting all the case-meanings; whereas the
«case endings' are merely suggestive of the base-meanings and
thus are used only for the grammatical correctness of the
word. They have proposed such a theory on the ground
that, in expressions such as ‘behold the curd’ (daddhi pasya)
€tc., no case ending can be found as occurring afler the words
“daddhi’ etc, and therefore, the same accusative and other
case endings cannot be held to be expressing the syntactico
semantical notion of the objectness belonging to the curd. And
thus, only the nominal base such as ‘daddhi’ alone should be
accepted to be expressing the meanings assigned for the case
endings. Further, extending the principle of the case endings
being merely suggestive, Bhartrhari and others have proposed
that the nominative base itself expresse the nominative case
meanings namely the base meaning ( pratipadikartha) such as
the existence (or gemeric property etc.), gender, measure and
number as well, and therefore the nominative case endings are
merely suggestive of the same meanings.

Observation

Despite Panini’s ruling of accusative and other case end-
ings in the sense of syntactico semantical notions (karakas) like
“object’, ‘agent’ etc., and nominative case endings in the sense of
the base meanings ( pratipadikdrtha), gender (liiga), measure
(parimana) and number (sarkhyd), Bhartrhari and others have
held the view that case endings are merely suggestive (dyotaka)
and only bases expressed all the meanings. They have done so
on the ground that the ‘base meaning’ ( pratipadikartha) includes
all the five meanings namely (i} generic property (jati), (ii) indi-

1. vacika dyotika va syur dvitvadinam vibhaktayah,
Viakyapadiya II, 164
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vidual (vyakti), (iii) gender (liriga), (iv) number (vacana), (v) and
syntactico-semantical notions (kdraka); and since the bases-
( pratipadikas) have potentiality to denote their own meanings,
there is no need that the case endings, such as nominative case-
endings, should denote any of the meanings.

Bhartrbari and his followers can be stated to have held
this extreme view that ‘all the case endings are merely suggestive:
of the base-meanings; and therefore, are used for only accomp-
lishing the grammatical correctness of the word, for the follow-
ing epistemological reason: That the purpose of a finished word
i.e. nominal base with its case endings is to convey the idea of”
an individual, qualified by the generic property, gender and
number as functioning a kdraka. For instance, consider the:
statement ‘caitrah katam karoti’ (Caitra makes a mat). Here the
finished words namely ‘caitrah’ and ‘katam’ convey respectively
the individuals ‘Caitra’ and ‘mat’ qualified by the generic pro-
perty of caitratva and katatva as functioning the ‘agent’ and:
also the ‘object’ kdrakas. However, such a purpose could very
well be accomplished even when the bases alone convey the-
base meanings etc. and nominative and other case endings-
suggest merely the fact that Caitra etc. function as the ‘agent™
etc. Thus, according to Bhartrhari and his followers, since the-
nominative and other bases have potentiality to denote the base
meanings, i.e. generic property etc. and therefore, can convey
the idea of an individual as functioning a kdraka, only the same
bases should be regarded as conveying the ‘base meaning’ etc.
and the pominative and other case endings should be accepted
as merely suggestive of the base meanings’ etc. i.e. as merely
used for grammatical correctness of a word.

Ritualists view

Ritualists hold a view which is diametrically opposite to-
the view held by Bhartrhari and his followers. While Bhartrhari:
has held that all the meanings are expressed by the nominal
base and the nominative and other case endings are merely
suggestive of the fact that what meanings the bases should
express, the ritualists hold that the nominative case endings.
express all the meanings of the nominal base ( pratipadikartha) in:
-addition to the gender, the measure the number and kdrakas and.



Theory of the Use of the Nominative Case 149

the nominative and other bases simply help in grasping speakers
intention in a particular ‘base meaning’ as qualifying the mean-
1ings expressed by the case endings. They were greatly influenced
by Paninis rule that the nominative case endings-are used in the
-sense of base meanings etc, (p. ii.3.46). They have taken the
rule literally and interpreted the same (rule) strictly as assigning
the base meanings and others to the nominative case endings.
Of course, they justify such a position on the ground that while
nominative case endings are limited in number i.e. "s’, ‘auw’ and
‘jas’ etc. and therefore, are economical, the bases are unlimited
i.e. various like ‘ghata’ (pot), ‘kudya’ (wall) etc. and therefore
are uneconomical. Consequently, assuming limited number of
-denotations for a few of the nominative case endings is prefer-
ably any way to assuming unlimited number of denotations for
-endless bases.

Ritualists arguments can be summarized as follows : The
view that the nominative case endings are used merely for the
-sake of the grammatical correctness i.e. the same are meaning-
less or the view that the nominative case endings are merely
-suggestive (dyotaka) of the meanings expressed by the bases
is not acceptable. For, the nominative case endings are seen
definitely to denote the meaning such as addressing (sambo-
dhana). Also, it is less cumber some to accept that only the
nominative case endings denote the base meanings such as
Caitra etc.; for, in that case, the nominative case endings, in
conformity with other case endings, can be assumed to be the
cause of the verbal cognition wherein the kdrakas etc. referred
to by the case endings, are related, as qualifiers ( prakara), to
the activity (bhdvana) indirectly through the action of offering
etc. referred to by the verbal roots ‘yaj’ etc. Otherwise, suppose
the nominative case endings are considered to be merely sugges-
tive of the base meanings or suppose the same are held as used
only for the grammatical correctness of the word, then a sepa-
rate cause and effect relationship involving only the nominative
case endings would be needed to be assumed so that the verbal
<cognition, wherein the nominative base meanings, suggested by

4. astasca pratipadika$ caitradireva prathama, Bhattarahasya.
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the nomirative case endings, qualify the activity through the
action of offering etc.

Moreover, suppose, the nominative case endings are held to-
be merely suggestive, then, the well established epistemological
convention that “between the base-meanings and also the case
meaning the former qualify the later’> would also get contradict--
ed since in such theory the nominative case endings do not
convey any sense at all.

Again, the logicians theory that the nominative and other
case endings. when occurring after an adjectival words such as.
‘nila’ (blue) in ‘nilo ghatah’ (pot is blue) etc., refer to the iden-
tity or non difference (abheda) is not acceptable. For, such a
theory is not essentially different from the theory that the
nominative case endings are meaningless or are used only for
the grammatical correctness of the word since identity is nothing'
but the self nature of the base-meaning (abhedah tadatmyam).
And thus, such a theory would contradict the epistemologicaF
convention that the base meanings qualify the meanings expres-
sed by their case endings. Also, such a theory would necessitate-
that the adjectival nominative bases be expressive of a meaning
(blue colour etc.) which qualifies the meaning expressed by the
nominative case ending, occurring after the nominative substan-
tive such as ‘ghata’ (pot). Thus, it is necessary to accept that:
the adjectival nominative case endings refer to the thing such as.
‘pot’ which is endowed with the qualities such as blue colour
etc. the adjectival base meaning.

Observation

Ritualists strictly follow Paninin’s rule that nominative:
case endings are used in the sense of the base-meanings etc.
They do so on the ground that the nominative and other case-
endings must be accepted to denote the base meanings etc.
According to them, such a position is necessary for mainly two-
reasons : that otherwise (i.e. suppose all the meanings are con-
veyed by the base then) the universally accepted epistemological
convention ‘that the between the base meanings and the case
meanings, the former are cognized as qualifying the later’”
( pratipadikarthapratyayarthayoh pratyayarthasya pradhanyam):
gets violated since the meanings of the nominal base assume:
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much more prominance i.e. since the case endings do not con-
vey any meanings at all; and also that (when all the meanings
are denoted by the nominative and other cases), the cause and
effect relationship between the reference to the meanings i.e.
base meanings etc. and also verbal cognition would have eco-
nomy in assumption since only a few of the case endings,
instead of innumerable bases such as ‘ghata’, would be needed
to be assumed as referring to the base meanings. Thus, accord-
ing to the ritualists, since only the nominative and other case
endings, can be cognized as the qualificands of the base mean-
ings and also since acceptance that nominative and other ease
endings denote base meanings etc. is much more economical, the
. same should be held as denoting the base meanings etc.; where-
as the nominative and other bases simply help in grasping the
speakers intention in a particular ‘base meanings’ as qualifying
the meanings expressed by the case endings.

Conclusion )

Panini’s rule that the nominative case endings are used in
the sense of (i) the base meaning only, (ii) gender only, (iii)
measure only and (iv) number only (ii.3.46) has laid down the
four most basic meanings of the nominative case endings.
‘However, his rule (ii.3.1) that accusative and other case endings
are used provided that the kdrakas such as ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc.
have not already been expressed otherwise i.e. through other
grammatical element, allows the use of the nominative case end-
ings only when the use of the accusative and other case endings
are restricted. Now, since the use of the nominative case endings
is allowed only when the accusative and other case endings are
not applicable, grammarians like Katyayana and Patafijali, and
following them logicians like Gadadhara and Jagadi$a have
formulated the theories of the meanings of the case endings
which try to explain the use of the nominative case endings in
only certain restricted senses.

According to both Katydyana and Patanjali, case endings,
which include even nominative case endings, can convey only
two senses : namely, number and syntactico-semantical notions
(kdrakas). They hold so because they recognize that the ‘base
meaning’ ( pratipadikartha) constitutes the generic property,
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individual and gender. This is despite that they have recognized
the state of existence (sattd ar sattva) as the base meanings in
instances like ‘uccaih’ (high), ‘nicaih’ (low) etc. Consequently,
only number and kdrakas need to be expressed by the case end-
ings such as the nominative case endings. However, Katyayana
restricts, further, the use of the nominative case endings in the
sense of the syntactico-semantical notions (kdrakas) that have
already been expressed by other grammatical elements such as
‘tin’ etc, According to, Katydyana, since nominative case end-
ings, unlike accusative and other case endings, which are assign-
ed in the sense of particular kdrakas like ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc.
are not assigned in the sense of any particular kdrakas such as
‘object’, ‘agent’ etc., the same (nominative case endings) cannot
be accepted to express any particular kdaraka as such. Therefore,
the same must be accepted to express the karakas that have
already been expressed otherwise in a general way. The function
of the nominative case endings is, thus, to express the karakas
in a particularized way as the mat being the abode of the effect
of entwining produced by the action of making.

While Katydyana has held the view that the nominative
case endings are used in the sense of kdrakas that have already
been expressed, Patafijali holds the view that the same nomina-
tive case endings are used in the sense of the number such as
singularity etc. that have not been already expressed as occur-
ring in the kdrakas such as ‘object’, ‘agent’etc. According to
him, the view held by Katyayana is not tenable since, in that
view, the rule ‘anabhihite’ (p. ii.3.1) would become impossible to
justify as the convention ‘wktarthanam aprayogah’ can itself
avoid the use of the accusative and other case endings after the
words expressing the ‘object’, ‘agent’ etc.

Patafijali was not in favour of the view that the nomina-
tive case endings are used in the sense of the karakas that have
already been expressed otherwise because such a view would
indirectly concede that the nominative case endings are redun=
dent or meaningless; thus, Patafijali, interpreting the vartika

1. Since there is no alternative, Katyadyana and Pataiijali
accept the state of existence as the base meaning in ‘wecaih’
(high), ‘nicain’ (low) etc.
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‘abhihite prathamabhdvah’® as ‘abhihite prathamdyah abhavah’
{non-use of the nominative case endings when the number has
already been expressed), formulates the theory that the nomi-
native case endings are used when the number singularity etc.
are not expressed. )

Logicians Jagadiéa and Gadadhara have followed the
theories propounded by Patafijali and Katyayana respectively.
However, Jagadisa clarifies Patafijalis theory by explaining
the exact nature of the syntactico-semantical relation of the
meanings of the nominative case endings. He states that when
the nominative case endings refer to the number singularity
etc., the same is cognized to be the qualifier of the base mean-
ings, namely, pot etc. by restricting the epistemological conven-
tion that between the base meanings and also the case meanings,
the former qualify the later. Nevertheless, since the case
endings, occurring after adjectives, refer to the identity, the
same functions as the qualificand of the base meanings, and
therefore, there is no need to restrict the epistemological
convention.

While Jagadisa clarifies Patafjali’s theory by explaining
the nature of syntactico-semantical relation of nominative case
meaning, number, Gadddhara reestablishes Katyayanas theory of
nominative case meaning by strongly refuting Patafijalis theory.
According to him, non-reference to number by verbal endings
-etc. cannot be accepted to be the governing factors for the use
of nominative case since nowhere can the verbal endings and
other grammatical elements be claimed to lack the potentiality
to denote the number. Gadadhara justifies Katyayanas view on
the ground that Panini has ruled all the case endings in the
sense of some kdrakas; and therefore, by analogy, nominative
<case endings, which too are case endings, should be accepted to
be used in the sense of kdrakas, albeit already expressed
generally by verbal endings etc.

Bhartrhari and his followers were led by the theory that
since base meaning ( prdtipadikdrtha) itself includes all the five
meanings namely (i) the generic property, (ii) individual, (iii)
gender, (iv) number and (v) kdrakas, no meanings are left for
nominative and other case endings to convey; and hence they
are merely suggestive (dyotaka). They have taken this extreme
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position also on the ground that in expressions like ‘dadhi pasSya™
etc. no case endings can be found as occurring after the word
‘dadhi’ etc.; and hence, the question of the case endings expres-
sing the sense of the kdrakas etc. does not arise. Needless to
state that this extreme position does not find favour in many of"
the epistemologists. Nevertheless, their view seems to be justified
as far as the nominative case endings are concerned.

Ritualists were mainly concerned with the epistemological
convent'on that between the base meanings and also the mean-
ings expressed by case endings and other affixes, the former
qualify the later. And unless the nominative and other case
endings are regarded to be meaningful, such an epistemological
convention cannot be tenable. Thus, ritualists strictly follow
Panini in holding that nominative and other case endings are
meaningful.

Now, after examining the various views held by different
epistemologists, one may also hold the following view : that
nominative case endings are used merely for the purpose of
accomplishing the grammatical correctness of a word ( padasd-
dhutvarthokah) and hence have no sense to convey. That is to
say that the nominative case endings function in such a way as
to bring about the grammatical correctness of the word by mak-
ing the word ‘finished with ending’ ( pada), and therefore, do
not have any value as far as conveying some sense is concerned.

And the view, that the nominative case endings have only
a zero value as far as conveying any sense is concerned, can be
supported by the statement of Katyayana that the nominative
case endings are to be used in the senses that have already been
conveyed otherwise i.e. through other grammatical element
(abhite prathamabhava) on (p. ii.3.1). For, this statement may
be interpreted to mean that (1) the nominative case endings are
used to convey the same sense as the syntactico-semantical
notions (karakas) such as ‘object’ (karman) etc. that are expres-
sed by other grammatical element or that (ii) the nominative
case endings are used to convey no specific sense such but are
used merely for the purpose of accomplishing the grammatical
correctness of a word. While, in the first interpretation, the
nominative case endings convey the senses (kdrakas) that have
already been expressed otherwise; and therefore, function as
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merely conveyer of the already conveyed sense, in the second
interpretation, the same (endings) do not convey any sense at all
and therefore, function only as what help to accomplish gram-
matical correctness. Thus, Katyayana’s statement that the nomi-
native case endings are used in the sense that have already been
expressed otherwise, can be assumed to have supported indirectly
zero value for the nominative case endings as far as conveying
any sense is concerned.

Pataiijali too was aware of the problem that the nomina-
tive case endings may be relegated to the position of playing
secondary role, namely, that they merely help to accomplish the:
status of a finished word ( padatva). For, while commenting
(on p. ii.3.46), he states, albeit as a parvopaksin’s view, that the
nominative case endings can be used for accomplishing the
status of a finished word (kim punaratra prathamaya prarthyate
padatvam).

According to the plrvapaksin, it can be held that the
nominative case endings are added to the indeclinables such as
‘uccail’ (high), ‘nicaih’ (low) etc. so that the same (indeclinables)
can be considered as ‘finished words’ ( pada) which alone are
competent to be used in the language. However, Patanjali rejects
such a theory on the ground that the genitive also can be used
to facilitate the status of a finished word for the indeclinables
which (i.e. genitive), being later, would prevail over the nomina-
tive which are prescribed earlier (naitad asti prayojanam sasthya-
tra padatvam bhavisyati)

Nevertheless, Patafijali has strictly imposed the restriction:
that a word should never be used in the language without the
proper finishings (apadam na prayufijita). And, in the cases
where nominative case endings are used as finishings, for
instance, in the cases of adjectives, the same (nominative case
endings) are meaningless. For example, consider the statement
‘nilo ghatah’® (pot is blue). Here, the nominative case ending
‘as’, occurring after the word ‘nila’, does not convey any sense
except functioning as the finishing of the word ‘nila’. Gadadhara
too, in his Vyutpattivada, concedes, while discussing the verbal
cognition of identity, that nominative case endings found after
adjectives are meaningless. This is despite that he has observed.
alternatively that identity (lit. non-difference) ‘abheda’ is the
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‘meaning of the nominative case endings when they occur after
:adjectives.

Thus, it can be observed that along with the views that
nominative case endings convey (i) the karakas, and that the
same convey (ii) the numbers etc , the view that the nominative
-case endings are meaningless and therefore, they function only
as the finishings of adjectives was also prevalent among the
epistemologists. Although this view did not have much open
support from all quarters and therefore, did not receive the
much wider recognition it rightly deserved (except for Bhartr-
hari accepting such a view indirectly); the fact remains that the
nominative case endings are used without any specific meaning
as such; and therefore have only zero value as far as conveying
-any sense is concerned. This fact becomes clear in isolated
‘utterences such as ‘vrksah’ (a tree) ‘plaksah’ (a plaksa tree) etc.
Despite Patafijali’s claim that, in such utterences, a verb in third
person singular such as ‘asti’ etc. is implied, and therefore, the
tree etc, are the agent (karaka) of existence, we can perceive that
‘such utterences are made with the intention of conveying mere
-existence of a thing; and thus, since such an existence is only the
base meaning ( pratipadikartha), the nominative case endings are
meaningless or are used only for the grammatical correctness of
the word at least in such isolated expressions etc.



CHAPTER VII

AN EPISTEMOLOGICAL STUDY OF NUMBERS,
THEIR REFERENCE AND RELATION

(i) Status of number (samkhya)

Pradastapada defines number (samkhyd)' as a particular
quality that causes such usages as ‘this pot is one’ (eka-tvadivya-
vahara hetu), What he means by this definition is that number®
is a quality and the same causes the faculty of arranging and
methodizing entities as ‘one, two, three’, etc. And such a
number which, extends upto parardha, is perceived by either the
eyes or the touch or by both.

Annambhatta too,® almost in a similar vein defines number
as being the peculier or unique cause that helps the process of”
counting (ganandsadharana kdranam) such as ‘this pot is one’,
‘these pots are two’, ‘those pots are many’. According to him,.
number is threefold as singular number (i.e. singularity), dual
number (i.e. duality) and plural number (i.e. plurality).

Plurality is different from number three etc.
Scholars like Sridharat hold that plural number—(i.e. plura-

1. Sutrabhasya of Pradastapdda.

2. According to ritualists, number cannot be accepted to be a
quality. They hold that since qualities cannot be accepted.
to have any other quality in them and also since the quali-
ties are counted to have numbers in them, number must be-
considered to be a separate category which is quite distinct:
from being a quality.

3. Tarkasamgraha.

4. Nyayakandali.
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1lity) or ‘bahutva’ is quite different from the number three (tritva)
or the number four {(catustva) etc. According to them, plurality
is generated from the knowledge of only unlimited (i.e. not
‘fixed) singular numbers such as ‘this is a forest’, ‘thisis an
-army’, wherein trees and soldiers respectively are unlimited in
numbers. However, the number three, the number four etc.
are generated from the mental process of counting the limited
‘numbers (i.e. three singular numbers for three and four singular
numbers for four). Such limited amournt of singular numbers
-can be described as, (i) this is a pot, (ii) this is another pot, (iii)
this is yet another pot, and therefore, these are three pots, or
-(i) this is a pot, (ii) this is another pot, (iii) this is yet another
pot, (iv) this toois yet another pot, and therefore, these are
four pots etc.

Plurality is identical with number three etc.

On the other hand, Shankar Mishra® and others hold that
plurality is identical with the number three etc. However,
.according to them, the only difference is that while the numbers
generated from the mental process of counting that ‘these are
two plus one’, ‘these are three plus one’ etc., are called ‘(hree’,
four’ etc., the same, when generated from the knowledge that
“these are many brahmins’ etc., are considered as the plurality.

It should be noted here that in the knowledge of unlimited
numbers such as ‘these are many brahmins’, ‘this is an army’,
the specific figure of numbers such as ‘hundredness’, ‘thousand-
ness’ etc. are not manifested as there exists no factor to manifest
the same. The factor that manifests the specific number is the
‘speakers intention to understand the specific number through the
mental process of counting which is evident only in such know-
ledge as ‘there are hundred or thousand mangoes and I shall
bring them’.

Distinction between the number one and plurality etc.

Indian epistemologists maintain a basic distinction bet-
ween the number one and plurality on the one hand, and the
number two onwards on the other.

1. Vaisesikopaskara.
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The number one and plurality are held to have been
generated from the knowledges, ‘thisis one’ and ‘these are
many’ respectively. This is so because, according to these
scholars, number one and plurality are the objects of such
-particular understandings as ‘this is one (i.e. a pot)’, ‘these are
many brahmins’ etc. And thus, the number one and plurality
.are gualities that reside in substances and are generated by
particular understandings.

Singularity is the very nature of things

However, Kaundabhatta views the! singularity to be merely
the nature of things. For him, the singularity, found occurring
in a pot, is nothing but the very nature of the pot itself. It
-should be noted that, according to this theory, the singularity
is an unnegatable property; and therefore, is common to all the
things. Since singularity is found occurringin all the things;
Kaundabhatta concludes that such a singularity is only the
nature of things themselves.

Singularity as the non-delimiting property

Following a middle path, Gadadhara? states that singula-
Tity is to be understood as the non-delimiting property of the
mutual absence occurring in a similar second. For example,
supposing there are several pots on a ground, then any given
pot will have the mutual absence of a similar-second pot; and
hence the singularity occurring in the first pot becomes the
delimiting property of the mutual absence occurring in the
second pot; however, when there occurs only one pot on the
-ground, the pot cannot be claimed to have the mutual absence
of a similar second pot. Thus, the singularity occurring in the
‘same pot becomes the non-delimiting property of the mutual
absence. This definition of singularity by Gadadhara points to
the fact that singularity is a property occurring in a single entity
without a similar second.

Also, the same points to the fact that, according to Gada-
-dhara, singularity is an unnegatable (universal) property cogniz-

1. Vaiyakarana Bhiisanasara.
2. Vyutpattivada.
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ed along with the cognition of the entity pOssessing such a pro-
perty itself and therefore does not need a separate counting
process to generate it.

Pracess of generating duality etc.

On the other hand, the number two, (duality) etc. are
generated from the mental process of counting such as ‘this is.
one’, ‘this is another’; and hence become the objects of such
practice of counting as ‘these are two’ etc.

Ritualists theory

Ritualists reject the theory that the number two etc. are
generated from the mental process of counting. According to-
them, number two etc. are always present in entities in non-
manifest form; and when there is a manifesting factor, the same:
are manifested as occurring in pots etc. Thus, numbers need
not be held to be generated from the mental process of counting.

Rejection of Ritualists theory

However, logicians firmly oppose® such a view of ritualists.
They explain that the number two etc. must be held to be gene-
rated from the mental process of counting and destoyed when
the same process is lost. They explain, further, that even when a.
manifesting factor is absent, things are apprehended as possess-
ing the numbers provided that the mental process of counting is
operative.

According to logicians, the realization of numbers can be
described as follows : At first, things come into contact with
sense organs; from such a contact, the knowledge of the singular
number in geneéral i.e. the generic property of singularity is
realized. Then, the mental process of counting such as ‘this is a.
pot’, ‘there is another pot’ and so ‘these are two pots’ begins..
From such a process, the number two (duality)is generated;
again from the same number two, the knowledge of the dual
number in general (i.e. the generic property of duality) is realiz-
ed. Thus, the knowledge of the quality such as the duality is
generated which, in turn, leads to the mental impression of the:

1. Prafastapada Bhasya,
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same. It should be noted now that since number two and
others are generated by the mental process of counting, the
same are destroyed when the mental process perishes.

Conclusion

It could be concluded now that (sarkhya) is a particular
quality that is caused by the mental process of counting. And
despite the fact that Sridhara views the plurality to be different
from the number three etc. and therefore, disagrees with scholars
like Sanikara Misra who hold that the plurality is identical with
the number three etc., both the sections of scholars agree to the
theory that while the number three etc. are generated from
the mental process of counting, the plurality is generated from
the knowledge of merely unlimited singular numbers such as
‘this is an army’ etc.

However, the most important distinction is between the
number one and plurality on the one hand, and the number two
and other numbers on the other. Whlie number one and
plurality are held to be generated from the knowledge ‘this is
one’ and ‘these are many’ respectively, the number two (duality)
and other numbers are held to be generated from the mental
process of counting as explained above. The reason for this basic
distinction is not far to seek. As Kaundabhatta explains, the
singularity is regarded as the very nature of things and hence
does not need the knowledge of the mental process of counting
to generate it. On the other hand, the number two and others
are qualities that are generated by the mental process of count-
ing. In this connection, the observation that singularity is an
unnegatable (universal) property cognized along with the cogni-
tion of the entity possessing such a property is very significant.
This observation explains the fact that whereas the singularity is
universal and ever present as a property in all the entities, the
number two etc. are nothing but the mental concepts and there-
fore, mere notions of the same basic and fundamental number
i.e. singularity. This also explains why logicians consider the
pumber two and others as getting destroyed when the mental
process of counting persihes.
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(ii) Reference to numbers

Affixes are threefold such as declensional affix, primary
affix and secondary affix. And declensional affix is again two
fold as nominal case affix and conjugational affix. A nominal
case affix is of seven Kkinds : viz. nominative affix, accusative
affix, instrumental affix, dative affix, ablative affix, genitive affix
and locative affix. v

Panini has ruled that the plural affixes (or expressions) are
employed in the sense of plural number (i.4.21) and dual and
singular affixes are employed in the sense of dual and singular
numbers (i.4.22) respectively. According to Panini, plural, duval
and singular affixes, which are expressions of number, refer to
plurality, duality and singularity respectively. These affixes refer
to numbers as nominative singular (su), nominative dual (au),
nominative plural (jas), (or conjugational singular (¢ip), conju-
gational dual (tas) conjugational plural (jhi) etc.) and not
merely as the singular ending, dual ending and plural ending.

Gaddadhara’s view .

Gadadhara follows Panini in this respect and® holds that
singular and other affixes refer to singularity and other numbers
However, according to him, singular and other affixes cannot
refer to numbers merely as singular expressions etc. which are
common to both the declensional as well as the conjugational
affixes. For, singular expressions etc. are hard to define.
Suppose singular expression is defined as being one that expres-
ses the singularity, then there would occur self-regression since
both what is to be defined and the definition would amount to
expressing the singular number. On the other hand, suppose
the same is defined as the state of referring to the singularity
etc., then it would overlap since even the dual and other expres-

1. It should be noted here that for Gadadhara nominative case
affixes, of the seven case affixes, refer to only numbers
which are related with the meanings of their respective base
as qualifiers. This position seems to have been influenced
from Paniniyan rule that the nominative case affix is used
in the sense of mere base meaning, gender, number and
measure.
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'sions can refer to the singularity and vise versa through the
illusion of denotation or indication.

‘Observation

Really speaking, singular and other expressions are quite
Possible to define as the expressions possessing the potentiality
1o express the singularity and other numbers through the relation
-of denotation; however, such an alternative is not acceptable to
‘Gadadhara on the ground that the use of the term ‘singular and
other expressions’ in the phrase singular and other expressions is
merely conventional, and therefore, can be explained through the
assignation of Panini. Thus, Gadddhara holds that the singular
and other expressions have the eapacity to express the singula-
rity and other numbers only in the form of particular sequenccs
such as ‘si’, ‘aw’, ‘jas’ etc. (i.e. nominative singular affix, nomi-
native dual affix, nominative plural affix etc.).

It should be noted, however, that the singular, dual and
plural endings, occurring after the numerals ‘one’ (eka), ‘two’
{dvi) and ‘many’ (bahu) respectively, are not expressive of num-
bers as there occurs no difference between the delimiting pro-
perty of the qualificand (i.e. the singularity etc.) and also the
-qualifier (i.e. the singularity etc.). Also, the nominative plural
-ending used after the ever-plural words such as ‘water(s)’ (@pah)
is meaningless at times as the same words may be used intending
only singularity.

‘Gadadhara’s view on reference to numbers conjugational by endings
Now, with respect to the conjugational endings too, Gada-
hara holds the following positions : That the singular conjuga-
tional endings need not, strictly speaking, refer to the singularity.
This is so because, the singular declensional ending such as ‘su’
occurring after the word ‘ghata’ in statements such as ‘there is
a pot’ (ghato ’sti) can itself refer to the (number) singularity of
the pot’ and hence the reference to the same (singularity) by the
-conjugational ending again does not serve any fruitful purpose.
However, he does concede that the singular conjugational end-
ing generalized as singular ending has the potentiality to deote
the singularity; whereas, the same generalized merely as singular
ending is not useful in generating the cognition of singularity
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since the singular Endings as such cannot be perceived to have
the functional relation of word and meaning in the sense of’
singularity.

On the other hand, the dual and’ plural conjugational
endings must necessarily refer to the numbers i.e. duality and
plurality respectively. This is so because, in statements such as-
‘Caitra and Maitra go’ (caitro maitrasca gacchatah) and ‘Caitra,
Maitra and Devadatta all go’ (cbitro maitro d:vadattas gacch-
anti), the dual and plural declensional endings that can refer to-
duality and plurality respectively, are found missing. Also, it is-
not possible to accept that the singular declensional endings
found in thosc statements themselves refer, by indication, to the
duality and plurality; for, it would be against the convention
established by grammer that singular endings refer to singularity:
only.

Grammarians theory

A section of grammarians, headed by Bhartrhari, however,
hold that number is also the meaning of the nominal and other
bases themselves. According to them, the singular and other
endings are merely suggestive of the fact that the bases should
themselves denote the numbers, Thus, for instance, consider
the statement ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatak). Here the nominative
singular ending (su) occurring after the words ‘ghata’ and ‘nila’
is merely suggestive of the fact that the bases refer to the ‘pot™
and the blue colour as qualified by the number singularity.

It should be noted, here, that the above theory of a section
of grammarians goes directly against the very grammatical rule
that nominative case ending is used in the sense of (i) the base
meaning, (ii) gender, (iii) measure and (iv) number.

However, according to these grammarians, economy that
‘base itself can refer to both the qualifier and qualificand such as
the number singularity and the pot’ is of over riding importance:
to the grammatical convention. They argue that contradiction
to established grammatical convention such as the one stated
above is immaterial. For instance, consider the statement ‘pot
is blue’ (n?lo ghatah). Here, the nominative singular affix (su):
merely suggests the fact that the pot and blue colour are referred.
as qualified singularity by the bases.
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-Objection

According to logicians {mainly Jagadisa and Gadadhara),
‘the nominative singular ending etc., when occurring after the
‘the word expressing the qualificand, refer to the singularity;
‘whereas the same, when occurring after the word expressing the
-qualifier, refer to the identity. For instance, consider once,
again, the same statement ‘pot is blue’ (nilo ghatah). Here, the
‘nominative singular ending (su), occurring after the word ‘gha;a’
that expresses the pot, the qualificand, refers to the singularity
-as a qualifier to the pot. However, the nominative singular end-
ing, occurring after the word ‘nmila’, that expresses the blue
colour, the qualifier, refers to the identity as the qualificand of
‘the blue colour. Logicians do not accept that the singular end-
ing etc. are merely suggestive of singluarity etc. They object
to the grammarians theory on the ground that the speaker’s
intention to interrelate the number, a base meaning, with pot
-etc,, another of the same base meanings, is absent and therefore
the number cannot be interrelated with the pot in ‘a pot(ghatah)
{exists)’. They point out that suppose a meaning of a base is
allowed to related to another meaning of the same base is allow-
ed to relate to another meaning of the same base, then even the
‘two meanings, namely a ‘horse’ and a ‘sun’ which can be
referred to by the single word ‘hari’, can be insisted to be cog-
nized as related to each other so asto produce the cognition
‘that ‘sun occurs on the horse’ from a single word ‘haril’.

Reply

However, the grammarians reply to such an objection is
very typical of them : they hold sa that by restricting the estab-
lished semantical convention, even the two meanings of the
-same base can be allowed to interrelate with each other in few
-of such select nominative statements as ‘ghatal’, so that the
village, the meaning of the accusative base ‘grama’, need not be
telated with the objectness, even though the latter (objectness)
«can be argued to be referred to by the saime base (grdma) in the
-accusative statement ‘he goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati).
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Rejection of grammbrians reply

Logicians, reject such a reply of grammarians as uncon-
vincing. They further object to their theory on the ground that
suppose number singularity is regarded as the meaning of the
nominal base itself, then the verbal cognition of singularity can:
be produced from even the nominal base (i.e. word) with a dual
or plural ending since the lack of denotation in the sense of the:
singularity becomes immaterial as the speaker intends such a
cognition. Thus, when the speaker intends such a cognition of
singularity, the natural use of a word with dual or plural end-
ings becomes impossible to avoid.

Grammerians defence

Grammarians on the other hand, defend their theory as
follows : speaker’s intention, since the time eternal alone is the-
determining factor for the natural use of a word with a particular
ending in a particular sense. And since such a speaker’s intention
is absent in the use of a word with a dual or plural ending in the:
sense of singularity, the cognition of singularity cannot be insiste-
ed form the word with a dual or a plural ending; and therefore,.
the imposition of the natural use of a word with a dual ending:
etc. can be avoided when singularity is intended 1o be cognized.

Conclusion

It should be noted here as follows : Grammarians theory-
assumes that infinite number of nominal and other types of bases-
have a potentiality to denote numbers; and compared to such an.
assumption, it would be much more economical to assume that:
a few of the declensional as well as the conjugational endings
refer to number. Also, it should be noted that it is not possible to-
argue that only the nominal and other bases as such and not
the individual bases such as ‘ghata’ would be considered to have:
the potentiality to denote the number and therefore, no difficulty
of assuming endless number of individual bases to have the:
potentiality to denote the numbers would result; for, it is impos--
sible to define what constitutes nominal and other bases. Again,
despite the non recognition of the word as a nominal base etc.
the cognition of singularity is very much experienced by, one
and all from such words as ‘ghatah’ and therefore, considering,
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the nominal base alone as possessing the potentiality to denote
the numbers would contradict the common experience.

Finally, it could be observed that the theory that ‘the
nominal and other bases denote number has economy of assum-
ption also stands no scrutiny : For, despite considering the
nominal and other bases alone as denoting number, gramma-
rians will have to assume that the knowledge of the sequence
of the nominal (or other) base and the inflectional ending
is the cause of the cognition wherein number qualifies pot, the
meaning of the same base, so that the cognition of the number
relating to the pot can be avoided from the sequence of the
nominal base ‘ghata’ without the case endings.

Also it should be observed that the grammarians’ position
that ‘nominative case ending has not been established to have a
denotation in any particular sense and therefore, cannot be held
to have even the indication, which is a connection with the
denoted sense, in number’ is also baseless. For, Panini’s rule
pratipadikartha etc, does indeed enjoin the nominative case in
the sense of number etc. and therefore, there is absolutely no
need to accept that the base itself indicates the number. Thus,
since the nominal bases as such are not established to indicate
the number singularity etc. the advocates of the theory, that
nominal (or other) base indicates the number, will have to
assume that the infinite number of words such as ghata, pata,
indicate the number; where as the logicians, who advocate the
theory that declensional (or other) case ending denotes the
number, will have to assume that only few of the endings such
as ‘su’ refers to the singularity and therefore, economy results.

Resurrection of Grammarians’ theory

On a second thought, Gadadhara resurrects the gramma-
rians theory of reference to numbers. He defends grammarians
position on the grounds that according to logicians theory, one
needs to assume that the assembly of causes of verbal cognition
of number is the preventing factor of the inference of the same.
And, while assuming the assembly of causes, one needs to in-
clude the reference to the pot by the nominal base and the
reference to the number by the case-ending occurring after such
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a base. Thus, there occurs multiplicity in the assumptions of
the preventing factors. On the other hand, according to the
theory that nominal base itself indicates the pot, as qualified by
the number singularity, the single reference to the pot, as qualifi-
ed by the number singularity, which is common to both the
inference and the verbal cognition, will be included in the
assembly of causes of verbal cognition and hence the same auto-
matically prevents the inference of the same at the same time.
Thus, economy in the form of a single assumption of preventing
factor is quite evident in the theory of grammarians.

(iii) Numerals and their reference

Basic theory : While declensional and conjugational end-
ings are restricted in their reference to the three numbers,
namely, singularity, duality and plurality, occurring in their stem
meanings, numerals, such as ‘one’ (eka), ‘two’ (dvi), ‘hundred’
($ata), are used in sanskrit to refer to various other numbers as
well. Numerals are enumerated from ‘one’ (eka) to 100,000
billions ( parardhya). Such numbers refer to cardinal numbers
(samkhya) which are the means of simple counting that indicates
how many entities there are in an assemblage. Sanskrit nume-
rical system makes a basic distinction between numerals begin-
ning from one to eighteen (astadasa) on the one hand, and from
twenty (vimSati) to 100,000 billions on the other. While, the
numerals one to eighteen refer to only the numbereds (sarikh-
yeya) the numerals twenty and above refer! to both numbers and
numbereds. For instance, consider the statements :

(i) ‘there exists one pot’ (eko ghatak),
(ii) ‘there is a hundred of cows’ (gavam Satam) and
(iii) ‘there are twenty cows’ (vimsSati gavah).

Since the numerals ‘one’ to ‘eighteen’ refer to only numbereds,
they are basically adjectives and therefore agree with their subs-

1. In Sanskrit, nineteen is Ginavim$ati or one less to twenty and
so all the rules applicable to twenty apply to nineteen as
well,



An Epistemological Study of Number 169

tantives in gender etc. Thus, ‘eko ghatah’ (here the numbered
“ekah’ (one) has the masculine gender and singular ending agree-
ing with its substantive, ‘ghatah’ (pot). However, since the
numerals twenty and above can be used as referring to both the
numbers and numbereds, they are nouns when referring to the
numbers and adjectives when referring to the numbereds. Thus,
“gavam Satam’ (here the numeral ‘Satam’ (hundred)is a noun
and therefore, is in nominative singular, i.e. does not agree with
‘the genitive: word gavam) and ‘vimsati gavah’ (here the numeral
‘vimSati’ twenty is an adjective and therefore, has the nomina-
tive case ending agreeing with its substantive ‘gavah’).

It should be noted here that the numerals twenty! and
above are always used in only singular number even while they
are referring to the numbereds and therefore, are adjectives.
Thus, the word ‘Satam’ is nominative singular even while it
-qualifies the word ‘gaval’ in ‘Satam gavah’.

Some scholars consider that even the numerals ‘one’ to
-eighteen can, by indication, refer to the numbers. They support
‘their theory on the ground that there are statements such as
“there are five of pots’ (ghatd@nam pafica).

‘Gadadhara’s observation

In this connection, Gadadhara makes the following obser-
vation. Some hold that the words ‘hundred’ (fata) etc. refer to
‘the number ‘hundred’ and not merely to the numbered i.e. the
‘hundred entities. Accordingly, in the statements such as ‘there
are two hundreds’, ‘there are three hundreds’, the word
‘hundred’ refers to the number ‘hundred’.

Suppose, on the other hand, the words ‘hundred’ etc. are
held to be referring to the ‘numbered’ entities, then the duality
and plurality, expressed by the dual and plural expressions,
namely, ‘¢’ and ‘@ni’ occurring after the word ‘Sata’ (hundred)
in the statements ‘these are two hundreds’ (dve Sate) and ‘these
are three hundreds’ (irini $atani), would be required to be related
with the double and triple hundrednesses that are the delimiting
properties of the double and triple hundred (entities), the base-

V. VimS$atyadyah sadaikattve sarvah samkhyeya samkhyayoh.
Amarakofa, ii.9.84
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meanings. Thus, the convention that ‘the inflectional endings
have a reference to the meanings related with the meanings of”
their base meanings, gets violated (here the duality and plurality
are related with the double and triple hundrednesses, the delimi-
ting properties, and not with the double and triple hundred
entities, the base meanings). ‘

However, when the numeral such as ‘hundred’ etc. are
accepted to refer the numbers, then, the dualjty etc. can be
accepted to relate directly to the double hundred etc., the num-
bers, and hence, the rule that ‘the inflectional endings have a
reference to the meanings related with their base meaning’ is not
violated. Also, since the statements with dual and plural endings.
such as ‘dve Sate’ and ‘trini Satani’ are quite commonly made, the
convention that ‘the numerals ‘twenty’ and above are used always
in singular ending only and all these numerals express the sense
of both the numbers and numbereds’ gets contradicted. However,.
when the numerals ‘hundred’ etc. are accepted to refer to the
number hundred etc., we can take resort to the special rule that
dual and plural endings are possible in numbers’ (sarkhydyam
dvibahutve Stah) and hence, as an exception, we can explain the:
dual and plural endings after the numeral ‘hundred’ etc.

Again, suppose the numbereds are considered to be the
meanings of the numerals ‘hundred’ etc. then the superstratum-
ness (or occurrence) referred to by the genitive case-ending in
statements such as ‘one ought to give away a hundred of cow’s
(gavam Satam dadyat), becomes difficult to be construed with;
for, the hundred entities cannot be claimed to be occurring in
the cows and therefore, the occurrence in the cows is contradic-
tyry for the numbered entities. On the other hand, suppose the
numbers are the meanings, then the same can be construed to
be occurring in the cows without any difficulty.

Thus, these scholars conclude that whereas the numerals
twenty and above refer to numbers, the numerals beginning
from one to eighteen refer to only numbereds. Now, such in-
correct statements as ‘ten of Brahmins® (brahmhnandm dasa),
instead of the correct statement ‘ten Brahmins’ (brdhmana dasa),
can be avoided on the ground that occurrence in the Brahmins,
the meaning referred to by the genitive word ‘Brahmanam’, can-
not be related to the number tenness, which is, in turn, the
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delimiting property of the meaning of the numeral ten, and not
tke meaning of the same numeral as such,

Conclusion v

However, this position of some scholars that the numerals.
twenty and above refer to number only cannot be accepted. For,.
suppose, the numeral ‘hundred’ refers to the number ‘hundred’,
then the objectness, conditioned by the act of giving, would not
be syntactically compatible for being construed with the number
hundred in the statement ‘he ought to give away the hundred of’
cows (gavam Satam dadyat), and hence the same statement would
become invalid. On the other hand, when the numerals twenty
etc. are accepted to refer to numbereds, the numerals ‘hundred’,.
in the said statement, can refer to the hundred entitles (of cows).
And, since the objectness, conditioned by the act of giving, can
now be construed with the hundred entities of cows (i e. object-
ness occurs in the hundred cows), the same statement can be
explained to be valid. Thus, it is necessary to conclude that the
numerals ‘twenty’ etc. too, just as the numerals one to eighteen,
refer to the ‘numbereds’, that are delimited by numbers, and not
that they refer simply to the numbers that are not the qualifiers.
of their substratums.

(iv) Numbers and their relation(s)

Numbers from one (i.e. singularity) to parardha are consi-
dered to be qualities (guna). And since a quality and its
possessor (gunin) are held to be related to each other through
the relation of inherence, the singularity etc. can be related to
their possessors through inherence. Thus, the statements such
as ‘pot exists’ (ghatah), wherein the singular ending(s) occurring
after the word ghtah, refers to the singularity, produce, accord-
ing to the logicians, the cognition that ‘the pot that possesses
the singularity through inherence is the agent of existence.

It should be noted here that the inherence (samavaya) is a
relation between those two entities which are inseparable. Con-
sequently, the singularity that occurs through inherence in pot
etc. becomes inseparable from the pot etc. Also, inherence is a
relation through which a property lasts in its possessor till the
destruction of the same property possessor (ayuta-siddha). Thus,



172 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

‘when the singularity is accepted to occur in a pot, its possessor,
‘throuh inherence, the same (singularity) lasts in the pot till the
-destruction of the pot.

Now, this theory, where the number is held to be insepar-
able from its possessor and also to be one that lasts till the
Adestruc[io/n of its possessor, is in accordance with the nature of .
singularity since the same has been held to be the very nature of
numbered entity (i.e. pot etc.) and therefore, to be an inseparable
part of the numbered. However, due to the basic distinction bet-
ween singularity and the rest of the numbers (i.e. number two or
duality onwards), it is impossible to accept that the same rela-
tion ‘inherence’ is the relation between the duality and also their
possessors. This is so beeause, according to logicians, the
knowledge of the mental process of counting such as ‘thisis a
pot, this is another pot and therefore, these are two pots’ pro-
-duces the duality etc. and therefore, the same (duality etc.) are
neither the nature of their possessors (i.e. pot ctc.), nor the
inseparable parts that last till the destruction of their possessors.
Really speaking, since, unlike the singularity, the duality etc.
are produced from the knowledge of the mental process of
.counting, the same (i.e. duality etc.) perish as soon as the know-
ledge of the mental process of counting perishes. Thus, it be-
comes imperative that a separate relation that accounts for the
'special relation of duality etc. be postulated.

The relation of ‘paryapti’

Basic theory : In accordance with the special relation
required ‘between the number two (i.e. duality) etc. and their
possessors, logicians postulate a separate relation of parydpti or
complete unlimited occurrence. They hold that the knowledge
of the mental process of counting such as ‘this is one, this is
another and therefore, these are two’ establishes the existencs of
a distinct relation called paryapti; for, number two or duality
-etc. being the effect of the knowledge of such mental process of
counting, cannot be expected to be the nature of two separate
individuals lasting till the destruction of the same (two separate
individuals) and hence cannot occur separately in two different
4ndividuals, And no entity can be said to occur collectively
together through the relation of inherence as the same (inher-
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ence) is a relation through which entities can only occur separa--
tely in individuals,

Thus, the relation of paryapti, as distinct from inherence,.
is established on the ground that otherwise the duality etc.,
produced from the mental process of counting, cannot be
explained to be occurring in dual (i.e. two some) etc. collectively
together.

Gadadhara’s view

Gadadhara too! maintains that the relation of paryapti,.
as distinct from that of inherence, must be regarded as the rela-
tion between the number two (duality) etc. and their possessors.
According to him, unless such a paryapti is regarded to be the:
relation of duality etc., the cognition produced from the state-
ment ‘there are two skies’ (atrakaSau) cannot be considered:
invalid. For, the numbers occur in individual entities separately:
through the relation of inherence; and suppose cognition from
such a statement is held to be involving the relation of inherence
of duality, then the validity of such a cognition cannot be refut-
ed as the inherence of duality is always present separately in the
sky and in a pot. However, on the other hand, suppose the
cognition from such a statement is held to involve the relation:
of parydpti of duality, then the same (cognition) can be consi-
dered invalid; for, since the numbers occur collectively together
through the relation of paryapti, the parydpti of dualily cannot
be said to be present in the sky as it is only a single individual.

Objection

Some scholars object here as follows : it is possible to ex-
plain the invalidity of the statement ‘there are two skies™
(akasau) even by accepting that inherence of duality concomi-
tant with the delimiting property of its substratum is the relation
between a number and its possessor. For, despite the fact that
duality, through inherence, can occur in the sky, the same can-
not occur in the sky through the inherence concomitant with
the skyness, the delimiting property of its substratum (i.e. inhe-
rence of duality is concomitant with only a property occurring

1. vyutpattivada.
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in a ‘couple’ such a§sky and a pot). By this position itis
possible to explain also the correct statement such as ‘there are
two pots’ (ghatau); for, despite the fact that the inherence of
duality is not concomitant with the property such as potness,
the duality itself is concomitant with such a property (of pot-
ness) and therefore, the two pots can be cognized to be the
possessors of the duality which is concomitant with such a pro-
perty of potness occurring in its substratum through inherence.

Refutation

However, Gadadhara overrules such an objection as
follows : in that case, the duality concomitant with such a pro-
perty of its substratum through inberence itself would be proper
to be considered as the relation. Hence, inherence, in any case,
as such would cease to be the relation between numbers and
their possessors.

Advantages and disadvantages in accepting parydpti
as the relation

The statement such as ‘the sky is not the possesor of
duality’ (akasam na dvitvavat) should be prevented from being
considered as valid like the statement ‘the sky is not two’
(akdso na dvau). Therefore, it is imperative that the mutual
absence of the posseesor of duality does not occur in the sky
alone through inherence. However, suppose the inherence is
.considered to be the relation between the duality and its posses-
sor, then the mutual absence of the possessor of duality cannot
be prevented from occurring as the duality occurs through inhe-
rence in sky as well. On the other hand, suppose the complete
unlimited occurrence of duality, which is concomitant with the
delimiting property of the possessor of duality, is considered to
be the relation, then the mutual absence of the possessor of the

1. For, while the statement that ‘the sky is not two’ is merely
a statement of fact, the statement that ‘the skyis not
the possessor of duality’ involves the reference to the cogni-
tion of the denial of the positive quality of duality which
may actually occur in the sky through inherence and hence
untrue.
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-complete unlimited occurrence of duality cannot be said to be
present in the sky alone since the possessive suffix (vat) always
refers to the possessor of a relation and in this case the relation
-of the complete unlimited occurrence of duality is contradictory
in a single individual, namely, sky.

Difficulty

Logicians, while accepting that the complete unlimited
-occurrence of duality, which is concomitant with the delimiting
property of its substratum, is the relation between the number
-duality and its possessor, face certain difficulties while explain-
ing the cognition from the statements such as ‘he cuts (one)
‘Grislea Tomentosa and (one) Acacia Catechu’ (dhava khadirau
chinatti). For, from such a statement one will have to cognize
the two separate dualities which are concomitant with delimiting
properties of Grislea Tomentosa and Acacia Catechu. And
therefore, it becomes impossible to cognize single duality which
has complete unlimited occurrence in both Grislea Tomentosa
and Acacia Catechu together. Thus, when the speaker intends
that there is one Grislea Tomentosa and one Acacia Catechu
each, such a statement would become an impossibility. And
suppose, to overcome this difficulty, logicians accept that.such
copulative compounds refer to the unity (s@hitya), which occurs
in two things and delimits the substratum of duality, then it
would be an identical position which ritualists propose (that
duality and other numbers are the nature of the object of under
standing such as ‘these are two’ etc).

Avoidance of difficulty

Logicians try to overcome this difficulty by stating that
such a complete unlimited occurrence, concomitant with the
delimiting property of the substratum of duality, is the relation
only in the case where the property occurring in a single entity
(i.e. skyness) is the delimiting property of the substratum of
duality. And since, in the above statement both dhavatva and
khavdiratva, occurring in two separate individuals, are the deli-
miting properties of the substratum of duality, we shall accept
that only the complete unlimited occurrence (which is not con-
comitant with the delimiting property) is the relation. Thus,
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without accepting that the unity is the delimiting property of
the substratum of duality, the statement ‘he cuts (one) Grislea
Tomentosa and (one) Acacia Catechu’ can be explained.

Observation

However, it is evident from this explanation that logicians
have to restrict their theory of complete unlimited occurrence
being the relation of numbers to certain extent as at times the
same (relation) is to be assumed as being concomitant with the
delimiting property of the substratum of duality and at other
times the same is not to be considered the as relation at all. When
only a single pot occurs on the ground, the statement ‘there are
two pots here’ (atra ghaatu stak) and ‘there are many pots here’
(atra ghatah santi) are never made. However, when one single pot
oceurs on the ground, one may insist on imposing such state-
ments as the duality and plurality can be claimed to be potenti-
ally present in the single pot as well through the ( paryapti),
that is concomitant with the potness. To avoid such a contin-
gency, logicians hold that, in the verbal cognition, wherein the
qualificands are delimited by the property of things adhering to
each other in their occurrence, the qualifiers should have, as
their relations, even the possession of such properties which are,
in turn, pervaded by the qualifiers. For instance, in the verbal
cognition, produced from the statement ‘there are two pots
here’, wherein the pots, the qualificands, are delimited by the
property (such as duality) of things adhering to each other in
occurrence, the qualifier, namely, occurrence on the ground,
‘should have, as its relation, the possession of the duality which
is pervaded, in turn, by itself (i.e. the occurrence on the ground).
Now, in the case where the ground has only one single pot, the
qualifier (i.e. the occurrence on the ground) cannot be said to
have the possession of the duality which is, in turn, pervaded by
itself (i.e. occurrence) as its relation since the duality is not
present in the single pot. However, on the other hand, when the
ground has two pots, the qualifier (i.e. occurrence on the ground)
can be said to have the possession of the duaiity which is in
turn, pervaded by itself as its relation since the duality is present
in the pots.
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In some cases, numbers are cognized to be occurring in
the delimiting property of the base meanings.. For instance, the
singularity, expressed by the singular ending occcrring after the
word ‘hundred’ (Sara) that denotes the contradictory number
(i.e. hundred), is invariably related with the property delimiting
the base meaning i.e. the hundredness which is one. Therefore,
in the statements ‘this is one hundred’ (ekam Satam), ‘these are
two hundreds’ (dve Sate) and ‘these are three hundreds’ (¢rini
Satani), the singularity, duality and plurality are related with the
single hundredness, the dual hundrednesses and triple hundred-
nessess respectively. Thus, the statement such as ‘these are
several hundreds’ (fatani) is never made with the intention that
there occurs one hundred or two hundreds. In such cases, the
plurality, expressed by the plural ending cannot by syntactically
expected to be related with the single or double hundredness(es),
the delimiting property of the base meaning. It should not be
argued, however, that the single hundred can also be claimed to
be competent to possess various hundredness(es) which are pro-
duced from a peculiar mental process of counting; and there-
fore, the single hundredness occurring in a single hundred does
not lack semantical competency for being related with plurality.
For, only the plurality, which is absent in the two or three sepa-
rate substratums (i.e. hundredness(es) that share the same locus
(i.e. the single hundred), can be considered to be the referent of
the plural expressions occurring after the word ‘Sata’ (hundred).
And such a plurality is contradictory in the various hundred-
ness(es) occurring in a single hundred.

Logicians further accept a convention that the duality etc.,
referred to by the dual conjugational ending, etc.; are related
with only those entities that are delimited by the duality etc.
Therefore, the incorrect statement such as ‘a single pot are
present (ghatah tisthanti)' cannot be imposed with the intention
that there are two pots. This is inspite of the fact that due to
the correctness of the statements such as ‘Caijtra and Maitra go’
(caitro maitra$ ca gacchatah), the finite verb need not necessarily
have the same singular ending which is found occurring after the

1. However, when the finite verb has a singular ending, use of
only singlar ending is grammatically correct after the word



178 . Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

words expressing the substantives, i.e. Caitra and Maitra. It
should be noted bhere that the duality, referred to by the dual
conjugational ending such as ‘tas’ occurring after the verbal
stem such as ‘gaccha’, should be accepted to be qualifying (i.e.
occurring in) the substantive(s) such as Caitra and Maitra colle-
ctively together through paryapti : This is inspite of the fact
that the substantives are here referred to by two separate (i.e.
uncompounded) words namely ‘caitral’ and ‘maitrak’; and
therefore, the duality can qualify them separately. For, other-
wise, when a single Caitra and a single Maitra are intended to
go, such a statement would become untenable since the duality
would be present in only two Caitras or two Maitra through the
relation of paryapti. Thus, it should be accepted that in the
statements such as °‘Caitra and Maitra go’ (caitro maitras ca
gacchatah), Caitra and Maitra are cognized to have the duality
referred to by the conjugational ending (fah) occurs in the
substantives together through parydpti. And, when the duality is
related to both Caitra and Maitra together, the same (duality)
becomes the qualifier and both Caitra and Maitra together be-
come the qualificand(s). Consequently, the qualifierness of the
duality can be said to be conditioned directly or indirectly by
the qualificandness of both Caitra and Maitra. Now, since the
single unified sentence (ekavakya) also means a sentence which
is conducive to the reference to the qualifierness (of duality
etc.) conditioned by the qualificandness of both (Caitra and
Maitra etc.), the same (sentence ‘Caitra and Maitra go’) can be
considered to be a single unified sentence.

Nature of paryapti, concluded

It can be observed now as follows : that the basic distinc-
tion between the relation of parydpti and that of inherence is
that whereas the numbers such as duality occur in dual (i.e. two
some) collectively together through paryapti, the same (numbers)

expressing the substantive. Therefore, the statement such as
the pots is existing’ (ghatdh tisthati) is grammatically in-
correct.

1. The absence of compounding, in this case is due only to the
compounding being optional in sanskrit.
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-can occur in the individuals separately through inherence. Such
a distinction between paryapti and inhereoce stems from the fact
that while paryapti is a relation between two entities such as the
duality etc. and substances that have their parts adhering to
each other in their occurrence (vydsajyavrtti), the inherence is a
relation between two entities such as the singular number and
the single pot which (i.e. single pot) has no parts that adhere to
-each other in their occurrence. Consider, for instance, the state-
ment ‘there are two pots’ (ghatau stah). Here, the duality, refer-
red to by the dual ending occurring after the word ghata, is
‘related, through parydpti, with the dual (i.e. two some) of pots
that have their two parts (i.e. two pots) adhering to each other
in their occurrence. That is to say that no single pot individually
.can be considered to be the possessor of the duality and there-
fore, only the two pots collectively put together can form the
parts of the possessors of the duality. On the other hand, in-
herence is only a relation between two entities that cannot be
-separated (i e. that have no parts adhering to each other.
Consider, for instance, the statement ‘there is a pot’ (ghato ’sti).
Here, the singular number, referred to by the singular ending(s),
is related, through inherence, with single pot which has no parts
that adher to each other in their occurrence.

In ordinary Sanskrit, we have statements such as ‘these
are four ‘qualities’ (catvaro gunah). Such statements can be taken
to produce the cognition of the relation of the number four etc.
with qualities. However, according to the logicians convention
that no quality can be related with any other quality, numbers,
which too are qualities, cannot be said to relate with qualities.
‘Consequently, to explain such statement as ‘these are the
four qualities’, one must interpret the convention as intended
to convey the prohibition that no quality can be related
with any otherq uality through inherence’. And from this
interpretation too,! as JagadiSa holds, it becomes evident

~ that inherence cannot be regarded as the relation between the
numbers such as four and qualities. Thus, it becomes inevitable
that the relation of complete unlimited occurrence ( paryapti)
“must alone be regarded as the regulating relation of the occur-

1. SabdaSaktiprakasika.
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.

rence of the quality such as the number four in other qualities
such as form (riipa). Here paryapti becomes ‘the regulating
relation of the occurrence of the quality in other qualities” means
the relation of parydpti delimits (i.e. produces) the qualificative
cognition involving the occurrence of the numbers in other
qualities such as the from through paryapti.

It should be noted here that since the duality etc., like the
singularity, are numbers, they could be regarded as potentially
competent to relate with their possessors through inherence as
-well. And this fact is never denied by logicians when they state
that the duality etc., expressed by dual ending etc. in ghatau
stah etc., are related with their base meanings, (i.e. possessors)
through paryapti. However, what is denied by logicians by such
a statement is that when the duality etc. are related through
inherence, the same numbers (duality etc.) become related with
-each of the dual etc. individually. And since the occurrence of”
the duality etc. separately in each individuals of dual etc. is of
no use whatsoever in cognizing the duality etc. in dual etc.
from such statements as ‘there are two pots’ (ghatau stah),
logicians merely disregard the necessity of viewing the duality
etc. as relating with duals etc. through inherence. Thus, despite
the fact that the duality etc. are numbers and therefore, can
relate with their possessors through inherence, a distinct relation
of paryapti has been established in view of the fact that only
the occurrence of the dnality etc. collectively in duals etc.
through paryapti, a distinct relation, serves the purpose of
cognizing the duality etc. collectively together in duals etc.
It may be stated now that logicians of the old school support
the convention that the entity, which does not occur separately
in individual entities, cannot occur collectively togetherin a
group of such entities either’. And therefore, they hold that
the theory that ‘the duality etc. can occur through parydpti in

1. It may be pointed out, however, that according to ritualists,
since the number is found occurring in qualities as well, the
same (i.e. numbers) must be regarded as a separate category
other than quality. And hence number can be regarded as
relating with the qualities through inherence itself.

2. Nyayakosa.
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dual etc. collectively together in spite of the fact that the same
{duality etc.) do not occur separately in each of the individuals
of dual etc.’ is contradictory and untenable. However, logi-
cians of the new school opine that the application of such a
convention can be restricted to the occurrence of properties
through inhereuce only : that is to say that such a conven-
tion pertains to the occurrence of properties such as numbers
through inherence only; and therefore, there is no occasion for
any contradiction when the numbers duality etc. are held to
occur through parydpti collectivily in the group of dual etc.
despite that the same do not occur separately in each of the
individuals of the same group.

As a matter of fact, this position regarding paryaptiis
nothing but the reiteration or assertion of the very nature of
the relation of paryapti : that is to say that whereas the inhere-
nce is a relation through which properties can occur separately,
the paryapti is the relation through which properties can occur
-collectively together in a group without first occurring separately
in any of the individuals,

Raghundtha, probably,! has the last word regarding the
status of parvdpti. He accepts that parydpti is the relation
between the number duality etc. and their possessor ‘substance’.
However,? he states that since parydpti is the relation between
such numbers as duality that are produced from the knowledge
of the mental process of counting and their possessors, the same
must be regarded as a peculiar type of self-linking relation
‘svardpa’ of duality’ etc. This position explains satisfactorily the
reason for accepting the paryapti as the relation of the duality
etc. That is to say that inspite of the fact that logicians have
considered the numbers as qualities, they have accorded a special
status for the numbers especially for the duality and others.
‘Thus while, ritualists have openly disagreed with the logicians
1in treating numbers as qualities, some logicians too have echoed
the same feeling by inventing a new peculiar relation in the
form of paryapti for the occurrence of numbers such as the

1. Avacchedakatanirukri.
2. apeksa buddhya janyah imau dvau ityakaraka pratiti prama-
nakah dvitva svarupa sambandha visesah.
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duality. When the duality etc, are produced by the kownledge:
of the mental process of counting, the same cannot be jeal
gualities like form, taste etc. with which they are grouped.
Numbers could only be accepted as conceptual or constructional
entities assumed by imagination, and since no conceptual or and
unreal entity can be related through the relation of inherence,.
only paryapti, a self-linking relation that is of the nature of the
subjunct of relation (i.e. that is not different from what is related
with such a pots) can be the relation. In the theory that the
relation of inherence is manifold, however, such a parydpri can
be viewed to be the inherence of duality itself and therefore the
same ( paryapti) is neither the self linking relation as Raghunatha
claims nor a separate category as ritualists suggest.



CHAPTER VIII

AN EXPLANATION OF THE TWO RULES
p. 1.4.49 and p. i.4.50

Introduction

Grammatical object, which occupies the most important
place in the sentence involving the transitive use of a verb, can
be broadly categorized into three types : (i) that which the
agent is interested in or wants to obtain, (ii) that which the
agent is not interested in or does not want to obtain, and (iii)
that which is not considered to be any other kdraka and hence
is accomodated as an object. Consider, for instance, the ‘village’,
‘the poison’ and the ‘cow’ in the statements : (i) ‘Caitra goes to
the village’ (caitro gramam gacchati), (ii) ‘he eats poison’
(visam bhaksayati) and (iii) ‘he milks cow into milk’ (gém
dogdhi payah). Here, the village, which is the object of going,
is what the agent, ‘Caitra’, is interested in going to ; or wants
to obtain by going; and the poison, which is the object of
eating, is what the agent (Caitra etc.) is not actually interested
in eating, but nevertheless is eating, and the cow, which is
actually the ablative kdraka since milk is released from the
same and yet is not considered to be the ablative kdraka and
hence is accommodated as the object. Accordingly, Panini
has composed three different rules assigning the name ‘object’
to three different types of objects. They are (i) ‘the object is
what the agent seeks most to reach or obtain through his action’
(kartur ipsitatamam karma p. i.4.49), (ii) ‘the object is also
what the agent does not seek to obtain but, by chance, is asso-
ciated with the effect’ (tath@yuktam canipsitam p.i.4.50) and (iii)
‘the object is also what is not enumerated among the other
‘karakas’ (akathitamn ca (kdrake) p.i.4.51),
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Problem

Of the three rules, the last one, namely p.i.4.51, assigns the
name ‘object’ to the kdraka, which is not spoken of i.e. is not
considered to-be any other kdraka such asthe ablative due
to the lack of speakers will to consider the same as the ablative
etc. Accordingly, the rule is only meant to assign the name
‘object as an exception, to the ablative kdraka etc. and is
not meant to describe the nature of the object or to introduce
the types of objects. However, the first and the second rules,
namely p. i.4.49 and p. i.4.50, are meant to describe the nature
of the object and then assign the name ‘object’. Consequently,
a great controversy has broken out as to how to justify the
two separate rules describing the nature of the object. Indian
epistemologists, especially, grammarians, logicians and ritualists,
have adopted various approaches, mainly logical and episte-
mological, i.e. syntactico semantical in their explanations of the
necessity of the two rules. In the following pages, we shall first
give a brief account of the various explanations of the two rules
and then provide a critical examination of the same (explana-
tions) so that a coherent and logical assessment of the different
explanations becomes possible. To begin with, however, we
shall provide the traditional explanation of the two rules and
the significance of the various terms used in the same rules.

Explanation of the rule P. i.4.49 and sigmﬁcance of
various terms used therein

Of the two rules, the first rule name]y that ‘the object is
what the agent seeks most to reach or obtain through his
actions’ (kartur ipsitatamam krma i.4.49) is a basic one and
hence the most important. Also, it lays down the two logical
criteria to consider something as a grammatical object. The two
logical criteria are that (i) the object is what is sought ‘most’
to reach and also that (ii) the object is what is sought to be
the abode of the effect ‘by the agent’. For instance consider
the ‘village’ in the statement ‘Caitra goes to the village’. Here
the village is the grammatical object of going since the same
fulfills the two logical criteria : viz. being what is sought ‘most’
to reach and also being what is sought to be the abode of the
effect ‘by the agent’, Caitra. Now, the two criteria are expres-
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sed in the rule by the terms ‘sought most’ (ipsitatama) and ‘to
the agent’ (kartuh). The traditional explanation of the signifi-
cance of the use of the two terms as well as that of the term
‘karma’ (object) in the rule is as follows :

Suppose the superlative suffix ‘most’ (tamap) is not used
in the rule, then the rule would read as ‘that which the agent
seeks to reach or obtain through his action isthe object’.
And, in that case, the village, which the agent, Caitra, seeks
to reach through his actions, could very well be considered
to be the object of going in the statement ‘Caitra goes to
the village’ (caitro gramam gacchati). However, the difficulty
would be that even the boy, the object, in the statement ‘he
prevents the boy from falling into fire’ (agner manavakam
varyati), would become the ablation since the ablation is
also defined as that which the agent seeks to reach for the
purpose of warding of (p. 1.4.27). Also, it is not possible to
state that the name ‘object’ (karma) prevents the assigning
of the name ‘ablation’ (apddana) in the said case to the boy
since the convention that ‘whatever name is earlier and without
any other occasion, takes precedence over the later name’
prevents the assigning of a later name such as ‘ablation’. For,
in that case, the name ‘object’ would prevent the assigning of
the name ‘ablation’ to even the fire, the ablation. Therefore, it
is absolutely necessary that the superlative suffix ‘most’ (tamap)
be used in the rule (p. i.4.27) so that the boy, since he is the one
the agent seeks most to reach through his action, gets the name
‘object’, as well as the fire, since it is not the one the agent seeks
most to reach through his actions, is prevented from being
assigned the name object. According to Patafijali, the use of
the superlative suffix ‘most’ (zamap) facilitates the statements
such as ‘I shall eat (rice) with the milk’ ( payas@ khalu bhufijiya).
He states that suppose the same suffix ‘most’ is not used in the
rule, then even the milk, by virtue of being sought after by the
agent, could be considered to be the object’ and hence the
instrumental case ending after the word expressing the same
would become impossible to defend. On the other hand, suppose
the superlative suffix is used in the rule, then the instrumental

1. Mahabhasya on p. i.4.49.
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case ending, after the word expressing the milk can be depen-
ded; for, despite that the agent may indeed seek (i.e. like to-
consume) the milk, it is only the rice mixed with the milk that
is sought (i.e. liked to be consumed) most to reach by the agent
by way of food and not the milk as such without the rice; and
thus the milk, by virtue of being merely the dressing of rice, can
be explained to have the instrumental case ending.

The significance of the use of the term ‘to the agent™
(kartuh) in the rule can be explained as follows : Suppose?® the
term ‘to the agent’ (kartuf) is not used in the rule, then the rule
would read as ‘that which is sought most to reach is the object.
And since the ‘mdsa’ pulses can be said to be sought most to
reach (i.e. consume) by the horses, the same (‘mdsa’ pulses)
could be insisted to be the objects in the statement ‘he ties the
horses in the ‘masa’ puless’ (masesu asvam badhnati). However,
suppose the word ‘to the agent’ (kartuh) is used in the rule,
then the ‘mdsa’ pulses can be prevented from being considered
as the object; for, despite that the horse is the agent of
consuming, the same is merely the object of tying and hence
horse’s seeking the ‘mdsa’ pulses to reach becomes irrelevant
from the view point of considering the same as the object.
What would be relevant is the agent’s (Devadatta’s) seeking the
masa pulses to reach; however, since he does not seek the
‘masa’ pulses to reach, the same cannot be insisted to be the
objects. The significance of the use of the term ‘object’ (karma)
in the rule can be explained as follows : Despite® that the term
‘object’ (karma) is not used in the rule, the same term can
certainly be supplied from the earlier rule ‘adhi $in stha asam
karma’ (p. 1.4.46). However, in that case, only the locus which
the agent seeks most to reach could be taken to be the ‘object’
(karma) since the rule (p. i.4.46) is meant to enjoin the name
‘object’ to the locus of occupation etc., i.e. to avoide the conti-
nuation of the sense of tbe locus with the continuation of the
object (ddhara nivrttyartham). Therefore, in order to avoid such
a mistake, Panini has employed the term ‘karma’ separately in
the rule. Thus, the rule should be understood as enjoying the

2. Kasika on p. i.4.49.
3. Bilamanoramad p, 272.
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name ‘object’ to the kdraka, which the agent seeks most to
reach, i.e. which the agent desires very much to obtain through
his action. Thus, the first rule can be concluded to assign the
name ‘object’ to those entities which are sought most by the
agent to reach through is actions ie. which the agent desires.
very much to obtain through his own actions.

Significance of the term ‘not sought’ in the rule (p. 1.4.50)

Bhairavikara explains the significance of the use of the
term ‘not sought, (anipsita) in the rule (i.4.50) as follows :
The rule (i.4.49) assigns the name °‘object’ to only those entities
that are sought most to be the abode of the effect produced by
the action occurring in the agent and therefore, the second rule
{i.4.50) is necessary to assign the name ‘object’ to those entities
that are not sought by the agent. Now, some may hold that
since the rule (i.4.50) is enjoined separately, the entities that
are hated by or indifferent to the agent also get the name
‘object’ automatically by the second rule (i.4.50). And there-
fore, the word ‘not sought’ (a«ipsita) is not necessary in the rule
(i.4.50) to assign the name ‘object’ to the entities that are hated.
by or indifferent to the object.

However, this position is not correct. For, suppose the
term ‘not sought’ is not included in the rule, then the rule could
be interpreted to mean that ‘the abode of the effect produced by
the action, like the entity which is sought most to be the abode:
of the effect produced by the action, is the object’. And conse-
quently, even the fire etc., in the statement ‘he prevents the boy
from (falling into) the fire’ etc.,, would get the name ‘object’
since the rule (i.4.50) would assign the name ‘object’ to those:
entities that are the abode of the effect produced by the action;
and the fire is indeed the abode of the effect produced from the
action of preventing. Thus, the rule assigning the name ‘abla-
tion’ (i.e. 1.4.27) would be rendered scopeless. To avoid this.
difficulty, it is absolutely necessary that the term ‘not sought”
must be included in the rule (i.4.50) so that only those entities.
that are hated by or indifferent to the agent can get the name
‘object’ by the rule.

Here the term ‘not sought’ does not mean an entity that
is different from the one that is sought after; rather it means
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.any entity that is opposite to what is sought most. And the
-opposition of the -entities that are sought most to the entities
that are hated by or indifferent to the agent are well known.
Thus, the fire etc. inspite of the fact that they are the abode of
‘the effect produced by the action, cannot be assigned the name
“object’ since the same is not ‘not sought’.

Necessity of the two rule p. i.4.49 and p. i 4.50

The second rule, namely, that the object is also what the
.agent does not seek to reach i.e. obtain through his actions but
is associated by chance, with the effect (p. i 4.50) is composed in
order that the poison etc. in the statement ‘he eats poison’
(visam bhaksayati) etc, should get the name object despite that
the same is not sought most by the agent to be reached through
his actions. That is to say that since the first rule (i.4.49) assigns
the name ‘object’ to only those entities which are sought most
by the agent to be reached i.e. obtain through his actions, the
poison etc; which can not be claimed to be sought most by the
agent to be reached through his action of eating (this is despite
that he actually consumes the poison), cannot be assigned the
name ‘object’ by the first rule. And, in order that the entities
‘that are not sought most such as the poison should get the
name ‘object’ (provided that the same are associated with the
-effect) the second rule (p. i.4.50) is composed. And, once the
rule (p. i.4.50) is composed to assign the name ‘object’ to even -
the entities that are not sought most but are associated with the
effect, the poison in the statement ‘he eats the poison’ can be
assigned the name grammatical object’ since the same is indeed
associated with the effect namely, the contact with throat despite
that the same is not sought most to be consumed by the agent.

Pataiijalis explanation

Patafjali, for the first time, has adopted a logical approach
to explain the necessity of the composition of the two rules
-which is as follows : It is possible that the first rule (p. i.4.49)
be interpreted to mean that the object is what the agent intends
to be the abode of the effect produced by the action occurring
in the agent himself. Consequertly, the village in the statement
“Caitra goes to the village, can be explained to be the object
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since the same is what the agent intends to be the abode of the
contact, the effect, produced by the action of going that occurs
in the agent, Caitra i.e. Therefore, the contention that the same
rule can assign the name ‘object’ to even the entities such as
. the poison in ‘he eats poison’ etc; is erroneous; for, the poison,
despite being the abode of the contact with throat, the effect
produced by the action of eating that occurs in the agent,
Caitra, cannot be considered to be the object since the same is
not what the agent intends to be the abode of the effect pro-
duced by the action of eating occurring in himself. Thus, while
the first rule p. i.4.49 is necessary to assign the name ‘object’ to
the village etc. which are intended, the second rule p. i.4.50 is.
necessary to assign the name °‘object’ to ‘poison’ etc. which are
are not intended.

Now, it may be argued as follows : When a person is
suffering from long illness poverty etc., even the consumpiton of’
the poison may be regarded as intended by the agent. And
therefore, the poison in the statement ‘he eats poison’ can be
considered to be the object of eating since the same is what is
intended to be the abode of the effect. Thus, the second rule is
Dot necessary.

However, this argument is also not sound. Although the
poison could be regarded as the grammatical object since the
agent intends the same to be the abode of the effect, the theives
etc. in ‘he sees the thieves etc. while going to the village’
(gramam gacchan caurdn pasyati) canpot be regarded as the
grammatical object since the same thieves, by no streach of
imagination can be said to be what the agent intends to be the
abode of the eflect produced by the action of going occurring
in himself. Consequently, the second rule is also necessary to
facilitate the assigning of the name ‘object’ to the entities such
as thieves which are hated by the agent.

Also, it should be noted that the second rule assigns the
name object to even those entities that are indifferent i.e. that
are neither sought after i.e. intended nor are hated most, but
are simply the abode of the effect by chance. This is made
possible by analysing the negative compound ‘not intended’
(anipsita) as paryuddsa; thatis to say that by analysing the
compound as ‘whatever is other than intended’. Thus, even the
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roots of the tree, which may become, by sheer accident, the
abode of the contact, the effect produced by the action of reach-
ing in the statement ‘he reaches the roots of the tree while going
to some village’ can be assigned the name ‘object’.

Bhattoji’s explanation of the necessity of two rules

According to Bhattojidiksita, the necessity of the two diffe-
rent rules is explained as follows : Suppose the object be defined
as the being what is the abode of the effect produced by the
action occurring in the agent, then all types of objects viz. the
village, which is sought most, the thief, who is hated and the
roots of the tree, which are neither sought most nor hated but
are reached by accident, can be assigned the name ‘object’ due
to their being merely the abode of the effect (‘contact’ etc.) pro-
duced by the action (going etc.). Consequently, it can be argued
that the rule should be formed in such a way as not to include
either the term ‘sought most’ (ipsitatama) or the term ‘not
sought’ (anipsita) so that a single rule such as ‘that which possess
the effect produced by the action of the agent’ (kartuh kriyayd
aptam karma) would suffice to cover all types of objects, How-
ever, this argument is not tenable. The rule ‘that which is
sought to be prevented from is ablation’ (varandarthanam ipsitak)
(p. 1.4.27) assigns the name ‘ablation’ (apddana) to all those
entities that are sought (ipsita) to be obtained by the agent
through his actious. And, suppose ‘sought most’ (ipsitatama) is
not included (i.e. suppose only the term ‘sought’ is included) in
the rule (p.i.4.49) assigning the nam eobject, then it would follow
that the rule (p. i.4.27) and also the rule (p. i.4.49) would have
simultaneous applicability in assigning the name ‘ablation’ and
also the name ‘object’ respectively; and alse, suppose simultan-
eous applicability is conceded for the two rules, then the rule
{p. 1.4.27) would have priority over the rule (p. i.4.49) since the
same is an exceptional one. Consequently, the boy etc. in the
statement ‘he prevents the boy from falling into the fire’ (agner
manavakam varayati) would become difficult to be avoided from
being considered the ablation since the same boy, who is sought
after by the agent could be assigned the name ablation by the
rule (p. i.4.29) taking precedence over the rule (i.4.49). Thus, it
becomes absolutely necessary that the word ‘sought most’



An Explanation of the Two Rules 191

{Ipsitatama) be included in the rule (i.4.49) to avoid the simulta-
neous applicability of the two rules (p. i.4.27 and p. i.4.49) and
thereby to avoid the assigning of the name ‘ablation’ to the boy
etc. in such statements. And when the word ‘sought most™ is
included in the rule (i.4.49), the same rule can assign the name
‘object’ to only those entities that are sought most by the agent
such as the village and not to the entities that are not sought
most by the agent such as the theives. Therefore, in order to
facilitate the assigning of the name object to those entities that
are not sought most (i.e. that are hated, indifferent etc.), the
formation of the second rule (i.4.50) is also necessary.

Nagesha’s explanation

Nages$a was greatly influenced by Pataiijalis explaination
of the two rules and therefore, accepts that the object is the
abode of the effect. However, he was equally infiuenced by the
.epistemological and syntactico-semantical function of the object
He states that the first rule should be understood to assign the
name °‘object’ to only those karakas that possess the power of
the objectness that is co-occurrent with the qualificandness con-
ditioned by the intention (i.e. desire) of the agent such as the
object be the abode of the effect produced by the root-meaning
‘action’. Here, the qualificandness of the object is suggested by
the use of the word ‘sought most’ (ipsitatama) in the rule
(p. i.4.49).

It is necessary here that ths object be considered to be the
qualificand of the intention (desire) of the agent. For, suppose
the object is not considered to be the qualificand of the
intention, (i.e. suppose the rule p. i.4.49 is understood to enjoin
the name ‘object’ to all those entities that are the abode of the
effect produced by the action), then it would become impossible
to explain the use of the word ‘with the object’ (karmand) in the
rule (p. i.4.32) ‘that which is sought to be associated with the

4. When the rule (i.4.49) has the word ‘sought most’ included
in its body, the rule (i.4.29) consisting of the word ‘sought’
becomes general in its application to all those entities that
are sought after by the agent and so cannot be exception-
less.
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object is the recipient (i.e. indirect object’). Here, in the rule
(p.i.4.32), the word ‘with object’ (karmana) ts used to distingu-
ish the indirect object such as the Brahmin, who is associated
with the object namely the cow, form the cow, which itself is
the object and hence is not associated with the object, in the
statement such' as ‘he gives cow to the Brahmin’. Thus, it
becomes established that the rule (p.i.4.49) assigns the name
‘object’ to only those entities that are the qualificands of the
intention of the agent that such an entity be the abode of the
effect produced by his action. And consequently, since the rule
(p. i.4.49) assigns the name ‘object’ to only those entities that
are the qualificands of the intention, the objects that are hated
and indifferent remain uncovered, and therefore, to assign the
name ‘object’ to those hated and other types of objects, the
second (p. i.4.50) and also the third (p. i.4.51) rules become
necessary.

It should be noted here that the object is perceived to be
the qualificand of the intention means the same as being charac-
terized or distinguished by the state of being what is sought
most by the agent. For instance, the village in the case of
‘Caitra goes to the village’ is perceived to be the qualificand of
the intention of the agent such as ‘may the village be the abode
of the effect ‘contact’ produced by the action of going’. And
such a qualificandness is nothing but being distinguished by the
state of being what is sought most by the agent since the agent
Caitra does indeed seek most the village to be the abode of the
effect ‘contact’. This instance is similar to the instance of per-
ceiving a particular house as distinguished by the crow-sitting.
Here too, the house is the qualificand of the crow-sitting means
being the same is distinguished by the crow-sitting,.

It may also be noted here that according to Kaunda-
bhatta,’ the qualificandness conditioned by the intention (i.e. the
state of being what is sought most by the agent) is not compre-

_hended in the verbal cognition of the statements such as ‘he
‘goes to the village’ etc. This is so because, it does not serve any
specific purpose in comprehending such a state of the object in
the verbal cognition. This is not to deny, however, that such a

5. Bhdsanasara p. 170.



An Explanation of the Two Rules 193

state of the qualificandness does not exists in the village etc.
Since the rule (p. 1.4.49) specifically assigns the name ‘object’ to
only those entities that are ‘sought most’, such a state does
indeed exist in the object such as the village.

Gadadharas explanation »
Gadadhara, one of the most important epistemologists of
Navya-nydya logic, also explains the necessity of two different
rules assigning the name ‘object’. He examine closely the expla-
nation given by Patafjali in his Mahabhasya and then adopts
an epistemological or syntactico semantical approach to explain
the different rules. According to him, Panini has composed diffe-
rent rules assigning the name ‘object’ to suggest that the object-
ness should be defined individually to suit the individual cases of
sobject. Gadadharas explanation can be summed up as follows :
The rule (i.4.49) can be taken to suggest that the objectness (of
the village etc.) is the state of being what is the qualificand of
the desire such as ‘the village should be the abode of the effect
‘contact’ produced by the action ‘going’. However, the rule
(i.4.50) is to be taken to suggest that the objectness (of the
poison etc.) is merely the state of being what is the abode of the
effect ‘contact’ down below the throat produced by the eating;
and not that the same (objectness) is the state of being what
is the qualificand of desire. For, the state of being what is the
qualificand of the desire cannot be claimed to be present in the
objects such as poison that are hated. Also, it should be noted
here that despite the objectness, in general, can be stated to be
the state of being what is the abode of the effect, the same should
not be defined to be so in general. This point becomes evident
from the fact that Panini has composed different rules to assign
the name °‘object’ to different types of objects. Therefore, the
objectness should be defined only individually as the state of
being what is the qualificand of the desire etc. Consequently, it
is possible to explain the statement such as ‘he does not eat
poison’ (visam anena na bhujyate) provided that the same is
made when the eating of rice grains is intended but, by chance,
the poison is also swallowed. For, in such a case, the poison
is not the qualificand of the desire such as ‘may the rice grains
be the abode of the contact down below the throat, the effect,
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produced by the action of eating. This is despite that, in actu-
ality, the poison is the abode of the contact down below the
throat produced by the eating. On the other hand, suppose the
objectness is defined, in general without involving the desire, i.e.
as the state of being the abode of the effect produced by the
action, then the above statement would become untenable since
the poison is indeed the abode of the effect, ‘contact down below
the throat’, and so the negative particle ‘not’ (na) cannot refer
to the absence of the contact down below the throat in the
poison. Also, it should be noted here that the inflectional affixes
such as conjugational endings should be held to refer to both
the types of objectness, i.e. the objectness involving the desire
and that without involving the desire. Otherwise, suppose the
inflectional affixes are held to denote only the objectness invol-
ving the desire, then the statements such as ‘he eats poison by
chance’ (daivad visam bhujyate), which are accepted by scholars
as valid, would become difficult to explain. This is so because,
the objectness involving the desire, is contradictory in the poison
which is never desired by the agent to be the abode of the effect
viz. the contact down below the throat. On the other hand,
suppose the inflectional affixes are held to denote the objectness,
without involving the desire as well, then the statements such
as ‘he eats poison by chance’ can be explained since the poison
is indeed the abode of the effect ‘contact down below the
throat’. This is despite that the same poison is never desired to

be the abode of such a contact.
And once the fact that the inflectional affixes denote both

types of the objectness, is accepted, it becomes quite necessary
that the two rules (namely p. i.4.49 and p. i.4.50) suggest the de-
notation of both types of the objectness. Thus, whereas the first
rule (p i.%.49) suggests the denotation of the objectness involving
the desrie and therefore the correctness of the same, the second
rule (p. i.4.50) suggests the denotation of the objectness not
involving the desire and therefore the correctness of the same.

Khandadevas explanation

Khandadeva, the most vocal of all the epistemologists,
has adopted both epistemological i.e. syntactico semantical and
logical approaches in his explanation of the necessity of the two
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rules. . According to him, the inflectional affixes, such as the
.accusative and conjugational endings, denote the objectness,
which is common to all types of objects and hence economical.
‘Such an objectness is of the from of an indivisible property
‘(akhandopadni) co-extensive with the state of being the substra-
tum of the effect produced by the action. Consequently, since
the objectness is one and common to all, the difficulty that diffe-
tent types of the objectness lead to different denotations, stands
refuted. One may argue here that when the inflectional affixes
:are held to denote the objectness, co-extensive with the state of
‘being the abode of the effect, the composition of two different
rules, enjoining the name ‘object’ to different types of objects;
‘becomes difficult to justify. For, all types of objects can be
-cognized even if the rule is formed in general as that which is
pervaded with (i.e. is the abode of) the effect’.

Nevertheless, this argument is not correct. For, it is
-absolutely necessary that, despite the objectness being an indivi-
sible property and common to all types of objects, the first rule
{p. i.4.49) be composed for assigning the name ‘object’ to only
such type of object which is ‘sought most by the agent’ to be the
abode of the effect. Otherwise, as explained in Mahabhasya,
both the boy as well as the fire in the statement ‘he prevents
the boy from falling into the fire’, would become eligible for the
name ‘ablation’ since both of them are sought by the agent to
be the abode of different effects. Thus, since the first rule must
-assign the name ‘object’ to only such objects as that are ‘sought
most by the agent’ to be the abode of the effect, the second
tule (p. i.4.50) becomes necessary assign to the name ‘object’
to those objects which are not sought most i.e. which are hated
or indifferent.

It should be noted here as follows : According to some
ritualists, headed by the author of Nyayasudha, only the first
rule, namely ‘that which is sought most by the agent to be the
abode of the effect, produced by the action, is the object’
(p. 1.4.49), is to be held as assigning the name ‘object’; and
consequently the inflectional suffixes such as the accusative case
ending have the denotation in the objectness assigned by the
same rule (p.i.4.49) alone. This is so because, only the rule (p.
1.4.49), being first in enumeration, can assign the name ‘object’;
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whereas the rule p. i.4.50, like the rule p. iii.3.19, being later in
enumeration can only suggest the extension of the name ‘object”
by implication to even those that are hated or indifferent. Thus,
these ritualists hold, that only the first rule assigns the name
‘object’, whereas the second and third rules merely suggest
extension of the application of the name ‘object’ by implication
to even those which are hated etc. However, such a position
is not acceptable to Khandadeva., He states that, in accordance
with the economy of assumption, it has already been established
that the accusative and other inflectional endings must denote
only the objectness in general which is an indivisible property
and co-extensive in its occurrence with the state of ‘being the
abode of the effect. And, such an objectness being common to
all types of objects, namely those that are sought most and also
those that are not sought most, the rule p. i.4.50 can be held to:
be assigning the denotation of the accusative and other inflec-
tional endings in the sense of the objectness like the rule
p. i.4.49 is held to be doing so. Nevertheless, the rule (p.iii.3.39)
‘not enumerated among the kdrakas’ must be held to suggest
only the indication of the inflectional affixes in the objectness
as the denotion of such suffixes in the secondary objects such as
the ‘cow’ in ‘he milks the milk (from) the cow’ is quite
impossible. Thus, Khandadeva rejects the position of the
author of Nyiayasudha and others on the ground that both the
rule p. i.4.49 and p. i.4.50 can be legitimately held to be assign-
ing the denotation in the sense of the objectness.

Critical examination

It can be observed now that among the epistemologists,
Pataiijali was the first to justify the composition of the two rules
p. 1.4.49 and p.i.4.50. He exlpains that the rule (p.i.4.49) assigns
the name ‘object’ to only those entities that are intended by the
agent to be the abode of the effect such as the village in the
statement ‘he goes to the village’; and therefore, the same rule
cannot assign the name ‘object’ to those entities that are not
intended by the agent to be the abode of the effect such as the
thieves in the statement ‘he sees the thieves while going to the
village’. Accordingly, he states that the rule p. i.4.50 is neces-
sary to assign the name ‘object’ to those entities which are not
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intended by the agent i.e. which are hated by to be the abode of
‘the effect or indifferent to him.

In this explanation Pataiijali can be said to have brought
out the real intention of Panini that there are such objects as
‘the village and the thieves which are totally different in their
-nature and fulfill different ‘wants’ of the agent. And therefore,
to assign the name ‘object’ to such different types of objects,
two different rules are necessary. However, as Bhattoji reports
Pataiijali has come out with yet another explanation of the rule
(p. i.4.20) which is a logical one and therefore, much more
satisfactory. According to this explanation, it is absolutely
necessary that the word ‘sought most’ be included in the first
rule (p. i.4.48). Otherwise, since the rule ‘that, which is sought
to be prevented from, is ablation’ (p.i.4.27) also does not
consists of the word ‘sought most’ (both would consist of only
“sought’), the rule (p. i.4.49) rules have simultaneous applica-
bility with the rule (p. i.4.27); and hence, the same rule (p.
1.4.27), being exceptional one, would have priority over the rule
{p.i.4.49). Consequently, the boy etc., in ‘he prevents the boy
from (falling into) fire, could also get the name ‘ablation’.
Thus, since the inclusion of the word ‘sought most’ is absolutely
pecessary in the rule (p. i.4.49), the same (rule) cannot assign
the name object to the hated and other objects and therefor the
second rule (p. i.4.50) is justified. In this explanation Pataiijali
has resorted to the logical way of establishing the necessity of
the word ‘sought most’ in the first rule (p. i.4.49) so that the
second rule (p. i.4.50) can be held necessary to assign the name
“object’ to those that are ‘not sought most’.

Nageéa can be said to have justified the composition of
the two rules adopting an epistemological i.e. syntactico
semantical approach. According to him, the term ‘sougnt most’
should be taken to suggest the qualificandness of the object
conditioned by the intention (i.e. desire) that the object, such as
the village, be the abode of the effect such as the contact pro-
duced by the action. Otherwise, he states, the use of the term
‘with the object’ (karmand) in the rule (p. i.4.32) would become
difficult to explain since the same is used to distinguish the
indirect object from the object as that which is sought to be
.associated with the object is the indirect object. And, once the
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term ‘sought most’ is taken to suggest the qualificandness of the
object conditioned by the intention, the first rule (p. i.4 49) can-
assign the name object to only those entities which are intended
by the agent to be the abode of the effect produced by the-
action, and therefore, -the second rule (p. i.4.50) becomes neces-
sary so that the entities, which are not intended by the agent to-
be the abode of the effect produced by the action, can also be-
assigned the name ‘object’.

This explanation justifies the composition of the second-
rule by establishing that the term ‘sought most’ is necessary in
the first rule and therefore only the second rule can assign the-
name ‘object’ to hated and other types of objects.

Gadadhara too can be said to have adopted an epistemo--
logical or syntactico semantical approach in his justification of”
the composition of the two rules. He has defended however,.
the composition of the two rules separately on the ground that
the two rules are meant to suggest the fact that the objectness
should be defined individually to suit the individual cases of”
objects. Of course, he has been guided in this endeavour, by the
interpretation of the rule (p. i.4.49) by Patafjali that the object:
is what the agent intends to be the abode of effect produced by
the action occurring in the agent himself. However, the credit-
that Gadadhara has come up with an original idea in defend-
ing the two rules cannot be taken away. Also, it should be-
noted that his suggestion that despite that the objectness can be-
defined in general the same (objectness) should not be defined so-
in general.

For, although general definition of the objectness would’
be helpful in presenting a general or unified view of the-
objects, such a definition, for the sake of generalization or for-
the case of achieving economy, would destroy the very purpose-
of introducing various types of objects. Thus, Gadadhara has.
taken a very balanced view in justifying the two separate rules.

It can be observed now that Khandadeva has adopted:
both logical and epistemological approach to justify the two-
rules. For, according to him, both rules (p. i.4.49 and p. i.4.50)
must necessarily be held to be suggestive of only the denotation
of the inflectional affixes such as the accusative ending in the
sense of the objectness. He states that there is no justification as
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to why only one of the two rules, namely p. i.4.49, and not the
rule p. 1.4.50, should be accepted to be suggestive of the deno-
tation of such inflectional affixes in the sense of the objectness.
Also, he states that it is irresponsible, when Péanini has compos-
ed two different rules assigning the name ‘object’, to two diffe-
rent types of objects, to hold that only one of them suggests
the denotation whereas the other (namely p.i.4.50) suggests
merely the indication of such inflectional affixes in the sense of
the objectness.

According to Khandadeva, the two rules are composed
with the explicit intention of assigning the name ‘object’ to two
different types of objects i.e. those which involve the desire and
also those which do not involve the desire; and therefore, both
the rules must be held to suggest the denotation. However,
since in his theory, the objectness is one and common to all
types of objects, there will not be any danger that when the
denotation of inflectional affixes is accepted in the sense of the
objectness, then, due to the multiplicity of the delimitors or the
denoted things i.e. the objectness, denotations of the inflectional
affixes also multiply.

Conclusion

It can be concluded now as follows : Indian epistemolo-
gists, without any exception whether they are grammarians,
logicians or ritualists, have unanimously defended the composi-
tion of the two different rules to assign the name ‘object’ to
different types of objects. They have shown a very concervative
approach to the problem of defending the different rules defining
the grammatical object and their classification. In other words,
none of them actually discarded any of the Paniniyan rules as
redudant or unnecessary. For them, it was almost an ‘offence’
that any of Paniniyan rules could be termed as ‘superfluous’.
They have used every conceivable plays and arguments to justify
the different rules of Panini and their words. It is not that the
thought that two separate rules to assign the name ‘object’ are
futile never occurred to them. Many of them generally perceived
the difficulty in defending the two different rules, specially the
second rule p. i.4.50. However, instead of terming the composi-
tion of thet wo rules as superfluous or redundant, they have
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voiced their difficulty in the form of a ‘prima facie’ view ( pérva-
paksa) or a doubt (Sankd). And doing so, they have taken
recourse to the traditional methodology of $astrakaras. How-
ever, the most important contribution of these epistemologist
which is an out come of their exercise to defend the different
trules is that the different rules are meant to suggest the distinct
definitions of the objectness to suit the individual case of
objects.



CHAPTER IX

THEORY OF THE OBJECTNESS

Karmatva

Introduction

Panini has clearly distinguished the underlying syntactico-
semantical notions of the deep structure from the cases of the
surface structure. As has been pointed out already, the under-
lying syntactico-semantical notions are called ‘karakas’, whereas
the cases are called ‘vibhaktis’. The syntactico-semantical
notions or kdrakas are six in number and they are called
ablation (apddana), indirect object (sampradina) instrument
(karana), locus (adhikarana) object (karman) and agent (kartr).

Panini has conceived an individual role i.e. function for
each of the'six kdrakas. He has defined them most logically as
‘he who is the independent (in actions)is agent’ (svatantrah
kartd) etc. Therole or function of the grammatical object
(karman) is that it is the most cherished or desired thing for the
‘agent’ (kartr). Accordingly, Panini defines the ‘object’ (karman)
as ‘that which the agent seeks most to reach or obtain through
his actions is the object’ (kartur ipsitatam karma) (i.4.49). For
instance consider the objects ‘mat’ and ‘village’ in ‘katam karoti’
(he makes a mat) and ‘gramam gacchati’ (he goes to village).
Here, the agent desires the mat and the village most (i.e. he
wants to make a mat and wants to go to the village); and there-
fore they are the objects of making and also going respectively.

According to Panini ‘grammatical object’ ‘karman’ is a
name or designation (samijnd) as well. He assigns this name to
various other kdrakas under special circumstances, besides to
the actual object (i.e. that which the agent skees most to obtain
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through his actions or does not seek so0); so that the words
expressing the other kdrakas too can assume the accusative case-
endings in the active construction. The kdrakas other than the
objects, which are assigned the name ‘grammatical object’ under
the special circumstances, are enumerated as follows : In the:
case of the verbs ‘krudh’ and ‘druk’, when preceded by preposi-
tion, the person against whom the feeling of anger etc. is direc-
ted is called object kdraka, (krudha druhor upasrstayoh karma
p. i.4.38). That which is especially auxiliary in the accomplish-
ment of the action of the verb div (to play) is called object
kdraka and instrument kdraka’ (divah karma ca p. i.4.43). That
which is the locus with respect to the actions expressed by ‘si”
(to lie down) ‘stha’ (to stand) ‘a@s’ (to sit), when preceded by the
preposition ‘adhi’, is however, called object karaka (adhisin:
sthiasam karma p. i.4.46). That which is the locus with respect
to the action expressed by the verb abhinivis’ (to enter) is also-
called object kdraka. (abhinivisaSca p. i.4.47).

That which is the locus with respect to the action expressed
by the verb ‘vas’ (to dwell) when preceded by upa, anu, adhi
and a# is called object kdraka (upan vadhyan vasah p.i.4.48).

And, that kdraka which is not mentioned as coming under
any of the special kdrakas such as ablation etc. is also called
‘object’ karaka (akathintam ca p.i.4.51).

Of the verbs having the sense of ‘motion’ ‘knowledge’ or-
‘information’ and ‘eating’, and of ‘motion’ verbs that have some:
literary work for their ‘object’, and of intransitive verbs that
which was the agent of the verb in its primitive sense, is called:
object kdraka with respect to causative state (gatibuddhipratya-
vasandrthasabdakarma-karmakanam ani karta sa nau p.i.4.52).

The agent of the verb in its non causative i.e. primitive:
form in the case of Ar (to loose) ‘kr’ to (make) is optionally
called object kdaraka when these verbs take the affix. (hrkror
anyatarasyam p.i.4.53).

Patafijali’s explanation

Patafijali states that suppose the word ‘most’ (tamap) is
pot used in the rule (p. i.4.49), then the rule would mean that
‘that what the agent seeks through his actions is the object’;
and hence, even the fire (agni) is sought (because through the
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action of keeping away we mean to keep the fire out of reach
of the boy) like the boy, would get the name ‘object’ karman in-
the statement ‘he keeps the boy away from the fire’ (agner
manavakam varayati). In order to over come such a difficulty,.
‘most’ (tama) should be used in the rule; and once it is used,.
only the boy would get the name ‘object’ since only he is sought.
most.

Pataiijali justifies the name °‘object’ (karman) for rice:
(odana) in the statement such as ‘he cooks the rice’ (odanam
pacati) by suggesting that the word ‘rice’ (odana) does not refer-
to the ‘cocked rice’ which would imply that the produces some:
different thing, but rather the same refers to the rice grains.
(tandula) which are meant for the cooked rice by the principle
of the use of one word for other (@cchobdya). Thus, since the:
rice grains are sought most to be cooked for the sake of ‘rice’,
the name ‘object’ becomes applicable to ‘rice’ (odana).

Also, in the double accusative statements such as ‘he
cooks rice grains into cooked rice’ (tandulam odanam pacati),
where one is a direct object undergoing a change (vikdrya
karman) and another is a direct object which is to be produced
(nirvartyakarma), the verb ‘cook’ ( pac) has a double meaning
namely, the sense of producing (nirvartana) and that of ‘making
soft’ (vikledana) where the latter is subordinate to the former.
Thus, such a statement means ‘by making rice grains soft he
produces cooked rice’ (tandulan vikledayan odanam nirvartayati).
Here, the rice grains function as the object with respect to the
action of making soft and ‘rice’ function asthe object with
respect to the action of producing. However, when only a sense
of the ‘connection with the product’ (vikdrayoga) is meant to be
expressed, genitive-accusative statement such as ‘out of the rice
grains he cooks rice’ (tandulanam odanam pacati) is made; and
such a statement means that he produces cooked rice which is a
product of rice grains (tandulan vikaranayn odanam nirvartayati).

In the case of ‘he eats rice with milk’ ( payasad odanam
bhurikre) too, what is ‘sought most’ is only the rice along with
the milk and not milk as such. And therefore, only the ‘rice’
(odana) gets the name ‘object’ whereas the ‘milk’ (payas) gets
the name ‘instrument’ due to its ability to provide extra qualities
such as taste,
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Again, in the statements such as ‘he eats brown sugar’
‘(gudam bhaksayati), only the eating the brown sugar is sought
most and not just any eating; otherwise he would become
satisfied even by eating a piece of mud. Thus, despite that
eating too is desired, only the brown sugar (guda) is sought
most and so gets the name ‘object’ (karman).

‘Observation

Patanjali does not actually explain the rule as such; how-
ever, it is clear that he meant the grammatical object to be the
entity that is sought most to obtain by the agent through his
actions., According to him, Panini has used the term ‘most’
{tama) to make name ‘object’ applicable to only the object that
is primarily desired. Thus, he avoids the name ‘object’ to non-
objects such as fire, in ‘he keeps the boy away from the fire’ etc.
Also, he makes a fine distinction between the objects such as
rice, which are desired most, and also subsidiaries such as milk
which are desired simply. According to him, the phrase ‘sought
most’ distinguishes such entities as rice and milk, both of which
are desired, by bringing in the element of most desired and thus
makes the name ‘object’ applicable to only the rice which is the
actual object. '

Finally, the most important contribution of Patanjali is
his implied suggestion that the object is what is sought to be
obtained through the action, ie., what is the abode of the effect
produced by the action. Thus, he states that in statements
such as ‘he cooks the rice grains into cooked rice’ (tandulan
odanam pacati) the rice grains are objects since they function as
some thing to be made soft and cooked rice is the object since
it functions as something to be produced.

Vamanas explanation

Vamana explains Paninis rule ‘that which the agent desires
most to obtain is the object’ (kartur ipsitatamam karma p.i.4.49)
as ‘the kdraka, which the agent seeks most to reach through his
action, is the object’ (kartuk kriyaya aptum istatamam karma).
For instance, consider the object ‘mat’ and ‘village’ in the state-
ments ‘caitrah katam karoti’ (Caitra makes a mat) and ‘caitrah
gramam gacchati’ (Caitra goes to the village). Here the agent,
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namely Caitra, seeks most to reach the mat and the village:
through his actions of making and going respectively; and
therefore, the same mat and the village become the object of
making and going.

Observation

Vamana follows Patafijali in his explanation. He was
obviously influenced by Patanjali’s views that an entity has to be:
deterinmed as the object due to the function it has with respect
to the action. However, Vimana states clearly in words that
the object is what the agent seeks most to reach through his
actions, whereas Patanjali had only implied such a sense.

Problem

Grammatical object (karman) can be analaysed to be
either (i) an logical entity, (ii) a syntactical entity, or (iii) a
syntactico semantical entity. Most of the Indian epistemologists
have analysed the grammatical object as logists entity. They
have done so on the ground that the same (grammatical object)
is perceived to be the abode of the effect in the verbal cognition
i.e. analysis of the sentence meaning. Consider for instance,
the grammatical object such as the village (grama) in the verbal
cognition of the statement ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro
gramam gacchati). According to the grammarians, the verbal
cognition from such a statement is that the action of going
which produces the contact occurring in the abode identical
with the object village, occurs in the agent identical with Caitra.
And according to the logicians, the verbal cognition from such
a statement is that Caitra is the abode of the action which pro-
duces the contact occurring in the village.

In such verbal cognitions, the grammatical object ‘village’,
is perceived to be the abode of the effect produced by the action
of going occurring in the agent; and hence forms an essesntial
part of the verbal cognition.

The grammatical object is a syntactical entity because the
same fulfils the syntactical expectancy for an object such as what
does one undertake etc. Consider, for instance the same village
in the same statement. Here, the village fulfills the syntactical
expectancy for ‘what does one go to’ by providing an object in
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the accusative. Therefore, Panini hss ruled that when the object
1is not referred to by the conjugational ending etc., the accusative

«case endings are used after an object (p. ii.3.1).

The grammatical object is a semantical entity because it is
the meaning expressed by the accusative case ending in the
active construction and the conjugational and other grammati-
cal element in the passive construction. For instance, consider
-the object village in the example (caitrah gramam gacchati) once
.again. Here, the accusative ending (am) denotes the fact that the
village is the object kd@raka. Therefore, Panini has ruled that the
.accusative case endings are used in the sense of the object (p.
ii.3.2). Thus, the grammatical object is, in logica:, syntactical
and semantical entity.

Both grammarians and logicians adopt logical approach
to define the object as the substratum or abode of the effect
produced by the action occurring in the agent. Nevertheless,
the difference between the approches of the grammarians and
also that of tha logicians is that whereas the grammarians
.follows strictly the explanation of the rule p. i.4.49 provided by
Pataijali and others and therefore, define the object individually
.as what is intended by the agent to be the substratum of the
-effect caused by the action, the logicians have a general stame
and try to define the object generally as what is the substratum
-of the effect produced by the action without including the ele-
ment of the agents desire in the definition. Thus, in later times
.most of the controversies are centered around the individualiza-
tion and generalization of the definition of the objectness and
.also around the various modifications of those definitions and
resulting economies.

However, number of Indian eplstemologlsts were greatly
influenced by the syntactical as well as the syntactico-semantical
functions of the grammatical object.

Among the epistemologists, who were influenced by the
syntactical function of the grammatical object, the most impor-
tant name is that of Khandadeva. He has defined the gramma-
tical object syntactically and provided a very interesting alterna-
tive theory of the grammatical object.

Jagadiéa, on the o her hand, appreciated both the syntac-
tical and semantical function of the grammatical object.
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‘Consequently, he has defined the grammatical object in terms of
:syntactico-semantical entity; and thereby provided the most
important theory in the history of the definitions of the gram-
matical object. We shall first undertake to explain various
-definitions of the objectness based on logical considerations and
then undertake to explain the definitions based on syntactical
.and syntactico-semantical considerations.

-Grammarians theories based on logical principle

The grammarians and also the others, who have adopted
the epistemological approach to the -analysis of the objectness,
have formulated their theories of the objectness on the two
logical principles (i) that the object is what is desired or
‘sought most by the agent and also (ii) that the object is what is
the abode of the effect produced by the action. Here the expla-
nations of the rule p. i.4.49 etc. as ‘the object is what the agent
'seeks most by his actions etc.” has provided the first principle;
whereas Patanjali’s implied suggestion of verbal denotation that
the roots convey two separate senses namely an action and also
its effect; and therefore, object is the abode of the effect’ has
provided the second principle.

Battoj’s theory

Bhattojidiksita, following the explanations of the rule (p.
1.4.49), holds that the object should be defined individually as
the karaka which the agent desires as being the possessor of
the effect, caused directly or indirectly by the action occurring
in himself. For instance, in ‘Caitra goes to the village’ {gramam
gacchati caitrah), the village, which the agent, Caitra, desires as
‘being the possessor of the effect, contact, caused directly by the
action ‘going’ occurring in himself, is the object.

However, in causative statements such as ‘Caitra makes
Maitra go to the village’ (caitrah gramam gamayati maitram),
‘the village, which the agent, Caitra, desires as being the posses-
sor of the effect centact, indirectly caused by the causative action
“causing to go’ occurring in himself, is the object.

1. Praudhamanorama, p. 774.
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Nagesha’s theory-

Nagasha too follows the explanations of the rule (p. i.4.
49) in defining the ‘object’. However, according to him, the
explanation of the rule should be taken to mean that the object
is what is intended by the agent to be the abode of the effect,
but not occurring in the same locus as that of the effort caused
by the action occurring in himself. Thus, for instance, the ‘rice
grains’ in the statement ‘Caitra cooks the rice grains’ can be
explained to be the object since Caitra, the agent, intends that
the same (rice grains) be the abode of the effect ‘softness’
through inherence and also that the same is not occurring in
the same locus as that of the effort caused by the action ‘cook-
ing’ occurring in Caitra himself.

Here too, the effect must be considered to be caused
directly or indirectly by the action. Consequently, even the
village possessing the effect contact, which is indirectly caused
by the causative action, can be considered to be the object ‘in
Caitra causes Maitra go to the village’. Nevertheless,? the
effect caused directly or indirectly by the action’ should be taken
to be merely conventional and hence common to even the
non produced effects. Consequently, the contentness of pot,
which is not caused directly or indirectly by the action ‘know-
ing, can still be considered to be the effect in the statement ‘he
knows the pot (ghatam janati) since the same (contentness of’
pot) is conventionally known as the effect the action ‘knowing’.

Nagesha states that ‘objectness’ (karmatva) cannot be
defined to be simply what is intended to be the abode of the
effect. For, in that case, the statement ‘objectness is due to
being the abode of the effect’ would mean that ‘what is intended
to be the abode of the effect is due to being the abode of the
effect’ and thus would become redundant.

2. Manjisa, p. 1203.

3. In association with the roots referring to certain objects i.e.
having a reference to certain contents, the contentness
(visayata) must be regarded to be the effect. However, such
contentness are not directly or indirectly caused by the
action ‘knowing’ etc.
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Nagesha states also that the object should be considered
to be the abode of the effect through the delimiting relation of
the effect. The delimiting relation of the effect is what is viewed
to be the relation of the effect in the desire such as ‘may the
effect, softness, occur in the rice grains through the relation of
inherence’ etc. Consequently, only the rice grains, which are the
abode of the effect, softness, through the inherence, the delimit-
ing relation of the effect, become the object in the statement ‘he
cooks rice grains’, and not the time, wbich too is the abode of
the effect, softness, through the relation of temporal qualifica-
tion’. For, in spite of the time being the abode of the softness
through the temporal relation, the same (time) cannot be the
abode of the softness through the delimiting relation of the
effect, i.e. the inherence. Thus, the incorrect statement such as
‘he cooks the time’ (kdlam pacati) cannot be insisted upon in
place of ‘he cooks rice grains’.

Observation

Both these grammarians were clearly influenced by
Patafijalis implied suggestion of verbal denotation and define
the objcct on logical terms.

Bhattojis contribution is that he has widened the scope of
the object to include both types of objects i.e. the actual object
such as the ‘village’ and the primitive agent who becomes the
object such as Caitra in the causative and other statements by
stating that the object is what is intended to be the abode of the
effect caused directly or indirectly by the action.

Nagesha includes the phrase ‘‘the effect not occurring in
the same locus as that of the effort caused by the action occur-
ring in himself ” so that the incorrect statement such as ‘Caitra
goes to himself’ (caitrah svam gacchati) can be avoided as in
such cases effect occurs in the same locus as that of the effort
caused by the action occurring in himself.

Also, Nagesha by including the phrase that the object
should be the abode of the effect through the delimiting relation
of the effect’ avoids the incorrect statements such as ‘he cooks
the time’ (kalam pacati); for, the time cannot be the abode of

4, vide avoidance of ‘caitrah svam gacchati’.



210 " Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

the ‘becoming soft’ through the inherence, the delimiting
relation (it has the becoming soft’ through the temporal qualifi-
cation (kdalika vifesanati) a non-delimiting relation).

However, these definitions are prompted by :the rule
(p.i.4.49) and its explanations; and include the phrase ‘what the
agent desires to be the abode’ etc. Consequently, they cover
only the objects such as the rice, village etc. that are sought by
the agent to be the abode of the effect; they do not cover the
objects such as the thief, the grass etc. which are not desired or
indifferent.

Logicians theories based on logical principles

Logicians too, like grammarians, have adopted a logical
approach to the analysis of the objectness. However, the
difference between the two sets of epistemologists is that while
the grammarians were mainly concerned with the. explana-
tions of the rule p.i.4.49 and therefore, defined the object
in terms of an entity that is desired by the agent to be the
abode of the effect etc.; the logicians adopted a general stance
and have tried to generalized the theories of the objectness
that are applicable to all sorts of objects whether they are
intended by the agent to be'the abode or not. Since the Pracyas
(the older school of logicians) and the Navyas (the newer school
of logicians) differ considerably in their analysis of the object,
we shall first undertake to provide the basic theories of the
objectness as proposed by the Pracyas and the Navyas and then
give the accounts of the views of various logicians like Gada-
dhara, Gokulanatha etc.

Pracya theory

According to the Pracyas,® the verbal toot such as ‘go’
(gam) refers to the action such as going. And the conjugational
ending, occurring after the verbal stems (i.e. #i etc. ) refers to the
possession of the effects (namely the contact etc.) However the
relation of producmg occurring between the effect and the
action is obtained through the principle of syntactico semantical

5. Since, in the Pracya theory, all verbal roots denote action
such as going alone, the same become synonymous.
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relations. Thus, only the effect such as the contact is the mean-
ing of the accusative and other object denoting affixes.

The Précyas, therefore, hold that the objectness should be
-defined as the state of being that which possesses the effect -
produced by the action. ’

In this theory, the village, in ‘he goes to the village®, is the
-object of going since the same (village) is the possessor of the
effect, namely, the contact, produced by the action of goigg.

Navya theory

According to the Navyas, however, the verbal root does
not refer to the action alone as held by the Pracyas; rather, it
refers to the action as delimited by its particular effect such as
‘the contact. Since the effect, such as the contact, is perceived
to be delimiting the action of going, the same is considered to
be the delimiting factor of the root-meaning, ‘action’.

Navyas state that the theory that root refers to the action
-as delimited by the effect is necessitated in view of the fact that
at least transitive root must be considered to be referring to the
action as delimited by its particular action. They hold that
unless the transitive root is held to denote such an action as
delimited by the effect, the difficulty of considering the root
“quiver’ (spand) etc. as transitive, like the root ‘go’ (gam), could
never be avoided. This is so because, suppose the root is held
to refer to the action alone, then there would not be any crite-
rion as to which of the roots are the transitive (i.e. take an
-accusative word) and which are intransitive (i.e. do not an accu-
sative). On the other hand, suppose the root is held to refer to
‘the action as delimited by its effect, then the root ‘quiver’ can
be prevented from being considered as transitive since the same
does not have any potentiality to refer to an action as delimited
by any effect. Consequently, the incorrect accusative statement
such as ‘he quivers the village’, unlike the correct accusative
statement such as ‘he goes to the village’, can be avoided as the
root ‘quiver’ is not tansitive like the root ‘go’. Therefore,
Navyas hold that the objectness cannot be defined as the state of
‘being that which possesses the effect produced by the action.
For, just as the village, in ‘he goes to the village’, 1s the posses-
sor of the contact, the effect produced by the action of going,
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the region behind the village, too can be said to be the posses-
sor of the separation, another of the effects, produced by the:
same action of going. And consequently, when some one goes
to the village, the statement ‘he goes to the region behind the
village’ can be insisted in place of the statement ‘he goes to
the village’. Thus, Navyas state that the objectness should be
defined as the state of being that which is the substratum of the
effect that functions as the delimiting factor of the root
meaning, namely the action, Consider, for instance, the same
village in the statement ‘he goes to the village’. Here, the
village is the object because the same is the substratum of the
contact, the effect, which functions as the delimiting factor of
the action, namely, the going. It should be noted that only
the effect that is perceived to be qualifying the root meaning
action, can be considered to be the ‘delimiting factor, of the
action; and hence, the separation, despite being produced from
the action of going, is not the delimiting factor since the same
is not perceived to be qualifying the action. Thus, the region
behind the village, which has the other effect, namely, the
separation produced from the going, need not be considered to
be the object in ‘he goes to the village’.
Here, the effect should be considered to be the deliming fac-
tor of the root-meaning, even if the same is indirectly qualifying
the root-meaning. For, otherwise, in the double accusative
~ statements such as ‘he leads the goat to the village’, the village
~cannot become the abject of leading. This phenomenon can be
- explained as follows: In double accusatives, the roots ‘lead’ (nay)
etc. are accepted to refer to an operation such as (leading) that
" is conducive to the action (of going) which is delimited by the
"contact etc. And in such a reference, the action of going
“directly qualifies the operation leading, the root-meaning.
" However, the contact can qualify the same operation only
_‘ indirectly through the action of going. Thus, suppose only the
effect that directly qualifies the root-meaning, is considered to
be the delimiting factor, then the effect, contact, would not be
" the delimiting factor of the leading since the same dces not
“directly qualify the leading, rather does so only indirectly
"through the action of going. '
“Also, the effect, the delimiting factor of the root-meaning,
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should, in turn, be held not to be delimited by its abode. This is
‘necessitated by the facr that otherwise even the fire, which is
actually the locus (i.e. the abode) could be insisted to be the
object in the statement ‘he offers ghee into the fire’. This is so
because, in such cases, the root ‘offer’ (hu) is accepted to refer
to the operation conducive to the action of putting (ghee) which
(i.e. putting) is delimited by the fire contact. And in such a
a reference, the fire, the locus of putting ghee, can be claimed to
be the substratum of the effect, contact, the delimiting factor of
the action of putting ghee. However, suppose, the effect, the
delimiting factor, is further qualified 10 be not delimited in
turn, by its bode, then the fire can be prevented from being
insisted to be the object since the same (fire) is only the substra-
tum of the contact (the effect) which, in turn, is delimited by its
abode i.e., the fire, and not that the substratum of the contact
(the effect) not delimited by its abode.

‘Gadadhara’s justification of Navya theory

Gadadhara, the celebrated logician, too favours the® Navya
theory that the objectness be defined as the state of being the
substratum of the effect that delimits the root-meaning action.
According to him, since the grammatical convention rules both
the effect and the action to be the meaning of the root itself,
the pricya theory that the objectness is the state of being the
possessor of the effect produced by the root-meaning action’ is
not acceptable. Nevertheless, he suggests that the Navya theory
of the objectness needs some futher modifications. Thus, he
states that such an objectness should be qualified as not being
the substratum of the root-meaning, action. This qualification
is necessitated by the fact that otherwise the agent such as
Caitra in the statement ‘Caitra goes to the village’ can also be
claimed to be the object of going. This so because, Caitra, like
the village, is also the substratum of the effect, contact, delimit-
ing the root-meaning ‘going’. However, when the objectness is
qualified as not being the substratum of the root-meaning,
‘action’, then the same Caitra cannot be claimed to be the
object since he is only the substratum of the root-ir eaning,

6. Vyutpattivada, p. 207.
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action, namely ‘going’ whereas the village, in the same state-
ment can be considered to be the object since the same is not
the substratum of the action, going.

Particularization of the definition

Later logicians, especially Gokulanatha, etc., have follow-
ed in principle the theory of the objectness as stated by Gada-
dhara ; however, they have proposed that the definition of the
objectness can be particularized.

Thus, Gokulanatha states that the objectness conditioned
by the action of cooking can be defined as the state of being
what is both the substratum of the effect such as the swelling
produced by the action of cooking and the non-substratum of
the action of cooking itself and the objectness conditioned by
the action of going can be defined as the state of being the both
the substratum of the effect such as the contact and the non-
substratum of the action of going. Gokulanatha proposes such
a theory of the ojectness in accordance with the fact that the
objectness differs as the individual action differ in different
cases. And the objectness must be accepted as differring in
different cases as otherwise Caitra, the agent, in the case of the
statement ‘Caitra goes to (i.e. wrestles with) Maitra,” could be
insisted to be the object due to his being the substratum of the
effect, namely, the contact, which is produced by the action of
both Caitra’s and Maitra’s wrestling. On the other hand,
suppose the objectness is accepted to differ as the actions
involved differ, then Caitra, when wrestles with Maitra, cannot
be insisted to be the object since he is not the substratum of the
effect, contact, produced by the action of- wrestling occurring
in himself despite that he is the substratum of the effect
contact produced by the action of wrestling occurring in Maitra.

Observation

It can be observed now that the logicians, excepting a few,
have tried to provide the definitions of the objectness which are
common to all types of objects. They are guided by the fact
that there are different types of objects such as (i) the village
which the againt seeks most to reach through his action in ‘he
goes to the village’ ; (ii) the grass which the agent does not seek
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most to “reach but nevertheless reaches through his action by
accident in ‘he touches the grass while going to the village’ and
(iii) the ‘cow which is not mentioned or enumerated to be the
ablative kdraka in ‘he milks the cow the milk’. And Panini
assigns the name ‘object’ to all those objects by the rules (i)
that which the agent seeks the most to reach through his action
(p. i.4.49), (ii) that which the agent does not seek most to reach
through his action (p. i.4. 50) and (iii) that which is not enume-
rated to be any other karaka (p. i.4.57).

Logicians prefer that the definition of the objectness
should cover not only the object which the agent seeks the
most to reach through his action such as the village, but also
the objects which the agent does not seek the most to reach
through his action such as the grass or poision and the
objects which are not enumerated such asthe cow. They do
not' approve of the objectness being defined in terms of a
character that is common to only the kdraka that the agent
desires to be the possessor of the effect. Their preference over
the definition of the objectness common to all sorts of objects
stems from the fact that only the general description of object-
pess is useful in providing the over all view of the objectness.
This fact becomes clear from the attitude of both the Pracyas
and also the Navyas as both of them define the objectness in
terms of a general character that is common to both types of
objects.. Thus, unlike the theories of the objectness provided
by grammarians, most of which consider the object as an
entity that the agent desires to be the possessor of the effect,
the Jogicians theory of the objectness considers the object as a
karaka that has the effect produced by the action and there-
fore conditioned by the action, the root-meaning.

Gadadharas own position is also that the object need not
be defined in terms of an entity that the agent desires to be the
possessor of the effect. This is inspite of the fact that while
explaining the recipienthood to the Brahmin in ‘he gives a cow
to the Brahmin’, he states the objectness to be the state of being
what is desired by the agent to be the possessor of the effect
produced by the action.

What he meant by this statement is that supposing the
rule ‘that which the agent seeks most to reach through bis
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actions’ (p. i.4.49) is'intended to be the basis for the definition
of the objectness, then the objectness be defined in terms of a
character thatis common to only the kdraka that the agent
desires to be the possessor of the effect produced by the action.

Ritualists Criticism of logicians theory

Khandadeva, one of the ritualists who holds a unique
position in the field of Indian epistemology has shown a keen?
interest in the analysis of the objectness. He severely criticizes
logicians theory of the objectness as inadequate, untenable and
deviating. According to him, logicians definition of the
objectness, although aims at covering all sorts of objects, fails
miserably in doing so and therefore needs to be individualized.
And once the individvalized definitions of the objectness are
resorted to, all the difficulties associated with such individua-
lized definitions plague them. In other to overcome these
difficulties, Khandadeva proposes his own uniqne definition
of the objectness. However, Khandadevas real contribution to
the analysis of the theory of the objectness is his alternative
definition of the objectness where he analyses the objectness as
a syntactical entity. Followingis an account of the Khanda-
devas criticism of -logicians theory of the objectness and also of
his own unique theory.

Logicians define the objectness as the possession of the
effect, the delimitor of the root-meaning, action, that, un turn,
is inherent in something other than the meaning of the accusa-
tive stem (i.e. the agent). According to such a definition, the
village’, in ‘Caitra goes to the village’ can be explained to be the
object of going since the same is indeed the possessor of the
effect, contact delimiting the root-meaning, the action of going,
which in turn, is inherent in something other than the meaning
of the accusative stem i.e, Caitra, However, such a definition of
the objectness does not cover the objects in the instance of the
causal statements such as Maitra in ‘Caitra makes Maitra go.’
For, despite that Maitra is the possessor of the effect, delimiting
the root-meaning, i.e. the action of going, he cannot be consi-

7. Bhattarahasya p. 55-60.
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dered to be something other than the substratum inherring in
the action of going (i.e. the action going is inherent in Maitra,
the meaning of the accusative stem).

In order to cover Maitra etc. in causative statements, the
definition of the objectness should be individualized by way of
including individual actions. Thus, the object must be held to be
an entity which is the non-substratum of the individual action
and also which (i.e. the entity) is the possessor of the effect deli-
miting the root-meaning by way of being produced by the same
root-meaning, action. According te this definition, Maitra, can
be considered to be the object of causing to go since he is both
the possessor of the effect, going, delimiting the root-meaning
(i.e. the action of causing to go) as well as the non-substratum
of the individual action of causing to go. Now, since the object-
ness and the agentness etc. are held to differ due to the
difference in the individual actions such as the causative action
(i.e. making some one to go) and the primitive action (ie.
(going) etc, the primitive action of going cannot condition
the causative agentness of Maitra ; and hence it is immaterial
that Maitra is the substratum of the primitive action of going.

Nevertheless, this theory of the objectness as proposed by
logicinns is not tenable. For, the correct statements such as
‘you know yourself through yourself,” ‘Caitra knows himself”’
etc. need to be explained. And suppose the objectness and
the agentness etc. are held to be differing due to the
difference in the individual actions, then the same person (i.e.
Caitra etc. in ‘Caitra knows himself,’ etc.) cannot be considered
to be both the agent and the object of knowing as there occurs
no difference in the actions (i.e. knowing). Logicians may try
to explain that the same person (i.e. Caitra etc.) can be explain-
ed to be both the agent and the object of knowing etc. on
the basis of the different conditions (i.e. they may state that the
state of being the substratum of knowledge, and also the state
of being an embodied one who becomes the object of knowing
condition the agentness and also the objectness respectively in
Caitra). Nevrtheless, this explanation is also not tenable ; for,
in that case, the incorrect statement such as ‘Caitra goes to
himself’, when Caitra actually goes to the village, would become
impossible to avoid since the same person i.e. Caitra can be
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considered to be both the agent and also the object of going on
the basis of being both the substratum of the action of going
and also the possessor of the contact produced by going. :

Khandadeva’s definition of the objectness

Khandadeva, therefore, holds that it is necessary to define
the objectness in general. And to facilitate such a general defini-
tion of the objectness, we must accept that the accusative case
ending itself refers to the objectness in general which is of the
form of being an indivisible property. Now, such an indivisible
property should be accepted to be coextensive (samaniyata) with
the state of being what is the substratum of the individual effect
produced by the individual action which is inherent in something
other than the meaning of the accusative stem. Consequently,
both the goals i.e. defining the objectness in general and also
avoiding Maitra etc. being considered as the agent of causative
action of making Maitra to go in the statement ‘Caitra makes
Maitra to go’, are achieved. This can be expained as follows :
Since, in this theory, the objectness is considered to be an indi-
visible property and common to all the objects, the objectness
can be defined in general as the accusative-meaning thatis an
indivisible property ; also since the objectness is considered to
be coextensive with the state of being the substratum of the
individual effect, Maitra can be avoided from being considered
to be the agent of the causative action of making Maitra to go
as he is the substratum of only the primitive action of going
which happens to be the effect produced by the causative action
of making him to go.

Also, since, in this theory, the action is held to be
inherent in something other than the accusative stem-meaning,
incorrect statements such as ‘Caitra goes to himself’ can be:
avoided. This is so because, in such cases, the action of going;
cannot be claimed to be inherent in something other than the:
accusative stem-meaning i.e. since the action of going is:
inherent in Caitra whois both the object and the agent, the

same can be claimed to be inherent in the accusative stemis’
‘meaningas well as the agent.

v e
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Observation

It should be observed now here, however, that this ntua—
lists theory of the objectness, although generalized in form by
ac:epting the objectness to be an indivisible property, becomes.
practically individualized as the objectness is held to be coex-
tensive with the state of being what is the substratum of the
individual effect produced by the individual action. And, once it
is held to be co-extensive with such a state, one needs to know
all the individual effects produced by the individual actions to
identify the substratum of such effects, and thus, this theory
amounts to nothing more than an individualized theory of the
objectness.

1 heory of the objectness based on syntactical function

Kbandadevas real contribution to the analysis of the
objectness is his alternative theory based on the syntactical
function of the grammatical objectness. According to this
theory, the objectness should be defined as the .state of being
what fulfills the syntactical expactany for an object such as
‘what does one under take’ etc. For instance, consider the
statement ‘Caitra cooks the rice’. Here the ‘rice’ fulfills the
syntactical expectancy for an object and hence the same has:
the state of being what fulfills the syntactical expectancy for
an object such’as ‘what does Caitra cook’.

Also such an objectness can be said to be common to
many types of objects such as the village, in ‘he goes to the
village’ etc. For, in the statement ‘he goes to the village’, the
village fulfills the syntactical expectancy for an object such as
‘what does he go to’. Thus, this definition of the objectness is-
common to many types objects.

Khandadeva observes, in this connection, that the indivi-
sible property, need only optionally be considered co-extensive
in occurrence with such an objectness ; for, considering such
an indivisable property to be the objectness does not serve any
other propose except generalizing the objectness and since the
objectness is now defined as the. state of being what fulfills the
syntactical expectancy for the object such as what does one
undertake etc., the objectness is already generalized in from,
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and hence there is no' need that the objectness be generalized
again by accepting the same to be co-extensive with such a
property.

Observation

It should be noted here that this alternative definition of
the objectness of Khandadeva requires slight modification in its
general form. For, in most of the statements involving a transi-
tive verb such as to ‘go’ etc., the object does indeed fulfill the -
svntactical expectancy for an object such as ‘what’ does one
undertake etc. However, in accordance with the statements
such as ‘he stays for a month’ etc.,, where the verb to ‘stay’
expects syntactically something like ‘how long does one stay
for’ etc ; the object (the month) must be conceded to be fulfilling
the syntactical expectancy for ‘how long’ does one stay for’ etc.
and not that ‘what does one stay for’. Thus, the objectness,
should be held to be the state of being what fulfills the syntac-
tical expectancy for an object such as what does one undertake’
or ‘how long does one stay for’ etc.

From the examination of the above two separate defini-
tions of the objectness, it becomes clear that Khandadeva was
guided by two separate criteria, that (i) the objectness be defined
in a way which is uniform and common to all, and that (ii) the
objectness be defined as a syntactical property. His suggestion
that the objectness be accepted as an indivisible property, co-
extensive in its occurrence with the state of being the substratum
of the effect etc., betrays clearly his intention to generalize the
defivition of the objectness; whereas his alternative suggestion
that the objectness is the state of being what fulfills the syntac-
tical expectancy for an object such as what does one undertake
etc. betrays clearly his intention to define the objectness as a
syntactical property.

Theory of the objectness based on syntactico
Semantical function

JagadiSa is the most important scholar® among the logi-
cians to have defined the objectness from the syntactico
semantical point of view.

8. Sabdasaktiprakasika p. 3217.
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It must be noted here that since a grammatical object is
ruled to take an accusative case ending in the active construc-
tion, the same (case ending) can refer to the objectness in the
active construction; whereas since a grammatical object takes
only a nominative case ending in the passive construction, the
passive conjugational ending refers to the objectness in such
cases. Also, an object is related semantically to the action ex-
pressed by the verbal root concerned. This syntactico-semanti-
cal function of an object has led Jagadisa to consider the object
as a syntactico-semantical entity and therefore to formulate his
theory of the objectness representing a right mixture of both
semantical and syntactical functions of the grammatical object.

According to JagadiSa, objectness should be defined as
follows : whatever meaning expressed by .the conjugational
ending, such as the contact, is related to the action expre:sed by
the passive or other verbal root, the same is the objectness of
the object karaka with respect to the same action. For instance,
consider the statement °‘the village is gone to by Caitra’
(caitrena gramo gamyate). Here the contact, expressed by the
copjugational ending (fe), is related with the action ‘going’,
expressed by the passive verbal gamya, and hence the same
(contact) is the objectness of the object karaka with respect to
the action ‘going’. It should be noted that Jagadi$a defines the
objectness instead of the object and therefore the property,
delimiting the object such as the contact by it’s occurrence, is
considered to be the objectness of the object kdraka.

Jagadi$a points out that the conjugational endings and
affixes, that are enjoined in the sense of the objectness (in the
passive and the agentness in the active construction) will be
accepted to have syntactical expectancy for only the effect
delimiting the particular root meanings such as ‘going’ in
association with the particular root such as ‘go’ (gam).
Consequently, the conjugational ending, ‘ti’in ‘he goes to the
villag’ (gramam gacchati), will be accepted to have the syntacti-
cal expectancy for only the effect ‘contact’ delimiting the parti-
cular root meaning such as ‘going’; whereas the conjugational
ending ‘ti’in ‘he leaves the village’ (gramam tyajati}, will be
accepted to have syntactical expectancy for only the effect,
‘separation’, delimiting the particular root meaning such as
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“leaving’. ' Thus, the statement ‘he leaves the village’ cannot be
insisted in place of *he goes to the vxllage This is inspite of the
fact that the conjugational endings and other affixes are accep-
ted fo be potennally capable of referring to any effect ‘contact’
or ‘separation’.

Here, the objectness of the ‘kdraka’ must be perceived to
‘be different from the agentness. This is necessitated by the fact
that otherwise the effort, referred to by the conjugational end-
ing ‘te’in the statement ‘the chariot moves by itself’ (ratko
_gamyate svayam evg) would also be insisted to be the object-
ness since the same effort is related with the action ‘going’
‘through the conduciveness. However, when the objectness
is qualified to be different from the agentness, the effort
can be prevented from being insisted to be the objectness since
the same.is not different from the agentness. This fact suggests
that whatever meaning of the conjugational ending etc. is per-
ceived to be the qualificand of the root meaning in the passive,
‘the same, while becoming the meaning of the accusative case
ending, is perceived to be the qualifier of the root meaning in
the active construction and hence the same should be considered
to be the,objectness of the object karaka.

Criticism

Really .speaking, such a definition of objectness, by
JagadiSa, does not quite .cover the primary objectness in the
passive of double accusative statements such as ‘the cow is
milked milk by gopa’ (gauh payo duhyate gopena). This is so
because, in such cases, the conjugational endings etc. are ruled
to refer to only the seconary objectness and therefore, the same
can refer to only the effect ‘separation’ or releasing (mocana)
from the cow and not to the effect ‘releasing’ of the milk.

However, Jagadi$a disagrees with the traditional view that
in the double accusative statements such as ‘gam dogdhi pahah’
(‘he milks the cow the milk’), the cow is the secondary object
(gaunakarman) whereas the milk is the primary object ( pradhana
karma). He holds that, in such cases, the cow is the primary
object and the milk is the secondary object. He justifies his
view on the ground that the cow is the abode of the ‘releasing’
of the milk caused by the action of milking. Thus, according



Theory of the Objectness 223

to him, the conjugational ending, occurring after the verb ‘duh’
(to milk) etc., refer to the primary objectness of the cow and
hence ‘go’ has the nominative use ending after it.

Nevertheless,” in view of this difficulty, he states an
alternative definition of the objectness that whatever meaning
of the accusative case is cognized to be the qualifier of what-
ever root meaning in whatever sequence, the same is the object-
ness with respect to the same root-meaning (yasya dhator
yadarthe yah prakaribhuya bhasate dvitiyaya smaritorthah tadva
tat karmatocyate). Now, in the passive construction (guah payo
duhyate), the effect ‘releasing’ (of the milk), which is the mean-
ing of the accusative case occurring after the word ‘payas’
(milk), is the objectness with respect to the action of ‘milking’
since the same releasing (of the milk) is the qualifier of the
action ‘milking’, whereas, in the active construction ‘he milks
the milk the cow’ (gam payo dogdhi), the superstratumness,
‘expressed, by the accusative case occuring after the word ‘go’
~and the releasing’ expressed by the accusative case occurring
after the word ‘payas’ are the objectness(es) with respect to the
milking leading to the flowing out (bohih ksarana) since the
same qualify the action of milking.

Also, the effect ‘contact’ (with the village), which is the
meaning of the accusative case ending occurring after the word
‘grama’, expressing the village in the statement ‘he goes to the
village’ (gramam gacchati), is the objectness with respect to the
.action of ‘going’ since the same (contact with the village) is the
qualifier of the action ‘going’. '

Observation
It should be noted here that Jagadisha’s two separate defi-

9. In ‘the cow is milked milk by gopa’ (gauh payo duhyate
- gopena) the root ‘milk’ (duh) refers to the activity leading
: to the releasing (mocana). And the conjugational ending

(te) refers to the releasing from the cow. The accusative
ending after the word ‘payas’ refers to the releasing of the

* milk which is related to the activity. Thus, one cognizes
that the cow has the relasing of the milk which is produced
by the activity of milking caused by gopa.
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nitions of the objectness are based on two distinct convictions
of the reality : that ih passive construction of the single accusa-
tives, only the conjngational endings are ruled to refer to the
objectness; whereas, in the passive of double accusatives and
also in the active of single and double accusatives, the accusa-
tive case endings are ruled to refer to the objectness. Thus, the
first alternative definition of the objectness views the meaning
referred to by the conjugational endings in the passive construc-
tion to be the objectness, whereas the second alternative defini--
tion of the same views the meaning referred to by the accusative
case endings in the active construction to be the objectness.

Also, it should be noted here that Jagadisa views the effect
which is a unique property occurring in the objects, to be the
objectness; and also that the same objectness to be the meaning
of conjugational affixes and case endings. For him, objects do
not have an independent existence except that they are the
possessors of such objectness. This view is in accordance with
the fact that object etc., are syntactico-semantical entities only
in so far as they function as a particular karaka in a sentence
and hence are not real entities.

Giridharas generalized theory

Giridhara, a logician of the post Jagadisa era, too defines
the object as the syntactico-semantical entity and firmily opposes
the theory that the rule (p. i.4.49) can alone provide the basis
of the definition of the objectness. According to him, suppose
the rule p.1.449 is taken to provide the basis, then the object-
ness would have to be defined as that which forms the primary
entity (i.e. chief qualificand) in the desire which (i.e. desire)
in turn, causes the activity of going, the root-meaning. Conse-
quently, the village, in the statement, ‘Caitra goes to the village,
may be explained to be the object of going since the same is the
primary entity in the desire such as ‘may the village be associa-
ted with the effect, contact, produced by the activity of going’.
Also, the milk, in the statement ‘he eats the rice along with the
milk’ can be avoided from being considered to be the object of
eating since same is not the primary entity in the desire such as
there should occur a contact between the rice along with the
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milk and the throat (here only the rice is the primary entity).

However, according to him, such a definition of the
objectness is not tenable. For, in that case, it becomes impossi-
ble to justify the accusative and other affixes occurring after the
words expressing the objects since the same (objects expressed
by accusative and other affixes) cannot be the primary entity in
the desire. Also, it is not possible to ascertain why the object-
ness should be considered to be the state of being only a primary
entity in the desire.

Keeping in view of this difficulty, he defines the objectness
as the being the meaning of the accusative case ending (in the
active) or that of the conjugational ending (in the passive) that
has a syntactical expectancy for being construed with the root
meaning, action. For instance, consider the village, in ‘he goes
to the village’. Here, the village is the substratum of the contact,
the meaning of the accusative case ending, and has a syntactical
expectancy for being construed with the action of going, the
root meaning. It should be noted that the objectness varies as
the objects vary. Whereas the objectness conditioned by going
is the possession of the contact produced by going, the same in
Hari inhabits Vaikuntha’ is the state of being the locus of
inhabitting that occurs in Vaikuntha. Also in the causative of
intransitives i.e. ‘he produces the pot’, the objectness, condition-
ed by producing, is the state of being the agent of the primitive
root meaning since the same primitive agent (pot) is ruled to be
the object in the causatives. Again, there is no danger of con-
ceding the transitive status to the root ‘quiver’ etc., since the
same root (‘quiver’), by not expressing the action delimited by
an effect, is devoid of any syntactical expectancy for being cons-
trued with the accusative meaning, This is, despite that the
root to ‘make’ is construed with an accusative and therefore is
transitive and also that the pot is an object of making in the
statement ‘he makes a pot’.

Obvervation

It may be observed now that Giridhara’s definition of the
objectness is an improvement over the two separate definitions
of the objectness provided by Jagadisa. While Jagadisa uses
two separate definitions to cover the objectness conditioned by
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actions in passive and active constructions, Giridhara combins
the two definitions into one and presents a single generalized
form of the objectness as either the meaning of the accusative
case ending or the meaning of the passive conjugational ending
both of which have a syntactical expectancy for being construed
with the action. Such a generalized form of the definition of the
objectness has obvious advantage of economy over the indivi-
dualized form of the definitions of the objectness in the sense
that the different types of objects can all be understood as being
only the meaning of one or other affix. However, Jagadi$a can
be credited to have adopted for the first time the most significant
method of syntactico-semantical criterion to define the object-
ness which others like Giridhara followed :

Nagesha’s generalized theory

Following his theory of kdraka, Nagesha has suggested
that the object, which too possesses the kdraka power, be defin-
ed as the substratum i.e. abode of the power of the objectness.
And such a suggestion is in conformity with the fact that any
given type of the object, whether it be desired, not desired or not
mentioned, is indeed the abode of the power of the objectness.
For, when Caitra cooks the rice grains, the same possess the
power of objectness which is conducive to the action of cooking
(i.e. it has an inherent ability, for being cooked and thus mani-
fests cooking and also when some one eats poison, the same
poision too possess the power of objectness which is conducive
to the action of eating and thus manifests eating. Similarly,
when some one milks the cow the milk, the cow too possesses
the power of objectness which is conducive to the action of
milking (i.e. it has an inherent ability for being milked so
that the action of milking is manifested).

Observation

This alternative definition of the objectness by Nagesa is
also based on the syntactico-semantical considerations of the
objects and views the object to be a syntactico-semantical entity.
However, the difference between the other definitions of the
objectness and also this definition is that whereas the other
definitions are further extensions of Paninis rule p. i.4.49, and
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therefore view the individual entities as objects; the present
-definition views the objectness to be a distinct entity such as
the power and thereby holds that the object is the possessor
-of such a power of the objectness. Of course, such a defin-
ition requires that the power of objectness be an independent
entity; but NageSa rightly observes that the accusative case
refers to the abode of the power of objectness, the qualifierness
of the objectness and also to the relation between the object
kdraka and the action. This theory is justified on the ground
that the accusative is ruled in the sense of the object(ness) (p.
ii.3.2) and hence the abode of the power of the objectness can
be considered to be an independent meaning of the accusative.

However, logicians object to such an alternative theory of
Nagesha as follows : Suppose the possessors of the power of
objectness is considered to be the object, then it would become
necessary to know as to what is the possessor of such an object-
‘ness. And to know the possessor of the objectness, the same
(possessor) would need to be identified as the one that is the
locus of the effect produced by the action that in turn, is inhe-
rent in something other then the object itself. Consequently,
since the object needs to be identified in any case, as the one
that is the locus of of the effect, it would be quite logical to
.consider that the object is the locus of the effect produced by
the action inherent in something other than the object itself.
Thus, it is not appropriate that the object is defined as that
which is the possessor of the power of the objectness. This is
the say of the logicians. :

Nevertheless, it should be accepted that Nagesa has shown
-an independent attitude in defining the object while at the same
time, adopting a method which is quite keeping with the nature
of the object. Therefore, despite that the object needs to be
identified, in this theory, as the locus of the effect etc., the credit
that he has defined the object most logically as the possessor of
the power of the objectness, cannot be taken away.

Conclusion

It can be concluded now as follows : The epistemologists
of India have followed three distinct criteria, viz. logical,
syntactical and syntactico-semantical to define the objectness.
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The grammarians and also most of the logicians followed the-
logical criterion. While the grammarians were prompted by:
the explanations of Paninis rule (p.i.4.49) logically as the
karaka, which the agent desires or seeks most to reach by his
action, is the object, the logicians were prompted by the fact
that the grammatical object is analysed, in verbal cognition, as-
the abode or substratum of the effect produced by the action.
occurring in the agent’. Thus, Nage§a, the grammarian,.
defines the object as the logical entity intended by the agent
to be the abode of the effect not occurring in the same locus-
as that of the effort caused by the action occurring in him-
self i.e. the agent. In this definition Nage$a has adopted two-
separate logical criteria, namely that (i) the object must be
intended by the agent to be the abode of the effect’ and also-
that (ii) the effect must not be occurring in the same locus-
as that of the effort caused by the action occurring in himself.
Of the two criteria, the first criterion is a modification of the
Paninivan rule that the obyect is what the agent seeks most to-
reach through his actions. And this is the most fundamental
and basic idea behind the conbsideration of an entity as the
ob, ect since nothing is an ob -¢ct unless and until Jthe agent
desires the same to be the abode of the effect; whereas the
second criterion namely ‘the effect must not be occurring in the
same locus as that of the effort caused by the action occurring
in himself °, is a new aspect introduced with a view to avoid the
incorrect statement such as ‘Caitra goes to himself’. When the
effect is viewed to be not occurring in the same locus as that of”
the effort, the incorrect statement can be avoided as the effect,
viz. contact, occurs in the same locus as that of the effort caused
by the action of going in the agent Caitra himself i.e. both the
effort and the effect share the same locus in Caitra, the agent..
In introducing this new aspect Nagesha is clearly influenced by
the logicians theory that the inherence of the effect in some-
thing other than the meaning of the accusative stem i.e. object
must also be regarded as one of the meanings of the accusative
case. Logicians have proposed such a theory with the same view
of avoiding the incorrect statement such as ‘Caitra goes to him-
self °. Suppose the inherence of the effect in something other than
the meaning of the accusative stem is held to be the accusative
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-case meaning, then the incorrect statement can be avoided since
the effect, namely the contact, is inherent in only the meaning of
-the accusative stem, namely Caitra himself in such cases.

However, such a definition of the objectness by Nagesha
-covers only the desired objects such as the village in the state-
-ment ‘Caitra goes to the village’ etc., and not the non desired
-objects such as the poison in the statement ‘Caitra eats poison
-ete.’

Similarly, the definitions of the object by other gramma-
‘rians such as Bhattoji Diksita too fall short of covering undesi-
red objects. For, they too define the obejct in terms of a desired
-entity such as (i) the object is what is intended by the agent, i.e.
the abode of the action expressed by the verb concerned, to be
the abode of the effect directly or indirectly caused by the action
-occurring in the agent, (ii) the object is the karaka which is
-intended by the agent to be the abode of the effect caused
“by the action, the root meaning occurring in the agent etc , and
hence do not cover all types (i.e. desired and undesired types)
-of objects.

Thus, only logicians among the scholars adopting the
‘logical criterion, can be said to have defined the objectness in
-general, For instance, consider the Navyas theory of the
-objectness as that which is the substratum of the effect that
-functions as the delimiting factor of the root-meaning namely
the action’ which is a generalized form of the objectness. This
-definition covers not only the desired objects such as the village
in ‘he goes to the village’ etc., but also the undesired objects
-such as the poison in ‘be eats poison’ etc., since all of them are
‘indeed the substratum of the effects.

The objection however, is that suppose the objectness is
defined in a generalized form, then the three rules namely
(1) object is that which the agent seeks most to reach by his
-action, (ii) object is also that which is not sought to be reached
by the action, (iii) and object is that which is not mentioned
as any other kdraka’, become difficult to justify ; however, such
an objection can be answered as follows : suppose Panini’? rules

10. That is to say that a special rule takes precedence over the
general rule when both rules are simultaneously applicable
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that the object ‘is what is intended to be the substratum of the
effect produced by the action, then the youth in ‘he prevents
the youth from (falling into) the fire’ {agner manavakam vara-
yati) wculd become eligible for being considered as the
ablation : and therefore, the rule, enjoining the object would
need to include in its body the adjective what the agent seeks
the most’ so that the two rules p. i4.49 and p. i.4.27 do not have
the simultaneous applicability to one and the same kdraka. And
once the adjective ‘what the agent seeks most’ is included, the
youth, being what the agent seeks most to reach by his action of
preventing, becomes only the object and not the ablation. How--
ever, then, as a consequence, the undesired objects such as the
poison would remain uncovered. So, in order to cover such.
undesired objects, the other two rules of objects are necessary.
Generally speaking, logicians have accepted that the
accusative case refers to the objectness. And by this what they
mean is that the accusative case refers to the superstratumness.
conditioned by the effect and to the difference conditioned by-
the substratum of the action which are not obtained otherwise.
This theory can be explained as follows : ~ Object is to be analy-
sed individually as what is the non-substratum of the individual
action and also what is the possessor of the effect that delimits-
the individual action by way of being produced by the same,.
And, since here the action and also the effect are obtained:
through the verbal base and the substratum i.e. entity such as-
the village is obtained through the accueative base, only the-
relation of the superstratumness conditioned by the effect
and also the difference conditioned by the substratum of"
the action are held to be the meaning of the accusative case..
However, in some instances, where the comprehension of the
difference conditioned by the substratum of the action is impos--
sible due to the identity of the object and also the agent, the:

and so the special rule namely that which is intended to be:
the object of prevention is the ablation’ would enjoin the
name ‘ablation’ to the youth and the general rule namely
that which is intended to be the substratum of the effect
produced by the action is the object’ would remain inappli-
cable.
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accusative will be accepted to indicate only the superstratum-
ness conditioned by the effect leaving out the aspect of the
difference conditioned by the substratum of the action. For
instance, consider the statement ‘you know yourself through
yourself > (atmanam dtmana vetsi). Here, since the difference
conditioned by the substratum of the action of knowing is im-
possible to comprehend due to the identity of the self, the agent
and also the self, the object, (i.e. since the same self functions
as both the objects and also the agent of knowing), the accusa-
tive, occurring after the word ‘armanam’, will be accepted to
indicate only the non-contradictory aspect i.e. the superstratum-
ness. And such a superstratumness in this context, is nothing but
being the content of knowing occurring in the effect namely the
contentness. Consequently, the self in the statement ‘you know
yourself > etc. can be explained to be the object since the same
self is the abode of the effect, namely, the contentness, dispite
that the same lacks the difference conditioned by the substratum
of the action of knowing. Thus, the objection of Khandadeva
that “the individualized form of definition of the objectness by
way of including individual actions such as the object is an
entity which is the non-substratum of the individual action and
also which (i.e. entity) is the possessor of the effect delimiting
root-meaning by way of being produced by the same action is
not tenable due to its impossibily of applying in the case of
statements such as ‘you know yourself through yourself’ *
stands refuted.

Really speaking, there is no harm even if the individualized
theory of the definition of the objectness is regarded to be
correct. For, suppose the objectness is defined generally as the
state of being the abode of the effect, then even the region prior
to the village, like the region covering the entire village, may
also be claimed to be the object since the same is the abode of
the contact, the effect.

Also, suppose the objectness is defined generally to be the
state of being the abode of the effect delimiting the root-mean-
ing, action, then the earlier difficulty may be avoided since the
prior region is not the abode of the effect, contact that delimits
the action of going. However, in that case, the incorrect state-
ment such as ‘Caitra goes to himself ’ cannot be avoided since



232 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

the same Caitra is both the abode of the effect, contact, delimit-
ing the action of going, as well as the substratum of the action
itself. In order to avoid this difficulty, it becomes necessary to
assume that the object is also the non-substratum of the root-
meaning, action. And consequently, Caitra, in statement ‘Caitra
goes (i.e. wrestles with) Maitra’ involving a reference to the
effect such as contact, produced by the actions of both Caitra
and Maitra, would become liable to be considered the object
since the same Caitra is also the abode of the contact produced
by the action of wrestling occurring in Maitra. Thus, it may
also be insisted that the objectness be defined only individually
involving the individual actjons in the body of the definition.
For instance, the objectness may be defined individually as the
state of being the abode of the particular effect of contact
produced by the action of going (i e. wrestling) of Caitra and
also as the state of being the non-substratum of the action
of going. And so, only Maitra, who is the abode of the effect,
contact, produced by the action of going of Caitra, and also
who is the non-substratum of the same going, can be consi-
dered to be the- object of the going of Caitra. Thus, it could
be concluded that whereas logicians attitude in generalizing
the definition of the objectness is laudable and serves the useful
purpose of providing a general view of what is an object, their
individualized theory of the definition of the objectness is more
practical and free from the deffects as shown above. And keep-
ing this practicality in mind some of the later logicians especi-
ally Gokulanantha and others, have proposed individualized
theories of the objectness such as ‘the objectness conditioned by
the particular action of cooking is the state of being the abode
of the effect of swelling produced by the particular action of
cooking.’

Now, with regard to Khandadevas theory of the object-
ness. Khandadeva proposes that the accusative case ending
itself can be accepted to refer to the objectness; and such an
ob’ectness is an indiclinable property, co-existence in its occur-
rence with the state of being the substratum of the particular
effect such as the contact produced by the action of going etc.
This proposal is made with the intention of avoiding the heavi-
pess inherent in the individualized theory of objectness of the
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logicians. However, despite accepting the objectness to be the
indivisible property, which can be common to all instances of
objects, this theory is not free from the difficulty, of the indivi-
dualized theory of the objectness since the indivisible property
is to be accepted as co-extensive in its occurrence with the state
of being the substratum of the particular effects such as the
contact in the case of ‘Caitra goes to the village’ etc.

Now with regard to Nageshas alternative definition of
the objectness : Nagesha proposes that ‘object is the kdraka that
possesses the power of the objectness’. This proposal is also
logical in nature and covers all types of obects. Also, this
definition is the most, basic one in the sense that it views the
object what an object actually is, i.e. the possessor of the
power of the objectness. However, an inherent flaw in this
theory of the objectness, is that one is left to identify the
object all by himself and the definition does not provide any
clue whatsoever as to what an object is identified with. Suppose
the object is identified with the abode of the effect produced by
the action, then it would mean that understanding the object as
the possessor of the power of objectness amounts to nothing but
to mere tautology. Therefore, inspite of the fact that object, in
reality, is the possessor of the power of objectness, scholars do
not quite cherish the idea of defining the same as the possessor
of the power of the objectness.

A grammatical object is both a semantical and a syntacti-
cal entity and therefore, its syntactical function is as important
as its semantical function. And Khandadevas alternative pro-
posal that the objectness is the state of being what fulfills the
syntaetical expectancy for an object such as ‘what does one
undertake etc.’ is truly syntactical in nature and manifests the
syntactical function of an object. From this point of view,
Khandadevas theory of the objectness gains importance and he
is the only important epistemologist to have defined the object-
ness from the syntactical point of view.

Really speaking, in accordance with certain other
instances, Khandadeva’s definition of the objectness needs slight
modification : For instance, in the statement ‘he stays for a
month’, the month, the object, fulfills the syntactical expectancy
for only how long does one stay for’ and not the expectancy for
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‘what does one undertake’. However, with the modification of
the definition of the objectness as the state of being what fulfills.
the syntactical expectancy for, what does one undertake, ‘how
long does one stay’ etc., Khandadevas theory of the objectness
can be made applicable to all sorts of objects and hence credit is
due to him for defining the object as a syntactical entity.
Finally, Jagadisha’s theory of the objectness : This theory
deserves the most important place in the history of the analysis
of the theory of the objectness. - For, it represents satisfactorily
both the semantical and syntactical aspects of the grammatical
object. When Jagadisha defines the objectness as ‘whatever mean-
ing expressed by the conjugational ending, such as the contact,
is related with the action expressed by the passive verbal root,
the same is the objectness with respect to the same action’ or as
‘whatever meaning of the accusative case is cognized to be the
qualifier of whatever action expressed by whatever active verbal
root in whatever sequence, the same is the objectness with res-
pect to the same action’, the two definitions represent the seman-
tical aspect of the grammatical object i.e. that the object is the
meaning of the conjugational ending (in the passive construc-
tion) and is the meaning of the accusative case ending (in the
active construction) and also represent the syntactical aspect of
grammatical object i.e. that the object is syntactically expected
to be related with the action as the qualificand (in the passive
construction) and as the qualifier of the action (in the active
construction). Giridhara follows Jagdisha in his definition :
Consequently, his definition of the objectness, namely that ‘the
objectness is either the meaning of the accusative case ending or
the meaning of the conjugational ending that has the syntactical
expectancy for being construed with the root meaning, action, is-
a reiteration of the same fact that grammatical objectis a
syntactico-semantical entity. However, his definition generalizes.
the semantical function of the object as being either the meaning
of the accusative or that of the conjugational ending and also the
syntactical function of the object as having a syntactical expec-
tancy for being construed with the root-meaning, action. Thus,
Giridharas contribution to the analysis of the objectis the
generalization of the syntactical and semantical functions of the
grammatical object in passive and active constructions.



Theory of the Objectness 235

Now, it can be said in favour of Jagadisha and his:
follower that they have adopted a syntactico-semantical
approach towards the analysis of the grammatical object. They
paid equal attention to both the semantical and syntactical
functions of the grammatical object and did not neglect either
of the functions by highlighting only one of the two functions
Whereas grammarians and other logicians were grealy influenced:
by the grammatical rule (i.4.49) and therefore, emphasized the:
logical role of the grammatical object, Khandadeva, in
his alternative theory, was primarily concerned with only the
syntactical function of the grammatical object and therefore, was
not equally attentive of the fact that the grammatical object
could be a semantical entity as well. So these scholars empha-
size either the logical role or the syntactical function of the.
grammatical object and present only a one sided view by
neglecting the syntactico-semantical aspect of the same,



CHAPTER X

THEORY OF THE EFFECTNESS
( phlatvam)

Introduction

The objectness! is analysed into three types : (i) semantical
-entity, (ii) a syntactico semantical entity and (iii) a logical
entity. As a logical entity, the objectness is defined variously
as (i) the abode of the effect produced by the action, (ii) the
-abode of the effect that delimits the root-meaning i.e. the action
and (iii) the abode of the effect delimiting the action which does
not share the locus with the meaning of the inflectional ending
i.e. the effect. All those definitions of the objectness, though
different in various respects, have one thing in common : that
is all of them consider the grammatical object to be the abode
of the effect. And thus, since, the knowledge of the effect is
essential to the understanding of the real nature of the gramma-
tical object, Indian epistemologists, especially, logicians,
ritualists and grammarians, have shown a tremendous interest
in the analysis of the nature of the effect.

Problem

However, the Nvyas and certain other epistemologists
analyse the effectness syntactico-semantically as the state of
being the root meaning that qualifies the root meaning, ‘action’;
and the Pracyas analyse the same logically as the state of being
what is produced by the root-meaning, ‘action’; whereas yet
other such as Giridhara analyse the effectness both ways as the

1. On p.i.4.49.
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state of being the root-meaning that qualifies another of the-
root-meanings and also the state of being what is produced. In

the following pages, we shall discuss these various theories and'

provide a critical examination of the same so that the real
nature of the effectness can be ascertained.

Grammatical convention

Kaiyata, while commenting on Mahidbhasya (p i.4.49) has-
established a convention that the roots such as the ‘cook’ refer
to two separate meanings i.e. an action and its effect’. What he
meant by this convention is that verbal root itself refers to both
an action and its effect. Consider, for instance, the root to ‘cook™
( pac). Here the root refers to an action such as cooking and
its effect i.e. swelling.

This convention of Kaiyata is a general one and therefore,
the root to ‘cook’ (pac) represents the verbal roots in general.
Thus, the convention suggests that, in verbal cognition, alt
verbal roots refer to actions and their respective effects.

Navya theory

Navyas follow the grammatical convention that the verbak
root itself refers to both the action and its effect and therefore,.
adopt a syntactico-semantical approach in defining the effect-
ness. According to them, the effectness is the state of being the-
root-meaning that is perceived to be the qualifier of the root-
meaning ‘action’. For instance, consider the effect ‘contact™
between Caitra and the village in the context of ‘Caitra goes to-
the village’. Here, the verbal cognition produced from such a
statement is that Caitra, the agent, is the abode of the action of
going that is counducive to the contact occurring in the village’.
In such a cognition, the contact is perceived to be the qualifier
of the action of going and so the same (contact) can be consi-
dered the effect in the same context.

Gokulanathds explanation
Gokulandtha explains the Navya theory as follows® : In.
actuality, the root-meaning, which is referred to as the qualifi--

2. padavédkyaratnakara.
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cand by the root is considered the action’ and the root-meaning
which is referred to as the qualifier is considered the effect.
Consequently, it can be stated that what is the abode of the
gualifierness conditioned by the qualificandness of the root-
meaning, is the effect. For instance, consider the action of go-
ing and also the effect ‘contact’ in the context of ‘Caitra goes to
the village’ (caitro gramam gacchati). Here the root to ‘go’ (gam)
refers to the action of going as delimited by the effect ‘contact’.
And, in such a reference, the action of going is perceived to be
the qualificand and the effect ‘contact’ is perceived to be the
qualifier. Therefore, the action of going becomes the abode of
the qualificandness and the effect ‘contact’ becomes the abode
of the qualifierness.

Jagadisa’s theory

Jagadisa follows more or less the theory of the effectness
as proposed by the Navyas. According to him, the effect should
be defined as the state of being the root-meaning that directly
qualifies the root meaning ‘action’. He states that otherwise
even the contact with the upper region, which is not an
effect would also become an effect in the statement such as ‘he
tosses the stone up to the sky’ (gagane lostham utksipati), since
the same is an indirect qualifier of the action of tossing up and
the root refers to the action of tossing up analysable into the
operation conducive to the contact with the upper region.

Jagadiéa holds that such a definiticn of the effectness is
justified on the ground that Panini has composed a separate rule
such as ““the object is also what is not enumerated among any
other kdraka (p. .4 51) in order to cover the objects, which are
actually non-objects but are accommodated as the objects, when
the same are not intended to be any other kdraka. And there-
fore, the rule “the object is what the agent seeks most to reach
through his actions” (p. i.4.49) should not cover any such
accommodated objects’. However, suppose, the effectness is
defined as the state of being the root-meaning which directly or
indirectly qualifies the root-meaning ‘action’, then even the
separation, which indirectly qualifies the root-meaning ‘action
of milking’, would become the effect in the context of ‘he milks
the cow into milk’ (g@m payo dogdhi); and therefore, even such
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accommodated objects as the ‘cow’ would get the name ‘object’
by the rule (p. i.4.49) itself and hence the rule (p. i.4.51) would
become purposeless. On the contrary, suppose the effectness is
defined as the state of being the root-meaning, which directly
qualifies the root-meaning ‘action’, then the ‘separation’ would
not become the effect in the same context as it does not directly
qualify the action of milking; and therefore, the accommodated
objects’ ‘cow’, would not get the name ‘object” and hence the
rule (p. i.4.51) would become necessary.

It should be noted here that JagadiSas statement that the
effectness should be defined as the state of being the root-mean-
ing which directly qualifies the root-meaning ‘action’, should be
taken to suggest the definition of only the primary effectness.
For, as will be shown by Gadadhara and others, the effects are
-of two types i.e. primary as well as secondary. And only the
primary effect is perceived to qualify directly the root-meaning
‘action’. Whereas the secondary eflects such as the contact
between the goat and the village in the context of ‘he leads the
goat to the village’, etc. are perceived to be qualifying the root-
meaning ‘action of leading’ only indirectly through the going.
Therefore, the general definition of the effectness must be visua-
lized only as the state of being the root-meaning that directly or
indirectly qualifies the root-meaning ‘action’.

-Gadadharas Modification

Gadadhara too supports the Navyas theory of the effect-
ness. However, he proposes a certain modification in the
definition as profounded by the Navyas. According to him, the
phrase ‘‘the root-meaning that is perceived to be the qualifier of
of the root-meaning ‘action’ should be modified into ““the root
meaning that is perceived to be the direct or indirect qualifier of
the root-meaning action”. This modification is necessitated by
the fact that otherwise the contact between the goat and the
village in the context of ‘he leads the goat to the village’ be-
comes impossible to be considered as the effect. For, here the
cognition is that Caitra is the abode of the causative action of
leading which is conducive to the going of the goat which, in
turn, is conducive to the contact occurring in the village. And in
such a cognition, the contact is a qualifier of only the going and
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not of the leading. However, suppose the phrase is modified as
“the root-meaning that.is perceived to be the direct or indirect
qualifier of the root meaning ‘action’ ”, then the contact can be
considered to be the effect since the same indirectly qualifies the
action of leading through the action of going. Thus, Gadadhara
accepts the Navya theory with a significant modification.

It can be observed now, here as follows : The scholars
such as Jagadisa orignially proposed the definition of the effect-
ness as the state of being the root-meaning that is perceived to
be the direct qualifier of the root-meaning ‘action’, in order that
the non-effects such as the fire contact in the context of ‘he
offers ghee into the fire’ (agnau ghrtam juhoti) is excluded from
being considered the effect. In such cases, according to them,
the root ‘offer’ (hu) refers to the action of offering analysable
into the operation conducive to the pouring etc. delimited by the
‘fire-contact’. And if the effect is held to be what directly or
indirectly qualifies the root-meaning ‘action’, then, the fire-
contact, since itis the indirect qualifier of the root meaning
operation’, would become the effect. However, this position is
not tenable. Such a definition of the effectness would adversely
affect the prospect of considering certain effects as effects. For
instance, the contact between the goat and also the village in
‘he leads the goat to the village’ does not directly qualify the
action of leading and therefore, gets excluded from being consi-
dered as the effect. It can observed further that when the effect-
ness is defined as the state of being the root-meaning that is per-
ceived to be the direct or indirect qualifier of the root-meaning
‘action’, the problem of excluding the non-effect such as the fire-
contact can be overcome by stipulating that the delimiting agent
should, in turn, be non-delimited by its abode. And, since the
fire-contact, which is the delimiting agent of the action of offer-
ing, which is in turn, delimited by its own abode (i.e. fire), the
same gets excluded from being considered as the effect.

Two fold divisions of effects
Gadadhara divides the effects into two types : those that
“are primary and also those that are secondary. According to
him, those effects, that directly qualify the action, are primary
effects and those that indirectly qualify the action are secondary
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effects. For instance, consider the effects’, ‘contact’ and also the
‘going’ in the context of ‘he leads the goat to the village’ once
again. Here the verbal cognition is that the person has the action
of leading which is conducive to the going which in turn is con-
ducive to the contact between itself and the village. The
contact between the goat and also the village indirectly qualifies
the action of leading analysable into the making the goat go.
And therefore, the same (contact) is the secondary effect.
Whereas the going occurring in the goat directly qualifies the
action of leading. And therefore, the same going is the primary

effect.
The division of the effects in to two types is a very impor-

tant contribution to the theory of the effectness. For, it satis-
factorily explains as to why in double accusative statements such
as ‘he leads the goat to the village’ the village is the secondary
object and also why the goat is the primary object. Now, one
can state that since the viliage is the possessor (i.e. abode) of
only the secondary effect (i.e. contact), the same is the secondary
object; whereas since the goat is the possessor of the primary
effect (i.e. the ‘going’), the same is the primary object.

Prdcyas theory

Pracyas do not follow the grammatical convention that
the root itself refers to both the action and its effect. They
deviate from Kaiyatas theory that the verbal roots such as to
‘cook’ refer to two separate meanings i.e. an action and its
effect. According to Pracyas, the roots, in general, refer to the
action alone; whereas the effect is understood by the inflectional
affixes such as the accusative and other endings. They hold
that the effect cannot be the meaning of the root itself since the
finite verb isintended to be only an ‘action—referring word’
(kriyapaha) and not an ‘effect-referring word’ ( phalapada).
However, they do accept that in the analysis of the syntactico=
semantical relations involved in the verbal cognition of the
effect, the same is perceived to be the qualifier of the action.

The Pracyas analyse the effect most logically as the
product of the action. They visualize a produced and a pro-
ducer relationship between the effect and the action. According
to them, the most important characteristic of the effect is its
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state of being produced by the action. Thus, they define the effec-
ness as the state of being what is produced by the action and
also what is the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘action’. Consider,
for instance, the ‘contact’ in the context of ‘Caitra goes to the
village’. Here, the contact between Ca.tra and the village is
produced by the action of going, the root-meaning, and also the
same (contact) is the qualifier of the action of going on account
of its delimiting the same.

It should be noted here that such a definition of the effect-
ness by the Pracyas can easily exclude the non-effects such as
the effort (vyapara) from being considered as the effect. For, the
effort, though is the qualifier of the action on account of its be-
being the delimitor of the same, cannot be claimed to be what
is produced by the action. For instance, consider the effort
in the context of Caitra goes to the village. Here, the effort,
found occurring in Caitra, is conducive to the action of going;
but nevertheless, is not itself produced by the action of his going
to the village. Thus, the definition proposed by the Pracyas
serves the purpose of both covering the effects such as the con-
tact and excluding the non effects such as the effort in the
context of Caitra’s going to the village.

Criticism of Pracyas taeory

The definition of the effectness, as proposed by the
Précyas, is too narrow to cover such non-produced effects as the
contentness of the pot etc. in the context of knowing, desiring
ete., For instance, consider the contentness in the context of the
statement ‘Caitra knows the pot’ (ghatam janati caitrah). Here,
the contentness of the pot, the effect of Caitras knowing, may
be claimed to be the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘knowing’ by
virtue of its function of delimiting the same; however, the same
{contentness) can never be claimed to be produced by the action
of knowing as the same action does not produce any effect like
the contentness of the pot. When one knows the pot, the pot
becomes the content of one’s knowing and this event can be
analysed as the contentness occurring in the pot. However, this
event cannot be analysed as the contentness being produced by
the action of knowing. For, like Caitras action of going to the
village, which produces the effect ‘contact’ between Caitra and
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the village, Caitra’s action of knowing the pot can not be pro-
-ducing any effect like contentness in the pot since the knowing
is a non-productive i.e. intransitive action. Thus, it must be
-conceded that the definition of the effectness, as proposed by the
Pracyas, is deficiant and too narrow to cover the non-produced
‘types of effects. However, thisis not to take away the credit
from the Pracyas that they have provided the most significant
-definition of the effectedness by analysing the effect and there-
by bringing to the fore the most important aspects of the effect
such as the state of being what is produced by the action
-concerned.

A Criticism of Navya Theory

The Navya theory is inspired from the grammatical con-
‘vention that ‘the roots such as to ‘cook’ refer to two separate
meanings i.e. an action and also its effect’. However, the theory
-cannot be considered as an accurate definition of the effectness.
For, such a theory is too narrow to include such effects as swel-
ling produced by the effort of blowing and also too overlapping
to exclude such non-effects as the effort of blowing leading to
actions in the passive usages. For instance, consider the effect
“swelling’ and also the non-effect ‘blowing’ in the context of the
passive statement °‘rice grain(s) is (are) cooked’ (tandulah
pacyate). ]

Here, the verbal cognition is that ‘the rice grain(s) is (are)
‘the abode of swelling, produced by the effort of blowing’. And,
in such a cognition; the effort of blowing is the qualifier of the
effect ‘swelling’ which, in turn, is the qualifier of the object i.e.
‘the rice grain(s) However, since the swelling is not the abode of
the qualifierness, conditioned by the qualificandness of the root-
meaning, ‘action of cooking’, the same cannot be the effect. On
the contrary, since the effort of blowing is the abode of quali-
fierness, the same would have to be considered the effect.

Giridhara’s modification

The theory of the Navyas can be modified as follows : The
-effectness, (i) in the active construction, is the state of being the
root-meaning perceived to be the qualifier of the root-meaning
‘action’, and the same (ii) in the passive construction, is the state
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of being the root-meaning perceived to be the qualificand of the
root-mening ‘action’. Since, in the active construction such as
‘he goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati), the contact is one of
the two root-meanings perceived to be the qualifier of the root-
meaning, ‘action of going’, the same can be considered the effect..
And also, since, in the passive constiuction ‘the rice grain(s) is
(are) cooked’ ( pacyate tandulah), the effort of blowing is not
one of the two root-meanings perceived to be the qualificand of
the root-meaning ‘action of cooking’, the same need not be
considered the effect. This is despite that the effort of blowing.
is perceived to be the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘swelling’.

In this theory, the phrase ‘perceived to be the qualifier’ is
meant to cover both direct and indirect qualifiers. Consequently
the primitive effect ‘contact’ between the goat and the village’,
in the context of the accusative statement ‘he leads the goat to-
the village’ (gjam gramam nayati), can be considered to be the
effect of going. In such an instance, the root to ‘lead’ refers to
the operation conducive to the action of going which is delimited.
by the contact. And the ‘contact’ is not the direct qualifier of the
causative root-meaning ‘the operation’. However, since the same
contact is the indirect qualifier of the operation through the
action of going, the same becomes the effect.

It should be noted here that since the definition of the:
effectness includes the phrase ‘the state of being the root-mean-
ing’, the agentness and also the instrumentality of Rama and the
arrow respectively in the context of ‘he is killed by Rama with
the arrow’ (rdmena banera hatah) need not be considered the
effect’. Thisis so because, the agentness and also the instru-
mentality are never the meanings of any verbal root. This is
despite that the same are the qualifiers of the meaning “‘action of
killing’.

The inclusion of the ‘phrase the state of bring the root
meaning’ refutes further the objection raised by Khandadeva in
his Bhattarahasya as well. According to him, since ‘the action
of cooking qualifies the causative operation in the causative.
statement ‘he makes the assistant cook’ ( pdcayati), the same
could become the effect. However, now such a fault could not
be imposed due to the fact that the same (action of cooking),.
* is net the causative root meaning. It should be noted, however,.
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‘that there is no harm, in actuality, in considering the action of
cooking as the effect of the causative operation of making the
-assistant to cook in the causative statement such as ‘he makes
‘the assistant to cook the rice’ ( pdcayaty odanam sahdyam) since
‘the assistant is optionally considered the object due to his
possessing the effect, namely, the action of cooking,.

Alternative theory
Giridhara explains an alternative theory as well. Accord-
ing to this theory, the verbal base refers to both an action and
its effect and therefore, the effectness is the state of being what
is the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘action’, and also the state
of being what is produced by the action, the other meaning of
the verbal base. And since the swelling occurring in the rice
grains, is produced by the action eof cooking and is one of the
.two meanings of the verbal base, the same can be considered as
- the effect in the context of ‘rice grain(s) is (are) cooked’. Also,
since the effort of blowing leading to the cooking is not produc-
-ed by the root-meaning, (i.e. cooking), the same can be excluded
from being considered as the effect in the same context.

Prakasakara’s justification

The author of prakasa justifies the inclusion of the two
phrases in the alternative theory as follows. The effectness is
defined as the state of being what is perceived to be the qualifier
of the root-meaning ‘action’ and also as the state of being what
is produed by the root meaning. And in such a definition, the
phrase what is perceived to be the qualifier of the root-meaning
“action’, becomes absolutely necessary on the ground that other-
wise even the non-effects such as the separation from the region
behind could be insisted to be the effect in the context of ‘Caitra
-goes to the village’. This is so because, the separation from the
_region behind the village is also produced by the action of going
‘just as the contact with the upper region of the village is prod-
auced by the same action of going. However, once such phrase is
included, the separation from the region behind the village, can
be avoided from being considered as the effect since the same is
-not perceived to be the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘going’.
Also the other phrase, namely, what is produced by the root
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meaning ‘action’, becomes necessary on the ground that other--
wise even the operation which produces the action of going etc.
could be insisted to be the effect. This is so because, the opera--
tion too qualifies the action of going etc. in the cognition.

derived from the passive construction such as ‘the village is.
gone to by Caitra’,

Grammarians theory

Grammarins obviously follows Kaiyatas convention that
roots refer to two separate meanings. And accordingly, they
perceive the effect as the root-meaning. However, they too have-
struck a compromise between the Navya and also the Pricya
theories, like Giridhara earlier. Accordingly, they define the-
same (effectness) as the state of being what is directly or indi-
rectly caused by the root-meaning ‘action’ and also as the state-
of being what is qualified by the qualifierness conditioned by the
qualificandness occurring in the root-meaning, ‘action’. Consi-
der, for instance, the effect ‘contact’ in the statement ‘Caitra
goes to the village’ (caitro gramam gacchati). Here, since the-
root to ‘go’ (gam) itself refers to the action of going as delimi-
ted by its effect such as the contact (between Caitra and the-
village), the contact becomes qualified by the qualifierness which.
is conditioned by the qualificandness of the action of going..
(That is to say that when the action of going, delimited by the-
contact, is the root-meaning, the contact is the qualifier and the-
action of going is the qualificand; and so the qualifierness of the-
contact is conditioned by the qualificandness of the going). Also,.
since the action of going produces the contact between Caitra
and the village, the contact becomes directly caused by the root-
meaning ‘going’. Thus, the same contact becomes the ‘effect”
in the context of Caitra’s going to the village.

It should be noted that this theory considers the effect to-
be directly or indirectly caused by the root-meaning, ‘action’.
Consequently, the secondary effect such as the contact in the-
causative statement ‘Caitra makes Maitra go to the village™
(caitro maitram gamayati gramam) can also be considered to be
the effect. This is so because, the secondary effect is indirectly
caused by the causative action of making Maitra go. Thus, it
does not matter now that such a secondary effect is not directly-
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caused by the causative action and therefore, the same is not
really produced by the causative action. Also, it should be noted
here that this theory stipulates that both the state of being what
is qualified by the qualifierness conditioned by the qualificand-
ness of the root-meaning ‘action’ and ‘the state of being what is
directly or indirectly caused by the root-meaning ‘action’ should
have the same locus in the effect’. Consequently, the non-effect
such as the ‘separation’ in the statement ‘Caitra goes to the
village’ need not be considered to be the effect. This is so be-
cause, the non-effect (i.e. the separation) cannot be claimed to
be the locus of the state of being whatis qualified by the
qualifierness conditioned by the qualificandness of the root-
meaning. Thus, it does not matter that such a non-effect is the
locus of the state of the being what is directly caused by the
root-meaning ‘action of going’.

Criticism

The above grammarian theory too faces the same difficulty
which the Pracya theory faces. Contentness (visyatd) must be
considered to be the effect in the context of ‘knowing’, ‘desiring’
etc. since when one knows or desires something like a pot, the
same becomes the object due to its becoming the content of
knowing etc. Thus, contentness should be covered as the effect
in the context of knowing etc. However, the grammarians
theory does not covet the contentness since the same is not
produced by the action of knowing etc.

It may be argued that the contentness etc. are non-effects
(they are the meaning of the inflectional affixes such as accusa-
tive) and therefore, need not be covered. And the transitive use
of the root to know etc. could be explained as only conventional
or secondary. However, this argument is not correct. For, since
here the contentness is proposed toe be the meaning of the accu-
sative, the same will have to be related with the effect, one of the
root meanings, But since there is no effect as such in the context,
such a relation becomes impossible. On the other hand, suppose
the contentness is related with the action, the other meaning
of the root, then the theory becomes practically identical with
the Pracya theory.
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Critical examination v

Kaiyatas grammatical convention that roots refer to two
separate meanings, namely, the action and also its effect can be
said to have formed the very basis for the various theories of
the effectness. We can broadly classify the various Indian epis-
temologists who have propounded the theory of the effectness in
to the three basic types : (i) those who follow Kaiyatas gramma-
tical convention of the root-meaning and analyse accordingly
the effect as the root-meaning; (ii) those who do not follow the
grammatical convention and therefore persue an independent
path in the analysis of the nature of the effect; and (iii) those
who strike a right balance between the two contrasting theories
and propose an alternative theory with the salient features of

both the theories. :
Among the epistemologists, the Navya logicians follow the

grammatical convention established by Kaiyata and define the
effectness as the state of being the root-meaning that is perceiv-
ed to be the qualifier of the root-meaning ‘action’. This defini-
tion is based on the fact that the effect, a root-meaning, is
perceived to be the qualifier of the other root-meaning, namely,
the ‘action’. The most important aspect of this theory is that
this considers the effect as a syntacitco-semantical entity i.e. the
root-meaning that qualifies the other root-meaning in the verbal
cognition.

Almost all the Navyas, beginning from Jagadisa to Gokul-
néatha, lay great emphasis on the fact that the effect is the quali-
fier of the root-meaning ‘action’. They unanimously agree that
the qualifierness conditioned by the qualificandness of the
‘action’ is the d:stermining factor as to whether an entity can be
the effect or not. However, the Navyas disagree as to what sort
of the qualifierness should be considered as the determining
factor of the effectness.

JagadiSa, the most vocal of the Navyas, holds that only
that which directly qualifies the ‘action’ is the effect. According
to him, the entity that indirectly qualifies the action cannot be
considered to be the effect since even the non-effects such as the
contact, in the context of tossing up the stone, qualifies the
action indirectly. However, this position of Jagadi$a should be
understood only as intended to cover the primary effect such as
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the contact . in the context of ‘Caitra goes to the village® etc.
Otherwise, as explained earlier, the secondary effects such as the
contact between the goat and also the village in the context of
‘he leads the goat to the village etc. would be excluded from
being considered the effect.

Gadadhara, on the other hand, modifies the Navyas
theory as the root-meaning which is perceived to be the direct
or indirect qualifier of the root-meaning ‘action’ to overcome
precisely the difficulty of the exclusion of the secondary effects
such as the ‘contact’ in he leads the goat to the village etc. And
once the definition is modified even the secondry effects such as
the contact can be included since the same indirectly qualifies
the action of leading.

Gadadhara’s main contribution to the theory of the effect-
ness can be stated to be the two fold division of the effects.
-Such a step, has given a new dimension to the thinking of later
-epistemologists and has provided a radical explanation for the
analysis of the primitive agent as the object in the causative
and other double accusative statements. That is to say that the
primitive agent such as Caitra in ‘he makes Caitra go to the
village’ etc. becomes the primary object due to his possession of
the primary effect, namely, the action of going, and the primi-
tive object such as the goat become the secondary object due to
its possession of the secondary effect, namely, the contact.

Pracya logician’s analysis of the effectness as the state of
being the product of the root-meaning ‘action’ is the most signi-
ficant contribution to the theory of the effect. While the
Navyas perceived the effect as one of the two meanings of the
verbal root, and therefore, analysed the same syntactico-seman-
tically as the qualifier of the root-meaning, the Pracyas have
visualized a produced and also a producer relationship between
the effect and also the action and therefore, analysed the same
logically as what is produced by the root-meaning, ‘action’. And
such a logical analysis of the nature of the effectness as the
state of being what is produced can be stated to be the most
fitting one since the word ‘effect’ ( phala) itself indicates the fact
that the effects are produced. A common criticism of the Pracya
theory is that their analysis does not include the effects such as
the contentness which are not produced. It could be stated in
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response, nevertheless, that the pracyas analysis of the effectness.
should be taken for what actually it is, i.e. that it has perceived
the effectness as the state of being what is produced because the
effects are those that are actually produced. And if the non-
produced entities such as the contentness are to be covered as
the effects in the context of knowing etc., then the same should
be covered by holding the effectness merely conventional and.
therefore, extending the same to even the non-produced effects.

The alternative theory proposed by Giridhara is obviously
meant to incorporate the syntactico-semantical as well as the
logical aspects into the analysis of the effectness. Since the effect
is perceived, in verbal cognition, as the qualifier (or qualificand
in the passive usage), the theory includes the phrase ‘what is the
qualifier of the root-meaning, ‘action’. And also since the effect
is produced almost every where, the theory includes the phrase
‘what is produced’. Nigeda too has proposed his alternative
theory with the same objective in mind; however, he has intro-
duced the phrases ‘what is directly or indirectly caused by the
root-meaning, ‘action’ with the intention that even the secondary
effects which are only indirectly caused should be covered. How-
ever, the difficulties associated with the Pracya theory, namely
the non-produced effects such as the contentness are not covered
by the theory, are same here and they must be overcome by
holding the effectness merely conventional like earlier.

Conclusion

The theory of the effectness is dealt with by Indian episte-
mologists only incidentally; i.e. since the understanding of the
nature of the objectness is dependent on the understanding of
the nature of the effectness, the epistemologists have taken up-
the analysis of the effectness.

The Navya and Pracya analysis, though different in its
own way, are really the two sides of the same coin. For, the
effect, in actuality, is both a syntactico-semantical and a logical
entity since the same is perceived as the qualifier in the verbal
cognition and indeed produced by the action. Thus, the episte-
mologists ¢can be stated to have taken a very judicious stand in
the analysis of the effectness.



CHAPTER XI

THEORY OF NON-REFERENCE
(anabhidhdna)

Introduction

Panini had clearly distinguished the syntactical relations-
of the surface structure from the syntactico-semantical relation
or notion of the deep structure. He had visualized that the case
and other derivative endings represent the syntactico-semantical
relations at the surface level, whereas the kdrakas represent the
syntactico-semantical notions at the deep structure level. This
point is made clear from the analysis of his theory of karakas.
An important aspect of the Paniniyan grammar is that it
had already established almost one to one correspondance
between the case and other derivative endings and also syn-
tactico-semantical notions that they express. To establish this
all important aspect of one to one correspondance between the
case and other derivative endings and the syntactico-semantical
notions, Panini has come up with his theory of non-expression
or non-reference (anabhidhana).

Pinini rules that the accusative case ending is used in the
sense of the syntactico-semantical notion of ‘object’ karaka
(p.ii.2.2) and that the instrumental case ending is used in the
sense of the syatactico-semantical notions of both the ‘agent”
and the ‘instrument’ (p.ii.3.18) etc. Consequently, the accusative
case ending, after the word ‘grama’ expressing the object ‘village”
in the active statement ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro
gramam gacchati) and the instrumental case ending, after the
word ‘caitra’ expressing the agent ‘Caitra’ in the passive state-
ment ‘village is gone to by caitra’ (caitrena grimo gamyate) can
be explained as denoting the syntactico-semantical notion of
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the village being the object and also denoting the same notion
of Caitra being the ageut' respectively. However, the question
of why the accusative and instrumental case endings are not
used after the word ‘grama’, expressing the object ‘village’, and
also the word ‘caitra’, expressing the agent ‘Caitra’, respectively
{actually the nominative case ending ‘s’ is used after the words
‘grama’ and ‘caitra’ in passive and active constructions respect-
ively) remains to be explained; and also the question of how the
syntactico-semantical notion of the village being the object and
also the same potion of Caitra being the agent in the passive
and active constructions (i.e. ‘the village is gone to by Caitra’
(caitrena gramo gamyate) and ‘Caitra goes to the village’ (caitro
gramam gacchati) are expressed’ remain to be explained. For,
-despite that the words ‘grama’ and ‘caitra’, expressing the
“village’ and ‘Caitra’, occur in the nominative in the passive and
-active constructions respectively, the village and Caitra cannot
be denied from being the object and the agent of going at the
deep structure level since the village remains to be that which
‘the kartr seeks most to reach through his actions (ipsitatama)
-and Caitra remains to be that which is an independent kdraka
(svatantrah). .
To explain such usages, Panini has enjoined the rule that
“when the kdrakas such as the object, agent, instrument etc., are
~not expressed or referred to by the conjugational ending etc.,
i.e. when the conjugational endings etc., do not agree syntatcic-
ally with the object, agent etc., the accusative, the instrumental
etc., are used after the words expressing the kdrakas such as the
object, the agent and the instrument etc., anabhite (p. ii.3.1).
The rule (p. ii.3.1) is a governing (adhikara) rule and therefore
all the other rules enumerated under the head of this rule are
governed by the same. Thus, the rule should be construed as
that (i) when the object is not referred to, the accusative is used,
(ii) when the indirect object is not referred to, the dative is
used, (iii) when the agent and the instrument are not referred
to, the instrumental is used, (iv) when the ablation is not
referred to, the ablative is used and (v) when the location is not
referred to, the locative is used. For instance, consider the
following statements : (i) ‘caitro grdmam gacchati, (Caitra goes
to the village’) (ii) ‘caitrena gamyate gramah, (the village is
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gone to by Caitra), (iii) ‘viprdya gam dadati’ (he gives the cow
to the Brahmin), (iv) ‘d@niyo viprah’ (‘the Brahmin is the reci-
pient of the gift of cow’), (v) ‘curnena sniti> (‘be bathes with
the powder’), (vi) ‘snaniyam cirnam’ (‘the powder is to be
used as means of bathing’), (vii) ‘parvatat prapatoti’ (‘he falls
from the mountain), ‘prapatanah parvatak’ (the mountain is the
ablation of fallingi.e., from which one falls) (ix) ‘sthalyam:
dogdhi gam’ (‘be milks milk in the vessel) and (x) ‘godahant
sthali (the vessel is the locus of milking the cow’).

Here, in the first instance, the object village is not refer--
red to by the conjugational ending (i) and therefore, the word:
expressing the same, i.e. ‘gramam’ occurs in the accusative;.
whereas, in the second instance, the object is already referred.
to by the conjugational ending (fe) and therefore, the word
expressing the same object does not occurs in the accusative.
Again, in the second instance, the agent, Caitra, is not referred:
to by the conjugational ending (fe) and therefore, the word.
expressing the agent, i.e. ‘caitrena’ occurs in the instrumental;.
whereas, in the first instance, the agent is already referred to by
the conjugational ending (#i) and therefore, the word expressing.
the same agent, i.e. ‘caitrah’, does not occur in the instrumental.
In the third instance, the indirect object, Brahmin, is not
referred to by the grammatical element ‘iyq’ suffix and therefore
the word expressing the same indirect object, i.e. ‘vipraya’,.
occurs in the dative; whereas, in the forth instance, the indirect
object is already referred to by the suffix ‘Zya’ and therefore, the-
word expressing the same indirect object, i.e. ‘viprak’, does not
occur in the dative, In the fifth instance, the instrument,
{powder) is not referred to by the grammatical element ‘iya’
suffix and therefore, the word expressing the same instrument
i.e. ‘ciirnena’, occurs in the instrumental; whereas, in the sixth
instance, the instrument is already referred to by the suffix
{‘iya’) and therefore, the word expressing the same instrument
does not occur in the instrumental. In the seventh instance,
the ablation (mountain) is not referred to by the grammatical
element lyut suffix ana, and therefore, the word express the
same, ie. ‘parvatat’, occurs in the ablative; whereas, in the
eighth instance, the ablation is already referred to by the ‘lyut”
suffix, ‘ana’, and therefore, the word expressing the ablation, i.e.
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‘parvatah’, does not occur in the ablative. In the ninth instance,
the locus, vessel, is not referred to by the grammatical element
of ‘lyut’ suffix ‘an?’, and therefore, the word expressing the same,
i.e. ‘sthilyam’, occurs in the locative; whereas, in the tenth
instance, the locus is already referred to by the ‘lyut’ suffix
“ant’, and therefore, the word expressing the locus ie. sthali,
does not occur in the locative.

Here non-reference (anabhidhana) means either not stating
{(anukti) or not specifying (anirdesa) of the object etc. And non-
reference is either by conjugational endings (ti#), primary deri-
vative affixes (krr), secondary derivative suffixes (taddhita),
compounds (samdsa) or sometimes by parcticles (nipata).
Consider, for instance, following statements :

(i) ‘harih sevyate’ (Hari is served),
(i) “laksmya harih sevital’ (Hari is served by Laksmi),
(iii) ‘$atyah patah’ (A piece of clothing is to be cut),

(iv) ‘praptanando devadattal’ (Devadatta is one to whom
the joy has accrued),
(v) ‘visa vrkso’pi samvardhya (Even a poisonous tree,
svayam chettum having raised is not proper
asampratam’ to be cut off by himself ).

In the first instance, since the conjugational ending (te)
refers to the object (Hari), (i.e. expresses that Hari is the object
of serving), the word expressing the object, ‘hari’, does not occur
in the accusative. In the second instance, since the primary
derivative affix (fas) expresses that Hari is the object of serving,
the word expressing the object, ‘hari’, does not occur in the
accusative. In the third instance, since the secondary derivative
affix (ya) expresses that the piece of clothing is the object of
cutting, the word, expressing the object, ‘patah’, does not occur
in the accusative. In the forth instance, since the compound
praptananda (analysed as prdptah anandah yam sak) expresses®
that Devadatta is the object of accruing, the word expressing

1. However, Giridhara does not accept that compound too
refers to the karaka. According to him, the word ‘dnanda’
in the compound can be ta ken tohave the indication in
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the object, devadatta, does not occur in the accusative. And
finally, in the fifth instance, since the particle (api) expresses
that the poisonous tree is the object of raising, the word
expressing the object, ‘vrksa’, does not occur in the accusative.

It should be noted here that when the conjugational end-
ings etc., refer to the karakas such as the object, agent etc., the
rule pratipadikdrtha...(p. ii.3.46) becomes operative and governs
only the nominative case endings agreeing syntactically with
the verb or any other type of predicate used in the sentence.
Therefore, since, the object kdraka is referred to by the conju-
gational ending etc., the word expressing the same object
kdraka occurs in the nominative case ending “s’, in the above
statement ‘harih sevyate’ agreeing in turn, with the verb ‘sevyare’
in number etc. ’

Thus, it can be stated now that Panini had visualized that
case and other derivative endings represent the syntactico-
semantical relations at the surface level, whereas the karakas
represent the same at the deep structure level. Also, he had
visualished that there is a one to one correspondence between
the case and other derivative endings and also the syntactico-
semantical relations that they express.

Problem

However, epistemologists differ widely amonst themseleves
as to what is the meaning of the word non-expression’ or ‘non-
reference’ (anabhidhana) and how to interpret the rule. While
Patafijali and his followers consider the non-teference to the
number occurring the in the kdrakas such as the object, to be the
governing factor of use of the case endings; Katyayana views
‘the non-reference to the kdarakas as particular kdrakas to be the
governing factor of the use of the case endings. And following
him, Kaiyata, Bhartrhari etc. interpret the rule as governing
the accusative and other cases when the karaka—powers such
as the object power etc. are intended to be manifested. Also

the sense of the object of obtaining, conditioning the
agentness ‘occurring in the happiness. And hence, the
compound need not refer to such an obfect,
Vibhaktyarthanirnaya p. 73.
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logicians, mainly Gadadbara and his followers, interpret the
rule as governing the use of the case endings when that the
objectness etc., are intended to be the qualificands of the base
meaning; and ritualists, on the other hand, hold that the refe-
rence to the kdraka-ness as distinct from the objectness ete., is
the governing factor of such a usage. In the following pages,
we shall examine the various theories put forth by these episte-
mologists and the conclusion they lead to.

Katyayanas theory

Kityayana in vartika. 1. under the rule p. ii.3.1 intro-
duces plirvapaksin’s doubt regarding the necessity of the rule.
He states that the rule is not required because the principle that
‘the meanings already conveyed are not to be expressed again”
(uktarthanam aprayogah) can avoid the use of the accusative
and other case endings when the sense of the kdrakas such as
‘object’ (karman) etc. are referred to otherwise by other gram-
matical elements.

Katyayana, in reply to such a pirvapaksin’s doubt, states
as follows : The rule ‘when not referred to’ (anabhihite) has a
reference to the meanings of the case endings (vibhaktyartha).
And therefore, the rule means that ‘when a particular syntac-
tico-semantical notion (k@raka) such as the ‘object’ (karman) is
not already referred to by some other grammatical element, the
accusative and other case endings are used. Otherwise (i.e.
suppose the rule is not stated, then) the accusative and other
case endings can be applicable i.e. added in order to express
the number which are not expressed already.

Katyayana, further, states (in vdrtika regarding the use of
the nominative case ending) that when the meanings of the case
endings i.e. kdrakas have already been expressed otherwise, the
nominative case endings are used (abhihite prathamabhavah).

From this it becomes clear that, according to Katyayana,
the rule is meant to restrict the use of the accusative and other
case endings in the sense of the karakas such as the ‘object’ ete.,
only in the event when the same kdrakas are not already
expres:ed otherwise; and therefore, suppose the karakas are
already expressed otherwise, then only nominative is used.

Katyayana then limits the scope of the rule by stating that
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the non-reference should be by #iri (primary) suffix, a raddhita
(secondary) suffix or by compound formation. Here, ‘kriyate
katah’, ‘katah krtah’, aupagavah’, ‘kapataval’, ‘citraguh’ and
‘Sabalaguh are the examples. If this restriction is not imposed,
then the rule p. ii.3.1. would prevent the addition of the case
endings after words standing in syntactic agreement with a word
whose case ending has already expressed the syntactico-seman-
tical notion (k@raka) such as ‘karman’. For instance, the
accusative ending would become difficult to be added after the
word ‘bhisma’ in bhismam katam karoti’ (‘he makes a huge
mat) because the meaning of karman has already been expressed
by the accusative ending (am) occurring after the word kata.
Another problem Katyayana discusses is that when the
syntactico-semantical notion (kdraka) belonging to two verbs
has already been expressed by a suffix added to one of them,
the undesired consequence is that the relevant case ending
would not be possible. The examples are ‘prasdda aste (‘he sits
on the raised seat’) and ‘Sayana aste’ (he sits on the dais). Here,
the locative case ending would not be possible after the words
( prasada’ and Sayana) because the sense of location has already
been referred to by the ‘ghai’® affix in the word ‘prdasida’ and
‘Sayana’. Katyayana justifies the addition of the case endings
on the ground that one out of the two suffixes namely ‘ze’ after
‘@s’, has not expressed the same sense of location despite that
‘ghafi’ affix has already expressed the sense of the location.
Finally Katydyana, states that the purpose of the rule
(p. ii.3.1) is to avoid the Sesa sasthi (prescribed by the rule
(p. ii.3.65) in the statements with kz¢ derivaties. Suppose the
rule p.ii.3.1 is not there then the rule p. ii.3.65 being later,
would prevail over the rule p. ii.3.46 and thus would impose the
genitive instead of nominative case endings in statements such
as kartavyah katah (a mat is to be made) after the kr¢ derivative,

Khandadeva’s interpretation of Katyayanas theory

Khandadev, the ritualist, interprets Katyayana’s theory
of non-reference as follows : Nominative case endings can not
be considered to be referring to the nominal base-meanings
( pratipradikarthamatra). In that case, since the case endings, on
their own, can refer to the nominal base-meanings, the nominal
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‘base would be reduced. to the state of being merely suggestive of
the speakers intention for the case endings in the sense of the
‘base meanings; and hence could not be considered to be the
cause of verbal cognition. Therefore, the nominative case end-
ings must be regarded as referring to the state of being a karaka
-such as the objectness, agentness etc., which are already referred
to by other grammatical elements such as the conjugational
-ending etc.

It should be noted here that while the nominative case
endings refer to the objectness, agentness etc., as occurring in
particular kdrkas such as the village, Caitra etc., the conjuga-
‘tional endings etc., refer to the same in a very general way i.e. as
merely the objectness, agentness etc. Therefore, there is no
-difficulty of redundancy in reference.

Now, it cannot be claimed that the reference to the objcct-
mess, agentness etc., by the case endings as occurring in parti-
ccular karakas such as the village, Caitra etc., is alone enough to
understand the karakas as being the object, agent etc. and hence
-there is no need that the conjugational endings etc. should be
.accepted to refer to the same in general. For, in that case, nomi-
mative case ending(s) would become untenable after the word
“caitral’ in the active statement ‘Caitra cooks’ (caitrah pacati)
since the reference to the agentness etc., by the conjugational
ending etc., would not be the governing factor for the use of the
nominative case ending after the words expressing the agent.
Also, it cannot be claimed that the reference to the objectness,
agentness etc., by the conjugational endings etc., is alone suffi-
cient enough to govern the use of the nominative case endings
after the words expressing the object, agent etc. For, in that
case, the nominative case ending becomes impossible to avoid
after the word caitrena in the bhdve statement ‘it is slept by
caitra’ (caitrena supyate) since the conjugational ending (ze) does
refer to the agentness conditioned by sleeping in the explanation
of the same statement such as ‘sleeping is effected by Caitra’
{caitrena svapah kriyate). Thus, it must be accepted that the
reference to the objectness, agentness etc., by both the conjuga-
tional ending etc. and the case endings is the governing factor
for the use of the nominative case endings.

It can be objected now as follows : Since the k@raka-hood,
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that is already referred to by the conjugational ennings, parti-
cles etc., is accepted to be the meaning of th¢ nominative case
-endings, it would become necessary to frawie the governing
rule as that the nominative case erdings a ¢e used when either the
conjugational ending or the primary derivative affixes etc., refer
‘to the kdraka-hood, and also as that the accusative and other
-case endings are used when neither the conjugational endings
nor the primary derivative affixes etc. refer to the kdraka-hood.
And therefore, the incorrect statements such as ‘the cook is
-eaten by Caitra’ (caitrena pacako bhunkte) woule become
necessary when actually what is meant is that ‘Caitra, the cook,
-eats’ (caitrah pdcako bhurkte). This is so because, here the
agentness of Caitra can be said to be conditioned by both the
“cooking’ action expressed the primary derivative suffix (‘aka’ in
pacaka), and also the ‘eating’ action expressed by the conjuga-
‘tional ending (fe in bhurikte). However, when the agentness of
‘Caitra is considered to be conditioned by the cooking action, the
-same agentness becomes referred to by only the primary deriva-
‘tive suffix and not by the conjgational ending ‘ze’. Thus, since
‘the agentness of Caitra is not referred to by the conjugational
-ending (te), the instrumental case ending can be insisted to be
-used after the word ‘caitra’ in the statement.

To such an objeetion Kétyayana can be said to have for~
‘mulated his theory of non-reference as follows : the non-refere-
nce to the agentness, objectness etc., by the conjugational end-
ings, primary derivative affixes etc., governs the instrumental,
accusative etc,, provided that the same conjugational endings,
primary derivative suffixes etc., occur respectively after the
verb, primary derivative etc., which in turn, express the actions
conditioning the agentness, objectness etc. And now, since in
statements ‘Caitra, the cook, eats’ (caitrah pacako bhurikte), the
agentness of Caitra is conditioned by the ‘cooking’ action ex-
pressed by the primary derivative ( pacaka) after which the deri-
vative suffix (aka) occurs, the non-reference to the same agent-
ness by the conjugational ending (fe) occurring after the verb
{(bhurikte) expressing the ‘eating’ action, coannt be considered to
be the governing factor for the use of the instrumental case
ending.
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Observation

It should be observed now that the above interpretation of”
Katyayana’s explanation of the rule p.ii.3.1is based on the
theory that the object such as the rice grains in active statements
such as ‘Caitra cooks the rice grains’ (caitrah tandulam pacati)-
and the agent such as Caitra in the passive statement such as
‘rice grain(s) is (are) cooked by Caitra’ (caitrena pacyate tandu--
lah) are indeed referred to by the accusative base word ‘tandula™
and the instrumental base-word ‘Caitra’. And hence, his expla-
nation of the rule p.ii.3.1 cannot be taken literally i.e. that:
the accusative, instrumental etc. are used when the object, agent
etc., are not referred to; for, in that case, the accusative and
the instrumental case endings after the word (fandula) expressing
the object (i.e. the rice grains) and the word ‘caitra’ expressing:
the agent (i.e. caitra) respectively would become impossible
to justify since the object ‘rice grains’ and the agent ‘Caitra’ are
already referred to by base-words themselves; and so no need to-
refer to them again through the accusative and the instrumental
case endings. On the other hand, suppose the rule (p. ii.3.1)is
interpreted to mean that the accusative etc., are used when the
objectness etc., are not referred to, then the accusative case
ending after the word ‘fandula’ and the instrumental case ending.
after the word ‘caitra’ in those statements would become tenable
since the objectness of rice grains and also the agentness of
Caitra are not already referred to by the conjugational endings
etc. This is inspite of the fact that the object and the agent are
already referred to by the accusative and also the instrumental
base words, namely, tandula and ‘caitra’ respectively.

Kaiyata’s view

Kaiyata was greatly influenced by Katyayanas explanation
of the rule p.ii.3.1. Nevertheless, he introduces the new accept of”
the karaka power to explain the rule. According to him, the rule:
is meant to prevent the accusative and other case endings when
the kdraka powers such as the object(ness) etc. are not manifest.
This theory can be explained as follows : Base words (i.e. nomi-
nal stems) refer to (i) base meanings, (ii) substance, (iii) gender,.
(iv) number and (v) kd@raka. Therefore, the base words such as-
kata in the passive katah kriyate (mat is made), can refer to the
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-object i.e. such as mat. However, since the karaka power such
as the object(ness) remains unmanifest, the accusative case
-ending becomes operative after the word expressing the object
‘(i.e. kata). In order that, the accusative be prevented, in such
cases, from being used after the word such as ‘kata’ in ‘katah
kriyate’ etc., Panini has composed the rule p.ii.3.1. Thus, the
rule should be interpreted as that the accusative and other case
endings are used after the words expressing the object karcka
-etc., provided that the kdraka powers such as the object(ness)
are intended to be manifest.

Observation

It may be observed, here, now that the difference between
‘Katyayana’s theory of non-reference and also Kaiyatas theory
-of non-reference is only in their perception of the objectness and
-other kdraka properties. For, whereas Katydyana interprets the
rule p. ii.3.1 as governing the accusative and other case endings
when the properties of kdraka such as the objectness is not
referred to; the author of pradipa interprets the same rule
as governing the accusative and other case endings when the
Jkdaraka powers such as the objectness etc., are not intended to
be manifest. Thus, accept for the difference in their perception
-of the objectness etc., as being either the properties of kdraka,
-or as karaka powers, both the epistemologists follow almost
identical path in thier interpretation of the rule p. ii.3.1.

Bhartrharis view

Bhartrhari too accepts that the rule p.ii.3.1 is meant to
‘prevent the use of the accusative and other karaka case endings
‘when the karaka power such as the objectness etc. is referred to
‘by the conjugational ending etc. However, he hold that the two
separate kdraka powers such as the primary karaka power and
also the secondary kdaraka power, which may co-exist in one
and the same substance, need not be referred to separately
by the conjugational endings etc. to prevent the accusative
-case ending etc., after the words expressing the object etc.
According to him, the primary and secondary karaka powers

3. pradipa in Mahabhasya on p. ii.3.i.
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occurring in a single substance may separately by condi-
tioned by two distinct actions, i.e. primary action and also-
a secondary action. In such cases, the secondary kéaraka-
power too becomes referred to by the conjugational affixes (or-
the primary derivative affix etc.,) that refer to the primary
kdraka power. Consider for instance, the statement ‘The rice,
having been cooked, is eaten’ ( paktva odano bhujyate). Here the-
primary kdraka power (i.e. the primary objectness), occurring in
rice, is conditioned by the primary action, namely, the eating;:
and the secondary kdraka power, (i.e. the secondary objectness)-
also occurring in the same rice, is conditioned by the secondary
action, namely, the cooking. And, since the conjugational affix, .
namely, (fe), occurring after the verb ‘bhurij’, expressing the
primary action (i.e. eating), refers to the primary kdraka power-
of the rice, the secondary kdraka power of the rice too becomes
referred to by the same conjugational affix. However, in such
cases, the primary kdraka power does not become referred to by
the derivative affix occurring after the verb expressing the secon-
dary action despite that the same derivative affix refers to the-
secondary kdraka power occurring in the rice. Consider, for
instance, the statement ‘he eats the cooked rice’ ( pakvam oda--
nam bnunkte). Here, the primary kdraka power (i.e. the primary-
objectness), occurring in the rice and conditioned by the primary
action, namely, eating, is not referred to by the derivative affix.
(vam), occurring after the verb ‘pac’ expressing the secondary.
action, namely, cooking; despite that the same affix refers to the-
secondary kdraka power occurring in the rice. Thus, the objec-
tion that ‘accusative case ending ‘am’ should not be used after-
the word ‘oddnam’ expressing the object ‘rice’ in the statement
‘pakvam odanam bhurkte since the secondary kdraka power-
occurring in the rice is already referred to by the derivative affix”
stands refuted. This is so because, inspite of the fact that the
secondary karaka power, occurring in the rice, is referred to by
the derivative affix (vam), the primary kdraka power occurring:
in the same rice, is not referred to by the same derivative affix;-
and unless, the primary karaka power is referied to, the accu-
sative and other kdraka cases cannot be dropped. Also, the:

4. Vakyapadipa, pp. 297-363.
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objection that the accusative and other kdraka case endings
must be used after the word ‘odanal’ expressing the object,
‘rice’, in the statement ‘the rice, having been cooked, is eaten®
(paktvaudano bhujyate) since the secondary kdraka power
occurring in the rice is not referred to by the derivative affix
‘tva’ stands refuted. This is so because, inspite of the fact that
the secondary karaka power, occurring in the rice, is not refer-
red to by the derivative affix, the primary karaka power, also
occurring in the same rice, is referred to by the conjugational
endings ‘te’ occurring after the verb ‘bhujya’ expressing the
primary action, eating; and hence the secondary kdraka power
too becomes referred to by the conjugational ending ‘ze’.

Observation

It can be stated now that according to Bhartrhari also, the
rule p.ii.3.1 is meant to prevent the accusative and other
kdaraka case endings when the kdraka powers such as the object-
ness are already referred to; however, according to him, the non-
reference to the secondary kdraka power is not the governing
factor for the use of the accusative and other kdraka case
endings, but rather, the non-reference to the primary kdraka
power is the only governing factor for the use of such case
endings.

Patafijali’s explanation of the rule p. ii.3.1 and his
theory of non-reference

According to Patanjali, the term ‘anabhihite’ means either
‘not stated already’ (anukta) or ‘not specified already’ (anirdista)
Patafijali, under vartika 1, of p.ii.2.1 introduces the Pirva-
paksins doubt regarding the necessity of the rule as follows :
The rule is not required because the principle of ‘wktarthanam
aprajogak’ (the meanings already conveyed need not be expres-
sed again) can avoid the accusative and other case endings after
the words expressing the object etc., when the sense of the
karakas such as the ‘object’ (karaman) are referred to already
otherwise. For instance, in ‘bhinatti’ etc., the general suffix “Sup”
etc. are not added because the meaning conveyed by such affixes
is already conveyed by the special suffix ‘Snam’ etc.

Similarly, by the same principle, the addition of the accu-
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sative and other case endings can also be avoided in the sense
of the karakas; and therefore, the rule is redundat.

Patanjali refutes the parvapaksin’s position by reasoning
as follows : the rule is necessary to avoid the accusative and
other case endings after the words expressing the object and
other kdrakas such as ‘kata’ in ‘krtah katah’ etc., when the
‘object’ and other kdrakas are already expressed by the ‘kre’
suffix etc., but the number singularity etc., which are the mean-
ings of case endings, are not expressed. (ekatvadayo vibhaktya-
rthah tesvanabhihitesu karmadayo’bhihita vibhaktinam utpattau
nimittatviya ma bhivan).

Pataijali® differs from Vartikakara regarding the meaning
of the case endings and also the use of the nominative case
endings. According to him, the case endings convey two types
of meanings, syntactico-semantical notions (k@rakas) or number
(sarikhya). However, here only the number is intended to be the
meaning of the case endings. Thus, even when the syntactico-
semantical notions like ‘karman’ have already been conveyed;
the notion of number would remain unexpressed. Therefore, the
rule should be understood as governing the accusative and
other kdraka case endings when the number belonging to the
karakas such as the ‘object’ etc., has not been already expressed.

Regarding the use of the nominative case endings, be
states that the nominative case endings are not used when the
notion of number has already been expressed (abhihite pratha-
maydh abhavah). He explains that in ‘vrksal’, “plaksah’ etc. the
notion of the base-meaning ( pratipadikartha) has already been
conveyed by the base ( pratipadika) itself. Therefore, if nomi-
native case endings convey any notion other than number (i.e.
kdraka or pratipadikartha), then the nominative ending could
not be added because the pratipadikirtha is already conveyed.
Thus, it should be accepted that the nominative case endings
are added when the notion of number, belonging to the prati-
padikartha, is not conveyed already.

Another problem Patanjali discussess is the use of the
relevant case ending when the syntactico-semantical notion

5. See the article on meaning of the nominative case ending
for more detail.
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«(kdraka) belonging to two verbs has already been expressed by
a suffix added to one of them.

Patanjali in this connection, states that in ‘dsana dste’,
“$ayane Sete’ etc., the root ds- as it occurs in dsana or the root
‘$i-> as it occurs in Sayana, is different from the root ds- as it
-occurs iu ‘dste’ or form the root ‘Si-* as it occurs in ‘Sete’. For,
in the word ‘dsana’, the root as- gives indication regarding the
time element (ka@la) or operator (sddhana), whereas the root as-
in dste does not give any indication regarding the present time
and also the operator i.e. agent. Thus, they are different roots.
And since the roots differ, the sense of location in connection
-with the actions signified by ‘ds-’ and, ‘$i-’in dste and Sete are
-also different; and hence not referred to. Thus, to convey such a
-sense of location the locative case ending is added after ‘@sana’
and ‘$ayana’ in such statements.

In this connection Patanjali discusses the nature of sddhana
-or karaka. Accoding to him, suppose sddhana or karakais a
a substance (dravya) then, due to the fixed nature of a subs-
tance, one and the same thing would become difficult to be
considered as different kdrakas under different conditions or
circumstances. On the other hand, suppose a kdraka is consi-
dered to be a guna or a referential quality, then, due to a vary-
ing nature of referential quality, one and the same thing can be
considered to be different kdrakas under different circumstances.
Thus, tree becomes, an object of cutting somewhere, and the
locus of standing elsewhere.

QObservation

Patanjali opposes the piirvapaksin’s position that in state-
ments such as ‘mat is made’ (krtah katah), the fact that the mat
is the object (kdraka) of making is already referred to by the
primary derivative suffix (ta); and therefore, the use of the accu-
sative case ending after the word expressing the mat i.e. ‘kata’,
can be prevented from the grammatical convention that ‘the
words, when their meanings are already conveyed through other
means, are never used in a sentence again’; and thus, the rule
p. ii.3.1is unnecessary if meant to prevent such a use of the
accusative and other case endings after the words expressing the
kdrakas such as object when the same has already been referred
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to by the primary derivative etc. According to him, the rule
p. ii.3.1 is meant to govern the use of the accusative and other
case endings after the words expressing the kdrakas such as.
object, agent, etc., when the number singularity etc., is intended
to be referred to by the accusative and other case endings as
being related to the kdrakas such as the object, agent that are
not already referred to by the primary derivative etc. And this
fact can be explained as follows: Accusative and other case end-
ings refer to the number singularity etc., which are present in the-
object and other karakas. And, the number singularity etc., are
intended to be related to the object and other kdrakas as quali-
fiers. Hence, inspite of the fact that the primary derivative suffix
(ta) has already referred to the kdraka notion that the mat is the:
object (karaka) of making, the accusative ending can be insisted
to be used with the intention that the same should refer to the
number singularity in the statement ‘mat is made’ (krtah katah).
In order that such a use of the accusative etc. be prevented from:
being used Panini has enjoined the rule ‘anabhihite’ p.ii.3.1.
Now, since in statement ‘mat is made’ (katah krtah), the number
singularity is not intended to be referred to by the accusative:
case ending as being related to the object (karaka), that is not
already referred to by the primary derivative (za), the accusative-
case ending cannot be insisted to be used after the word ‘kata”
in the statement.

View of Bhattoji and NageSa _

Both Bhattoji Diksita and Nageéa Bhatta closely follow
Patanjali’s interpretation of the rule p. ii.3.1 and hold the view
that the rule has been composed to govern the accusative and
other case endings when the same are intended to refer to the
number singularity etc. However, Nage$a Bhatta makes an:
interesting observation regarding the usefulness of such a rule,.
His obsevation can be summarized as follows: The rule ‘accusa-
tive is used in the sense of the object’ (karmani dvitiya p. ii.3.2)
etc. form a single sentence along with the rule ‘singular and dual
endings are used in the sense of singularity and duality’ (dvye-
kayoh dvivacanaikavacane p.i.4.22). Consequently, the rule
P. 1i.3.2 together with the rule i.4.22 means that the case endings.
such as the accusative singular and the accusative dual are used:
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in the sense of singular and duval object(s). However, the accu-
sative singular, and other case endings can be held either to
refer to the number(s) as qualifying the object and other
karakas or to refer to the object and other kdrakas as quali-
fying the numter(s). In the first instance, the object etc. would
become the primary meaning of the case endings and the
numbers mere subordinate to the same (object etc.). In the
second instance, the number(s) would become the primary
meaning of the case endings and the object etc. mere subordi-
nate to the same number(s). Now, suppose the case endings are
held to refer to the object etc. as primary meanings and to the
number(s) as mere subordinate, then the rule ‘when not referred
to’ (p. ii.3.1) becomes impossible to justify. This is so because,
in that case, 'the rule (p. ii.3.2) would mean that the accus-
ative singular and other case endings are used when the fact
that something (mat) is the object karaka etc. is intended to be
understood. And since, in the statement such as ‘mat is made’
(krtah katah), the primary meaning of the accusative case end-
ings (i.e. the fact that mat is the object karaka) is already under-
stood by the primary derivative suffix (ta), the use of the accusa-
tive case endings gets prevented due to the grammatical
convention that ‘the words, when their meanings are already
conveyed through other means, are never used again’ itself. And
thus, the rule ‘when not referred to (p.ii 3.1) would have no
occasion to operate.,

However, suppose the case endings are held to refer to the
numbers, singularity etc. as the primary meaning(s), then the
rule p. ii.3.2 can be justified. This is so because, in that case,
the rule (p. ii.3.2) would mean that the accusative singular and
other case endings are used when the numbers, singularity etc.,
occurring in the object etc., are intended to be understood. And,
since, in the statement such as ‘mat is made’, only the subordi-
nate (i.e. the object kdraka) is referred to by the primary deriva-
tive suffix’ (za), the accusative case ending becomes necessary
after the word expressing the mat (i.e. kata) so that the number
singularity etc., occurring in the mat, can be understood. Now,

6. Praudhamonorama, p. 788.
“ 7. Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 557.
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to prevent such a non-grammatical usage of the accusative case
-ending after the word ‘kata’, etc., the rule ‘when not referred to’
(p. ii.3.1) is necessary.

Observation

It must be noted here, that this observation of Nagesa
Bhatta further restricts the usefulness of the rule (p.ii.3.1)to
the interpretation of the rule (p. iii.3.2) that the same rule forms
singularity of sentence with the rule p.i.4.22. Thus, according
to Nagesha the accusative singular and other case endings are
used when the number(s) singularity etc., occurring in the object
-etc., are intended to be understood’ only.

Gdadhara’s critical examination of Patafijali’s theory

Gadadhara makes a critical examination of the theory of
‘Patafijali that non-reference to the number is the governing
factor for the use of the accusative and other case endings.
Following is an account of Gadadhara critical examination ¢
For Patafijali, conjugational endings such as 7/’ in ‘pacati’ (he
cooks) and ‘fe’ in ‘pacyate’ (it is cooked) etc. must be accepted
to be referring to the number occurring in the agent and object
tespectively. He holds that this is necessitated by the fact that
otherwise the instrumental and accusative case-endings would
become an impossibility after the words expressing the agent
and the object (i.e. ‘caitra’ and ‘tanpdula’) respectively in the
passive and active statements such as ‘rice grains are cooked by
‘Caitra’ (caitrena pacyate tandulah) and ‘Caitra cooks rice grains’
(caitrah pacati tandulam). And since, the conjugational endings
(‘ti’ and ‘te’) are not recognized to be referring to the agent-
ness and the objectness, and hence non-reference to the same
(agentness and objectness) cannot be considered to be the gover-
ning factor for the use of the instrumental and the accusative
case-endings, the rule such as ‘the instrumental and also accu-
sative case-endings are used after the words expressing the agent
and also the object’ should be understood as assigning the
instrumental and also the accusative case endings after the
words expressing the agent and also the object respectively pro-
vided that the number singularity in them is not referred to

8. Vyutpattivada, p. 180-200.
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already. However, such a theory is not tenable : the non-
reference to the number (singularity etc.) occurring in the agent
etc. cannot be the governing factor for the use of the instrumen-
tal and other case endings after the words expressing the agent
and others. For, despite that the conjugational endings such as
‘te’ refer to the singularity in the agent, namely, Caitra, the
passive statement ‘rice grain(s) is (are) cooked by Caitra’
(tandulah pacyate caitrena) has the insirumental case-ending
occurring after the word ‘caitra’ expressing the agent.

Patafijali may be taken to overcome the difficulty by
holding as follows : The non-reference to the number by the
conjugational ending etc., means that the conjugational
endings etc. are not conducive to the cognition of the number
as qualifying the agent, the qualificand. Thus, the rule that
the instrumental etc. should be used after the word expressing
the agent etc., means that ‘the instruemntal case-ending etc. are-
used after the words expressing the agent etc. which (i.e. words)
are associated with the conjugational ending that, in turn,.
is not condusive to the the verbal cognition of the number
qualifying the agent, the qualificand.

In the passive statement °‘caitrena pacyate tandulal’, the
conjugational ending ‘te’, is not conducive to the verbal cogni-
tion wherein the number, singularity, is the qualifier of the agent.
‘Caitra’. This is so because, since in the cognition involving the-
relation of the productive activity, only the meaning, referred to
by the nominative word such as ‘fandulal’ (rice grains) in the
passive statement and ‘caitral’. (Caitra) in an active statement,
is the substratum (i.e. chief qualificand), the passive conjuga-
tional ending (fe) can refer to the number, relating to only the-
object ‘rice grains’ and the active conjugational ending (#) can
refer to the number relating to only the agent ‘Caitra’. Thus,
the non-reference to the number, sinigularity i.e. the passive con-
jugational ending being non-conducive to the generation of the-
cognition wherein the number (singularity) qualifies the agent
(Caitra), can very well be established in the passive statement.

Refutation of Patafijalis theory
However, this theory of Pataiijali is not tenable. In this
sheory, the non-reference to the number is viewed as the con--
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jugational ending being non-conducive to the cognition wherein
the number qualifies the agent etc. However; the fact is that
such a non-conduciveness cannot be defined properly. Suppose
it is defined as the being the possessor of the absence of the
reference to the knowledge that produces the cognition of the
number qualifying the agent etc., then the instrumental case-
ending would become necessary after the word expressing the
agent (Caitra) even in active statements provided that the know-
ledge of the particular conjugational ending associated with the
same, does not produce the cognition of the number qualifying
the agent in the absence of some other secondary cause. Also,
-suppose it is defined as the being the absence of the conju-
gational and other endings that are the objects of the know-
ledge of the potential ability to produce the cognition of
the number, then it could be claimed that even the drmane-
pada ending (te), associated with yak suffix, has the potential
ability to produce such a cognition. And, thus, it would
become impossible to establish a conjugational ending which
is not an object of the knowledge of the potential ability to
produce such a cognition. For instance, consider the follow-
ing two statements ‘Caitra will cook’ (caitrah paksyate), and
“rice grains will be cooked’ (tandulah paksyate). Here, the same
conjugational ending ‘te’ is known to produce the cognition of
the singularity qualifying the ‘agent’, ‘Caitra’ and the object
“rice grains’ in the first and the second statements respectively.
Consequently, the same conjugational ending ‘e’ does indeed
possess the potentiality to produce the cognition of the singula-
rity qualifying the agent in the passive statement as well and
hence the instrumental after the word become difficult to
-explain. Thus, it is not correct to interpret that the non-refere-
nce is the being the absence of the conjugational and other
endings that are objects of the knowledge of the potential ability
to produce the cognition of the number.
51s0, suppose the non-reference to the number is held to be
the governing factor for the use of the instrumental case (after
the word expressing the agent in the passive statement) and for
the use of the accusative case (after the word expressing the
object in the active state nent), then the use of the instrumental
and accusative case endings after the word expressing the agent
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and also the object respectviely in the statements ‘Caitra’s own-
self is seen by Caitra’ (caitrena svam drSyate) and ‘Caitra sees
himself ’ (caitrah svam rasyati) would become difficult to explain.
For, in those cases, the conjugational endings in drsyate and
Dpasyati do not refer to the number i.e. do not have the syntacti-
cal expectancy (i.e. sequence of words) that can produce the cog-
nition of the number as qualifying both Caitra and rice grains.

It may be suggested here now as follows: That the conven-
tion is that only when a sequence of finite verb and a word
expressing the agent, conditions the reference to the knowledge
that produces the cognition of the number as qualifying ‘the
agent, the non-qualificand instrumental case ending is used after
the word expressing the agent. Consequently, since, in the first
statement (caitrena drsyate svam), the sequence of the finite verb
drsyate and the word ‘svam’ can indeed produce the cognition of
the number as qualifying Caitra himself, there is no occasion
for considering the use of the instrumental case ending after the
word ‘caitra’ as untenable. Also, since, in the second statement
{caitrak svam pasyati), the sequence of the finite verb ‘pasyati’
and the word ‘caitral’ can produce the verbal cognition of the
number as qualifying Caitra, the qualificand, there is no occa-
sion for considering the use of the accusative case-ending after
the word ‘svam’ as untenable.

However, this suggestion is not correct. It is necessary
to explain the purpose of the inclusion of the rule that the
instrumental case ending is used after the words expressing both
the ‘agent’ and the ‘instrument’ (kartr karanayos trtiya) under
the head (anabhihite). Suppose it is stated that the purpose is to
prevent the use of the instrumental and accusative case endings
after the words ‘caitra’ (Caitra) and ‘tandula’ (rice grains)
tespectively in the statements ‘caitrah pacati’ (Caitra cooks) and
‘tandulah pacyate’ ‘tice grains are cooked’, then it must also be
-explained as to how the rule prevents such a usage i.e. whether
the rule prevents such a usage just like a magical stone prevents
the power of burning in the fire etc. or it does so due to some
syntactico-semantical relation being already referred to by other
sources. And it is not simply possible to accept that the rule pre-
vents such a usage just like a magical stone. Also if the same rule
prevents the use of the instrumental and accusative cases due to
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some syntacto-semantical relation being already referred to by
other sources, then it is necessary to state such source clearly.
Again, it may be suggested as follows : That the purpose of
such a rule is to make one understand that it is grammatically
incorrect to use the instrumental and also the accusative case
endings after the words expressing the agent and the object in
the active ( pacati) and passive ( pacyate) statements, since the-
syntactical expectation that is conducive to the cognition of the-
agentness and the objectness is lacking in such case endings.
However, this suggestion is also incorrect : For, it is not
possible to obtain the grammatical incorrectness of the usiges
of such case endings from the said interpretation of the rule:
‘kartr karanayol’. Also, the sequence of the active finite verb
‘pacati’ and the instrumental, ‘caitrera’ and also the sequence
of the passive finite verb, ‘pacyate’ and the accusative, zandulam
which constitute such incorrect statements as ‘caitrena pacati’
(cooks by Caitra) and ‘tandulam pacyate’ (to rice grains is cook-
ed), cannot be considered to be the cause of the cognition of the:
number qualifying the agent ‘Caitra’ and also the object ‘rice
grains’ since only the sequence of the active finite verb ‘pacati™
and the nominative of the word expressing the agent i.e. ‘caitrah’
and also the sequence of the passive finite verb ‘pacyate’ and the
nominative of the word expressing the object i e. ‘tandulal’, is
the cause of such a cognition. Consequently, the instrumental
ending (ena) after the word expressing the agent (i.e. caitra) and
also the accusative ending (am) after the word expressing the
object (i.e. tandula) cannot be avoided in the incorrect statements.
‘caitrena pacati’ and ‘tandulam pacyate’ since such sequences
are not conducive to the cognition of number in the agent
‘Caitra’ and also the object ‘rice grains’.

Thus, it is necessary to accept that what governs the use
of instrumental, accusative and other case endings is the non-
reference to the agentness, the objectness etc. which are common
to both primary and secondary agents, objects etc., by the con-
jugational endings, primary and secondary affixes, compounds
and particles in association with the words expressing the agent
and the object etc. Raghunatha Shiromani, the author of
Didhiti, too has placed a great emphasis in this interpretation
of the rule only.
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theory. The underlying reason for this alternative theory is that
the nominal bases alone have the competency to denote all the
senses and therefore case endings can be held to be suggestive of
such senses i.e. to be determining factor as to what sense the
bases should denote under what circumstances.

Pracya theory

Pracya logicians hold that the word ‘object’ (karman) in
the rule ‘karmani dvitiy@ (p.ii.3.2) is meant to convery the
objectness (karmatva). And the locative case ending (i) occuring
after the word ‘karman’ means ‘what refers to’ (vacaka). Conse-
quently, the rule means that the accusative case ending refers
to the objectness.

They hold so because the word ‘karman’ cannot be taken
literally to mean the ‘object’. For, despite that one can cognize
the object as identical with the village, by relating the base-
meaning ‘village’ (grdma) etc. to the ‘object’, the accusative
meaning, through identity, in the statements such as ‘he goes to
the village’ (gramam gacchati), the same (object) cannot be
directly related to the action of going etc. And suppose the
object is related to the action of going etc. through the indirect
relation of conditioning the objectness occurring in itself
(svanistha karmata nirdpakatva), then the heaviness would
result in such an assumption. Thus, the word ‘karman’ must
be taken to mean the objectness.

Now, the objectness is analysed as the being the abode of
the effect produced by the action of going etc. And in such an
analysis, the action is obtained through the verbal root; where-
as the relation of producing between the action and the effect is
obtained through the principle of syntactico-semantical
relations. Thus, only the effect such as ‘contact’ remains to be
obtained as the meaning of the accusative case ending as the
same is not obtained through otherwise.

According to this theory, the syntactico-semantical rela-
tions involved in an accusative statement such ‘Caitra goes to the
village’ (caitrah gramam gacchati) can be explained as follows :
The accusative case ending (am) occuring after the word ‘grama’

6. Vyutpattivada, p. 207.
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refers to the effect ‘contact’. And the accusative base meaning,
namely, the ‘village’ is related to such an effect through the
relation of the superstratumness. The verbal root, namely, ‘go’
{gam) refers to the action of going. And the effect ‘contact’
relates to such an action of going through the relation of pro-
ducing; whereas the action is related to the nominative meaning,
namely, Caitra through the abodeness or substratumness. Thus,
one cognizes, according to the Pracyas, that ‘Caitra is the abode
or substratum of the action of going that produces the effect
‘contact’ occurring in the ‘village’ from such a statement,

‘Observation

Pracyas theory is based on the ground that Panini has
prescribed the accusative case endings in the sense of the object
ness (and not mere object). Pracyas argue that the objects like
the village are already expressed by the accusative bases such as
(grdma) and hence there is no need to express the same again.
Also they justify their interpretation of the rule on the ground
that Panini has used the expression ‘karmani’ instead of
‘karmatve’ for the sake of only economy; and therefore meant
-only ‘karmatve’.

According to the Pracyas, only the effect (‘contact’ etc.),
-which is not expressed by any other word, should be considered
'to be the meaning of the accusative case endings since the
-objectness is to be analysed as the being the abode of the effect
sproduced by the root meaning ‘action’; and the abode i.e. the
-village and the action are already expressed by the accusative
stem ‘grama’ and the verbal root ‘gam’ respectively.

. Difficulty in Pracya theory

Jagadi§d points out an epistemological difficulty? in the
“Pracya theory as follows : Since the Pracyas hold that the verbal
‘roots such as ‘leave’ (tyaj) and ‘go’ (gam) refer to mere action,
“both the roots would need to convey the sense of only movement
~or motion. And, thus, since no difference can be established
+between the senses conveyed by the two roots, both ‘leave’ and
‘g0’ would become synonymous. Consequently, the established

7. Sabdasaktiprakaslka, p. 321.
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statements like ‘leaving is not going’ (tydgo na gamanam) would
become untenable. Also, it is not possible to avoid such a
difficulty by accepting that the roots ‘leave’ (fyaj) and ‘go’ (gam)
bave indications in two different senses, namely, the action of
‘leaving’ delimited by the ‘effect separation’ and the action of
going delimited by the effect ‘contact’ respectively. For, in that
case, although the difficulty of explaining the statement ‘leaving
is not going’ can be overcome (i.e. the statement can be explain-
ed as tenable due to the fact that the root ‘leave’ conveys, by
indication, the leaving delimited by separation and the root ‘go’
conveys, by indication, the ‘going’ delimited by contact’), the
verbal cognition produced from the statements such as ‘bird
leaves the tree’ (vrksam tyajati) etc. which involve such roots as
‘leave’ becomes untenable. This is so because, since the accusa-
tive case ending (am) refers to the effect such as separation and
the root ‘leave’ conveys the sense of the leaving delimited by
the effect ‘separation’, the verbal cognition would be that the
bird is the abode of the action of leaving, delimited by the
separation which i.e. the action produces the effect separation
from the tree; and such a verbal cognition is not epistemologi-
cally tenable because the effect ‘separation’ is perceived twice in
such a cognition : i.e. once as the meaning conveyed by the
accusative case ending and again as the meaning conveyed by
the verbal root.

Also, it is not possible to accept that one and the same
meaning can be perceived twice in the verbal cognition; for, in
that case, the statement such as ‘the person has the pot-produc-
ing staff which produces the blue pot’ (nila ghata janaka ghata
Jjanaka dandavan) could also be insisted to produce a valid
verbal cognition.

Avoidance of difficulty
Jagadida, however, suggests® that the above epistemological
difficulty in the Pracya theory can be avoided by assuming a

8. It should be noted here that epistemologists like Jagadisa
accept the verbal cognition wherein the qualifier and the
qualificand are essentially the same, but the qualifier is per-
ceived to have a distinct quality. Thus, the cogsition from



292 Epistemolt;gy. Logic and Grammer-

special cause and effect relationship. According to him, it
should be assumed that only the reference to the action pro-
duced by a particular verbal root such as ‘leave’ (tyaj) or ‘go’
(gam) is the cause of the verbal cognition wherein a particular
effect such as separation or contact is perceived as qualifying
the action. Consequently, the verbal cognition, wherein the-
effect ‘separation’ qualifies the action, can be explained from.
the statement ‘bird leaves the tree’ since only the reference to
the action produced by the root ‘leave’ (tyagj) can be found in
such instances. Also, Jagadisa points out that in the assumption
of such a cause and effect relationship, the statement such as ‘he
goes to the village’ (gramam gacchati) can be avoided when
Caitra has the action conducive to the separation from the
village i.e. when Caitra leaves  the village. This is so because
such a statement cannot produce the verbal cognition, wherein
the effect ‘separation’ qualifies the action, since the required.
cause namely, the reference to the action from the particular
root ‘leave’ (tyaj) is absent there.

Navya’s theory

Navyas strongly® oppose the theory of the Pracyas.
According to them, the accusative case endings should be:
accepted to refer to only the syntactico-semantical relations
such as the superstratumness (@dheyatva). They hold that
verbal roots such as ‘go’ (gam) refer to the action such as going
delimited by the effect such as contact. And thus, since both-
the action and its effect are obtained through the verbal root
itself, only the syntactico-semantical relation such as the-
superstratumness is the meaning of the accusative case endings.

According to the Navyas theory, the syntactico-semanti-
cal relations involved in an accusative statement such as ‘Caitra
goes to the village’ (caitrak gramam gacchati) can be explained as
follows. The accusative case ending (am) which occurs after the
word ‘grama’ refers to the superstratumness (@dheyatd). And the -

‘staff holder is a red staff-holder’ (dandavan raktadandavin)
is tenable because the qualifier, namely, ‘red staff-holder’ is -
perceived to have a distinct quality such as redness.

9. Vyutpattivdada, p. 215.
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-accusative base meaning, namely, the village, relates to the super-

stratumness through the conditioning (nir@pitata). The root ‘go’
{gam) refers to the action of going as delimited by the effect
‘contact’; whereas the verbal ending (i) refers to the substra-
tumness (@Srayata) which is, identical with the agentness. The
-accusative meaning, namely the superstratumness, relates to the
effect, contact, the delimiter of the root meaning, through the
-occurrence. Such an effect relates to the action of going
through producing. The action, further, relates to the substra=-
tumness in turn, relating to Caitra, delimited by the singularity,
the nominative-meaning, through the self-linking relation
(svardapa). Thus, the cognition, according to the Navyas, is that
‘Caitra, delimited by singularity, has the substratumness (i.e. the
agentness) which is conditioned by the action of going that
produces the effect, the abode of the superstratumness in turn,
conditioned by the village.

-Observation ‘

According to this theory, Panini’s rule (p. ii.3.2) should
be interpreted to mean that the accusative case endings are used
.after such bases which are intended to refer to the village etc,
that are related to the superstratumness occurring in the effect
‘contact’ etc. Consequently, the Pracyas interpretation of the
same rule that the accusative case endings refer to the object-
ness becomes unnecessary. However, it must be noted here that
the Navya’s explanation of the rule namely that the accusative
-.case endings are used after such bases which are intended to
refer to the viliage etc., needs the supplying of words such as
““after the bases which are intended to refer to the village etc.”
and such a supplying can be justified only when no other
-alternative is open.

. avyas, however, justify their explanation on the ground
‘that the superstratumness (ddheyaid) must be conceded to be a
separate entity on account of the common perception such as the
superstratumness conditioned by such and such entity occurs in
such and such entity (a@dheyata iti pratiti saksikam adheyatva).
And once the superstratumness is conceded to be a separate
-eptity, the same can be accepted to be the accusative meaning.

An epistemological problem encountered by _the Navyas
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in their theory of the accusative meaning is as follows : When
the superstratumness is the accusative meaning, the same should
be accepted to be relating to the effect, ‘contact’ etc. However,
since. in this theory, the effect ‘contact’ etc. is the delimiter of
the action of going etc. i.e.is only a part of the meaning
expressed by the verbal root such as ‘go’ (gam) etc., the relation
of the superstratumness to the effect violates the established con-
vention that a meaning of a word relates to the independent
meaning of another word and not to the part of the meaning of
another word ( padarthah paddrthena anveti natu tadeka deSena).
However, Navyas overcome such a problem by suggesting that
the application of the convention should be restricted to other
instances only. That is to say that the epistemological conven-
tion is applicable to the instances wherein the superstratumness
does not figure in as the qualifier of something.

It can be observed now that the Navyas have proposed
that the superstratumness should be accepted as a separate:
entity since otherwise the perception such as the superstratum-
ness occurs in such and such entity cannot be explained; and
once the superstratumness is accepted, the same can be consi-
dered the accusative meaning as only such a sense is not
obtained otherwise in the analysis of the objectness. Thus,
whereas the superstratumness is perceived as only the syntactico
semantical relation between the accusative base-meaning such
as the village and also the accusative case meaning such as the:
effect ‘contact’ in the pracya theory, the same is perceived as a
referent qualifier ( prakaribhita padartha) in the Navya theory.

Objection to Navya Logicians theory

Khandadeva objects to the Navya® logicians theory of the
accusative meaning on epistemological grounds. According to
him, the logicians position that the superstratumness, which
relates to the effect, delimiting the root meaning, ‘action’, is the
accusative case meaning and the superstratumness, which
relates to the root meaning ‘action’ is the locative case meaning,
is not tenable. His arguments are as follows : Suppose the-
accusative case endings are accepted to refer to the superstra-

10. Bhétgarahas_;é;75-6:62. N
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tumness, which relates to the effect, then the epistemological:
convention that a meaning of a word relates to the independent:
meaning of another word and not to the part of the meaning of
another word ( padarthah padarthena anveti na tu tadekadesena)
gets violated. For, the effect such asthe contact, being the
delimiter of the action of a ‘going’ etc., forms only a part of
the root-meaning and not the independent meaning.

Also, it cannot be argued, that the epistemological con=
vention peeds to be restricted any way in view of the statement
such as ‘Caitras descendant’ (caitrasya napta). For, in such
cases too, the relation of Caitra, expressed by the genitive case-
ending (sya), is related to the descendant, the independent
meaning of the word napry. Moreover, the basic theory of the
Navyas that the effect is the delimiting property of the root-
meaning ‘action’ is itself untenable. For, in causative usages
such as ‘Caitra makes Maitra go to the village’ (caitro maitram
gamayati gramam), the action of going, which functions as the
effect of the causative action of making some one go, cannot be
claimed to te the delimiting property of the action of making
some one go, the causative root-meaning. On the other hand,,
suppose the delimitership of the effect is considered to be a self-
linking relation (svariapasambandhariipam), then such a delimi-
tership becomes impossible to explain as the same would be
needed to be assumed in such properties (i.e. effects), the abode
of which gets the accusative case endings. Thus, in view of
all these difficulties, only the objectness, which is an indivisible
property (akhandopadhi), should be accepted as the meaning of
the accusative meaning.

It should also be noted that, in the Navya theory, the
effect can be perceived to be either as an effect in general
(phalatvena bodhah) or as an individual effect such as contact
(samyogatvadina va). However, both the alternatives. are unten-
able. Suppose the first alternative is accepted, then the state-
ment ‘he goes to the earlier region’ (pérvadesam gacchati) would
become liable to be imposed while going to the village since the
action of going produces the contact with the earliar region as
well as the contact with the next region i.e. the village. Suppose
the second alternative is accepted, then the statement such as
‘the serpent goes to the tree’ would become liable to be imposed
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when the serpent goes to the top of the tree since, when the
contact with the top of the tree is produced, the contact with
the tree cannot be denied to have been produced.

Observation

It can be observed now as follows : In view of avoiding
the difficulty of violating the epistemological convention that
the meaning of a word relates to an independent meaning of
another word and not to the part of that of another word,
Gadahara has stated in his Vyatpattivida'! that effect (contact
etc.) and action (of going etc.) are two independent (separate)
meanings of a root. Thus, Khandadevas objection that, ‘accept-
ing the superstratumness that relates to the effect as the accusa-
tive meaning violates the epistemological convention’ can be
overcome.

Also, in the Navya theory, “the effect is the delimiting
property of the root-meaning ‘action’,”” does not mean that the
effect is the delimiting property of what is denoted by the verbal
root { phalasya dhdatvarthata vacchedakatvam na taddhatu sakya-
tavacchedakatvam). What they mean to say, however, is that
the effect is what directly or indirectly qualifies the root-mean-
ing, namely, the action. Consequently, in causative usages such
as ‘Caitra makes Maitra go to the village’ (caitro maitram
gamayati gramam), the action of going, which functions as the
effect of the causative action of making some one go, can be
considered to be the effect since the same directly qualifies the
action of making some one go. Thus, Maitra, who is the abode
of such an effect (i.e. the action of going), can be explained as
the object of the causative action of making some one go.
Nevertheless, it is not impossible to explain Caitra as the agent
(kartr) of cooking in the causative statement such as ‘he has
Caitra cook the rice’ (caitrenannam pdcayati). This is despite
that the action of cooking, in such statements, can be claimed
to be the effect due to its qualifying nature of the the causative
action of making some one cook. For, Caitra can have the
name ‘agent’ (kartr) due to the fact that the action of cooking
is the meaning expressed by the primitive root ‘cook’ ( pac-) as

11. Vyutpattivada, pp. 220-226.
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well; and hence whoever possesses such an action becomes the
agent alone. Now, when two names such ‘object’ (karman) and
‘agent’ (kartr) are simultaneously applicable to Caitra due to
his possessing the action of cooking; the later name ‘agent’
(kartr) takes presedence over the former name ‘object’
(karman); and hence ‘caitra’ gets the agentive third case ending
(triiy@). Thus, since all the objections raised by Khandadeva
are effectively answered by Gadadhara, the Navya theory that
the accusative refers to the superstratumness relating to the effect
‘contact’ etc. is justified on logical grounds.

Gokulanatha’s theory

Gokulanatha, one of the later Navya logicians,’? states
that the accusative case endings should be accepted to refer to
the syntactico-semantical relation such as the superstratumness
(a@dheyatva) or the substratumness (adhikaranatva) and the
mutual absence (bheda). His theory can be summed up as
follows : Since the other constituent parts in the analysls of the
objectness, namely, the effect and the action, are already obtain-
ed through the verbal roots and also since the object such as
the village is obtained through the accusative base; only the
relation between the object such as village and also the effect
such as the contact remains to be denoted. Consequently, the
.accusative case endings refer to only such a relation.

Now, since the object such as the village is the abode or
substratum of the effect such as contact, the relation between
them can be the substratumness; apd such a substratumness
occurs in the object village and is conditioned by effect ‘contact’.
However, since the effect such as the contact occurs in the
object such as the village, the relation between them can be
perceived to be the superstratumness as well; such a superstra-
tumness occurs in the effect ‘contact’ and is conditioned by the
object ‘village’.

Also, since the incorrect statements such as ‘Caitra goes
‘to himself® (caitrah svam gacchati) etc. are to be avoided, the

12, Karmatvc: ghataka bhaga labhyante parato yatah. Dvitiyar-
tha’s tato bheda sambandhaviti 1G@rkikah Padavakyaratna-
kara, p. 521.
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accusative case endings can be accepted to refer to the mutual
absence. And, such a mutual absence is qualified by the accusa-
tive base-meaning, such as village through the relation of either
the counter positiveness or the substratumness and qualifies,
further, the action such as the ‘going’ through the relation of
delimiting the counter-positiveness. Since, the object ‘village’
has the mutual absence of what possesses the action of going,
the mutual absence can be said to be relating to the action
through the relation of delimiting the counter-positiveness (i.e.
since the village has the mutual absence of what possesses the
action, the mutual absence becomes the delimiter of the counter
positiveness, conditioned by such an absence). Thus, the synta-
ctico-semantical relation such as the substratumness or the
superstratumness and the mutual absence are the accusative
meanings. :

Observation

Gokulanatha can be stated to have generalized the Navya
theory of the accusative-meaning. He has perceived that merely
the superstratumness leaving aside the substratumness, can-
not be the accusative-meaning. For, since the object is the
abode or substratum of the effect, the substratumness can
also be the relation between the object and also the effect;
and consequently, the same should be recognized to be the
accusative meaning. Thus, he has generalized the accusative-
meaning as the syntactico-semantical relation between the object
and the effect which can be either the substratumness or the
superstratumness. Offcourse, Raghunatha and other Navya
logicians had already recognized the fact that the substratumness
should also be considered to be the accusative-meaning; however,.
credit is due to Gokulanatha for generalizing the accusative
meaning.

Now, as regards the mutual absence as the accusative
meaning. The Navyas have accepted the sense of the mutual
absence in one way or the other as the accusative-meaning,.
Therefore, Gokulanatha’s suggestion that the mutual absence be
accepted as the accusative-meaning is not entirely new. How-
ever, epistemologists, excepting Navya logician, do not accept
such a mutual absence as the accusative meaning on the ground
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that the incorrect’® statement can be avoided by grammatical
convention that ‘whatever name is later and without any other
occasion for application, takes precedence over the earliar
name’ (ya@ para anyvakdsi ca) and therefore, there is no need to
assume any special meaning for the accusative which has no
sanction from Panini.

Giridhara’s dsfence

Giridhara, one of the latest of Navya logicians, defends
“he Navya theory of accusative-meaning by refuting Bhartrhari’s
theory that all the case endings are merely suggestive (dyotaka)
and the nominal bases themselves denote all the meanings
including the kdraka relations. Following is an outline of
Giridhara’s'* defence. The accusative case endings must be
accepted to refer to the substratumness, delimited by the
substratumness-hood or to the superstratumness delimited by
superstratumness-hood. And it is not possible to accept that
the accusative base itself refers to the object kdraka as such and
the case endings, including the accusative case endings, are
merely suggestive (dyotaka). For, in that case, the cognition
from the statement such as ‘he does not cook the water’ (jalam
na paccti) becomes untenable. This is no because, since the
cooking, that conditions the objectness of the water, is not
>stablished, the absence of the same (cooking that conditions

he objectness of the water) also becomes untenable. According

to the epistemological convention, the establishment of the
counter-positive is the cause of the establishment of the absence
{abhava-prasiddhim praii pratiyogiprasiddhih karanam).

On the other hand, when the accusative case endings are
accepted to refer to the superstratumness, the cognition from
the statement ‘he does not cook the water’ becomes tenable
because the absence of the superstratumness, conditioned by the
accusative base-meaning, namely, the water, can be related to
the action of cooking through the relation of the occurence,

13. See chapter on the avoidance of the incorrect statement
such as ‘svam gacchati’ for more detail.
14, Vibhaktyarthanirpaya p. 80.
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‘which is an occurrence-exacting relation. In this case, it would
not be necessary that the cooking, that conditions the object-
ness of water, be established because the absence of the cooking,
that conditions the objectness of water, is not any way to be
related to anything.

Thus, despite that the case endings are meaningless after
the adjectives etc., the accusative case endings are not merely
suggestive i e. meaningless. Also, suppose the case endings are
suggestive i.e. meauvingless, then the cognition would beeome
necessary from the statement such as ‘he goes to the village’
{gramam gacchati) even while one knows that the accusative
case endings do not refer to the objectness. Again, when the
accusative and other case endings are merely suggestive ie.
meaningless, the accusative-base-meaning, namely, the object
‘village’ etc. would itself be needed to be related to the action
of cooking etc.; and consequently, even the statement such as
“he goes to the object” (karma gacchati) would also become
necessary if intended to mean that ‘one goes to the viilage’.
This is so because, the object, referred to by the word ‘object’
{karma), can be related to the going through the relation of the
superstratumness. Finally, the superstratumness should be
accepted to be the accusative meaning as delimited by the
superstratumness-hood in general. And, in the association of
the root ‘go’ (gam), the same superstratumness can be related
to the effect ‘contact’ through the self linking relation (svaripa-
sambandha), identical with the superstratumness delimited by
the inherence. Thus, the accusative-meaning becomes genera-
lized. Also, this way, the incorrect statement such as ‘he cooks
the time’ (kdlam pacati), when intended to mean that ‘he cooks
now’ (adhund pacati), gets avoided. This, is so because the
superstratumness has no potentially to be related to the effect
‘swelling’ etc. through the self linking relation identical with the
superstratumness delimited by the element of time.

Observation

By the time Giridhara arrived on the epistemological stage,
the superstratumness and the substratumness were established
to be the accusative meanings by the Navyas. Therefore, he
merely defends the Navya position of the accusative-meaning
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by refuting the Bhartrharis theory of the suggestiveness.
(doytakatva) i.e. meaninglessness of the case endings. Giridhara.
can be stated to have perceived two main difficulties in accept-
ing the suggestiveness or meaninglessness for the case endings.
For, when the accusative case endings do not convey any sense,
the accusative and other base-meanings should themselves be
related to the action expressed by the verbal root. And, this
will lead to the untenabality of the cognition in the negative
statements such as ‘he does not cook the water’ (jalam na
pacatt). For, here the negative particle (na) should be accepted
to refer to the absence of the action of cooking that is qualified
by the accusative base-meaning ‘object’ i e. that conditions the
objectness of the object ‘water’. However, such an absence of
the action of cooking is not tenable since the action that
conditions the objectness of the water itself is not established.

The second difficulty is that the cognition becomes neces-
sary from the incorrect statement such as ‘he goes to the object”
(karma gacchati) since the accusative base-meaning, namely,
‘the object’ can be claimed to be competent to be related to the
action through the relation of the superstratumness i.e. the
objectness. Thus, Giridhara’s contribution is not so much as
establishing any new theory of the accusative-meaning; but
defending the Navyas theory by refuting the Bhartrharis view of
the suggestiveness or meaninglessness of the case-endings.

Kaundabhattas theory

Kaundabhatta and another grammarians’® hold that the
accusative case endings refer to the abode or the substratum
(@$raya). According to them, since the grammatical object is
analysable as the abode or the substratum of the effecs, one of
the two root-meanings, not sharing the same locus as that of
the action, another of the two root meanings, (kartzgata prakrta
dhatvartha vyapara vyadhikarana prakyta dhatvartha phalasrayat-
vam karmatvam), only the abode or the substratum, that has
not been expressed by any other parts of speech, should be

‘"] 5. asrayavadhiruddheSyah sumbaadhah Saktireva va |
yathayatham vibhaktyarthah supam kara.eti bhaspatah [/
Bhiisanasara, 24
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cousidered as the accusative ease-meaning. Here, the action
and also the effect are expressed by the verbal root itself, and
hence need not be considered as the accusative case-mcaning.

Kaundabhatta points out that the abode or substratum
{@sraya) is generalized here by the unanalysable property of the
abodeness or substratumness identified with the indivisible
power (murtika dharmarupakhandasSakti). Consequently, despite
that the abodeness or substratumness can differ due to the
difference of individual abodes or substratums, the lack of
generality (in the form of different abodeness (es) ) or substra-
tumness (es) ) cannot be an impediment to the acceptance of the
abode or substratum as the accusative case-meaning.

According to this theory, syntactico-semantical relations
involved in an accusative-statement such as ‘Caitra goes to the
village’ (caitruh gramam gacchati) can be explained as follows :
The accusative case ending (am), refers to the abode or substra-
tum. The base-meaning, namely, the village relates to such an
abode through identity. The accusative case meaning, namely.
the abode or substratum relates to the effect, ‘contact’, wihch
in one of the two meanings of the root ‘go’(gam), through
the superstratumness. The effect ‘contact’ relates, further, to the
action of going, another of the two meanings of the root,
through the relation of producing. The verbal ending ‘#i’, on
the other hand, refers to the ‘agent’ and the number singularity;
and the nominative base word ‘caitra’ refers to Caitra, whereas
the nominative case ending (s) refers to the number singularity.
Such a nominative case meaning, singularity, relates to its
base meaning, namely, Caitra through occurrence; and the same
(base meaning, Caitta) relates to the ‘agent’ through identity or
non difference, which i.e. the ‘agent’, in turn, relates to the
action of going expressed by the root ‘go’ (gam) through the
superstratumness. Thus, one cognizes from such a statemen:
that the action of going, which produces the effect, contact,
.occuring in the abode, identical with the village, occurs itself in
the agent, Caitra, the abode of singularity.

Objection to Kaundbhattas theory
Both logicians and ritualists object to the grammarians
theory of the accusative meaning supported by Kaundabhatta.
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Gokulanitha refules grammarians theory most convincingly.®

According to him, suppose the accusative case endings,
since they have natural denotations in the sense of the locus
(adhikarana), are accepted to convey the sense of the abode or
substratum (@sraya), then all the individuals in the entire
universe, which are the abode or substratum (of one thing or
other), would become the accusative meanings. Also, then, the
accusative base meaning such as the village would have to be
related to such an accusative case meaning through identity.
However, such a position is not tenable. For, despite that
i§vara can have the knowledge of all the individuals through his
natural power and therefore, can desire that the accusative case
endings should convey the sense of all the individuals in the
universe, the ordinary mortals like us cannot perceive such an
ISvara sariketa which has the reference to all the individual
entities as the product of the accusative case endings. That is
to say that I§vara, being omniscient, can know all the individual
entities personally and therefore, can have the desire that all the
individuals should be conveyed by the accusative case endings;
however, ordinary mortals, due to their limitations in under-
standings, cannot know all the individuals and therefore, can-
not perceive I$vara’'s desire. Thus, the position that the
accusative case endings denote the abode or substratum is not
tenable.

Among the logicians, Giridhara also refutes the gramma-
rians theory quite convincingly.!” His arguments are as follows :
The accusative case endings cannot be accepted to refer to the
abode or the substratum (@sraya) which relates to the effect
through the community of locus delimited by inherence (samava-
yaghatita samanddhikaranya sambandhena) etc. For, in that
-case, the verbal cogunition from the negative statement ‘he does
not cook water’ (jalam na pacati) would become untenable. In
such a negative statement, only the absence of the abode or
substratum, which is identical with the water ( jal@bhinnasraya-

16. Nimittam antara Sabda pravrites sarvakarmasu nimittaikya
sambhavacca na dvitiyasrayarthikd. Padavakyaratnakara, p.
538.

17. Vibhaktyarthanirpaya p. 81.
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bhava), should be conceded, by the grammarians, as relating to
the action of cooking through the relation of the superstratum-
ness; however, since the superstratumness is not an occurrence-
exacting relation (vrtyaniyamaka), such an abode or substratum
cannot be said to relate to the action of cooking.

Also, it must be accepted that the delimiting relation of
the counter positiveness of an absence is invariably an occu-
rrence exacting relation; for, otherwise the incorrect statement
such as ‘marta substance has sky’ (mirtam gaganavat) could
become a necessity since the mirta substance such as mind has
the sky through the sky-contact a non occurrence exacting
relation. Thus, only an occurrence exacting relation should be
considered as the delimiting relation of the counter positiveness;
and consequently the abode or the substratum would become
untenable for being considered as the accusative case meaning
since the verbal cognition from ‘he does not cook the water’
becomes impossible.

Also, it should be noted that the indivisible property such
as the abodeness or the substratumness, which is considered as
the delimiting property of the accusative meaning by the gram-
marians, needs further to be generalized as the being delimited
by the abodeness-hood or substratumness-hood (asrayatdtvi-
vacchinna) and thus the heaviness results. And suppose, to avoid.
such a heaviness, even the abodeness or the substratumness,
which is quite distinct from the indivisible property, is consi-
dered to be the delimiting property of the accusative meaning,
then the state of possessing the tuch (sparsavatva), would
become untenable for being considered as the delimiting pro-
perty of what originates i.e. produces the substance since the
same state of possessing the touch is a heavy one.

Thus, it must be accepted that the abode or substratum
cannot be the accusative meaning; rather, only the substratum-
ness, which are necessary in any way to prove such perceptions.
as ‘this is a superstratum’ or ‘this is a substratum’, should be the
accusative meaning.

Khandadeva,'® the ritualist, objects to the grammarians
theory on the following grounds.

18. Bhatta Rahasya p. 62.
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Nominal base meanings are accepted as qualifying the
case meanings through a relation other that of identity.
Otherwise, in instances like ‘bhe is a king’s person’ (rgjfiak
purusah), the genitive base meaning, namely, the king cannot be
related, as a qualifier, to the ownership (svaftva) or mastership

(evamitva) through the superstratumness. And, suppose, the
abode or substratum is accepted to be the accusative meaning,
then the epistemological convention that the base meaning
srelate to the case meanings through a relation other than that
of identity gets violated since the accusative base-meaning such-
as the village needs to be related to the abode or the substratum
through identity.

Also, in instances like ‘what belongs i.e. what is offered to
the deity of Indra is curd’ (aindram dadhi), only the base
meaning, namely, Indra is related to the material, qualified by
the deity (devata viSista dravya), the taddhita-sense, through the
relation of the superstratumness, a relation of non identity.
Thus, the convention that the base meanings relate to the case
and other derivative affix meanings through a relation other
than that of identity is need not be violated.

Observation

Both logicians and ritualists oppose the grammarians
theory. However, Gokulanatha’s opposition is the most convinc-
ing As he states, suppose the accusative case endings are
accepted to refer to the abode or substratum, then all the
individual entities in the universe would become the accusative
meanings; however, no ordinary human being can ever perceive
all such individual entities as accusative meanings. Therefore,

- Gokulanitha points out ‘a genuine difficulty in the grammarians
theory.

Now, as regards Giridhara’s objection to the grammarians
theory. Although his objections too are valid, his concerns are
mostly epistemological difficulties like the that in explaining the
negative statements such as ‘he does not cook the water’ (jalam
na pacati) due to the untenabality of the superstratumness as the
delimiting relation of the counter positiveness conditioned by an

-absence of the abode. However, such epistemological difficulties
can be overcome by the grammarians by allowing the superstra-
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tumness, as an exception, to be the delimiting relation of the
counter positiveness.

Also, Khandeva’s objection that such a theory violates the
epistemological convention that the base meanings relate to the
case-meanings through a relation other than that of identity
can be set aside by restricting the epistemological convention.
Logicians and other epistemologist too restrict such a conven-
tion in the case of the meanings of adjectival case endings i.e.
identity etc. since the base meanings relate to the case-meanings
in such cases through the self-linking relation (svaripatak), a
relation of identity.

Ritualists theory

Khandadeva!® holds that the accusative case endings
should be accepted to denote the objectness which is an indivisi-
ble property (akhandopadhi). According to him, the Navya
theory that the accusative case endings denote the superstratum-
ness relating to the effect ‘contact’ etc. expressed by the verbal
root is not tenable. His arguments are as follows : Since the
objectness, as an indivisible property (akhandopadhi), is much
more economical (laghu) than the superstratumness, the same
objectness should be considered as the accusative meaning.
Also, suppose the superstratumness is the accusative meaning,
then, as stated earlier, the epistemological convention ‘padarthah
padarthena anveti na tu tadekadeSena’ gets violated. Therefore,
by all means, only the objectness, which is an indivisible
property, should be accepted as the accusative meaning.

Now, it should be noted that the verbal roots such as ‘go’
(gam) etc. too will be assumed to have denotations in the
actions as goingness etc. and therefore, economy occurs in the
assumption of the root-meanings as well. Thus, it is established
that only the objectness, due to its economical nature, should be
accepted as the accusative-meaning.

Observation ,
Ritualists, especially Khandadeva and others, were very
particular about the cconomy of assumption. They have held

1. Bhattarahasya, pp. 56-62.
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that only an economical property can be considered to be the
meaning of grammatical elements. Consequently, they have
accepted that only the objectness; which is an indivisible property
and therefore, economical, can alone be the accusative-meaning.

However, a flaw in the ritualists theory is that the accusa-
tive case endings would need to produce the knowledge of the
abode of the effect produced by the action such as going so that
the objectness can be identified with the state of being in the
abode the effect. Thus, the so called economy in the assump-
tion of the denotation of the accusative case endings in such
objectness becomes pointless.

-Nevertheless, it must be noted that most of the grammari-
ans and also the logicians adopte the principle of ‘whatever is
not already obtained otherwise is the word-meaning, in deter-
mining the meaning of the accusative case endings; but the
ritualists, since do not resort to such a principle, consider
the objectness as such as the accusative meaning. Thus, it was
not necessary for them to analyse the objectness as the abode
of the effect produced by the action etc. and then to consider
only the senses, which are not obtained otherwise, as the
accusative meaning.

An alternative theory

A section of the ritualists hold as follows :2° Accusative
case endings denote the state of being what is to be accomplis-
hed or effected (sadhyatva) or the state of being what is to be
refined or perfected (samskdryatva). For instance, consider
the statement ‘he pounds or threshes the rice grains’ (vrihin
avahanti). Here, the accusative case ending denotes the state of
being what is to be accomplished or effected since the rice
grains, being the materials used for the purodasa cake, have the
state of being what is to be accomplished or effected. How-
ever, in the case of the statements such as ‘he offers the rice
flour’ (saktin juhoti), the accusative case ending is used in the
sense of the instrumentality ‘vyatyayo bahulam’ (p. iii.1 85) and
hence the accusative case ending denotes only the instrumen-

20, vide Laghumanjusa, p. 1208.
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tality of the rice flour with respect to the activity conducive to
the offering.

It should be noted here that, according to ritualists, the
sense conveyed by the verbal roots functions as the object with
respect to the activity (bhdvand). Consider, for instance ‘he
cooks’ ( pacati). Here, the verb ‘pacati’ refers to the activity
leading to the ‘cooking’. That is why such verbs are analysed as
‘he does cooking’ ( pakam karoti) etc. wherein the cooking is the
object to be accomplished through the activity doing and there-
fore, the word expressing such an action of cooking i.e. ‘paka’
has the accusative case ending.

Nevertheless, when an actual object such as ‘rice’ (edana)
is expressed which has semantical competence to be the ‘object’
with respect to the activity, the root meaning functions as only
the instrument. Thus, in the statement ‘he cooks rice’ (odanam
pacati), the cooking is construed with the activity as the
instrument so that a cognition such as ‘he accomplishes the rice
with the instrumentality of the cooking’ (pdkena odanam
bhavayati) can be obtained.

It should be noted here that the state of being what is to
be accomplished or effected (sadhyatva) or the state of being
what is to be refined or perfected (samskaryatva) is to be view-
ed as having semantical co-referentiality with the objectness
(karmat@ samanadhikararzam). Thus, despite such sadhiyatva etc.
differ in each case, the accusative can be said to refer to a
generalized meaning, namely, notions that have semantical co-
referentiality with the objectness.

Conclusion

Following Panini’s rule that the accusative case endings
are used in the sense of the syntactico-semantical notion of the
object (ii.3.2), Katydyana holds that the accusative case endings
denote the sense of the ‘object’ ‘karaka’. He maintains that
the case endings are meant to.denote the syntactico-semantical
notions (kdrakas); and therefore, the accusative case endings
denote the sense of the ‘object’ kdaraka.

However, Pataifijali differs from Katydyana and prefers to
consider the number (singularity, duality and plurality as
belonging to the object) as the accusative meaning, He was
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-guided by the fact that the syntactico- semantical notion of the
‘object’ (karman) can be expressed otherwise (through other
grammatical elements such as the accusative base) and hence the
accusative case endings can be restricted to convey the sense of
‘the number alone. Thus, according to Patafjali, the accusative
case ending (am) in ‘katam karoti’ (he makes a mat), ‘gramam
. gacchati’, (he goes to the village) etc., denotes the sense of the
singularity as belonging to the object’ (mat and village).
Nevertheless, he has proposed, as an alternative that the
accusative case endings denote the syntactico-semantical relation
between the karaka (i.e. karman) and also the action (kriy@kara-
kayor abhisambandha). This proposal is the most significant
.contribution to the analysis of sentence meaning since the accu-
sative and other case endings, which are found in the surface
structure of  the sentence,. represent the underlying syntactico-
'semantical relations or- functions of kdrakas such as the
‘karman’ etc. with respect to the action at the deep structure
level. That is to say. that whereas the accusative and other
case endings represent the syntactico-semantical relations of the
‘object’ and others at the surface level of the sentence, the
karakas represent the same relations at the underlying deep
structure level. Thus, Patafijali.can be stated, to have presented
the most important aspect of case and kdraka relations with
respect to the action in this alternative theory of the accusative
meaning. ,
Kaiyata was greatly influenced by Katydyana’s natural
interpretation of the rule (p.ii.3.2); and therefore, holds that
the accusative case endings denote kd@raka power such as object-
ness. Consequently, he interprets Patafijalis statement that
‘the accusative denotes the syntactico semantical relation between
the karakas (i.e. karman) and also the action (kriya karakayor
.abhisambandhasya  vacika dvitiya) to mean that. accusative case
endings denote the power of the objectness. His interpretation
is based on the reasoning that the accusative case endings must
-denote the power of the objectness since when the term ‘karaka’
means the substance associated with the power, the power i.e.
-ability of the objectness is manifested due to its relation with
the action (kriya@ dravyayor abhisambandha nimittatvat) and
since when the  ‘karaka’ means the power itself, the relation can
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be understood due to its intrinsic ability (samarthydt kriya--
kdaraka sambandhasydpy avagamat). Thus, both ways, the
power or ability of the objectness which determines the syntac.-
tico-semantical relation between the object and also the action,
is the accusative meaning.

Nagesha, too was influenced by Kityayana. However,.
he maintains that the power as such need not be accepted to be-
the accusative meaning. According to him, it is sufficient that
the accusative endings refer to the object as the abode of such
power since the same is meant by the word ‘karman’ in the rule
which enjoins the accusative endings. Nevertheless, he has-
accepted the qualifierness. of the objectness and also the
syntactico-semantical relation as two other meanings of the-
accusative as otherwise the Nirukta statement that ‘the nominal
base meanings are the qualificands of the sattva’ (sartva-
pradhanani namani) and also the expectancy for the syntactico-
semantical relation become untenable.

His alternative view, on the other hand, that all the three-
are the meanings: of the accusative base itself and the accusa-
tive case endings are merely suggestive (dyotaka) is a reiteration
of Bhartrharis view that nominal bases alone are competent to-
denote all the senses and case endings are merely suggestive i.e.
used for the grammatical, correctness.

Logicians adopt thé principle of whatever is not obtained
otherwise is the word/ meaning’ (ananya labhyah Sabdarthak):
in determining the meaning of the accusative case endings.

The Pracyas holds that Panini has prescribed the accusa-
tive case endings in the sense of the objectness; and since except:
the. effect, everything else,. in the .analysis of the objectness-
as the being abode of the cffect produced by the root-meaning
‘action’, is already expressed otherwise, only the effect ‘contact™
etc. is the accusative meaning. However, since according to-
then, the accusative conveys the effect and the roots convey
the action alone, the roots such as ‘go’ (gam) and ‘leave’ (tyaj),;.
both of which convey the sense of movement or motion, become:
synonimous (samanarthaka), and thus the statement ‘leaving is
not going’ (¢ydgo na gamanam) would become untenable..
Jagadisa tries to avoid this difficulty by suggesting that the
reference to the action produced by a particular verbal root:



Theory of Accusative Meaning 311

-such as ‘leave’ (tyaj) or ‘go’ (gam) is the cause of the verbal
-cognition wherein a particular effect such as separation or
-contact is perceived to be qualifying the action. Nevertheless,
in the absence the knowledge of such a cause and effect
‘relationship, the statement would become untenable.

Navyas, on the other hand, propose that the accusative
-case endings are used in the sense of the superstratumness
{d@dheyatd). And the superstratumness must be accepted to
-explain the perception such as the superstratumness occurs in
such and such place etc. Accordingly they understand that
Panini’s rule enjoins the accusative case endings after a base
which refer to the village etc. that are related to the superstra-
‘tumness occurring in the effect.

An epistemological problem encountered by the Navyas
in their theory is that the convention such as ‘a meaning of a
-word relates to the independent meaning of another word
.and pot to the part of the meaning of another word’ gets
-violated since the superstratumness is related the effect ‘contact’
-etc. which is only a part of the meaning of the verbal root such
-as ‘go’ (gam). However, since Gadadhara has stated that effect
and action can be considered to be two independent i.e. seperate
‘meanings of the verbal roots, the problem can be overcome by
-relating the superstratumness to the effect, the independent
meaning.

Gokulanatha and Giridhara do not propose any new
theory of accusative meaning as such. They can be stated, how-
«ever, to have generalized and defended the Navya theory
respectively. Gokulanatha generalizes the Navya theory by
proposing that the accusative case endings refer to the syntac-
tico semantical relation between the object and also the effect
which can be either the superstratumness or the substratumness.
He perceived that the substratumness, like the superstratumness,
-can also be the accusative meaning since the object is the abode
i.e. the substratum of the effect. And therefore, the accusative
-case endings must be accepted to denote the syntactico-seman-
‘tical relation in general.

Giridhara cefends Navya’s theory by refuting Bhartrhari’s
‘theory of suggestiveness. According to him, accusative and
other case endings cannot be held to be merely suggestive i.e.
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meaningless; for, - in that case, - the cognition from the negative:
statement ‘he does not . cook the water’ ( jalam na pacati)
would become untenable as the absence of the cooking, that
is ‘qualified by the accusative base-meaning . (namely the
‘object’ water), is not -tenable due to the untenabality of the
counter positive i e. the cooking qualified by the water. On the
other hand, suppose the accusative case endings are accepted: to
denote the superstratumness, then the absence of the same
conditioned by the ‘object’” water can be said to relate to the
cooking which istenable. Thus, Giridhara, while defending the-
Navya theory, echoes the most widely held view that despite the
meaninglessness of the accusative case endings after adjectives.
and also despite their non-occurrence in few instances - like
‘daddhi pasyati’ (‘he sees the curd’) etc., the accusative and.
other case endings should not be held to be meaningless.

Kaundabhatta too like logicians, has adopted the principle
of ‘ananyalabhyah $abdarthal’ in determining the accusative
meaning. However, since Panini has prescribed the accusative
case ending: in the sense of the object and since the object is the-
abode or substratum (d@sraya) of the effect produced, he has.
accepted the abode or the substratum as the accusative-meaning.
This is more realistic than considering any part in the analysis.
of the objectness like the effect or superstratumness as the
accusative meaning. This theory identifies the accusative mean-
ing rightly as the abode of the effect. Nevertheless, as Gokula-
natha points out, suppose the accusative case endings are
accepted to denote the abode or the substratum, then all the-
individual entities which are the abode of something or other in
the universe would become the accusative-meaning and no one:
can perceive all such entities as the accusative-meaning. Thus,
Kaundabhatta’s proposal, despite its definite advantage over the-
logicians theory, has certain in built deficiency as well.

Now, finally as regards the ritualist’s theory. Unlike
Logicians etc., ritualists do not adopt the principle of ananya-
labhyah S$abdarthak’ in determining the accusative meaning,
They have considered the objectness as -such as the accusative
meaning. They were guided by the economy in the assumption
of the denotation for the accusative case endings in the sense of”
the objectness which is common and one in all the objects. ‘In
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the altetnative theory too, where the ‘sadhyatva’ or the ‘sams-
karyatva’® is held to be the accusative-meaning, such a
‘sadhyatva’ is viewed to have semantical coreferentiality with the
-objectness in general and therefore, accusative case endings are
maintained to have a single denotation in the sense of the
objectness.

Nevertheless, as pointed out earlier, ritualists need to
accept that the accusative case endings produce the knowledge
of the effect produced by the action so that the objectness can
be identified. Thus, assuming a single denotation in the object-
ness does not really lessen the burden of assumptions.

Thus, it can be concluded that while Patanjali, Kaiyata
and Nagesha, have proposed syntactico-semantical relation,
the power of the objectness etc, as the accusative-meaning, the
jogicians and Kaundabhatta adopted the principle of ‘ananya-
labhyah Sabdarthal’ in determining the superstratumness etc. as
the accusative meaning; and Khandadeva has held the
objectness, an indivisible property, as the accusative-meaning.








