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PREFACE TO THE SECOND VOLUME

Paçinis grammar, Nyâya and Mîmâmsâ are the three
systems which deal with the analysis of sentence and its meaning
in India. While Päninis grammer analysed sentence and its
meaning as a natural extension of its linguistic activity, Nyäya
and Mïmâmsâ did the same as an epistemological exercise,
intended to obtain the valid knowledge through words.

The advent of Kätyäyana, Patanjali, Kaiyata, Bhartrhari,
and Nagesha in the grammatical system on the one hand, and
the rise of the Präbhäkara and the Bhätta Schools in the
Mîmâmsâ system and that of NavyaNyaya in the Nyäya system
on the other, brought a tremendous boost to the linguistic and
epistemological activity in India, and thus contributed to the
development of the science of linguistics and epistemology.

The latter grammarians, the Navya Naiyäyikas and the
Bhättas have adopted the methodology of advanced linguistics,
Navya Nyäya logic and epistemology respectively in the classi-
fication and analysis of the nature of various parts of speech,
i.e., grammatical/semantical categories such as the noun, verb,
kärakas etc. ; and thus, epistemology, logic and grammer play
a very crucial role in the analysis of sentence and its meaning
in India.

While the classification and the definition of grammatical/
semantical categories by the Indian grammarians are quite well
known and are discussed to a great extent by scholars in east
and west, the same (classifications and definitions) by the logi-
cians and ritualists are virtually unknown and therefore, need
$o be discussed.
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Also, the Individual thinkers in each of the three systems,,
namely, Patanjali, Bhartrhari, Nagesha etc. in grammar,
Gangesha, Gadadhara, Giridhara etc. in Nyäya, and Khanda-
deva, Mandana Mishra etc. in the Bhätta School of Mîmâmsa
have taken up the analysis of sentence and its meanings on their
own and not only brought forward the sharp theoretical differe-
nces amongst the three Indian systems, but also established
their own theories of sentence and its meaning within each of
the three systems.

Importance of the study of the Indian analysis of sentence
and its meaning cannot be stressed too sufficiently in the
context of Indian Philosophy of language. Indian epistemolo-
gists have proposed divergent theories not only about the noun-
verb relationship but also about the syntactico-semantic relation-
ship between two different nouns (kârakas or non-kärakas) and
between other parts of speech. Thus, the Indian analysis has
presented the most sophisticated theories of the sentence and
its meaning comparable to the modern theories of syntax and
semantics.

While the first volume of 'Epistemology, Logic and
Grammar...* deals with the theory of sentence and its meaning
(verbal cognition), meanings of verbal root and that of verbal
ending, theory of kärakas, meaning of nominative and accusative
cases etc., the second volume deals with the problems connected
with the karma käraka such as secondary objects, passivity,
transitivity, the adverbs, the division of the objects, the non-
kärakas etc.

I would like to express my deep gratitude and indebted-
ness to my teachers Prof. N.S. Ramanujatatacharya, Viec-
Chancellor, K.S. Vidyapeetha, TÎRUPATI, Prof. Ramabhadra-
chärya and Arcaka Venkannacharya, both retired Professors,
Maharaja Sanskrit College, Mysore. If I am to present the
Navy a Nyäya theories of grammatical/semantical categories
rightly, the credit goes to my teachers; however, the responsibility
for the theoretical as well as the methodological mistakes, which
the readers may find at times, lies entirely with this author.

I would like to thank my friend and one time colleague
Dr. Shiv Kumar of CASS, University of Pune, for his useful«
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suggestion and moral support. Also, I would like to thank
Mr. Shamlal Malhotra and brothers for publishing this work
in their Eastern Book Linkers Series and bringing out the same
very nicely.

Nov. 1991 V.P. Bhatta
Deccan College,
i>une 411006.





CHAPTER XÏIÏ

AVOIDANCE OF THE INCORRECT
STATEMENTS SUCH AS

'svam gacchatV etc.

Introduction : Accusative case endings are enjoined after
the nouns that are expressive of the objects, (karmayi dviîïyâ
p. ii.3.2). And an entity is considered to be the object provided
that it is intended to be the abode of the effect (kartur ipsitata-
mam karma p. i.4.49). For instance, consider the noun 'grama*
(village) in the statement 'Caitra goes to the village' 'caitro
grämam gacchati9. Here, the accusative case ending 'am9 is found
occurring after the noun 'grama* since the same expressess the
object 'village'; and the village is the object because it is intended
to be the abode of the effect, namely, contact produced from the
action of going. However, since the effect such as contact pro-
duced from the action of going is binary and occurs in both an
object such as the village and a non-object such as Caitra in the
context of 'Caitra goes to the village' (caitro grämam gacchati),
the accusative case ending cannot be prevented from occurring
after the noun (svam) expressive of the non-object such as
Caitra himself just as the same cannot be prevented from
occurring after the noun (grama) expressive of the object such
as the village. And consequently, the incorrect statements such
as 'Caitra goes to himself ' (caitrah svam gacchati), like the
correct statements such as 'Caitra goes to the village' (caitrah
grämam gacchati) can be imposed when it is intended that
Caitra is the agent of going i.e. that Caitra is the abode of the
action of going conducive to the contact which is occurrent in
both the village and Caitra himself.
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Problem : In order to avoid the imposition of such incor-
rect statements as 'Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam
gacchati), epistemologists, especially logicians, ritualists and
grammarians have proposed various theories. The theories
proposed can be roughly classified into three main categories :
(i) those based on the assumption of distinct meanings or
syntactico-semantical relations, (ii) those based on grammatical
or linguistic conventions and (iii) those based on economy of
assumption* For instance, Gadädhara's theory that the inhe»
rence in something different from the accusative-stem-meaning
is the meaning of the accusative case ending and also Jagadisa's
theory that the possession of the counter positiveness of the
absence of the action occurring in the abode of the effect is a
relation of the root-meaning are based on the assumption of
distinct meanings or syntactico-semantical relations; whereas,
Kaundabhatta's theory that the name'object' is prevented by
the convention that 'whatever is later and without any other
occasion for application takes precedence over the earlier name,
is based on the assumption of a grammatical convention; and
the ritualists theory that tbe objectness is an indivisible property
and such a property is co-extensive in its occurrence with the
abode of the effect produced from the action that is inherent in
something different from its own locus' is based on the economy
of assumptions. Tn the following pages, we shall give a brief
account of all these fascinating theories and also that of some
individual thinkers and try to ascertain how each one of them
avoid the imposition of the incorrect statements such as
'caitrah svam gacchati' etc.

Jagadisa's theory

Jagadïsa is the chief advocate of the theory that a sepa-
rate relation be admited to avoid the incorrect statement
'caitrah svam gacchati9 etc. According to him, accusative case
refers to the effect produced by the verbal action. And verbal
root refers to the verbal action such as going. Here, the accu-
sative case-meaning, namely, the effect, is related to the action
through the relations of producing and the possesion of the
counter positiveness conditioned by the absence occurring in



Avoidance q£ Incorrect Statements 3

its (i.e. accusative meaning's) locus *svasrayapratiyogikatva\ For
instance, consider the statement 'Caitra goes to the village*
(caitro grämam gacchati). Here, the accusative case ending,
namely, *am\ refers to the effect such as contact; and the
verbal root, namely, *gam\ refers to the action of going.
The accusative case meaning, i.e. the contact, is related to the
root-meaning, i.e. the action of going, through the relation of
producing (the action of going produces the contact) and also
through the possession of the counter positiveness conditioned
by the absence of the action of going occurring in, the abode
of the contact (the action of going is absent in the locus of the
contact, i.e. the village). Thus, the cognition is that Caitra is the
abode of the action of going which both produces the contact
and possesses the counterpositiveness, of the absence of the
action of going occurring in the locus of the contact, which in
turn, occurs in the village. In this theory, the incorrect statement
such as 'Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam gacchati) is not
possible to impose; for, Caitra cannot be claimed to be the
abode of the action of going, which possesses the counter-
positiveness conditioned by its absence, occurring in the locus of
the contact (i.e. Caitra, being also the agent of going, actually
possesses only the action of going and so he cannot have the
action of going, which is the counterpositive of an absence,
occurring in himself ).

Jagadïsa states that in passive statements, such as 'the
village is gone to by Caitra' {caitrena grämo gamyate) the conju-
gational ending such as *te* refers to the effect 'contact' etc. And
the verbal root-meaning, namely, the action of going etc. is
related to the effect through both being produced and also
being the counterpositive of the absence occurring in its (i.e.
actions) own abode. Thus, the cognition is that the village is
the abode of the effect'contact' which is both produced and is
occurring in its (i.e. action's) own abode, namely, the agent
'Caitra' in the passive statement This suggestion effectively
prevents the imposition of the incorrect passive statement such
as 'Caitra is gone to Caitra himself {caitrena caitrah gamyate);
for, Caitra cannot be said to be the abode of the effect 'contact'
which is the counterpositive of the absence occurring in its
(action's) own abode, namely, the agent 'Caitra'.
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Observation: It can be observed now that Jagadisa's theory
perceives a separate relation such as the possession of the
counter-positiveness conditioned by the absence of the action of
going etc. as a separate relation of the meaning of the accusative
case to avoid the incorrect statement such as 'caitrah svam
gacchati' etc. This theory is based on the Präcya convention that
the accusative refers to only the effect such as contact and the
verbal root refers to the action. Also, this theory is economical
in the sense that the possession of the counter-positiveness is
perceived to be only a syntactico-semantical relation and not a
separate meaning; and hence does not involve the heaviness m
the assumption of the assembly of causes that prevents the
perception at the time of the production of the verbal cognition
from the accusative statement.

Gadädhara*s theory
Gadâdhara is the chief exponent of the theory that a

separate meaning be admitted for the accusative case (in the
active and for the conjugational ending in the passive construc-
tion) to overcome the difficulty of making the incorrect state-
ment such as 'Caitra goes to himself {caitrah svam gacchati).
He proposes that, like the effect such as contact, the inherence
in something different from the accusative stem-meaning 'para-
samavetatvà9 should also be accepted as the accusative meaning,.
And the accusative stem-meaning, such as the village, relates to
the difference, i.e. mutual absence, a part of the total meaning
of the accusative case, through the counterpositiveness; whereas
the same (accusative case-meaning) relates to the action, expres-
sed by the verbal root, through occurrence. Thus, the cognition
produced from the statement 'caitrah grämam gacchati9 is that
Caitra is the abode of the action of going, which is both inhe-
rent in something different from the village and producing the
effect contact occurring in the village. In this theory, the impo-
sition of the incorrect statement 'caitrah svam gacchati9 is not
possible because the action of going, which produces the contact
in Caitra, is indeed found inherent in Caitra himself and there-
fore, cannot be claimed to be inherent in something different
from Caitra himself, namely, the accusative stem-meaning.

It should be noted here that this theory visualizes the
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relation of the accusative stem-meaning to the difference, a
part of the meanings of the accusative case through the counter-
positiveness. And such a relationship contradicts the well
established syntactico-semantical convention that 'meaning of a
word relates to the total meaning of another word and not to a
part of the meaning of another word'. However, we can allow
^uch a relationship by restricting the application of such a
syntactico-semantical convention. Thus, Gadädhara permits
such a relationship of the accusative stem-meaning to part of
the accusative meaning.

Also, it should be noted that this theory avoids the
incorrect statement such as 'the wrestler goes (i.e. fights with)
himself (mallah svam gacchati) when actually two wrestlers
fight each other and, due to their fighting, both the wrestlers
possess the contact with each other. This is so because, the first
wrestler cannot be claimed to be the abode of the action of
going (i.e. fighting), which is inherent in somebody different
from the wrestler, the accusative-stem-meaning, despite the same
producing the contact in the wrestler.

Difficulty
However, really speaking, accepting inherence in some-

thing different from the accusative stem-meaning 'parasamaveta-
tva\ as one of the accusative case-meanings is not going to
solve the difficulty. For, Caitra can be said to possess the differ-
ence (i.e. mutual absence) of both a pot and Caitra himself.
And consequently, the action of going, when occurs in Caitra,
can be claimed to be inherent in something (i.e. pot) different
from himself, i.e. the accusative stem-meaning, namely, Caitra.
Therefore, the accusative stem-meaning can relate to the differ-
ence, the part of the accusative case-meaning, and the same
(accusative case-meaning) can further relate to the action of
going, occurring in Caitra, and thus, the incorrect statement
'Caitra' goes to himself ' stands unprevented. In view of this
difficulty, Gadädhara declares that considering the inherence in
something different from the accusative stem-meaning is point-
Jess and resorts to an alternative theory.



6 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

Alternative Theory
Gadädhara, as an alternative, proposes that the accusative

refers to the delimitership of the counterpositiveness conditioned
by the mutual absence, which is related to the root-meaning
'action' 'dhätvartha kriyänvayi bhedapratiyogitävacchedaka
tvam\ And the accusative stem-meaning relates to the differ-
ence (i.e. the mutual absence) through the relation of the
superstratumness. Thus, the cognition, in 'Caitra goes to the
village' (caitro grämam gacchatï), is that Caitra is the abode of
the action of going, which has the delimitership of the counter-
positiveness conditioned by the mutual absence such as 'the
village is not the possessor of the action of going producing the
contact'.

This alternative theory effectively avoids the incorrect
statement 'caitrah svam gacchatï etc. For, Caitra, though is
the abode of the action of going that produces the contact with
the village, cannot be claimed to be the abode of the action of
going that has the delimitership of the counterpositiveness
conditioned by the mutual absence such as 'Caitra himself is not
the possessor of the action of going' (i.e. Caitra cannot be
claimed to be different from the one who possesses the action»
of going).

Difficulty in the alternative theory
When a bird goes to, i.e. rests on, the ground, the statement

'bird goes to the ground' (vihago bhümim gacchatï) is made.
And this c«n be explained because the bird is indeed the abode
of the action of going which possesses the delimitership of the
counterpositiveness conditioned by the mutual absence such as
the ground is not the possessor of going that produces the
effect 'contact'. However, the action of going, occurring in the
bird which produces the contact with the ground, can very well
be claimed to be the delimiter of the counterpositiveness condi-
tioned by the mutual absence such as the bird is not the (other)
bird, the possessor of another action of going'. Consequently,
since the bird does possess the action of going which can be the
delimiter of the counierpositive of the mutual absence, the
incorrect statement 'bird goes to the bird' (vihago vihagam
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gacchati) cannot be avoided in the alternative theory suggested
by Gadädhara.

Avoidance of Difficulty
In view of this difficulty, Gadädhara accepts that the

accusative meaning such as the contact, occurring in the bird» is
related to the action of going through both the producership
and the delimitership of the counterpositiveness conditioned by
the mutual absence occurring in the abode of itself (i.e. the
accusative meaning) 'svâsraya nistha bheda pratiyogiiavac-
chedakatva\ When the action of going occurs in the bird, the
same cannot be claimed to be the delimiter of the counterposi-
tiveness conditioned by the mutual absence such as the bird is
not the possessor of the action of going. Thus, the incorrect
statement such as 'bird goes to the bird' (vihago vihagam
gacchati) cannot be imposed.

Observation
It can be observed now that Gadädhara has presented

two different theories. Of the two, the first one, namely, that the
inherence in something different from the accusative stem-mean*
ing 'parasamvetätva' should be accepted as one of the meanings
Of the accusative case ending is the Navya logicians view. It
ölearly betrays the Navya methodology that a new meaning can
be visualized to overcome an epistemological problem. Such a
theory visualizes that the incorrect statement such as 'caitrah
svam gacchati,9 which perceives the agent of the action to be the
object as well, can be overcome provided that the action, found
occurring in the agent, is qualified as inherent in something
different from the accusative stem-meaning, namely, the object,
For, since, in such incorrect statements, object and the agent
are one and the same, the action, occurring in the agent, would
not become inherent in something different from the accusative-
stem-meaning, namely, the object; and therefore, the agent
would be the abode of only the action that is found occurring
in the object as well; and thus, the grammatical convention that
agent and object are different in nature and agent is one who is
the abode of the action and the object is that which is the
abode of the effect produced by the action gets violated.
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It should be noted that the Navya logicians theory is
based on the grammatical principle that the agent is one who is
independent in his actions, i.e. one who posseses the action all
by himself and does not share it with the object or any other
käraka. Navyas try to avoid the incorrect statement by point-
ing out that, when incorrect statement such as 'caitrah svam
gacchatV is made, the same violates the grammatical convention
that the agent should possess an action that is his own and not
found elsewhere.

The second of the two theories presented by Gadädhara,
namely, that the accusative refers to the delimitership of the
counter-positiveness conditioned by the mutual absence, is
actually a modification of the first theory; but includes the
delimitership of the counterpositiveness in the meaning of the
accusative. Therefore* both the theories have the same technical
difficulty; that Caitra (or bird) can have the mutual absence
(difference) of himself (or of itself) because Caitra (or bird) is
not same as Caitra (or bird) and a pot. Thus, even when the
action is occurring in Caitra (or bird) alone, the same (action)
can be technically claimed to be occuring in something different
from himself (or itself). To overcome this difficulty, Gadädhara
resorts to the new methodology that the delimitership of the
counterpositiveness conditioned by the mutual absence is merely
a syntactico-semantical relation; and the effect, which is now
the accusative meaning, is related to the action through such a
relation. This theory has the advantage over the original Navya
theories since the action, occurring in the agent (bird etc.)
cannot be claimed to be the delimiter of the counterpositiveness
conditioned by the mutual absence such as bird is not the
possessor of the action of going.

Gokulanatha^ s theory
For the purpose of avoiding the incorrect statement

'caitrah svam gacchatV etc., Gokulanatha proposes as follows :
The accusative case1 refers to both the mutual absence and the
superstratumness. And the accusative stem-meaning, such as the

1. Earlier scholars like Bhavânanda and Gadädhara also have
supported this theory, however, Gokulanatha is the first
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village, relates to the mutual absence through the relation of
counterpositiveness, delimited by the individuality of individual
counterpositives; whereas the same stem-meaning relates to the
superstratumness through the occurrence. Thus, Caitra is the
abode of the action of going which is both occurring in the
locus of the mutual absence that conditions the counterpositive-
ness of the village and also produces the contact in the village.
Here, since the counterpositiveness, delimited by the delimiting
property of the counterpositiveness, in general, is the relation of
only the counterpositive to the mutual absence, when referred to
by the negative particle 'na' etc., the counterpositive, namely,
the village etc , can relate to the mutual absence when referred
to by the accusative through even the counterpositiveness,
delimited by the individuality of the individual counterpositives.

Also, here the convention is that whatever accusative
stem-meaning relates to the superstratumness, one of the two
accusative case-meanings, the same (accusative stem-meaning)
relates to the mutual absence, the other accusative case-mean-
ing. Consequently, dispite the action of going occurring in the
locus of the mutual absence conditioning the counterpositiveness
of some other person, (i.e. Maitra), the person (i.e. Caitra) can-
not be claimed to possess the mutual absence such as 'the
person (i.e. Caitra) is not the abode of the action of going'
provided that the same person does go to the village. Therefore,
the action of going, occurring in the person (i.e. Caitra), can
very well be negated to possessess the delimitership of the
counterpositiveness conditioned by the mutual absence such as
*t.he person (i.e. Caitra) is not the abode of the action of going9.
Thus, when Caitra goes to the village and not to himself, the
statement such as'Caitra goes to the village and not to the
person' {caitro grämam gacchati na manusyam) cannot be
prevented by claiming that some other person (i.e. Maitra) can
be related to the mutual absence through the relation of the
counter-positiveness; and so the action of going becomes only
the possessor of the delimitership of the counter-positiveness
conditioned by the mutual absence such as 'the person (i.e.

scholar to emphatically propose that mutual absence is the
accusative-meaning.
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Maitra) is not the abode of the action of going*.
Gokulanätha proposes further that, in negative statements

such as 'Caitra does not go to the person i.e. himself (caitro na
manusyam gacchati), the negative particle na makes one cognize
that the assembly of all the individual absences of the delimiter-
ships of the individual counterpositiveness(es), conditioned by
the mutual absence(s), such as 'the persons are different from
those who are the abode of the action of going', is related to
the action of going. Consequently, since the action of going9

occurring in Caitra, can be stated to possess the absence of the,
delimiterships of such counter-positivenesses, the statement
'Caitra does not go to the person' becomes tenable.

However, suppose it is held that the assembly of all the
individual absences of the delimiterships is impossible for any
body, to cognize, then the absence of the persons, in general,
(referred to by the negative particle 'na9 plus the accusative stem
imanusyd>) should be accepted to be relating to the action of
going through the relation of the delimitership of the counter-
positiveness, conditioned by the mutual absence of actions such
as going and also through the relation of the production of the
effect 'contact' occurring in the person, namely, Caitra himself.

Giridhartfs new method
Giridhara proposes a new method for avoiding the unten-

ability of the statement such as 'Caitra does not go to the
person' (caitro na manusyam gacchati). According to him, the
accusative meaning, namely, the mutual absence is related to the
action of going through the relation of the qualification which,
in turn, is delimited by the relation of the delimitership of the
countespositiveness as well as that of the production of the
effect 'contact' occurring in the same locus as that of itself i.e.
mutual absence. Consequently, since the mutual absence, occur-
ring in some other person (i.e. Maitra), is not related to the
action of going through the said relation of qualification (i.e.
since the absence of the mutual absence, in genera), conditioning
counterpositiveness delimited by such a qualification is possible
to be related to the action of going), the statement 'Caitra does
not go to the person' becomes tenable. This new method has
an advantage over the theory proposed by Gokulanätha. For,,
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according to logical conventions, no relation, which is not
occurrence-exacting, can ever be considered to be the delimiting
relation of the counterpositiveness conditioned by an absence;
and since the relation of the dimilitership of the counter-positi-
veness, conditioned by the mutual absence, is not an occurrence-
exacting, relation, the absence of the persons, in general, the
counter-positiveness of which is delimited by the relation of the
delimitership of the counterpositiveness, conditioned by the
mutual absence, a non-occurrence exacting relation cannot be
claimed to be related to the action of going.

According to the new method proposed by Giridhara,
however, the accusative meaning, namely, the mutual absence,
is related to the action of going through the relation of qualifi-
cation, and since the relation of qualification is an occurrence-
exacting relation, no violation of the logical convention of
any sort can occur in such a relationship. It should be noted
that, in this theory, the mutual absence, one of the two
meanings of the accusative case, can be left out without
being cognized if the relation of the same with the verbal root-
meaning 'action' is contradictory. For instance, consider the
statement 'you know yourself through yourself (ätmänam
ätmanä vetsi). Here, since the action of knowing occurs in the
self, the agent, who is also the object, the mutual absence such
as 'the self is not the possessor of the action of knowing' cannot
be related to the action of knowing through the relation of
qualification delimited by the delimitership of the counterposi-
tiveness. Therefore, while cognizing the total sentence-meaning
of the statement, one cognizes only the fact that the superstra-
tumness, the other meaning of the accusative case, is related to
the contentness, the effect, through the self linking relation.
Thus, according to this theory, even the statement, wherein the
agent and the object are identical, becomes tenable.

Observation
It should be noted here that Giridharas theory is essen-

tially a modification of the Navyas theory.
Giridhara has modified this theory in such a way that X

effectively prevents the making of the incorrect statement
'caitrab svam gacchati9 etc. Also, it explains the tenability of the
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negative statement such as 'caitrah na manusyam gacchatï etc.
Again, this theory allows, the statements such as 'ätmänam
ntmanâ veîsi9 etc. Thus, this theory can be claimed to answer
effectively all the difficulties encountered in making accusative
statements.

However, a major flew in this theory, which is common
to the original Navya theory as well, is that it assumes an addi-
tional sense such as the mutual absence, which has no sanction
by any grammatical convention, for the accusative case. Also, in
such a theory, the assembly of causes, that prevents the percep-
tion of the abode of the action of going, will have to be addi-
tionally assumed to consist of the reference to the mutual
absence; and hence involves the heaviness of assumption. This
flaw is overcome to some extent in the suggestion made by
Giridhara himself in an alternative theory. According to this
theory, the accusative refers to only the superstratumness and
such a meaning is related to the effect 'contact' through the
self-linking relation delimited by the inherence qualified by the
community of locus of the mutual absence of the abode of the
action of going. This alternative theory is also as efficient as the
theory considering the mutual absence as the accusative mean-
ing; for, this theory too incorporates within itself the element of
the mutual absence of the abode of the action of going etc.
However, since, here the mutual absence appears as only a
syntactical semantical, relation, the flaw of additional assump-
tion of such a meaning is avoided.

Grammarian Theory
Grammarians, especially Kauncjabhatta, and others hold

that the incorrect statement such as 'Caitra goes to himself*
(caitrah svam gacchatï) can be avoided by the rule1 "whatever
is enumerated after 'kadäräh karmadhäraye\ have only one
single name applicable to them" (â kadäräd elcä sarhjnä p. i.4.1).
According to this rule, when nominative case ending occurs,

1. According to this rule, whatever name is later and has no
other occasion for application, takes precedence over the
earlier which has other occasions for application (*>« para
anavakäsä...').
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due to the name 'agent', after the word 6caitra\ no other case
ending, due to any other name such as the 'object', is gramma-
tically feasible after the word *caitra\ Thus, the incorrect state-
ment, wherein the same word 'caitrd? has both the nominative
and the accusative endings occuring after it, cannot be imposed.

It should be noted here that grammarians such a&
Kaundabhatta hold that only the 'name object' (karma sarhjM),
and not the possession of the effect, is the determinating factor
for the use of the accusative case ending after a nominal stem.
That is to say that simply possessing the effect does not help
the assumption of the accusative case ending; but rather, the
understanding of the fact that something is the object is what
helps the assumption of the accusative case. And since, in
caitrah grämam gacchati, the name 'object' is prevented by the
later name 'agent' through the rule 'ä kahäräd ekä samjnä\ the
same (name 'object') cannot be taken to facilitate the accusative
case ending (am) after the word 9caitra\ According, to the
grammarians, the name 'object' must be accepted to be the
determining factor for the use of the accusative case ending.
Otherwise, the incorrect statement such as 'he has Krsna cook
the rice gruel' ( päcayati krsnam odanam), wherein the accusative
case ending occurs after the word 'krsna* expressing the agent),
can be imposed in the place of 'he has the rice cooked by Krsna'
(päcayaty odanam krshena). Krsna, since he is the abode of
the effect, namely, the cooking produced by the causative
activity, can be insisted to take the accusative case ending.

Grammarians, propose also that the verbal cognition, in
such incorrect statements, can be avoided by the epistemolo-
gical convention the reference to the abode of the effect, as
being the non-abode of the action, forms the cause of the verbal
cognition wherein the effect is related to the action as the
qualifier. And, in the incorrect statement, the effect 'contact' is
related to the action of going as the qualifier; and therefore, a
reference to the abode of the effect i.e. Caitra, as being the non-
abode of the action of going, is absolutely necessary. However,
since, in the statement, Caitra is both the agent as well as the
object, he is referred to as the abode of the effect who is also
the abode of the action of going; and fhus, due to the lack of
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the required reference itself, the cognition in the incorrect state
ment can be avoided.

Grammarian*s Refutation of parasamavetatva
Grammarians vehemently oppose the logicians theory that

the inherence in something different from the accusative stem-
meaning 'parasamavetatva9 can be considered to be the accusa-
tive case-meaning on the ground that there exists no convention
sanctioning the denotation of the accusative case ending in
such a meaning. According to them, no meaning, in which
denotation is not sanctioned, can be accepted as a legitimate;
meaning; and further, they refute the argument of the logicians
"that since the inherence in something different from the accusa-
tive-stem-meaming is efficient, i.e. avoids the incorrect statement
(caitrah svam gacchati etc.), the same should be conceded as
the meaning of the accusative case" on the ground that such
incorrect statements are avoided best by the rule (äkädäräd ekä
samjnä p.i.4.1).

Grammarians oppose logicians theory of the inherence in
something different from the accusative stem-meaning on
further grounds as well. According to them, suppose such an
inherence is conceded to be the accusative meaning, then the
incorrect statement such as 'to rice grains are cooked by them-
selves' (tandulam pacyate svayameva), wherein the word tandulam
has an accusative case ending, can also be imposed like the
quasi-passive (karmakartari) statement 'rice grains are cooked
by themselves' {tandulah pacyate svayam eva). This is so be-
cause, the rice grains (tandula), since they possess the fire-
contact produced by the cooking which is inherent in something
different from the rice grains, the accusative stem-meaning, can
be considered to be the object of cooking, and hence can very
well have the accusative case ending.

Refutation of grammarians theory
Logicians point out that, in the theory of the grammatians

that the incorrect statement such as'caitrah svam gacchati9 is
avoided by the rule 'â kadäräd ekä samjnä\ the correct state-
ments such as 'he knows himself through himself' (ätmänam
ätmanä vetsi) would also get avoided. For, according to such a
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theory, whatever name is later and has no other occasion for
application, takes precedence over the earlier name which has
^ome other occasion for application; and since the name 'agent',
which is later and has no other occasion for application, takes
precedence over the name 'object' which is earlier and has other
occasion for application, the accusative case ending resulting
from the name 'object' gets prevented after the word 'ätman*.
Therefore, it is untenable to consider that the later and occasion-
less name takes precedence over the earlier name having some
other occasion. Consequently, the logicians theory that 'either
the inherence in some different from the accusative stem-meaning
or the difference is the accusative meaning and such a meaning
is related to the verbal action' is the only viable proposition. The
objection, however, that the grammatical ix\\t'karmanidritiya
{p. ii.3.2) does not sanction the difference etc. as the accusative
meaning can be overcome by interpreting the rule that the
accusative is used when the nominal stem is intended to refer to
the meaning expected to relate to the difference and also to the
superstratumness.

It should be noted here that, according to Gadädhara, the
accusative case ending, denoting the objectness, is to be used
after a nominal stem provided that the objectness is intended to
be the qualificand of the accusative stem-meaning; and the
instrumental case ending denoting, the agentness, is to be used
after a nominal base provided that the agentness is intended to
be the qualificand of the instrumental stem-meaning. Conse-
quently, the incorrect statement such, as 'to rice grains are cook
ed by themselves' (tandulam pacyate svayameva), wherein the
accusative case is used after the nominal stem 'tandula\ cannot
be imposed in place of 'rice grains are cooked by themselves'
'tandulah pacyate svayamevd* since the objectness, namely, the
fire contact, produced by the cooking inherent in something
different from the rice grains, is cognized to be the qualifier of
the rice grains, the nominal stem-meaning, i.e. it is not cogniz-
ed to be the qualificand of the nominal stem-meaning (here the
cognition is that the rice grains are the abode of the action of
cooking producing the fire« con tact occurring in the rice grains
themselves).



16 Epistemology, Logic and Grammer

Nägesa*s theory
Nägesa, as a grammarian, firmly oppose the theory that

the mutual absence should be considered to be the accusative
meaning to avoid the incorrect statement such as 'Caitra goes
to himself {caitrah svam gacchati). According to him, only the
substratum(ness) is the accusative meaning. And the incorrect
statement can be avoided by assuming a convention that the
reference to the action (of going etc.), which is the delimiter of
the counterpositiveness conditioned by the mutual absence
occurring in the accusative stem-meaning, is the cause, of the
cognition, wherein the effect (contact etc.), qualified by the
substratum(ness), the accusative case-meaning, is perceived to
be the qualifier of the root-meaning i.e. the action. This can*be
explained as follows. In the statement 'Caitra goes to himself
(caitrah svam gacchati), according to him, only the substratum-
(ness) is the accusative-meaning. And Caitra, the accusative
stem-meaning, cannot be claimed to have either the mutual
absence of himself or the mutual absence of the abode of the
action of going. Consequently, the action of going occurring
in Caitra, does not become the delimiter of the counterpositive-
ness conditioned by the mutual absence such as 'Caitra is not
the abode of the action of going'. Therefore, since the reference
to such an action of going is lacking, the cognition, (wherein
the effect 'contact', qualified by the substratum(ness), referred
to by the accusative-case, is perceived to be the qualifier of the
action of going, the root-meaning) cannot be imposed. Thus,
the incorrect statement such as 'Caitra goes to himself ' (caitrah
svam gacchati), stands automatically avoided when intended to
produce the cognition of the action of going qualified by such
an effect.

Observation
It can be observed now as follows : Nägesa, following the

grammatical convention, accepts only the substratum(ness) to
be the accusative meaning. However, he avoids the incorrect
statement by assuming a special cause and effect relationship
between the reference to the qualified action of going and also
the cognition. However, since, the cognition of the action of
going etc., as qualified by the effect such as 'contact*, is produc-
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ed even without the sequence of the accusative and its reference
to the substratum(ness), the assumption of such a special cause
and effect relationship cannot be justified.

Also, in such an assumption of the relationship, the
action, is perceived as being the delimiter of the counter-positi-
veness conditioned by the mutual absence occurring in the
accusative stem-meaning. However, since no denotation can
be established for the verbal root in the action of going as the
being the delimiter, the reference to the action of going as the
being the delimiter is impossible to acquire.

Ritualists theory
Ritualists, especially Khandadeva and others propose that

the accusative case should be accepted to refer to the objectness
which is an indivisible property and is co-extensive in its
occurrence with the possession of the effect produced by the
action inherent in something different from the accusative stem-
meaning. According to them, such a theory avoids the incorrect
statement such as *Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam gacchati)
on the ground that Caitra is not the possessor of the effect
'contact' produced by the action of going inherent in something
different from the accusative stem-meaning, namely, Caitra
himself; and therefore, cannot be claimed to be the abode of
the objectness co-extensive in its occurrence with such a posses-
sion of the effect.

Ritualist's Refutation of logicians theory
Ritualists reject the logicians theory that the mutual

absence (or difference) should be accepted as one of the two
meanings of the accusative case (the other being the superstra-
tumness). They point out that the incorrect statement such as
'Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam gacchati) can be avoided
by considering the inherence as the meaning of the accusative
case as well. This can be explained as follows : The accusative
refers to the inherence. The accusative stem-meaning, such as
the village, is related to the inherence through the relation of the
occurrence in the locus of the mutual absence conditioning the
counterpositiveness of itself (i.e. the village). The cognition,
therefore, in 'Caitra goes to the village'; is that Caitra is the
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abode of the action of going delimited by the inherence occur-
ring in the locus of the mutual absence conditioning the counter-
positiveness of the village itself.

In the incorrect statement, however, Caitra, the accusative
stem-meaning, cannot be related to the inherence through such a
relation since the inherence does not occur in the locus of the
mutual absence conditioning the counterpositiveness of Caitra.
Thus, due to the impossibility of such a relationship, the incor-
rect statement with the intention of producing the cognition of
the inherence gets automatically avoided. Now, since considering
the inherence as the accusative case-meaning is as efficient as
considering the mutual absence as the meaning of the accusa-
tive case, in preventing the incorrect statement, there cannot be
any determining factor as to whether the mutual absence or the
inherence should be accepted as the accusative case-meaning to
avoid the incorrect statement. Thus, in comparison, the ritua-
lists theory that the objectness which is an indivisible property,
has the economy of assumption and so is preferable.

Observation
It can be observed now that the ritualists theory that the

objectness which is co-extensive, in its occurrence, with the
possession of the effect, is certainly as efficient as logicians
theory of considering the mutual absence as the accusative-
meaning in avoiding the incorrect statement 'caitrah svam
gacchatV etc. However, since the objectness has to be percei-
ved, in this theory, as co-extensive, in its occurrence, with the
possession of the effect produced by the action inherent in
something different from the accusative stem-meaning, the so
called economy in the assumption of a single indivisible pro-
perty, namely, the objectness, as the accusative meaning,
becomes pointless. Therefore, it is better to assume the denota-
tion of the accusative in the mutual absence instead of pretend-
ing to have the denotation of the accusative in only the
objectness.

Conclusion
Since the non-objects such as Caitra etc. too possess the

effect'contact'produced by the action of going, the accusative
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case ending (am) can be insisted to be used after the word ex-
pressing the non-object (i.e. 'caitra') like after the word expres-
sing the object i.e. 'grama9 in the context of 'Caitra goes to the
village' (caitrah grämam gacchati); and hence the incorrect
statements such as 'Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam
gacchati) can be imposed. Among the various theories proposed
to avoid the imposition of such incorrect statements, Jagadisa's
theory envisages that the accusative meaning, namely, the effect,
be related to the action of going etc., through the relation of
producing as well as the possession of the counterpositiveness
conditioned by the absence of the action occurring in the locus
of the effect. This theory is based on the Prâcya's convention
and assumes only a special syntactico-semantical relation of the
effect to the action. It does not involve the assumption of any
new sense to the accusative case and hence does not violate any
grammatical convention.

Navyas proposal that inherence in something different
from the accusative stem-meaning should be accepted as one of
the two meanings of the accusative case, is probably the most
fascinating theory among all the theories proposed for solving
the incorrect statement. Almost all the epistemologists have
borrowed this proposal in one way or the other to overcome the
imposition of the incorrect statement. The central idea behind
such a proposal is that when the action of going etc. is qualified
to be inherent in something different from the meaning of the
accusative stem, namely, the actual object, the objects become
devoid of the inherence of the action of going; and hence the
non-objects, especially the agents such as Caitra, who have only
the inherence of the action of going, can be avoided from the
name 'object' and so the incorrect statement which involves the
accusative case ending after the word expressing the agent also
gets prevented.

However, the main objection to such a theory has been
that the non-objects (i.e. the agent such as Caitra) can be
claimed to have the mutual absence of themselves since the
same non-object(s) is (are) different from the non-objects and
an additional entity such as pot. And consequently, even the
action of going, which occurs in the non-objects, become
inherent in something different from the accusative stem-mean-
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ing, namely, the object. In view of such a difficulty, Gadädhara
has finally resorted to the theory that the accusative should be
accepted to refer to the effect 'contact' etc. and such an effect
is related to the action of going through the relation of the
delimitership of the counterpositiveness conditioned by the
mutual absence.

It should be noted here that this objection is only techni-
cal; and therefore, need not be given so much weightage as to
necessiate the discarding of the Navya theory. The Navya
theory as proposed by Gadädhara is the most innovative one
and effectively avoids the imposition of the incorrect statement
such as 'Caitra goes to himself (caitrah svam gacchatï).

Both Gokulanätha and Giridhara have followed the^
theory of the Navyas in avoiding the incorrect statement.
Gokulanätha's proposal that the accusative case should be
accepted to denote the superstratumness and the mutual
absence and the accusative stem-meaning is related to the
mutual absence through the relation of counterpositiveness is
only a modification of the Navya's theory. However»
Gokulanâthas suggestion that the absence of the persons, in
general, referred to by the negative particle *nd plus the accusa-
tive stem 'manusya\ is related to the action of going through
the delimitership of the counter-positiveness in the negative
statement such as 'Caitra does not go to the person' (caitro na
manusyam gacchati) violates the established convention that
'the stem-meaning is not directly related to the root-meaning'.
Also, the same suggestion contradicts the convention that no
non-occurrence exacting relation can be the delimiting relation
of the counterpositiveness (here the delimitership is a non-
occurrence-exacting relation and hence cannot be the delimiting
relation of the counterpositiveness). In view of this difficulty,
Giridhara suggests that one of the two accusative case-mean-
ings, namely, the mutual absence, itself is related to the root-
meaning (i.e. the action of going etc.) through the relation
of the qualification which, in turn, is delimited by the relations
of the delimitership of the counterpositiveness as well as the
production of the effect. Now, since the relation of qualification
is an occurrence-exacting relation, such a difficulty is overcome.

Now, provided that scholars are not averse to accept an



Avoidanee of Incorrect Statements 21

additional sense (in the form of the mutual absence) for the
accusative case, Giridharas theory is probably the best among
all the theories suggested for the avoidance of the incorrect
statement as it effectively answers all the epistemological diffi-
culties, namely, the avoidance of the incorrect statement 'caitrah
svam gacchati\ and making of the correct statements such as
4caitrah na manusyam gacchati9 and 'ätmänam ätmanä vetsV etc.
Also, this theory is uniform in suggesting that the two accusa-
tive meanings are related to the action of going etc. in all the
instances.

Really speaking, Nagesa's theory that "the reference to
the action (of going etc.), which is the delimiter of the counter«
positiveness, conditioned by the mutual absence occurring in
the accusative stem-meaning, is the cause, of the cognition
wherein the effect (contact etc.), qualified by the accusative
meaning (substratumness), is perceived to be the qualifier of
the root-meaning, (i.e. the action of going)" is a flawless one.
It, like the Navya's theory, avoids the incorrect statement be-
cause the action of going in such a statement cannot be claimed
to be the delimiter of the counterpositiveness, conditioned by
the mutual absence such »as "Caitra is not the abode of the
action of going." , Also, the objection that 'the reference to the
action of going etc., as not being the delimiter of the counter-
positiveness, conditioned by the mutual absence, cannot be
obtained since no denotation for verbal roots in such a sense
is sanctioned by the convention is not a serious one. Such an
assumption can be sanctioned due to the necessity like the
Navyas assumption of the denotation for the accusative in the
sense of the mutual absence. Thus, Nageéa's proposal can be

accepted as an alternative to the Navya's theory of avoiding the
incorrect statement.

The grammarians especially Kaundabhatta etc. have
shown an independent attitude in solving the difficulty of
avoiding the incorrect statement. Their theory, namely, that the
incorrect statement 'caitrah svam gacchat? is avoided by the 'â
kadäräd ekä samjnä\ is based on a special grammatical conven-
tion that'whatever name is later and without any occasion for
application takes precedence over the earliar name'; and, des-
pite such a convention having a certain difficulty in allowing
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the statement 'ätmünam ätmanä vetsï etc. (due to 'ätmari being
both the agent and the object), the same is least influenced by
any of the logicians theories. Thus, by presenting such a theory*
grammarians have demonstrated that the incorrect statement
can be avoided without assuming either an additional sense for
the accusative case or any special syntactico-semantical relation.

Finally, as regards the ritualists theory: The main objec-
tive of this theory is the achievement of the economy of assum-
ption. By holding that "the accusative case refers to the object-
ness which is an indivisible property and co-extensive in its
occurrence with the possession of the effect inherent in some-
thing different from the accusative stem-meaning", they
intended to achieve the economy of assumption because, in this
theory, the accusative case needs to refer to only the objectness.
However, it should be pointed out here that the ritualists too
need to cognize the possession of the effect inherent in some-
thing different from the accusative stem-meaning, as an indenti-
fying element of the objectness. Thus, since the reference to
such a possession is in any case necessary at least indirectly, the
acceptance of the denotation in an indivisible property is the
form of the objectness does not serve the intended purpose.



CHAPTER XIV

THEORY OF TRANSITIVITY

(sakarmakatva vkärah)

Intraduction
Verbal roots, which have been enumerated by Pänini as

those that are of the type of 'bhû9 (to be) etc., can be classified
into two broad groups : namely, transitive (sakarmaka) and
intransitive (akarmaka). However, the most important point to
note here is that Sanskrit uses the term 'sakarmaka9 'object ex-
pectant' for transitive and 'akarmaka9 'non-object expectant'
for intransitive roots. Pänini himself has used the terms 'sakar-
maka9 and 'akarmaka9 and thus implies that the notion of tran-
sitivity or intransitivity depends largely on the roots being able
to take an object or not.

Traditionally, the verbal root which expresses it's meaning
as syntactico-semantically related to an object (karmänvita
svärtha hodhaka), is considered to be transitive and the verbal
root which expresses it meaning as syntactico-semantically un-
related to an object (karmänanvita svärtha bodhaka), is consider-
ed to be intransitive. Thus, the root 'pac9 (to cook) is transitive
because it expresses the action of cooking which can be related
to an object such as rice grains (tandula) in 'he cooks rice grains*
{tandulam pacati); whereas the root 'spand9 (to quiver or to
move) is intransitive because it expresses the motion which can-
not be related to an object such as a village (gräma) in *he
moves' (spandate). Further, transitive roots are divided into two
kinds : those that express an action related to a single object i.e.,
single accusative (ekakarmaka) and those that express an action
related to two objects, i.e., double accusative (dvikarmaka).
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For instance, the root *gamn (to go) is single accusative since
the same expresses the action of going which is related to the
single object 'village' in 'he goes to the village' (grämam
gacchati); whereas the root 'duh9 (to milk) is double accusative'
since the same expresses the action of milking which is related
to the double objects 'milk' and also 'cow' 'in he milks the cow
the milk' (gam dogdhi payah).

Also, the double accusative is again divided into two kinds:
those that express a single action related to two distinct objects
(karmadvayänavita vyäpärärthaka) and those that express two
separate actions related to two distinct objects (karmadvayânvîta
vyäpäradvayärthaka). For, instance, the root 'duK (to milk) is a
double accusative which expresses a single action of milking
related to two objects, namely, the 'milk' and also the 'cow' in
'he milks the cow the milk' (gäm dogdhi payah); whereas the
causative2 root yäpay (to lead) is a double accusative which
expresses the actions of causing and going i.e. leading (or
driving) relate to two objects, namely, the 'goat' and also the
'village' in 'he leads the goat to the village' (ajäm grämam
yäpapati).

The intransitive root, which expresses an action not related
to an action, or technically speaking, which expresses an action
not delimited by an effect (phalänavacahinna vyäpärärthaka) is

1. The root gam (to go) was originally intransitive and it ex-
pressed an action of going which had the village etc. as its
goal. However, later on in the language, the root *gartf
gained currency as transitive and the goal of going was
considered as its object.

2. It shall be noted that the causative roots, despite expres-
sing a single action such as going, are considered 'double
accusative', expressive of two separate actions, since the
causative affix (nie) expresses the second action, namely,
'causing9. Also it should be noted that causatives are not
transitive by nature at all but the transitivity is imposed
on them since the causative affix in them always expresses
an action 'causing' which makes even intransitives into
transitives..
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of3 four kinds : i) those that express a distinct sense (of exis-
tence etc.) (arthäntaraväcaka), (ii) those that express an action
delimited by the locus of its effect ( phalasrayä vacchinna vyäpär'
ârthaka), (iii) those that do not express an action having
syntactico-semantical expectancy for an object {avivaksita kar-
maka) and (iv) those that are well known to be intransitive
{prasiddha). For instance, the root 'bhü* (to exist) is intransitive
because it expresses the sense of existence (Jbhü sattäyäm väci)
distinct from the experience (anubhava) etc. in 'pot exists' (ghafo
bhavati). The root "sabdätf (to sound) is intransitive because it
expresses the action of sounding delimited by the locus of the
effect such as producing the sound in *Caitra sounds' {caitrah
sabdäyati). The root 'adhigam' (to understand) is intransitive
because it does not express an action having the syntactico-
semantical expectancy for an object such as sense of the science
(sästrärtha) (Le. because it expects the sästrärtha to be the
agent) in 'sense of the science understands' (adhigacchati säs-
tr art hah). The root 'spand* (to move) is intransitive because it
is well known to be intransitive in 'it moves' (spandate) etc.

Problem
The accusative case endings are enjoined after the nominal

bases that are associated with the transitive roots, i.e. only the
transitive roots condition the use of the accusative case endings
after the nominal bases expressing grammatical object. How-
ever, scholars hold divergent views regarding the way of defin-
ing the transitivity. Jagadïsa defines the transitivity using a
syntactical criterion and holds that transitivity depends on the
ability of the roots to have their infinitives syntactically expect-
ing an accusative word. Also, Khaçdadeva adopts the syntacti-
cal criterion to define the transitivity. Nevertheless, majority
of the epistemologists adopt a semantical or an epistemologicai
approach to define the transitivity. While Präcya grammarians
adopt a semantical approach to define the transitivity and state
that transitive roots are those that refer to actions that are
related to the meanings expressed by the words called *gram-

3, dhätor arthäntare vrtteh dhätvarthenopasamgrahät prasiddher
avivaksätah karmonokarmikä kr\yä> Vâkyapadîya* f
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matical objects', Prâcya logicians observe that the roots refer-
ring to actions that are related to effects are transitive. On the
other hand, the Navyas adopt an epistemological approach to
define the transitivity. Navya grammarians, thus, opine that
roots, that refer to an effect occurring in a locus other than that
of the actions, are transitive. And Navya logicians such as
Gadädhara hold that the roots referring to an action delimited
by effects that, in turn, are not delimited by the locus, are
transitive. Finally, Giridhara, a very late Navya logician,
incorporates both syntactical and semantical aspects of the
transitivity into his definition and proposes a theory which is a
happy amalgamation of both the essential characteristics of the
transitivity. In the following pages, we shall discuss these
various theories of the transitivity and also present a critical
examination of the same.

Theories based on syntactical principle—Jagadisa* s theory
According to Jagadisa, verbal roots refer to mere actions

such as cooking etc. And only conjugational and accusative
endings refer to effects such as becoming soft etc. Therefore,
roots can be considered to be transitive on the basis of whether
infinitives of such roots have a syntactical expectancy for an
'object' or not. Thus, Jagadisa defines the transitivity as the
syntactical expectancy of roots in their infinitive forms for an
accusative object (dvitlyäsakänksa tumantatvam). For instance,
consider the root 'gam* (to go) in the infinitive form 'gantum9

(icchati) '(he desires) to go'. Here, the root 'gam\ in its infinitive
form 'gantum9 (he desires) to go', expects syntactically an
accusative object such as *grâmarrC which fulfills the expectancy
for 'what does one go to ' and hence can be considered t obe
transitive.

It should be noted here that this definition of the transiti-
vity easily covers even the roots referring to knowledge or
under standing such as 'jnä'4 (to know). This is so because, the
root 'jfiä9 etc. too syntactically expect, in their infinitive forms

4. Episternologists are divided in their opinion as to whether
roots referring to knowledge or understanding such as 'jna9

(to know) are transitive or not. While some, headed by
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such as 'jnätun? (he desires) to know', accusative objects such as
'ghatam9 (pot) which fulfills the expectancy for 'what does one'
desire to know; and hence can be considered to be transitive.

Also, it should be noted that according to Jagadïsa,
grammatical objects in association with the roots referring to
rememberance (smarana) such as 6smf (to remember), too are
ruled to have optionally accusative or genitive case endings. And
hence, the roots *smf (to remember) etc. can be regarded to be
transitive since they, in their infinitive forms, such as 'smartum*
(he desires to remember) can be said to have syntactical expec-
tancy for an accusative object such as 'matarartf (mother).
Thus, the objection that "since the rule 'adhtg arthadayesäm
karman? (p. ii.3.52) enjoins genitive case endings after the words
expressing the objects in association with the roots *sm? etc.»
the same roots *$mf etc. could not be considered transitive"
gets automatically refuted.

Observation
Jagadïsa is the first logician to have adopted the syntac-

tical criterion to define the transitivity. His analysis that 'a
root is transitive provided that the same has, in its infinitive
form, syntactical expectancy for an accusative object' clearly
demonstrates his syntactical approach that the transitivity i&
determined on the basis of whether the root has a syntactical
expectancy for an accusative object or not. Also, such an
approach facilitates the most natural explanation of the transi-
tivity since the accusative case endings are enjoined only after
the nominal bases expressing an object that are associated with
the transitive roots.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that while such an analy-
sis covers satisfactorily the transitive roots referring to knowle-
dge or understanding such as *jna (to know), the same fails to
cover the transitive roots referring to rememberance such as
'smf (to remember) in the examples such as 'he remembers his
mother' (mätuh smarati) since the same has no expectancy for

Jagadïsa and others consider such roots as transitive,
others, headed by Raghunatha, rule out such roots as
transitive.
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an accusative object (the object has a genitive ending in such
cases),

Khandadevas theory
Khandadeva proposes probably the simplest and yet most

accurate and comprehensive definition of the transitivity based
on the syntactical principle. According to him, the transitivity
is the state of the root that has a syntactical expectancy for a
grammatical object qualified by the lack of non-expectancy
(avivaksä viraha visista karmasäkänksa dhätutvam). And the
syntactical expectancy means the expectancy for a particular
sequence of words such as the accusative 'grâmam9 etc. Thus,
for instance, the root 'gam9 (to go) is transitive since the same
has the syntactical expectancy for a grammatical object i.e.
grämam coupled with the lack of non-expectancy for the same.

Here, since the syntactical expectancy is meant to be the
particular sequence of accusative words and not any sequence
of accusative words, only the particular sequence of accusative
words such as 'grämam9 (with respect to gacchati) and 6gha(am9

(with respect to karoti) fulfils the syntactical expectancy and not
merely the sequence of words 'grämah karmatvam? and 'ghatah
kartnatvam9. Thus, the incorrect usage such as 'grämah karma*
tvam gacchati9 and 'ghatah karmatvam karoti* could not be
imposed with the intention of cognizing the action of going to
the village and the action of making the pot respectively.

Also, despite the roots 'kf (to do) and 'yam9 (to exert)
meaning the same, only the former is regarded to be the transi-
tive and not the latter; this is so because, only the root 'kf has
the syntactical expectancy for an accusative word, whereas the
root 'yarn9 does not have any expectancy for the accusative
word.

In the definition, the syntactical expectancy for the
grammatical object (ßkänksä) is qualified as Making in the non-
expectancy (avivaksävirahavisista)» This is done so with a view
to facilitate the intransitive use of transitive roots while not
expecting an object and also to facilitate the transitive use of
intransitive roots while expecting an object. Thus, while the
naturally transitive roots such as 'pac9 (to cook) can be explain-
ed to be intransitive in the non-accusative usage 'pacati9 (he
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cooks), the naturally intransitive roots such as 'äs9 (to be) can
be explained to be transitive in the accusative usage 'mäsam
äste9 (he stays for a month).

Observation
Khandadeva's theory of transitivity is the simplest and

yet very accurate since it regards the transitivity as the syntac-
tical expectancy of roots for the accusatives. It covers all the
instances of transitive roots such as 'gam* (to go) and excludes
all the non-instances of intransitive roots such as yam (to exert).
Also, this theory is most significant since it recognises the
natural distinction between the transitivity and the intransitivity;
that is : transitivity and also intransitivity are relative properties
and even a transitive root, if not expecting an accusative object*
is intransitive; whereas even an intransitive root, if it is expect-
ing an accusative object, becemes transitive.

Theories based on semantical principle—Präcya grammarians
theory

Präcya grammarians have adopted a semantical criterion
in analysing the transitivity of roots. According to them, roots
are transitive provided that they refer to actions thmt are compe-
tent to have semantical relations with 'objects'. Also, roots are
intransitive provided that they refer to actions that are not
semantically competent to have relations with 'objects'. Thus,
they define transitive roots as those that refer to the actions
that are related to the meaning expressed by the words called
'objects' (vyäkarana5 sästriya karma sarhjhakärthanvayyarthakah)
and intransitive roots as those that refer to the actions that are
not related to the meaning expressed by the words called
'objects' (vyäkarana sästriya karma samjnakärthänanvayyar'
thakah). For instance, consider the root 'pac9 (to cook) in
'Caitra cooks rice grains' (caitrah tandulam pacati) and the root
6bhu* (to exist) in 'pot exists' (ghato bhavati). Here, in the first
instance, the root 'pad* is transitive since the same refers to the
action of cooking which is related to the rice grains, expressed
by the word Uandula9 called 'object'. Also, in the second

5. Laghumafijüsa, p. 5.
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instance, the root *bhv? is intransitive since the same refers to
the action of existing which is not related to any meaning

^pressed by the word called 'object'.

Observation
This theory is the most basic one and recognises the fact

that transitivity of roots depends on the reference to the actions
which are competent to be related to the grammatical object.
In transitive usages, the transitive roots are invariably used
with objects and hence refer to the meanings that have seman-
tical relations with the objects. Präya grammarians are guided
by the principle that only the semantical competency of roots to
fefer to such actions as cooking etc., which produce an effect,
and hence are related to the objects, determines the transitivity.

This approach may be considered semantical because these
epistemologists have regarded the semantical competency of the
actions, referred to by the roots, to relate to the grammatical
object as the determining factor of the transitivity.

Präcya logicians theory
Präcya logicians too have adopted a semantical approach

in defining tue transitivity. According to them, roots refer to an
action such as going. And the affixes such as accusative and
conjugational endings refer to an effect such as contact. Conse-
quently, roots are to be considered as transitive provided that
they refer to the actions that are related semantically to effects
iphalänvitavyäpäräbodhakah). For instance, consider the root
'gam' (to go). The root refers to the action of going and such
an action is related to the effect 'contact'. Thus, since the root
4gam9 refers to the action of going, related to the effect 'contact',
the same is transitive. This theory is based on the semantical
fact that the transitivity means the reference of roots to
actions which are competent to be related to effects. That is to
say, that, in the analysis of sentence-meaning, i.e. verbal cogni-
tion, actions, referred to by transitive roots such as 'gam* (to
go) are related to effects such as contact as transitive actions
produce the effects; whereas actions referred to by intransitive
roots such as 'bhü' (to be) are not related to any effect as intran-
sitive actions do not produce any effect at all. And hence, only
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such a reference to an action which is competent to be related to
an effect should be regarded as the conditioning factor of the
transitivity.

However, the most important point to observe, in this
theory, is that, according to Präcya logicians, roots refer to mere
actions (and not to efforts); and therefore, actions referred to by
roots are what determine the transitivity of the roots.

The difference, between the Präcya grammarians and also
the Präcya logicians, however, is that while the former have
perceived the transitivity as the semantical competency of the
actions referred to by roots to have relations with objects in
general, the later have specified the same as the semantical
competency of the actions to be related with the effects which
determine things as grammatical object.

Nagesha* s theory
Nagesha was greatly influenced by Patanjalis theory that

accusative case endings denote the syntactico-semantical
relations between the object käraka and also' the action (kriyä
kärakayor abhisathbandhasya dvitiyä väcikä). And therefore, he
interprets the same accusative case ending as denoting the
possessor of the power of objectness (karmatva saktimatvam).
Consequently, Nagesha holds that the transitivity is the refe-
rence to the meaning i.e. the action which is related to the
possessor of the power of objectness (karmatva saktimad arthä-
nvayyartha* katvam). For instance, the root 'gam* (to go) in
6 gräm am gacchatV (he goes to the village) is transitive because
the same refers to the action of going which is related to the
possessor of the power of objectness, the accusative meaning,
through conditioning.

Observation
Nagesha's theory of the transitivity too can be indued

under the theories based on semantical principle. Since he has
concluded that the possessor of the power of objectness consti-
tutes the accusative-meaning, he has proposed that the transiti-
vity means the reference of the root to an action that can be

6. Laghumafijüsa, p. 1232.
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related to the possessor of the power of the objectness i.e. the
object. Also, this theory is, actually, in conformity with the
semantical principle that the transitivity depends on the seman-
tical competency of the root meaning i.e. action to have a
relation with the object. Thus, despite using a different termi-
nology, he adheres to the same semantical principle that the
transitivity means the reference to action competent to relate to
the object.

Theories based on epistemological principle—Navya theory
Navyas7 have adopted epistemological approach to define

transitivity. However, according to them, transitive roots refer
to both actions and their effects. And effects are perceived as
the delimiting properties of actions. Consequently, they consider
the transitivity as the reference of roots to actions delimited by
effects, the delimiters of root-meanings (dhätvarthatä vacchedaka
phalävacchina vyftpära väcakatvam). For instance, consider the
root 'ganC (to go) in 'grämam gacchatV (he goes to the village).
Here the root 'gam' refers to both the action of going and the
effect 'contact' and the same effect 'contact' is perceived to be
the delimiter of the action of going. Thus, since the root
refers to the action delimited by its effect, the same is transitive.

However, Navyas encounter an epistemological problem in
their explanation of. the transitivity. According to their defini-
tion, even roots like 'paV (to fall down below) and 'hu9 (to offer
down below) would become transitive in 'vrksät parnam patat'C
(leaf falls from tree) 'agnau ghrtam juhotV (he offers ghee into
fire). For, while the root 'paf refers to the action of falling,
delimited by the contact down below, the root 'hu* refers to the
action of offering, delimited by the contact with fire. To avoid
such a problem, they propose that the effect, the delimiting
property of the root-meaning 'action', should itself be qualified
as'not-delimited' by its locus. Consequently, since the effect
'contact' is delimited by the region down below {adhas sarhyo-
gävacchinna) in the first instance, and the effect 'contact' is
delimited by the locus 'fire' (agnirüpa äsrayävacchinna) in the

7. Vyutpattivada,p. 232.
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second instance, the root 'pat* and 'hi? would not become
transitive in stich usages.

Nevertheless, some scholars hold that 'ground (bhümitala)
can be considered as the grammatical object of the action of
falling and hence the statement 'leaf falls to the ground from
the tree' (vrksât parnam bhümitalam patati) is grammatically
correct. Hence the root 'pat9 (to fall down below) need not be
intransitive and therefore, there is no need to qualify the effect
as 'not-delimited by its locus' to avoid the transitivity for the
root 'pat9. According to them, the rule 'dvitlyäsritätitapatitc?
(p. ii.1.24) allowing an accusative compound such as 'narakam
patitah9 (fallen to the hell) is an indication to the fact that the
root 'pat9 is transitive and hence has the competency for having
a grammatical object. Nevertheless, Gadädhara, does not
subscribe to such a view. He states that supposing the root 'pat9

is transitive, then the superstratumness (adheyatvaX referred to
by the locative as well as the accusative case endings, would
relate to the effect 'contact' in "bhümaupatati9 and 'hhûmirn
patati9; respectively; and hence the established convention that
the locative, case is used when the superstratumness is to related
to the action and the accusative case is used when the same
superstratumness is to be related to the effect' gets violated.

Also, Navyas face another epistemological problem in
their explanation of the transitivity. They cannot explain the
transitive use of the root Jnä (to know) etc. in the statements
such as 'he knows pot' (ghatam jänäti). For, according to their
theory, the roots must refer to an action and also to an effect*
which delimits, to qualify for the status of the transitivity;
and the root jnä (to know) does not refer to any effect such as
'contact' which can delimit the action of knowing. Faced with
this problem, Raghunatha and others have declared that the
transitivity of the root jnâ etc. in 'ghatamjänäti9 etc. is merely
conventional. However Jayarama8 and following him Gadäd«
hara, have proposed that the roots 'jnä9 etc. have a secondary
transitivity. According to them, accusative and other karma*
pratyas9 in such context, refer to the contentness (visayatva)»
which is quite distinct from the qualificandness (uddesyatväti*

8. Kärakavyäkhyäna, p. 3.
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rikta vïsayatva). And since the roots 'ßä* etc. refer to the
action that conditions such contentness, the same are transitive
of the secondary kind.

Observation
Navyas theory of the transitivity is based on the epistemo-

logical principle that roots are to be considered transitive pro-
vided that they have a reference to both the action and the effect
wherein the latter delimits the former. However, the basic
difference between the theories based on the semantical principle
and this one is that while the formet regard semantical compe-
tency of the action, referred to by roots, to be the determining
factor of the transitivity, the latter (i.e. present Navya theory)
regards the reference to both the action and the effect to be the
same. Of course, these two aspects constitute the two sides of the
same fact; however, the approaches are different. Thus, while
the root 'gam9 (to go) is transitive due to its reference to both
the action of going and the effect 'contact', the root 'spand9 (to
move) is intransitive due to its lack of ability to refer to both
the action and an effect.

Now, as regards the problem of avoiding the transitivity
for the root 'pat' (to fall): Navyas have overcome this difficulty
by qualifying the effect, referred to by the root, 'as not delimi-
ted, in turn, by the locus'. However, as some Navyas, them-
selves, deliberate, the root 'pat9 may be considered to be 'tran-
sitive' since the same refers to the action of falling and to an
effect 'contact' produced by the action. Also, enjoining of the
accusative compound with 'patita9 etc. indicates that Panini too
considered the root 'pat' as transitive if capable of construing
with the accusative word. And hence, the qualification of the
effect as 'not delimited in turn, by locus' serves the purpose of
excluding the root 'pat9 from the category of transitives only in
*vrksät parnam patati9 etc.

Now as regards the root 'jnä9. Despite the transitive
forms 'jänätV etc. being used with accusative words 'ghatam9 etc.,
the root 'jnä9 is unlike other transitive roots. The root refers to
the action of knowing but the same does not produce any con-
crete effect such as contact. Thus, the criterion adopted by the
Navyas, or for that matter, Präcyas, actually fails to cover such
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roots. Nevertheless, even the action of knowing etc. can be said
to produce an awareness regarding the matter concerned. Thus,
some Navyas, like Gadâdhara, have tried to cover such roots
by stating that they have a secondary transitivity due to their
reference to the action of knowing etc. which conditions the
^ontentness of the objects. Thus, they have recognised and also
appriciated the fact that roots like 'jnä9 are transitive of a
different kind.

Kaundabhattas theory
Navya grammarians, mainly Kaundabhatta9 and others,

have adopted an epistemological approach to the definition of
transitivity. Kaundabhatta defines the transitivity as the refer-
ence to either the action not occurring in the same locus as that
of the root-meaning 'effect' (svärtha phala vyadhikarana vyäpära
väcakatvam) or to the effect not occurring in the same locus as
that of the root-meaning 'action' {svärtha vyäpära vyadhikarana
phalaväcakatvam). The root 'pac9 (to cook) is transitive because
the same refers to an effect (i.e. becoming soft) which does not
occur in the same locus (i.e. the agent 'Caitra') as that of the
action of cooking, in 'Caitra cooks rice' (caitrah pacati tan4u-
lam). According to this theory, the intransitive roots such as
'bhü9 (to be) can be excluded from the category of transitives
since the same do not refer to any action such as 'being which
can be claimed to be not occurring in the same locus as that of
its effect i.e. since the same do not refer to any effect that occurs
in ä different locus from that of the root-meaning * action'.

Kaundabhatta is against accepting transitive roots as
referring to merely an effect and therefore argues that the transi-
tivity cannot be defined as the reference to the effect that occurs
in a locus other than that of the action producing it (svärtha
phala janaka vyäpära vyadhikarana phalaväcakatvam). For, in
that case, the root 6kr9 (to do) would become excluded from the
category of transitive roots. According to him, the root 'kf
would become equal to 'yam* (to exert) in its reference since it
refers to mere effect such as effort. This is in spite of the fact
that in cases like' ghatam karoti9 (he makes a pot), the same

9. Bhusansara, p. 68.
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refers to an effect which occurs in a locus other than that of the
action of mind-soul contact.

The author of Darpana,10 while commenting, states that
the effect, in the definition, should be qualified further as
occurring in a locus not included in the category of the delimiter
of what is referred to by the root, (sakyatävacchedaka
kotyapravistäerayakatvarn). Consequently, since the effect
'holding the breath' occurs in the breath that is included in the
category of the delimiter of what is referred to by the root (the
root 'jiv9 refers to the action conducive to the holding of the
breath), the root yiv' (to live) would not become transitive.
This is despite the action of living occurring in Devadatta etc,
who is different from the breath, the locus of the effect
•holding'.

Observation
Kaundabhatta's theory of transitivity is also based on the

same epistemological principle that provided the basis for the
Navyas theory i.e. transitive roots refer to both an effect and an
action. However, the difference between the Navyas theory and
that of Kaundabhatta is that while the former perceives the
effect to be the delimiting factor of the action, the latter does
not perceive any such delimitership. On the other hand,
Kaundabhatta's theory perceives the non-occurrence of the effect
in the same locus as that of the action to be an important
criterion. In this theory Kaundbhatta is influenced by the diffic-
ulty that otherwise the incorrect statement such as 'caitrah
svam11 gacchatV cannot be avoided.

According to Kaundabhatta, 'the roots that refer to the
effect not occurring in the same locus as that of the root-
meaning' must be understood as the 'the roots that refer to an
effect which occurs in a locus other than that of the action as
well' (vyäpäradhikaranamäträvrtti). Consequently, roots like
*pac\ (to cook) are transitive because the same refer to the
effect of 'becoming soft' which occurs in the locus, i.e. rice

10. Darpana, p. 68.
11. See chapter on the avoidance of the incorrect statements

'caitrah svam gacchati\
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grains, that is other than that of the action of cooking. Also,
the roots like 'ganC (to go) are transitive because the same refer
to the effect of 'contact' which occurs in the locus, i.e., the
village, that is other than that of the action of going. This is
despite the effect 'contact' occurring in the person who is the
locus of the action of going as well.

It could be observed now that Navya logicians and also
Navya grammarians have regarded the transitivity of roots as
the reference to both an effect and an action. They are guided,
in their perception, by the fact that transitive verbs are used in
language necessarily with an object; and the grammatical object
is the abode of the effect. Thus^ the transitive roots are compe-
tent in having an object means they are referring to an effect
occurring in the object.

Ritualists theory
Kaundabhatta summarizes the theory of a section of

ritualists as follows. In accordance with the epistemological
principle that 'between the meaning of an affix and a base, the
former constitutes the qualificand of the latter (prakrti pratya-
yärthayoh pratyayärthasya prädhänyam), only the activity, which
is the qualified of all the syntactico-semantical relations, must
be held to be the meaning of the conjugational ending. And
hence only an effect, which is produced by such an activity, is
the root-meaning. Consequently, the transitivity means the refer-
ence to the eflFect which occurs in the locus different from that of
the activity (svayukta äkhyätärtha vyäpäravyadhikarana phala*
väcakatvam). For instance, the root 'gam9 (to go) is transitive
because the same refers to the effect 'contact' which occurs in
the village different from the locus (i.e. the person) of the
activity of going in 'he goes to the village' (grätnam gacchati).

A criticism of ritualists theory
Kauçdabhatta, however, criticizes such a theory. Accord-

ing to him, such a theory is faulty since the same does not
cover the transitive roots such as ^up* (to sleep) in 'supyate
rätritt (the night is slept in) etc. This is so because, the root
4sup9 refers to the effect 'the body contact', which occurs in the
same locus i.e., the person, as that of the activity producing it.
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Also, according to Kaundabhatta, the theory that the
transitive roots refer to merely an effect is not tenable. For, in
that case, the root 'gam9 would have to be accepted to refer to
merely the effect 'contact' and not to the action of going. And,
consequently, the word 'gamanà* would mean the effect 'contact'
and hence whatever has the contact could be insisted to possess
the 'gamanà* as well. This would further lead to the incorrect
usage such as 'village has the going' 'grämo gamanaväh9 with
the intention of cognising the fact that the village has the effect
'contact'.

Observation
Ritualists too follow the same epistemological principle

that Kaundabhatta follows i.e. transitivity means the reference
to the effect which occurs in the locus different from that of the
action. Consequently, the difficulty stated by Kaundabhatta
that ''the ritualists theory does not cover the transitive roots
such as 'sup* (to sleep) since the same refers to the 'body con-
tact' which occurs in the same locus as that of the activity" is
equally persistent in his own theory as well. However, the
difference is that while the ritualists theory involves an addi-
tional difficulty, namely, imposition of the incorrect statement
such as 'grämmo gamanavän9 since the roots are to refer to
merely an effect such as 'contact' and not to any action such as
going, Kaucdabhatta's theory is free from such difficulties since
the same holds the roots as referring to both an effect and an
action. Thus, in view of this additional difficulty, ritualists
theory may be considered less preferable.

Theory Based on Syntactical and Semantical Theory

Giridharas theory
Giridhara can be stated to have adopted both syntactical

and semantical approaches to define the transitivity. According
to him, transitivity depends upon the reference of roots to
certain specific meanings such as an action and an effect. Thus,
he defines transitivity as the delimiting property that makes
roots to have syntactical expectancy for an accusative object
(dvitiyä säkänksa prayojakatävacchedaka dharmavatvam).
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What Giridhara means by such a definition is that roots
are transitive provided that they have a property (i.e. reference to
both an action and an effect wherein effect delimits action) and
the same makes roots to have syntactical expectancy for an
accusative object. For instance, consider the root 'gam9 (to go)
in 'grämam gacchatV (he goes to the village). Here, the root
'gam9 (to go) is transitive because the same possesses the pro-
perty i.e. reference to the action of going and to the effect
'contact' (wherein the contact delimits the going) which makes
the root 'gam9 to have an expectancy for an accusative object
such as 'grämam9 (village).

Further, Giridhara lays down the condition that the roots
are transitive provided that the effect, referred to by the root, is
not limited by the locus down below. He does so with the inten-
tion of not covering intransitive roots such as cpat' (to fall down
below) by the definition of transitivity. The root 'pat9 (to fall
down below) refers only to the action of falling which is limited
by the contact which, in turn, is limited by the locus down
below, and hence the same cannot be said to refer to an action
which is limited by an effect 'contact' which, in turn, is not
delimited by its locus down below.

According to Giridhara, the delimiting property, i.e. the
reference, differs in each instance. While the delimiting property
is the reference to the action of cooking and to the effect of
becoming soft in the case of the root 'pac9 (to cook), the same
is the reference to mere action conducive to the origination of
the happyness in the case of 'ram9 (to delight). However, since
in the case of 'râm9 such a reference does not consist of any
mutual absence that could be related to the accusative object»
the same is intransitive.

Observation
Now, it could be observed that Giridhara has struck a

right balance between syntactical and semantical approaches
to define the transitivity.

He has incorporated the semantical principal by stating
that reference to both an action and an effect is the delimiting
property of the transitivity. Also, he has incorporated the syn-
tactical principal by stating that the reference to both action and
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effect makes roots to have a syntactical expectancy. By incor-
porating together both the aspects, which are actually two sides
of the same transitivity, Giridhara has achieved a happy amal-
gamation of the two most essential characteristics of the
transitivity.

Conclusion
Epistemologists have adopted basically two disinct

approaches in the analysis of the transitivity : one that is based
on syntactical principle and other that is based on semantical
principle. Jagadisa and Khandadeva have adopted syntactical
approach. These scholars have analysed the transitivity as the
syntactical expectancy for an accusative word or that for the
grammatical object. Thus, Jagadisa states that the transitivity is
the syntactical expectancy of roots, in their infinitive forms, for
accusative objects. This definition, albeit little cumbersome,
recognises, for the first time, the fact that transitive roots (i.e.
their infinitive forms) are invariably used with accusative
objects; and therefore, the transitivity means the syntactical
expectancy for an accusative object.

However, Khandadeva presents the simpler and yet very
accurate definition of the transitivity based on syntactical
approach. His definition that the transitivity is the state of being
the root that has a syntactical expectancy for a grammatical
object qualified by the lack of non-expectancy covers all the
transitive roots such as 'gam* (to go), which have syntactical
expectancy for a grammatical object such as 'grämam' and ex-
cludes the intransitive roots such as 'yam' (to exert), which do
not have any expectancy for a grammatical object. His insertion
of a qualification, namely, 'qualified by the lack of non-expec-
tancy' is a brilliant idea since it allows the intransitive usages
of naturally transitive roots and the transitive usage of naturally
intransitive roots.

Prâcya grammarians and also Präcya logicians have adopt-
ed a semantical approach to analyse the transitivity. In transi-
tive usages, action, referred to by the root, is always related to
the grammatical object and hence the action must be semanti-
cally competent to have relations with the grammatical object,
Präcya grammarians, taking into consideration the fact that
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transitive roots must refer to the action that are semantically
competent to have relations with the object, state that the
transitivity is the reference to the actions related to the gramma-
tical object.

Präcya logicians also follow the same semantical criterion.
However, while the grammarians define the transitivity as the
reference to the actions that are related to the grammatical
object, the logicians analyse the same as the reference to the
actions that are related to the effect 'contact' etc. This is so
because, in the analysis of verbal cognition, i.e. sentence mean-
ing, 'the action is related to the grammatical object* must be
understood as 'the same is directly related to the effect, that it
produces*. Präcya logicians therefore, unlike Präcya gramma-
rians, state specifically that the transitivity is dependent on the
reference to the action that is related to the effect.

Nagesha too follows the same semantical criterion to
define the transitivity. However, unlike Präcyas, he perceives the
grammatical object to be the possessor of the power of object-
ness. And consequently, for him, transitivity means the reference
to the action which is related to the possessor of the objectness.
Thus, despite the difference in the perception of what constitutes
the grammatical object, the accusative meaning, he can be stated
to have adopted the semantical attitude towards the analysis of
the transitivity.

Now as regards the semantical approach as such. In the
analysis of sentence meaning, epistemologists have established
that actions, referred to by transitive roots, condition the object-
ness, i.e. that the actions determine that such and such an entity
constitutes the grammatical object because the same possesses
the effect produced by the action itself. Thus actions have seman-
tical relations with the objects means the same actions produce
the effects in them. Prompted by this fact, Präcyas and Nagesha
have adopted a semantical approach to the analysis of the
transitivity.

Navyas have based their theory of the transitivity on the
epistemological fact. They have analysed the transitivity as the
reference of roots to both the actions and the effect wherein the
latter delimits the former. According to them, since transitive
verbs are used in language with grammatical objects, the same
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transitive roots are competent in having grammatical objects.
And transitive roots have grammatical objects means they are
competent in referring to an action and also to an effect wherein
the latter occurs in the object. Thus, they have perceived that
the transitivity of roots amounts to their reference to both an
action and to an effect.

The basic difference between the semantical approach of
the Pracyas, and also the epistemological approach of the
Navyas, is that while the former have regarded the semantical
competency of the action, referred to by the roots» to have
relations with the grammatical object, to be the transitivity, the
latter have recognized the epistemological function of verbal
roots, i.e. the reference to an action and an effect as the
transitivity.

Navyas have a genuine difficulty in excluding the root
*pat9 (to fall) from the category of transitive roots and including
the root 'jM9 (to know) in the category of transitive roots; while
the former does refer to both action and the effect contact, the
latter does not refer to any effect at all. However, the difficulty
could be partially overcome by recognizing that the root 'pat9

(to fall), at least in accusative usages, is transitive; and also by
accepting that the root *jnâ9 (to know) refers to knowing which
produces an awareness (technically contentness or visayatä) as
the effect. Theory of transitivity proposed by Kaundabhatta
does not essentially differ from that proposed by Navyas.
However, the point to be noted is that while the Navyas have
regarded the effect to be the delimiting factor of the actionf

Kaundabhatta stipulates that the same effect must be occurring
in a locus different from that of the action. This serves the
purpose of excluding the root 'gam* (to go) etc. from the transi-
tive category in the incorrect usages such as 'caitrah svam
gacchati' etc. as the effect 'contact' shares the same locus (i,e,
Caitra) as that of the action 'going'. Thus, for this contribution*
Kaundabhatta's theory, though otherwise identical with the
Navyas theory, deserves special attention.

On the other hand, the theory proposed by a section of
ritualists, that the transitivity means the reference to the effect*
which occurs in the locus different from that of the activity, is
not much attractive. This is despite such a theory confirming
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to the epistemological criterion. For, such a theory contradicts
the established epistemological convention that roots refer to
action as well.

The theory proposed by Giridhara combines both syntac-
tical and semantical aspects. His proposalthat the transitivity
must be understood as the delimiting property, i.e. the reference
to both action and effect, that makes roots to have syntactical
expectancy for an accusative object is a happy amalgamation of
both syntactical and semantical aspects. It incorporates the
semantical aspects by stating that the reference to the action
and effect is the delimiting property of the transitivity; also it
corporates the syntactical aspect by stating that the roots have
syntactical expectancy for objects; and thus, makes use of both
the aspects in defining the transitivity. And the transitivity can-
not be stated to be merely either syntactical or semantical pro-
perty; for, individually they represent only one side of the coin^
whereas, they, combined together, represent the two sides com-
pletely. Thus, Giridhara, by combining together the two aspects^
has presented a complete picture of the transitivity.



CHAPTER XV

THEORY OF PASSIVITY (karmani prayoga)
(WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO

DOUBLE ACCUSATIVES)

Introduction
Like all languages, Sanskrit too, has both active (kartari)

and passive (karmani) usages (prayoga). Consider, for instance,
the statement (i) 'caitro grämam gacchati' (Caitra goes to the
village) and (ii) *caltrena gramo gamyate' (village is gone to by
Caitra). The first statement is an instance of active usage
whereas the second is an instance of passive usage. In the first
instance, the verb (i.e. predicate) 'gacchati9 expresses the fact
that Caitra is the agent of going (i.e. Caitra performs the activity
of going) and therefore, the conjugational ending (ti) agrees in
number, person etc. with the word standing for the agent
(caitrah); whereas, in the second instance, the verb 'gamyate9

expresses the fact that the village is Ihe object of going (i.e. the
village functions as the abode of the effect) and therefore, the
conjugational ending (té) agrees in number etc. with the word
standing for the object (grämah). The active and passive
usages can be defined as the usages wherein the conjugational
endings etc. are used in the sense of the agent (kartari) and
the object (karmani). Thus, the basic difference between the
active usage and the passive usage is the reference to the
activity of the person or the thing represented by the gram-
matical agent and also the reference to the effect of the person
or the thing represented by the grammatical object by the
conjugational endings etc. occurring after the verbs. Besides
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the single accusative (single object) constructions such as
'caitro grämarn gacchati', Sanskrit has double accusative (double
object) statements wherein the grammatical objects, represent-
ing the persons or things, are double. Consider, for instance, the
following constructions : (0 *ajäm grämam nayati9(ho leads the
goat to the village), (ii) 'gam dogdhi payalf (he milks the milk
(from) the cow) and (iii) 'gamayati yajnadattam grämam9 (he-
makes Yajüadatta go to the village). The corresponding passive
constructions are : (i) 'ajä nlyate grämam* (the goat is lead to
the village), (ii) *gauh payo duhyate' (the cow is milked the milk)
and (iii) 'gamyate yajnadatto grämam9 Yajnadatta is made to go
the village). Double accusative constructions can be said to-
consist of mostly three types of objects : (i) Prominent or
primary objects ( pradhäna karma) such as goat, which are the
abode of the primary effect 'contact' etc; (ii) non-prominent or
secondary objects (apradhänakarma) such as cow, which are
originally some other kärakas such as apädäna etc. but have
assumed the objecthood since apädänatva etc, are not intended
and (iii) primitive agents such as Yajnadatta etc. which have
assumed the objecthood in connection with the verbs expressing
the going 'gati* etc. in causatives. Here, in the active construc-
tions, the conjugational endings etc. express the activity of the
person or the thing represented by the grammatical agents. And,
in the passive constructions, the conjugational endings express the
effect of the person or the thing represented by the grammatical
objects, namely, the goat (ajä)9 the cow (gau) and Yajnadatta.
However, while, in the first instance, the conjugational ending
expresses the effect of the prominent i.e. primary object (goat),
in the second instance, the same ending expresses the effect of
the non prominent i.e. secondary object (cow), and in the third
instance, the same ending expresses the effect of the primitive
agent who has assumed the objecthood in causatives i.e. of
Yajnadatta etc.

One of the two reasons for this phenomenon of conjuga-
tional endings expressing different objecthoods in different
instances of passive double accusatives is that a particular con-
jugational ending can express only a particular objecthood of
the two objects and not the objecthoods of both the objects. The
second reason for such a phenomenon is that the conjugational
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endings have an inherent capacity to express only one of the
objecthood in passive double accusatives.

A linguistic fact that should be outlined here is that
despite the conjugational endings etc. possessing an inherent
capacity to express only a certain objecthood (i.e. the object-
hood of the prominent object in regular double accusative
usages, the objecthood of the non-prominent object in connec-
tion with the double accusative usages involving the roots duh
(to milk) etc. and the objecthood of the primitive agent which
assumes the objecthood in causatives), the same conjugational
endings may express the objecthood of some other objects in
passive of double accusatives provided that only one (prominent
object) out of the two objects is actually used in the statements.
For instance, consider the passive statements (i) 'ajä' niyate*
(goat is led), (ii) 'payak duhyate' (milk is milked) and (iii) 'gamito
girih9 (the hill is made to be reached). In all the three above
instances, only one (prominent or actual object) out of the two
objects is used despite the verbal roots involved (i.e. €ni\ 'duff
and 'gamay') being are double accusatives i.e. being competent
to take two objects. In the first instance, the passive conjugational
ending, namely, Uë expresses the objecthood of the prominent
object i.e. goat. In the second instance also, the passive conju-
gational ending^ namely, Ue' expresses the objecthood of only
the prominent object i.e. milk. In the third instance, however,
the passive derivational affixes, namely, 'to* expresses the object-
hood of the actual object i.e. hill. Thus, it can be stated now that
the conjugational endings etc., which are used in the sense of the
objects, and which have a certain inherent capacity to express
the objecthood of the prominent, non-prominent and primitive
agent (turned) objects respectively in passive constructions
involving regular double accusative roots such as *nV (to lead),
double accusatives listed under the roots 'duh* (to milk) etc. and
causatives 'gamay9 etc., refer to only the objecthood of the
prominent objects and that of the actual objects provided that
the speaker does not (intend to) use both the objects in a
passive construction.

Also, another most important linguistic fact to note here
is that the 'passivity' m ear s the reference to the objecthood i.e.
the reference to the effect of a person or a thing represented by
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a grammatical object and 'activity' means the reference to the
agenthood i.e, the reference to the action of a person or a thing
represented by the grammatical agent. And also the passivity
i.e. the reference by the conjugational endings is limited to
either the objecthood or the agenthood depending upon whether
the conjugational endings are ruled in the sense of the object
or the agent. For instance, 'té in 6grämo garnyate* refers to
only the objecthood of the (object) village since the ending (te9

is ruled in the sense of the object; whereas UV in 'caitrah gräm*
am gacchaii* refers to only the agenthood of the (agent) Caitra
since the ending UV is ruled in the sense of the agent. Thus?

the incorrect usages 'caitrah grâmo gamy ate9 (Caitra and the
village are gone to) etc., wherein the conjugational endings refef
to both the objecthood of the village and the agenthood of
Caitra, are not made. Further, the passivity, i.e. the reference to
the objecthood, in passive double accusative usages, is limited to
the objecthood of only one of the two objects. For instance, con-
sider, *ajä grämam niyaté9 (the goat is led to the village). Here
the conjugational ending 'té* refers to the objecthood of only
the prominent object, namely, the goat; and therefore, the word
standing for the goat (ajä) agrees in number, person etc. with
the same conjugational ending. The conjugational ending (te)9

however, cannot refer to the objecthood of both the prominent
and the non-prominent objects at one and the same time in a
given usage. Therefore, the statements such as *aja grämo niyaté*
(the goat and the village are led) are incorrect usages. Here, the
conjugational ending (té) is used in the sense of the objecthood
of both the prominent object (goat) and that of the non-
prominent object (village) which cannot be sanctioned. Thus,
only a passive statement, wherein the conjugational endings
refer to the objecthood of either the prominent object or that of
the non-prominent object or that of the primitive agent-turned
object, is correct.

PaianjalVs grammatical convention
As stated above, the conjugationnl endings, assigned in the

sense of the objects, cannot be expected to express the object-
hood of both the objects i.e. the prominent, non-prominent (or
primitive agent) at one and the same time. Recognizing this
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linguistic fact, Patanjali, has ruled that "the passive conjuga-
tional endings, assigned in the sense of the objects, are stated to
occur in the sense of the prominent object in the case of the
usage with the regular double accusative roots; they occur in the
sense of the secondary objects in the case of the double accusa-
tive usages with the verbal roots such as 'duh* (to milk) and they
occur in the sense of the objects, which are originally primitive
agents in the non-causative or primitive constructions, in the
case of usages with causative verbal roots." This rule restricts
the reference by passive endings with respect to the prominent
objects, in usages with the regular double accusatives, and to
the non-prominent objects in usages with the verbs *duhy (to
milk) etc. and to the primitive agent-objects in usages with the
causative verbs.

The prominent or primary object is defined generally to be
what is the abode of the direct effect; the non-prominent or
secondary object is defined generally to be what is the abode of
the indirect effect, and the primitive agent-object, in the causa-
tive, is defined generally to be what is the abode of the primitive
action. For instance, in the regular double accusative construc-
tions such as *he leads the goat to the village' (ajäm grämam
nayati), the goat (ajo) is the prominent object since the same is
the abode of the direct effect i.e. the operation leading to the
contact (samyogänukülavyäpära); whereas the village (grämam)
is the secondary object since the same is the abode of the
indirect object i.e. the contact. In the instance of double accusa-
tives in association with the verb 'duh9 etc. such as Éhe milks
milk from cow' (gam do gdhi payah), the milk (payas) is the
prominent object since the same is the abode of the direct
object i.e. the flowing; whereas, the cow (go) is the non-promi-
nent object since the same is the abode of the indirect Le, the
separation of the milk. In the instance of double accusatives in
association with causatives such as 'he makes Yajnadatta go to
the village' (gomayati yajnpdaitam grämam)9 Yajnadatta is the
primitive agent-object since the same is the abode of the primi-
tive action i.e. the action of going; whereas the village is the

1. pradhänakarmanyäkhyeye lädin âhur dvikarmanäm apradhäne
duhädlnäm nyante kartusca karmanah. Mahä Bhä, p. i.4.51.
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non-prominent object since the same is the abode of the indirect
effect, i.e. the contact. Now, according to the grammatical rule
of Patanjali, since the conjugational endings etc. assigned in the
sense of objects, express the objecthood of the prominent object,
in usages with regular double accusative roots, the conjugational
ending, namely, 'te' in 'ajä nïyate grämam* (the goat is led to the
village) expressess the objecthood of the goat, the prominent
object; and hence the word standing for the "goaf (aja) has the
nominative case ending agreeing with the conjugational ending
Ue* in number etc. and the word standing for the village has
the accusative ending. And, since the conjugational endings
etc. express the objecthood of the non-prominent object in
usages with the verbs such as *duK etc., the conjugational end-
ing, namely *te* in 'duhyate gauh payah* (cow is milked milk)
expiesses the objecthood of the cow, the non-prominent object;
and hence, the word standing for- the cow (gauh) has the
nominative ending agreeing with the conjugational ending (te)
in number etc. and the word standing for the milk (payah)
has the accusative ending. Again, since the conjugational end-
ings etc. express the objecthood of the primitive agent-object
in usages with the causative roots, the conjugational ending,
namely 'té* in 'gamyate yojnadatto grämam (Yajnadatta is made
to go to the village) expresses the objecthood of Yajnadatta,
the primitive agent-object; and hence the word standing for
Yajnadatta (yajnadattah) has the nominative case endings
agreeing in number etc. with the conjugational ending (te) and
the word standing for the village (grämam) has the accusative
case ending.

Problem
However, epistemologists hold divergent vieVvs regarding

the significance and the necessity of the rule envisaged by
Patanjali. While Helaraja, strongly defends the necessity of
the rule, and establishes anityasambandha (or non-permanent
association) as the criterion for considering the objects as
prominent;- Jagadîsa totally rejects the rule that "conjugational
endings etc., assigned in the sense of the objects, express the
objecthood of the prominent objects in association with the
double accusative verbs, and the same express the objecthood
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of the non-prominent objects in association with the verbs such
as 'duh' etc.; and the same endings express the objecthood of
the primitive-agent-objects in association with causative verbs."
According to him, like the dravyakarmas in double accusa-
tives, the akathiîa karmans such as cow (gau) etc. in association
with the verbs Ww/z' etc. and also the primitive agent-objects
in association with causative verbs can be considered to be the
prominent objects only by adopting the criterion that the state
of being the abode of the direct, i.e. primary effect determines
the prominent objecthood. Therefore, he holds that a rule that
conjugational endings express the prominent objecthood in
double accusatives would suffice. However, Nagesha criticise
Jagdïsa's theory on the ground that the double accusative roots
such as 'duK etc. refer to a single action of milking etc. and
therefore, the cow etc. cannot be held to possess the primary
effect of the operation leading to the releasing of the milk (if
cow etc. cannot be considered to be the prominent object), and
Bhattoji holds that passivity, i.e. reference to the objecthood of
prominent and non-prominent objects depends on the inherent
capacity of the double accusative roots to refer to double and
single action respectively. Thus, in order to arrive at a definite

conclusion, as to how the theories proposed tackle at the
problem of passivity, we shall discuss the various theories in
detail.

Helaraja's position
Helaraja2 strongly defends the necessity of the grammatical

rule established by Pataiijali that the conjugational endings,
enjoined in the sense of the objects, refer to the objecthood of
the prominent objects in double accusatives. Nevertheless, he
establishes a criterion for considering an object as prominent
or non-prominent. According to such a criterion, an object is
a prominent object provided that the same does not have a
permanent relation with the action. For instance, consider the
*rice* in double accusative statement 'mäsam odanam pacatï
(he cooks rice for a month). Here, the substance 'rice' is the
prominent object since the same does not have a permanent

2, on Vâkyapadïya p. 284-90.



Theory of Passivity 51

relation with cooking; whereas the time 'month' is a non-promi-
nent object since the same has a permanent relation with cock-
ing. Helaraja is guided by the fact that whatever is permanently
connected with the action cannot be the prominent object
whereas whatever is occasionally connected with the action is the
prominent object. Thus, according to him, the grammatical rule
of Patanjali, explains the reference to the objecthood of the pro-
minent objects such as 'rice' in passive of double accusative
statements such as 'mäsam odanah pacyate* (rice is cooked for a
month).

Also, according to Helaraja, the same rule facilitates tfce
reference to the objecthood of the non-prominent object such as
time in the absence of a prominent object in the passive state-
ments such as lmâsah äsyaie* (a moth is stayed for) since the
absence of a prominent object like rice is a condition for the
Teference to the objecthood of a non-prominent object.

As regards the rule that the conjugational endings, enjoin-
ed in the sense of the objects, refer to the objecthood of the
non-prominent objects such as 'cow' (gau) in association with
the verbs *duK (to milk), etc., Helaraja holds as follows : The
milk, despite being the object most desired to be obtained by
the agent through his actions of milking, is not resorted to as
means at first; on the other hand, the cow, despite not being
most desired to be obtained, is resorted to as means at first.
Consequently, the cow, by being what is approached for as
means becomes justified in being expressed by the conjugational
endings etc. Thus, the rule explains the reference to the object-
hood of the non-prominent object such as 'cow' (gau) in passive
of double accusative statements such as 'gauh payo duhyatt*
{cow is milked milk).

Nevertheless, a section of scholars strongly opposes tî:e
view that the rule 'conjugational endings refer to the objecthood
of the non-prominent objects in association with the verbs such
as 'duh* (to milk) etc., is necessary to explain the reference to
the objecthood of the cow etc. in 'gam dogdhi payaV (he milks
the milk from the cow) etc., their position can be explained as
follows : The verbs such as 'dull* (to milk) can be said to refer
to the operation conducive to the operation leading to the
releasing of the milk from the cow. In such a reference, the
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cow, since it is the käraka most desired to be obtained through
the releasing of the milk, becomes only the prominent object.
Consequently, the rule "conjugational endings, assigned in the
sense of the object, refer to the objecthood of the prominent
objects" can itself facilitate the statements such as 6gauh duh-
yate payaW (cow is milked the milk) wherein conjugational
ending occurs in the *cow' etc.; and therefore the rule 'conjuga-
tional endings, refer to the objecthood of the non-prominent
objects..., is not necessary.

Helaraja however, defends the rule on the following
ground : Despite the verbal prominence of the cow etc. (i.e.
despite the cow being the käraka most desired to be obtained
through the releasing of the milk), the milk is actually what is
the most desired to be obtained through milking; and conse-
quently, the rule "conjugational endings refer to the objecthood
of the prominent objects" can explain the conjugational endings
only in the sense of the milk etc. and not in the sense of the cow
etc. And therefore, to explain the conjugational endings in the
sense of the non-prominent objects such as cow and thus to
facilitate the passive statements such as 'gauh payo duhyate*»
the rule is necessary.

Now, as regards the rule that the conjugational endings
etc. assigned in the sense of the objects, refer to the objecthood
of the primitive agent-objects in association with causative verbs
such as 'gamayatV etc., Helaraja holds as follows : The primi-
tive agents in causatives such as goat (ajä) are the kärakas most
desired to be obtained through the causative actions (such as
making the goat to go), and consequently, become the most
significant objects. Therefore, the rule explains the conjugational
endings in the sense of the primitive agent-objects in causatives
and thus facilitates the passive statements such as 'ajâ gamyaîe
grömanC (goat is made to go to the village).

Observation
It can be observed now that Helaraja strongly defends the

grammatical rule established by Patanjali, regarding the passive
conjugational endings occurring in the sense of the prominent
objects etc, in double accusative usages. He can be said to
have defended the rule on the following grounds : Double
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accusative usages are of mainly three types : (i) those with the
regular double accusative roots such as Vif (to lead), 'vaV (to
carry) etc. which take a regular prominent object such as goat
(ajâ) and a regular non-prominent object such as village
(grama); (ii) those with the double accusative roots such as
€duh9 (to milk) etc. which take a regular prominent object such
as the 'milk' ( payas) b u t a distinct or unique non-prominent
object such as 'cow' (go); and (iii) those with the causative roots
such as 'gamaf (to cause to go), 'yâpay* (to cause to lead) etc.
which take a unique object such as primitive agent (turned)
object (i.e. Devadatta etc.) and a regular prominent object such
as village (gräma). Accordingly, since the types of double
accusative verbal roots and also since the types of the prominent
and non-prominent objects in the three types of accusative
usages vary, no uniform or a general rule that can cover the refe-
rence to the objecthood in all the three types of the usages can
be envisaged. Since, the first type of double accusative usages,
which we can call 'regular' or 'normal', usage, consists of a
regular prominent object and also a regular non-prominent
object, the conjugational ending etc., assigned in the sense of the
object, can be claimed justifiably to refer to the objecthood of the
prominent object such as goat (ajâ) which is actually intended.
However, since the second type of double accusative usage
consists of a regular prominent object such as milk and also a
unique non-prominent object such as cow, the conjugational
endings, assigned in the sense of object, should have to refer
to only the objecthood of the non-prominent object such as cow
which is resorted to at first and hence is more immediate than
the prominent object (milk); also since the third type of the
double accusative usage consists of a unique non-prominent
object in the form of the primitive object (turned)-object (Deva-
datta etc.) and a regular prominent object such as village, the
conjugational endings, assigned in the sense of the objects, must
necessarily have to refer to only the objecthood of the non-
prominent object which is actually "caused" and therefore,
becomes the object. Thus, the grammatical rule establishing
the conjugational endings in the sense of the objecthood of three
different types of objects under three different circumstances is
quite necessary.
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Jagadïscfs position
Jagadîsa,3 however, totally rejects the grammatical rule

established by PatanjaÜ. According to him^ such a rule is not
necessary since the conjugationai endings, assigned in the sense
of the objects, must necessarily refer to the objecthood of the
prominent object in any case, and therefore, the reference to the
objecthood of the prominent object is secured. And, like the
*goat' (aja) etc., which are prominent objects in association with
the double accusative roots such as 'nî* (to lead) etc. in 'ajâm
grämam nay at i' (he leads the goat to the village), the cow (go)
etc. too can be claimed to be prominent objects in association
with the double accusative roots such as 'duK (to milk) etc. in
"gam dogdhi pay ah* (he milks the cow milk). And also the primi-
tive agent-object (i.e. Devadatta) etc. too can be claimed to be
prominent objects in association with the causative roots such as
*gamayatV (cause to go) etc. in 'devadattam grämam gamàyaiï*
This is so because, promirent object is what is the abode of the
direct effect, delimiting the root-meaning 'action'; and the cow
(go) in 'gam dogdhi payaK and the primitive agent-object
(Devadatta) in 'devadattüm grämam gamayatV are the abode of
direct effects, namely ihe operation conducive to the separation
iyibhäganuküla vylpära), which delimits the root meaning
operation conducive to the operation in turn conducive to the
separation (yihhögänuküta vyäpäränukülavyäpära) and also the
action of going (gamana)9 which delimits the causative root-
meaning 'operation conducive to the action of going (gamanä-
nuküla vyäpära) respectively. Thus, since the objecthood of the
cow in association with the roots *duh% referring to milking etc.
and also the objecthood of Devadatta in association with the
causative roots referring to the operation causing the action of
going etc can be covered by the general convention that "the
conjugational endings etc., assigned in the sense of objects,
refer to the objecthooi of the prominent objects in double
accusative usages", the special grammatical rule facilitating the
reference to the objecthood of such objects as 'cow', 'Deva-
datta' etc. in association with the roots *duh9 (to milk) and.

3. SabcUéaku Prakâsika p. 340.
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the causative roots 'gamatf etc. is not necessary,

Observation
This opposition of Jagadisa, with respect to the special

grammatical rule established by Patanjali, is of paramount
significance to the theory of passivity and is based on the
analysis that 'cow' and 'Devadatta' etc. in association
with the roots 'duK and 'gamaf etc. are prominent objects.
It is a matter of different conviction that between the
cow and also the milk etc. in connection with the action
of milking etc., only the cow is the prominent object since
the same has the operation conducive to the releasing of the
milk, which is the direct qualifier; whereas the milk is the
non-prominent object since the same has the separation from the
cow which is an indirect qualifier. Also, between the primitive
agent (turned) object (such as Devadatta) and the village etc. in
connection with the causative action of causing to go etc., only
the primitive agent-object is the prominent object since the same
has the action of going which is the direct qualifier; whereas the
village is the non-prominent object since the same has the
contact which is an indirect qualifier. Thus, only those kârakas,
which are the abode of the effects directly qualifying the root-
meaning 'action', are the prominent objects and those kärakas*
which are the abode of the effects indirectly qualifying the root-
meaning 'action', are non prominent objects'. Here, what is
most (i.e. ultimately) desired to be obtained through action is not
the criterion for considering something as the object. Conse-
quently, since the cow etc. in connection with 'duh9 etc. and
Devadatta etc. in connection with the causative 'gamay* etc. can
be covered by the general rule that "the passive conjugational
endings etc. refer to the objecthood of the prominent objects in
double accusatives", the special rule established by Patanjali
with respect to the cows etc. in connection with 'duh'' etc. is
not necessary.

A critique of Jagadisa's theory
Nagesha, however, criticizes the theory proposed by

4. Laghusabdenduéekhara, p. 458.
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Jagadîsa. According to him, Jagadîsa would have to accept
that the roots 'duh' (to milk) etc. refer always to double actions
i.e. operation conducive to the operation, in turn, conducive
to the releasing of milk etc. by visualizing that the cow releases
the milk and the milkman causes the cow to release the milk.
And, also he would have to accept that only those kârakas,
which are the abode of the direct effects such as the operation
conducive to releasing (the milk), are the prominent objects and
those kârakas, which are the abode of the indirect effects such
as the separation (of the milk) from the cow, are non-prominent
objects; and therefore the general convention that "the passive
conjugational endings etc., enjoined in the sense of the objects,
refer to the objecthood of the prominent objects in double
accusatives" itself covers the instance of the conjugational end-
ings etc. in the sense of the cow etc. in 'gämpayo dogdhi* etc.
Nevertheless, such a position is not tenable. For, the verbal
roots 'dull (to milk) etc. may sometimes refer to a single action
of milking, i.e. to the action leading to the separation of the milk
from the cow etc. And, under such circumstances, the cow etc.
cannot be claimed to be the abode of the direct effect, namely,
the operation conductive to the separation etc. On the contrary,
the milk etc. become the abode of the effect, namely, the
separation from the cow. Consequently, the 'milk' etc.
become the prominent objects due to their possession of the
effect and the cow etc. become only the non-prominent objects
due to their non-possession of the effect. Thus, to explain the
conjugational endings etc. in the non-prominent .object,
namely, cow etc. and to avoid the conjugational endings etc. in
the prominent object, namely, the milk etc., in connection
with 'duK etc., the special rule that 'conjugational endings etc.,
assigned in the object, refer to the objecthood of the non-
prominent object in connection with 'dull* etc. ...' is absolutely
necessary; and therefore, Jagadïsa's theory is not tenable.

Implication of the criticism
This criticism of Jagadïsa's theory has the following impli-

cation. That the verbal roots such as 'duh9 etc. can be said to
refer to double actions such as the operation conducive to
the operation, in turn, conducive to the releasing of the milk
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etc. or to refer to a single action of milking i.e. to the action
leading to the separation of the milk etc.; and when the roots
refer to double actions the grammatical rule established by
Pataftjali is not necessary since the general convention that "the
conjugational endings, enjoined in the sense of the objects,
refer to the objecthood of the prominent objets in double
accusatives" itself can cover the instance of the conjugational
endings in the sense of the cow; and when the same roots refer
to a single action, the special grammatical rule established by
Patanjali that "the conjugational endings, enjoined in the sense
of the objects., refer to the objecthood of the non-prominent
object in connection with the roots 'duK etc." is necessary since
the general convention cannot cover the instance of cow.
Nevertheless, it is quite clear that Jagadïsa meant that the roots
V1//2' etc do necessarily refer always to double actions and
therefore, the special grammatical rule established by Patanjali
is not necessary.

Bhattojïs position
According to Sabdaratna, Bhattoji's position is as follows:

The passive conjugational endings occurring after the double
accusative roots which refer to double actions refer to the
objecthood of the prominent objects and those occurring after
the roots referring to single action, refer to the objecthood
of the non-prominent objects. According to Bhattoji, the double
accusative roots can be classified squarely as those which refer
to double actions and also those which refer to a single action.
Accordingly, the conjugational endings, occurring after the
double accusative roots that refer to the double actions, express
the sense of the objecthood of the prominent object and the
conjugational endings occurring after the double accusative
roots that refer to a single action, express the sense of the
objecthood of the non-prominent object. For instance, the
double accusative root 'dand' (to fine) in 'gärgäh êatam dandya-
ntäm> (Gargas should be fined hundred panas), refers to the
double action i.e. the operation conducive to the operation, in
turn, conducive to the giving (panas to oneslf). And the
Gargas, who are the abode of the primary effect, i.e. the opera-
tion conducive to the giving, are the prominent objects and the
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hundred panas, which are the abode of secondary effect, i.e. the
giving, are the non-prominent objects. Now, the conjugationai
eoding *mm' occurring after the root 'dand' refers to the object-
hood of the prominent object (Gargas) and not to the object-
hood of tbe non-prominent object (hundred panas) and there-
fore, only thl word standing for the 'Gargas' occurs in the nomi-
native case (and not the word standing for the hundred panas),,
in the passive statement. Similarly, other double accusative
roots such as 6nV (to lead), *vah* (to carry) etc. in 'ajäm grämam
nayatï (he leads the goat to the village) etc. and also the causa-
tive double accusative roots such as 'gamay etc. in 'devadattam
grämam gamayati9 (be causes Devadatta to go to the village)
etc. too refer to double actions and hence the conjugationai
endings occurring after such roots refer to the objecthood of the
prominent objects and thus facilitate the nominative case
endings for the words standing for the prominent objects in the
passive. On the other hand, for instance the roots *duti (to
milk) etc. refer to only a single action of milking and therefore,
the cODJugational endings occurring after such roots as (duh* in
passive usages 'gauh payo duhyatë (the cow is milked the milk)
refer to the objecthood of the non-prominent object such as
cow and thus facilitate the nominative case ending after the
word standing for the same object in passive usage. Thus, it
can be established that the passive conjugationai endings occurr-
ing after the double accusative roots, referring to double actions»
refer to the objecthood of the prominent object, and those
occurring after the double accusative roots referring to single
action, refer to the objecthood of the non-prominent object.

Observation
This theory envisages that the passivity, i.e. reference to

the objecthood of the prominent object and also to that of the
non-prominent object depends upon the fact that whether the
double accusative roots, after which the conjugationai endings
etc. occur, refer to double actions or not (i.e. refe to only single
action). This theory therefore, adopts an independent attitude and
connects the reference to the objecthood of the prominent object
to the roots ability to refer to the double actions; while connect-
ing the reference to the objecthood of the non-prominent object
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to the root's inability to refer to the double actions. Thus, this
theory too rejects the grammatical convention established by
Patanjali regarding the passivity, i.e. reference to the objecthood
by conjugational endings etc. in double accusatives. "Neverthe-
less, the basic difference between Jagadisa's theory and also this
one is that while Jagadisa considers that the roots 'duh9 etc.
refer to double actions, and therefore, the cow etc. are the
prominent objects; Bhattoji holds that *duK etc. refer to only
single action, and therefore, the cow etc. are the non-prominent
objects.

Critical examination
Paniniyan grammer has perceived active usage as a usage

wherein the verb, or any grammatical element functioning as
predicte, is used in the sense of the agent (kartari prayoga) and
passive usage as a usage wherein the verb, or any grammatical
element functioning as predicate, is used in the sense of the
object (karmani prayoga). Panini has ruled that the coojuga«
tional endings (or other grammatical elements) occurring after
the verbal roots, refer to the grammatical agent and object in
active and passive constructions respectively. Accordingly?

"activity" means the reference of conjugational endings etc. to
the action of a person or a thing represented by the grammati-
cal agent and the agreement of the same endings etc. in case
number, person etc. with the word standing for the grammatical
agent; and "passivity" means the reference of the conjugational
endings etc. to the effect of a person or a thing represented by the
grammatical object and the grammatical agreement of the same
endings etc. in case, number, person etc. with the word standing
for the grammatical object. Such an 'activity' is perfectly
explained in active usages such as 'grämam gacchati caitraH
(Caitra goes to the village) since the conjugational ending,
namely 'te\ occurring after the verbal root 'gam9 in *gacchati\.
refers to the action (of going) of Caitra, represented by the
grammatical agent and also since the grammatical agreement of
the same ending 'te9 in person etc. is found with the word
'caitrah*. And such a 'passivity' is perfectly explained in the
passive usages such as 'caitrena gamyate grämaff (the village is
gone to by Caitra) since the conjugational ending *te\ occurring
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after the verbal root 'gam' in 'gamyate\ refers to the effect (con-
tact) of the village, represented by the grammatical object and
also since the grammatical agreement of the same ending 'te9 in
person, number, etc. is found with the word 'grämatf standing
for the object.

However, in addition to the single accusative (i.e. single
object) active and passive statements, Sanskrit has double
accusative (i.e. double object) active and passive statements. For
instance, 'ajäm grämam nayaii' (he leads the goat to the village)
and ajä grämam nlyate (the goat is led to the village) are double
accusative active and passive statements respectively. Double
accusative active statements offer no difficulty as far as the
explanation of the 'activity* is concerned. For, the conjugational
endings *ti9 etc. can still refer to the action of the agent Caitra-
etc. and agree in number etc. with the word standing for the
same. Nevertheless, passive double accusative statements offer
an epistemoîogicaï difficulty as far as the explanation of the
passivity is concerned. For, the question can arise as to which
of the two effects belonging to the two objects do the conjuga-
tional endings refer to; and consequently, which of the two
words standing for objects are in agreement with the conjuga-
tional endings etc. as the conjugational endings have an inherent
capacity to express only one of the two objects. The difficulty
may be claimed to have been overcome by stating that the con-
jugational endings etc. refer to the effect of the prominent object
between the prominent and also non-prominent objects and
thus explain the grammatical agreement of the word 'ajâ9 stand-
ing for the object (goat) in person etc. with the conjugational
ending 'te9 in the statement such as 'ajä grämam nlyate9.

However, this statement of explanation of passivity is not
tenable. For, the double accusative usages are actually of three
types : (i) those that consist of a prominent object and also a
non-prominent i.e. actual object with regular double accusative
verbal roots; (ii) those that consist of a prominent object and
also a non-prominent, i.e., akatihta object in connection with
double accusative roots listed under 'duh9 (to milk) etc.; and (iii)
those that consist of a primitive agent which has assumed the
objecthood in causatives and also an actual object in connection
with causative roots. And, while the the conjugational endings
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etc. are found to have been expressing the effect, i.e. the object-
hood of the prominent object in usages with regular double
accusative roots, the same conjugationaî endings are found to
express the effect, i.e. the objecthood of the non-prominent
object in usages with the double accusative roots listed under
'duff etc. and the same conjugationaî endings are found to
express the objecthood of the primitive agent which has
assumed the objecthood in usages with causative roots. In view
of such divergent expressions, Patanjali has stated the rule that
the conjugationaî endings etc., assigned in the sense of the
objects, are stated to occur in the sense of the prominent object
in the case of the usage with the regular double accusative
roots; they are stated to occur in the sense of the non-promi-
nent objects in the case of the usage with the verbal roots such
as *duh? (milk) etc. and they are stated to occur in the sense of
ihe objects which are originally primitive agents in the case of
the causative usages.

In framing this rule, Patanjali has recognized the linguistic
and epistemological fact that all the three types of double
accusative usages consist of totally different types of objects;
and in each instance, speaker intends only a specific object,
namely, the prominent, non-prominent or primitive agent-object
respectively to be the most significant object and hence the
conjugationaî endings etc. express the objecthood of only those
objects in such usages. This rule explains satisfactorily the
grammatical agreement of the word for the prominent object,
i.e. 'tf/5' with the ending *te\ in usages with regular double
accusative roots such as 'ajä grätnam niyaté* (the goat is led to
the village); the grammatical agreement of the word standing
for the non-prominent, i.e. secondary object, viz. 'gaulf with the
ending (te' in usages with the roots listed under 'duK such as
gauh duhyate payah* (the cow is milked milk); and the gramma-
tical agreement of the word standing for the primitive agent
turned-object, i.e. 'devadattah' with the conjugationaî ending 6te9

in usages with causative verbs such as 'devadattah gamy ate
gràmanC (Devadatta is made to go to the village).

The grammatical rule suggested by Patanjali takes into
account the fact that in the usages with regular double accusa-
tive roots such as *«r (to lead) etc., i.e. in %ajâm grämam nay at?
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(he leads goat to the village), the goat, being the prominent
object, i.e. being the abode of the 'contact' produced by the
leading, becomes the most desired object. Thus, it is logical that
the conjugational ending, in the corresponding passive usage, ex-
presses only the objecthood of the same object. Also, in usages»
with the double accusative roots listed under *duK (to milk) etc.,
i.e. in 'gam dogdhi payah' (he milks the milk from the cow), the
secondary object cow, being the source of milk, which the agent
desires most, is the most significant object. Thus, it is logical
that the conjugational ending in the corresponding passive
usage expresses only the objecthood of the same secondary
object. Again in the usages with the causative roots such as
*gamayatV (to cause to go)f i.e. in 'devadattam grämam gamayati*
(he causes Devadatta to go to village), the primitive agent
(Devadatta) is what actually the causative agent wants to reach
the village. Therefore, it is logical that the conjugational end-
ing (te) in the corresponding passive usage, expresses the
objecthood of only the same primitive agent. Reflecting this
very view, Helaraja too has strongly defended the grammatical
rule. According to him, since, the usages with regular double
accusative verbs, consist of a regular prominent object, i.e.
drauya karma, and a regular non-prominent object, i e. kola-
karma, and between them, the prominent object is the most
desired, the passive conjugational endings express the same
prominent object. However, since the usages with double accu-
sative verbs listed under 'duh' etc. consist of a peculiar non-
prominent object such as cow and a regular prominent object
such as milk, and between them, the non-prominent object,
being the source of the milk, is more immediate than the milk,
the passive conjugational endings express the same non-promi-
nent object. Also, since the usages, with the causative verbs,
consist of a non-prominent object such as the primitive agent
and a prominent object such as the village, and between
them, the non-prominent object, being actually caused by the
causative agent assumes more importance than the actual
prominent object such as the village, the passive conjugational
endings express the same primitive agent-object.

However, JagadïSa's perception of what constitutes the
prominent object in double accusative statements radically differs
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from that of Patanjali, Heiaraja etc. According to Jagadïéa,
whatever is the abode of the effect directly qualifying the root
meaning 'action' is the prominent object. Thus, a uniform
rule such as "conjugational endings etc. express the object-
hood of the prominent object in double accusative usages,
is sufficient to cover the reference to the objecthood in all
instances of double accusative usages. He holds that, like
the goat (aja) etc in usages with regular double accusative
verbs, the 'cow5 (gau) etc. in usages with the verbs 6duK etc.
and also the primitive agent such as Devadatta in causative
usages, can be considered to be prominent objects. For, the
cow, in connection with the action of milking, is the promi-
nent object due to the possession of the direct effect, namely,
the operation conducive to the relasing of the milk, and
Devadatta, in connection with the causative action of making
him go, is the prominent object due to his possession of the
direct effectly, namely, the action of going to the village. Thus,
since the cow etc. in connection with 'duh9 etc. and primitive
agent 'Devadatta' etc. in connection with causative verbs, can
be considered to be the 'prominent objects due to their posses-
sion of the directly qualifying effects, the rule suggested by
Patanjali that explainsjthe conjugational endings etc. as referring
to different objecthoods in different double accusative usages is
not neceassy. It should be observed now that this view of
Jagadisa is based on a totally different perception of what
constitutes the prominent object and therefore his rejection of
Patanjalis rule does not amount to the rejection of the linguistic
fact that passive conjugational endings etc. have an inherent
capacity to express such objecthood of different objects in
different double accusative usages, but amounts to the rejection
of the necessity of a separate rule.

Now, as regards Nagesa's criticism of Jagadisa's view.
ISagesa argues that the roots such as 'duh9 (to milk) etc. cannot
refer always to double actions such as the operation leading to
the releasing of the milk and also to the operation that leads to
such an operation; and therefore, the cow etc. cannot be claimed
to be the objects by possessing the operation leading to the rele-
asing of the milk. Thus, according to Nagesa, Patanjali's rule
is necessary to cover the reference to the objecthood of the 'cow'
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etc. when the roots 'duh9 etc. refer to only a single action of
milking and hence the same 'cow' etc. cannot be considered to
be the primary obiects. Nevertheless, this criticism reflects only
the eventuality of the roots 6duh9 etc. referring, at times, to a
single action of milking etc. and therefore, does not actually rule
out the possibility of the roots 'duh9 etc, referring to double
actions; and thus the cow etc., being the abode of the actions,
being prominent objects.

Now as regards Bhattoji's theory of passivity : His theory
envisages that the passivity, i.e. reference to the objecthood of
the prominent objects and that of non-prominent objects in
double accusatives depends upon the capacity of the double
accusative verbal roots to refer to the double and single actions.
It lays down the principle that the passive conjugational end-
iogs etc. refer to the objecthood of the prominent object provid-
ed that the verbal roots, after which the conjugational endings
etc. occur, have an inherent capacity to refer to the double
actions and that the same passive conjugational ending etc.
refer to the objecthood of the non-prominent object provided
that the verbal roots» after which the same endings occur, have
an inherent capacity to refer to only a single action. Thus^
Bhattoji's theory provides an alternative explanation of the
passivity with reference to double accusative usages by fixing a
new criterion for determining which passive endings refer to the
objecthood of prominent objects and also which endings refer to
the objecthood of non-prominent objects; and for this reason,
his theory is a welcome addition.



CHAPTER XVI

DIVISION OF GRAMMATICAL OBJECTS

(Karmavibhäga)

Introduction
Pânini can be stated to have visualizsed four types of

grammatical objects (karma). As has been stated earlier,
he rules (i) that the object is what the agent seeks most to
obtain through his actions (karturipsitataman karma (p. i.4.49),
(ii) that the object is also whatever is connected likewise even if
not sought to be obtained through his actions (îathayuktam
cänipsitam (i.4.50), (iii) that the object is also what is not
covered by the other kärakas (akathitam ca kärake (p. i.4.51),
(iv) and in the case of verbal bases *krudh\ and *druh\ when
preceded by preposition, the person against whom the feelings
of anger etc. is directed is called object käraka (karma) (krudha
druhor upasrstayoh karma3 i.4.38). According to the tradition
of commentators, however, these rules have been formed in
order to demarcate the four types of the grammatical objects,
namely, (i) those that are positively desired to be associated
with the action such as village (grama) in 'grâmam gäcchati*
(he goes to the village), (ii) those that are not positively desired
such as thives (çaura) in 'caurän pasyati9 (he sees the thieves),
(iii) those that found to be used in double accusative construc-
tions such as *cow' (gau) in *lgâm dogdhi payaK (he milks the
milk from the cow) and (iv) those (kärakas) which get the
name 'karma* under special circumstances by overruling some
other names such as sampradäna in 'devadattam abhikrudhyatV
(he is annoyed at Devadatta) etc.

Bhartrhari, states that the grammatical objects are mainly
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of two types : (i) those that are sought to be obtained most
{Ipsitatama) and also those that are other than sought to be
obtained most 'anïpsitd* (tâccepsiîatamam karma caturdhänyattu
kalpitam). According to him, Pâninis rule i.4.49 demarks the
primary type of the grammatical objects whereas the rulei.4.50,
i.4.51 and also 1.4.38 etc. demark the secondary type of
grammatical objects. Thus, the rule i.4.49 could be taken to
specify what constitutes the essential characteristics of the
primary objects while the remaining set of three rules to
specify the essential characteristics of the secondary type of
objects.

Problem
Epistemologists of India classify primary grammatical

objects (ipsiiatamakarma) into three sub-types, namely, (i) that
which is to be reached (präpya) such as village {grama) in
'grämam gacchatï (he goes to the village); (ii) that which is to
be manifested or brought about (nirvartya) such as pot (ghata)
io 'ghatam karotV (he makes a pot) and (iii) that which is to
be produced (vikärya) such as fmat' (kata) in 'käsän katam
karoti\ (He makes kasa grasses into the mat), Never-
thelesss, epistemologists differ among themselves as to what
constitute such primary objects. Also, they classify secondary
objects into four sub-types : namely, (i) that which is to
be reached indifferently (audäslnyena yatpräpyam) such as
'grass' (trna) in (grämam gracchan trnam spr'sati), (He touches
the grass while going to the village), (ii) that which is not
sought to be obtained (kartur anlpsitam) such as 'poison' (visa)
in 'visam bhunkte\ (He eats poison) (iii) that which is not
covered by other käraka designation, (samjnäntaraih anäkhyä*
tarn) such as (gau~ (cow) in 'gam dogdhi payah' (he milks the
milk from cow), and (iv) that which is with other designations
before (anyapürvakd) such as Devadatta in 'devadattam
abhikrudhyatV (he is annoyed at Devadatta). However, episte-
mologists differ again as to what are the essential characteristics
of such secondary objects. Therefore, in the following pages,
we shall deal with these various types of primary as well as
secondary objects and their essential characteristics.

1. Mahäbhäsya, on p. i.4.49.



Division of Grammatical Objects "

Classification of Primary objects into *präpya\
'mrvartyd* and'vikärya*

Pataöjali, following him Kaiyata, have classified the
objects covered by the rule 'kartur Ipsitatamam karma*
(p. i.4.49), into 'prâpyà* or what is to be reached, 'nirvartya*
or what is to be manifested or brought about and 'vikäryä* or
what is to be produced. These classifications can be said to
have formed .the most basic divisions of the primary objects.
Kaiyata, while dealing with the purpose of the suffix *tama\
cites the example of %grämam gacchatï (he goes to the village)
as the area to be covered by the rule. He then states that
the designation (karman\ can be applicable to the village even*
without the suffix itama\ According to him 'grama* (village)
becomes the 'object' since the same is sought to be obtained!
through the action and hence is the object to be reached or
obtained (präpya).

Patanjali, while dealing with the justification of the status
of karman far 'odana' (rice) in odanam pacati' (he cooks rice),
states that 'odana' (rice), which is meant to be 'tandula* (rice
grains) by tädarthya relation, is the object of cooking since the
same is brought about by cooking rice grains, i.e. by making
the rice grains soft. Also justifying the two types of statements»
namely (i) tandulän odanam pacatï (he cooks rice grains into*
Tice) and (ii) 'tandulänäm odanam pacatC (he cooks the rice out
of rice grains), Patanjali states that the first statement is made
with the intention that be brings about the rice by cooking the
rice grains {tandulän paean odanam nirvartayati), whereas the
second statement is made with the intention that he brings
about the rice which is a change or product of the rice grains
(tandulavikäram odanam nirvartyati). From this observation,
it becomes clear that Patanjali envisaged 'odana' (rice) to be
both nirvartyakarman (the object to be brought about) and
vikäryakarma (object to be produced) depending upon whether
the same (rice) is perceived to be what is brought about
{nirvartita) or produced (vikrta) out of the rice grains. Thus,
'Ipsitatama karma\ according to Patanjali and kaiyata, can
be said to be of threefold, namely, *Präpya\ nirvartya* and
4vikärya\
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Description of prâpyakarma
According to Bhartrhari2, object to be reached (prâpya-

karma), which is first of the three kinds of primary object^
is that wherein no distinction, i.e. effect is produced due to the
action undertaken. Thus he states as follows :

"Such an object is stated to be präpya, where in either by
inference or percepation no accomplishment of any distinc-
tion is understood due to the action undertaken'* (kriyä krta
visesänäm sfddhir yatra na gamyate darsanâd anumänädvä
tatprâpyam Hi kathyate). For instance, consider the statements
'he sees the sun* (ädityam pasyati) and 'he reaches the city*
(nagaram upasarpati). In such instances, since no distinction,
i.e. effect is perceived to have been produced in the sun and the
city due to the action of seeing and reaching and also since the
objects are to be merely associated with the actions, the same
are the objects to be reached. It should be noted that in such
instances, no attainment i.e. manifestation of the self
(ätmaläbha) is perceived in the objects unlike in the case of
objects to be manifested or transformed (nivartyakarma). Also, it
should be noted that, in such instances, the asssociation with the
action cannot be termed to be producing the distinction (yisesa).
For, unlike in the objects to be produced etc., no change in the
nature of the objects can be perceived in the case of the sun etc.
after the association with the action. Again, the contact etc.,
which is produced in the city etc., after the association with the
action, cannot be termed to be the 'distinction* in the real sense.
For, since the city is of the infinite measure and contact,
produced due to the association of the action of reaching, is of
very minute quantity, the same becomes negligible i.e. is not
fit to be considered as the effect that changes the nature of the
object.

Now it can be explained that the object to be reached
must be accepted as a separate category. For, in cases like
'âdityam pasyati9, (he sees sun), no distinction, i.e. effect can
actually be stated to have been produced out of seeing. Also,
even suppose some distinction is produced by seeing in
some instances since eyes belong to the genus of fire and fire

2. Vâkyapadïya, p. 266.
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does produce some effect, then too it is quite unjustified to
assume that a distinction is produced in each and every
instance. Thus, object to be reached präpya karma, which is
devoid of any effect produced by the action, gets established
to be a separate type of object.

According to Bhartrhari, the präpya karma, despite not
possessing any effect produced, becomes the instrument in
bringing about the action, i.e. käraka due to its various func-
tions such as occurring in proper place and possessing percepti-
bility etc. (so that the same can be preceived)

Observation
Bhartrhari establishes the object to be reach (prâpyakarma) as

one of the three types of primary objects. However, the charac-
teristics of this type of object is that the same does not possess
any distinction, i.e. effect (such as becoming soft). In such
cases, the object such as sun merely comes in contact with the
action of seeing etc. but does not acquire any effect due to
the association of such an action.

Gadädharas position
Gadädhara3 too accepts 'object to be reached' as a type of

primary object. Nevertheless, he differs from Bhartrhari in
defining such an object. According to Gadädhara, object to be
reached is either what is the possessor of the effect produced
by the action associated with (kriyäjanya phalâsrayatvam)
or what becomes a content of the action undertaken
(kriyävisayatvam). Thus, village (gräma), in 'grämam gacchati*
(he goes to the village), is the object to be reached since
the same possesses the effect 'contact' produced by going,
and the pot (ghata), in 'ghatamjänäti' (he knows the pot), is
the object to be reached since the same becomes the content of
knowing.

Thus, it can be observed that Gadädhara and other logicians
accept the classification, i.e. the object to be reached as a
separate type of primary object; but differ from Bhartrhari in

3. Vyutpattiväda, p. 336.
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defining the (characteristics of the) same as the possessor of
the effect 'contact'etc. produced by the action of going etc.
And this is the most significant contribution on the part of the
logicians since the same radically changes the essential charac-
teristics of the object. Actually this theory is based on the
perception that objects to be reached too have some kind of
effect in them.

Darpanakära's theory
Darpanakara, the commentator on Bhüsana, too holds

that objects to be reached (prâpya) is the possessor of an effect.
However, he qualifies the object further as 'not being the
content of a cognition that the same object is the abode of
the unique property caused by the action (kriyä prayojya
asädhäranadharmaprakäraka pratltinsayatänäsrayatvam).

He dees so on the ground that the object to be manifested or
brought about (nirvortya) such as pot (ghaiß) in 'ghatûm karotï
(he makes a pot) and the object to be produced (vikärya) such äs
*mat' (kata) in 'käsän kaîôm karoiV (he makes mat out of kasa
grasses) would not become the oblect to be reached. In such
cases, even the pot and the mat can be said to possess an
effect such as origination and hence they need to be avoided
the designation of präpyakarma, However, once the prâpya
karma is qualified as 'not being the possessor of the content-
ness...', the same (pot etc.) would not become the object to be
leached because they are only the content of a cognition that
the same are the abode of the unique property, i.e. origination
caused by the action.

Observation
It may be observed now that grammarians too, while

accepting the classification of the piäpya karama as a primary
object, differ, however from Bhartrhari in defining the essential
characteristics of the same. They too side with the logicians
in holding that the prâpya karma is the abode of an effect
produced by the action. Nevertheless, it may be pointed out that,
Bhartrhari too, when he states that 'prâpyakarma'ïs that wherein
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no distinction is perceived as produced by the action associated
with it, means to say that prâpyakarma is neither changed (or
brought about) like the nirvartyakarma nor newly produced
like the vikäryakarma and hence does not possess any distinct
effect such as origination which makes the object totally a new
or different from what it was originally. Thus, he does not mean
to say that the same does not possess any effect at all.

Description of nirvartyakarma
According to Bhartrhari4, object to be manifested or brought

about (nirvartya karma) is either what is originated without
existing before or what is merely manifested (i.e. revealed)
existing in a subtle form. Hari states, therefore, that "when-
ever original or primary matter (prakrti) such as mud, either
existing (or not existing), is not intended to be changing or
abandoning its original form, the object derived from such a
prakrti is said to be "the object to be manifested or brought
about." And also whatever is originated without existing
before or is manifested existing in subtle form, is called "the
object to be manifested or brought about." (sati vä vidyamanä
va prakrtih parinäminl yasya näsriyate tasya nirvartyatvam
praeaksate. yadasad iäyate sadvä janmanä yat prakäsate
tannirvartyam).

For instance, the 'pot' and 'ash' in 'he makes a pot'
(* ghat am karoti)9 and 'he makes ashes' (bhasma karoti), are the
objects to be manifested or brought about when their primary
matters, i.e. the mud and the wood are not considered to be
changing or transforming their original form.

Here, the primary matter (prakrti), from which the object
is derived, is stated to be either existing or not existing. This
is in view of the fact that Sänkhyas hold the prakrti to be ever
existing whereas the Vaisesikas consider the same to be not
present during the origination of the object.

Observation
Bhartrharis classification of the object to be manifested or

brought about (nirvartya karma) is based on the conviction that
one and the saire object originated can be regarded as either

4. Vâkyapadîya, p. 267.
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'manifested' (nirvartya) 'or' 'produced' (vîkârya) under two
different circumstances. That is to say that the primary matter,
which is the inherent cause of the object to be originated, can
be expected to function as the material cause of the object by
transformation of its nature into the object to be originated or
Dot. Thus, when the primary matter is expected to function as
the material cause, the object originated is considered as the
object produced (vikärya karma) out of the primary matter
and when the same is not expected to function as the material
cause, the object originated is considered simply the object
manifested or brought about (nirvartya karma).

Gadädharas explanation
Gadâdhara5 too accepts the classification of the object to

be manifested or brought about as a separate category of the
primary object. Nevertheless, he holds that the object to be
manifested or brought about (nirvartya karma)9 is strictly
conventional {pâribhâsika). According to him, such a name must
be viewed to be strictly conventional since otherwise even the
'boiled rice' (odana) or 'garlend' (sraja) would become object
to be mainfested or brought about (nirvartya) in statements
such as 'he makes rice grains into boiled rice' (tandulän odanam
karoti) and 'he makes the flowers into the garlend' (kusumäni
srajam karoti) where the words expressing the material cause,
namely, the 'rice grains' and the 'flowers' are used. This is so
because the term 'object to be brought about' (nirvartya) can be
etimologically explained to be covering even what is produced
(vikärya) by deriving the same as what is brought about, i.e. what
is originated or produced (nirvartyate nispädyate iti nirvartyam).
Thus, such a name 'nirvartya should be understood as being
conventionally used to denote only the object brought about
such as 'mat' in the statement such as 'he makes a mat' (kütam
karoti) wherein the words expressing the objects functioning as
the material cause, \.Q.kasa grass etc. are not used.

Observation
Gadâdhara is apprehensive of the fact that the terms 'object

5. Vyutpattivâda, p. 337.
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to be manifested or brought about' (nirvartya) and 'object to
be produced' (vikärya) are too close to each other and hence
-cannot etimologically convey two different types of objects.
Consequently, he opines that the two terms should be held to
be merely conventional in the sense of the object to be mani-
fested or brought about and also in the sense of the object to
be produced. Thus, according to him, the two terms stand con-
ventionally for the same object under the two different circuins-
ances, i.e. when the word expressing the material cause is used
and also when the same is not used in the statement.

Darpanakäras explanation
The author of Darpana too holds the term 'object to be

brought about' (nirvartya) to be conventional. According to
him, object to be brought about is what is originated and also
what is referred to by the word not associated with a word ex-
pressing the material cause. For instance, the boiled rice, 'odand*
in 'he cooks boiled rice' (odanam pacat'i) is the nirvartya karma
since the same is originated (out of the rice grains) and is
referred to by the word 'odanct not associated with the word
tandula expressing the rice grains. He holds this position on
the ground that Bhartrhari has stated the object to be originated
to be the object to be produced' (vikärya) when the material
-cause is considered to be transforming into the object to be
produced (prakrtestu vivaksäyäm vikäryam kaiseid anyathä).

Observation
Darpanakära too holds the name 'nirvartya3 to be conven-

tional. However, he bases his theory directly on Bhartrhari
that "when the material cause is not intended to be transfor-
ming into the object, the same is viewed to be the object to be
produced". Thus, for Darpanakära 'nirvartya9 signifies the
^object to be brought about' when the material cause is not
intended to be transforming into the object to be produced.

•Description of vikäryakarma
Object to be produced (vikärya) is same as the object to be

manifested or brought about (nirvartya). However, when the
material cause is intended to be transforming into the object
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to be brought about, the same is known as the object to
be produced (vikärya). For instance, consider 'he makes the
käs a grasses into the mat' (käsän kaiam karoti). Here, the Jçâsa
grasses are intended to be transforming into the object to be
brought about, i.e. mat and hence the same mat is known as the
object to be produced {vikärya). Thus, Bhartrhari states as
follows :

'When the material cause is intended to be transforming
into the object brought about, the same object to be brought
about is said by some to be otherwise (i.e. vikärya). The object
is shown to be, therefore, two fold as nirvartya and vikàrya
in the science' (prakrtes tu vivaksäyäm vlkäryam kaUcid
anyathä. nivartyam ca vikaryam ca karmasästra prakirtitam.
According to Bhartrhari, such an object to be produced is
again established to be two fold as one produced from the
destruction of the material cause such as ash from the
destruction of wood and also as one produced from the
origination of a special quality such as the modification, i.e.
ornament from the gold... (vkäryam ca karma dvedhä vyavasthi-
tarn, prakrtyuccheda sambhütam kincit kästhädi bhasmavat
kincid gunäntarotpatyä suvarnädi vikäravat).

Consider for instance, 'kästham bhasma karoti9 (he makes
the wood into the ashes) and 'suvarnam kundalam karotï (he
makes the gold into the ring). Here, in the first instance, the
object, namely, ash is produced from the destruction of the
material cause such as the wood ; whereas, in the second
instance, the object, namely, the ring is produced due to the
origination of a special quality such as the setting or modifica-
tion in the gold.

It should be noted here that, in the case of the ash, the
same is vikäryakarma regardless of whether the material cause
is intended to be used in the sentence or not since the ash is
produced from the destruction of wood ; on the other hand, in
the case of the ring, the same is vikäryakarma only when the
material cause is used in the sentence since the ring is produced
by originating merely a unique quality in the gold.

Observation
Bhartrhari distinguishes the object as either vikärya or
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nirvartya on the basis of whether or not the material cause is
intended to be transforming into the object to be brought
about. Thus, the 'mat' in 'käsän katam karotC is vikärya since
the material cause, namely, käsa grass are intended to be trans-
forming into the mat and consequently the word referring to
such grass is used ; whereas, the same mat in 'katam karoti'is
nirvartya since the material cause is not intended to be" transfor-
ming into the mat and consequently the word referring to such
a grass is not used.

Nevertheless, he distinguishes further the vikäryakarma in to
two kinds as one produced out of the destruction of the material
cause and also as one produced by the origination of a peculiar
quality in the material cause. This is a very valid distinction
since it brings out the two significant aspects of the object to be
produced namely, the destruction of the material cause and also
the origination of a peculiar quality in the material case.

Gadadharas position
Gadâdhara6 holds that the term 'vikärya' must be under-

stood to include even the material cause (prakrti) According
to him, since the classification of the primary objects such as (ij
prâpya9 (ii) nirvartya and (iii) vikärya does not actually cover
the material cause such as wood and gold as an object, the
same would become the forth type of primary object unless held
to have been covered by the term 'vikärya\

The term 'vikärya' etimologicaliy cannot mean the material
type of object. Nevertheless, by convention, the same can be
taken to cover the material cause as well. Now, the object of
the type of material cause can be defined as that which
facilitates the modification (yikâra), i.e. either a destruction or
origination of a new quality so that something can be produced
out of such a material cause.

Thus, wood and gold, in 'he makes wood into the ash' and
'he makes gold into the ring' can be considered to be the object
of the type of material cause since they facilitate the modification
(vikära)9 i.e. the destruction (of the wood) and origination of a
unique quality in the gold respectively.

According to Gadâdhara, the object to be produced is what

6. Vyutpattiväda, p. 33b.



76 Epistemohgy, Lagic and Grammer

is accomplished through the action. For instance, the boiled
rice, (odand) in 'he cooks rice grains into boiled rice' (tandulan
odanam pacati), is the object to be produced since the same is
accomplished through the action of cooking.

Observation
Gadädhara holds that both the material cause and also the

object to be produced should be covered by the term 'vikärya9.
According to him, the words expressing the material cause such
as 'kästham* and 'suvarnam* in 'kästham bhasma karotV and
'suvarnam kundalam karotV have the accusative case endings;
and therefore, they must be viewed to be some kind of objects.
Nevertheless, since the material cause cannot be included in any
of the three established types of objects, i.e. präpya, nirvartya
and vikärya, the same would become a fourth type of object.
Thus, it would become imperative that one of the three terms
be covering such a material cause as well. However,« since
material cause itself becomes the object to be produced by a
modification (vikärä), i.e. by destruction or originating a unique
quality, it is justified that the term 'vikärya: be taken to cover
even the material cause. However, Prakäsakära holds quite the
opposite view regarding what is 'nirvartya karma* and what is
'vikärya karma\ He states that the woods are the vikärya karma
(object to be transformed) and the bhasma is the 'nirvartya
karma" (object to be brought about) since by transforming or
destroying the words, the ash is brought about. Similarly, gold
is the vikärya karma and the ring is the nirvartyakarma since
•by originating a quality, in the gold, the ring has been brought
about.

Darpanakârà*s position
Darpanakära states that vikärya karma is what has the origi-

nation or the qualified non-existence facilitating the action and
also what has the apparent relationship of the material cause with
the object to be produced ( pratiyamäna prakfti vikrtibhävakatve
sati kriyanispâdaka visistâsatva utpatyanyatara phalavatvam).
This definition covers both material cause and the object to be
produced. For instance, consider the woods and the ash in 'he
makes wood into the ash*. Here, the woods are vikärya karma
since the same have apparent relationship of material cause with
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the object produced and also the qualified non-existence, i.e.
destruction facilitatißg the making of the ash. And the ash is
the vikäryakarma since the same has such a relationship as well
as the origination.

Observation
Later grammarians such as Darpanakâra were grealty in-

fluenced by Gadâdhara's theory that the term 'vikärya9 should
be held to cover conventionally both the material cause (prakrti)
and the object to be produced (vikrti). Darpanakära does
not state however, that the term covers conventionally both the
types of objects. Nevertheless, he defines vikärya karma in such
a way as to cover both types of objects. His definition that
vikärya karma is what has either the origination or the qualified
non-existence is a combination of two essential characteristics
where the first one covers the object to be produced such as the
ash and the second one covers the material cause such as the
woods. Thus, it can be stated that later epistemologists take
the term 'vikärya9 to cover both the material cause and the
object to be produced unanimously.

Classification of Secondary Objects

Description of 'anipsitd* object
The rule Uathäyuktam cänipsitam9 (p. i.4.50) assigns the

name object to that which is likewise connected with the action
even if it is 'anipsita9 or not desired to be obtained through
action.

According to Pataniali, the rule i.4.49 is meant to take
care of objects which are positively desired, whereas the rule
p. i.4.50 covers the objects which are disliked (dvesya) or which
are indifferent (udäsind). This goal, he achieves by interpreting
the *narC in 'anïpsita* in the sense of 'paryudäsa9 (exclusion).
Thus, the word 'anïpsita9 means other than what is desired to be
obtained which can be either what is positively disliked or what
is merely indifferent.

Traditionally, 'visam bhaksayati9 (he eats poison) and
'caurän pasyati9 (he sees the thieves) are examples for * dvesya9

(hated or positively disliked); and 'grämam gacchan vrksamûlany
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upasarpatS (while going to the villagehe reaches the roots of
the tree) is the example for 'udäsind* (indifferent). Here, the
poison or the thieves are the hated or disliked type of objects
because, the same are connected with the action of eating and
seeing respectively even while not desired to be obtained through
such actions. And the roots of the tree are the indifferent type
of objects because, the same are connected with the action of
reaching even while not desired to be obtained through such
action.

Description of udäsinakarma
Following the rule 'object is also whatever is likewise

connected even if not sought to be obtained through 'action*
{tathäyuktam cänipsiiam p. 1.4.50). Bhartrhari assigns the name
'object' {karma) to two kinds of objects, namely, that which
is reached indifferently (audàsinyena y ai präpyam) such as
grass (trna) in 'grämam gacchan trnam sprsaW (he touches
grass while going to the village) etc» and that which is not
sought to be obtained, i.e. not desired, () acca kartur anlpsitam)
such as poison (visa) in 'visam bhunkte' (he eats poison) etc. He
states that, in such cases, the agent is not interested in touch-
ing the grass, nevertheless, he touches the grass by chance and
therefore* grass becomes the object of his indifferent touching.

Observation
In taking the rule p. i.4.50 as assigning the name 'object'

to two types of objects, namely, that which is indifferently
reached (audäsinyena yat prâptam) and also that which is not
sought to be obtained (yac ca kartur anlpsitam), Bhartrhari
follows strictly traditional interpretation of the word 'anipsita*
as a paryudäsa or exclusion in the sense of what is other than
sought to be reached. By this interpretation, both what is in-
different and what is not sought to be obtained can be covered
by the term. Thus, Bhartrhari dévides 'anlpsità' object into two
types such as indifferent' (udäsina) and 'not desired' (dvesya)
wherein the former is what is reached by chance.

Prabhd's definition
Prabhä, the commeoary on Bhüsana, defines the 'anispita*

i e. 'udâsina* object as what is the abode of the effect but is not
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intended to be the abode of the effect (phaläsrayatve sati
phaläsrayatvoddesyatvena avivaksitatvam). For instance, in
'while going to the village he reaches the roots of a tree'
(grämam gacchan vrksamüläni upasarpati), the roots of a tree
are the anispita (i.e. udäslnä) object since the same, despite being
the abode of the contact, the effect, produced by the action of
reaching are not intended by the agent to be the abode of the
effect.

Observation
Prabhâ does not introduce any new dimension to the

anipsita object, however, it provides a very accurate definition
of udâsina or indifferent type of object. While Bhartrhari had
simply outlined the general characteristics of the udäslna object
as that which is reached indifferently, Prabhä specifically men-
tions the lack of the agents intention to have the effect as the
distinguishing characteristics of the same karma. Thus, udâsina
karma is one of the two types of anipsita karma.

Description of dvesyakarma
'Hated' or 'dvesya9 is the second type of 'anipsita karma\

According to Bhartrhari, just as the entities, that are sought to
be obtained through the action, are objects, in the same way,
the entities, that are not sought to be obtained by the agent
through the action, are also objects (yac ca kariur anispitam).
For instance, the poison (visa) etc. in 'he eats poison' (visam
bhaksayati) etc. are the 'hated' or dvesya karma since the same
are not sought to be obtained by the agent through the action
of eating but nevertheless is associated with the effect, i.e. the
contact with the throat. However, the basic difference between
the 'udâsina' and 'dvesya' type of objects is that while the former
becomes the abode of the effect by chance produced by the
action such as resorting to the roots of a tree, the latter becomes
the abode of the effect produced by the action deliberately
undertaken such as eating poison.

Now it can be observed that the being the abode of the
effect, actually when not intended to be the abode of the effect,
is the common or geneal characteristics of both types of anipsita
objects such as 'udäsina* and *dvesya\
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Description of anäkhyäta karma
Following the rule (p. i.4.51), Bharatrhari classifies the

kdrakas that are not covered by any other designation, as the
'not covered object' {anäkhyäta karma). According to him, the
kârakas, that are not intended to be any other körakas such as
apâdâna, are considered as 'not covered objects' by such a rule.
For instance, 'cow' {go) in double accusative statements such as
'he milks milk (from) cow' (gäm dogdhi payah) is a 'not covered
object' since the same is not covered, i.e. not intended to be any
other käraka such as apädäna. Here, the word 'not covered*
{akathita) should be understood as 'not intended by the speaker*
(avivaksita) to have any other designation such as apdääna.
For, when milk is being milked from the cow, the cow does
function as the apädäna, i.e. ablation or fixed point from which
milk is separated. Thus, the cow does become covered by the
designation apädäna. Nevertheless, the speaker can be said not
to intended the same (cow) as the fixed point from which milk
is separated. And, under such a circumstance, the name apädäna
does not become applicable to the cow since the käraka designa-
tions are dependent on speakers intention (vivaksätah kärakäni
hhavanti). Thus, now it could be held that to cover the cow etc.
by the name 'object' in double accusative statements, the rule
(p. i.4.51) becomes necessary.

Observation
It should be noted here that 'not covered object' is stated

to be an object which is not intended to be any other käraka
by the speaker. Now, the speaker's 'non-intention' {avivaksä)
can be either due to the non-applicability of any other designa-
tion or due to non-desirability of any other designation. Thus,
'paurava' in 'he begs paurava for a cow' (pauravam gäm yäcate)
and 'cow' in 'he milks the milk (from) the cow' {gäm dogdhi
payah) are not covered objects due to non-applicability and
non-desirability of any other käraka designation respec-
tively. Now, the 'non-covered object5 is a secondary type
of object and hence it does not possess any of the essential

7. Vâkyapadïya, p. 1266.



Division of Grammatical Objtcts 81

characteristics of the primary object such as being the abode
of the effect etc.

Another point to be noted is that 'not covered object*
cannot be considered to be a non-prominent object by inter-
pretting the word 'akathitd to mean non-prominent 'akathitd*
{apradhäna). For, in that case, even the 'vessel' >n 'he milks the
milk (from) cow in vessel' (gäm dogdhi payah kämsa pätryäm)
would become the non-covered object since the same (vessel) is
less prominent compared to milk.

According to Manoramä,8 the 'not covered object' is an
exception to the 6sesd* or unspecified syntactico-semantica!
relation. The rule p. i.4.51 enjoins the name 'object* to such
kàrakas where otherwise genitive in the sense of 'sesc? relation
becomes applicable.

Gadädhara9 and few others like Gokulanatha, however,
hold that 'not covered object' is a secondary object since the
same is the abode of only the effect such as separation (vibhäga)
which indirectly qualifies the root meaning such as the opera-
tion conducive to flowing {ksaranänuküla vyäpära). According
to these scholars, the 'non-covered object' has some of the
essential characteristics of primary objects such as being the
abode of the effect etc.; nevertheless, the 'non-covered-object'
is a secondary object because the same possesses the effect
which is only an indirect qualifier of the root-meaning.

On the other hand, âabdaratna10 opposes such a view on
the ground that 'non-covered object' must cover 'cow' etc.
even when the root 'rfw/f does not refer to the effect 'separation*
that is indirectly produced by the action conductive to flowing;
but rathei refers to only the separation occuring in the milk
produced by milking. Thus, it can be observed now that 'not
covered object' is a secondary object intended to cover the
kärakas that are not intended to be covered by other käraka
designations such as apädäna in double accusative statements.

8. Praucjhamanoramä, p. 824.
9. Vyutpattiväda, p. 242.

10. âabdarartna, p. 845.
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Description of anyapûrvaka karma
'Objects with other designatinns before' {anyapûrvaka karma)

are those kärakas which get the name object under special
circumstances in preference to other designations such as *sam»
paradäna9, 'karana' etc. In classifying 'anyapûravaka karma' as
a separate category of secondary objects Bhartrhari is guided
by Päflini's rules such as 'krudhadruhor upasrstayoh karma!
(in the case of verbal bases 'krudh9 and 6druh\ when preceded
by prepositions, the person against whom the feelings of anger
etc. are directed, is called object p. i 4.38), *divah karma ca9

(the käraka which functions as the most efficient means with
respect to the root 'rf/v' (to cast dice or pla>) is called 'object'
and 'instrument' p. i.4.43) etc. According to Bhartrhari,11

anyapûravaka karma is a type of secondary object which gets
the name 'object' by overruling the other designations such as
*sampradäna\ 'karana* etc. assigned by other rules. For instance,
consider the anyapûrvaka karmas such as 'cruel' (krvra) and
'dice' (aksa) in 'he is annoyed at the cruel' (krüram abhikrud-
hyati) and 'he plays the dice' (aksän divyati) respectively.
Here, the 'cruel' is originally assigned the designation of
sampradäna by the rule 'krudhadruhersyärthänam yam prati
kopah' (in connection with verbal bases having the meaning of
'krudK \o feel annoyed' etc., the person against whom the anger
is directed, is called 'sampradäna p. i.4.37) and the 'dice' is
originally assigned the name 'karand* by the rule 'sädhakata*
mam karananC (the most effective means is called karana
p. i.4.42). However, the rules p. i.4.38 and p. i.4.43 assign
the designation 'object' (karma) to both the cruel one and dice.
Nevertheless, they do so only under the special circumstances,
namely, when the roots 'krudK and 'druh9 are preceded by
prepositions or also when the root *div9 is intended to denote
the action of playing for the sake of playing dice.

Now, this category of object includes even the instances of
the secondary objects such as the Vaikuntha in 'he lies down
upon the Vaikuntha, (yaikuniham adhisete) etc. This is so because
the rule 'adhisln sthasäm karma9 (the käraka, which functions as
the location of the action of the roots 'i//i\ 'sthä' and 'äs\ when

11. Vâkyapaûîya, p. 267.
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preceded by the preposition *adhi\>is called the object p. (i.4.46)
assigns the designation 'object' to the location of lying down
upon by over-ruling the designation 'locus' (adhikaranaj
assigned by the previous rule 'âdharo' dhikaranam' (the support
or location is called the locus p. i.4.45).

Observation
Objects with other designations before' (anyapürvaka karma)

is a large comprehensive category of objects. It includes instances
of secondary objects which are originally other kärakas such
as 'sampradäna\ 'karana\ adhikaraqa' etc. Karakas, when their
original sense is already expressed or conveyed otherwise
through other grammatical means, loose their original käraka
status. Thus, the sampradäna käraka, namely, the cruel one etc.
-and the adhikarana käraka, namely, the vaikuntha etc. loose
their original käraka status, in 'krüram abhikrudhyatï, 'vaikun-
{ham adhisete9 etc. and assume the new käraka status by func«
tioning as the object. However, in the case of the 'dice' (aksa)9

which is actually an instrument, i.e. the most efficient means of
playing, the same assumes the new käraka status of object due
to the speakers intention and not due to the fact that such a
function of instrumentality is already expressed otherwise.
Thus, dice (aksa) in ak$ân dïvyaii is a perfect example wherein
the käraka status of an object assigned due to the speaker's
intention although the instrumentality, being not already ex-
pressed otherwise, is yet applicable.

Now, it can be observed that the category of the 'object
with other designations before' is intended to cover the
instances of objects which are originally other kärakas but
assume the objecthood either due to the fact that their original
käraka status is already conveyed or due to the fact that
speakers do not intend the same to function as the original
kärakas.

Critical examination
Pâçinis rule 'karturïpsitatamam karma9 (p. i.4.49) can be

taken to define the primary grammatical object as something
which the agent seeks to obtain most thro t his actions
(îpsitatama). However, Patanjali's and following him, Kaiyata's
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classification of the 'ipsitatama' object as (5) 'präpya* (what is
to be reached) (ii) 'nirvartya' (what is to be brought about)
and (Hi) vikärya (what is to be produced) has led almost all
the later epistemologists including Bhartrhari to classify the
Ipsiiaiamo object in terms of the same threefold division. This
is in spite of the fact that Bhartrhari and others do not agree in
totality with the definition provided by Patanjali regarding the
nature of such objects.

Also, Päninis' rules 'tathäyiiktam cänlpsitam' (p. i.4.50),„
'akcithitam cd! (p. i.4.51) and 'krudha druhoh upasrstayoh
karma* (p. i.4.38) assign the name 'object' to i) 'anipsita*
karakas which are likewise associated with the action, to (ii)
kärakas not already covered by any other designation and
to (iii) kärakas that have some designations before but
overruled under certain circumstances respectively. However
Bhartrhari takes these rules to assign the name 'object' to a
group of karakas which are quite opposite to the Ipsitatama
objects; while the ipsitatama objects are primary, these objects
are secondary in nature. According to him, only the rule
(p. i.4.49) assigns the name 'object' to primary objects since
the same are sought to be obtained by the agent through his
actions. Thus, the rules p. i.4.50 etc. assign the name 'object*
to kärakas which are incidentaly objects. Bhartrhari further
divides the anïpsita karmans covered by p. i.4.50 into two
subdivisions, namely, 'hated' (dvesya) and 'indifferent' (udâsïnà).

Now, the classification of the grammatical objects into two
main groups as primary and also as secondary and further
their subdivisions are accepted by later epistemologists with
some modifications. The object to be reached (präpya), though
visualized by Patanjali, is actually developed by Bhartrhari.
According to him, such an object is simply what is reached,
i.e. comes into contact with action and does not possess any
distinction, i.e. effect produced by the action. On the other
hand, Gadâdhara and others differ completely from Bhartrhari
and visualize an effect contact even in the case of präpya karma.
Thus, according to them, präpya karma is what is the abode of
the effect such as contact produced by the action of going etc.

While Patanjali originally defined the nirvartya karma' to be
an object brought about such as 'odana' in Uandulän odanam
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pacati\ Bhartrhari defines the same as the object originated
provided that the primary matter ( prakrti) which is actually the
material cause (upädäna), is not expected to function as the
material cause by transformation of its nature (parinaminï). By
this definition, Bhartrhari restricts the name 'nirvartya karma" to
the object originated under the special circumstances i.e., when
the primary matter is not expected to function as the material
cause despite being so.

On the other hand, Gadädhara holds that the name
'nirvartya karma" is merely a conventional one and does not
therefore, perceive much difference between the object to be
brought about and also the object to be produced as both are
originated from the material cause. Thus, according to him
the name nirvartya karma is used conventionally to convey the
objects originated wherein no word expressing the material
cause is found.

The term 'the object to be produced' or ivikäryakarmä> was
obviously used by Patanjali to mean the object which is associa-
ted with the change or modification (vikâra). Bhartrhari, greatly
influenced by such a concept, states that the object to be origi-
nated is known as the object to be produced (vikärya karma)
provided that the material cause is intended to be changing or
transforming into the object to be brought about. Thus, the
difference between the object to be produced and also the object
to be brought about is that when the material cause is intened
to be changing or transforming into the object brought about,
the object originated is called 'produced 'and when the same is
not, intended to be so, the same is called 'brought about'.
Gadädhara too follows this distinction of the objects, however,
he technically expresses this distinction by stating that the
two terms 'nirvartya'' and 'vikärya' are strictly conventional
and express the same object originated' under the two different
circumstances, i.e. when the word expressing the material cause
is used and also when the term expressing the material cause is
not used in the statements. Also, according to Gadädhara,
the term 'vikärya9 covers even the material cause since there
exists no separate term to cover such an object in the said
scheme öf objecs. ' :•.

Now, £s regards the secondary objects : Patanjali takes the
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rule Uathäyuktam cänipsitam' p. i.4.50 to cover two types of
objects : namely, hated or positively disliked such as poison and
also the indifferent such as the roots of a tree. Bhartrhari, too
follows him in stating that the rule covers the object which is
reached indifferently (audâsînyena yat prâpyam) and the object
which is not sought to be obtained ( yacca kartur anlpsitam).
However according to him, the rules 'tathäyuktatrf p. i.4.50,
fakathitam erf p. i.4.51 and 'krudhadruhor...karma* p. i.4.38,
are expected to define the secondary kinds of objects such as
*anipsita' (i.e. 'udàsîna', idvesyà>)9 'akathita* and 'anyapürvaka*
which are four in number {caturdhä anyatly katpitam). Of the
four types of secondary objects, anïpsita objects, i.e. that which
is indifferently reached (udäsma) and also that which is not
sought to be obtained {dvesya) constitute the first two kinds.
Prabhâ's definition of the anïpsita objects as 'what is the abode
of the effect but is not intended to be the abode of the effect'
provides a general and consecutive characteristics of the udäsina
and dvesya type of objects. Thus, since both the roots of a tree
and poison are the abode of the effect 'contact* etc., the same
become the anïpsita type of objects.

The rule 'akathitam ca9 (p. i.4.51) assigns the name
'object' to those kärokos which are not covered by any other
käraka designation. Thus, 'cow' etc. in double accusative
statements such as 'he milks the cow into milk' become the 'not
covered object' (akathita karma) since the same is not covered
by the special kâraka designation such as apädäna. Jn the
scheme of secondary objects, proposed by Bhartrhari, the 'not
covered object'constitutes the third variety. The point tobe
noted about the not covered object is that it is an exception to
the scsa or unspecified syntactico-semantical relation. It incorpc»
rates such kärakas which otherwise would have been considered
sesa. Also, another point to be noted is that the proposition
of Gadâdhara etc, that such objects too are the abode of the
secondary effects is not tenable. For, in that case, the cow etc.
could not be considered to be the objects while the roots do not
refer to the secondary effects such as separation.

Now as regards the last of the four types of secondary
objects namely the obexts with otter designations before (anya-^
pvrxaka). This category is meant to cover the instances of the
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kärakas which are originally other kärakas such as sampradäna,
adhikarana etc. They are considered to be anyapürvaka the
objects when the original designation becomes untenable due to
some special reason. Thus, this category includes those kärakas
which are obejcts by exception to the originally intended kärakas.

It can be observed now that, according to Bhartrhari,
grammatical objects are mainly of two types (i) those that are
Ipsita and (ii) those that are 'anipsita\ He has used the criterion
of desirability for distinguishing the primary and secondary
otyectness. While all the three types of primary objects, namely,
(\) präpya, (ii) nirvartya and (iii) vikärya are positively desired,
all other four types of secondary objects, namely, (i) audäslnyena
präpta, (ii) anipsita, (iii) anäkhyäta and (iv) anyapürvaka are
not positively desired. This is so because, the three types of
primary objects such as präpya etc. are all sought to be
obtained by the agent whereas the four types of secondary
objects are not at all sought to be obtained by the agent
through his actions.

This division of grammatical objects on two levels
involves, however, the difficulty of justifying the two separate
rules nanr ely, 'tathäyuktam cämpsitam* (p. iA50) and 'akathitam
cd (p. i.4.51) as only the latter p. i.4.45 could have suffised to
cover all the instances of secondary objects.12 Nevertheless,
traditional scholars have, almost without exception, followed
such a classification and hence the validity of the same classi-
fication of objects becomes unquestionable within the tradition.

12. See Dr. S.D. Joshi and Rood Bargan, Mahabhasya 1975
Poona for more details.



CHAPTER XVII

THEORY OF ACCUSATIVE-MEANING IN
ASSOCIATION WITH ROOTS REFERRING

TO KNOWLEDGE ETC.

(savUayärthaka dhätuyoge dvitiyärthavicärah)

Introduction
Accusative case endings have been enjoined in the sense

of the syntactico-semantical notion of the 'grammatical object*
(karmani dvitiyä p. ii.3.2). And the grammatical cbject (karma)
is defined by Panini as that which the agent seeks most to
obtain through his actions (karturipsitatamam karma p. i.4.49).
Consequently, the grammatical object has been analysed as the
abode of the effect produced by the action. And using the
principle that 'whatever meaning is not already obtained other-
wise through other source is the word-meaning* (ananyalabhyah
sabdârîhah), the epistemologists have held variously that the
accusative case endings refer to the abode (of the effect), the
effect, the superstratumness etc. in instances such as 'grämam
gacchatV (he goes to the village) etc.

Nevertheless, the accusative case endings, associated
with the verbal roots, denoting knowledge etc. (saxisayärtha-
kadhätu) which have a reference to an object such as pot, can-
not be held to be referring to the abode (of the effect) etc.
This is so because, the verbal roots referring to knowledge etc.
such as 'jnà* (to know), 'is* (to desire or endeavour), 'kf (to
do or make) etc, are not conventionally transitives despite1

Jagadïéa claiming that any verbal root, which has syntactical

1. See Chapter on transitivity.
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expectancy for an accusative object, in its infinitive forms, is
transitive. And therefore, the object such as 'pot' does not
necessarily possess an effect that is produced by the action of
knowledge etc. expressed by the roots. Thus, the accusative
case endings, in association with such verbal roots as *jnâ* (to
know), 'is' (to desire), 6kr* (to do or make) etc., must be
conceded to refer to some non-conventional meanings such as
visayatva etc. and not to the conventionally accepted meanings
such as the abode (of the effect) etc.

Problem
However, different epistemologists have proposed different

theories of the meanings of the accusative case endings in such
cases. While the Präcya logicians have held that the objectness
(contentness) 'visayatva' constitutes the accusative meanings,
the Navyas have refuted that Präcya theory and state that the
state of having what is an object (content) 'visayitva* constitutes
the accusative meanings. Also, Gokulanatha has proposed that
the accusatives can be held to refer to the superstratumness
(ädheyatä) which has been accepted generally to be the accusa-
tive meaning in association with transitive roots. On the other
hand, grammarians maintain that the roots like jnä etc. too
refer to an action like knowing etc. that can produce an effect
like the destruction of covering such as ignorance, i.e. non-under-
standing (ävaranabhanga) etc. and thus the abode (äsraya) of
such effects can be regarded as the accusative meaning (i.e.
there is no need to accept that the accusatives refer to some
secondary meanings)» Also, the ritualists, Khandadeva etc.,
maintain that the roots like 'jnä* etc. refer to the action of
knowing etc. that can produce an effect like the unique con-
tentness (visayatävUesä)9 known as awareness jnätatä9 and hence
the accusatives in such cases can be held to the refer to primary
objectness (mukhyakarmata) analysable into being the abode of
snch contentness. In the following pages, we shall analyse these
various theories of accumulative-meanings so that a critical
examination of all these various theories becomes possible.
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Nyäya theories

Frâcya theory
Präcyas2 hold that the accusative case endings, in associa-

tion with the verbal roots denoting knowledge etc., which have
a reference to an object, refer to the objectness (contentness)
(visayatva). According to them, such an accusative meaning is
related to the root-meaning 'action of knowing' through the
relation of conditioning. And the accusative-base-meaning,
namely, 'pot*, is related to the same contentness through the
superstratumness (ädheyatä). Thus, one cognizes from the
statement such as 'ghatamjänäti9 (he knows or perceives pot)
that the person is the possessor of the knowledge that condi-
tions the contentness occuring in the pot. (ghata n ist ha
visayatva nirüpaka jnänäsrayah).

Now as regards the accusative meanings in association
with the roots Us9 (to desire or endeavour) and 'kf (to do or
make) in 6 ghat am icchati9 (he desires a pot) and in *ghat am
karoti9 (he makes a pot) etc. According to the Präcyas, the root
Us9 refers to the desire and the accusative, associated with such
a root, refers to the chief qualificandness, i.e. principal nucleus-
ness (mukhya visesyatä).3 And such an accusative meaning is
related to the desire, the root-meaning, through conditioning.
Thus, one cognizes from 'ghatam icchati9 that one is the
possessor of the desire conditioning the chief qualificandness of
the pot (ghata nisiha mukhyavisesyatä nirüpakecchäsrayah).

This theory can be obtained from Gadädharas observa-
tion4 on the accusative meanings in association with the
desiderative roots. He observes that the accusative endings refer
to the chief qualificandness when used with desideratives sucb
as 'cikirsatV which refer to a desire conditioning the activity
(krtiprakärakecchä).

2. Vyutpattivâda P. 273.
3. In such cases, the desire has the from that 'may the pot

be accomplished' (ghato bhavatu) wherein the pot is the
chief qualificand and hence the chief qualificandness is
conditioned by the desire.

4. Vyutpattivâda P. 273.
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According to the Prâcyas, the root '1er' (to do or make) refers
to the activity conducive to the desired end. And the accusative,
in association with such a root, refers to a particular type of
objectness (visayatä visesa) analysable into the state of being
the material cause (upädänatva) etc. and the accomplishability
(sädhyatvd). Thus, in 'käsän katam karoti9 (he makes a mat out
of kasa grasses), one cognizes that the agent has the activity
which conditions the state of being the material cause of the
käsa grass and also the accomplishability of the mat (käsanirü-
pita upädänatväkhya visayatä viiista katanirüpita sädhyatväkhya
visayatä visistä ca yä krtih tadvän).

However, in cases like 'kästham bhasma karotV (he makes
the wood into ashes), the object produced (i.e. ash) destroys
the material cause, i.e. wood. Therefore, the accusative, in such
cases, refers to the destroyership (näsakatva) and also to the
producership (utpädakatva). Thus, one cognizes that the agent
has the activity which conditions the producership of the ash
and also the destroyership of the wood (kästanistha näsakatva
visistä bhasmanisthotpädakatva visistä cayä krtih tadvän).

Observation
Präcyas theory that the accusatives, in association with

the verbal roots such as jnä (to know) etc. refer to the content-
ness (visayatva) is based on the fact that since such roots as 'jnâ*
(to know) etc. denote knowledge etc., which have a reference to
the objects like the pot etc., the same (pot etc.) become con-
tents of such a root-meaning 'knowing' etc. Therefore, the
accusative case endings, occurring after such objects and
enjoined in the sense of objects, can only refer to the content-
ness (visayotva) occurring in the objects and conditioned by the
'knowledge' etc.

According to the Präcyas, the roots such as 'jnä9 (to know)
etc. are not regular transitive roots like 'gam9 (to go), or 'pad9

(to cook) etc. For, the roots 'gam9 (to go) etc. refer to an action*
of going etc. which produce visible effects like 'contact' (sam-
yoga), 'the becoming soft' (viklitti) etc., whereas the roots 'jna*.
(to know) etc. do not refer to any such action that can produce
a visible effect occurring in the object. Thus, the accusatives,
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associated with such roots, cannot be held to refer to any
effects produced by the root-meaning 'knowing* etc.

Also, the Präcyas hold the theory that the accusatives in
association with the roots Us9 and 'kr\ referring to a desire and
l o a n effort or operation, refer to the chief qualificandness or
principal necleusness (mukhyavisesyata) and a particular type
of objectness (visayatävfsesa), analysable into the state of being
the material cause and the accomplishability, which is based on
the fact that such roots 'is9 (to desire) and ckf (to do) etc. do
not refer to any action that can produce an effect. Thus, it can
be observed that the Präcyas have analysed the meanings of the
accusatives in association with the verbal1 roots as jnä (to know)
etc. on the basis that since such roots do not refer to any action
that can produce an effect, the accusatives must refer to the
objectness etc. that are not the effects produced.

Giridharas theory
Giridhara5 follows the Präcyas in proposing that the

'visayatva* is the accusative meaning. However, he is keen in
avoiding the contradiction to the grammatical rule : "Even the
object etc. are the meanings of the declensional endings, while
the number is the meaning of the conjugational endings. And
the semantical convention is established in respect to the
meanings of the inflectional affixes", supäm karmädayo pyarthäh
samkhyä caiva iaîhâ tinäm prosiddho niyamah taira niyammah
prakrtesu vä). According to him, despite such a rule enjoining
the accusative case endings, only in the sense of the objectness
etc. that are sanctioned by the grammatical convention, the
accusatives can be accepted as referring to the contentness
(visayatva) etc. Such a rule need not be taken literally since
the phrase8 niyamah prakrtesu 'va* (the semantical convention
regarding the use of the inflectional endings is established in
respect to contextural meaning) indicates that such a rule is
binding only optionally. Also, according to him, in cases like
'it destroys the merit achieved previously' (hanti punycm

purakftam), the accusative must be conceded to have an indica-
tion in the sense of the counterpositiveness that can relate to

5. Vibhaktyarthanirnaya P. 130.
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the effect 'destruction'(näsa) produced by the root-meaning
'action of destroying. And, in accordance with such a prece-
dency, the indication in the visayatva is quite justified in the
case of 'ghatamjänäti* etc. Further, he refutes the objection that
acceptance of the indication in the visayatva would lead to the
difficulty of conceding the indication in any and every meaning
such as 'sky'. He states that such an eventuality would never
arise since only conventionally acceptable meanings such as
'visayatva' can have indication in them. For, the rule 'nirüdhäk
laksanäh käcit prasiddhä adbidhänavat kriyante sämpratam
käscit nevatvasakitatt stipulates the indication only in probable
meanings and opposes the same in improbable meanings. Thus,
according to Giridhara, accusative, in 'ghatam jänätV etc.r

refers to only the visayatva.

Observation
It can be observed that Giridhara was convinced that

only visayatva should be accepted as the accusative meaning in
'ghatamjänati* etc. However, since 'visayatva? is not a convent-
ionally established meaning of the accusative, he defends the
indication of the accusative in such a sense by stating that
*niyamah prakrtesu vä9 expresses disregard for the rule that the
indication should be accepted in only an established meaning.
Thus, Giridhara, like Prâcyas, views that the pot becomes the
object of knowing means it becomes the content of the know-
ledge and hence the accusative, which is ruled in the sense of the
objectness, should be accepted to have an indication in the
sense of the contentness (visayatva).

Navya theory
Navyas hold that accusative case6 endings, in association

with the roots denoting knowledge etc., refer to the state of hav-
ing a reference to what is a content (visayitva) and not to the
contentness (visayatva). They hold so because, according to them,
the relation, which is not occurrence-exacting (vftyaniyämaka),
is not the delimiting relation of the counter-positiveness con-
ditioned by the absence (abhävapratiyogitänavacchedaka) ; and
therefore, the absence of the contentness cannot be related to

6S Vyutpattivâda P. 273.
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the action of knowing in a negative statement such as 'he
knows a pot and not a cloth' (ghatam jânâti patam no). The
contentness is related to the action of knowing through the
relation of conditioning in the positive statement 'he knows the
pot' (ghatam jänäii) and therefore, the absence of the same will
have to be related to the action of knowing through the same
relation of conditioning in the negative statement as well,
Howeveer, due to the fact that the relation of conditioning is
not an occurrnce exacting relation, the absense of the con-
tentness cannot be related through such a relation.

Navyas, therefore, ascertain that the state of having a
reference to what is a content (i.e. object of knowledge)
(visayitva) is the accusative-meaning in such cases. Such a
meaning is related to the action of knowing through thesubs-
tratumness (äsrayata), which is an occurrence exacting relation,
in the positive statement. Consequently, the absence of the
same 'visayitva9 can be related to the action of knowing through
the same substratumness. Thus, the cognition from the positive
statement is that 'he is the possessor of the action of knowing
which is the substratum of the state of having a reference to
what is a content conditioned by the pot' (gtiatanirüpita
vicayitvasraya jnänaväri) ; and the cognition from the negative
statement is that 'he is the possessor of the action of knowing
which is the substratum of the absence of the state of having a
référence to what is a content conditioned by the pot' (ghatani-
rüpiiansayitväbhävasraya jnänavän).

Accusative meaning in other instances
The accusative case endings, in association with the roots

such as €dr£*9 which denote the sense perception through eye
contact, refer to the state of having a reference to what is the
content, i.e. object of sense perception (laukikavisayitva). This
must be held so because, the statement such as 'he perceives
the smell9 (saurabham pasyati) is not made at the time of quasi-
or semi-visual sense perception such as 'this is a fragrant sandal
wood' (surabhi candanam) wherein the knowlege of the sandal
wood is obtained from the sense perception through eye-contact
and the knowledge of the smell is obtained from the recollec-
tion of the earlier knowledge. Thus, one cognizes that 'he is
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the possessor of sense perception through eye contact which
is the substratum of the state of having a reference to what is a
content, i.e. object of sense perception conditioned by the pot
{ghata nirüpita laukika visayitväsraya câksusa pratyaksäsrayah)
in 'he perceives a pot* (ghatam paiyati).

However, the accusative case endings, in association with
the root 'ghrä' (to smell), cannot be held to refer to the state
of having a reference to what is a content, i.e. object of sense
perception (laukikavisayitva). Since only the fragrance, gandha,
is the content, i.e. the object of smelling, the action of smelling
cannot be said to have a reference to what is a content, i.e.
object of smelling conditioned by the flower (despite the same
(flower) possessing the 'gandha'). Therefore, the accusative
case endings in cases like 'he smells flower' (puspam jighrati),
must be held to refer to a qualifierness (prakäratä) conditioned
by the contentness. And such a contentness is delimited by the
relation of superstratumness which in turn is delimited by
inherence. And such an accusative-meaning is related to the
state of having a reference to the contentness of the smell, a
part of the root meaning, through the relation of conditioning.
Thus, one cognizes from the statement 'he smells flowers'
(puspam jighrati) that 'he is the possessor of the sense percep-
tion that has a reference to the contentness of the smell which
{i.e. the reference) is conditioned by such a contentness of the
flower*, (puspanirüpita samaväya sambandhävacchinna ädheyatva
samsargävacchinna visayatänirüpita prakärata nirüpita ghandha»
nirüpita laukika visayitva sälipratyaksäfrayab).

Here the contentness, which conditions the qualifierness,
is stipulated to be conditioned by the superstratumness delimited
by inherence. Otherwise, the same, conditioned by the superstra-
tumness occurring in the present time, also can be claimed to be
relating to the root-meaning ; and therefore, when one perceives
that the 'gandha occurs in the flower of present time' (idänintana*
puspe gandhah), the statement 'he smells the time' could be
imposed.

In metaphorical statements such as 'he smells the frag-
rance' (ämodam upajighrati), however, the accusative case end-
ings refer to the state of having a reference to what is a content
visayitva). For, the accusative case endings, associated with the
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roots referring to the knowledge not delimited by any particular
object (like flower), can refer to simply 'visayitva'. And the
root itself refers to the sense perception not limited by any
particular object. Thus, one cognizes from ämodam upajighratï
that he is the possessor of the sense perception which has a
reference to the contentness conditioned by the fragrance.

It should be noted that statements such as 'the king did
not get satisfaction having smelled secretly at the face fragrant
like earth' (tadânanam mrtsurabhi ksitisvaro rahah samäghräya
na txptim äyayau) are made only during an illusion that the
fragrance occurs in the face. And therefore, the verbal cogni-
tion of the accusative meaning, namely, the qualifierness condi-
tioned by the contentness of the face, is tenable.

As an alternative, it can be suggested that the root 'ghrâ*
(to smell) refers to the fragrance, (gandha)9 the state of having
â reference to what is a content (visayitva) and sense percep-
tion (pratyaksd) separately. Consequently, the contentness of
the fragrance (gandhavisayitva) can be cognized to be the
qualifier of the sense perception in the active construction,
whereas the same can be cognized to be the qualificand of the
sense perception in the passive construction. Thus, the flower
is the object of smelling means the flower has the qualifierness
conditioned by the state of having a reference to what is a
content (i.e. object) of sense perception. This alternative
suggestion allows the relation of the accusative-meaning to the
foot-meaning since the visayitva is an independent meaning of
the root 'ghrâ9 and hence does not violate the epistemological
convention that meaning of a word relates to the meaning of
another word and to the part of another word.

It should be noted that statements such as 'Caitra does
not perceive the sky' (caitra äkä'sam napasyati); 'pot does not
perceive the sky' (ghata äkäfam na pasyati) etc. are never made
in the language owing to the invalidity of such statements.
Therefore, it does not matter that the accusative case endings
in such cases cannot be explained to be referring to the state of
having a reference to what is a content (visayitva). Actually,
it is quite impossible that visayitva can be explained to be the
accusative meaning in such cases. For, the same (state of
having a reference to what is a content (visayitva) cannot be
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established to have been conditioned by the sky. Also, even if
one accepts that the non-occurrence-exacting relation can be
the delimiting relation of the counter-positiveness, conditioned
by an absence, the absence of the sky cannot be stated to be
related to the state of having a reference to what is a content
through the relation of conditioning. For, in that case, the
cognition from the negative statement 'he does not perceive the
sky' (äkäsam na pasyati) could be insisted at the time of the
cognition from the positive statement such as 'he perceives the
sky' (äkäsam pasyati). This is so because, the negative particle
*na\ in the negative statement, can produce the cognition of
the relation of the absence of the sky to only some particular
instances of 'visayitva' since the cognition from *Maitra does
not perceive the sky' (maitra äkäsam na pasyati) is possible
during the illusory knowledge that 'Caitra perceives the sky'
(cavtra äkäsam pafyati). Thus, the congnition, wherein the
absence of the sky is related to the visayitva cannot be
prevented from the cognition where in the sky conditions, i.e. is
related to the visayitva,

Observation
It can be observed now that Navyas are guided by the

epistemological convention that the relation which is not
occurrence exacting is not the delimiting relation of the counter-
positives conditioned by an absence. And therefore, they
strictly oppose the Präeya theory that accusative case endings
associated with jnä etc. refer to the contentness (visayatva).
According to them, in negative statements, the absence of such
a contentness cannot be related to the root-meaning 'knowing*
through conditioning which is a non-occurrence exacting
relation.

They hold also that the accusative case endings, in asso-
ciation with the roots denoting the sense perception through
eye contact, refer to the state of having a reference to what is a
content, i.e. object of sence perception (laukikavifayitva). Never-
theless, Navyas concede that the accusative case endings, in
association with the roots 'ghrä9 (to small) etc., refer to a
peculiar qualifierness (prakäratä) conditioned by the contentness.
They were forced to concede such a theory since otherwise the
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accusative meaning, namely, the state of having a reference to
what is a content, i.e. object of sense perception (laukikavisayi-
tva), cannot be related to the root -neaning, namely, the sense
perception, through smelling as the flower cannot be smelled
(only the fragrance in it is to be smelled).

However, Navyas insist that in other cases only the
visayitva is the accusative meaning. And they defend such a
theory on the ground that statements like äkäsam na pasyati
etc. are not made owing to invalidity and hence need not be
explained.

Gokulanätha's theory
Gokulanâtha7 proposes that the accusative case endings

can be accepted to refer to the supeistratumness (ädheyaiä) in
association with 'jM (to know) etc. as well. According to him,
there is no difficulty in accepting the superstratumness, which
is generally accepted to be the accusative meaning, to be the
accusative meaning in the case of 'ghatam jänäti' etc. as. well.
The superstratumness, relating to the effect, has generally been
considered, by the Navyas, to be the accusative meaning, and
hence there is no difficulty in relating the same superstratumness
to the effect, namely, the contentness. The difficulty, however,
that the contentness is not produced by the action of knowing
and hence cannot be the effect can be solved by accepting that the
same (contentness) is a secondary type of effect on account of
its qualifying the root-meanings 'knowing'.

According to Gokuianâtha, the accusative case endings
could be understood to have only an indication in the sense
of the superstratumness since the denotion is accepted tobe
only in the superstratumness as qualified by the difference
(bheda). Since the difference, as an accusative meaning, has no
function to perform in the case of 'ghatamjänäti9 etc. (it avoids
the incorrect statement8 'svam gacchati9 etc.), the same need not
be an accusative meaning here.

However, as an alternative, Gokulanâtha holds that the
accusative endings can be regarded to have a denotation in

7. Padaväkyaratnäkra P. 566-572.
8, See Chapter on avoidance of the incorrect statement

'svam gacchati9.
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the sense of the superstratumness. He holds so because, the
principle of 'whatever meaning is not obtained through other
source is the word-meaning' (ananya labhyah êabdarthah) can
be considered to establish only the superstratumness, that has
not been obtained through other source, as the accusative-
meaning.

Observation
It can be observed now that Gokulanätha prefers to

generalise the accusative-meaning as the superstratumness. He
does not favour the view that a separate meaning, in the form
of either visayatva or visayitva, be assumed for the accusative
in association with the roots referring to knowledge etc. Accor-
ding to him, a uniform and common accusative-meaning in the
form of the superstratumness is preferable as the same involves
economy in the assumption and also has grammatical sanction.

It is, however, not that he does not recognize or
appreciate the difference between the statements such as 'grämam
gacchati* &nd'ghatamjänäti* etc. He is aware of the difficulty
that no effect that is produced from the root-meaning, action of
knowing, can be cited in the case of *jnff etc f and hence the
superstratumness cannot be related to the conventional type of
effect. Nevertheless, he proposes that the 'visayatva9 (content-
ness) can be conceded to be a secondary type of effect to which
the superstratumness can be related.

As regards the reference to the superstratumness,
Gokulanatha holds that the same is either an indicated or a
denoted meaning of the accusative. Hence, according to him,
no difficulty of any sort can be envisaged in its reference by
the accusative.

Grammarians theory
Grammarians9 hold that the objectness must be defined

only as the being the abode of the effect occurring in the
locus other than that of the action which directly or indirectly
produces it (effect). And the pot etc. in 'ghatamjänäti' etc.
are the objects by being the abode of the destruction of the
covering (ävarana) such as ignorance, the effect. Consequently,

9. Bhusaniasâra P. 172.
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they explain that the root *Jnä* (to know) etc. refer to an action
of knowing conducive to the destruction of the covering, the
effect ; and the accusative refers to the abode (âsraya) of such
an effect in the statement 'ghatamjänati* etc.

It should be noted here that the covering (ßvarana), which
can be described to be the ignorance (ajnäna), is the illusion
(maya) (the opposite of cognition) and hence the destruction of
such an ignorance is possible. Also, it should be noted that
even the past and the future pots etc., like the present pots etc.,
are the abode of the destruction of the covering, i.e. ignorance»
The past and the future pots etc. become the abode of such a
destruction due to the fact that the present knowledge can
destory the covering, i.e. ignorance regarding the past and future
pots as well. That is why even the logicians accept that the
past and the future pots etc., like the present pots etc., are the
abode of the knowledge by the relation of the contentness, i.e.
by being the content of the present knowledge. Also Sänkhyas,
who hold that the origination (utpatti) means the manifestation
(abhivyakti) of the existence (sattä) present in its cause subtly,
consider that the destruction means the presence of sattä in
subtle form in its cause after the disappearance. Thus, the
statement such as 'I know the past pot' (atitam ghatam jänämi)
can be explained as tenable since the past pot too is the abode
of the destruction, the effect.

Now as regards the accusative meaning in association
with roots 'is' (to desire or endeavour) and *kf (to do).
Grammarians10 hold that the root 'if (to desire) in 'ghatam
icchatC etc. refers to the state of being the object (uddesyata)
and the desire (käma). And the accusative, in association with
such a root, refers to the abode. And such an abode relates to
the state of being the object, the effect, through the relation of
superstratumness. Thus, one cognizes, in such cases, that the
desire conditions the state of being the object occurring in the
abode identical with pot (ghatäbhinnä'srayavrtyuddesyatä nirüpa-
kakämah). Also» grammarians hold that the root kr (to do)
in 'ghatam karoti* etc. refers to the accomplishment' (sädhyata)
characterized as origination) and also to the activity. And the

10. Padavâkyaratnâkara P. 505.
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accusative refers to the abode only. Such an accusative meaning
relates to the accomplishment, the effect, through the relation of
superstratumness. Thus, one cognizes that the activity is condu-
cive to the accomplishment which occuis in the abode identical
with pot (ghatäbhinnäsrayavrtti utpaîyanûkulo vyäpärab from
4ghat am karoti\

Observation
The grammarians do not distinguish between the regular

transitive roots such as 'pac (to cook), 'gam9 (to go) etc. and
also the transitive roots referring to an object or content such
as *jnä9 (to know) etc. According to them, both types of roots
îefêr to an action (activity) and also to an effect. The effect
is either produced (like softness or accomplishment) or not
produced (like the state of being the object). However, in both
cases, they perceive, that the effect occurs in the object and
hence the object becomes the abode of the effect and thus,
accusative can be held to refer to only an abode of such an
effect and hence no need to assume any indication in a new
sense which is different from the abode.

It should be noted that logicians seriously object to the
grammarians theory that accusative réfères to the abode or
substratum on the ground that such a theory leads to the diffi-
culty of non-comprehension of accusative-meaning since every
entity in the world is only the abode of one or other effect.
However, grammarians justify their theory on the ground that
accusative is enjoined in the sense of the object and since,
excepting the abode of the effect, other aspects of the object are
already referred to by other grammatical elements, only the
abode is the accusative meaning.

Ritualists theory
Khandadeva holds that a unique contentness or objectness

'visayatävisesa' (known as awareness or jnätaiä) is produced by
the action of knowing upon the knowledge such as 'the pot is
known' (ghato jhätah). Consequently, the pot etc. become the
abode of such a unique contentness. Thus, the pot etc., in
'ghatamjänäti9 (he knows the pot) etc., could be considered to
be the primary object since the same have an effect of awareness
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produced by the action of knowing like any other objects.
Also, Khandadeva holds that the root 'jnâ9 (to know) etc.

refere to the knowledge, delimited by the effect of awaraness
(präkatyävacchinnajnäna). And such an awareness is nothing
but the unique contentness (visayatva). In this theory, the
accusative case endings refer to the contentness or objectness, a
unique indivisible property analysable into the being the abode
of such an awareness. Thus, one cognizes in such instances that
the person has the knowledge that produces the contentness, i e.
the awareness occurring in the pot.

It may be noted that the theory that the accusative case
endings have an indication in the sense of the visayatva is how-
ever, objected on the following ground. The semantical con-
ventions that the meanings of the inflectional endings are
established and also that the use of the inflectional endings is
established with respect to the contextual meanings (prasidaho
niyamah tatra niyamah prakftesu va) are intended to mean
respectively that 'only the accusative is used in the sense of the
object* (karmani dvinyaiva) and that 'the accusative is used in
the sense of the object only' (karmanyeva dvitiya). And such
conventions demand that the accusatives be used in the sense
of the object only ; and hence the assumption that the accusa-
tives have an indication in the sense of 'visayatva* becomes
contradictory to the established conventions.

However, Khandadeva refutes such an objection. Accor-
ding to him, the statement establishing the semantical conven-
tion, that 'only the accusative is used in the sense of the object'
{karmani dvitiyaiva), simply stipulates that only the accusative^
and not the instrumental etc., denotes the object; and therefore,
the same cannot be held to rule against the accusative having
an indication in the sense of the *visayatva\ Also, according to
him, the statement establishing the semantical convention that
*the accusative is used in the sense of the object only' (karmany-
eva dvitiya) simply stipulates that the accusative denotes only
the objectness among the several käraka notions; and therefore,
the same cannot be held to rule against the accusative having am
indication in the sense of the (visayatva\ Thus, there is no diffi-
culty in accepting an indication for the accusative in the sense
of the visayatva.
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Observation
Logicians, especially Jagadisa etc., do not approve of the

theory that the pot etc. in 'ghatamjänäti' etc., can be consi-
dered to be the primary objects. They oppose the argument
that a unique contentness known as awareness (jnätatä\ which
is quite distinct from the being the content of the knowledge, can
be produced from the root-meaning 'knowing'. According to
them, the contentness, known as awareness 'jnâtatd and distinct
from the being the content of the knowledge, cannot be establis-
hed. And suppose, such a contentness is approved, then, on the
analogy, an accomplishedness known as 'krtatd which is quite
distinct from the being accomplished of an activity, would also
become necessary in the case of the statement such as 'ghatam
karotV (he makes a pot). Consequently, it is necessary to accept
that the contentness, which is same as the being the content or
object of knowledge and which is not produced, is the accusa-
tive meaning And thus, the pots etc. are only secondary
objects due to their being the abode of such contentness.

Tt should be observed here that the question is whether
or not an awareness is produced when an object like pot is
being known. Suppose an awareness is produced, then the
ritualists argument that the contentness, which is known as the
awareness 'jnätata9 and is distinct from the being mere content,
is certainly admissible. However, suppose an awareness is not
produced, then the ritualists theory can be ignored and the
logicians theory that "the objects such as pots, when being
known, become merely the contents of the knowledge and that
no jnätatä which is distinct from the being content, is produced"
can be held as tenable.

Thus, while the logicians theory is based on the fact that
knowing etc. are not regular transitive actions since the same
do not produce a visible effect such as becoming soft or contact,
the ritualists theory is based on the fact that even knowing
etc. are regular transitive actions since the same too produce
an effect such as awareness, i.e. jnätata and hence by being
the abode of such an effect the pots are primary objects. Thus,
both theories are right in their own way and are a matter of
different convictions.
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Critical Examination

Accusative case endings are found occurring after the
objects in association with the roots such as 'jnà* (to know), Uf
(to desire or endeavour), and 6kf (to do or make) etc. all of
which refer to an object (savisayärihaka) like pot. However, such
accusative endings, unlike accusative endings found in associa-
tion with the roots "'gam' (to go) etc., cannot be held to refer to
the abode of the effect produced by the root-meaning, i.e.
'knowing' etc. This is so because, the roots 4jnâ9 (to know) etc.
are not transitive in the conventional sense as they do not
necessarily refer to the actions that produce an effect like con-
tact. On the other hand, they refer to the actions like 'knowing'
(jnâna), desiring (Jcchâ) and effort (krti) etc., which have a mere
reference to some objects like pot. And grammatical objects, in
such cases, are those which become merely the content of such
actions like the 'knowledge', or 'desire' or 'effort'.

Under such a circumstance four different alternatives are
open to epistemologists : (i) accusative case endings, occurring
after such objects, refer to only the being (i.e. becoming)
content of such root-meaning 'knowing' etc., (ii) accusative
case endings refer to the superstratumness which can be related
to the content, a secondary type of effect, (iii) accusative case
endings refer to the abode of an effect such as the destruction
of the covering or (iv) accusative case endings refer to the con-
tentness which is of the form of jnäiatä or awareness that is
produced,

Präcyas have followed the theory that when the roots refer
to the action of knowing etc. and the objects become the
contents of such a knowlege, the accusatives, in such cases,
could be held to refer to only the contentness 'visayatva' which
is nothing but the being the content or object of such a know-
ledge etc. According to them, since the roots such as 'jnä9 have
merely a reference to the objects, no effect, which can be
described as being produced from the root-meaning, can be
envisaged ; and hence the accusatives cannot he held to refer
to an effect that is produced.

Also according to Präcyas, accusatives, in association
with the roots such as 'is', referring to a desire or endeavour and
*kr\ referring to a doing or making, refer to the chief qualificand
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ness or principal nucleusness (mukhyavisesyatâ) and to a
particular kind of objectness(visayatä vilesa) analysable into the
state being the material cause etc. respectively. This theory is
in keeping with their contention that the accusatives, in associa-
tion with the roots referring to knowledge, (ßäna), desire
(iccha) and operation effort (krti)> refer to the contentness
(visayatva) etc. that are not produced from the action of
knowing etc.

Giridhara proposes no new theory as such. He merely
supports tbe Präcya theory that the accusative refers to
'visayatvd* by defending the assumption of indication in the
sense of visayatva. According to him, the accusatives, despite
being ruled in the sense of the grammatical object, can be
accepted to have an indication in the sense of the visayatva.
Also, he refutes the argument that such an assumption is con-
tradictory to the established semantical convention regarding
the meanings of the inflectional affixes (prasiddho niyamah taira).
According to him such a semantical convention is not to be
taken seriously since the later half of the convention offers
another alternative, i.e. 'semantical relation is established with
respect to the use of inflectional affixes in the contextual mean-
ings' (niyamah prakrtesuva) and thus does not impose the
accusatives in the object alone.

Navyas too follow the same epistemological convention
that the Prâcyas have followed to analyse the accusative
meaning. They too accept that the accusatives can refer to
'visayatva' in association with roots referring Xo an object.
Nevertheless, since a non occurrence-exacting relation like
conditioning cannot be the delimiting relation of the counter-
positive of an absence, and therefore, the absence of visayatva
cannot be related through conditioning in negative statements,
they propose that 'visayitva' or the state of having a reference
to what is a content should be the accusative-meaning. And
such a meaning is related to the root-meaning 'knowing' etc.,
through the substratumness (äsrayatä) which is an occurrence-
exacting relation.

Gokulanatha, however, proposes that the superstratumness
(ndheyatä), which is accepted to be the meaning of the accusa-
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tive in general in statements like 'grämam gacchati\ should be
the accusative meaning in 'ghatam jänäti* etc., as well. This
proposal has been based on the principle that a uniform and
a common accustive meaning be found which is applicable to
cognitions of all instances of accusative statements. Neverthe-
less, he is faced with the difficulty that in cases of root-
meanings, having a reference to an object, no effect, that is
produced, can be cited and hence the visayatva should be consi-
dered to be a secondary type of effect to which the superstra-
tumness can be related.

It can be stated, as regards the theory proposed by the
grammarians, that they visualize an effect such as destruction
of the covering (ignorance) {ävarana bhanga) as produced from
the action of knowing etc. in the case of the roots such as
'jänätV etc» Accordingly, they have held that the abode of such
an effect can be accepted to be the accusative meaning. This
is in direct contrast to the logicians theory that no effect, that
can be considered to be 'produced*, can be cited in the case of
'jänäti* etc. and hence only a visayatva or visayitva should be
regarded as the accusative meaning by implication. That is to
say that while the logicians do not perceive any distinguishable
effect as produced in such cases, the grammarians perceive the
ävaranabhanga as the effect produced so that the root jnä etc.
could also be considered to refer to an action that produces an
effect. Thus, for grammarians, the roots ejnâ9 etc. are transitive
in the conventional sense of referring to an action producing.
the effect and the accusatives in such cases can refer to the
abode (äsraya) of the effect.

Now, with respect to the root 'iV (to desire) and *kr9 (to
do) etc. Here, too, grammarians hold that the roots refer to the
action of desire (käma) producing the objectness (uddetyata)
and the action of doing krti producing the accomplishment
(sädhyatva) etc. and hence the accusatives can refer to the abode
of such effects only.

While grammarians have held that the action of knowing
produces a negative effect, i.e. destruction of covering, ritualists-
have held that the same produces a positive effect such as a
unique contentness or objectness (visayatävisefa) known aa
awareness jnätatä. And, consequently, according to ritualists^
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the accusative case endings, in such cases, can be held to refer
to the objectness, as an indivisible property, analysable into the
being the abode of such a contentness.

Conclusion
Thus it can be concluded now that whereas logicians do

not perceive any actual effect such as contact as produced by
the root-meaning'knowing' etc., i.e. do not regard the roots
referring to 6jnäna\ 'iccha1 and 'krtV to be transitive and hence
view only a secondary sense such as visayatä or visayitva to be
the accusative meaning in association with such roots, the
grammarians and also the ritualists perceive ävaranabhahga,
a negative effect, and jnätatä a positive effect etc., as produced
from the root-meaning 'knowing' etc. and hence view the abode
(äsraya) and the primary objectness respectively to be the
accusative meaning.



CHAPTER XVIII

DESIGNATION OF 'OBJECT' FOR THE SECONDARY
OBJECTS IN CONNECTION WITH 'DVIKARMAKA'

ROOTS AND FOR 'TIME', 'ACTION' AND 'DIS-
TANCE' IN CONNECTION WITH 'AKARMAKA'

ROOTS AND THE JUSTIFICATION OF
THE RULE p. 1.4.51

(akathitakarmatvavicärah)

Introduction
In Sanskrit, verbal forms of the roots such as 'duh' (to

milk) 'prcctt (to ask) etc, take two objects. Consider for
instance, 6gâm dogdhi payalf (he milks the cow the milk) and
'mänavakam panthänam prcchatV (he asks the boy the way).
In the first instance, 'payatf (milk) is the primary object since
the agent desires to obtain the same through his action of
milking ; whereas the 'go* (cow) is the secondary object since
the agent does not desire to obtain the same cow through his
action« Also, in the second instance, the 'patha' (way) is the
primary object since the agent desires to obtain the same
through his action of asking; whereas the 'mänavakar (boy) is
the secondary object since the agent does not desire to obtain
the same boy through his action.

Also, intransitive verbal forms of the roots such as *äs\
(to stay), 'svap' (to sleep) etc. take objects. Consider, for
instance, 'mäsam äste9 (he stays for a month), 'krosam svapitï*
(he sleeps all through krosa). Here, in the first instance, the
month is the (secondary) object of staying since the agent does
not desire to obtain the month in any way through his action
of staying ; whereas, in the second instance, the krosa is the
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(secondary) object since the agent does not desire to obtain the
kroia in any way through his action of sleeping.

In the above cases, the secondary objects such as 'go*
(cow) and mänavaka (boy) in connection with double accusative
verbal roots, and also the secondary objects such as mäsa
(month) and 'kroscf in connection with intransitive roots are
found to take accusative case endings.

Now, in order to facilitate the accusative case endings
after the secondary objects, the same must be assigned the
designation 'object' (karma).

Nevertheless, such objects cannot be assigned the designa-
tion 'object' (karma) through either therule 'kartur Ipsitatamam
karma9 (p. 1 4.49) (object is that which the agent seeks (i.e.
desires) most to obtain through his action) or the rule
*tathäyuktam cänipsittam9 (p. i.4.50) (object is also that which
is liekwise connected with the action even if not sought to be
obtained by the agent through his action). This is so because,
the rule p. i.4 49 can, assign the designation 'object5 to only
those kärakas which are positively desired (i.e. sought to be
obtained) by the agent through bis action. For instance, the rule
p. i.4.49 assigns the designation 'object' to 'odana' (rice) in
6odanam pacati9 (he cooks rice). The rice, in such cases, is
what the agent (Citra) desires, i.e. seeks most to obtain through
his action of cooking ; whereas the cow, the boy, etc. in the
double accusatives, and the time, action and the distance in
intransitives, are not what the agent (s) desire(s), i.e. seek (s)
to obtain through the actions of milking etc. Thus, the same
(cow etc.) cannot be assigned the designation 'object' by the
rule p. i.4.49.

The rule p. i.4.50.1 can assign the name 'object' to only
those kârakas which are not positively desired, i.e. not sought to
be obtained by the agent through his actions, but, nontheless are
likewise connected with the actions, i.e. are obtained through
his actions. For instance, the rule p. i.4.50 assigns the designa-
tion 'object' to the 'visa9 (poison), 'vfksamüla? (roots of a tree)
in 'visam bhaksayati9 (he eats poison) and %gmmam gacchan
viksamülany upasarpati9 (while going to the village he reaches

1. See Chapter VIII for further explanation.
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the roots of a tree). Here, the posion and also the roots of a
tree are not positively desired, i.e. are not sought to be obtained
through the actions of 'eating', reaching etc., but nonetheless
are likewise obtained through such actions ; whereas the cow,
the time etc. are not the kärakas which are obtained through
the actions of milking, staying etc. even if not desired (anïpsita)*
Thus, the same (cow etc.) cannot be assigned the designation
'object' by the rule p. i.4.50 as well.

Pänini, in view of this difficulty, has ruled 'akathitam ca*
(i.4.51) '̂ objects are also those kärakas which are not covered
by other designations) assigning the designation 'object' to those
kärakas which are not covered by other käraka designations
such as apädäna. The 'cow', the 'boy' etc. in the statements
'gäm dogdhi payah\ 'mänavakam panthänam prcchatï etc. can
be assigned the designation 'object' because the same are not
-covered by any other käraka designation such as apädäna (i.e.
because they do not function as any other käraka). *Also, the
'time (month), the 'distance' (krosa) in *mäsam äste\ 'kroiam
savpitV etc. too can be assigned the designation 'object' because
the same too are not covered by any other käraka designation
such as apädäna (i.e. because they do not function as any other
käraka).

Problem
. Nevertheless, Patanjali2 proposes two distinct interpreta-

tions of the rule based on two different explanations of the term
*akathitai as 'not covered' (asankîrîita) and also as 'not pro-
minent' (apradhäna). Most of the traditional commentators
have followed the interpretation of the rule based on the expla-
nation of the term 'akathitd9 as asamkutiia; although Bhartrhari
seems to follow somewhat the interpretation based on the
explanation of the term as apardhäna. Also, Kaiyata has stated
that the rule is meant to assign the designation 'object' to the
secondary objects such as cow even when the same is not in-
tended to release the milk. This statement has led the scholars to
interpret the rule as assigning the designation 'object' to the cow
etc, even when the same are not intended to be the abode of the

2. Mahä Bhäsya, p. i.4.51.
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«ffect 'separation' etc. caused by the causative action of making
the cow release the milk etc

On the other hand, Gadadbara,3 by modifying Patanjali's
statement 'apadänädivisesakathäbhih akathitam\ 'holds that the
rule is intended to assign the designation 'object' to the kärakas
which are different from other kärakas such as apädäna, but,
at the same time, are syntactico-semantically related to the
root meaning. Again, Gokulanatha presents a peculiar inter-
pretation of the rule that the same assigns the designation
'object' to 'milk' etc., by overruling the designation 'agent'.
Thus, epistemologists have proposed divergent interpretations
of the rule.

Also, Siokavärtika lists the double accusative roots takeing
two objects between which the secondary objects are the area
or domain of the rule 'akathitam ca\ Nevertheless, Patanjaîi
does not recognise all the examples as genuine. However,
Kaiyata justifies the listing since otherwise the rule becomes
general. Further, the extension of the application of the designa-
tion 'object' to 'time', 'action' and 'distance' in connection with
intransitive roots is necessary since otherwise the accusative
statements become untenable. In the following pages, we shall
discuss these various views on the interpretations of the rule as
well as the listing of the double accusative roots and the exten-
sion of the application of the designation 'object' to 'cow',
'time' etc.

Patanjatis position
Patanjali, while commenting4 on the rule, states, that the

term 'akathitha9 means not covered (asankirtita) by the special
käraka designations such as 'apädänä* (apädänädi vesesa
kathäbhih). Thus, the rule assigns the designation 'object'to
those items to which no special designation has been already
assigned by the rules in the käraka section. For instance,
Paurava in 'pauravam gäm bhiksate9 (he begs Paurava for a
cow) can be assigned the name 'object' since no special design-
ation such as apädäna is assigned to him. (Paurava cannot

3. Vyutpattiväda, p. i.4.51.
4. Mahä Bhäsya, p. i.4.51.
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function as the apädäna because the same is not the fixed point
from which some thing moves away).

Nevertheless, this interpretation faces the difficulty of not
covering the 'eo' (cow) in 'gâm dogdhi pay ah' (he milks the cow
the milk). For, the cow in the statement does function as the
fixed point from which milk is separated and hence becomes
eligible for being covered by the designation of apädäna with
respect to the milking. Since the cow is already covered by the
special designation 'apädenef, the name 'object' does not
become applicable to the cow.

In view of this difficulty, Patanjali suggests on p. i.4.23
another interpretation of the term *akathitd as 'not prominent*
or 'apradhätm*. According to this, the word 'akathita' can be
taken to mean 'non-prominent' or apradhäna. Thus, the rule
assigns the name 'object' to a käraka which is less prominent
compared to other kärakas. Now, since the cow is less promi-
nent compared to the milk in the milking action, the same
becomes the object käraka by this rule.

Neverthelessj this interpretation too is not free from short-
comings* In statements such as 'he milks the milk (from) the
cow in a vessel' {kämsa pätryäm gäm payo dogdhi), the vessel
can be said to play a less important role compared to the milk
with respect to the milking and hence the same would become
'object' according to this interpretation.

Observation
Patanjali has proposed two separate interpretations of the

rule based on two different explanations of the term 'akathitcC
as 'asamkhtitd* (not covered) and *apradhänc? (not prominent).
The first interpretation, based on the explanation of the term
'akathitd* as 'asamkîrtità*, assigns the designation 'object' to
those/: ârakas which are not already covered by the special desig-
nations such as apädäna. Nevertheless, Patanjali is not certain
as to whether this interpretation can cover all instances of
secondary objects. He is faced with the problem that 'go* (cow)
in çgâm dogdhi payaK is already covered by the special designa-
tion of apädäna and hence cannot get the designation 'object'.
Thus, he has proposed the second interpretation based on the
explanation of the term 'akathita9 as 'apradhäna' (not pro-
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minent). The second interpretation allows the designation
'object'to the secondary objects such as cow since the same is
less prominent compared to the milk with respect to the milking
action. However, this interpretation faces the difficulty of over-
application. For, according to this interpretation, any käraka
such as adhikarana (i.e. vessel), which is less prominent, can be
assigned the name object since the same is less prominent. Thus,
most of the later epistemologists, barring Bhartrhari, vehemently
oppose such a second interpretation.

Kaiyatas justification of the rule
According to Kaiyata,5 the rule assigns the designation

'object' (karman) to those kärakas that are not covered by
special designations such as 'apädäna9 and his position may be
summed up as follows. The term 6akathita9 should be under-
stood as not covered 'asamklrtita? by special designations such
as 'apädäna*. The basic condition for applying the designation
'object' 'karman' by p. i.4.51 is that the item concerned must be
a käraka ; and therefore, it becomes obligatory that the item
must have been already covered by the general designation of
käraka. Thus, the rule assigns the designation to those items that
are already covered by the general designation *karaka9 but not
covered by the special designations such as *apädäna\ etc. Also,
here the term 'akathita9 should be understood to have the deriva-
tional sense of (asamkïrtita9 (not covered) and nott he conven-
tional sense of 'apradhäna9 (not prominent). For, otherwise, the
twofold usages such as 'gohhyo dogdhi payah9 (he milks the
milk from cows) and 'gam payo dogdhi9 (he milks the cow the
milk) would become untenable. Such usages are, actually made
on the basis of whether the speaker intends the cow to be fixed
point, i.e. boundary from which the milk is separated or not.
When the same cow is intended to be the boundary, the
ablative usage 'gobhyo dogdhi payah9 is made and when the
same is not intended to be so, the accusative usage 'gam dogdhi
payah9 is made. Thus, suppose the term is taken to mean
'apradhäna9 (not prominent), then the ablative usage becomes
untenable since the cow is not prominent, i.e. secondary com«

5. Pradïpa on p. i.4.51.
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pared to the milk and hence is always 'akathita9. On the other
hand, suppose the term 'akathita9 is meant to be 'asamkirtita9

(not covered), then the ablative usage becomes tenable when
the speaker intends the cow to be the boundary since, in that
ease, the same cow is already covered by the special designation
'apädäna*. Thus, Kaiyata establishes that the term cakathita9

means'not covered', and also that the ablative as well as the
accusative usages are made depending upon whether the speaker
intends the cow to be the boundary or not.

Further, it should be noted that the rule is made to facilitate
the assigning of the designation 'object' to cow etc. even when
the cow is not intended to be releasing the milk, i.e. even when
the cow is not intended to be the abode of the effect. Otherwise,
the cow could be assigned the designation 'object' by the rules
p. i.4.49. and p. i.4,50. since the same cow is the abode of the
effect 'separation* produced by the (causative) action of making
the cow releasing the milk.

Sabdaratnas clarification
Sabdaratna6 clarifies Kaiyatas position further as follows :

The root *duh9 (to milk) may as well be accepted sometimes to
denote merely the action of milking conducive to the separation
occur in g in the milk, i.e. it may not be accepted to refer to the
causative action of making the cow releasing the milk whereby
the effect 'separation' is produced as occurring in the cow. Under
such a circumstance, the cow cannot be the object by being
the abode of the effect, i.e. separation caused by the releasing
of the milk. Thus, since the rule p. i.4.49. cannot assign the
name "object' to the cow, and the cow is not intended to be the
apädäna, the rule p. i.4.51. becomes necessary to assign the
designation 'object' to the cow in the double causative state-
ment.

Observation
Kaiyata has clarified that the rule assigns the designation

^object' to only the items that are covered by the general designa-
tion of 'käraka9. That is to say that the being käraka is a pre-

6. âabdratna, p. 845.
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requisite to the application of the designation 'object'. Further,
he points out that the term 'akathita\ \r\ the rule, should be
taken to mean only asamkitita (not covered) and not apradlmna
(not prominent). He justifies his interpretation by stating that
only such an interpretation allows the twofold usages such as
'gobhyo dogdhipayait* and 'gam dogdhi pay ah9 etc. However, the
most important suggestion that he makes is that the rule
p. i.4.49. and i.4.50. cannot assign the designation 'object' to
secondary objects in double accusatives etc. According to him,
the rules p. i.4.49. etc. can assign the designation 'object' to
only those kärakas that are the abode of the effect produced by
the action; and since the secondary objects are not intended to
be the abode, same need the rule p. i.4.51 to assign the designa-
tion. This point becomes clearer in Sabdantnas explanation.

Bhattojis interpretation
Bhattojidïksita7, follows Kaiyata in his interpretation and

states that the term 'akathita* means 'not intended to be expres-
sed' as any other 'kâraka9 (avivaksita). According to him, the rule
assigns the name 'object' to those kärakas which are not intended
to be expressed as any other kärakqs such as apädäna. Thus, since
the 'go9 (cow) in 'gam dogdhi payah* (he milks the milk (from)
cow), is not intended to be any other kâraka, the same becomes
object. The advantage of this theory is that no kâraka becomes
the object when the same is intended to be any other kâraka
such as apädäna. Thus, the ablative statement such as 'gobhyo
dogdhi payai? (he milks the milk from the cow) is also facilitated
when the cow is intended to be 6apädäna\ Also, he states that
the rule assigns the designation 'object' to kärakas such as
'apadäna9 when the same is not intended to be apädäna, but is
intended to be only a sambandha. For, otherwise, such kârakas
would have the designation 'sambandha' and hence would get
only the genitive case ending after the words denoting them.
Thus, in order to avoid the genitive case endings after the
secondary objects, the rule is justified.

7. Praudhamanoramâ, p, 843.
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Observation
Bhattoji, actually represents the view of Kaiyata that

'akathitd* is meant to be 'avivaksita* (not intended to be
expressed as any other käraka). According to him, the rule
means, that the käraka, which the speaker does not intend to
express in the role of apädäna etc., is called karman. Thus, when
the speaker intends that the cow is the apädäna, the ablative
expression 'gobhyo dogdhi payaK is made, and when the speaker
does not intend that the cow is apädäna, the accusative expres-
sion *gam dogdhi payafC is made.

Another point that Bhattoji makes is that the rule
*akathitam CCL is almost like a sesa devise that covers all käraka
relations that have not been covered so far. Thus, when no
special käraka relation is to be expressed, the rule assigns the
designation 'object' to those kärakas ; and consequenly, the
accusative case, occurring after such objects, could also be
expressing only the fesa relation. This suggestion is not in
conformity with the suggestion of earlier commentators and
is opposed by Sabdaratna. Nevertheless, this suggestion rightly
questions the validity of composing another sütra apart from
p. i.4.49-50 and tries to answer the same reducing the rule into
a sesa device. The difficulty with this suggestion, however, is
that suppose the rule is accepted to be, a sesa device, then only
the genitive case could become applicable after such objects and
not the accusative. Also, suppose such an accusative is held to
denote the sambandha relation, then the question could arise
as to why the accusative occurring after primay objects such
as payas does not, likewise, denote the same relation.

Nagesha's two fold explanation of 'akathita'
Nägesha8 too follows Patanjalis first alternative sugges-

tion and interprets the word 'akathita* as 'asamkirtita9 or 'not
covered' (by special designations such as apädana). Neverthe-
less, he states that 'non-coverage' is two fold : (i) non-coverage
due to non-desirability of any other special käraka designation
such as 'apädana' or (ii) non coverage due to non-applicability
of any other such special designation. Thus, for instance,

8. Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 456.
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consider 'gäm dogdhi payatf and 'pauravam gäm yâcaté* once
again. Here, the 'go' (cow) is a 'non-covered object' since the
same is not intended or desired to be any other special käroka
such as apâdana ; whereas Paurava is a 'non-covered object*
since any other käraka designation such as apâdana is not
applicable.

It should be noted here that when the special designation
such as apâdana is not possible due to either non desirability of
such a designation or due to non-applicability of such a
designation and also when the objecthood is intended, the rule
(p. i.4.51) assigns the designation 'object' to 'cow' etc. in the
double accusatives. Nagesha clarifies this point further by
stating that, in such cases, the roots *duh9 etc. can denote only
the action of milking which produces the effect 'separation'
occuring in the milk and the same does not denote the action
of releasing which produces the effect 'separation' of milk
occurrnig in the cow. Consequently, the cow cannot be the
abode of the effect 'separation' and hence the rules p. i.4.49
and p. i.4.50 cannot assign the designation 'object' to the cow.
Thus, since the objectbood is intended but cannot be obtained
through the otHer rules, the rule 'akathitam ca9 is needed to
assign the designation 'object' to the cow etc.

Gadädhara's view
Gadädhara takes Patanjalis statement 'apädänädi visesaka-

thabhih akathitam ca kärakam karmsamjnam syäf quite
differently. According to him, such a statement means that the
rule 'akathitam cd" assigns, the designation 'object' to the
käraka (secondary object), which is different from the cateogry
of apâdana etc. and also which is, at the same time, syntactico-
semantically related to the action expressed by the verb
(apädänatvädi bhinnam y ad dhätu pratipädyänvayi karmäntaram
taîkarma sanjnam syât). For instance, the rule assigns the
designation 'object' to the 'go' (cow) in gäm dogdni payah*
since the same cow is both different from the kärakas such as
apâdana (only the kärakas that are intended to be the fixed
point from which the separation takes place is considered the
apädänd) and is related to the separation produced by the
xelasing of the milk, inturn, produced by the milking action.
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Gadâdhara, further, states that the rule 'kartarïpsita-
tamam karma* (p. i.4.49) cannot assign the designation object
to the secondary object 'go (cow) in 'gam dogdhi payah9 despite
the same cow possessing the effect 'separation' caused by the
releasing of milk. According to him, the rule (p. i.4.49) assigns
the designation 'object' to only those kärakas (primary objects)
which possess the effect which is a direct qualifier of the action
denoted by the verbal root (dhätuvrttigraha visesyämse säksäd
visesaniphüta). And, since the cow, in the present context,
possesses only the effect 'separation', which is an indirect
qualifier of the action denoted by the verbal root, the rule
(p. i.4.49) cannot assign the designtion 'object'. Thus, the rule
'akathitam cd becomes justified by assigning the designation*
to the secondary objects.

Observation
It should be noted that Gadâdhara interprets Pataüjalis

statement 'apädänädi visesakathäbhih akathitam9 to mean that
the rule 'akathitam cd assigns the designation 'object' to those
kärakas, which are essentially different from the apädäna etc.,
but at the same time are syntactico-semantically related to the
root meaning ; Gadâdhara considers that even the secondary
object such as 'go9 (cow) in 'gam dogdhi payah9 is the possessor
of the effect like the primary object such as the milk (payah).
According to him, the difference between the primay object
and also the secondary object is that while the former possesses
the direct effects, the latter possesses the indirect effects. And
the rule 'akathitam cd is necessary because the rule 'kartur
ipsitatamam karma9 (i.4.49) etc. can assign the designation
'object5 to only those kärakas that possess, the direct effects.

Gokulanäthas position
Gokulanatha9 presents a peculiar interpretation of the

rule p. i.4.51. According to him, the rule is meant to assign the
designation 'object' to the objects such as *milk' {payas), in
*gäm dogdhi payah gopälah9 (the mikman milks the cow for
milk). He argues that otherwise even the milk, in such cases,

9. Pad&yäkyaratnäkara, p. 594.
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would become the agent (kartf) since the designation 'agent'is
applicable to any käraka that is the possessor of an action
(kriya). And the root *duh9 (to milk) refers to the human
operation (purusavyäpära) flowing (syandana) and separation
{vibhäga. In such a reference, both the human operation and
flowing become 'kriyäs9 because the separation qualifies the
flowing and the same qualifies the human operation and what-
ever is qualified by an effect is a kriyä in the denotation of
verbal roots. Now, since the milkman possesses the human
operation and the milk possesses the 'flowing', both become
liable to be applied the designation 'agent*. Thus, the rule
'akathitam cd* is formed to overrule the designation 'agent'
for the milk by virtue of its being occasionless elsewhere.

Observation
It can be observed now that Gokulanatha seems to have

been influenced by the theory that the agents are those who
possess an operation or action ; and therefore, even the secon-
dary objects such as payas (milk) etc., in double accusatives,
can be applied the designation 'agent' (kartr) since the same
too are the possessors of the operation of flowing. Thus,
according to Gokulanatha, in connection with the double
accusative verbs such as Vw/z' etc., the rule 'akathitam cd* is
necessary to assign the designation 'object' to the secondary
objects such as the milk, which, by virtue of their possessing
the operation 'flowing' etc., are liable to be applied the designa-
tion f agent',

Bhartrharis theory
Bhartrhari10 occupies a unique position in the linguistic

analysis of sentence meaning. He alone seems to have been
influenced by Patanjlis' alternative interpretation of the rule
based on the explanation of the term 'akathita' as 'apradhäna*
or 'not-prominent'. According to him, the rule *akathitam ca*
assigns the designation 'object' to the go (cow) etc. in double
accusative statements such as 'gâm dogdhi pay ah* (he milks the

10. sarvam vä akathitam karma bhinna kaksyam pratiyate.
Vâkyapadïya* p. 286.
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cow) which belong to quite a different category (bhinnakaktsya)9

i.e. 'not prominent' (apradhâna). He explains that the promi-
nent object ( pradhänakatmd) is that for the accomplishment
of which all the kärakas get ready, i.e. contribute and retire
immediately after its accomplishment. For instance, the milk
(payas) is the prominent object of milking since all the kärakas
such as the agent 'Devadatta', the locus 'vessel' (sthäli) etc.
get ready i.e. contribute so that same milk is accomplished and
they retire as soon as the milk is produced. The 'not prominent
object' (apradhâna karma)9 on the other hand, is that which is
associated with the action as the means and is not intended to
be accomplished. For instance, the 'cow' (gö) is the not pro-
minent object since the same is associated with the action of
milking as the means and is not intended to be accomplished
through such action. Now, since such an object as cow is not
intended to be accomplished and also since the same is associa-
ted with the action of milking as the means, the same gets
the designation 'object' by the rule 'akathitam ca\

Observation
Bhartrhari is the only epistemologist who supports the

second interpretation of the rule based on the explanation of
the term 'akathita' as *apradhâna\ According to him, the
appradhäna karma or not prominent object belongs to a totally
different category (bhinnakaksya) because the same does not
incorporate any of the essential characteristics of the pradhäna
karma (prominent object). While the pradhäna karam has all
the kärakas helping it for its accomplishment, the appradhäna
karma functions itself as the means and helps the pradhäna
karma come into being. Also while the pradhäna karma becomes
the abode of the effect by becoming the object of accomplish-
ment, the apradhâna karma never possesses any effect due to
its status of 'not accomplished'. Thus, Bbartrhari envisages
that 'akathitam ca9 assigns the designation of object to a
totally different type of käraka.

List of dvikarmaka verbs wherein the secondary objects
are assigned the designation 'object'

As regards the secondary objects in double accusatives
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usages, i.e. the area or domain to be covered by the rule
'akathitam ca\ Patanjali quotes a Élokavartika which runs as
follows : "In the case of the absence of previous prescription
of a particular designation, those which function as the causes
(nimittabhüta) in connection with verbal roots 'duh9 (to milk),
'yäc9 (to ask), 'rudh* (to lock up), 'pracch' (to inquire) 'bihks9

(to beg), 'ein' (to pick), and also those which are related to the
subordinate objects (guna) of the verbal root 'brü' (to speak),
and säs (to teach) are treated as the 'not covered' by the sage'*
(duhiyäci rudhi pracchi bhiksi cinäm upayoganimittam apürva*
vidhau bruviiäsi gunena ca yat sacate tadakirtitam äcaritam
kavinä). According to this Värtika, the käraka items which
serve the purpose to have the milk etc., i.e. which function,as
the cause of the milk etc., assume the status of an object
provided that there are no other previous prescription sassigning
any other designation such as 'apädänd* etc. For instance, the
(go9 (cow) in 'gam dogdhi payah9 (he milks the milk (from) cow)
is the 'not covered object' since the same serves the purpose to
have milk and is not prescribed any other käraka designation
such as *apädäna\

Also the käraka items which assume the status of 'object'
are : Paurava, in 'pauravam gäm yäcate9 (he asks Paurava for
a cow), vraja (cow-pen) in 'anvavarunadhi gäm vrajam9 (he shuts
the cow in the cow-pen), mänavaka (boy) in 'mänavakam
panthänam prcchati9 (he asks the boy the way). Paurava in
pauravam gäm bhiksate9 (he begs Paurava for a cow), vfksa
(tree) in *yrksam avacinoii phalänV (he picks fruits from tree),
and also putra (son) in 'putram brute dharmam9 (he tells his
son dharma) anà'putram anusâsti dharmam' (he teaches his son
duty).

Nevertheless, Patanjali rejects most of the above examples
as the area or domain to be covered by the rule p. i.4.51.
According to him, in such cases, Paurava etc. have already
been covered by the previous prescriptions assigning 'apädäna9

etc. For instance, 6gau9 (cow) in 6gäm dogdhi payah9 is not an
item to be covered by the rule (p. i.4.51) since the name
'apädäna' becomes applicable to the cow due to its functioning
as the fixed point from which the milk flows away. Thus,
Patanjali states that only Paurava in 'pauravan gäm yâcate*
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(he asks Paurava for a cow), mänavaka (boy) in 'mânavakam
panthänam prcchati9, (he inquires boy about the way) and
Paurava in 6pauravam gam bhiksate9 (he begs Paurava for a
cow) are the genuine examples since the same cannot be
claimed to be apädäna etc. with respect to begging etc.

However, this view of Patnjali is not to be taken seriously
because it contfadicts the established convention of double accu-
sative usages such as 'gâm dogdhi payah' etc.

Further Patanjali quotes another èlokavârtika with respect
to double accusative verbal roots {dvikarmaka dhätu) outside the
list of *duh ...' etc. According to the Värtika quoted, besides
'duh9 etc., which take two objects, the verbal roots (nl9 (to
bring), evah9 (to carry), 'harati9 (to fetch) and also the verbs of
motion such as 'gamayati9 (to make someone go) and 'yäpayati9

(tö make someone go) should also be included in the list of
double accusatives. For instance, consider 'ajâm nayati grâmam'
(he brings the goat to the village), 'bhäram vahati grämam*
(he carries the load to the village), 'bhäram harati grämam9 (he
takes the load to the village); 'gamayati devadattam grämam9

(he makes Devadatta go to the village); 'yäpayati devadattam
grämam9 (he makes Devadatta go to the village). In the above
instances, *nV (to brin 2) etc. take two objects, namely, a goat
(ajä) and also the village (grama) etc.; wherein the former are
assigned the designation 'object' by the rule 'akathitam ca9 due
to their not being alcovered by previous prescriptions assigning
the designation 'apadana9 etc.

Kaiyatas justification of the listing of double accusative verbs
Kaiyata holds that the listing of the double accusative

verbal roots such as 'duh9 (to milk)... etc, by Slokavârtika is
an absolute necessity. According to him, suppose the list is
cancelled, then the rule 'akathitam ca9 becomes general in
nature i.e. the same rule would assign the designation to all the
'not concerned' instances of kärakas including even the roots
of tree (vrksamüläni) in 6grämam gacchan vrksamüläny upasar-
pati9 (while going to the village he reaches the roots of a tree)
as the same are not covered by the rule 'object is that which is
desired most to be obtained' (p. i.4.49). Consequently, the rule
'tathayuktam cänipsitam9 (p. i.4.50) becomes redundant.
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Nevertheless, such an eventuality is not desirable. For, when
the list of VK&' etc. is discarded, i.e. when the rule 'akathitam
ca9 (p.i.4.51) becomes general, the same would be liable to
overapplication. For instance, the rule can be overapplied to
'nata* in 'natasya srunotV (he listens to the dancer) since the
same is not covered by any special käraka designation such as
apädäna. Thus, in order to avoid the over-application of the
designation 'object' to 'nata9 etc, and thereby avoid the
incorrect usage 'natam srunoti\ the list of double accusative
verbs, wherein the secondary objects ate the area or domain of
the rule (p. i.4.51), must be persisted with.

Patanjalis theory of the designation * object* to *time\ 'action*
and 'distance*

Now, as regards the designation 'objçct* (karma) for the
'time' (käla) 'action' (bhäva) and 'distance' (adhvagantavya) in
connection with the intransitive verbs : According to Patanjali,
the alokavärtika, namely, "words, standing for 'käla9 (a period
of time), 'bhäva* (action) and {adhvagantavya) (a distance to be
travelled) receive the designation 'object' {karman) in connec-
tion with the intransitive verbs", assigns the designation 'object'
to the words standing for ' t ime'etc. Thus, for instance 'mäsa*
(month) in 'mäsam äste* (he stays for a month), 'godoha in
'godoham äste* (he sits through milking of the cow), and krosa
(a distance) in *krosam svapitV (he sleeps for a krosa) receive
the designation 'object' in connection with the intransitive verbs
äs (to stay), 'svap' (to sleep) etc. According to Patnjali, the
Värtika includes, further, even 'de&a* (country) in the list of
entities that receive the designation 'object' in this connection.
Patanjali, justifying such an inclusion of desat provides the
example of 'kurün svapiti9 (he sleeps in the country of Kurus)
wherein the word standing for the country of Kurus, namely
'kurün9 receives the designation 'object' in connection with the
intransitive root 'svap' (to sleep).

It should be pointed out now as follows : 'Time', 'action',
'distance' and also 'region' cannot determine the transitivity of
verbal roots. That is to say that in spite of the association of
the time etc., the roots such as 'as' (to stay) etc. in 'mäsam ätse*
etc. arc intransitive. This is so because* the 'time' etc.» being
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permanent in their association with the verbal action of staying
etc., are quite ineffective as far as making the roots 'as9 (to
stay) etc. transitive is concerned. On the other hand, it is the
object of substance such as 'odana* (rice) etc., which are not
permanent in their association with the action, that make the
verbal roots transitive Thus, it becomes clear that in spite of
the association of the 'time' etc. with the verbal action, the roots
do not become transitive.

In view of this fact, the time etc. cannot be considered as
the natural objects of the action of staying etc. Consequently,
Slokavartika makes a special provision for assigning ths desig-
nation of 'object' to the 'time' etc. in association with the
intransitive verbal roots such as 'äs9 (to stay) etc.

Kaiyatas justification
Kaiyata justifies the Slokavärtika assigning the name

'object' to the words 'käla\ 'bhäva', 'adhvagantavya9 etc. as
follows : It is true that the rule 'kälädhvanor atyantasamyoge9

(accusative cases are used after the words standing for 'time'
and'distance'when the sense of intense contact is to be conve-
yed p. ii.5) can itself take care of the accusative statements
such as 'masâm äste9, 'godoham äste9 etc. Nevertheless, such a
rule cannot account for the designation of 'object' for the 'time',
^action' and 'distance' etc in general. And unless the 'time' etc.
receive the designation of 'object', the passive usages such as
*äsyate mäsah9 (a month is stayed for) etc., wherein the word
&mäsahi etc., denoting the time etc., have the nominative case
ending, cannot be tenable. The nominative case endings, can
be used after the words 'mâsa9 etc. by the rule 'when already
expressed otherwise' (anabhihite p. ii.3.1) provided that they
are 'objects' and some other grammatical elements such as
conjugational endings have expressed such a sense already.
Thus, in order to justify the passive usages ''mäsah äsyate9 etc.,
it is absolutely necessary that the Slokavärtika does assign the
name 'object' to the 'time' etc.

'Time' (Jcäla) etc. as the akathita 'objects9

Bhartrhari points out that 'time' (käla) etc. are depen-
dent on the primary objects (i.e. pradhânakarma) for their
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functioning as objects and hence belong to a different category
of objects (bhinnakasya). He states that 'time' such as
month in 'mäsam odanam pacatï (he cooks rice for a month)
etc. are not the primary objects such as rice grains since the
same depend upon the substance object (dravyakarma) i.e.
primary object 'rice') for functioning as the objects. Thus,
according to Bhartrhari, such dependent objects as 'time' etc.
are assigned the designation 'object' by the rule 6akathitam ca9

by Panini.
However, it should be pointed out here that Bhartrhari

takes the rule p. i.4.51 as assigning the designation 'object' to
'time' (kâla) etc. only in 'mäsam odanam pacatV etc., wherein
a transitive verb such as %pac* (to cook) is used; whereas,
according to the Siokavärtika, the rule assigns the designation
/object* to the same in %mâsam äste' (he stays for a month)
etc. wherein an intransitive verb such as 'äs* (tö stay) is used.
Another point to be noted here is that Bhartrhari clearly
distinguishes between the primary objects such as rice grains,,
which are substance objects {dravyakarma), and also the secon-
dary objects such as time, which are not substance, i.e. temporal
objects (adravya karma). Thus, according to Bhartrhari, 'time*
etc., in connection with intransitive roots, are taken care of as
objects by the rule 'kälädhvanor' itself.

Critical examination
Most of the commentators as well as the later episte-

mologists justify Paninis rule 'akathitam cà* as assigning the
designation of 'object' to the not covered secondary objects in
connection with double accusative roots and to the 'time5 etc.
in connection with intransitive roots. Thus, according to the
epistemologists, the rule assigns the designation 'object' to the
not covered secondary objects such as 'cow' (go) in 'he milks
the cow the milk' (gäm dogdhi payah) etc. and to the 'time*
such as 'month' (mäsd) etc. in 'he stays for a month' (mäsam
äste) etc. Nevertheless, the epistemologists are divided over
the interpretation of the rule. While Patanjali has suggested
two distinct interpretations based on two separate explanations
of the term *akathitc? as 'asamkïrîiia9 (not covered) and
'apradhäna' (not prominent), scholars have mostly favoured the



126 Epistemolögy, Lagic and Grammer

interpretation based on the explanation of the term 'akathita*
as *a$amk%rtita' i.e. that the käraka, which is not covered by the
special designations such as apädäna, is the object. Thus,
Kaiyata holds that the rule assigns the designation 'object' to
only those items that are covered by the general designation of
kâraka but are not covered by the special designations such as
apädäna. According to Kaiyata, 'asamkirtita9 signifies the lack of
speakers intention to cover the käraka items by the special desig-
nations. Consequently, the interpretation allows both the ablative
as well as the accusative statements Çgobhyo dogdhi payah9 and
'gäm dogdhi payah') depending on whether the speaker intends
the kâraka item to be the apädäna or not.

Now, the most important aspect of Kaiyatas justification
of the rule is that earlier rules, namely, (p. i.4.49 acd p. i.4.50)
cannot assign the designation 'object' to the not covered
secondary objects 'cow' etc. since the same assign the designa-
nation to only those that are the abode of the effect produced
by the action.

âabdaratna clarifies Kaiyatas' position as follows : The
root 'duh9 (to milk) may as well be accepted to denote merely
the action of milking which produces the separation in the milk.
The same root, therefore, need not necessarily denote the
causative action of making the cow release the milk. Under
such a circumstance, the cow does not become the abode of the
effect of separation (of milk). Thus, in order to facilitate the
designation 'object' to a non-abode of the effect, the rule
p. i.4.51 is necessary,

Bhattoji follows Kaiyata in interpreting the term
'akathitd* as 'avivaksita9 (not intended). He, thus, explains
that the ablative statement 'gobhyo dogdhi payah9 is made
when some käraka is intended to be a special apädäna käraka
and the accusative statement (gäm dogdhi payah9 is made
when some käraka is not intended to be any other kâraka than
the object. However, he further points out that since the rule
assigös the designation 'object' to the käraka when no other
käraka relationship is intended, the objectness assigned is like
a sesa sambandha relation. This interpretation is against the
established convention of traditional interpretation. Neverthe-
less, it points out an inherent difficulty in justifying the separate
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tule 'akathitam ca9 as assigning the designation o'f object*.
Nagesha explains that 'non-coverage' (asamkirtana) can

be due to : (i) either non-desirability (ii) or non-applicability.
Thus, he explains that 'go9 (cow) in "gam dogdhi payah" is
4akathita* object due to non-desirability of other designation
and Paurava in 'pauravam gâm yacaté* is 'akathita9 object due
to non-applicability of other designation. This explanation
clearly shows that 'akathita' objects are basically of two types :
(i) those that are objects since other designations are not
desired and (ii) those that are objects since other designations
are not applicable. Logicians especially Gadädhara etc. have
taken Patanjalis statement 'apadänädi visesakathäbhih akathitam9

to mean that the rule 'akathitam cd assigns the designation
'object' to those kärakas that are essentially different from
apädäna etc. but at the same time are related syntactico-
semantically with the root-meaning. Gadädhara has held
such a view on the basis of the fact that the other rules, namely,
p. i.4-49-50 can assign the designation 'object'to only those
kärakas that are the abode of the direct effect and not to the
kärakas that are the abode of the indirect effects such as the
separation caused by the releasing of the milk which in turn is
caused by the action of milking.

On the other hand, Gokulanatha has proposed a peculiar
theory that the rule is intended to assign the designation by
over-ruling the designation'agent'to the milk. This theory is
basically in conformity with the idea that the rule p. i.4.51
assigns the designation 'object' by overruling the other käraka
designations. Nevertheless, the peculiarity of the theory lies
in the fact that he considers the milk {payah) as the secondary
object as opposed to the cow (go). He is probably influenced
by Jagadsias view that cow is the primary object due to its
possession of the 'operation' directly caused by the milking,
whereas the milk is the secondary object due to its possession of
the 'separation' indirectly caused by such an action.

Bhartrhari is the only epistemologist to have supported
the alternative interpretation of the rule based on the explana-
tion of the term 'akathita' as 'apradhäna' or not prominent.
He envisages that while the rules (p. i.4.49-50) assign the
designation 'object' to 'pradhäna karma1 (prominent objects),
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the rule 'akathitam caf assigns the designation 'object' to
secondary objects i.e. not prominent objects. According to
him, such a position is necessitated by the fact that the
earlier rules p. i.4.49-50 cannot assign the designation 'object'
to *not prominent objects' which do not incorporate any of
the essential characteristics ©f the prominent objects, namely,
possession of the effect produced by the action etc. While the
prominent objects possess the effect due to their being accom-
plished through the action, the non-prominent objects merely
function as the means of accomplishment of the prominent
objects due to their being not accomplished.

Thus, both ways, whether 'akathita9 means 'asankirtita9 or
*apradhâna\ the rule is established to assign the designation
'object' to secondary objects such as 'go9 (cow) in connection
with 'dvikarmakcf verbs such as 'duh9 (to milk) etc. However,
the question arises as to which are the 'dvikarmaka9 verbs with
which the secondary objects are assigned the designation 'object'
by the rule. In answer to such a question, âlokavârtika lists
eight verbs such as 'duh' (to milk), *)ac9 (to ask), *rudh9 (to lock
up), 'prach9 (to inquire), 'bhiks9 (to beg), 'ein9 (to pick), €brü9

(to seek), and 'säs9 (to teach) as dvikarmaka verbs. However,
Patanjali disagress with the Värtika and states that only kärakas
such as Paurava etc. in connection with the three roots 'yäc9

(to ask) 'praccK to (inquire) and 'bhiks9 (to beg) are the real
examples. According to him, in other cases, the kärakas are
already covered by other designations such as apädäna etc. and
hence cannot be the examples. Patanjali strictly takes the term
'akathita9 as 'asainklrtita9 and hence discards the others as non-
examples. Nevertheless, the term 'akathita9 seems to have been
used in the sense of 'not intended' (avivaksita) as later gram-
marians have pointed out. Otherwise, the double accusative
constructions in connection with such roots as 'gäm dogdhi
payah9 would become untenable. This fact is reiterated by the
justification of the listing by Kaiyata as well. According to
Kaiyata, the listing is necessary because otherwise the rule
becomes general and therefore, can assign the designation
'object' to even to the dancer {nata) in 'natasya srnoti etc.

Thus, by explaining the word 'akathita9 as 'avivaksita'
(not intended), the kärakas such as 'cow', which function as
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the means (nimittabhüta), should be considered as the examples
of the rule.

Now as regards the secondary objects such as 'time',
'action' and 'distance' in connection with intransitive verbs :
Slokavärtika again lists words standing for 'time', 'action' and
'distance' as the instance of secondary objects covered by the
rule 'akathitam ca\ And Patanjaîi provides imUsd> 'month' in
'mäsam äste\ 'godoha' 'milking' in 'godoham äste9, and 'krosa9

in 'kroSam svapitï respectively as the examples. As Kaiyata
suggests, the assigning of the designation 'object5 is necessary
for 'time' etc. since otherwise the nominative case endings
occurring after the mäsa 'month' etc. in the passive usage 'äsyate
mäsaif etc. would become untenable. (Nominatives occur in
passive after only objects). Thus, in spite of Bhartrharis position
that the rule assigns the designation 'object' to 'time' etc., in
'mäsam odanam pacati' etc., the rule must be understood to
assign the designation 'object' to 'time* etc. in intransitives so
that the nominatives, occuring after the objects in passive
construction, can be explained.



CHAPTER XIX

ASSUMPTION OF OBJECTHOOD BY
PRIMITIVE AGENTS

(anyantakartrnäm kannatvam)

Introduction
Sanskrit has two types of causative constructions : (i)

Causative construction, wherein the word standing for the agent
of the primitive action, which occurs in the nominative case
endings(s) in the primitive construction, is found to occur in the
accusative case endings ; (ii) causative construction wherein
the word standing for the agent of the primitive action, which
occurs in the nominative in the primitive construction, is found
to occur in the instrumental case endings. Consider, for
instance, the following two sets of examples :

non-causative (primitive) causative

(i) 'caitro grämam gacchatV 'gamayati caitram
(Caitra goes to the grämam'
village) (he makes Caitra go

to the village)

(ii) 'devadattah odanam 'devadattena päcayati
pacatV odanam*
(Devadatta cooks rice) (he makes Devadatta

cook rice)

In the first instance, 'caitro grämam gacchatV is the primi-
tive or non°causative construction ; whereas 'gamayati caitram
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grâmam9 is the corresponding causative construction. Here,
'Caitra9 is the agent of the primitive action of going and the
word 'caitra* expressing the same occurs in the nominative case
ending (s) in the primitive construction, whereas the same word
'caitrcf occurs in the accusative (am) in the corresponding
causative construction. The occurrence of the word 'caitra
expressing the agent 'Caitra* in the nominative case ending in
the primitive construction is explained by the fact that the
agenthood of 'Caitrc? is already expressed otherwise by the
grammatical element, namely, 'tf of 'gacchatC and hence the
rule 'prätipadikärtha' (p. ii.3.46) becomes applicable and allows
only the nominative case endings after the words standing for
the agent. Nevertheless, 6caitra\ the word standing for the
agent of the primitive action of going, occurs in the accusative
case ending (am) in the causative construction and this has to
be explained by the fact that Caitra assumes the objecthood in
the causative construction and hence the rule 'karmani dvitiyâ9

(p. ii.3.2) assigns the accusative case ending after the word
expressing the object.

In the second instance, 'devadattah odanam pacatV is the
primitive or the non-causative construction ; whereas 'devadat-
tena odanam päc ay at i' is the corresponding causative construc-
tion. Here, 'Devadatta' is the agent of the primitive action of
cooking and the word 'devadatta' expressing the same occurs in
the nominative case ending (s) in the primitive construction
whereas the same word 'devadatta* occurs in the instrumental
case ending (ena) in the causative construction. The occurrence
of the word 'devadattd* expressing the agent 'Devadatta' in the
nominative case ending in the primitive construction, is again
explained by the fact that the agenthood of Devadatta is
already expressed by the grammatical element '// ' of 'pacati9

and hence the rule p. ii.3. 46 allows only the nominative case
endings. However, 6devadatta\ the word standing for the agent
of the primitive action of cooking, occurs in the instrumental
case ending (ena) in the causative construction ; and this has
to be explained by the fact that Devadatta does not, unlike
Caitra, assume the objecthood in the causative construction and
hence the rule 'kartr karmanoh trîïyà* (the kärakas that are
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either the agent or the instrument of action take instrumental
case ending) (p. ii.3.18) assigns the instrumental case ending
after the word standing for the agent.

Now, this phenomenon of the assumption ôf the object-
hood by the primitive agent such as Caitra in connection with
verbal roots such as *gam' (going) and also the non-assumption
of the same objecthood by the primitive agent such as Deva-
datta in connection with verbal roots such as 6pac* (cooking)
is explained linguistically by stating that the primitive agents
of only certain specific actions expressed by specific verbs
function as the objects in the corresponding causative cons-
tructions while the primitive agents of certain specific actions
expressed by certain other speeific verbs do not function as the
objects in the corresponding causative constructions. Panini,
however, grammatically explains such a phenomenon by fram-
ing a rule which allows the primitive agents of certain categories
of roots to function as the object in the corresponding causative
constructions. The rule is as follows :

That (word which denotes the) agent of verbs having the
meanings of 'going' (gati), 'knowing' (buddhi), 'eating* (pratya-
vasänä) and also of verbs whose object is (a word standing for)
sound, or of intransitive verbs in the non-causative becomes
the 'object' (karman) in the causative (gatibhuddhi pratyavasä-
nartha sabdakarmäkarmakänäm ani kartä sa nan (p. i.4.52).
According to this rule, the primitive agents of the verbs denot-
ing the action of going, knowing, eating, sabdokarman and of
intransitive verbs become the objects in the corresponding
causative constructions. Following are the examples :

primitive or non-causative causative

(i) 'caitro grämam gacchati* 'gamayati caitram
(Caitra goes to the village) grämam (he makes

Caitra go to the village
(n) 'caitra budhyate dharmam' *bodhayati dharmam

(Caitra knows dharma) caitram* (he makes
Caitra know dharma)

(iii) 'caitro bhunkta odanam9 'bhojayati caitram
(Caitra eats rice) odanam' (he makes

Caitra eat rice)
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(iv) 'adhïte caitro vedam* (Caitra 'adhyäpayati caitram
studies the Vedas) vedam' (he makes

Caitra study the Vedas)
(v) 'äste caitraW (Caitra sits) 'äsayati caitram' (he

makes Caitra sit).

In the above examples, Caitra, etc., who are the primitive
agents of going etc., in statements such as 'caitro grämam gacch-
atï etc., function as the objects of the causative action of
making him go etc. and thus thje words expressing the same
take the accusative case ending in the causative statements such
as ''caitram grämam gamayati\

Traditional explanation of the rule
Käsikävrtti explains that the word 'artha* in the rule1 is

construed with the words 6gati\ *buddhV and pratyavasäna
separately. The words 'sabdakarman* and "akarmakd mean the
verbs which have sound as their object and also those of intran-
sitive sense respectively. And 'anikarta and 'nanu* mean 'the
agent in the non-causative' and 'in the causative' respectively.
Thus, the rule means that the agent in the non-causative (i.e.
primitive agent) of the verbs denoting 'going', knowing, eating,
and of the verbs which have sound as their objects or those of
the intransitive sense becomes the object in the corresponding
causative construction.

Patanjali2 does not comment on the interpretation of the
rule as buch. He tak° it for certain that the rule restricts the
designation of the Oü3ect {karman) to only the primitive agents
of the verbs denoting the sense of 'going' (gati), 'knowing*
(buddhi), eating ( pratyuvasäna), or of the verbs having sound as
their object (sabdakarma) and those of intransitive sense (akar-
maka) in causative construction. Also, he does not comment on
the significance of the terms 'gati\ *buddhï and 'pratyavasäna9

since the same are well known to refer to 'going', 'knowing' and
eating. Nevertheless, he recognizes the linguistic fact that the
primitive agents of certain verbs, denoting going and eating, do

•1. On p. i.4.52.
2. On p. i.4.52.
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not assume the objecthood in the causative constructions. For
instance, in causative constructions involving the verbs such as
'ad' (to eat) 'khäd' (to chew), W (to lead) and *vah9 (to carry),
the agents of primitive actions are found occurring in the
instrumental endings« Consequently, they cannot be classified
as the objects (karman) in such cases. For instance, 'ädayate
devadattend (be makes Devadatta eat), 'khädayate devadattena'
(he makes Devadatta chew), 'näyayati devadattena' (he makes
Devadatta lead) etc. Patanjali, therefore, states the prohibition
for the primitive agents in connection with the verbs 'act' (to
eat), 'khâd' (to chew), 'ni' (to lead), and *vah' (to carry) since
otherwise by denoting 'eating' (pratyavasäna) and 'going' (gati)
they come under the jurisdiction of the original rule.

Nevertheless, he further restricts such a prohibition for
the primitive agents in connection with the verbs 'vah' (to
carry) etc. which have other than the controller, i e. inanimate
operator as the agents (aniyantr kartrka) and for the agents in
connection with the verbs 'hhaks' (to eat), which denote a
sense other than injury (ahimsärthaka), respectively. Thus, when
the verb *vah* has an inanimate as the agent and bhaks denotes
the sense of injury, the statements such as 'vähayati ballvardän
yavän (he has the bullocks carry the barley) and 'bhaksayati
yavän balivarään (they make bullocks eat barley), wherein the
agents of the primitive actions are in the accusative case endings,
can be accommodated. Also, when the verb 'vah' has the agent
as an animate one and the verb 6bhaks\ denotes the sense of
non injury, the statements such as 'vähayati bhäram devadat-
tend (he has Devadatta carry the load) and 'bhaksayati pindlm
devadattena'' (he makes Devadatta eat sweet meet), where the
agents of the primitive actions are in the instrumental case
endings, can be accommodated,

Signifiance of the term 'sabdakarmd and the assumption of
objecthood by the primitive agents

Patanjali presents two different interpretations on the
denotation of the term 'sabdakarrna\ According to him, the
term can be taken to denote either verbs whose action is making
sound (sabdo yesäm kriyä) or verbs whose object is sound
(sabdo yesäm karma^. In the first interpretation, the verbs
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'hvayati' (to call) 'krandati9 (to cry) 'sabdäyate' (to make sound)
should be prohibited from being considered as the sabdakarma
since in the causative constructions 6hväyayati devadatiencf (he
makes Devadatta call), 'krandayaîi devadattend* (he makes
Devadatta cry) and 'sabdäyayafi devadattencf (he makes
Devadatta make sound), the agents of such roots are not
objects. Further, he suggests that the verbs srnoti (to hear),
vijänäti (to notice) and 'upalabhate' (to perceive) should be
added since in *srâvayati devadattam* (he makes Devadatta
hear), 'vijnäpayatti devadatfam9 (he makes Devadatta notice)
and 'upalambhayati devadattanC (he makes Devadatta perceive),
the agents of such verbs are objects. Thus, there will be both
overapplication and under-application of the rule in such an
interpretation.

In the second interpretation, the verbs 'jalpati' (to mutter),
'vilapati' (to lament), 'äbhäsate' (to talk) should be added since,
in the causative constructions 'jalapayati devadattam* (he makes
Devadatta mutter), 'viläpayati devadattanC (he makes Devadatta
lament) and 'äbhäsayati devadattam* (he makes Devadatta
talk), the agents of such verbs are the objects. Thus, there will
be under application of the rule in the second interpretation.

Nevertheless, in both the interpretations, the verb drs (to
see) should be added since in the causative construction
'darsayati rupatarkam kärsäpanani9 (he shows the officers of
mint the kärsäpana coin), the agent is the object. Thus, there
will be under application in both the interpretations as regards
the verb drs (to see).

Patanjali does not discuss as to which of the two inter-
pretations is superior. He merely points out the difficulties of
overapplication and also underapplication in the interpretations«
Nevertheless, it can be assumed that Pänini has used the term
'sabdakarma* in the sense of verbs which have a word standing
for sound as its object (sabdasadhana karma) since otherwise he
could have deleted the word 'karma* from the rute i. 4. 52.

View that the term 'karma' means 6karma käraka9

Kaiyata holds that the term *karmd in the sütra should
be taken to mean only the karma käraka (grammatical object).
According to him, suppose the term 'karma* is taken to meao
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kriyâ (ation of making sound), then the very use of the term in
the rule becomes unjustified since even without using the term
(i.e. by composing the rule as gäii budhi pratyavasäna sabda
akarmäkänäm), the same sense of verbs denoting the action of
making sound can be obtained. Therefore, the term 'karma*
should be taken to mean only the karmakäraka and the phrase
'sabdakarma' to mean the verbs whose object is sound. Thus,
since the verbs 'jalpati9 etc. do not get included automatically,
the same (verbs 'jalpati9 etc.) need to be included.

Bhattoji too supports Kaiyatas view that the term 'karma9

should be taken to mean karma käraka such as the 'sound'.
According to him, suppose the term is taken to mean 'kriyâ9

(action of making sound), then the rule that between etimolo-
logical and conventional senses, conventional sense is to be
preferred (krîrimakrtrimayor madhyc krtrime kärya sompratyah)
gets violated since only the sense of the 'karma käraka9 is
conventional. Thus, since 'jalpati9 etc. are not included, they
need to be included separately.

Observation

It can be stated now as follows :

Patanjali has interpreted the phrase 'sabdakarma9 both
ways as 'sabdo yesâm kriyä9 (verbs whose action is making
sound) and 'sabdo yesäm karama9 (verbs whose object is sound)
and has not shown any performance in one or the other
interpretation. However, later commentators have held that
only the second interpretation, i.e. 'sabdo yesâm karma9 is to be
accepted as correct. They are guided by the fact that otherwise
the use of the term 'karma' becomes redundant in the rule as
the sense of 'the action of making sound' can be obtained by
the phrase 'sabda9 itself. They are also guided by the fact that
otherwise the grammatical convention such as "between the
etimological and conventional meanings, only the conventional
meaning is to be preferred" gets violated. Thus, since the
second interpretation, namely 'sabdo yesâm karma9 is to be
adhered to, the roots 'jalpati9 etc. are to be included.
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View that 'akarmaka* (intransitive) includes verbs having time
etc. as their objects

According to Sîokavârtika on p. i.4.51, words denoting
'time', 'action', 'distance5 and 'region' get the designation
'object' in connection with the intransitive verbs such as 'äs' (to
stay) etc. Therefore, such verbs, when associated with 'time'
etc., cannot be classified as intransitive (akarmaka) or devoid
of objects. Consequently, the agents of the primitive actions in
connection with intransitive verbs, such as 'äs\ cannot be
assigned the designation of 'object'by the rule p, i.4.52 and
thus the grammatically correct causative statements such as
'mäsam äsayati devadattam* (he makes Devadatta stay for a
month) wherein the agent 'devadatta' occurs in the accusative,
becomes untenable. In order to overcome such an undesired
eventuality, Patafijali has stated that the term 'akarmaka', in
this rule, should be taken to include, by convention, verbs
which take 'time' etc. as their objects. Since, now, the rule can
assign the status of an 'object' to the agents of the intransitive
verbs which take words denoting time etc. as their objects, the
grammatically correct statements such as 'mäsam äsayati deva-
dattam? etc. can be explained as tenable.

The use of the term 'akarmaka' in the rule warrants some
further elaboration. Intransitives (akarmaka) are four types :
They are (i) those which have the denotation in an action, not
capable of taking an object (karmayoga arthäntarärthaka)9 (ii)
those which have included the sense of the object in their root-
meanings (dhätvarthopasatiigfhita karmaka)9 (iii) those which
have their objects well established (prasiddhakarmaka) and
(iv) those which have their objects unintended (avivaksita
karmakd). For instance : the root 'vah', which originally
denotes leading or carrying, is intransitive in the sense of
flowing in 'nadivahatï (river flows) since the action of flowing
cannot take an object; the root 'jiv\ which denotes the holding,
the breath, (the object), is intransitive in 'caitro jlvati* (Caitra
lives) since the root-meaning, i.e. the action of holding the
breath, includes the sense of the object; the root 'vars\ which
denotes the pouring or raining water, is intransitive in 'megho
varsatt' (cloud pours) since it has its object, namely, the 'water
well established; and the root 'samsru\ which denotes listening,
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is intransitive in 'purusät na sarhérunute9 (he does not listen to
the person) since here the object 'welbeing' (hita) is not intended
Nevertheless, of the four types of intransitives, only the first
three types are to be covered by the term 'akarmaka9 in the
present context by excluding the last category of intransitives,
i.e. 'avivaksita karmaka\ This is necessitated on the ground
that otherwise even the primitive agent of the root 'pac9 (to
cook) etc., if not intended to take the object such as rice
{pdanam), would become the object in the causative usage such
as 'päcayaty sahäyena9 (he has something cooked through his
assistant) since the root *pac' is 'akarmaka9 in the primitive
usage,

On the other hand, some scholars maintain that the term
'akarmaka9 'intransitive' includes even the fourth category of
intransitives, i.e. those which have their objects unintended
(avivaksitakarmaka). They argue that Kaiyata, while commen-
ting on the rule 'ner anau (p. i.3.61), has accepted the intransi-
tive status for avivaksitakarmakas and consequent y, explained
the designation of 'object' for the meadow (kedara) in 'lävayati
keaäram devadattah9 (Devadatta has meadow cut off). Never-
theless, in view of the fact that the designation of 'object* to
the primitive agents such as sahäya (assistant of the cooking
etc.) is not desirable in the causative such as *pâcayati odanam
sahäyena9, the inclusion of the fourth category of intransitive
should be restricted to only those instances wherein the objects
are not naturally intended to be included like in 'lävayati
kedäram devadattah9 etc.

It should be noted in this connection that the objects such
as time, action, distance and also region cannot determine the
transitivity of verbal roots. That is to say that in spite of the
association of time etc.s roots such as 'äs9 in 6mäsam äste9 etc.
are intransitive. This is so because, the time etc , being perma-
nent in their association with the verbal action of staying etc.*
are quite ineffective as far as making the verbal roots change
their intransitive status in concerned. On the other hand, it is
the substance-objects (dravya karman) such as rice which dete-
rmine the transitivity of the verbal roots owing to their occa-
sional association with the verbal action. In view of this fact, the
objection that "the primitive agents of intransitive roots become
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the objects in causative since there exist no intransitive roots as
such, i.e. all the roots including 'stha (to stay) are also transi-
tive due to their association with the time etc. permanently"
stands refuted. For, the roots 'stha* (to stay) etc., despite their
association with the time, etc. remain intransitive.

Problem
However, while most of the Präcya scholars consider the

rule p. i.4.52, to be restrictive, some Navya scholars hold the
same (rule) to be assigning the designation 'object'. The position
of the präcya scholars, who consider the rule to be restrictive,
can be explained as follows : The rule 'sanädyantä dhätavah*
(p. ii.1.32) assigns the designation 'verbal root' (dhatu) to
even causatives. Consequently, in 'caitram grämam gamayati\
the primitive agent such as Caitra, who is the abode of the
action of going etc., can be said to be the object since the same
primitive action of gomg functions as the effect of the causative
action of making him to go (gamay)\ and hence the same primi-
tive agent becomes the karäka, whom the (causative) agent
seeks most to obtain through his (causative) action. Thus, the
rule 'kartur Ipsitatamam karma" (p, i.4.49) can itself assign the
designation 'object' to the primitive agent in causative construc-
tions due to his being the most desired item to obtain through
the causative action. Now, according to the convention that
"the rule enjoined, when the designation (object etc.) is already
established, is considered to be restrictive due to the absence of
the designation to be assigned", the rule 6gati buddhi,..' can only
be restrictive. Such a rule can restrict the application of the desi-
gnation 'object' which is due to the being most desired item to
obtain through the causative action (i.e. due to the being abode
of the effect of the causative action) to only the primitive agents
of specific verbs such as of going (gati), of knowing (buddhi), of
eating (pratyavasäna), of 'sabdakarma and of intransitive
(akarmaka) in the causative construction. Thus, the primitive
agents of other verbs such as 'cooking' (pac) need not be the
objects and so the word standing for the primitive agent,
namely, 'devadatta9 in 'päcayaty odanam devadattena* (he makes
Devadatta cook rice) cannot be imposed the accusative case
ending despite Devadatta being the item most desired to obtain
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through causative action (i.e. being the abode of the primitive
action).

Navyas position that the rule enjoins the designation 'object'
The position of the Navya scholars, who consider the

rule to be enjoining the designation 'object', is as follows : The
primitive agents such a Caitra in (caitram grämam gamayatV
etc, are indeed the kärakas that the causative agent
(Yajnadatta) seeks to obtain through his actions (i.e. are the
abode of the primitive action of going etc. which are the effects
of the causative action of making them to go etc.). And there
fore, they can be considered as the grammatical objects with
respect to the causative actions. Nevertheless, it cannot be
denied that the same primitive agents are independent in their
primitive action of going etc.; and therefore, they can consider-
ed to be the grammatical agents with respect to their own
primitive actions. Now, when the two different grammatical
designations, namely, 'object' and 'agent' become application,
to the primitive agents, the convention that the (designation),
which is later and without any other occasion for application,
is applied first comes into operation ; and hence allows the
application of only the designation 'agent' by preventing the
application of the designation 'object' to the primitive agents in
causatives. Thus, in order to facilitate the designation 'object'
by preventing the unwanted application of the designation
'grammatical agent' to the primitive agent in causatives, the
rule 'gatibuddhi...9 is justified in assigning the designation
'object' to primitive agents.

Heläräjas view
Heläräja3 follows the traditional Präcya interpretation

that the rule is only restrictive. However, according to him.
when the power of prominent, i.e. power of principle action
{pradhänakriyäsakti) and the power of subordinate, i.e. power
of subsidiary action (gun kriyâsaktï) are engaged in the pro-
duction of their respective effects, only the former succeeds
in producing of its effect, whereas the latter looses out in
producing its effect. Therefore, when the power of the causa-

*" 3. On Vâkyapadïya, p. 248-296. """
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tive action and also the power of the primitive action are
engaged in the production of the designations, namely 'object*
and 'agent' for the primitive agent in the causative, only the
designation of 'object' becomes produced since the same is
caused by the power of the prominent action. Thus, since the
primitive agent has the designation of 'object' already assigned
to him, the rule need not be taken to be assigning the designa-
tion 'object' again ; rather it can be considered to be merely
restrictive of the designation 'object' to the primitive agents in .
cases of certain verbs such as 'going' (gati) etc.

Kaiyatßs view
Kaiyata, while commenting on the Bhäsya of 'äkadäräd

ekä samjnä (p. i.4.1), holds that the rule (p. i.4.52) is restrictive
since the same is read in the ekasamjnä section. However, his
reasoning is different, According to him, when both the
designations, namely, the designation of the 'agent' (due to
the primitive agent being independent in his action) and also
that of the 'object' (due to the primitive agent being the most
sought to be obtained by the causative agent through his action)
are liable to be applied, only a single designation is applied
as a single käraka can have only a single designation.
Now, since, in the grammar, only the designation caused by
the principle or prominent qualificand is stronger than even
the one caused by antaranga etc., only the designation of
'object' is applied as the same is caused by the principle
qualificand, i.e. the causative action of the causative agent \
and the designation of the 'agent' is caused by the non-
prominent or non-principle qualificand, namely the primitive
action of the primitive agent. Thus, since the designation
'object' is already established, the rule is merely restrictive in
stating that the primitive agents of the roots of only going etc,
become the objects.

Kaiyata refutes the claim that primitive agents would have
an eventuality of taking both the instrumental and the accusa-
tive case endings in the causative constructions since while the
rule (p. i.4,52) allows the accusative case ending by restricting
the designation 'object' to only the primitive agents of the roots



142 Epistemology* Logic and Grammer

of going etc., the rule 'präk kadäräd par am käryam9 allows the
instrumental by facilitating the later designation 'agent' to the
same. According to him, since Panini has included the word
'anyatarasyâm* (either of the two) in the rule 'hru kror anya*
tarasyäm\ the application of both the designations 'object' and
'agent'is not possible to primitive agent of the roots of going
(gati) etc. (it is possible to the primitive agent of only the verbs
%hr\ (kf in the causative).

Bhattojis view

Now, the three different reasons for considering the rule
'gatibuddhi...' as assigning the designation 'object' may be as
follows : First : since the designation 'agent' is later aod with-
out ony other occasion, the same takes precedence over the
designation 'object'. Hence, to overrule such a designation of
'agent', the rule 'gatibuddhi...,9 should be assigning the designa-
tion 'object*. Second : since the primitive agent is semantically
related to the primitive action and the same is related to the
causative action in the causative construction, the designation
'agent' becomes antaranga compared to the designation 'object'
which is bahirafiga. Hence, to overrule the stronger antaranga
designation of 'agent', the rule should be considered as assigning
the designation 'object'. Third : since the causative action
(verb) is assigned the causative affix {nie) only after the designa-
tion 'hetu9 becomes effective to the causative agent, who
prompts the primitive agent, the designation 'primitive agent*
becomes the 'upajivya' to the designation 'object' which is
upajivaka. Here, to overrule the stronger upajivya designation
of 'agent ' to the primitive agent, the rule 'gatibuddhi...* should
be considered to be assigning the designation 'object*.

However, Bhattoji, in his Manoramä, rejects all the three
reasons as insufficient to prove the rule as assigning the desig-
nation'object'. According to him, only in the case of a con-
flict between the two different designations, the later designation
becomes effective (vipratisedhe par am käryam). However, since,
in the case of causatives, the designation of 'object' caused by
the prominent causative a:iion is stronger than the designation
of 'agent' caused by the subsidiary primitive action, there is no
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conflict between the two designations, and therefore, the later
designation of 'agent' cannot be effective. Also, only in the case
of two designations which are of equal strength, the antaranga
designation would be considered as stronger than the bahiranga
designation. However, since, in the causative, the designation of
'object' caused by the prominent causative action is stronger
than the designation of 'agent5 caused by the subsidiary primi-
tive action, there is no equality between the two designations ;
and therefore, the designation of 'agent* cannot be effective due
to being antaranga. Again, only in the use of two designations
which are upajïvya and upajivaka, the upajivya designation
would be considered as stonger than the upajivaka designation,
However, since in the causative, the designation of 'object'
caused by the prominent or principle causative action is
stronger than the designation of 'agent' caused by the subsidiary
primitive action, there is no upajivya or upajivaka relation
between the two designations ; and therefore, the designation
of 'agent' cannot be effective due to being upajïvya.

Observation
It can be observed now that Bhattoji prefers to consider

the rule as restrictive since the designation of 'agent' is not
effective due to being weaker. Nevertheless, it can be pointed
out that despite the causative action having word prominence
(iabdaprädhänya) in causative construction, the primitive action
has the sense-prominence (arthaprädhänya) even in causative
construction since, after all, the causative agent exerts only for
the sake of accomplishing the primitive action through the
primitive agent. For instance, when the causative agent 'Deva-
datta' causes Caitra to go to the village, the causative agent
'Devadatta' can be said to exert so that the primitive action of
going can be accomplished by the primitive agent, namely,
Caitra. Since sense-prominence (arthaprädhänya) is found to
occur only in the primitive action, the designation of 'agent',
caused by such a primitive action, is stronger than the designa-
tion of 'object' caused by causative action. Keeping in view of
such a fact, Bhattoji agrees also that no harm is done in con-
sidering the rule *gaU buddhi...* as assignifig the designation of
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'object'either. In both the cases of interpretations, the desired
goal of the rule, namely, the designation of 'object' for the
primitive agent of the verbal roots, denoting the 'going' (gaff)
etc., and avoidance of the same designation of 'object' for the
primitive agents of the verbal roots denoting the meaning other
than 'going' (i.e. cooking) etc. gets accomplished.

Gadädhara's view
Gadädhara,4 in his Vyutpattiväda, states the view of a

section of logicians as follows : The rule 'gatihuddhi,..' is res-
trictive in the sense that the same restricts the designation of
the 'object' to the primitive agents in causatives only in associa-
tion with the roots denoting 'going' (gati) etc. while allowing
either the designation of 'agent' or the designation of 'object'
to the primive agents in causatives in association with roots
denoting other than *going?

9 i.e. cooking etc. The rule disallows
the agentive affix (i.e. the instrumental case ending) as gram-
matically incorrect after the word standing for primitive agent»
in association with the verbal roots denoting the 'going* (gaii)
etc. while it allows either the agentive or objective affix (i.e.
either the instrumental case ending or the accusative case
ending) after the word standing for the primitive agent in
causatives in association with the roots denoting other than the
going etc. (i.e. cooking etc.).

Here, the rule 'gatibuddhi.. ' restricts the primitive agents
in the causatives to only the designation 'object' in association
with the verbal roots denoting the going {gati) etc. by stipula-
ting that the primitive agents in such cases are intended to
possess the primitive agentness (analysable into the primitive
action and hence the effect of the causative action) and hence
are perceived to be only objects. Thus, according to this view,
only the accusative statements such as (ajäm grämam gamayati*
(he leads the goat to the village), wherein the word standing
for the primitive agent has the accusative case ending by being
the object, are correct in association with the roots denoting
the going etc. ; whereas both the accusative as well as the
instrumental statements such as 'päcayaty odanam yajnadattam

4. Vyutpattiväda, p. 256.
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yajnadattena vS, (he has Yajnadatta cook rice or has rice
cooked by Yajfiadatta), werein the word standing for the primi-
tive agent has either accusative or instrumental case ending
by being either the object or the agent, are correct in associa*
tion with the roots denoting other than the going etc. (i.e.
cooking etc.)

Observation

According to these logicians, the restriction is that the
primitive agents have only the designation of 'object' in causa-
tives in association with the roots denoting the 'going' etc. Thus,
they explain the accusative statements such as 'ajâm grämam
gamayatV and also rule out the instrumental statements such as
*ajayä grämam gammayati* as incorrect in association with the
roots denoting,the going, while, at the same time, allow either
accusative or instrumental statements sucn as 'pacayaty odanam
yajnadattam yajnadattena vä\

However, this interpretation of the rule goes against the
basic grammatical convention that kärakas have only a single
designation and two or more designations would not be allowed
for a single käraka. According to 'ä kadäräd ekä sarhjnä\ all
the kärakas enumerated after 6kadäväh\ would have only a
single denotation. Thus, the designations of'object* and 'agent*
for the primitive agent facilitating both the accusative and
instrumental statements are contrary to the grammar. Alsof

such an interpretation is against the interpretation of the rule by
Kaiyata, Bhattoji etc. that the designation of object is applica-
ble to the primary agents in causatives in association with only
the roots denoting the going etc. Thus, this view of the section
of logicians is not in conformity with established grammatical
convention.

Giridharas interpretation

Giridhara5 too interrupts the rule as only restrictive«
However, according to him, the rule could be interpreted in two

5. Vibhaktyarthaninaya, p. 162.
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ways as the primitive agents of the roots denoting only 'going*
etc. are objects in causative and also as the primitive agents of
such roots are objects only. Consequently, in causatives such as
'gamayati digantam arätin* (he sends his enemies to the end of
the horizon), the enemies can be the objeets despite them being
the substratum of the primitive action of going. Also, in causa-
tives such as 'citrena pâcayaty odanam maitrak9 (Maitra makes
Caitra cook the rice), Caitra can be the agent despite being the
abode of the primitive action of cooking.

Observation
Actually, this two way interpretation of the rule is natural

extension of the rule 'gatibuddhi. . .* that the primitive agents,
in connection with the roots denoting the 'going' etc., are assign-
ed the designation 'object' in causatives. This interpretation
clarifies the intended sense that the primitive agents of such
roots as denoting 'going' etc. are invariably assigned the desig-
nation 'object', whereas the primitive agents of roots denoting
other than 'going* etc. are never assigned the designation
•objects' in causatives.

Critical Examination
Indian epistemologists, lead by grammarians, have made

distinction between the causative constructions, wherein the
primitive agents occur in the accusative case endings and also
the causative constructions wherein the primitive agents occur
in the instrumenral case endings. They have recognized the fact
that while the agents of the primitive actions expressed by
certain verbal roots in the primitive constructions assume the
objecthood in the corresponding causative constructions, the
agents of the primitive actions expressed by certain other verbal
roots remain agents only. Also, they have recognized the fact
that while the occurrence of the primitive agents in the accus-
ative and the instrumental case endings in the causatives is a
syntactical phenomenon of the surface structure, the assumption
of the objecthood and the retaining of the agenthood by the
primitive agents in the causative constructions is a semantical
phenomenon of the deep structure.
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Panini has sanctioned the occurrence of the primitive
agents in the accusative and the instrumental case endings in the
causative and other constructions by the rules 'karmani dvitiyä*
(p. ii.3,2) and 'kartrkaranayoh tritiyä9 (p. ii.3.18). However,
the assumption of the objecthood by the primitive agents in the
causative constructions requires a special sanction; and there-
fore, Panini has composed the rule 'gati buddhi . . .' (p. i.4.52).
This rule envisages that the primitive agents of actions express-
ed by only certain verbs assume the objecthood in the causative
construction. The verbs have been specified as verbs denoting
the going (gati), the knowing (buddhi), the eating ( pratyava-
sand) ma also the verbs whose object is (word standing for)
sound or intransitive verbs. Therefore, in the causatives involv-
ing such verbs, i.e. in (i) 'gamayati caitram grämam', (ii)
'bodhayati caitram dharmam\ (iii) 'bhojayati caitram odanarri',
(iv) 'adhyâpayati caitram vedarrC and (v) 'äsayati caitram\ the
primitive agent, namely Caitra9 assumes'the objecthood; and
consequently, the word standing for %Caitra* '(\*t. caitram)
occurs in the accusative case endings.

Nevertheless, Pataüjali, while interpreting ther ule as restri-
ctive, recognizes the linguistic fact that the primitive agents do
not assume the objecthood in causatives in connection with all
verbs which may denote the 'going9 or eating, Patanjali, there-
fore, prohibits the verbs such as 'ad9 (to eat) 'khäd9 (to chew),
"nV (to lead) and 6vah' (to carry) from being included under
'pratyavasäna' and 6gati\ Thus, the instrumental statements
such as 'âdayate devaaattenc?\ 'khädayale devadatïend\ 'näya-
yati devadattena* etc. are facilitated.

Also, Patanjali recognizes the linguistic fact that the primi-
tive agents assume the objecthood in the causatives in connec-
tion with certain verbs such as 'jaipati9 (to mutter), 'vilapati9 (to
lament), 'äbhäsate9 (to talk) as well. However, these verbs can-
not be, strictly speaking, considered as '$abdakarma\ Therefore,
such verbs should be added to the category of sabdakarma verbs
by extension of its natural sense. Of course, this addition is
based on the theory that the phrase Sabdakarma9 is to be inter-
preted as 'sabdo yesäm karma9 (verbs whose objecc is a sound)
and not as 'sabdo yesäm kriyâ9 (verbs whose action is making
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sound); and hence 'jalpati* etc., whose objects are not sound,
cannot be categorized as sahdakarmans naturally. As far as the
interpretation of the phrase 'sabdakarman9 is concerned, all
most all of the commentators and other grammarians have
preferred 'sabdo yesäm karma* as the interpretation since, other-
wise, the use of the term karma itself becomes redundant in the
rule.

As regards the 'akarmaka' or intransitive verbs, Patafl-
jali suggests that the term 'akarmaka9 or 'intransitive' is conven-
tional;and therefore, the same includes even verbs which have
*time\ 'action', 'distance' etc. as their objects. This suggestion
is based on the ground that 'time' etc., due to their permanent
association, do not change the intransitivity of verbs. Therefore,

4he primitive agents can obtain the objecthood in connection
with the intransitive verbs such as 'äs9 which take 'time' etc. as
their objects in causatives such as 'masam âsayati caitram9.
Now, since the 'intransitive' is basically of four types and of the
fours types only the first three types, i.e. karmayogya arthânta-
râtmaka, dhàtvarthopasamgihlta karmakat and prasidhakarmaka
are intended to be covered by intransitive, the primitive agent
need not assume the objecthood in connection with the verb
*pac9 (to cook) etc. despite the same not being intended to take
an object.

Now, as regards the problem of the interpretation of the
rule it can be stated as follows : Both the prâcyas and the
Navyas disagree between themselves as to whether the rule is
restrictive or assigning the objecthood newly. Navya's theory
that <Jthe designation of the agent, being later and without any
other occassion for application, takes precedence over the desi-
gnation of the object" is based on the conviction that the assum-
ption of the objecthood by the primitive agents in causative cons-
truction is a peculiar linguistic phenomenon, i.e. is not an already
covered linguistic reality; and therefore, Panini must compose a
new rule assigning the designation 'object' to primitive agents.
This theory deserves due credit as far as recognizing the linguistic
fact that the assumption of the objecthood by primitive agents
is not an ordinary event and is unlike the most desired item of
the kärakas becoming the bbject. Nevertheless, the basis of the
theory that whatever designation is later and without any other
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occasion for application takes precedence over the earlier desig-
nation is too technical, and therefore, poses only a conventional
objection to the rule being restrictive.

On the other hand, Präcyas hold the theory that "the
primitive agent, by possessing the primitive action, which is the
effect of the causative action in causatives, becomes the item
most desired to be obtained by the causative agent through his
actions; and hence the rule 'kartur Ipsitamam karma" (p.
i.4.49) can itself assign the designation of object to the primitive
agent". Such a theory is based on the conviction that the
assumption of the objecthood by the primitive agent in causa«
tives is a natural linguistic phenomenon of the most desired
item of the kärakas and therefore, the same does not require
any special rule to assign the designation of the object to the
primitive agents. This theory generalizes the assumption of the
objecthood by any hâraka as an event covered by the rule (p.
i.4.49) itself. According to this theory, there need not be any
distinction between the village etc., assuming the objecthood in
the primitives, and also the primitive agents such as Caitra,
assuming the objecthood in the causatives, since, in both cases,
the kärakas such as the village and Caitra are desired most
to be obtained by their respective agents through their respec-
tive actions.

Now, as regards the arguments of the traditional scholars
regarding the rule being restrictive : While Heläräja has pro-
posed that the causative action, being prominent, achieves its
effect, i.e. the designation of 'object' to the primitive agent
ahead of the primitive action; Kaiyata has maintained that
when both the designations (the agent and the object) are liable
to be applied, only the designation caused by the prominent or
chief qualificand, i.e. the object is applied since only a single
designation is allowed for a single käraka (ä kadäräd ekä
samjnä). However, Bhattoji states that neither the designation
(the agent) being later, nor it being antaranga, nor it being
upajivya, can cause the same designation since such an eventu-
ality can occur only in the case of a conflict of equal designa-
tions being effective, or in the case of upajlvya and upajivaka
relations. Thus, the designation of the 'object' being in any way
obtained, the rule can be restrictive of the designation of the
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object in connection with the verbs of gati etc. only. Finally,
however, as Giridhara points out, there is no barm in interpret-
ting the rule both ways as ruling the designation of the 'object*
for primitive agents of the roots, denoting 'gati9 etc , in causa-
tives and also as restricting the primitive agents of such roots
as objects only; for, in both the interpretations, the intended
objective of obtaining the designation of the primitive agents
is the same.



CHAPTER XX

ASSUMPTION OF THE DESIGNATION OF
GRAMMATICAL OBJECT (KARMAN) BY

LOCATION (ADHARA) AND THE EXPLANATION
OF THE ACCUSATIVE CASES AFTER

THE WORDS STANDING FOR LOCATION

(âdhârasya karmasathjnä)

Introduction
Sanskrit has accusative usages such as (i) *vaikuntham

adhyäste harih* (Hari inhibits Väikuntha), (ii) 'abhinivisate
sanmdrganC (he settles down into, i.e. adopts the righteous
path), and (iii) *upavasati parvatam caïtrcûf (Caitra lives on i.e.
occupies the mountain). However, in the deep structure analysis
of such usages, the 'Vaikuntha', the 'righteous path' and also the
'mountain' are only the locations (ädhära) of the actions of
staying, existing and also living respectively. Consequently,
since the locations get the designation of'locus' (adhikarana) by
the rule 'ädharo 'dhikaranam' (the location of the actions
belonging to the agent and object is called the locus (adhi-
karaija) when it becomes instrumental in bringing about the
action p. i.4.45), only the locative case endings (saptaml
vibhakti) are possible after the words standing for the locations
such as 'Vaikuntha'. Thus, the accusative usages, wherein the
words standing for the locations such as vaikuntha occur in the
accusative endings, become untenable.

These accusative usages, nevertheless, should be explained
on the linguistic ground that the locations (ädhäras) such as
Vaikuntha, 'righteous path* and 'mountain' have the designation
of grammatical object (karman) in connection with such verbs
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as 'adhyäste9 (to inhabit), 'abhinivisate9 (to adopt) and 'upava-
satV (to occupy). Historically speaking, the designation of the
'grammatical object* (karman) is a general designation which
can cover several other kärakas, i.e. either those which are not
intended to be covered by other kâraka designations (akathitd)
or those which assume other designations in preference to their
original designations. However, the designation of grammatical
'object' (karman) for the locations (ädhära) is to be explained
by the phenominon of the assumption of the designation 'object
by the kärakas which are originally some other kärakas. The
phenomenon of the assumption of the designation of the 'object'
by the other kärakas is most evident i.e. pronounced in the case
of the locations (ädhära). This instance is, of course, similar to
the instance of assuming the designation of 'object' by the
sampradäna käraka such as 'krüra9 (cruel one) in 'küram abhik*
rudhyati9 (he is annoyed at the cruel one) and the karana käraka
such as aksa 'dice' in 'aksän divyatV (he plays the dice)
respective^.

Panini explains the assumption of the designation of 'the
grammatical object'by the locations by the following rules:
(i) (The location) in connection with the verbal bases 'sin9 (to
lie down), 'sthä9 (to stay) and 'äs9 (to remain), preceded by the
prefex 'adhi9 is called the 'object' (karman) when it becomes
instrumental in bringing about the actions* (adhi sin sthasäm
karma p. i.4.46); (ii) (the location) in connection with the
verbal base 'vis9 (to settle down), preceded by the prefixes
'abhini', is called the 'object' (karman) when it becomes instru-
mental in bringing about the action (abhinivisas'ca p. i.4.47);
and (iii) (The location) in connection with the verbal base 'vas9

(to dwell), preceded by *upa\ 'anu\ 'adhi9 or 'an9, is called
'object' (karman) when it becomes instrumental in bringing
about the action ('upän vadhyän vasaW p. i.4.48). According
to Panini, the locations of the actions of staying etc. assume
the designation of the 'grammatical object' in connection with
the verbal bases 'sin9 (to lie down) etc. when preceded by 'adhi9

etc. Thus, for instance, consider the following usages : (i)
'grämam adhisete* (he lies down in, i.e. occupies the village), (ii)
'grämam adhitisthati9 (he inhabits the village); (iii) 'vaihuntham
adhyäste' (he settles down in, i.e. inhabits the Vaikuçtha); (iv)
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*sanmârgam abhinivisate' (he settles down into, i.e. adopts the
righteous path); (v) parvatam upavasati (he dwells on, i.e.
occupies the mountain) and (vi) 'grämam anuvasati* (he inhabits
the village). Here, 'grama9 (the village), the Vaikuntha, etc.,
which are originally the locations of the actions such as lying
down','staying', and'remaining'etc., assume the designation
of the grammatical object in connection with the verbal bases
such as 'sthâ\ 'sïn9, 'äs9, preceded by the prefix 'adhi9; and
also the 'sanmärga9 (righteous path), which is originally the
location of the 'settling down', assumes the designation of the
grammatical object in connection with the verbal base vis
preceded by 'ahhini9; and also the 'parvata9 (mountain)»
*gräma* (the village) etc., which are originally the locations of
the 'dwelling' etc., assume the designation of the grammatical
object in connection with the verbal base 'vas* preceded by (upa9

*anu9 etc.
Paninis explanation of the assumption of the designation

of the grammatical object by the locations in connection with
verbal bases such as 'sin' etc., preceded by certain prefixes
such as 'adhi9 etc., points to the most significant linguistic
phenomenon that the locations of the actions expressed by the
intransitive verbal bases (okarmaka dhätü) become the gram-
matical objects in connection with the actions expressed by the
corresponding transitive verbal bases. Here 'grama (the village),
the 'Vaikufltha' etc. are the locations only in so far as they are
connected with the actions expressed by the intransitive verbal
bases such as 'sin9 (to lie down), 'stha (to say) etc. However,
when the same {gräma) (village). 'Vaikuntha' etc.) are connected
with the actions expressed by the corresponding transitive
verbal bases such as 'adhïsin9 (to lie down i.e. occupy),
'adhistha* (to inhabit) etc., the same locations such as 'gräma9

(the village), the Vaikuntha etc. become the grammatical objects.
(Here the intransitive verbal bases such as 'sin9, 'stha9 etc.
express transitive actions such as occupying and inhabiting when
they are preceded by the prefix 'adhi9 etc.)

Problem
However, despite most of the epistemologists defending

the rule 'adhUln sthâsam karma9 as necessary to assign the
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designation of the object to the locations in connection with:
'ädhisin* etc.» Nagesha, Gadädhara and Giridhara hold diver
gent views regarding the methodology of defending the rule*
Also, they differ amongst themselves as to the transitivity
of the verbal bases 'adhislrC etc. Further as regards the
rule 'abhinivisas ca\ scholars point out that the same rule
should assign the designation of the object to the location only
optionally. Again, as regards the rule 'upänvadhyän vasah\
Katyayana prohibits the application of the designation of the
'object' to the location in connection with 'upavas' meaning
*non-eating'or 'fasting', whereas Patanjali rejects such a p ro -
hibition on the ground that 'time' such as 'trirätra* is the loca-
tion expressed by 'upavas* in 'gräme upavasatV etc. In the
following pages, we shall explain all the three rules and their
implications in the analysis of the locations of intransitive
actions as the objects in connection with the corresponding
transitive actions.

Explanation of the rule 'adhisinthäsäm karma9

The rule 'adhisinthäsäm karma* (the käraka, which func-
tions as the location in connection with the verbal bases 'iln\
(to lie down), 'sthä9 (to stay) and 'as9 (to remain) preceded by
the prefix fadhi\ is called object) assigns the designation of the
grammatical object to the locations in connection with 'sin9,
'sthä' and 'äs9 preceded by *adhV as an exception to the designa-
tion of the locus' (adhikarana)9 which is in turn assigned by
the rule 'adhäro ahikarananC (The locations of the agent and
the object, the possessors of the actions, are called the locus
when they become instrumental in bringing about the action
p. i.4.45). Consequently, the accusative case ending (am)
occurring after the word 'grama9 (village) etc., which express
the location, in 'grämam adhisete9 (he lies down, i.e. occupies
the village) etc. become tenable and also the same can be
explained to express the locushood.

The rule p. i.4.46, indicates the fact that the locations of
the intransitive actions of 'lying', 'staying and 'remaining*
become the objects in connection with the corresponding transi-
tive actions of 'occupying' 'inhabiting', etc. While the *Hff etc.,
without the prefix 'adhi\ are intransitive and express the



Assumption of Designation 155

intransitive action of lying etc., the same ('sîiï etc.), prefixed
with 'adhi\ become transitive and therefore, refer to the corres-
ponding transitive action of 'occupying', 'inhabiting' etc. And
such actions are syntactico-semantically related with the accusa-
tive case-meaning, i.e. locushood.

Meaning of the accusative occurring after the words expressing
the location

It should be. noted here that, according to the Präcyas,
the accusative, occurring after the words expressing the location*
refers to the locushood (ädhäratva). Therefore, in 'sthatim
adhisete' (he occupies the ground) etc., the locushood, expressed
by the accusative, is related with the peculiar bodily-contact,
the effect, through conditioning and the same (effect) is related,
further, with the operation. Thus, the cognition is that the person
is the possessor of the operation conducive to the peculiar
bodily contact conditioning the locushood of the ground.

However, the Navyas hold that the accusative, in such
cases, refers to the superstratumness (ädheyatva). And the same
superstratumness is related with the peculiar bodily contact
through the relation of substratumness {äfrayatä). Thus, the
cognition in such statements, according to them, is that the
person is the possessor of the operation conducive to bodily con-
tact that has the superstratumness conditioned by the ground.

Navyas hold so on the ground that otherwise, the relation
of conditioning, being a non-occurrence-exacting relation
(vftyaniyämaka), cannot be the delimiting relation of the
counter positiveness, and therefore, the absence of the locushood
cannot relate to the peculiar body-contact through the condi-
tioning in the negative statements such as 'sthaBm nädhttete'
(he does not occupy the ground) etc. However, in the Navya
theory, since the substratumness, is the occurrence exacting
relation, the absence of the same superstratumness can be related
with the effect through the substratumness. Also the Navyas
position is in conformity with the rule that "the accusative
case endings are used after the words expressing the locations
provided that the accusative meaning, i.e. the superstratumness
is intended ot de relaied with the effect 'contact' etc. and the
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locative case endings are used after the words expressing the
location provided that the accusative meaning, i.e. superstra-
turoness is intended to be related with the operation conducive
to the effect". For, the Navyas, accept the superstratumness to
be related with the effect 'bodily contact'.

Necessity of the rule
Position that the rule p. Î.4À8 indicates that location

possess the power of the objectness. Nagesha holds that the being
the object is generally the possession of the power of objectness.
And those kärakas, which possess such an objectness, are
assigned the designation 'object* by the rule 'kartur ïpsitatamam
karma9 (that which the agent seeks most to obtain through his
action is called the object p. i.4.49). Since the locations such
as Vaikujptha etc. in 'vaikuntam adhyäste9 (he occupies
Vaikuntha) etc. too possess the power of the objectness, the,
same are assigned the designation of the 'object' by the rule
p. i 4.4.49. Therefore, the rule 'adhisin sthäsäm karma\ where-
in the word 'ädhära9 (location) is continued, simply indicates
the fact that the locations such as Vaikuntha in 'vaikuntham
adhyäste9 etc. are the possessors of the power of the objectness
so that the designation of the object can be assigned to the
locations by the rule p. i.4.49.

•Observation
Nagesha is the only epistemologist who does not consider

the rule p. i.4.48 as necessary to assign the designation of
object to the locations such as Vaikuntha. Nevertheless, he does
not refute the necessity of the rule as such. His statement that
the rule indicates the fact that the locations such as Vaikuntha
etc. in 'vaikuntham adhyäste9 etc. are the possessors of the power
of the objectness is, in an indirect way, the recognition of the
necessity of the rule for considering the locations as the objects
in connection with the verbs *adhisïn\ 'adhistha and (adhyäs\
The difference, however, is that while Panini considers the rule
to be assigning the designation of the object to the locations,
Nagesha merely views the same as indicating the fact that the
same possess the power of the objectness. Thus, despite techni-
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cally differing from Panini, Nagesha does not rule out the
necessity of the rule in viewing the locations as the objects in
connection with the verbal bases, 'ein9 'sthâ9 and äs preceded by
*adhi\

Gadâdharas position
Gadâdhara holds that the rule (/?. iA 46) assigns the

designation of the object to the locations in connection with
the verbal bases 'sin9 etc. preceded by 'adhi9 so that the accusa«
tive endings become tenable after the words expressing the
locations in 'sthalim adhisete9 (he occupies the ground) etc., and
also holds that the rule facilitates the genitive case endings
after the word expressing the location in association with
primary derivatives such as 'sthalyä adhisayitä9 (he is the
occupier of the ground) etc.

He holds the view that the rule (p. i.4.46) assigns the
designation of the object to the locations in connection with
thé verbal bases 'sin9 etc. preceded by 'adhi9 by refuting the
claim that the rule 'kartur ipsitatamam karma9 (that which the
agent seeks most to obtain through his actions is the object
(p. i.4.491) can itself assign the designation of the object to the
location as well. According to him, the position of the scholars*
who claim the rule p. i.4.49 to be assigning the designation
'object' to locations can be explained as follows : Verbal bases
'sin9 etc., preceded by the 'adhi9, would have an indication in the
sense of an operation conducive to the sleeping, i.e. the peculiar
contact between the bodily parts and also the ground; and there-
fore, the location such as the sthali (ground) in 'sthalim adhisete*
would become only the abode of the effect (peculiar bodily con-
Jact). Thus, the location is most sought to be obtained by the
agent through his actions. Therefore, the rule p. i.4.49 can
assign he designation of the object to the location as well.

However, according to Gadädhara, such a claim is not
tenable. The verbal roots 'sift etc., preceded by 'adhi9

9 may be
used even in the primary sense of mere sleeping without inten-
ding to have an indication in the sense of the operation

1. Vyutpattivâda, p. 347.
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conducive to the sleeping. And, under such circumstances, the
ground (sthali), despite being the abode of the peculiar bodily
contact, cannot be assigned the designation of 'object' by the
rule p. i.4.49 (i.e. cannot be considered to be the käraka sought
most to be obtained by the agent through his action) since the
same does not possess the effect produced by the operation con-
ducive to sleeping. Thus, the rule p. i.4.46 is needed to explain
the statement such as 'sthalïm adhisete (he occupies the ground)
by facilitating the designation of object to the ground etc. and
thereby the accusative case endings after the words standing
for the 'ground' etc.

However, it should be noted here that this position of
Gadâdhara is contradictory to the original intention of Panini
that the roots sin etc., preceded by *adhi\ are transitive and
therefore express the transitive action of occupying etc.

Giridharas position

Giridhara too views the rule (p. i.4.48) as necessary to
assign the designation of object to the location. In this connec-
tion, he refutes the theory that the Värtika (on p. i.4.51) that
the region, time, action and the distance to be travelled get
the designation of object in connection with intransitive verbs
(kälabhävädhva gantavyäh karmasamjhä hyakarmanäm, 'desasca')
can itself be said to assign the designation of the object to even
the locations such as 6 Vaikuntha9 in 'vaikuntham adhyäste9

(he inhabits Vaikuntha) etc., and therefore, the rule (p. i.4.46),
assigning the designation of the object to the locations in con-
nection with the intransitive verbs such as 'adhi iiiï etc., could
be held to be unnecessary. He points out that the Värtika can
be said to have assigned the designation of object to the 'region'
(desa) etc. only specifically, as 'kuru region', 'pâncâla region'
etc. and not, generally as the region that includes the location
such as Vaikuntha 'house', ground, mountain etc. Thus, in
order that the regions, covering generally all sorts of locations,
should receive the designation of the obje:t in connection with
the transitive verbs, the rule 'adhißhsthäsäm karma9 is necessary.
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Observation
Giridhara justifies the rule (p. i.4.48) on the ground that

the same is needed to assign the designation of the object to the
location such as Vaikuntha 'village', etc. as the locus of certain
action. He views that the Värtika'kälabhävädhvagantävyäh...'
'desasca9 can assign the designation of the object to the region
only specifically as *kuru\ 'päncäld* etc. and not generally as
location of some action. And therefore, the rule is necessary to
assign the designation of the object to the locations as the locus
of certain actions.

Also, it should be noted here that the position "that the
Värtika can assign the designation 'object' to the location in
connection with verbs 'adhisih9 etc. since the same assigns the
designation of object to the regions in connection with intran-
sitive verbs" is not quite satisfactory. For, such a position
considers that verbs such as 'sirf etc., preceded by 6adhi\ are
intransitive like 'sïh9 etc. which are not preceded by 'adhV.
Panini is quite clear in his perception that while *slh\ 'sthä'
and 'äs* are intransitive, the same preceded by *adhi* become
transitive and therefore, a separate rule, assigning the designa-
tion of the 'object' to the locations in connection with such
transitive roots as 'adhisïn', 'adhisthä9 and 'adhyäs9 is necessary.
Suppose, %adhislh% etc. were intransitive, like *im'etc., then the
difference between the locative statements such as 'grhe sete9

(he lies down in the house), 'vaikunthe tijthati9 (he stays in
Vaikuntha), 'gräme äste* (he remains in the village) and also
the corresponding accusative statements such as 'grham adhh
sete9 (he occupies the house), 'vaikuntham adhitisthatV (he
inhabits the Vaikuntha) and 'grätnam adhyäste) he settles down
in the village) would not be tenable. Thus, it is imperative to
hold that while 6sin\ 'sthä' etc.. without the prefix WAî\ are
intransitive, the same with the prefix (adhi9, become transitive;
and therefore, the rule p. L4.46 is necessary to assign the
designation of object to the location in connection with such
transitive verbs.

Explanation of the rule 'abhinivisasca9

The rule 'ahhinivisas ca9 (The kâraka, which functions as
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the location in connection with the verbal base 'vis' (to enter),
preceded by the prefix 'abhini', is called the object) (p. i.4 47)
assigns the designation of'grammatical object' to the location
in connection with the verbal base 'vis9 preceded by 'abhini9 as
an exception to the designation of the 'locus' (abhikarana).
Consequently, the accusative usage such as 'adhinivisate sanmä-
raam* (he adopts the righteous path), wherein the accusative
case 'am9, occurring after the word fsanmär%ä9 (righteous path),
expresses the location of entering, becomes facilitated. Here too,
the prefix 'abhini9, indicates the fact that the location of intran-
sitive 'entering* is the object of transitive action of adopting etc.
And therefore, the frefixed verbal base 'abhintvis9 becomes
transitive and refers to the transitive action of adopting. And
such an action can be explained to be the firm mental perfection
or refinement obtained through continuous knowledge (dhärä-
panna jMnajanya dhrdhatarasamskära). And the acçussative,
after the word 'sanmärga9, refers to the locushood delimited by
the contentness, i.e. objectness of righteous path. Such an accu-
sative meaning is related to the root-meaning 'mental reifine-
ment'. Thus, one cognizes from such a statement that the
person is the abode of the mental refinement produced from the
continuous knowledge regarding the righteous path.

Explanation of locative statement 'pape abhinivesah9

Besides the accusative statements such as 'abhinivisate
sanmärgam9, Sanskrit has the locative statement such as 'pape
abhiniveêah' (he has inclination with respect to sinful activities),
wherein the verbal derivaties of labhinivis\ i.e. 'abhinivesah9 etc*
are used in association with locatives. However, since the loca-
tions in connection with the verbal derivatives of 6aboinivis9

9

have been assigned the designation of the object by p. i.4.47, the
locative case ending after the word 'papa9, expressing the loca-
tion in 'pope abhinivesah\ becomes untenable. In order that
such a statement be explained, Bhattoji2 states that the rule
'abhinivisasca9 (p. i. 4.47) should be held to be optionally
assigning the designation of the 'object' to the location in con-
nection with the verbal derivatives of 'abhinivis9

% This is to be

2. Siddhantakaumudi, p. 280.
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effected by continuing the word 'anyqtarasyäni* (optionally)
from the preceding rule ( parikrayane azmpradänam anyatara-
syäm p. i.4.44), by resorting to the law of mandükapluti (frog-
leap), i.e. skipping of several svtras and supplying the word
from previous sütra, Now, since the rule assigns the designa-
tion of the object only optionally, i.e. since the rule allows both
the designations of the 'locus' and the 'object', the same facili-
tates both the locative as well as the accusative case endings
after the word 'papa9 etc. expressing the location in connection
with 'abhinivis' depending upon whether the speaker wants the
location to be the locus or the object of the action.

Observation
Unlike the verbal bases *adhisln\ 'adhistha and 'adhyâs\

which become transitive due to their association with the prefix
*adhi\ the verbal base 'abhinivtt* is both intransitive and tran-
sitive even with the prefix 'abhini\ This phenominon is illust-
rated by the fact that Sanskrit has both locative statement
'päpe ahhinivisah* and the accusative statement 'sanmärgam
abhinivisate\ When the speaker intends that the verbal bases
'abhinivis' should refer so the intransitive action of 'inclining
towards, the location remains the location and therefore,
assumes the locushood by taking locative case endings; whereas
when the speaker intends that the same verbal base should
refer to the transitive action of 'adopting', the location becomes
the object by assuming the accusative case ending. This linguistic
phenomenon has been noticed and facilitated by Bhattoji by
holding that the rule p. i,4.47. assigns only optionally the
designation of object to the location in connection with
'abhinivis\

Alternative explanation optional assigning of the designation
of object

Giridhara too holds that the rule p. i.4.47 assigns the
designation of the object only optionally. However, he explains
such an optional designation by interpreting the word 'ca9 in
the rule 'abhinivisasca9 'cd as prohibiting the designation of
the object in some cases. Thus, since the word W prohibits
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the designation of the object to the location in connection with
the verbal base abhinivis, in some cases, both locative (päpe
abhinivesah) and accusative (abhiniviiate sanmärgam) are facili-
tated.

Explanation of the rule 'upänvadhyän vasaft
The rule 'upân vadhyän vasah9 (p. i.4.48) (The leaf oka,

which functions as the location in connection with the verbal
base 'vas9 (to dwell), preceded by the prefixes *upa\ *anu\ 'adhi*
and cän\ is called the object when it becomes instrumental in
bringing about the actions) assigns the designation of gramma-
tical object to the location in connection with the verbal base
'vas\ preceded by *upa\ *anu\ 'adhi9 and 'an9, as an exception
to the designation of the locus (adhikarana). Consequently, the
accusative usages such as 'grämam upavasati senä* (the army
has set up a camp in the village), and 'parvatam upavasati9 (he
occupies the mountain), e tc , wherein the accusative 'am9 occurs
after the words 'grâma9 and 'parvata9, expressing the location of
dwelling, become facilitated.

Here too, the words 'upa? etc., prefixed to the verbal base
'vas9 (to dwell), indicate the fact that the locations of the
ictranstitive action of dwelling are the objects of the transitive
action of occupying; and therefore, the prefixed verbal bases
such as 'upavas'\ 'anuvas9 etc. are transitive in their senses and
refer to the transitive actions of occupying for a long time etc*
And the accusative case endings, occurring after the word
'grama9 expressing the locus, refer to the locushood condition-
ed by such action. Thus, one cognizes from such .statements as
*grämam upavasati Sena* that the army is the abode of the
action of occupying which conditions the locushood of the
village.

Nevertheless, Navyas, like Giridhara,3 hold that the
verbal base 6upvas9 refers to the occupying for a long time. And
the accusative case ending, after the word expressing the loca-
tion, refers to the superstratumness which can be related to the
verbal base-meaning through the substratumness (äfrayatä), an

3. Vibhaktyarthanirnaya, p. 175.
4. Ibid,, p. 176.
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occurrence exacting relation. Thus, one cognizes from such a
statement that the army is the abode of the action of long
staying which, conditions the superstratumness occurring in the
village.

Explanation of the locative statement'gräme upavasati'
However, Sanskrit has the locative statements such as

'gräme upavasati9 (he observes a fast in the village) when the
verbal base 'vas9 (to dwell) is used in the sense of non-eating or
fasting.

This is so because, the location of (non ) eating, i.e. the
village, wherein the observance of fasting takes place, cannot
be considered to be the object of (non-) eating since the village
is not what is not eaten, but the village is the place wherein
the non-eating or fasting takes place (happens.) In order that
such locative statements be facilitated, kâtyàyana on p. i.4.48
rules that the prohibition of the designation of the object be
made in connection with the verbal base 'vas' (to dwell) in the
sense of 'as' (to eat) (vaser asyarthasya pratisedhaH). Also,
this (Värtika) rule facilitates the accusative statement 'grämom
upavasati9 (he occupies the village) provided that the verbal
base 'vas' (to dwell) does not refer to the action of fasting but
to the action of staying.

Difficulty in the explanation of the term 'asyarthasya'
Nevertheless, a difficulty is encountered in the interpreta-

tion of the Vätrika. For, the Vätrika literaly states that a prohi-
bition be made in connection with the verbal base 'vos' in the
sense of 'as9 (to eat) (vaser asyarthasya pratisedhah) instead of
stating Mn the sense of fasting' (vaser anasyarthasya prati-
sedhah).

This difficulty, according to kaiyatß,6 may be overcome
by analysing the word 'artha' in 'asyarthasya' as meaning
'nivrtti' or 'cessation' (from eating) or by analysing 'asyartha-
sya9 as 'a—si—arthyasya' (not-referring to staying).

However, both these explanations of the term 'asyartha'
sya9 are far fetched. Actually what Kâtyàyana meant to say is

5. Kaiyata on p. i.4.48.
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that a prohibition should be made with respect to the designa-
tion of the object in connection with the verbal base 'vas*
referring to the 'non-eating', i.e., 'fasting' 'anasyarthasya* or
* abhuktyai thasya\ And therefore, it should be concluded that
Katyayana has used the term *aéyarthasya' instead of the term
6anasyarthasya or abhuktyarthasya^ for the sake of economy.

Rejection of Värtika as unnecessary

P. i.4.48 states that the location of the action of staying
etc. in connection with the verbal base 6vas\ preceded by 'upa9

etc., gets the designation of the 'object'. And therefore, the
accusative case ending is facilitated in 'grämam upavasatï etc.
Katyayana, however, has restricted, by his Värtika, the designa-
tion of the object to the location of the action of fasting in
connection with verbal base 'upavas' and thereby has facilitated
the locative case ending in * gräme upavasatï (he observes fast
in the village).

Patanjali, on the other hand, rejects the Värtika on the
ground that in 'grâme upavasatï the village does not function
as the location of fasting; rather it functions as the location of
'staying' since the same statement 'gräme upavasatï is to be
understood as 'he fasts for three nights by staying in the village*
(gräme vasan trirätram upavasatï) by supplying the word
*vasan\ Thus, since the village is not the location of the action
of staying expressed by 'vasan9; but rather is the location of the
action of staying expressed by 'vasan\ not preceded by 'upa\
the locative case ending becomes automatically (even without
the restrictive Värtika) facilitated after the word 6grämay

expressing the location and also the accusative case ending
becomes necessary after *trirätra\ expressing the three nights,
by 'kälädhvauoh9 p. ii.3.5.

Observation

According to some scholars, Patanjalis argument to
reject the Värtika is not convincing. Such an argument would
disallow the application of the designation of the object to
the location with nearly every verbal base. For, it considers
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that the location of the action of fasting in the example is
'triräträ* rather than 'grama1 ; and since the rule p. i.4.48
would assign the designation 'object' to 4trirätra\ the Värtika
would need to reject such an application of the designation.
However, if this were the case, then the c Värtika9 would
disallow the application of the designation of the locus
(adhlkarana) in connection with nearly every verb; and conse-
quently, sentences like 'he sleeps in the room' would have to
be analysed as 'staying in the room, he sleeps' etc.

Explanation of the accusative statement 'ekädasim upavaset..9

Sanskrit has the accusative statments such as 'ekadasïm
upavaset dvädasim athavä punaK (one should abide in a state of
abstinence on eleventh day or again on twelfth). Here, the
accusative case ending is used after the word 'ekädasV and
'dvädasf, expressing the time, i.e. eleventh and twelfth days
which function as the locations of the abiding in a state of
abstinence. And such an accusative ending should be explained
by assiging the designation of the 'object' to the location of the
abstinence. However, since the Värtika prohibits the designation
of the object in connection with the verbal base 6vas\ expressing
the non-eating or fasting (vaser asyarthasya na)9 the désigna«
tion of the object cannot be applied to the words expressing
the location, i.e. the 'ekädasV and 'dvädasV ; and therefore, the
accusative case endings after the same words 'ekädaß and
âvàdasï become untenable.

In order to explain the accusative case endings in such
cases, Giridhara6 holds as follows : 'Abiding in a state of
abstinaoce' (upaväsa) means "the abstaining of a person, who
has resisted all the evil influences, from the enjoyments which
are qualified by the staying with virtuous qualities" (upävrttasya
dosebhyah yastu väso gunaih saha, upaväsah sa vijneyah sarva-
bhogavivarjitah). Consequently, since the verbal base 'upavas9

does not refer to the non-eating or fasting but rather the same
base refers to the abstaining, qualified by staying, the Värtika
cannot prohibit the designation of the object to the location

6. Vibhaktyarthanirnaya, p. 176.
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of the action of staying in connection with the verbal base
'upavaf. Therefore, the accusative case endings, after the words
'ekädasV and 'dvädasV can be explained without any difficulty.
Thus, the accusative statement 'ekädaßm upavaset..9 is not
untenable.

Nagesa's explanation of'uposya rajanim
Nagesa too explains the accusative case ending after the

words standing for the location in connection with the verbal
base 'vas' in 'uposya rajanim ekäm9 (having abstained for a
night) etc. However, his arguments substantially differ from
that of Giridhara. According to him, verbal base 'vas\ which
is enumerated in the first 'bhvädigana9 and which refers, to
the sense of staying, is meant to be taken by 'vasah* in the
rule 'upänvadayäh vasah9 ; and not 'vas9

9 which is enumerated
in the second 'adadigana9 and which refers to the sense of
putting on or assuming etc. This is so because, according to the
convention that "between the verbal bases with a loss and-non-
îoss of the 'a9 augment in their vikaranas, only the verbal base
with a non-loss of V augment, should be preferred", only the
verbal base 'vas9 which is enumerated in the first bhvädigana
and therefore, has no loss of 'a' augment in its 'vikarana9 has to
be selected. Now, since the Värtika {vaser asyarthasya pra-
tisedhah) prohibits the designation of the object to only the
location in connection with the verbal base (vas9, expressing
the non-eating or fasting, and not to the location in connection
with the verbal base 'vas\ expressing the staying, the accusative
statement such as 'uposya rajanim ekäm9 (having abstained for
a night), wherein the word 'rajanim9, expressing the location of
the abstinence, has an accustive case ending, can be explained,
Here, the verbal base ' ras ' actually belongs to the first
'bhvädigana9 and refers to the abstaining, i.e. staying ; and
therefore, the location, in connection with such a verbal base,
can be assigned the designation of the object so that the accusa-
tive case ending, after the word standing for such a location,
becomes tenable.

It should be observed now that this theory too, like that
of Giridhara, explains the accusative case endings after the words
expressing location in connection with the verbal base 'vas9
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meaning abstaining. However, the difference is that while Giri-
dharas theory explains the accusative statement by stating that
'vas9, in such cases, refers to the abstaining qualified by staying,
and therefore, the prohibition is not applicable to the location
in connection with the verbal base 'upavas\ Nagesa's theory
explains the accusative statement by holding that only the 6vas\
which refers to the sense of staying is meant to be taken by
'vasah9 in the rule and therefore, the prohibition is not applica-
ble to the location in connection with the verbal base 'upavas9

Critical examination
Assumption of the designation of the 'grammatical object'

(karma) by the 'locations' (ädhära) and the occurrence of the
accusative case endings after the words standing for the
'location' must be explained on the basis of the use of the
transitive (sakarmahd) verbal bases expressing the syntactico-
semantical relations of the transitive verbal actions. Consider,
for instance, the following sets of examples:

(1A) 'gräme sete' (he lies down in the village), (IB)
'grämam adhttete* (he occupies the village), (2A) 'sanmärge visati9

(he settles down in the righteous path), (2B) sanmârgam abhinU
visate9 (he adopts the righteous path), (3A) 'parvate vasatV
(he lives in the mountain) and (3B) 'parvatam upvastV (he
inhabits the mountain). Here, the instances of 1 A, 2A and 3A
contain the use of three intransitive verbal bases, namely 'sin\
(to lie down), 'vis9 (to settle down) and 'vas9 (to live) respec-
tively ; whereas the instances of IB, 2B and 3B contain the
use of corresponding transitive verbal bases, namely 'adhisin
(to occupy), 'abhinivis9 (to adopt) and 'upavas9 (to inhabit)
respectively. Consequently, it can be observed that the loca-
tions such as the 'village', 'righteous ̂  path' and 'mountain*
assume the status of the grammatical object in connection with
the use of the transitive verbal bases. Thus while, in connection
with the intransitive verbal bases, the locations of the intransi-
tive action of staying (lying), settling down, and living get the
designation of the/locus' (ädhikarana) by the rule 'ädhärodhi-
karanam* (p. i.4.45), the same (locations) assume the status of
the grammatical object (karma) in connection with the transi-
tive verbal bases such as 'adhisin* (to occupy), 'abhinivis9 (to
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adopt) and 'upavas* (to occupy). And this phenomenon of the
locations getting the designation of the locus in connection
with intransitive actions and assuming the status of the gram-
matical object in connection with the corresponding transitive
actions can be said to have a parallel in other languages
mainly in English. For instance, consider :

(1A) John sleeps on the ground,

(IB) John occupies the ground,

(2A) Mary lives in the village,

(2B) Mary inhabits the village.

Here too, the ground and the village, which function as the
locations of the action of sleeping and living in connection with
the intransitive verbs such as 'sleep' and 'live', function as the
grammatical objects of the transitive action of occupying and
inhabiting in connection with the use of the corresponding
transitive verbs such as 'occupy' and 'inhibit'.

This linguistic phenomenon was recognized as early as
2nd century B.C. by Panini, and therefore, he has ruled that
(Q (The location) in connection with the verbal bases 'sin' (to
lie down), 'sthä' (to stay) and 'äs' (to remain), preceded by
*adhi\ is called the 'object' (adhi sin sthâsàm karma); and (ii)
(The location) in connection with the verbal base 'vas' (tö
dwell), preceded by 6upa\ 'anu\ 'adhi' or 6ân\ is called the
object (upäh vadhyän vasah).

According to these rules, the 'location5, such as the
'the village', 'Vaikuntha', 'righteous path', 'mountain' etc.,
which are the abodes of the intransitive actions of 'lying',
'remaining', 'settling down', 'dwelling' etc., assume the designa-
tion of the object in connection with the verbal bases such as
ssin\ 'stnä\ läs\ preceded by 'adhi9, 'vis9 preceded by *abhini\
and 'vas9 preceded by 'upa\ 'anu\ 'adhi9 and län\ Therefore,
the accusative statements such as (i) 'grämam adhisete9 (he
occupies the village), (ii) 'vaikuntham adhyaste9 (he inhabits
Vaikuntha)' (iii) 'sanmärgam abhinlvisate9 (he adopts the righ-
teous path), 'parvatam upavasatV (he occupies the mountain)
etc. become tenable since the words standing for the locations
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receive the designation of the object and consequently they take
accusative case edings by the rule 'karmani dvitiya* p. ii.3.2.

These rules recognize the linguistic fact that the locations
of the intransitive actions such as 'lying', 'staying', "remaining*,
'settling down' and 'dwelling' etc. become the objects in connec-
tion with only the transitive actions and therefore, state that
the locations become the objects in connection with verbal bases
'sin* etc. preceded by *adhi9 etc.

Now as regards the necessity of the rule 'adhi sinsthäsäm
karma\ Traditionally, most of the epistemologists defend the
rule as necessary. However, Nagesha, holds that the rule
simply indicates the fact that the locations such as Vaikuntha,
are possessors of the power of the objectness; whereas the rule
€kartur ipsitatamam karma9 (p. i.4.49) actually assigns the
designation of the 'object' to the locations since the same rule
assigns the designation of 'object' to all those kärakas which
possess the power of the objectness. This interpretation of the
rule, despite accepting the necessity of the rule, makes the same
as merely auxiliary in assigning the designation of the object
through the rule (p. i.4.49). Nevertheless, the most important
aspect of the interpretation to note is that the same recognizes
the linguistic fact that the locations of the intransitive actions
of lying etc. do become the objects in connection with verbal
bases such as 'adhisin* etc. which are expressive of transitive
actions 'occupying' etc.

Gadädhara too was aware of the linguistic (epistemolo-
gical) fact that the locations can be assigned the designation of
the object in association with the verbal bases 'adhi'sin* etc. by
the rule (p. i.4.49) itself since the same locations become the
abode of the 'lying', 'staying' etc. which may be viewed to be
the effects of the operations leading to the 'lying*, 'staying' etc.
expressed by the verbal bases 'adhisin' etc. However, he views
that the verbal bases 'crdhiiin9 etc. may at times be simply
intransitive and express an intransitive action of 'lying' (i e.
sleeping), 'staying' etc. and not the transitive operations leading
to the sleeping etc.; and therefore, the iu\e'adhisin sthäsätn'
should be accepted to assign the designation of the object to the
location in connection with the verbal bases expressing intran-
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sitive actions. It should be noted now that this position of.
Gadädhara is quite contradictory to the original intention of
Panini that 'sin9 etc., preceded by *adhi\ are always transitive
and therefore, always express a transitive action of occupying;
etc.

On the other hand, Giridhara makes a very interesting
contribution to the problem of necessity of the rule by refuting
the supposition that "the Vdnika 'desasca9 itself can assign the
designation of the object to the locations in connection with
'adhism9 etc. as the same are intransitive and the locations in
connection with intransitive verbal roots receive the designation
of object by convention. He makes a valid distinction between?
the intranstive and transitive uses of verbal bases by demonstra-
ting that while the 'locations' in connection with intransitives
have locative case endings, the same have the accusative case
endings in connection with the transitives and thus justifies a
separate rule assigning the designation of object to the locations.

Now, as regards the rule *ahhinivisasca\ This rule assigns
the designation of the 'object' to the location of the intransitive
action of entering in connection with the verbal base 'abhinivis\
However, the same rule should be held to assign the designa-
tion of the object only optionally. For, unlike the verbal bases
'adhisin* etc., the verbal base 'abhinivW is both transitive and
intransitive. Consequently, there are both accusative and loca-
tive statements such as 'sanmärgam abhinivisate* (he adopts
righteous path) and 6päpe abhinivesah9 (he has inclination with
respect to the sinful activity). Thus, in order that such accusa-
tive and locative statements be facilitated, the rule should be
held to assign the designation of the object to the location of
entering in connection with the verbal base 'abhinivis9 only
optionally.

Finally, as regards the rule 'upänvadhyän vasatf. This'rule
assigns the designation of the object to the location i'n connection
with ' v ^ ' preceded by (upa9 'anu9 etc. Nevertheless, in connection
with the verbal base 'upavas\ the same rule should be held to
assign the designation of the object to the location conditionally
as when the verbal base 'upavas9 means something other than
non-eating i.e. occupying etc. For, when Xhe'upavas9 means non«
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eating, i.e. fasting, the location does not function as the object;
and therefore, the word standing for the same location takes
locative case ending in 'gräme upavasatï (he fasts in the village)
etc. In this connection, Kätyayanas Värtika, namely, 'veser
ä§yarthasya pratisedhaK should be taken to prohibit the
designation of the object to the location in connection with
'upavas9 which means 'fasting'. Nevertheless, Patanjali objects
to the theory that the Värtika is necessary to state the prohibi-
tion. According to him, since the statement 'gräme upavasatV
is to be understood as 'gräme vasän trirätram upavasatV (he
fasts for three nights by staying in the village), the village
functions as only the location of staying Pata&jali tries to
demonstrate that the village, in such cases, is not the location
of fasting but is the location of staying and therefore, the desig-
nation of the 'locus' is automatically facilitated. However,
according to Dr. Joshi, such a demonstration would disallow
the designation of the object to the location in connection with
almost every verb since the same (demonstration), by supplying
an object like êtriratra\ etc. provides the time as an object of
fasting etc.

Nevertheless, an interesting point to note here is that the
verbal base 'upavas9 does take an accusative object so long as it
is 'time'. That is to say that the 'time', which functions as the
location of the action expressed by the verbal base <upavas\
does become the object and therefore, takes the accusative case
endings. Thus, we have the statements such a 'ekädasim upava-
set9 (one should observe abstinence on eleventh day) and 'uposya
rajanim9 (having observed the obstinence on the night) etc.
Now, these statements have been explained, in view of Katya-
yanas Värtika, namely, 'vastr asyarthasya. . .' by Giridhara and
Nagesha that the verbal base 'upavas9 does not mean 'non-
eating' or 'fasting' here; but rater the same means either
'abstaining qualified by staying' or 'merely staying'. Neverthe-
less, in the light of these statements, wherein the words stand-
ing for 'time' such as 'ekädasim' and (rajanim9 have accusative
case endings and function as the location of 6upavas\ it seems
justified that Patanjali should reject the Värtika and supply the
word 'trirätra9 expressing the 'time' (i.e. three nights) as the
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object of the action expressed by the verbal base 'upavas9 in
'gräme upavasatV as well. Also, once the Värtika, which prohi-
bits the application of the designation of object to the location
in connection with upavas, is rejected, the time in the statements
'ekädasim upavaset' etc. could be explained as having accusative
case endings since the locations of time in connection with
*upavas9 are naturally the 'objects'.



CHAPTER XXI

ARE K R I Y Ä V I S E S A N A S (ADVERBS)

KARMAS (OBJECTS)

{kriyävhesanänäm karmatvam)

Introduction
Like nouns and substantives, verbs, i.e. actions too can be

qualified by using a qualifying clause. Consider, for instance,

(i) 'nilo ghatab' (pot is blue) and
(ii) 'stokam pacatV (he cooks a little).

In the first instance, the noun 'ghatab9 (pot) is qualified by the
'nilaff (is blue) by attributing a quality like blueness. In the
second instance, the verb 'pacatV (cooks) is qualified by the
phrase 'stokanf (a little) by attributing a quality like being a
little. Sanskrit uses the terms 'visesand* (qualifier or modifier) or
guncivacana (qualityexpressor) for the clause which qualifies or
modifies a noun or substantive by denoting the quality of the
thing (or person) named to indicate its (his) dtctinct nature
from something else, and is roughly 'equivalnet to adjective'*
Sanskrit uses the term 'kriyävi'sesand9 (qualifier or modifier of
action) for a clause which qualifies or modifies a verb (i.e.
action) by expressing some relation of manner, quality, time,
space, etc. so that its mode can be understood; and therefore, is
roughly equivalent to 'adverb'.

kriyävisesana thus, can be defined, in general, as the clause
which qualifies or modifies the verb (i.e. action) to be accomp-
lished by expressing a relation of quality etc. Now, such a
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relation can be either identity (abkeda) or non-identity, i.e.
distinction (bheda). Consider, for instance :

(1A) 'caitramaitrâbhyâm supyate9 (it is slept by Caitra
and Maitra)

(IB) c devadatta jänlhi9 (O Devadatta, please understand)

(2A) 'stokam pacati9 (he cooks a little)

(2B) 'drutam gacchati9 (he goes quickly).

In the first two instances (1A and IB), the clauses, namely,
'caitramaiträbhyäm9 (by Caitra and Maitra) and *devadatta1 (O
Devadatta) qualify the verbs 'supyate (is slept) and 'jänihi9

(please understand) respectively by expressing the relation of
non-identity (i.e. the kärakas Caitra and Devadatta are distinct
from the action of sleeping and understanding and therefore,
they have a relation of non-identity, i.e. they don't have such a
close relationships as to identify themselves with the sleeping
etc.). On the other hand, in the second two instances (2A and
2B), the clauses namely, 'stokam9 (a little) and 'drutam9

(quickly) qualify the verbs 'pacati9 (cooks) and 'gacchati9 (goes)
respectively by expressing the relation of identity (i.e. the
quality of being little and that of being quick are the properties
of the effect, namely, the becoming soft (viklitti) produced by
the action of cooking and also of the operation namely, the
going (gamana) respectively.

Thus, while in the first examples (1A and IB), the cogni-
tions produced are that "Caitra and Maitra have the agentship
of sleeping" and that "Devadatta has the agentship of under-
standing" respectiyely, in the second examples (2A and 2B), the
cognitions produced are that little is identical with cooking' and
that 'quick is identical with going' respectiyely.

In the scrutiny of first and second set of examples, the
most significant linguistic phenomenon that strikes us is that
while the first sets have the words expressing the kriyävisesanas
namely, 'caiträbhyäm' and 6devadattah9 in the instrumental and
also in the nominative case endings respectively, the second sets
have the words expressing the kriyävisesanas, namely, 'stokam9

and 'drutam9 in the accusative singular endings (am)* And



Are Kriyäviseçanas 175

this phenomenon is explained by the fact that the words
expressing kriyävisesanas have the instrumental case endings
when the kriyävise'sanas are syntactico-semantically related with
the action expressed by the verb through a relation of non-
identity; wheieas the words expressing the kriyävisesanas have
the accusative singular endings when the kriyävisesanas are
syntactico-semantically related with either effect produced by the
action or with the operation through the relation of identity.

Froolem
However, epistemologists are divided in their opinion as

to the status and characteristics of the kriyävisesanas. They ate
guided by the fact that the words expressing the kriyävisesanas
are mostly found occurring in the accusative singular endings
when the same are related with either the effect, produced by the
action, or with the operation, expressed by the verbs, through
Identity. The syntactico-semantical feature of the kriyävisesanas*
namely, the occurrence in the accusative singular ending, is
common to even the words expressing the grammatical objects
as the same too occur in the accusative ending in the statements
such as 'gramäm gacchaii' (he goes to the village) and 'odanam
pacati' (he cooks rice).

Nevertheless, the kriyävisesanas in 'stokam pacati9 and
*drutam gacchatV etc. cannot be considered to be the gramma-
tical objects. For, the rule 'kartur Ipsitatamam karma!
(p. i.4.49) states that the käraka, which the agent desires most
to obtain through his action, is called the object, and hereby
implies that the käraka9 which functions as the abode of the
effect produced by the action, is the object. And on the
other hand, the kriyävisesanas, namely, *stokarn (a little and
'drutam' (quickly) are by no means, functioning as the abode
of any effect produced by the action of cooking and going
respectively. Thus, the same kriyävisesanas cannot be consider-
ed to be the grammatical objects of the action of cooking and
going respectively. Now, since the kriyävisesanas are not the
grammatical objects, and also since Panini has not composed
any sepcial rule allowing the accusative case endings after the
kriyävisesanas, the same accusative case endings become difficult
to explain in the case of kriyävisesanas. Also, it should be noted
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here that the accusative case endings cannot be explained after
the kriyävisesanas even by following the grammatical conven-
tion that "neither the unfinished base-words nor the simple
finishings such as affixes alone should be used in the language"
(na kexaläprakrtih prayoktavyä näpi pratyayah)- For, such a
convention lays down only the condition that words should be
used in the language with their proper finishings, i.e. affixes, and
therefore, unfinished words or word-elements should not be
used alone. Consequently, any case ending, even the dative,
would fulfill such a condition after kriyävUesanas; and therefore,
the same convention cannot be said to facilitate the accusative
case endings after the kriyävisesanas.

Thus, the Indian epistemologists were faced with the
problem of the status and the explanation of this object-like
characteristics of the kriyävisesanas. In the connection, Nagesha
holds that the kriyävisesanas can be considered to have the
status of the objects since the same function as the qualifiers of
the vyapadesivadbhäva objects, and thus explains the object-
like characterists. However, Gadädhara holds that the kriyâvi*
sesanas can be considered to have the status of the object by
transfer or extended application {atideia) of the objectness
since the grammatical convention 6kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam
klibatvam ctf allows such a status. On the contrary, Giridhara
and Khandadeva reject the theory that the kriyävisesanas need
to be considered as the grammatical objects to facilitate the
accusative case endings and other object-like characteristics.
While Giridhara rejects Gadädharas theory on the ground that
the grammatical convention 'kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam...9

can be explained to merely assign the accusative endings after
the kriyävisesanas due to their object like function; Khandadeva
does so on the ground that the Värtika 'tato nyaîrâpi drsyate*
assigns the accusative endings after the kriyävisesanas. Also,
the accusative usage is found in connection with ghanania
words such as 'päkah* in 'stokam päkaV etc. In the following
pages, we shall give a detailed account of these various theories
proposing and rejecting the status of the grammatical object for
kriyäviksanas so that a viable conclusion regarding the status
of the kriyävisesanas and their object-like characteristics can be
arrived at.
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Nageshas position that kriyävisesanas are objects by qualifying
the effects which are objects by vyapadesivadbhäva

Nagesha1 holds that the kriyävisesanas can be considered
to have the status of the objects because they function as the
qualifiers or modifiers of vyapadesivadbhäva objects. According
to him, the verb spacy (to cook) in 'stokam pacatV (he cooks a
little) refers to an action conductive to the becoming soft
{viklityanukülavyäpära). Here, the becoming soft (viklitti) is
actually the effect since the same is produced by the action of
cooking; nevertheless, the same can be considered to be the
object by the convention of designated like object status (yyapa-
deiiväd bhäva). Now, the kriyävsesana9 namely, a 'little expressed
by 'stokam9 is related to the becoming soft 'viklitti', the designa-
ted like object, through the relation of identity', i.e., qualifies or
modifies the 'viklitti9 through identity. Consequently, the 'little9

(stokam), which is in syntactico-semantical agreement with the
'becoming soft', also receives the designation of 'object' by
extension ; and therefore, the word 'stokam* expressing the
ikriyâviiesana' i.e,, 'little', is facilitated the accusative case end«
ings by 'karmani dvitiya* (p. iL3.2).

It should be noted here that the phenomenon of the modi-
fiers or qualifiers {viiesanas) receiving the designation that
belongs to what they actually modify is an established linguistic
fact. For instance, ' stokam"\\ii\s\ when it modifies or qualifies
the object i.e. odana rice in 'stokam odanam PacatV 'he cooks
little rice', receives the designation of the object that actually
belongs to the rice i.e. what it actually modifies. Thus, on the
analogy of such an established linguistic phenomenon, the
kriyävisesanas too can be claimed to receive the designation of
'object' when they modify or qualify the designated-like object
i.e, 'viklitti' in 'stokam pacatV etc. Also, it should be noted
here that intransitive verbs such as 'svap* (to sleep) etc. too caB
be accepted to refer to an action such as sleeping which is con-
ducive to the loss of sensation (sväpa) or lightness of body by
deep sleep (sariraläghava). And, since the 'sväpa\ is the desig-
nated like object (vyapadesivad bhävena karma), the kriyävisesa-
nas such as 'happiness' {sukham) in 'sukham svapiti9 (he sleeps

L Laghusabdendusekhara, p. 437.
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happily) too can receive the designation of the object by exten-
sion due to their function of qualifying the same sväpa*.

Observation
Nagesha has recognized the linguistic function that

kriyävisesanas are basically the qualifiers or modifiers (visesa-
nas) of the effect or action expressed by the verb (kriya). Thus,
he explains that the kriyävisesanas such as stokam 'little' in
*stokam pacatï (he cooks a little) qualify the effect of viklitîi
^becoming soft* through identity. And, on the basis of such a
linguistic function, he determines the status of the kriyävisesanas
as the grammatical objects ; and thereby justifies the accusative
case endings after the words expressing the same {kriyärisesa-
nas). He explains that even the effects such as 'viklitt? are
objects by the convention of 'designated-like object status*
(yyapadesivadbhäva) and therefore, kriyävisesanas, which actually
qualify such effects, can also be considered to be grammatical
pbjects. Now, once the kriyävisesanas are considered as the
grammatical objects, the same can be justified in having the
accusative case endings after them since the rule 'karmani
dvitiyü' (p. ii.3.2) assigns the accusative endings in the sense of
the grammatical objects.

Another point to be observed here is that Nagesha explains
the kriyävisesanas as the objects in connection with the intransi-
tive usages such as 'sukham svapiti9 (he sleeps happily) etc. as
well. The basic problem, however, with respect to the intransi-
tive usages, is that actions expressed by intransitive verbs do not
produce any effect as such; and therefore, the kriyävisesanas
cannot be considered to be the grammatical objects by qualify-
ing the effects which are in turn objects by vyapadesivadbhäva.
In view of this problem, Nagesha has suggested that intransitive
verbs such as *svap9 (sleep) too refer to an action such as sleep-
ing which is conducive to the loss of sensation (sväpa), an effect,
so that the 'kriyävisesanas sukhanC etc. can be considered to be
the grammatical objects by qualifying the same.

This theory has sanctions from other grammarians such as
Vämanajayäditya2 as well. He too has explained that 'pratipa9

2. Käsika, p. iv.4.28.
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considesed to be the grammatical object by extension since the
in 'pratipam vartate' (he behaves adversely) etc. should be
same qualifies the 'variant (being), the object by vyapadesi-
vadbhäva. (Here, 'vartate' refers to the action 'behaving' condu-
cive to the being (vartanänukülavyäpära); and therefore,
'vartana9 (being) is actually the effect, but receives the désigna
lion of object by vyapadesivad hhäva).

Also, according to Nagesha, such a theory, which views
4svap' etc. as referring to the action of sleeping conducive to the
'svâpà9 etc., does not make the same verbs transitive. For, only
those verbs, which refer to an action not sharing the same locus
as that of its effect (phalavyadhikarana vyäpäraväcaka) is transi-
tive and the sleeping shares the locus of its effect 'sväpd* by
occurring in the body.

It should be observed now that Nagesha has used the
theory of vyapadetivad bhäva to facilitate the status of gram-
matical object to the effects and thereby to extend the same to
the kriyävifesanas, which qualify them. He does not, however,
accept the linguistic fact that kriyävisesanas simply occur in the
accusative case endings adverbially, and therefore, are merely
adverbs.

Theory that vyapadesivadbhäva principle is not necessary
Some grammarians, as Khan^adeva3 reports, explain the

kriyävisesanas as objects without resorting to the convention of
vyapadesivadbhäva. According to them, verbs like 'pacati9, can
be held to refer to the action of cooking conducive to the
origination of becoming soft (viklity-utpattyannukülavyäpäraX
And, in such a reference, the origination of becoming soft is the
effect and the becoming soft (yiklitti) is the object due to its
possessing the origination (utpatti). Since the kriyävisesana^
namely, *a little' (stokam) qualifies the becoming soft through
identity, the same is also the object by extension; and so there
is no need to resort to the vyapadesivadhhäva convention to
explain the status of grammatical object to the kriyävisesanas.

3. Bhâttarahasya, p. 10.
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Observation
This theory too accomplishes the goal of explaining the

status of grammatical object for the kriyävlsesanas by extension
due to their qualification of the object, namely, 'viklittï. How-
ever, the difference between this and Nageshas theory is that
while kriyâvisesanas such as viklitti are explained to be the
objects here even without resorting to the vyapadesivadbhäva
convention Nageshas has to take recourse to the Vyapadesivad-
bhäva convention to explain the kriyâvisesanas as the objects.
Also, an epistemological problem plagues this theory. That is
to say that since 'viklitti' is considered t o b e the regular object
without resorting to vyapadesivadbhäva convention, the accusa-
tive case ending could be insisted after the words expressing the
same viklitti; and therefore, the incorrect statement such as
'stokam viklittim pacatV (ht cooks the becoming soft a little)
can be insisted.

Gadâdhara*s position that kriyâvisesanas are objects by the
convention 'kriyävisesanümäm karmatvam'

Gadadhara4 holds that kriyâvisesanas are grammatical
objects by the convention that ^kriyâvisesanas have the status
of the object and have the neuter endings after the words
expressing them" kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam klibatvam ca.5

What Gadadhara means is that the kriyäviiasanas receive the
status of the grammatical object by transfer or extended
application (ätidesa) of the objecthood which originally rests in
the grammatical objects such as *odana (rice) in 'stokam odanam
pacatV (he cooks rice a little). Now, since the kriyävUesanas
receive the objecthood by transfer, no case ending except the
accusative can occur aftet the words expressing the same
kriyâvisesanas. This is so because, the rule 'karmani dvitiyä9

(p. ii. 3.2)' assigns only the accusative endings in the sense of
the objects. Thus, in 'stokam odanam pacatV etc. the word
istokam\ expressing the kriyâvisesanas, namely, 'a little' has
only the accusative case ending (am) and not any other case
ending such as nominative, instrumental etc.

4. Vyutpattivâda, p. 31.
5. Paribhâsâvrtti, Sïradâva.
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Nevertheless, it should be accepted, according to Gadâ-
dhara, that the kriyävisesanas such as 'stokanf (a little) relate
through only identity to the action such as cooking in *stokarn
pacati9 (he cooks a little) etc. Consequently, the cognition
produced from such a statement is that *the cooking is identical
with a little' etc. Such a cognition of identity is produced inspite
of the fact that the words expressing the kriyävisesanas such as
'stokam' are found occurring in the accusative case ending
*am\ which is different from the conjugational ending *ti9 of the
verb 'pacati'; and also that usually the cognition of identity is
ruled between only the two meanings expressed by the words
occurring in the same case endings. Therefore, according to
Gadâdhara, the sequence of the accusative such as 'stokam9

and the verb such as 'pacatV is also conducive to the cognition
of identity between the kriyävisesanas and the actions.

Observation
It should be observed here that the actual status of the

grammatical object cannot be conferred on the kriyävisesanas
since the same are not the abode of the effect produced by the
action such as cooking. However, the kriyävisesanas do betray
all the essential characteristics of the grammatical object, namely
the occurrence in the accusative case endings etc. In view of
this difficulty, Gadâdhara has explained that the kriyävisesanas
receive the grammatical status of the object by transfer or exten-
ded application (atidesa). This transferred status facilitates the
manifestation of all the characteristics of an object by kriyävise-
sanas despite them not being actually grammatical objects.
Thus, in order that the manifestation of the essential charac-
teristics of an object by knyävisesanas be facilitated despite their
not being actual objects,Gadadhara has resorted to the principle
of transfer.

An important difference between the theory of Nagesha,
namely, that the effects are the objects by the convention of
designated like object status {yyapadesivadbhävd) or the theory
that the kriyävisesanas are objects because they qualify such
designated like objects (i.e. effects) and also the theory of
Gadâdhara explained above is that while the former treats the
kriyävisesanas as the qualifiers or modifiers of the designated-
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like objects (i.e. effects) and therefore, extends the designation
of the object to the kriyävisesanas due to their agreement with
the designated-Iike object, the latter treats the same kryiävise-
sanas as the part(s) of speech which behave like objects despite
being so. That is to say that this theory of Gadädhara transfers
the grammatical status of the object to the kriyävisesanas so
that certain characteristic of the objects like the accusative case
endings etc. can be facilitated to the same kriyävisesanas with-
out them actually being the grammatical objects.

Girid haras position that 'kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam* assigns
merely the accusative endings after the kriyävisesanas and not
the status of the object

Giridhara makes a very significant contribution to the
status of the kriyävisesanas in Sanskrit. According to him, the
kriyävisesanas cannot be considered to be the grammatical
objects despite their functioning as the qualifiers or modifiers of
actions.

Consequently, the accusative case endings, found occurring:
after such kriyävisesanas as ^stokam* etc., must be held to be
indicating only the function of the kriyävisesanas as the
qualifiers or modifiers of actions; they do not indicate the status
of being the grammatical objects. He holds, therefore, that the
convention 'kriyävtfesanänäm karmatvam kîibatvam ca merely
assigns the accusative case endings, which are explanatory to the
object like function of the kriyävisesanas and therefore, does not
assign the status of the grammatical object to the same.

Observation
The position of Giridhara that the convention 'kriyävisesa-

nänäm karmatvam...' assigns merely the accusative case endings
after the kriyävisesanas and does not assign the grammatical
status of an object to the kriyävUesanas has a distinct advantage
over the theory proposed by Gadädhara that "the same conven-
tion assigns the grammatical status of an object to the kriyävise*
sanas". Since the kriyävisesanas are not the objects, but merely
receive the accusative case endings after the words expressing
them, the same kriyävisesanas can have the accusative case
endings after them in the active instances like 'stokam pacatV
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(he cooks a little); nevertheless, they need not have the nomina-
tive endings in the passive instances and hence the incorrect
passive usages such as 'stokah pacyate (the little is cooking)
cannot be imposed.

Giridhara's theory is based on the epistemological fact
that only the kärakas, which relate to the effect or to the action
expressed by the verb through a relation other than that of
identity, are the grammatical objects; and since the kriyävUe-
sanas such as stokam (a little) are related to the effect viklitü*
(the becoming soft) through the relation of identity, the same
are not the object kärakas, but merely receive the accusative

case endings after them. Giridhara explains further, the pheno-
menon of the assumption of the accusative case endings by the
principle of karmänuväda (the expression of the functioning as
the objects). For instance, the accusative case ending 'am* is
found in 'täram sabdayatï* (he makes sound loudly) etc. after
the word 'tara9 (loud) expressing the modifier or qualifier of the
object 'sabdd* (sound) included in the verbal form; and such an
accusative is to be explained by the principle of karmänuväda as
the word 'tara9 merely expresses the qualifier (loudness) of the
sound, the actual grammatical object.

Now, finally, it can be stated that Giridhara radically
differs from Gädädhara in his theory of kriyävisesanas. He
recognizes the fact that kriyävisesanas, despite functioning as
the objects by way of qualifying the action, cannot be consider-
ed to be the grammatical objects since the same qualify only
through the relation of identity; he views also that the accusa-
tive case endings, found after the words expressing the kriyävUe-
sanas, can be explained by the principle of karmänuväda and
hence the same accusative need not be taken to suggest the
object status for the kriyävisesanas.

Khandadevas position that kriyävisesanas are not objects\ but
accusative is facilitated after them by 'tato' nyatrapi drsyate*

Khandadeva6 too, like Giridhara, holds that the kriyävise-
sanas cannot be considered to be the grammatical objects.
According to him, only the kärakas, which fulfil the syntactico»

6. Bhattarahasya, p. 72. ~~~ ~ ~ ~
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semantical expectancy of 'what does one do9 (kim karoti) etc.
are to be considered as the grammatical objects. For instance,
the village (grama) in 'he goes to the village* (grämam gacchaîi)
fulfils the syntactico-semantical expectancy of 'what does one
go to' (kirn gacchati); and therefore, the same is the grammati-
cal object with respect to going. However, the part of speech,
which fulfils the syntactico semantical expectancy of 'how does
one do' (katham karoti) etc., are not to be considered as the
objects. Consequently, since 'a little' \stokam\ in 'he cooks a
little' (stokam pacati), fulfils the syntactico-semantical expec-
tancy of 'how does one cooks* (katham pacati), and not the
expectancy of 'what does one cook' (kim pacati)9 the same part
of speech, i.e., 'a little' (stokam), cannot be considered to be the
object with respect to the cooking. Also, since other
kriyävisesanas such as 'happily' (sukham) etc. too in 'he sleeps
happily' (sukham svapiti) etc. fulfil the syntactico-semantical
expectancy of only 'how does one sleep' (katham svapiti) etc.?

and not the expectancy of 'what does one sleep' (kim svapitï),
the same kriyävisesanas cannot be considered to be the gramma-
tical objects anywhere. Consequently, accusative case endings
cannot be enjoined after the words expressing the kriyävUesanas
in the sense of the object.

Khandadeva, therefore, maintains that the accusative case
endings must be explained after the words expressing the
kriyävisesanas only by way of the case endings occurring in
non-käraka instances. And this is facilitated by the fac*
that the Slokavärtika (on p. ii.3.2), namely, "Accusative is to be
assigned after 'ubha\ 'sarva' etc. and also the same accusative
is found in the case of the repetitions of three words (ämredüas)
and elsewhere" (ubhasarvatasoh käryä dhiguparyädisu trisu
dvitiyä ämreditäntesu tato'nyaträpi drsyate) assigns the accusa-
tives in non-käraka instances such as kriyävisesanas. Thus, the
accusatives, found occurring after kriyävUesanas, are only non-
käraka case endings enjoined without the implication of the
objecthood for the kriyävisesanas.

Observation
Khandadeva is very clear in his perception that kriyavise-

sanas cannot be considered to be the objects since only those
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•karakas that fulfil the syntactico-semantical expectancy of 'what
does one do' (him karoti) and not the expectancy of'how does
one do' (katham karoti) are the objects; and the kriyävisesanas
do not fulfil the expectancy of 'what does one do' (kirn karoti).
Thus, he explains the accusative case endings after kriyävisesanas
as only the non-käraka case endings enjoined by tv>e Slokavär-
tika ' tatonyatràpi dçsyaté*.

However, the difficulty in his explanation is that the
Éïokavartika on p. ii.3.2 cannot be claimed to assign the
accusative after the kriyävisesanas. For, the first part of the
Vartika, namely, 'ubhasarvatasolf assigns the accusatives in
connection with the upapadas such as *uhhayatas\ 'sarvatas*
etc., and therefore, the last part of the Värtika, namely, 'iäto9

nyaträpi dpyate* too should assign the accusative in connection
with some other upapadas such as 'abhitas* etc. and not in
connection with the kriyävisesanas. Thus, Khandadevas argu-
ment that the Slokavärtika assigns the accusatives after kfiyä-
visesanas is not satisfactory.

Explanation of kriyävisesanas in connection with ghanantas
However, the theories, which consider the kriyävisesanas

as the grammatical objects, face an epistemological problem.
The kriyävUesanas have been considered as the grammatical
objects in view of their function, namely, the qualifying or
modifying of the action or the effect expressed by the verbs.
Now, suppose the kriyävisesanas are the grammatical objects
due to their function of qualifying the action or the effect, then
the same would receive the designation 'objects' even when they
qualify the action expressed by a ghananta word such as 'päkah9

(cooking). Consequently, the accusative case endings become
necessitated after the words expressing such kriyävisesanas
as 'stokam' in association with ghananta words such as *pokaK%
and thus, would lead to the incorrect accusative usages such as
*stokam päkah9 (cooking is a little) etc.

Grammarians view
In view of such a problem, grammarians, especially

Kätantra etc., have held that the actinos expressed by ghanantas
are of two types (i) those that are yet to be accomplished
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(sädhya) and (ii) those that are already accomplished (siddhaX
When the kriyävisesanas qualify the action that is yet to be
accomplished, the words expressing the kriyävisesanas have the
accusative singular ending and neuter gender ; whereas when
the same kriyäviiesanas qualify the action that is already
accomplished, the words expressing the kriyävisesanas have the
same case, number and gender as that of the ghananta wordsa

Thus, the accusative usages such as 'stokam päkah9 (cooking is
little) are explained by the fact that the kriyäviiesanas such as
'stokam' (little) qualify the action of cooking which is yet to be
accomplished. On the other hand, the non-accusative usages
a such a 'stokäpi bhaktiV (a little devotion) are explained by the
fact that the kriyävisesanas such as 'stoka* (a little) qualify the
action of devotion which is already accomplished.

Logicians view
According to the logicians, however, only the usager

'stokah päkah\ wherein the word *stokah\ expressing the kriya—
visesana, agrees in case, number and gender is correct; whereas*
the usage 'stokam päkah\ wherein the word *stokam\ expressing
the kriyävisesana, does not agree in case number and gender»
with the ghananta word päkah\ is incorrect. Therefore, the
logicians hold that the rule is that the kriyävisesanas, when they
qualify the action expressed by the finite form of verb, must
have the accusative singular ending and neuter gender after the
words expressing them; whereas the same kriyävisesanas, when
they qualify the action expressed by the ghananta words, should
not have the accusative singular ending and neuter gender^ i.e.
they must agree in case, number and gender with the ghananta
words. Thus, according to them, while the usage 'stokam pacatf
is grammatically correct, the usages (stokam päkah* etc. are
grammatically incorrect since the kriyävisesanas, such as
*stokam\ have the accusative singular ending and neuter
gender; and therefore, do not agree with the ghananta word
épâkah9 etc. in case number and gender.

However, Gadädhara explains the accusative usages in vol»
ing kriyäviiesanas as follows : The kriyävisesanas, which qualify
the action expressed by the verbal form with a meaningful con-
jugational ending, are considered to be objects ; whereas
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kriyävisesanas, which qualify the action expressed by the verbal
form with a meaningless ending, i.e., the ghananta word päkah
etc, are not to be considered as the objects. Since the kriyävise-
sana, namely, %stokanC (a little) qualifies the action of cooking,
expressed by the verbal form 6pacati\ with a meaningful ending
6ti\ in 'stokam pacati\ the same is to be considered as the object
of cooking; whereas since the foiyävisesana, namely, 'stokah' (a.
little), qualifies the action of cooking expressed by the verbal
form 'päkah\ with a meaningless ghan affix, in 'stokah päkah'
the same is not to be considered as the object. Thus, the accu-
sative usage 'stokam pacati' is correct because the kriyävisesana^
namely, ^stokanf is the object ; whereas the accusative usage
'stokarn päkah* is incorrect because the kriyävisesana, namely,
*stokamy is not the object (i.e, the non-accusative usage 'stokafy
päkah' where 'stokah* agrees in case, number and gender with
päkäh\ is alone correct).

Observation
It can be observed now that both grammarians and

logicians have appreciated the difficulty of considering the
kriyävisesanas as the grammatical objects as the grammatical
status of the object for kriyävisesanas would lead to the accusa-
tive usages in connection with the ghananta words as weih
However, both have proposed diametrically opposing theories
to explain the resulting accusative usages. Grammarians have
proposed the theory that only the kriyävisesanas that qualify the
action yet to be accomplished (sädhya) are to be considered as
the objects and therefore, have explained the accusative usage
such as 'stokam päkah* as being correct due to the fact that
ghananta words *päkaK etc., express the action which is yet to
be accomplished (sädhya). On the other hand, logicians such
as Gadädhara have proposed the theory that only the
kriyävisesanas, which qualify the action expressed by a
word with a meaningful ending, are to be considered as
the objects; and therefore, have explained that only the non-
accusative usages such as 'stokah päkah\ wherein the words*
expressing the kriyävisesanas such as 'stokah' etc., agree in case»
number and gender with the ghananta word päkah, are correct«,
whereas the accusative usages such as 'stokam päkah\ wherein
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the words expressing the kriyävisesanas such as 'stokam9 do
Bot agree in case, number and gender, with the ghananta word
pakah, are in correct.

Critical Examination
Indian epistemologists have recognized the fact that

kri) ävisesanas are qualifiers (modifiers) of action (i.e. operation)
or effect by expressing a relation which can be either identity
(abheda) or non-identity (bheda). While the kriyävisesanas such
as *caiträbhyäm\ in *caiträbhyäm supyatë* (it is slept by
Caitra and Maitra), which qualify the action of sleeping by a
relation of non-identity, are to be considered as kärokas, the
kriyävispsanas such as 6stokam\ in 'stokam pacatV (he cooks
little), which qualify the action of cooking by expressing the
relation of identity, are to be considered as non-kärakas.

The special feature of the kriyävisesanas, especially of
those that qualify the action by expressing the relation of iden-
tity, is that they take accusative singular ending and neuter
gender. Thus, 6stokam\ which qualifies the action of cooking by
Identity, takes the accusative singular ending (am) and neuter
gender in 'stokam pacatV. Now, this special feature of the
kriyävisesanas, especially the accusative singular ending, is found
in the case of the grammatical objects in Sanskrit. Thus, the
words expressing the grammatical objects such as 'grämam* (the
village) in 'grämam gacchatï (he goes to the village) etc. too
take the accusative singular ending.

The epistemologists differ in their views as to whether the
kriyävisesanas are to be considered as the actual grammatical
objects enjoined by the rule 'kartur ipsitatamam karma' (p.
i.4.99) or not (the rule assigns the designation 'object' to only
those kärakas that are sought most to be obtained through the
actions, i.e., are the abode of the effect produced by the actions).
This disagreement amongst themselves has led Indian epistemo-
logists to propose mutually contrasting theories as regards the
status of the kriyävisesanas.

Negesha proposes that the kriyävisesanas can be con-
sidered to have the status of the grammatical objects. According
to him, since the kriyävisesanas function as the qualifiers of the
effects which arc the objects by vyapadesivadbhäva convention,
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the same kriyävisesanas too can be considered to be the objects.
Now, when the kriyävisesanas are considered to be the objects^,
the same can be explained to have the accusative case endings
by the rule "karmani dvitiya* (p. ii 3.2) as the rule assigns the
accusative in the sense of the objects.

It should be observed however, that Nagesha was pri-
marily concerned with the explanation of the accusative case
endings for kriyävisesanas and therefore, he has considered the
kriyävisesanas as the grammatical objects. Therefore, he should
not be misunderstood as not distinguishing the kriyävisesanas
from the grammatical objects. Also, he must be given due
credit for recognizing the basic function of the kriyävisesanas
(i.e. that they qualify the effect expressed by verbs) and for
explaining the object-status for them on the very basic linguistic
function.

Gadädhara too explains the status of the grammatical
object to the kriyä-visesanas. He does so on the basis of the
grammatical convention that 'kriyävHesanas have the status of
object...' kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam ktibatvarn ca). However*
Gadädhara states that the kriyävisesanas receive the status of
the grammatical object by transfer or extended application
(atidesa). The difference between the theory suggested by
Nagesha and also the theory of Gadädhara is that while the
former considers the kriyävisesanas as the objects and there-
fore, facilitates the accusative and other characteristics of the
grammatical objects to the kriyävisesanas, the latter explains
the status of the objects to the kriyävisesanas by transference
(atidesa) ; and therefore, allows the grammatical operations
based on the status of the objects such as the assumption of
accusative case endings etc. without actually considering them
as objects.

Giridhara and others are opposed to the theory that the
kriyävisesanas are the grammatical objects by vyapadesivad-
bhäva convention or by atidesa. He holds that the convention
kriyävisesanänäm karmatvam* assigns only the accuative case
endings after the kriyâviiesanas which explain merely the object
like function of the kriyävisesanas. According to Giridhara*
kriyvisesanas cannot be considered to have the status of the
grammatical objects since only the kärakas9 which are related to
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the action through a relation of non-identity, can be considered
to be the objects; and the kriyavisesanas are not the kärakas
which can relate to the action expressed by the verb through a
relation of non-identity.

This theory of Giridhara gains further significance by the
fact that kriyavisesanas are merely the qualifiers or modifiers
of the action (or the effect as the case might be) and therefore^
tfeey must be viewed as 'adverbs' and not as the kärakas which
accomplish the action.

Khandadeva too refutes the claim that the kriyâvUesanas
have the status of the object. And he considers the characteris-
tics of the kriyavisesanas\ i.e., the accusative endings as a peculiar
linguistic phenomenon. And therefore, he tries to explain the
same accusative endings as an exceptional or irregular feature
sanctioned by the Slokavärtika 'tato* nyaträpi drsyate\ He is
right in so far as regarding the accusative endings as a peculiar
linguistic phenomenon ; however, his explanation that the
Elokavätika (t at o9 nyaträpi drsyate) assigns the accusative is
not tenable since the same is meant to be assigning accusative
endings after only the adnomînaîs (upapadanimittakadvitiya)*
Now, it can be concluded that Indian epistemoîogists have
perceived the kriyävUesanas mainly as the qualifiers or
modifiers of the action or the effect. However, the object-like
function of kriyavisesanas such as the accusative case endings
made some of them to consider the same as the objects, while
others have duely refused such a claim and explained such a
function as the very essential function of kriyävistsanas and
also the accusative case endings as the peculiar linguistic
phenomenon of the same.

Finally, as regards the problem of considering the kriyavi-
sesanas as objects in connection with the ghananta words. Both
grammarians and logicians are at great pains to establish the
status of grammatical object for kriyävisesans so that they can
explain the accusative usage such as 'stokam päkah\ While
grammarians have proposed the theory that the kriyävise$anas9

which qualify the action yet to be accomplished are objects; and
therefore, the accusative endings after the same kriyavisesanas
are correct when the ghanantas express an action yet to be
accomplished (sädhya); the logicians, especially Gadâdhara etc.*
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have proposed the theory that only the kriyäviiesanas, which
qualify the action expressed by a verbal form with a meaningful
ending, are objects; and therefore, the accusative endings after
the kriyävisesanas in connection with ghanantas are incorrect.
Nevertheless, in view of the difficulty in considering the
kriyävisesanas as objects, it is appropriate to conclude that the
accusative usage in connection with the ghananta words is
merely an irregular linguistic phenomenon.



CHAPTER XXÏI

THEORY OF NON-KÄRAKA CASES, A
LINGUISTIC STUDY OF UPAPADA AND

KARMAPRAVACANIYA ACCUSTAIVES

{akärakavihhaktyartha vicärah)

introduction
Sanskrit has two types of usages : (i) a usage wherein the

syntactico-semantical relation of a käraka item is perceived to
be qualifying the action expressed by the verb, and (ii) a usage
wherein no syntactico-semantical relation of a käraka item is
perceived to be qualifying the action expressed by a verb; but,
on the other hand, the relation of a noun is perceived to be
qualifying another noun. For instance, consider the following
two examples :

(i) 'tançlulam pacatf (be cooks rice grains) and (ii)
'ubhayatah krsnam gopüh* (Gopas are on both sides of Krsna).
In the first instance, the rice grains are the object kärakas since
they are desired most to be obtained by the agent through his
action of cooking; and therefore, the accusative (am), following
4tandula? standing for *rice grains, expresses the syntactico-
semantical relation of the object käraka (i.e. rice grains) which
qualifies the action of cooking by being accomplished. In the
second instance, Krsna is not the object käraka since he is not
desired most to be obtained by the agents (Gopas) through
their action of remaining on his sides (here the action of staying
is not really expressed by any verb in the sentence, but such an
action is merely implied and also the implied action is intended
to be merely a state of affairs and therefore, is not expected to
describe the objectness of any object). Consequently, the accusa-
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live (am) following (kr$na\ standing for Krs$a, does not
express the syntactico-semantical relation of any object käraka^
which can qualify the action by being accomplished.

The above instances demonstrate that while the accusative
{am) following *tandula\ in the first instance, is a käraka
vibhakti (i.e. a c^se ending, which expresses the syntactico-
semantical relation of a käraka), the accusative (am) following
'krsna' in the second instance, is an akäraka vibhaki (i.e. a
case ending, which does not express any syntactico-semanticai
relation of a käraka).

Consequently, case endings (vibhaktis) can be divided into
two main groups : (i) those that express käraka relations
(käraka-vibhakti) and (ii) those that express non-käraka rela-
tions (akäraka-vibhakti). The case endings such as 'am' found
after the kärakas such as the object (karman) in tandulam pacati
(he cooks rice grains) etc. are käraka-vibhaktis since the same
express the syntactico-semanticai relation of the object karaka*,
namely, rice grains (tandnla) with respect to the action of
cooking. On the other hand, the case endings such as W ,
found after the non-kärakas such as krsna in 'ubhayatah krsnam
gopäh* (Gopas are found on both sides of Krsna) etc., are non-
käraka vibhaktis since the same express only the non-käraka
relation of Kréna with respect to the two sides and not the
syntactico-sematical relation of any käraka with respect to any
action. While the käraka vibhaktis express the relation of the
syntactico-semanticai items (käraka) with respect to an action*
the non-käraka vibhaktis express only the relation of non-kßräka
items with respect to the meaning item expressed by another
non-verbal words (i.e. a noun etc.)

The non-käraka vibhaktis can be generally stated to be the
case endings which are found after the words standing for the
non-kärakas, and therefore, expressing a relation of a noun with
respect to another noun and not with respect to any action. For
instance, consider once again the statement 'ubhayatah krsnam
gopäh\ Here the accusative (am), which is a non käraka
vibhaktis is" found after the word 'krsna* standing for noa-
object käraka; and therefore, expresses a relation of the noun,
Krsna, with respect 'to another noun, i.e., 'ubhayatas' (both
sides).
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The non-käraka vibhaktis can be, further, classified into
two main groups : (i) those that are caused by certain words
(other than verbs), i.e., added to a noun on account of the
presence of certain other nouns requiring addition (upapadanï-
mittaka), and (ii) also those that are found in association with
certain indéclinables called karmapravcanïyas (or 'object
dénoter') which facilitate the designation of object by express-
ing actions; and therefore, are used without any verbs express-
ing actions (karmapravacanïyayukte). For instance, consider the
following two statements, (i) 'upary upari lokam hariK (Hari
is not far above the word) and (ii) säkalyasya sarhhitäm anu
prâvarsat9 (it has rained following the recitation of Samhitä of
aäkalya). In the first statement, the accusative *am\ found
occurring after the word 6loka* (world), is an upapadanU
mitiaka vibhakti because it is caused, i.e., added to the noun
€loka* on account of the fact that repeated occurrence of the
words 'upary-uparV requires the addition of the same accusa-
tive for grammatical correctness ; and thus does not express any
käraka relation. In the second instance, the accusative *am%
found occurring after the word 6samhitâ\ is a karmapravacariï-
yayukte dvitlyâvibhakti because it is found in association with
the indeclinable ''anu* called karmaptavacaniya, which facilitates
the designation of object to the samhitäs by expressing the
action of listening not used in the sentence.

Now, as regards the technical definition of the terms
upapadanimîîtaka dvitlyä1 and karmapravacaniyayukte dvitiyâ :
Patanjali does not explain the term upapada as such. However,
under the rule 'karmani dvitiyâ9 (p. ii. 3.2), he enumerates
certain upapadas such as 'abhitas', 'paritajf, *$amayä\ nikasâ
etc. and states that the accusative should be used in connection
with therb also. The term 'upapada9 etimologically means a word
which is near or close by. Now, since certain indeclinable words
such as *samayä\ 'nikasä* etc. have been enumerated, upapada"
nimittaka dvitïyâ9 can be explained as the accusative added
after a word on account of the presence of influence or certain
upapadas enumerated in grammar. Thus, the accusative case
6am\ found occurrig after the words sucb as *grama (village) in

i . Mahâ Bhâ§ya, p. ii.3.2.
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'abhitas parito va grämam9 (something exists around or near
the village) ete., can be stated to be upapada nimittaka
dniiyä.

On tbe other haod, Patanjali explains the term karmapra-
vacaniya9 (object-denoter) (adnominal) elaborately. While
commenting on the rule 'karmapravacanïyah (p. i. 4. 8,3)
Patanjali states that the long and elaborate technical designa-
tion such as 'karmapravacanlya9 is made by Panini on the
ground that the same should be meaningful (anvartha) and
should convey certain ideas as to why such a designation is
made. According to him, karmapravacaniyas are those words
which have expressed the action Ukarmaproktavantah karma
pravacanïyâh.) He holds that karmaprnvacanlyas are those words
which do not express the present actions, but rather express the
action @f the verb not used in the sentence (ke punah karma
proktavantah ?, ye samprati kriyäm nähuh'). From this expla-
nation of the term, it becomes clear that Patanjali has taken the
term karmapravacaniyas as expressive of the action of the verb
not presently used in the sentence and therefore, facilitating the
designation of the object to the 'samhitä9 etc.

However, Kaiyata is not in agreement with Patanjali.2 He
is concerned with the fact that suppose the karmapravacaniyas
are accepted as the words expressing the action, then the accusa-
tives, which become effective in association with such karmapra*
vamyas, would become käraka vibhaktis on account of their
expressing the relations that qualify the action. Also, he refuges
the suggestion that karmaprazacanlyas are words which suppose,
i.e. imply the verbs expressing the action (kriyäpadäpeksakah).
According to him, such an implying also makes the vibhaktis
associated with it käraka vibhaktis like 'am9 in 'prädesam
viparilikhatV (he draws a line having measured the ground).
Here the word vi implies the verb 'vimä9 (to measure); and
therefore, the accusative 'am' in association with such 'vi9

becomes a käraka vibhakti. Again, for the same reason, he
refutes the suggestion that karmapravacaniyas are suggestive of
some particular action {ktiyävisesa dyotaka). According to him,
the suggestiveness of a karmapravacaniyas is possible provided

2. Pradïpa on Mahâ Bhasya, p.i.4.83.
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that the sentence consists of a verb expressing a general action;
and once the karmapravacanlyas suggest the particular action,
the accusative, effected in association with them, would be ex-
pressing the käraka relation qualifying such a particular action
and thus would becocne a käraka vibhakti.

Therefore, Kaiyata states that karmapravacanlyas must be
held to be merely suggestive of käraka relations such as cause
and effect relation. For instance, the karmapravacanlyas such as
(anu* in 'säkalyasya sanihitäm annu prävrasaf (it has rained
following the listening of the samhitäs of ââkalya), suggest the
cause and effect relationship between the listening and the
raining; and thus, the accusative *am\ in such a case, is a
karmapravacanlyayukie dvitïyâ.

Bhartrhari too seems to hold an identical view. He states
'neither do karmapravacanlyas suggest the action, nor do they
express any action, nor do they expect syntactico-semantically
any verb; but they merely suggest the syntactico-semantical
relations conditioned by the verb' (kriyäyä dyotako näyam
sambanddhasya na väcakah. näpi kriyäpadäpekst sambandhasya
tu bhedakah).

Problem
Since the upapada vibhaktis are the case endings added on

account of the presence of another noun, the meanings they
expresses are non-käraka relations that qualify the other nouns.
In this connection, Giridhara3 states that 'the syntactico-seman-
tical relation of a noun is established in all sentences in only
two ways : (i) either through 'sâmànâdhikaranya or through
sasthV. (nämno dvidhaiva sambandhah sarvaväkye vyavasthitah.
sämänädhikaranyena sasthyä väpi kvacid bhavet). According to
this statement, a noun can be related to another noun either
through sämänädhikaranya$ i.e. relation of identity or through
sasthî relation, and therefore, such relations must by admitted
as the meanings of upapada vibhaktis.

However, there is difference of opinion as to what words
exactly form the list of upapadas and also as to what kinds of
nonkäraka relations upapada vibhaktis refer to. Khandadeva

3. Vibhaktyarthanirnaya, p. 177.



Theory of Non-Käraka Cases Î 97

holds that the upapada accusatives refer to some peculiar rela-
tions, like relational adjunctness; whereas Nagesha and others
hold that the accusatives refer to the relation of space etc.
Therefore a detailed study of all the upapadas becomes necessary.

Also, since karmapravacaniya vibhaktis are the case
endings effected in association with karmapravanïyas that have
replaced the verbs and function like unexpressed verbs, the
meanings they express must be käraka relations only. Neverthe-
less, scholars like Nagesha, Gadädhara and others differ
amongst themselves as to what is the meaning of the accusative
effected in association with karmapravacanlyas. While Nagesba
firmly believes that karmapravacanlyas merely suggest the
syntactico-semantical relations and the accusatives actually
express such relations, Gadädhara and Kha#dadeva usually
posit a theory that karmapravacanlyas alone express the käraka
relations such as cause and effect relations and the accusatives
refer to the superstratumness etc. To substantiate these claim.%
and to critically examine these various theories, we shall provide
a detailed account of various upapada usages and also karma*
pravacanlya usages in the following pages.

Värtika ruling accusative in association with 'upapadas'
Under the rule 6karmani dvitiya* (p. ii. 3.2), Patanjali

quotes a Värtika4 which is considered as the standard rule
assigning the accusatives in association with the upapadas. The
Värtika states that the accusatives should be used in association
with *ubhayatah\ *sarvatah\ *dhiky and also in association with
three repeated words such as 'uparC etc. Also, it states that
accusative is seen elsewhere from the above list of words.

Meaning of accusatives in association with 6ubhayatas and
*sarvatas*

According to above Värtika, the words 'ubhayatas' and
*sarvatäs9 are upapadns and the accusative, in association with
such words, are upapada vibhaktis. Consider for instance,
*ubhayatah k^snam gopäh* (Gopas are on both sides of Krsna)

4. ubhasarvatasoh käryä dhig uparyadisu trisu dvitïyâ âmredi-
täntesu tatonyträpi drsyate.
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and 'sarvatah kfsnam gopâh' (Gopas are on all sides of Krsna).
Here the 6am\ following 'krsna'* is an upapada vibhakti since
the same is effected due to the words 'ubhayataiï and
*sarvatah\

Both Nagesha5 and Giridhara are in agreement that the
accusative, in the above case, refers to the relation of space
(sämbandhltva). And the indeclinable Uas1 refers to the presence
(vrtti). Thus, one cognizes from such statements that Gopas are
present on both sides that are spacially related to Krsna and
that Gopas are present on all sides that are specially related to
Krsna respectively.

However, Khandadeva6 holds that the accusative in such
cases refers to the relational adjunctness {pratiyogitvd). And the
same is related to the activity (leading to the staying) through
the staying conditioning the adjunctness. Thus, according to
him, the cognition is that that the activity is leading to the
staying of the Gopas which conditions such adjunctness of
Krsna.

It should be noted that Khandadeva, due to ritualists
peculiar theory that all relations must qualify the activity, holds
this position which is contradictory to the notion that upapada
dvitiyas refer to non-käraka relations.

Meaning of accusative in association with 'dhih*
According to the Värtika, the word 'dhik' (fie upon or

shame on) is also an upapada; and therefore, the accusative in
association with such an apadana is an upapadavibhakti. Consi«
der, for instance 'dhik kï$nâbhaktari? (fie upon the non-devotee
of Krsna). Here the word 'dhik' refers to the blame or sensure
(nindä).

According to the grammarians,7 the accusative, in associa-
tion with 6dhik% refers to a non- karaka sense of mere relation.
Thus, the cognition is that the censure is in regard to the non-
devottee of Krsna.

Logicians such as8 Jagadïsa too accept that the accusative*

5. Laghumafijüsä, p. 466.
6. Bhattarahasya, p. 67.
7. Laghumanjüsä, p. 1232.
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in such cases, refers to non-käraka relation. Nevertheless, they
hold that the objectness, i.e., contentness (visayatva) is the accu-
sative meaning. Thus, the cognition is that the censure has the
non-devotee of Krsna as its object or content (i.e. censure is
with respect to non-devotee of Krsna).

However, ritualists, especially Khafldadeva9 and others
hold that the accusative in such cases refers to the locushood
{ädhäratva) a käraka relation. And such a locushood is related
to the activity through the relation of conduciveness to the
shame or censure. Thus, the cognition is that the activity is
conducive to the censure occurring in the non-devotee of
Krsfla. Again, since all the relations must qualify the activity in
Mïmânsâ system, the käraka relation of locushood is accepted
as the accusative-meaning by Khandadeva.

Meaning of accusative in association with words of repeated
occurence ('upari9 etc.)

Third category of upapa da word is of repeated occur-
rence (ämreditänta). Värtika mentions three types of 'ämredi*
täntas. They are : 'upary upari9 (not far above or the upper
side), 'adho'dhah9 (not far below or the lower side) and 'adhy
adhV (over and above). Therefore, the accusatives in association
with such repeated words are upapada dvitiyas. Consider, for
instance, (upary upari lokam harifC (Hari is not far above the
world), 6adho* dho lokam hariff (Hari is not far below the
world) and 'adhy adhi lokam hatib' (Hari is just over or above
the world).

According to Nagesha,10 hipary upari9 refers to 'the
occurrence not far above or upper side'. The accusative in
association with such words, refers to the non-kâraka relation
nearness (sämipya). Thus, the cognition is that Hari is situated
towards the not too far above or upper side of the worlds.

Giridhara,11 on the other hand, holds that the repeated
words "uparyuparV refer to the region which is the locus of the

8. Sabdasaktiprakâéikâ, p. 357,
9. Bhâttarahasya, p. 67.

10. Laghumanjüsä, p. 1232.
11. Vibhaktyarthanirçaya, p. 176,
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nearness conditioned by the farness of heaven. And the
accusative, in association with such words, refers to the inhe-
rence (samavetatva) which is related to the farness. Thus, the
cognition is that Hari is situated in the region which is the locus
of the nearness conditioned by the farness of heaven inherent in
the worlds.

However, ritualists state that the accusative, in such cases,
refers to the käraka relation of locushood (ädhäratva). And such
a locushood is related to the activity through the relation of
eonduciveness. Ritualists are not concerned with the fact that
such accusatives are non-käraka accusatives; and therefore,
must refer to only non-käraka relations. For them, the qualifi-
cation of the activity by all the syntactico-semantical relations
is of primary importance in a sentence and therefore, violation
of a semantical convention like the distinction between käraka
and akäraka vihhaktis is insignificant.

Meaning of the accusative in association with 'adbitah9, 'paritah9

etc.
According to the âloka Värtika Uato9 nyaträpi dr$yate\

upapada accusatives are found in association with certain other
upapadas in addition to the three kinds of upapadas (ämredU
tantas) already mentioned. The other upapadas are generally
enumerated to be 'abhitah9 (on both sides), 'paritab9 (on all the
sides), 'sarnuayä9 (in the neighbourhood), 'nikasä* (in the
vicinity of)t *hâ* (fie upon or shameon) and 'prati* (with tespect
to). This is held to be so, because the Värtika under p. ii. 3.2
mentions 'ahhitah* etc. as the upapadas which influences the
accusative case endings. Thus, we have the accusative usages
such as 'abhitah grämam9 (on both sides of the village),
*paritah grâtnarrC (on all sides of the village), 'sarnayä grämarn9

(in the nighbourhood of the village), 'nikasä grämam9 (in the
vicinity of the village), *hä krsnäbkaktam9 (shame on the non-
devotee of Krsna and 'bubhuksitarn na prati bhäti kincit9 (noth-
ing appears to (the mind of) the hungry).

Of the six upapadas, the first two, namely, 'abhitah9 and
'parith9, denote the same sense as that of *ubhayath' and
sarvatah9 respectively. Also, the penultimate upapada listed
above, namely, ehä9, has the same sense as that of 'dhik9* That
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leaves only *samayä\ 'nikasä' and 'prafi' with newer meanings
to be discussed.

Jagadïéa states that both 'samayä' and 'nikasa* refer to
the nearness. And, the accusative, in association with them,
refers to the spacial limits or neighbourhood of a place<(av&/Az-
tva). Thus, the cognition in 'samayä (nikasä) grämam' is that
the nearness is conditioned by the spacial limits, i.e. neighbour-
hood of the village.

However, Khapdadeva holds that the accusative in
association with 'samaya* and 'nikasä' refers to the condition-
Ing (nirupitatva). And such a conditioning is related to the
activity (bhävanä) through the meaning of 'samaya* and nikasä
i.e. nearness. Thus, according to Khandadeva, the cognition in
*sufnayä (nikasävä) grämarrf is that the activity is conditioned by
the nearness of the village.

Now, as regards the meaning of the accusative in associa-
tion with prati. Giridhara holds that the word *prati\ along
with the verb ibhâti\ refers to the contentness of the know-
ledge. And the accusative, in association with 'prati\ refers to
the inherence (samavetatva). Such an inherence is related to the
knowledge with the help of the meaning of 'prati\ Thus, the
cognition in *bubhuksitam na pratibhäti kincit9 is that nothing
is the content of the knowledge inherent in the hungry.

However, Khandadeva interprets the statement 'bubhuksi-
tarn na pratibhäti kincit9 in two ways : (i) 'whatever appears is
not to the hungry one' (yat kincit pratibhäti tan na bubhuksi-
/am), and (ii) 'whatever appears to the hungry is nothing much*
(yat bubhuksitam pratibhäti tan na kincit). In both the interpre-
tations, he holds that the accusative, occurring after *bubhuk«
sita\ refers to the superstratumness (ädheyatva); and such a
superstratumness is related to the absence referred to by the
negative particle.

Both these interpretations are grammatically correct.
While the second one connects the meaning of the negative
particle with a noun 'bubhuksita9; and therefore, is a paryudäsa,
the first one connects with the meaning of the negative particle
with the action expressed by the verb 'pratibhäti9, and therefore,
is a prasajyapratisedha. Since in both the interpretations, accu-
satives are viewed to express the superstratumness, they are
kâraka relations for Khandadeva.
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Meaning of the accusative in connection with yävat
Logicians have taken 'tato nyaträpi drsyate9 to govern the

accusatives in connection with * yävat9 (boundary or limit) and
\rte9 (except) as well. Thus, they explain the accusative usages
such as 'nadimy âvan marna pur am' (my city is upto the river),
€vidyäm rte narah socyaV (man is deplorable without know-
ledge) as upapada divtiyä usages.

Jagadïsa12 holds that 'yävat9 refers to the boundary or
limit (maryädä); and the accusative refers to the conditioning
(nirüpakatva). Thus, the cognition in 'nadim yävat mama
puram* is that my city has the boundary conditioned or
delimited by the river.

According to him, 'yävat' refers to the complete pervasion
(abhivyäpti) as well. Thus, in statements such as 'grham yävad
dhanam (wealth is as much as the home), the cognitioa is
that 'wealth is completely pervading the home.'

Gadâdhara13 too considers that 'yävat' is an upapada
governing the accusative; and states that boundary or limit
(maryäda) and complete pervasion (abhivyäpti) are the meanings
referred to by 'yavat'. However, he holds that boundary or
limit can be of two types : spacial (desarüpa) or temporal
(kälarüpa). The temporal limit means being the non-substratum
of the action (of worshipping etc.) which occurs after the
specified time. Thus, the word 'yävat' refers to the temporal
limit means it refers to the antecedent absence of what is other
than the specified time. And the accusative, added on account
of such a word refers to the counter-positiveness. Thus, in
statements such as 'dasamïm tu yävat prapäjayet' (one should
worship upto the tenth day), the cognition is that one has the
worship which pervades the antecedent absence conditioning
the counter-positiveness of the tenth day.

The spacial boundary or limit means being the non*
substratum of the action (of going etc.) which occurs upto a
specified space. Thus, the word 'yävat' refers to the spacial limit
means it refers to the antecedent absence of what is other than

12. Sabdasakti Prakâstkâ, p. 358.
13. Vyutpattiväda, p. 374.
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specified space limit. Again, the accusative, added on account
of such a word, refers to the counterpositiveness. Thus, in
statements such as 'käsftah kausiklm yâvatyâtï* (he goes up to
Kausikï from Käsi), the cognition is that one has the action
*going'—which pervades the antecedent absence conditioning
the counterpositiveness of Kausikï.

List of karmapravacanïyas
The karmapravacanïyas are eleven, namely, anu, upa, apa»

pari, an, prati, abhi, adhi, su, ati9 and api. Pänini, under the
governing, rule, i.e., section heading rule *karmapravacaniyah\
which assigns the designation 'karmapravacaniya9, for the
words, rules the following as karmapravacanïyas.

(i) *anurlaksane9 (anu is a karmapravacaniya in the sense
of 'sign* 'laksana') (i.4.84); (ii) upädhike cet (upa is a karmapra*
vacanlya in the sense of both 'superior' (adhika) and inferior
(hiha) (i.4.87); (iii) 'apapari varjane* (apa and pari are karma-
pravacaniyas in the sense of 'exclusion' 'varjana') (p. i.4.88);
(iv) *äh maryädävacane9 (an is a karmapravacaniya in the sense
of limit 'maryädä') (i.4.89): (v) laksanetthambhütäkhyäna bhäga
vipsäsu pratiparyanavah) ('prati9 'pari* and anu are karmaprava»
canïyas in the sense of sign *lak$ana9, 'statement of circumstance*
(itthambhütakhyäna), 'share' (bhâga) and pervasion (vipsâ)
(i.4.90); (vi) 'abhir abhäge' (abhi is a karmapravacaniya in the
'pratih sense of laksana etc. excepting 'share' 'bhägd (i.4.91);
(vii) pratinidhipraüdänayoli* (prati is a karmapravacaniya in the
sense of 'representative' (pratinidhi) and 'exchange* (pratidäna);
(viii) 'adhipari anarthakau' (adhi and pari are karmapravacaniya
when meaningless (i.e. 93); (\x)'suh püjayäm9 (su is a karma"
pravacaniya in the sense of respect) (j.4.94); (x) 'atir atikra-
mane9 (ati is a karmapravacaniya in the sense of 'superabun-
dance' (atikramana) etc.) (i. 4. 95); (xi) *apib padärtha sambhä-
vanä nvavasarga garha samuccayesu* (api is a karmapravacaniya
in the sense of 'word understood' ( padartha) etc.) (i.4. 96).

Meaning of the karmapravacanïyas and of the accusatives
associated with them

Epistemologists disagree amongst themselves as to the
meanings of the karmapravacaciyas and also that of the causa-
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tives associated with them. While grammarians like Nagesha
maintain that karmapravacaalyas are merely suggestive of
certain kàrâka relations and the accusatives associated with
them actually express the relations, both logicians and ritualists
oppose such a view and hold that karmapravacanlyas them-
selves express käraka relations and the accusatives, in associa-
tion with them, refer to the superstratumness. For instance,
consider 'säkalyasya samhitäm anu prävarsat' (it has rained
following, i'e. consequent upon the listening of the Samhitas of
Säkalya).

Nagesha14 holds that the accusative in association with
'anu' expresses the relation of sign and signed (laksya laksana
bhäva) and also the cause (hetu); and the karmapravacanlyas
such as the word 'anu' are only suggestive of the fact that such
a relation of sign and signed and also 'cause' are the meanings
of the accusative. According to him, 'laksana9 means being the
object of the knowledge which causes the knowledge of an
event. For instance, the recitations of samhitas are the laksanas
since they are the object of the knowledge which causes the
knowledge that rains follow the samhitas. Thus, the cognition
in 'samhitätn anu prävarsat' is that the raining is the object of
the knowledge caused by the knowledge of the samhitas which
are identical with the cause of raining.

However, logicians such as Gadädhara15 disagree with
Nägesha and hold that the karmrpravacamyas are expressive of
the käraka relations such as cause and effect relationship.
Gadädhara maintains that the karmapravacanlyas such as 'anu9

have been enjoined in the sense of the 'laksana' whieh is noth-
ing but the käraka sense of cause and effect relationship.
According to him, the accusatives, in association with such
karma pravacanïyas, refer to the superstratumness. Thus, the
cognition from 'yajnam anu prävarsat', for instance, is that the
raining, the effect, is conditioning the causality that occurs in
the yajna.

Khandadeva and other ritualists too support Gadädharas
view. They suggest that the karmapravacanlyas express the sense

14. Sekhara, p. 470.
15. Vyutpattivâda, p. 381.
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of käraka relation. However, they hold that the karmapravaca-
nlyas such as 6anu9 express the sense of iaksana along with the
sense of causation. They too hold that the accusative, in such
cases, refers to only the superstratumness. And the cognitioa
from 'japam anu prävarsaf for instance, is that activity is con-
ducive to the raining which conditions both the causation and
the laksanatva occurring in the recitation.

It can be observed now that while Nagesha, the gram*
marian, considers the karmapravacanlyas such as 'anu9 to be
merely suggestive of the fact that the raining is the effect of the
listening of samhitäs and the same samhitâs are the cause of
raining; logicians such as Gadädhara and ritualists such as
Khancjadeva hold that the karmapravacanïyas such as *anu*
actually express such a relation and the accusatives are exprès«
sive of only the superstratumness.

Function of'prati9, 'pari' and 'anu9

To illustrate the all important difference between the
theories of the karmapravacanlyas of the grammarians and that
of logicians etc., we may consider few more karmapravacanïya
accusative usages.

The indiclinable words, 6prati\ 'pari' and 'anu9 have been
assigned the designation 'karmapravacaniya in the sense of
sign (Iaksana) or indication (jnäpaka), the statement of circums-
ance or particular way (itthambhütäkhyäna), the share entitled
to (bhäga) and pervasion (vlpsa) by p. i.4.90. Consider, for
instance, 6vrksam prati, pari anu vä vidyotate vidypt9 (the
lightening shines upto the tree). Here the tree is the sign
(Iaksana) or the indicator (jnäpa) and the lightening is *to be
signed' (laksya) or 'to be indicated' (jnäpya).

Nagesha and other grammarians hold that such a relation
of sign and signed or indicator and also indicated is the mean-
ing of the accusative following 'vrkça'; and the karmapravaca«
nlyas such as 'prati9 are merely suggestive of the fact that the
accusative expresses such a sense.

On the other hand, Gadädhara insists that while the
karmapravacanlyas such as 'prati9 etc. express the relation of

16. Bhâttarahasya, p. 68.
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indicatior and also indicated, the accusative expresses the sense
of the superstratumness or conditioning. Khandadeva too
follows Gadädhara in stating that the karmapravacanlyas such
as *pratï etc. express such a relationship and the accusative
expresses the superstratumness. The only difference between
Gadädhara and Khandadeva, is, however, that while the former
holds that such a meaning is related to the 'lightening', the noun
meaning, the later holds that such a meaning is related to the
activity ; and this is only a theoretical difference between the
logicians and the ritualists.

Consider also, 'sädhur devadatto mâiararn prati pari anu
vä syäf (Devadatta is nice to his mother). Here Devadatta is
nice to his mother means he acts in such a way that pleases his
mother. And the karmapravacanlyas 'prati' etc. are used in the
sense of 'such pleasing way'.

Nagesha and other grammarians hold again that the
relation of pleasing way is the meaning of the accusative folio-
wing *mätr9 and the karmapravacanlyas are merely suggestive of
such a relation.

On the other hand, Gadädhara and Khandadeva insist
that the karmapravacanlyas such as 'pratï etc, express the sense
of the relation with respect to the act of pleasing. And the
acccusative expresses the relational adjunctness or conditioning,
Thus, both logicians and ritualists again disagree with the
grammarians that karmapravacaniyas are merely suggestive of
such relations.

Consider, also the statements (yad atra mäm prati syäf
(whatever share might belong to me). Here the share means the
ownership of the property and, as usual, Nagesha holds that
the karmapravacanlyas merely suggest the relationship of owner-
ship which is actually expressed by the accusative ; whereas
Gadädhara and Khandadeva regard the same ownership as the
meaning of the karmapravacanlyas and the relation of possess-
ing or conditioning as the accusative-meaning.

However, an exception to the theory of the karmaprava-
caniyas is found with respect to the function of the karmaprava-
canlyas assigned in the sense of pervasion {vipsa). Epistemo«
logists of all the three branches of philosophy, namely, grammer,
logic and ritualism» hold karmapravacaniyas assigned in the
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sense of pervasion, to be merely suggestive or meaningless.
Thus, Nagesha holds that in 'vrksam vrksam prall sincati9 (he
sprinkles water to each and every tree) etc., the 'karmapravaca*
niyas*, namely, 'pratV etc. are merely suggestive of the per-
vasion of sprinkling and the sense of pervasion is conveyed by
the repetition (dnrukii) of vfk$am itself. Gadädhara and
Khandadeva too propose that since the sense of the pervasion is
already covered by the dvirukti9 the karmapravacanlyas in such
cases are meaningless. However) they hold that since a käraka
vîbhakti is always stronger than an upapada vibhakü, the
accusatives found in such cases are käraka vihhaktis.

Critical examination
Pänini has recognized two types of usages : (i) usages

wherein the syntactico-semantical relation of a käraka item is
found qualifying an action and also (ii) usages wherein no
syntactico-semantical relation of a käraka is found qualifying
any action ; but rather, the relation of a noun is found to be
qualifying another nominal item. While 'tandulam pacatV (he
cooks rice grains) is a usage wherein the syntactico-semantical
relation of the object käraka, namely, 'rice grains' is found to
be qualifying the action of cooking, 'ubhayatah krsnam gopäh*
(Gopas are present on both sides of Krsça) is a usage wherein
the relation of the noun, namely, the sides is found to be quali-
fying Krsça, anothor nominal item. Consequent upon such
usages, he has called the case endings (vibhakti), which express
the syntactico-semantical relations of a käraka item, as käraka
vibhaktis and the case endings, which do not express any such
relations, as akäraha vibhaktis.

The non-käraka vibhaktis, which can be generally
described as case endings added to a noun on account of the
presence of another word (other than a verb) are classified
mainly into two groups : (i) upapada vibhaktis or the case
endings that are added on accoont of the presence of other
words listed under p. ii.3.2, and karmanavacaniya vibhaktis or
the case endings that are added on account of certain words
called karmapravacanlyas (object denotor) or words employed to
facilitate the designation of 'object' by expressing an action (p.
1.4.83).
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The upapadas such as *ubhayataK etc. represent a unique
linguistic phenomenon. They effect accusative cases although
the word, to which an accusative is added, does not stand for
grammatical object. This phenomenon is to be explained by
stating that the accusative cases are used in the language to
denote certain functions of the nouns which are other than that
of being grammatical object as well. In the case of uhhayatah-
krsnam gopäh' (Gopas are on both the sides of Krsna) e tc ,
wherein the upapada words 'ubhayatatt etc. effect the accusative
after the words * krsna', the upapadas certainly do not denote
the function of Krsna being the grammatical object; on the
contrary» they denote merely the function of Krsna being near
to the Gopas spacially. This fact has been technically stated by
grammarians and other epistemologists as the upapada vibhaktis
expressing the non-käraka relations. Thus, Nagesha and
Giridhara have stated that the accusative in association with
the upapada, namely, 'ubhayatas\ refers to the relation of space
(samhandhitva). And the same relation of space is related to
the sides, another nominal meaning.

It should be observed here that ritualists like Khandadeva
too recognize the fact that upapadavibhaktis are non-käraka
vibhaktis ; and therefore, the same cannot refer to any syntac«
tico-semantical relation of a käraka item to the action. Never«
theless, due to the peculiarity of their theory, namely, that all
the parts of speech must be related to the productive activity
(bhävanä), referred to by conjugational ending, they try to
postulate certain unconventional meanings like relational
adjunctness ( pratiyogitva) for the upapada accusatives, which
can be related to the activity.

Now, as regards the listing of various upapadas. Obviouly
there has been a great confusion regarding what forms the exact
list of upapadas. Värtika lists *abhitah\ 'paritah\ 'samayâ\
*nikasä\ 'ha* and 6pratV as upapadas. However, others have
found that, in addition to the above words, accusative is used
with certain other words some of which are synonymous with
such words as *abhitah\ Thus, they added ubhayatah, *sarvatah\
'dhik' etc. to the list. Following the same principle, Gadädhara
too has listed 'yävat' etc. as upapadas effecting accusative.
Therefore, Värtika listing of the upapadas need not be taken to
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be restrictive ; but merely indicative of upapada status for some
words.

Sanskrit has accusative usages such as 'säkalyasya samhi-
tâm anu prâvarsat9 (it has rained following the listening of the
recitation of the samhitas of SJâkalya). Here, the word 'samhitâm*
occurs in the accusative case ending and thereby facilitates the
cognition of the sentence meaning such as 'the rain has been
effected following the listening of the samhitas'. In such a
cognition, the samhitas function as grammatical objects of the
action of listening. Nevertheless, there occurs no verb such as
'srnvan9 (listening) which can express the action of listening and
thereby facilitate the function of the samhitas as the grammati-
cal object with respect to listening and also thereby facilitate
the accusative case ending after the word standing for Samhitas.
And, unless some word expresses the action of listening, the
function of the Samhitas as the grammatical object and also the
accusative case after the word 'samhitâ* cannot be explained.
Now, in view of this fact, it might be admitted that the indeclin-
able word 'ami\ which is found immediately after 'samhitâm*,
expresses the action of 'listening' for which there is no word in
the sentence, and thereby facilitates the object status of the
samhitas in connection with listening.

Recognizing this all important linguistic fact, Pänini
has ruled that *anu\ *prati\ *pari\ etc, are karmapravacaniyas^
i.e., are those which facilitate the status or function of certain
items as the being grammatical objects by expressing the action
for which there is no word in the sentence; and then stated that
accusatives are to be used in association with such karmapravac-
aniyas.

Pata&jali too recognizes this fact, and therefore, states
that karmapravacaniyas are those words which express the
action of the verb not presently used in the sentence. Although,
he does not directly state that karmapravacaniyas are the words
which facilitate the status or function of certain items (like
samhitas) being the grammatical object, he makes it abundantly
clear that karmapravacaniyas do facilitate the function of such
items as the grammatical object by expressing the action of
listening etc. for which no words are used in the sentence.
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However, Kaiyatas interpretation of the function of the
karmapraPacamyas has totally changed the outlook of the later
epistemologists and has revolutionalized the concept of the
karmapravacaniyas. His theory that karmapravacamyas are
merely suggestive of the syntactico-semantical relations such as
cause and effect relationship is based on the ground that suppose
the karmapravacaniyas are held either to imploy the verbs
expressing the action or to suggest a particular action for which
the verbs are not used, then the accusative associated with such
karmapravacaniyas would become kâraka vibhaktfs; and such
an eventuality must be avoided at any cost. His theory does
recognize the fact that, in cases like 'samhitäm anu prävarsai\
no verbs, expressing the action of listening etc. are present; and
therefore, the karmapravacaniyas have to facilitate the object-
hood of the samhiiâ etc. Nevertheless, he does not accept the
direct denotation for the karmapravacaniyas in the action of the
verbs unused in the sentence due to the fear of accusatives be-
coming the käraka vihhakti; but rather, he treis to accommodate
the objecthood of the samhitä etc. by holding that the karma-
pravacamyas are merely suggestive of the syntactico-semantical
relations such as the cause and effect relation conditioned by the
action of listening etc. for which the verbs are not used. Thus,
Kaiyata has established the concept that the karmapravacamyas
are merely suggestive of the relation of cause and effect etc.

Bhartrhari too has proposed an identical theory and states
that karmapravacaniyas neither suggest an action, nor do they
express an action, nor do they expect any verbs but they are
merely suggestive of the relation conditioned by the action.

This had led most of the grammarians, including Nagesha,
to hold that karmapravacamyas are merely suggestive of the
syntactiao-semantical relations such as cause and effect relation
conditioned by the action of listening etc. in 'samhitäm anu
prävarsat* etc. and also to hold that the accusatives in assoca-
tion with such karmapravacamyas are actually expressive of
such a relation. However, it must be observed here that this
theory leaves much to be desired as the same does not satisfac-
torily explain how the objecthood of the samhiià etc. can be
facilitated unless either.a verb or a karmapravacanïya expresses
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the action of listening etc. Also, this theory does not explain
how the accusatives can express the syntactico-semantical
relations conditioned by an action unless an action is either
implied or expressed by karmapravacanïyas.

In view of this epistemological difficulty, Gadädhara and
also Khariçladeva have tried to establish the theory that the
karmapravacanïyas themselves express the syntactico-semantical
relation of cause and effect etc. Probably, they, have reckoned
that when the karmapravacanïyas express the käraka relations,
the same karmapravacanïyas imply an action as well and
thereby the objecthood of the samhitäs etc. can be facilitated.

Consequently, they have also held that accusatives in associa-
tion with karmapavacanïyas express the superstratumness etc.
which can be related to the objecthood of the samhitäs etc. Thus
Gadädhara and Khaçdadeva have proposed a theory which
comes very close to the original intention of Panini that karma-
pravacaniyas facilitate the objecthood of the 'samhitäs' etc. by
expressing the action not represented by any verb in the
sentence.





BIBLIOGRAPHY

Apadeva; Mimämsänyäyaprakäsa, edited and translated by
Franklin Edgerton; New Haven : Yale University Press»
1929.

Bhartrhari; Vâkyapadïya, translated by K.A, Subramaniya
Iyer, Deccan College, Poona, 1963.

Bhatta, V.P.; Vyutpattivâda (English Translation); Eastern
Book Linkers, Delhi, 1990.

Bhattacharya, D.; History of Navya-Nyäya, in Mithifa; Dar*
bhanga : 1958.

Bijalwan C D . ; Indian Theory of Knowledge; New Delhi :
Heritage Publishers, 1977.

Bhattoji Dïksita; Praudha Manoratnä, edited by Gopalasastri
Nene, Kasi, 1986.

Bocbenski, I.M.; Formale Logik; Freiberg : K. Alber, 1956.

Cfaakravarti, R.M.B.; History of Navya-Nyäya in Bengal and
Mithila; Journal and Proceedings of the Asiatic Society
of Bengal (New Series) 11, (1915, 259-92).

Chatterjee, S.C., The Nyäya Theory of Knowledge; Calcutta :
University of Calcutta, 1939.

Datta, D.M.; The Six Ways of Knowing; London : Methueo*
1962.

<3adädhara Bhaftächärya; Vyutpattivâda, edited by Sudarsana-
chärya, Bombay, 1934.

; âaktivâda edited by Goswami Damodara Sastri;
Benares : Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1926.

Gangesa Upädhyäya; Tattvacintätnani (TC) edited by Kama-



214 Epistemolgy, Logic and Grammar

khyanatha; Calcutta; Asiatic Society of Bengal, 1897
(part 4, Vol. 1)

Giridbaropädhyäya; Vibhaktyarthanirnaya, edited by Jiwanatha
Mishra; Banaras; Vidyavilas Printing Press, 1902.

Gokulanätha; Padavâkyaratnâkara, edited by Nandinatha
Mishra, Kasi, 1911.

Gautama; Nyäyasütra, edited with Nyäya Bhäsya of Vätsyä*
yana; Poona; Oriental Book Agency, 1939.

Goekoop, C ; The Logic of Invariable Concomitance in the
Tattvacintâmani; Dordrecht, Holland : D. Reidel Publi-
shing Company, 1967.

Harivalîabha; Dar pana, edited with Vaiyâkaraça Bhüsanasära,/
see Kaundabhatta.

Ingalls, D.H.H.; Materials for the Study of Indian Logici
Cambridge : Harvard Oriental Series 40, Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1951.

Iyer, K.A.S.; Bhartrfiari; Poona : Deccan College, 1969.

Jagadisa Tarkälamkara; êabdasakti Prakäsikä, edited by Dun^
dhirajasastri, Kasi, 1934.

Jayanta Bhatta: Nyäyamanjari, Banares : Chowkbatnba Sans-
krit Series Office, 1936.

Jha, Ganganath, ed.; Nyäyasütras (of Gautama) and Nyäya*
Bhäsya (of Vatsyäyana) with his own commentary*
Tippani; Poona : Oriental Series 58, Poona Oriental
Book Agency, 1938.

Joshi, S.D. and Roodbergen, Vyäkarana Mahäbhäsya, Kara-
kähnika, University of Poona, Poona, 1975.

Kanada; Vaiiesika Sutra, Vaisesika Darsanä, edited by Jayana-
rayana Tarka Pancanana; Calcutta; Asiatic Society of
Bengal, 1861.

Kaupcjabhatta; Vaiyäkarna Bhüsanasärä edited by Tarakesh-
vara Sastri, Banares : Kasi Sanskrit Series 1947.

Keith, A.B.; Indian Logic and Atomism; Oxford : 1921.

Khandadeva, Bhâttarahasya, edited by P. B. Anantacharya^
Kanchi: 190J.



Bibliography 21S

—~-7—, Mimämsäkqustubha; Banaras : Chowkhambha Sanskrit
Series; 1924, 1929, and 1933,

Kunjunni Raja. K.; Indian Theories of Meaning ; Madras :
Adyar Library Series 91, Adyar Library, 1963.

Matilal, B.K.; The Navya-Nyâya Doctrine of Negation; Cam-
bridge : Harvard Oriental Series 46, 1968.

— ;'The Nature of the Sentence (väkya); Foundations of
Language, vol. 2 (1966), pp. 377-393.

Nageéabhatta; Laghusabdenduielchara, edited by Gopal Sastri
Nene,Kasi, 1954. ,

— — ; Vaiyäkara^a Siddhântalaghu Manjüsä; edited by
Madhava Sastri Bhandari; Banaras : Chowkhamba Sans-
krit Series, 1925.

Pänini; Astßdhyäyfsütrapätha; Bombay :• Nirnaya Sagar Press,
1900.*

Patanjali: Vyâkarana Mahäbhäsya, edited by F. Kielhorn;
Bombay : Bombay Sanskrit Series 18-20 Government
Central Book Depot; 1892, 1906, 1909.

Pandeya, R.C.; Problem of Meaning in Indian Philosophy;
Delhi : Motilal Banarsidas, 1963.

Potter, K.H., The Padârîhataiiva Nirûpanam of Raghunätha
Éiromani : Cambridge ; Harvard-Yanching Institute
StudiesXVII, 1951.

Quine, W.V.O.; Mathematical Logic; Cambridge : 1957.

Raghunatha âiromani : Tattvacintâmani Dîdhiti, a commentary
on the Tattvacintâmani of Gangesa, edited by Pandit
Ramacharan Bhattacharya and others; Banares; Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series 42, 1913-1927.

Rao, Veluri Subha; The Philosophy of a Sentence and Us Parts\
New Delhi : Munshiram Manoharlal, 1969.

Russell, Bertrand; An Enquiry into Meaning and Truth; London:
Allen and Un win, 1940.

Sastri, G.; The Philosophy of Word and Meaning; Calcutta .•
Sanskrit College Studies, Sanskrit College, 1959.

Staal, J.F.; Review of Ingalls, Materials.. . Indo-Iranian
Journal, Vol. 4(1960).



216 Epistemotogy9 Logic and Grammar

———; and P. Kiparsky; Syntactic and Semantic Relations in
Pânini: Foundations of Language Vol. 5, (1969), 83-117.

Üdayana; Kiranävali Vaisesikadariana, edited by N.P. Dube:
Benares : Benares Sanskrit Series 9, Braj B. Das, 1885-
1909,

Vatsyayana; Nyayahhäsya, edited with Gautama's Nyäyasütra
(see Gautama).

Vämanajayäditya, Käsikävytti, edited by Dvarikadas Sastri,
Kasi,1965.

Vâsudeva Diksita; Balamorama, a Commentary on the Siddhânta
KaumudU ed. by Nene Gopal Sastri; Benares; Kasi
Sanskrit Series, 136, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1941.

Vidyabhusana» S.C.; A History of Indian Logic; Calcutta :
1921,

Visvanätha; Bhäsäpariccheda and Siddhäntamuktävaii, edited
by Vindhyeshvari Prasada Dube, Benares : Braj B. Das &
Co., 1882.



INDEX TO FIRST VOLUME

«nkathita (what is not enumerated or covered by other kärakas,
one of the three types of objects) 183,184,

akäraka (non-käraka relations such as sambandha or sesa) 98,
108.

Mkhandopädhi (indivisible property such as the cooking-ness,
the objectness, etc.) 91, 195, 218, 232.

&dhikarana (locus or location expressed by locative) 93, 94, 99,
100, 132.

adhikära (a technical designation in general or a restrictive
meaning condition) 97, 100, 109, 110.

anabhiihäna (non-expression of non-reference to the syntactico-
semaniical relation or notion such as the object etc. or to
the number, a necessary condition for the kâraka case
endings) 250, 251, 252, 254, 255, 260, 261, 272.

anabhihita (the syntactico-semantical relationship that is not
expressed or referred to) 134, 137, 263.

mahhihite (päainis rule governing accusative and other kâraka
cases) 94, 95.

<anipsita (what the agent does not seek to obtain through his
action, one of the three types of objects) 183, 184, 187, 188,
190.

unekärtha (polysemous) 71.
apädäna (ablation or fixed point from which some thing is taken

away, expressed by ablative) 93, 94, 98, 99, 102, 108, 109,
110, 111,132, 185,190, 197.

abhihita kâraka (syntactico-semantical relation that is already
expressed) 95.



2 î 8 Epistemology, Logic and Grammar

abheda (identity) 46, 133, 165.
abhedänvaya bodha (verbal cognition of identity) 35, 62.
äkähksä (incompletenesss of utterance, i.e. syntactical expec-

tancy one, of the three necessary conditions for the verbal
cognition) 18, 63.

äkrti (form as the meaning of nominal base) 116, 117, 118, 124,
129.

üksepa (implication or presumption resorted to facilitate the
cognition of form and individual by ritualists) 126, 127, 128.

äkhyäiärtha (meaning of the verbal endings) 67, 87.
atmanepada (verbal endings expressing the effect accruing to

oneself) 69.
âdheyatâ (superstratumness) 76.
ärthlbhävanä (productive activity) 84.

äsatti (contiguity, one of the three necessary conditions for
verbal cognition) 19, 63.

ipsitatama {karma) (what the agent seeks most to obtain
through his action, one of the three types of objects) 183».
184,188, 190,203.

utpädann (production or productivity identified with bhävanä
and vyäpära) 90.

ïtàdefya (subject or chief qualificand) 133.
upalaksita (adventitiously qualified) 71.
ekatva (singularity of numbers expressed by singular) 157,159,

160, 161, 162, 165, 166, 177.
kàrana (instrument expressed by instrumental case) 132, 250,

254.
kart? (grammatical agent, independent in his actions and

expressed by instrumental etc.) 68, 93, 94, 95, 102, 186, 132,.
201, 250, 258,272.

kartr-tva (action or agentness) 74.
karma (grammatical object, mainly of three types, expressed by

accusative etc.) 68, 93, 99, 95, 100, 132, 138, 139; defined
as what the agent seeks most to obtain through his actions
etc. 183, 184, 186, 188, 190, 193, 201, 203, 204, 208, 228.

karma käraka (object käraka) 250, 254, 256, 258, 260.
karmatva [objectness (hood)] 68, 201,208, 210,211, 212,214,

215, 218, 220, 222, 223, 225, 227.
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karmatva sakti (power of objectness considered as the distin-
guishing property of the object) 191, 226, 227, 233.

karmapratyaya (accusative and other object-denoting affixes)
68.

karmäkänksä püraka (grammatical object defined syntactically
as what fulfils the syntactical expectancy of verbs for object)
205,219,220,233.

käraka (syntactico-semantical relations or items, relating and
contributing to the accomplishment of the action) 67, 92,
93, 94, 96, 98, 100, 102, 104, 106, 108, 110, 113, 123, 125,
126,130, 134,138,140, 144, 146, 151, 153,183,191,201;
202, 264.

käraka Sakti {käraka power) 260, 262, 263.
kälika vHesariatä (temporal qualification, a non-delimiting

relation) 210.
krii (conscious effort) 68, 71, 84.
kriyä (action or activity such as going) 67, 90.
kriyänvita pratyayärthänvita (what is related to the meaning of

the post nominal affix in turn related to the action) 108.
kriyäpada (action-referring word, verb) 211.
kriyâhhinispatîi sämarthya (capacity or power to produce an

action) 103, 112.
kriyämukhyavHesyaka bodha (verbal congnition wherein action

is the chief qualificand) 23.
ksanika (momentary, the nature of things) 117.
gananäsädhärana kârana (unique cause that helps the process of

counting) 157.
guna karma (secondary object as opposed to primary object)

* 222, 246.
guru dharma (uneconomical property, non-delimitor) 48.
jäti (generic property as the meaning of nominal base) 116: 117r

121, 124, 127, 129.
jnänäsraya (substratum or abode of the action of knowing) 77.
tätparya (speakers intention, considered as the necessary condi-

tion for verbal cognition by some) 21.
tâdàtmya (sameness of nature) 49t 65.
dyotaka (case endings which are merely suggestive and not ex-

pressive of any käraka relation etc.) 146, 147, 148, 149.
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dritiyärtha (grammatical object as the meaning of the accusa-
tive) 223 ; 224.

dvitva (duality of numbers as the meaning of the dual endings)
160,161,164,177.

ähätu (verbal roots) 68, 69,75, 248.
dhätvartha (meaning of the verbal roots, either effect or action)

67, 74, 85, 87.
dhâivarîhajanya phalaiâli (grammatical object as the possessor

of the effect produced from the root-meaning 'action') 205,
207, 209, 228.

nâman (nominal base that has its meaning subordinate or sub*
servient to the action) 115, 116, 129.

nämärtha (meaning of the nominal base) 115, 116.
nirvartya karma (direct object to be produced) 203.
pada (finished word as opposed to word element) 30.
parasmai pada (verbal ending expressing an effect accruing to

some one else) 69.
parimâna (measure as the meaning of nominal base) 132, 135,

136,138, Î45, 147,151.
paryäpti (complete unlimited occurrence, a special relation

assumed between the number duality and its abode) 172,
173, 174,175,176,178, 180.

päkatva (cooking-ness as the delimiting property) 79.
prakära (referent-qualifier as opposed to a relation) 37, 59.
prâtipadika (meaningful nominal base or stem) 115, 123, 129.
prätipadikäriha (base-meaning such as generic property etc.)

132, 135, 138, 140, 145, 14/, 148, 149, 150, 151.
prathamävibhaktyartha (meaning of nominative case) 131,132,

135, 137, 138, 145.
prathamänta mukhya visesyakabodha (verbal cognition wherein

the meaning of nominative is the chief qualificand) 27.
pradhâna karma (primary or prominent object as opposed to

secondary object) 222.
prameya (individual as the object of knowledge) 118.
phala (effect produced by the action as the distinctive factor of

the grammatical object) 69, 237, 239, 240.
phalatva (the effectness of the effect produced from the action,

and hence a qualifier) 2365 238, 239, 242, 243, 245, 248.
phala pada (effect referring-word) 241.
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hahutva (plural number or plurality, different from the number
three) 158, 159, 161, 164, 177.

bhâva (action as the root meaning) 68.
bhâvanâ (productive activity, expressed by verbal ending and

the chief qualificand of relations in verbal cognition) 25, 67,
77, 79, 82, 90.

bhävanänvayi (that which is related to the activity) 108, 114.
bhedänvaya bodha (verbal cognition of non identity) 35, 51,

62.
mukhya visesya (chief qualificand of relations)
yaina (conscious effort, as the verbal root-meaning) 77, 87.
yog) atâ (semantical competency, one of the necessary conditions

for verbal cognition) 20t 63.
laghudharrna (economical property) 48.
linga (gender as the nominal base-meaning) 118, 120, 121, 125,

126, 130, 132, 135, 138, 145, 147, 151.
vacana (grammatical number) 132, 135, 138, 140, 142, 144,

147,151,153,162.
väkyahheda (split of sentence) 30.
vikärya karma (direct object undergoing change) 203.
vikiitti (becoming soft) 81.
vidheyâmse adhikävagähi (qualifier, possessing additional

qualification) 38.
vibhakti (case ending or post nominal affix referring to the

kdraka and non-kâraka relations) 94, 97, 131, 132, 146, 147,
148, 151.

vibhakty artha (meaning of the case ending) 256.
visayatâ [contentness (objectnesss)] 247.
vihita \(vidheya) what is predicated or predicate] 133.
vyakti (individual as the nominal base-meaning) 116,117, 118,

121, 124, 126, 129.
vyäpära ((action or operation or movement) 65, 77, 85.
vyapârâbhinispatii sâmarthya (capacity to accomplish an actioa

as associated with things) 105, 112.
vyäsasyavrtti (property adhering to each other in occurrence)

176.
vyuttpattvaicitrya (restriction of epistemological convention)^

7$.
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sabda (word, the means of verbal cognition) 29*
êâhdabodha (verbal cognition of syntactico-semantical relations

between word-meanings,' a metalinguistic description) 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 31.

sâbdïbhâvanâ (word impellent force) 84.
sesa (non-käraka relation expressed by genitive) 132.
samaniyata (co-limited or co-extensive in occurrence) 48, 218,

220, 232.
samaväya (inherence as a relation between inseparable entities)

171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 180.
samänavibhaktika (words ending in same case affixes) 39.
samkhyâ (number as one of the base-meanings; and as a quality

that causes the arranging and the process of counting) 16,
120,122,125, 126,130,157, 161, 162,163,166, 167,168,
171, 264, 257.

sarhkhyeya (entity that is numbered) 168.
samjhä (designation or name) 92, 100.
sampradäna (indirect object expressed by dative) 93, 94, 96, 97,

123.
samsarga (syntactico-semantical relations as opposed to mean-

ings expressed by words) 37, 64.
samsarga maryâda (principle (convention) of syntactico-seman-

tical relations) 35, 64.
sädhya (action to be accomplished) 90.
sämänyalaksanä pratyäsaiti (apprehensional convention charac-

terized by universals) 49.
siddha (action already accomplished) 90.
subartha (meaning expressed by post-nominal suffix that quali-

fies action ; and hence considered to be käraka) 106, 107,
113.

svatva (master-servant relation) 36, 52, 55, 58.
svapratiyogi vrttitva (occurrence in ones own counter positive)

49.
svalaksana (unique particular replacing the concept of generic

property) 117.
svasamäna vibhaktikatva (the state of being words ending in the

same case endings) 40.
svävyavahitottaratva (the state of being the words occurring

immediately after each other) 39.
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<akathita karma (secondary objects having the designation of
object due to not being covered by other käraka désigna-
tions)50, 81, 108, 111, 113, 115, 119, 125.

akathitam ca (pâninis rule assigning the designation 'object' to
secondary objects not covered by other designations) 110,
111,116, 118, 119, 120, 122, 123, 125.

akarmaka (intransitive verbal forms expressing an action not
taking primary objects, but taking 'time\ 'distance* and
'action'as objects) 23, 108, 123, 124, 133, 137, 139,147,
148, 158.

akäraka (non-käraka classified as üpapadas and karmaprava-
caniyas) 192.

akäraka vibhakti (case endings expressing non-käraka relations)
192.

akhandopâdhi (indivisible property such as the objecthood
coextensive in occurrence with the possession of the effect)
17.

anyantakartr (primitive agent assuming objecthood in causa-
tives) 50, 132, 130,132.

atidesa (transfer or extended application) 176, 189.
adhikarana (locus, at times assuming objecthood) 15 J, 154, 161,

165,167.
WA/Ktf...(päflinis rule assiging objecthood for the locus) 152,

154, 157, 159, 168.
adhvagantavya (distance to be traversed as the object of intran-

sitive verbs) 108, 123, 124, 125.
ananyalahhyah sabdärthah (convention that word meaning is
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what is not already obtained otherwise) 88.
anökhyäta karma (not covered by other kärakas, one of the

four types of secondary objects) 66, 80,
aniiya sambandha (non-permanent relation, a criterion for

considering the object as prominent) 49.
anipsita tama karma ('not positively desired* one of the four

types of secondary objects) 65, 66, 77.
anu (one of eleven karma pravacaniyas expressing the relation

of sign and signed) 203.
antaranga (immediate and hence stronger) 141, 143, 149,
anyapûrvaka (objects with other designations before, one of the

four types of secondary objects) 65, 66, 82, 83.
apädäna (tva) ('ablation, a special käraka designation not

intended for secodary objects) 45, 111, 113, 114, 116, 117,
118.121,123,126,127.

apradhâna karma secondary (non-prominent) object such as
cow) 45, 81, 108, 110, 112, 119, 120, 125, 129.

abhäva pratiyogitävacchedaka (delimiting relation of the counter-
positiveness conditioned by absence) 93.

abhinivisaS ca (pâçinis rule assigning the designation of the
object for locations in connection with vii preceded by
abhini) 152, 159, 160, 170.

abheda (identity, a relation by which a kriyävisesana qualifies
action) 174, 188.

avivaksita (not intended to be expressed as other kärakaf a
secondary object) 115, 116, 126, 128.

asyartha (verbal roots expressing non-eating or fasting) 163*
164, 166, 171.

arthaprädhänya (sense prominence of the primitive action) 143»
arthäntara väcaka (verbal root expressing a distinct sense) 25.
asamktrtita (not covered by special käraka designations such as

apädäna) 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 116, 125, 126, 127.
ätmaläbha (manifestation of self) 68.
ädhära (location taking the designation of object) 151, 156, 157^

158, 160, 163, 165, 167,168.
ädhäratva (locushood) 154, 161.
âdheya-tâ (superstratumness as the accusative meaning) 89, 98>

99, 104.
âdheyatva (superstratumness) 154.
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àvarana bhanga (destruction of covering such as ignorance as
the effect) 89, 99, 100.

äSraya (abode or locus as the accusative meaning) 89, 110, 101
104.

ëirayatâ (locusness or substratumness) 155, 162.
âsrayatva (substratumness as the accusative meaning) 16.
äsrayävacchinna (effect, delimited by the locus) 32.
icchä (desire as the verbal root-meaning) 104.
ipsitatama karma (positively desired to be associated with the

effect of the action, one of the three types of primary
objects) 65, 66, 83, 84.

udäsinä (indifferent, a type of primay object) 77, 78, 79.
uddesyata (the state of being the object as the accusative mean-

ing) 100, 101, 104.
upapada (certain indeclinable words such as 'samayä9 etc,

governing accusative) 194.
upavâsa (abiding in a state of abstinence) 165.
upänvadhyän vasah (Paninis rule assigning the designation of

object for locations in connection with vas preceded by upa
etc.) 152, 162, 168, 170.

ekakarmaka (verbal root expressing action that is related to a
single object or single accusative) 23, 60.

ekasamjhä (convention that single (käraka has only a single
designation) 141, 145, 149.

audâslnyena prâpta (reached indifferently, one of the four types
of secondary objects) 66, 79 86, 87.

kariari prayoga (active usage or activity of conjugational
endings) 44, 59.

kartr (grammatical agent) 119.
karmakanari (quasi-passive usages) 14. v

karmani prayoga (passive usage or passivity of conjugational
endings) 44, 59.

karmatva (objecthood) 130.
karmaiva §akti [power of objectness (hood)] 31, 156.
karmapravacanlya (words that have replaced verbs and function

as unexpressed verbs) 194, 195, 197.
karma vibhäga (division of objects) 65.
karma samjnâ (designation or name'object') 152, 157, 160, 162,

164, 167.
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karma säkänksa dhätu (root that has syntactico-semanticaf
expectency for object) 28, 29.

karmäyoga arthäntararthaka (intransitive denoting action that
cannot take object) 137.

karmänvitasvärtha bodhaka ("verbal root expressive of it's
meaning as syntactico-semantically related to an ojbect) 23.

käraka (general designation applicable to all the syntactico-
semantical relations or items) 114, 115, 116.

karaka vibhakti (karaka cases expressing käraka relations) 193.
käla (time as the object of intransitive verbs) 108, 123, 124, 125.
kriyä (operation) 119.
kriyäkärakayoh abhisambhandha (relation between the karaka

and the action) 31.
kriyäjanya phaläsraya (possessor of the effect produced by the

action) 69.
kriyävisesana (modifier or qualifier of action, i c , adverb) 173,

174, 175, 176, 178, 188.
kfti (effort as the root meaning) 104.
g ait (verbs expressing going) 132, 133,134, 139» 141, 143, 144,

147.
*gatibuddhi...9 (Päninis rule assigning the designation of object

for primitive agents in causatives) 132,133, 139,140,142,
143, 144, 146, 147.

gunakriyä sakti (power of subordinate or subsidiary action) 140.
ghananta (words ending in ghan and expressing action) 185.
caitrah svam gacchati (Caitra goes to the village, the incorrect

accusative statement liable to be imposed since Caitra, like
the object 'Village* is the abode of the effect) 1.

jnätatä (awareness as the effect) 101, 103, 104.
jnâna (knowledge as the root-meaning) 104.
nie (causative affix) 132, 142.
dnkarmaka (double accusative roots or statements involving

such roots) 23, 45, 48, 60, 108, 123.
dvitiyäsäkänk$a (verbal roots having syntactical expectancy for

accusative objects) 26, 38.
dvesya karma (disliked or hated object) 77, 79.
dhätu (verM roots) 139.
dhätvarthopasamgrhlta karmaka (intransitive which includes

the sense of the object in its root-meaning) 137.
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näman (noun which is related either by sämänädhikaranya or by

näsa (destruction as the effect) 93.
nimittabhüta (item functioning as the cause and hence treated as

the not covered object) 121, 129.
nirvartya (to be manifested or brought about, one of the three

types of ipsita objects) 66, 67, 68, 71, 72, 73, 84.
parasamavetatva (inherence in something different from the

accusative stem-meaning, accepted as the accusative mean-
ing to avoid the incorrect accusative statement) 4, 5, 14.

paryudäsa (exclusion) 77, 78.
prakäratä (peculiar qualifier-ness as the accusative meaning) 97.
prakfii (material cause or unfinished base-words) 77, 176.
pratyayärthasya prädhänyam (convention that the meaning of

the affix constitutes the qualificand between base and affix
meaning) 37.

prati (karma—pravacaniya expressing sign or indication) 205.
pratyaya (finishing of a word or affix) 176.
pratyavasäna (verbs expressing eating) 132, 133, 134, 139, 147.
pradhänakarma (primary or prominent object) 45, 65, 120, 124.
pradhâna kriyâsakti (power of principal or prominent action)

140.
prasiddhakarmaka (intransitive having its object well establish-

ed) 137.
präkatyävacchinna jnäna (knowledge delimited by the effect of

awareness) 102.
'prätipadikartha...' (päninis rule allowing nominative case

endings in the sense of base meaning etc.) 131.
prâpya (to be reached, one of the three types of primary

ipsitatama objects) 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 84.
phalavyadhikarana vyäpara väcaka (tva) (the state of referring

to the actions not occurring in the same locus as that of the
effect) 35, 179.

phalänavacchinna vyâpârârthaka (verbal roots expressing action
not delimited by effect) 24,

phalâvacchinna vyâpârârthaka (verbal roots expressing action
delimited by effect) 32.

phalänvita vyäpärabodhka (roots expressing action relaie4
semantically to effect) 30è
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phaläsrayävacchinna vyäpärärthaka (verbal root expressing
action delimited by the locus of effect) 25.

bahiranga (not immediate and hence weaker) 142, 143, 149.
buddhi (verbs expressing knowledge) 132, 133, 139, 147.
bhäva ('action' as the object of intransitive verbs) 108, 123, 124>

125.
hhinnakaksya (object belonging to a different category) 1205,

124.
bheda (non-identity by which a kriyävisesana qualifies action;.

or mutual absence) 6, 9, 10, 188.
bheda pratiyogitävacchedakatva (the delimitorship of the counter-^

positiveness conditioned by the mutual absence) 6.
mandüka pluti (law of frog-leap) 161.
mukhya karmotä (primary objectness (hood) as the accusative

meaning) 89.
mukhya visesyaiä (chief qualificandness or principal nucleus-

ness) 90, 91, 92.
yd para anavakasä ca (convention that whatever name is latter

and without any occasion for application takes precedence)*
12.

laksya laksana bhäva (relation of sign and signed expressed by
karmapravacanïya) 204.

laukika visayiiva (the state of having a reference to what is an
object (content) of sense perception) 94, 95, 97, 98.

vikärya ('produced', one of the three types oiipsiiatama objects)
66, 67, 72, 73, 74, 75, 88.

viktitti (becoming soft) 174.
vibhäga (separation produced as an effect by the action) 81.
vibhägänuküla vyapara (operation conducive to the separation)

54.
visesana (qualifier or modifier) 173.
visesyatva (objectness or contentness as the accusative meaning)

89, 99, 104.
visesyaiä visesa (unique contentness as the accusative meaning>

89,91,92, 101.
visayatva (objectness or contentness as the accusative meaning)

90, 91, 92, 93, 102.
visayitva (the state of having a reference to what is an object as

the accusative meaning) 89, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 104.
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vyapadeshadbhäva karma (object with designated-like object
status) 176, 177.

syäpäravyadikarana phalaväcaka (expressing effect not occurring
in the locus as that of the action) 35.

vrty aniyämaka (non-occurrence-extacting relation) 93, 155.
sabdakarman (verb whose object is a word standing for sound)

132, 133» 134, 136, 139, 147.
sàbdaprâdhanya (word prominence of the causative action) 143.
sakarmaka ('object expectant' i.e., transitive) 23.
sakarmakatva (transitivity) 23, 40.
sarhbandha (non-kâraka designation such as se$a) 115.
samyogänukülavyäpära (operation conducive to the effect

'contact') 48.
savisayärthaka dhätu (verbal root referring to knowledge etc>

88, 104.
sädhya (action yet to be accomplished) 185.
sädhyatä (accomplishment as the accusative meaning) 100, 101.
siddha (action already accomplished) 185.
sväsraya pratiyogikatva (possession of the counter-positiveness

conditioned by the action occuring in its own locus) 3.


