CHAPTER IlI

PROBLEMS OF THE MEANINGS OF VERBAL
ROOTS AND TENSES

The present chapter of the dissertion is entitled as ‘The Meanings of Verbal
Roots and Tenses’. As the title suggests, the chapter embodies a coherent and
critical discussion on the meanings of the Roots and the Tenses. This
discussion, on the basis of the theme, is divided in two parts. The first part
Incorporates the discussion on the meanings of the Roots only and the second
part contains the meanings of the Tenses. The first part mainly deals with the
meanings of Roots, the concepts related to the root like i.e. Process and Result,
classification of Roots into Transitive and Intransitive, significance of Root, use
of the Roots with different suffixes and compound, its difference from the verb
and the relation existing between the roots and the verbs. Kaundabhatta has also
alluded the views of other renowned schools of philosophy especially the views

of Mimamsakas and Nyayikas.

The next division deals witht the problem of Ten Lakaras. It primarily
categorized the ten Lakaras into two sects viz. e (letters ending in =) and =1
(letters ending in ). The meaning of all the Lakaras are conversed about in the

light of the aphorisms of Panini. Their uses with necessary examples are given
in this section.

111.1. Meanings of Roots:

Kaundabhatta begins his treatise with the discussion of the meanings of Roots.

It means that he gives prime importance to the Roots which play important role



in the sentence. In Sanskrit language, all verbs have roots as their base. Root
along with the verbal suffix forms a verb. That is why they are named as Dhatu
in Sanskrit and Root in English. There is a view of the Nairuktas that not only
verbs but all the words are derived from the roots’. Though without a verb a
sentence can be framed in Sanskrit and in many cases we observe that
sentences, not having a verb, conveys the meaning still a sentence with the
proper use of the verb becomes more meaningful and it helps the listener to
understand the complete meaning of the sentence with ease. In many times only
a verb can shape a sentence which altogether presents a complete and a coherent
meaning intended by the speaker. That is what the great communicators of any
language of the world emphasis on the proper use of a verb. In the language like
English a sentence cannot be framed without a verb. Thus, a verb is inevitable
for proper communication. As it is mentioned above that verb has root as its
base, we start with the discussion on the nature and scope of the root in the light

of the philosophy of grammar.

Dhatu is not particularly defined by either Panini or his predecessors. An
aphorism of Panini Bhavadayo Dhatavah (1.3.1) defines root by stating that
Bhiz, etc are roots. But, what exactly a root means is not cleared by Panini.
Patafijali, in his MB tries to define it as Kriyavacano Dhatuh.? Its literal
meaning is given by Monier Williams as ‘element of words, i.e. grammatical or
verbal root or stem’.® It is assumed that the word Dhatu is derived from the root
Dha-Dadhati (3.U.), (to place, to put on). So, Root is that which carries the
meaning of an action. Process and Result are the meanings of Root. This is the
view of the ancient grammarians especially Bhartrhari and Kaundabhatta.*

L I ATHTERATASTH S TR Shaa T4 | 9.%.¢ 21, Yaska, op cit, p. 21

2 Abhayarnkara, K.V. & Sukla, J.M., op cit, p. 207

® Williams, Monier, A Sanskrit English Dictionary, p. 513.

* The modern grammarians i.e. Nage$abhatta takes F{afarg=aTaTT and SATATLIATATHT as
the meanings of the root.




Bhartrhari also mentions that the meaning of root is sometimes taken in the
sense of a Bhava.” It seems that he follows Patafijali while dealing with the
meanings of the root. Any root has two components viz. Process and Result

which express a meaning of the Root.

The second verse contains the longest discussion on the meaning of Root. It also

mentions four imperative doctrines of the Vyakarana System.® They are:
I.  The word the Dhatu denotes both the Result (%<T¥) and the Process
(ATITL:).
ii. The Tense (f9<) denotes both the Object () and the Doer (FT).

iii.  The Process (=AT9TX:) is considered to be superior to the Result (eTH).

Process and Result are connected with the relation of principal and

subordinate.

iv. The Tense-meaning (9= takes the subordinate position to Root-

meaning (&Tea®); as both Root and Tense are connected with the relation

of principal and subordinate.

The first two points given above are based on the two aphorisms of Panini viz.
Bhivadayo Dhatavah (1.3.1) and Lah Karmani Ca Bhave Ca’karmakebhyah
(111.4.69).”

The words Process and Result are both technical terms of Grammar. The
knowledge of the Process and the Result is very important for knowing the
meanings of the Root®. Process denotes the sense of an action. It is named as

Vyapara in Grammar; while Mimarnsakas call it Bhavana. It can be illustrated

> 3r=cq TR AT 7T A7 R FEfeag | a9 ua B aread saatEatee snm 134,370
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 358

® FASATIATE T q e TaT:| wel TeTe AT ieagreieq fFrerorg 11 VBS, p.11

" Panin, AA, p. 6 & 34

® | have used the word ‘root’ for the sanskrti word Dhatu and not for the word verb. Because
in Sanskrit I is Dhatu and while =TT is verb.



with the example of ‘Pacati’. ‘Pacati’ (cooking) signifies many small actions
like placing the vessel on the fire, adding water in the vessel, getting it warmed
waiting for some time, washing the rice and putting it in the container, stirring
with definite intervals, checking whether the rice is cooked or not from time to
time and finally putting off the vessel form the fire and closing the process at
the end of stopping the gas. All these actions which are conductive to ‘cooking’
are technically known as Process. Cooking is the principal action but it contains
many small actions. This group of actions has particular sequence and
significance. We cannot exclude even a single action if we wish to complete
cooking. Thus, Vyapara is not different from an action, but it is a part of an
action. Kaundabhatta has defined Process as an action which is in the process of

execution:
STYTE AT HET ATt e ATaT foH T |

The view of Mandan Misra is different. He takes Process as the meaning of the

Pratyayartha and Result as the meaning of the root. °

Here we observe that these actions do not take place simuntenously, but in a
proper sequence which leads to complesion of a particular work undertaken by
the person concerned with the cooking. Therefore, these small actions are
noticed particularly and hence they are not taken differently from the main

action of ‘cooking’. Kumarila Bhatta rightly observes in his SV -

“All actions are recognized as complete in themselves, and any

subtle differences among the actions themselves are never

recognized”. °

¥ fArfareaTiesT weHa aTeae:, deIE A BRI a= T ST e Tt eI T,
FAET F o T TRTEatieaTg: | Khandadeva, op cit, p. 59.

0 foqeT Ue oAy SATIRT: 99 Uh @ | e SATIdEd §e9d T hEET 192,050
Kumarila Bhatta, SV, p. 704



Bhartrhari has given the following definition of an action.

araq Rgafad ar arsaaarsieiaa |
AAT-FA-EqeaTq a7 raaafsrefiaa 13.<. 1

The multiple actions collectively form an action which is termed as Kriya - “the
action is in the form of either completed or continued. It is always perceived
after its execution. It contains a series of different definite sequences as a part

and parcel”.

There isn’t any difference of opinion amongst the scholar with regard to action.
This entire procedure is collectively termed as Kriya. The group of different
Process produces the Result of the action. This result of an action is termed as
Phala. Therefore, in the Bhaimi commentary, it is mentioned that Process is

that which causes the Result and which altogether represents the root-meaning -
TET@dHASTH T THTqaAT=aE ATIEH .

The term Result is not used here in its general sense, but in the sense of the
completion of an action, e.g. Devadatta/ OdanamPacati (Devadatta cooks rice).
In this example, the Result of ¥~ Pac - Pacati (1.P) (to cook) does not stand for
the satisfaction of hunger, but the cooked form of the rice (Odanasya Vikliti)*.
So the Result is that which is a produced from the root and which conveys the

same meaning as root does. As mentioned in the Bhaimi commentary —

TgTdSI af agTad s

1 Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 349

12\/BS with commentary Bhaimi, p. 18

B o yREer i s 99ET: | o™ %o Ui F AR TS 13.92.240
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 433

" Ibid, P. 17




Here it is to be noted that the roots do not function in the same way always.
Their meanings and functions change with the addition of a particular suffix.
When a root gets tense suffix, it also gets the quality of non-substance. As said
in the Nirukta a verb has becoming as its fundamental notion®. When a root
gets case suffix, it gets substance too — as said ‘the nouns have being as their

fundamental notion'®. It can be explained with the examples of Pacati and
Pakah. Both the words are derived from the same root i.e. Pac - Pacati (1.P. to

cook) but the function of two is different. Pacati is an action derived from the
root Pac. When some one says Pacati, it is understood as an act of cooking
having a group of different small actions. Pacati is related with other Karakas
like Karta, Karma, Karazna, etc. This is known as Sadhyavastha. Pakah is also
derived from the same root i.e. Pac. It is made up by addition of the suffix Ghaf
to the root. Both Pacati and Pakah have Sadbhavavikaras.'” Therefore, the
question in the form of the action is asked that whetehre it exists or destroyed?

In Pacati, the Process is not interrupt by any intervention, while in Pakah it
(root) has the suffix Ghaf (=A). Moreover, Pakah has the Nominal declensions
like Pakah, Pakau, Pakah, etc which are never found in Pacati. So when Pakah
Is uttered, it leads to many questions and assumptions to the listener. It is
because it has some substantive (Dravyatva) in it. In Sadhyavastha, the Process
does not have any substance (Dravyatva). Hence, it does not have any nominal
declension and so no further question arises in the mind of the listerner.
Kaundabhatta has followed Bhartrhari completely while dealing with this topic.

It is evident from the discussion given in the 3.8 of VP.*

1 qraweTEHTEAT | Yaska, op cit, p. 1

18 FrasrereTe ATET | 1bid

Y SrrastEa o sgasaefiaa Eaeadita | ibid, p. 3

8 fygearder TS F GTEarear | "qreged a1 fagead AT 91 T FEE 13,4631,
AEATAMes ARITEAT ATEAATIAATAAT | Thfoqar TIT T T FATRsa 1 w8 : 13,493,
ATEATA AT T aTqEdawadT | aeawTaeq TeqedT: § goraarea:13.. <0, T T I




An opponent doubts that if the root ‘Pac’ represents all these actions, then one
root would give many meanings. For, the act of stirring with definite intervals
would also mean Pacati or the act of adding water would also mean Pacati. But
such is not the case. All these actions starting from placing the vessel upto the
putting off of the vessel represent the same v Pac. This action is called Pac
because the cooked form (Vikliti) of the rice is the last act before the production
of the Result.*® When we talk of an action we only take it as whole of the acts.
When one says Pacati, the listener imagines only one action of cooking even
though it is made of many different small acts. This happens because we are use
to takes it as one.” It is like different pearls woven in one thread. Actually
nobody is capable to behold all these actions at a time. When one action is
destroyed the other is generated. All these actions are momentary and
perishable. They form an image of a complete, harmonious, coherent and whole

meaning of an action in human mind. Bhartrhari avers -

“This is called Action because it has different components of
the same nature; these components have been generated one by
one in a respective and collective manner and they have been

grasped in human mind as a whole and not in various parts”. %

It is like the vyasti-samasti concept of the Advaita, we can explain it with the
analogy of forest and tree.

AT TG T I 36T | g7 q FeawaTeaed 9 a8@a I9: 9T 13.<.% o | Bhartrhari, op cit,
pp. 364-365

¥ gva? el TEAT: Feud at TRt g | wemeEt aresaieeaTEt g aerear 13.4.4 01 bid,
p.355

20 QT TS FHE: FHSHATH | LT Thfeqaras: frafa srafzesa 1z, <. 6 bid, p.352
21 of TS T AT AT THTeT: | T9Tad: Jaded qoeaed FaTEET:i3.9.441 Ibid, p.
303




[11.2. Meanings of Tenses:

The Tense is regarded as the sense of the Substratum (A4sraya) of Result and
Process. The substratum of Result is object and the substratum of Process is the
Agent. Kaundabhatta suggests that this is inferred by Pratyasattinyaya.
According to Pratyasattinyaya the nearest word or sense is taken to understand
a sentence. It is mentioned in the earlier pages that Result and the Process are

the denoted sense of the Root. Thus, Tense cannot express the sense of either
Process or Result. The maxim s=aarsT {8 ersaTel: also suggests that only that

should be the meaning of the word which is not rendered by any other word. For
this reason, it is clear that the Object and the Doer are the expressed meanings

of the Tense.

In the text of VBS this simple doctrine is presented in a twisted manner. This
type of writing is a variety of Nyaya and specially Navya-nyaya style of writing.
It is believed that the direct statement mostly generates the fault of either
prolixity or conciseness. The direct statement, ‘“Tense expresses the Substratum
of the Result and Process’, has the fault of conciseness. So in order to avoid

these faults, the whole thing is presented in a twisted form.

Kasika commentary states the views of Mimamsists and Naiyayikas on this -

“FRAATF ATATATIIRG FH AT TG TR TT:1” 22

FATFFUTTARTHATEIL sraae fafa CRUDEIH
.. AT AT A AT AIATTAS ST H AT 23

Now, the objector argues that on the basis of Pratyasattinyaya one cannot come

to the conclusion that Tense expresses both the Object and the Agent.

22 \/BS with the commentaries of Kasika and Darpana, p. 22
% Ibid, p. 23



This is the view of the Mimamsakas that through Pratyasattinyaya one cannot
prove that the Object and the Agent are the expressed sense of the Tense, but it

can be proved by other means -

1. &9 — means Indication. As per e.g. 9T =T: (A hamlet on the
river Ganga). Here the word <1t (Loc. Sing.) is taken in the sense of

‘on the bank of the river Ganga’ (FTSSTHT: @< =TW:) and not on the

waves of the Ganga. In the same way by the force of Indication, it seems
that Tense indicates Object and Doer. Hence, there is no need of
Pratyasattinyaya.

2. &9 — The another reason is Aksepa or Arthdpatti (i.e. Assumption).

The famous example of this is - =TT Faar fFaT T < (this healthy
boy Devadatta does not eat anything during the day). If the boy does not
eat anything during the day time still he is healthy, then he might be
having something at night. Otherwise his healthiness would not come
into sight. Hence, Object and Doer are assumed on the basis of

Arthapatti Pramana.

3. TIHTAUS: — a9ed: TATd. Here Ta&w: is in Nominative Singular and

so it is understood as the Doer. Hence there is no need to claim that

Tense indicates Object and the rest.

Vaiyakaranas firmly say that the Object and the Doer are represented by the
Tense only. The aphorism of AA has been presented to support their view. The
aphorism Lak Karmani Ca Bhave Ca’karmakebhyah (111.4.69) [Tense - Lak

should be understood as the transitive in passive construction (Karmazi), and
intransitive in impersonal form (Bhaveprayoga)]. The twice use of Ca and

Kartari (through Anuvrtti) in the aphorism suggests that Object and Agent have

to taken in the sense of Kartari. Lakara stands for Tense, just as N of Raman



indicates object; it (N) is imagined in Sas (As=N) and the form of Raman is
framed thereof. Similar is the Visarga of Bhis (Bhi), it indicates Instumental.
Actually it is not a valid method to be followed but is framed to develop a
method for easy understanding and learning. It has been stated in the VP of

Bhartrhari.?

Mimamsakas hold the view that the Root denotes the Result and the Tense
denotes the Process. So there is no conflict with the maxim of s=aer+ar 8

ersaTl:. Therefore, Process can be understood by Tense and the Result from the

Root.

Vaiyakaranas counter argue ‘if doership is taken as Process then why not object
be taken as Result?” Mimarhsakas take the word Kartari in the sense of the
Action and Doer with regard to Primary derivatives; but they take Kartari in the
sense of Process with regard to Tense. This seems inappropriate. For, the word
Kartari has its Succession (Anuvrttiz) from the aphorism Karttari Krd
(111.4.67). The same Anuvrttiz is found in Lak Karmani Ca Bhave
Ca’karmakebhyah (111.4.69). In this aphorism also the word Kartari is used in

the sense of the Object and Doer. Therefore, on the strength of the Succession

also #a1? should be taken as the Object and Doer and not as Action and Doer.

The opponent replies that in Pakta Devadattah — doer is clearly reflected and so
the sentence has the preponderance of an agent (Dharmipradhana) and not of
the action (Bhavapradhana). Otherwise if it be treated as Bhavapradhana, the

doer would become subordinate.

Kaundabhatta questions the view of the opponent. He asks that same practice is

not followed in Gharamanaya. Here Gharam is Gharatvam (i.e. Jati) and not

24 7T FrHTOET STATATHIATAAT: | 316 e+ fRqear ad: & Tifigd 11 2.23<0
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 136



Vyakti (or substance) but is implicated as Viyakti. Vyakti is inferred here. So it
becomes subordinate which again occupies the main position on the strength of
Bhavapradhanyam. Then why the same rule does not become applicable in

Tense?

Mimarhsakas take the support of Vivaranasakti®® and make another argument by
giving the example Pakam Karoti. In Pakam Karoti, Pakarm represents the Root
and Karoti represents the Process. Hence, through Vivaranasakti also, it is

confirmed that the Doer has nothing to do with the Tense.

Kaundabhatta refutes this argument by saying that the Vivarana of tense gives
the meaning of the doer e.g. ‘Devadattas Pacati’ would be Devadattaika-
kartrka Pacikriya. ‘Ti’ of Pacati’ suggests a single doer of the action i.e.
Devadatta. Therefore the tense gives the meaning of the doer and not of the

Process.

Mimamsakas again put forward an argument that this meaning is based on
power of Intention (Tatparyanusarivivarapnam) and not on the Verbal meaning

(sabdanusarivivaranam). They give two examples in favour of their argument -

I. Pakam Karoti— This is an explanatory form of Pacati. In this, Pakam
does not denote the meaning of action but of the root. The Pakam seems
to be the form of the Accusative Singular because of
Tatparyanusarivivaranam. Mimamsakas hold the view that Root denotes
the sense of the Result and the Tense denotes the sense of the Process. So

object and doer are supported neither by the Root nor by the Tense, but

2 According to grammarians the Power (9T1<F) lies in the =7f=F, not in STTfA. As e.g. &I is
=71k while =reca® is STTTd. But the theory of Naiyayikas is just contrary to this.

%8 There are Eight varieties of faazurerf=s -

TR AT TH A U THATRITE g A |

FATFAET QWS fagdaatea arr=reaa: FEaaeT 95T:11 Kumarila Bhatta, op cit, p. 54



they are suppoed as part of the Tense. This happens due to the power of
Tatparyanusarivivaranam.

Il.  Dhavasca Khadirasca (=Dhavakhadirao) — It is an example of Itaretara-
Dvandva-Tatpurusa. Here the assumption of two words is also based on

Tatparyanusarivivarapam.

The counter-argument of the Kaundabhatta is - ‘Abhedanvayah is seen in Pacati
Devadattah. So ‘Ti’ of Pacati signifies Devadatta#z only’?’. To this,
Mimarhsakas argue that there isn’t any Abhedanvayah®® between the two as
they do not have similar case ending.

Now the Kaundabhatta questions that if it be the problem, the same problem
will arise in Somena Yajeta, Stokam: Pacati and Rajapurusah. In all these

examples, the relation of Abhedanvayah is not seen.

These three are very famous examples of Mimarsa system. The Kaundabhatta
refutes the argument of Mimamsists by placing the famous examples of
Mimamsa where both the member of the sentence do not have same case

ending.

I.  Somena Yajeta — the verb Yajeta means Yagena Istarn Bhavayet. SO Yaga
Is an instrument for the achievement of the desired fruit. Hence Soma has
nothing to do with the instrument, but later on it is explained differently
as Somavata Yagena l|stam Bhavayet. It is done by the power of

Indication.

27 O < < o

SARATSTHHERG R TAHTAT [AFATLRAT ATATL: |
% It an example of ST=. S=T means ASEET: FTAffEeT FemafuRTRTRwE S,
ST is a kind of Logical argument. According to the Kavyamimamsa of Rajasekhara there

are types of arguments viz. aTs, o9 & fad=T. Here we find the incorporation of the
techniques and method of Navyanyaya system by grammarian. Rajasekhara, op cit, p. 9




1.  Stokarm Pacati — Stokam is an adverb. According to the rule the adverb
governs the Accusative case. Both adverb and verb do not have same case
ending. Adverb has no relation with the fruit of the Action. Still it is
considered to be related with the Action and the fruit as well. Here too,
the rule is not followed.

.  Rajapurusah — It is an example of Sasthitatpurusa compound. It can be
split as Rajapurusah or Rajasvastavan (the asset of the king) by the
strength of Indication. But here also the Abhedanvayah has been

accepted.”

The Mimarhsakas argue that in Pacati Devadattaz, the Tense is not
Kartyvacakah, but is assumed here by the power of Indication and
Samanadhikarana.*® They take the support of the Vedic statement to prove their
point. In the Jyotisromaprakararam of the Taittiriyasamhita there is a statement
‘Ekahayanya Arunaya Pinaksya Krinati’®" i.e. He purchases a year old cow of a
red colour and yellow eyes). The first Section of the third Chapter of
Mimarsasiitra is Arunyadhikarana®. 1t explains the above given statement of
Taittirtyasamhita. Pinaksya and Vaisvadevi are Yogic words (a kind of word

based on derivation or etymology®) represent relation and not-substance

% This is an example of f3d=T as Kaundabhatta has quoted the examples of the opponent’s
book. He has not explained his own stand on this point. The only aim of the author is to
refute the view of the opponent. This is known as fadeT — FETaEIMIRIUBET Twqae
{&ﬁ?ﬁﬁ—dﬂa. lbid, p. 9

*Samanadhikarana is a technical term which is used when two different words denote one
meaning cf TET&ET: AHTATIARIOT: |l qTe .2, %21 Bhaimi commentary defines it as - HITH
ST (AT=AH) TFTET THETIIRIO O | TATATS: HTHATATIEHTOH| qaﬁ%m%&r%rrﬁw
T
3 Taittiriya Sarhita 6.4.7.3 Vol. 8, p. 4119

%2 Jaimini, MS, Vol. I, P. XLVIII, p. 667
%3 Abhayankara, K.V. & Sukla, J.M., op cit, p. 319




(Adravyatva). It is supported by the aphorisms of Panini.** These words are

examples of Bahuvrihi compound.

Now by quoting the above examples of Mimamsasutra, Kaundabhatta questions
that if these Sruti passages will be assessed on the basis of the parameter set by
the Mimamsa then the whole Arunyadhikarana would be useless. In this
example the redness of the cow is Amarta (insentient object). Hence it would
not be an instrument of purchasing the object. For, it is a quality of the cow and
S0 one cannot purchase anything on the basis of an insentient thing. According
to Grammarians, Substance is necessary and inevitable for this kind of
Process.*> The view of Mimarhsa is not logical. They say that Arupaya and
Pinaksya both show the relation with the Substance i.e. cow. Hence Krinati’, a
verb represents the Doer by the power of Indication. Here the Samanadhikarana
Is done on the basis of Indication. For this reason the whole Arunyadhikarana of
Jaiminisutras seems futile. Unlike the Mimamsakas, Vaiyakaranas hold the
view that both Ekahayanya and Pinaksya indicate Substance which is a cow.
The relation between the Substance (a cow) and the verb (to purchase) is
evident by Samanadhikarana. There is no need to suppose Indication for the
meaning. It is because the Tense represents doer and not the Process. Thus, the
interpretation of the Grammarian is appropriate as it is also supported by the
SrutT passage. The meaning of the Vedic statement becomes clear by the power
Samanadhikarana which is found in the Tense as it denotes the sense of doer

and object.*

3 FEEREETTRT” (2.2.%%) & ATSET T4AT (¥.2.3%) Panini, op cit, pp. 14 & 41

% SrieaTs T 4= Rt ATefa et aeaT ST ATe FEAEcrsRaTHEdr 1 this verse
has been quoted by almost all the commentators, but its original sorce is not known.

% The same thing is seen in the aphorism of Panini =1: FWT =T W ATSHFAFET: 1| T,

3.%.%211 in this, @: means f@<. The formation of Fdf<, FHTT & AT sentences (i.e. Active
and Passive Voice) depend on it.




111.3. Meanings of the Verb

The meaning of verb is very nicely delt by Kaundabhatta in his work. He
presents the discussion on the significance of a verb in a sentence and its
relation with other words. Here we find the citations of the views of Naiyayikas
and Mimamsakas on verb. In grammar, the word Akhyata is taken in the sense
of a verb as it is said in the Ganasatra, Nirukta, RKkpratisakhya and
Vajasaneyapratisakhya.’” The scholars of grammar and Nyaya have difference
of opinion regarding the expressed sense of the verb. Grammarians take doer
and object as the expressed sense of the verb; while Naiyayikas take activity

(Krti) as the expressed sense.®

There is another theory which states in VBS that Tiz renders four meanings viz.

Doer, Object, Number and Time. Its examples are -

e The example of Doer is - DevadattaZ Pacati (Devadatta cooks), Pacati is
an action which has relation with the agent. The third person singular
form of the action Pacati shows that the agent is singular in number and it
belongs to the present time only. It is understood in the traditional
grammar as ‘it is a process which relies on singular doer i.e. Devadatta
and it is condusive to the production of the result’ (Devadattaniszho
Viklityanukalavyaparah). In this example, the doer of the action is

Devadatta and it has direct relation with the verb.

3 rEATAHTEATT TRATETa | TR .93, FFRATEar=a e e Ty | aTse=asTiaemeTy 4. ¢ |
THTH AATIRLTI e, TETEATT 39 19 T 91q: | Rkpratisakhya 12. 5

% In the Bhaimi commentary (P. 49), the views of Mimamsists and Naiyayikas are stated.
Accoding to Mimarhsists &+ & T are not the expressed sense of fa but they are supposed
by &0, While Naiyayikas state that Ffd is the denoted sense of fag and TerET=I9= is

required for the application of &aT. Both these theories have the fault of & which will
lead to the confusion.




e The example of Object is Tandulah Pacyante. This is an example of the
passive construction. Here the verb Pacyante has the relation with the
object of an action.

e The example of Number is two-fold. It has a relation with the doer and
object. The first is - Balah Pacati (a boy is cooking), Balao Pacatah (two
boys are cooking). The first example shows that there is only one doer of
the action which is known through the singular form of the doer
(Ekatvavisistabalakartrkam Pacanam). In the second example, there are
two doers of the same action which becomes evident through the use of
dual form (Dvitvavisistabalakartrkarm Pacanam). The example of
Number in object is Tandulah Pacyante. Here, the object Tandulah is in
singular.

e Time, one of the four meanings of Tense, is subordinate to verb. Time
always depends upon the different stages of the action. There are mainly
three stages viz., past, present and future. It is suported by the aphorism of
Panini — Varttamane Lat (111.2.124) and which says that the Present
Tense should be used when action is continued. The same should be

understood in the case of the past and future.*

The question arises that why can’t the Time be taken as connected with the
doer and object as the Number does? If it be treated like a Number, the use
of Apaksita (has cooked) and Paksyati (will cook) would no longer be used.
Even when the doer has completed cooking, then also one cannot say that he
has cooked (A4paksita). For, the doer belongs to the present tense and the
action of cooking goes with the past. Thus instead of ‘he has cooked’, only

‘he is cooking’ can be used. Similar is the case of the Future Tense; as one

% This aphorism has been read under the domain (4dhikara) of the aphorism ‘&rar:’

(3.2.29). It indirectly suggests the expressed senses of the root (i.e. Process & Result).
Among the two, Process is important than the Result with regard to Root. Thus, it is proved
that Time is subordinate to Process.



cannot use the Future Tense in ‘he will cook (Paksyati)’ when the person is
about to cook something. Such kinds of usages are not seen in the spoken
languages. Grammar regulates only those usages which are in practice.

Therefore, Time cannot be treated as the Number.

The doubt arises that the use of the phrase ‘he is getting up or standing up’
should not be used for a person suffering from the disease of Amavata. The
reply to above doubt is — a person, suffering from Amavata, tries to get up
from the place but because of the stiffness of body he couldn’t do it. His
efforts won’t be visible to the observer and so he could not notice any
movement in the body. In this case instead of the verb ‘Uttisthati (he gets
up)’, the phrase ‘he tries to stand up but could not’ seems better.

Naiyayikas do not agree with the above discussion. They say that the realization
of Number of the verb (dkhayarthasamkhya) is done only through the Nominal
case ending (Prathamantapada) and not by the Akhayartha (i.e. doer and
object). The presence of Prathamantapada is the cause of Akhayarthasamkhya.
e.g. Devadattas Odanas Pacati, Devadattena Odanar: Pacyate; in both these
examples the Akhayartha is represented by the Prathamantapada Viz.
Devadatta/z and Odanam respectively.

Kaundabhatta argues that if the Nominal case ending is the only factor for
knowing the number of the verb, then why in Candra Iva Mukhar: Drsyate and
Devadatto Bhukta Vrajati, the words Candra and Bhukta are not taken as the
representatives of Akhayarthasamkhyabodha when both have Nominal case
ending. It has to be mentioned additionally that it (i.e. Prathamantapada)
should not be subordinate to any word. Otherwise it leads to the fault of
prolixity. On the contrary if they accept the view of Vaiyakaranas that both doer
and object as the expressed sense of a verb, then there neither arises any fault

nor the need to affix any additional statement. For, in both the sentences the



Akhayartha is understood through doer and object. Thus it is proved that only
doer and object signify Akhyatartha.

I11. 4. Theory of one verb in a sentence (@@-W‘J{)

There is a general rule that the sentence should have only one verb. But its

exception is also seen in the popular language. In Mahabhasya, Pataijali raised

the same issue when he says ‘& UHT =T FREHATT T=Td, TATT TET1d,
Tacarefiiq? Thur A= gte: Tearem: G wafa Gemm #wsar gattat - (a
Paribhasa on the aphorism sare=m emaa: 119.3. 21 of AA). Pataiijali says that the

action too, can function like the doer, object, instrument, etc. of the other
actions. Bhartrhari also says that there maybe many verbs in a sentence, but

only one will be the main verb and the rest will function as the subordinates. “°

Naiyayikas do not accept it wholeheartedly. They take the Prathamantapada as
the substratum of the verb and also say that verb depends on Activity (Krti). So,
there must one verb in a sentence. Prathamantapada and its Prathamantartha
(i.e. agent) are the central idea of their theory. If the theory of Naiyayikas be
accepted, the uniformity of the sentence would be disturbed. In order to prove
their theory, they need Abhedanvaya between the doer and the verb but
somehow it does not seem applicable e.g. Pasya Mrgo Dhavati (see, the deer is
running). Here both Pasya and Dhavati are verbs. The verb Dhavati is
connected with the Prathamantapada i.e. Mygah. There isn’t any problem in
Mrgo Dhavati as both the doer and the verb are connected with the relation of
principal and subordinate. But Pasya is also a verb and it is a part of a sentence.
The theory of Naiyayikas does not accept two verbs in a sentence. If it be
treated as a different verb then there should be another agent for Pasya. In this

case two different sentences will appear which is not intented.

O AT FaTed faewaes farerwsws | TuT faewd aagRas e e 12,20
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 68



If we take the verb Pasya as the subordinate in the sentence, then two faults
arise. Mrgak governs Accusative case. This breaks the uniformity of the
sentence, as Mygas would no more remain Prathamantapada in spite the fact
that the deer is the doer of the verb Dhavati. So it governs Nominative and not

the Accusative.

Secondly, the intention of the speaker does not become clear. Here the fast
running of the deer is pointed by the speaker and not the deer itself. Otherwise
these sentences need to be treated as two individual sentences like Pasya and
Mrgo Dhavati. Bhartrhari says that the act of running should be looked at from
two perceptives 1) from the point of view of two stages of root viz.

Sadhyavastha and Sadhanavastha and 2) the differnerce of subject.4

Naiyayikas again make counter argument that Dhavati can be understood as an
example of erqa<@x as in gra= g: (a running deer). If it be accepted, then also

Mrgah will govern Accusative Case and the problem will remain the same.

Thus, this theory of Naiyayikas is confusing one which may not lead to the
proper conclusion regarding the verb and the doer of the sentence. Hence
Naiyayikas have to accept the view of Vaiyakaranas. According to
Kaundabhatta, the knowledge of the verb and the doer depends on the
realization of the Process but not on the Prathamantapada. In Pasya Mrgo
Dhavati, the running of the deer is intented to show and it is the object of the
sentence. Since Dhavati is not a crude form (srfaaf=ra)* it cannot be declined
as the Accusatice Case. At the same time there isn’t any need to bar the use of
Accusative in the sentence. So, Dhavati will take the position of the main verb
while the act of running will take the subordinate position. Hence, there won’t

be any confusion regarding the position of two verbs in a sentence.

M gy rafa TeAty AreTaTIAEYAT | 9AT AU Ees FYoEA =T 13.4.4 21 Bhartrhari, op
cit, p. 366
%2 According to Panini’s aphorism srfa@emqasead: ITfaafashail 2.2, ¥4 |



Naiyayikas take the support of the relation of cause and effect
(Karyakaranasambandhak) to make their argument. According to them, the
presence of the doer is the cause while knowledge of Process
(Bhavanaprakarakabodha)® is the effect; e.g. Devadattas Pacati. Here
Devadatta/z is the Prathamantapada which denotes the sense of the verb
‘Pacati’. Process which is the component of Pacati, becomes known through

doer (=Devadatta’). Hence, Prathamantapada is required for the knowledge of

Process (Bhavanaprakarakabodha). But this view does not seem appropriate

and suitable.

Kaundabhatta answers by stating that the Process, expressed through the Root,
is the cause while the knowledge of the Doer (dkhyatarthakartr-

prakdrakabodha) is the effect.* It is true that in Devadattak Pacati,

Devadatta/z is principal and Pacati is subordinate. Here the rule of Tense
remains the same. But, in Pasya Mrgo Dhavati, the rule of Tense should be
treated like Kydanta. It is understood as ‘beholding the deer as the agent and the
act of running of the deer as the object’” (Mrgakartrka-
dhavanakarmatvakartrka-darsana). So running (Dhavana) becomes the
subordinate and the act of beholding (" Drs) becomes the principal. Thus, in
some cases, the rule of Bhavanaprakarakabodha would be applicable for the
sake of uniformity of the sentence. The same is observed in the

Paramalaghumafijusa of Nagesabhatta.*’

3 ITEATIRTTRSTE means the meaning is realized through the presence of the Process in the
verb. This is the view of Naiyayikas.

* Here we see TUTEA-I1 as Kaundabhatta is trying to establish his view firmly.
® gavd 7 7ersae faewaer R qur RemaweargRas=aer f3aaom Nagesabhatta,
PLM, p. 162




The theory of the Vaiyakaranas that Process and Result are the expressed senses
of the root is challenged by Naiyayikas. They argue that such cannot be
accepted as it is not seen in the roots like N Nas - Nasyati (4.P) to perish, V" Jfia
- Janati (9.U) to know and " ls - Icchati (1.P) to wish. For, we cannot observe
any particular Process of destruction in Nas - Nasyati. Moreover, ‘to wish’ and
‘to know’ are the qualities of the Soul which are minute. Hence their Process

cannot be seen.

To this argument, Kaundabhatta replies that it is true that one cannot imagine
the Process of destruction till the object is destroyed completely. The example
of Ghato Nasyati is given to illustrate the theory. In this example, the Process is
not visible but at the same time it is observed that an instrument is required for
the destruction of a pot. A stick is an instrument which is required to hit the pot.
When someone hits the pot with the stick, the pot breaks down into pieces. The
hitting and breaking of the pot are the Processes which are inevitable and
visible. Hence, ‘Nasrah’ is used for the thing which is already destroyed and

‘Nariksati’ for the thing which will be destroyed in future.

To wish and to know are the mental actions which too, require a substratum. As
there must be some doer of these actions for e.g. Devadattaz Icchati (Devadatta
wishes), Devadattaz Janati (Devadatta knows). These are the qualities of the
soul, but they happen when the soul becomes connected with the mind. Here
also a particular kind of Process is required. Hence, it becomes clear that both
Process and Result are the components or rather the expressed senses of the root

and this theory cannot be denied.

The opponent puts an argument. If the verb represents both the doer and the
object, why Pacati cannot represent doer and object simultaneously? Or it can

represent object only?



It is replied that if the affix Yak or Ciz is implied with the verb then it represents
the action only e.g. Pacyate Tandulak, Parhyate Granthak, Apaci Odanah, etc.
Similarly when Sap, Snam, Sna, Syan or Sa is used with the verb, then it
represents the doer e.g. Devadattas Parhati, Bhojanam Abhavat, Sa/z Divyati,

etc.*®

For this, the opponent quotes an example from the literary work where this rules
has been broken. In the Sisupdlavadham of Magha®’, the verb Abodhi is found.
Here Cin is used with the verb still it does not give the sense of the object. The

same is the case of Pacyate in Pacyate Odana/s Svayameva.

Abodhi is an example of Karmakartyprakriya. It is the form of the Lrrlakara
first person singular of the root Budh — Bodhati (1.P) to know or to understand.
In this, Cli is substituted by Ciz by the power of the aphorism
Dipajanabudhapiiri-tayipyabho nyatarasyam (111.1.68). Again, Ta is dropped
by the satra Cino Luk (V1.4.104). In Pacyate, Yak is added to the root Pac -
Pacati (1.P) (to cook) by the strength of the rule Karmavat Karmana
Tulyakriyah (111.1.87). Therefore, in both the examples Doer is suggested by
Cin and Yak but not the object.

Kaundabhatta says this is the general rule regarding the object and the doer. The
provision of Karmakartyprakriya is an exceptional rule. Therefore the

interpretations should be understood as per the statement of the Agamas.*®

In Pacyate Odanakz Svayameva, Pacyate should be understood as
‘Ekodanabhinnasrayakah Pakanukilo Vyaparah® 1.e. the Process which is

conducive for the cooking of rice and which is different from the rice. It is an

 FASATITEITETT el Tg-TH-TR0TE: | SATITY QCTHTATE] AT AT ad] 1310 [Tan,
Yak, Cin and other affixes suggest the Phaldsrya (the substatum of the Result) i.e. Object.
Similarly the Sap, Snam and other affixes suggest the Vyaparasraya (the support of the
Process) i.e. Doer].

7 AR AR TS T2 .31 Magha, op cit, p.4
8 IeETTSA AR fareraTaT faroaT | JenTg A= S 2ashed TATTH 1%



example of Passive but due to Karmakartr, doer is suggested by the verb.
Pacyate is transitive root but it becomes intransitive when the object acts as a
doer of the action by the force of the rule of Karmakartr. In the case of Abodhi
too, the doer is intented by verb. Narada is the object of realization but instead

of Krsna, he is appeared to be the doer because of Karmakartrprakriya.

Here the maxim of Sicikataha® is observed. This maxim is generally used
when one takes up comparatively smaller task than the bigger one. It is used by
the author to explain why he has discussed the verb prior to root inspite the fact
that root is mentioned prior to verb in the beginning of the theory. It is because

the establishment of the theory of verb takes less time and effort than the root.

The followers of Prabhakaras are of the opinion that Ladadyanta/ suggests that
the root does not represent the Process. This point is discussed under the light

of the rule of Vivriyamanah and Vivarapam.

The relation between Vivriyamanah and Vivarapam is shown by giving the
example of \"Pac - Pacati. V" Pac is Vivriyamanah and Process (Pakam
Utpadayati) is the Vivaranam. Vivrivamanah means the object of explanation
and Vivaranam means the explanatory sentence. Pacati (he cooks) literary
means Pakam Utpadayati which shows that cooking is continued. The meaning
of Y Pac does not mean an effort only. When someone says ‘he cooks’, it is
understood as the combination of different small actions like placing the utensil
on the fire, adding water and rice, the act of stirring with definite intervals,

blowing the air, testing whether the rice is cooked or not and finally putting off

* The word =T means a pin and FeTg means a pan. When blacksmith is busy in making the
iron pan and someone asks to make an iron-pin, at that time he puts aside his work of
preparing the pan and makes the pin. The preparation of pin takes less time than the pan.
Sometime a huge work is kept aside for a short time for the sake of some small and simple

work. This is known as e TgaTa:,



the vessel. So the doubt does not arise regarding any action mentioned above.>
So it is not just an effort but it is a Process to execute some task which requires

a series of different actions. This series is called Process.

The Naiyayikas argue that if vV Pac, etc. ultimately presents one direct meaning
(Sakyatavacchedaka), then this may suffer from the fault of prolixity. If the

effort be taken as the sense of the root then it will confine to the Result only.

Kaundabhatta counter argues by giving the examples of ‘Ratho Gacchati’ and
‘Caksurjanati’. A chariot and an eye both are insentient objects. Therefore they
cannot be the doer of the action according to the rule of Nyaya. Naiyayikas try
to solve the problem by suggesting that the Indicated sense has to be
incorporated in these examples to get the meaning of the sentence. But this
leads to the fault of prolixity as the sense of “to effort’ is supposed here®". To
this, Kaundabhatta says that this problem can be solved if logicians accept the
view of grammarians. Moreover, the view of logicians is not coherent. It is seen
that whatever is convenient to the speaker has given more preference without

caring for the rule.

Kaundabhatta gives the examples of the ¥ Pac, v Kr, etc. to refute the view of
Naiyayikas. In Pacati — Pakam Karoti, the explanation does not render the
meaning of ‘to effort’. Moreover in the examples Ratho Gamanarm: Karoti,
Bijadinarnkura Krtah, etc. the meaning of \"Kr in the sense of ‘an effort’ is not
proved. In the first example V" Kr denotes the sense of motion and in the second
it gives the sense of growth. In both the examples, V" Kr cannot be taken in the

sense of ‘an effort’ as ‘to effort” is a quality of the soul. Therefore,

% Modern Naiyayikas believe that the meaning of the root means Ffd = 7a. Thus according
to them, the mention of =ITqTX in the Karika shows the non-acceptance of the view.
L Such is the view of Khandadeva. He says — dAEqAEq dThoHad g TaTHEA

AT AFA LA ATAoSEHAET] TATT qToh Tqd T F -3 AT A a oA Tae s

TdcaHd TFaara=eahd | Khandadeva, op cit, p. 59




Kaundabhatta concludes the discussion by presenting the eample of Y Kz in

the following manner —

“If the meaning of the root is taken as Result and not the
Process, then the meaning of V" Kyn would be an effort only
and as a result of this the ¥ Kyn becomes intransitive which is

not desired.”>®

In continuation of the earlier discussion, Kaundabhatta gives the example of
Gharam Bhavayati and Gharo Bhavati. If the Process is not taken as the
meaning of the root, then not only in Gharam Bhavayati but in Gharo Bhavati
also the Accusative would become applicable. In the first example, the Gharam
Is object which governs the Accusative Case. While in the second, Gharas is
doer and it governs the Nominative Case. Ghara/k is an insentient object. So it
can never be the agent according to Naiyayikas.>* Ghara/ would no longer be
framed in the Nominative case. Moreover being the object of the action, it will
always govern Accusative case. Thus, Gharo Bhavati will not be the right form;

and Gharam Bhavati will prove as the only right form.

Kaundabhatta has given the view of Mimamsakas and then he refutes it in very
strong manner. The Mimarhsakas define agent as supportive faculty to the root
and the generative cause of the action®. The definition of the agent given by
Mimamsa is not welcomed by Kaundabhatta. He argues that all the Karakas are

contributory and productive to the action and so all will become Kartakaraka.

>2 The Process is also known by the name of Bhavana or Kriya or Utpadana.

>3 SATTY AT SFTeATEAT 8 = T | FRATshharssa=iv g Tarsd oaa 14l VBS, p. 48
 This is the view of Gadadharabhattacarya -3 FeacaTal AfHATasSaha e 0 TR5ed
J[EACATIA =B A TR - A AR AT I FTEATRTITE AT | 7 o T SATITEHRTAT: |

AT AT AT A AT AT s ha a7 FeAcaTal AR aTH ~HIHVIT UF STITEFhcard

| Gadadharabhattacarya, VV, p. 237

* This statement of Mimarhsists needs to be amended. The aphorism of Panini Ta=: &l
(Te¢.%.1%) clearly states that ‘though all the Karaka bespeak the action but the one who
works independently is the FaTT<F",




Therefore, the view of Mimamsakas is unappropriate and the problem of
Accusative remains unsolved by their theory. The Bhaimi commentary has

stated the view of MB, VP and PLM for more clarification.*

I11.5. The problem of transitive and intransitive roots

If the root is not conveyed by Process, then its division as transitive and
intransitive would be worthless. When both Result and Process have common
substratum, it is intransitive; but when they have different substratum for the
application of the action, it is transitive. There is a subtle difference between
transitive and intransitive roots. The difference depends upon the sameness or
distinctiveness of the substratum of the two components of the root i.e. Result
and Process. It is usually believed that when these components of root rely on
common thing (i.e. doer), it is intransitive and when they rely on different
substratums, it is transitive. Although, having same substratum for functioning
Is not the only condition for intransitive root. Such is a wrong belief regarding
Intransitiveness of the root as this view has been eradicated by Kaundabhatta.
He says that this belief leads to the fault of Afivyapti. The example of the
V" Gam - Gacchati (1.P., to go) has been presented to explicate the theory of
transitive and intransitive root. In case of \~ Gam, the action of ‘going’ depends
upon the doer; but its Result depends upon the reaching of the destinational
point (Uttaradesasamyoga). This maybe misunderstood that here Result too
depends on doer, because the Result of Uttaradesasamyoga is seen in the doer

and not at the destionational point. To avoid this false apprehension,

%6 \/BS with the Bhaimi commentary. pp. 83



Kaundabhatta has used the word ‘Matra’ in the commentary. He has quoted the

view of Bhartrhari on this-

“ HTATAHTAAT frgeet i safeeaql
FrATATY qAATET HHOT T ThHER:" 157

The V"As - Asti (1.P., to be) is used in the sense of ‘sustaining itself’. It means
‘the activity helpful for one’s own sustenance. This root has two parts viz.
Phalansa and Vyaparansa. Phalansa is sustenance and Vyaparansa is the act of
sustenance. Both are found in the doer of the action and hence V As is
Intransitive. Bhaimi commentary has given four varieties for intransitive roots

by quoting the verse of Bhartrhari. >

Kaundabhatta has not explained all the four varieties of the intransitive root. But

he has indirectly supported the second variety of the intransitive root.

The question regarding \"Jiia (9.U.) as the intransitive root is raised. In ¥ Jiia

(9.U.) (Janati), both Result and Process rely on the same substratum. Hence it

might be treated as intransitive root. But, in the usage we find Devadatta

> Bhartrhari, op cit, p.250
%8 ¢f VBS with Bhaimi commentery, pp. 144-145
There are four conditions when the transitive root would become intransitive.

1. When the meaning of the root changes. As e.g. ITET AT A (a servant bears the
burden). In this example the\/_a‘s: Is transitive, because it has indipendent object
(=HTZH). Here both Result and Process have different support. But the same root
would become intransitive when it is said — 7=t F&fd (a river flows).

2. When the object becomes the integral part of the meaning of the root e.g. \/_Gﬁ_{ -
sfrafa (1.P.) (to live) here the vital force (ITT) is the object (F#). Both Result and
Process are seen in the same person so this root is intransitive. Some other examples
are \" 97, V94, etc.

3. By the strength of popular usage or conversion e.g. T=T 9T here water is the object
eventhough the usage of this root is aceepted as intransitive root.

a. When the object is not desired to be spoken out clearly e.g. TGaTg 7 =: &[T &
fF9T:. In this verse, ‘the word of ministers or wellwhishers’ is the object. But it is
dropped intentionally by the speaker himself.



Atmanam Janati ( Devadatta knows the self), here Atmanam is Accusative

Singular of Atman. So, the " Jiig cannot be treated as intransitive. If it is
intransitive then how does it has the object?

The word Arma bears two different meanings - 1) inner self i.e. soul and 2)
physical self i.e. body. Through the action of inner self, the body experiences

pain and pleasure. So the body is the substratum of Process while the inner self
Is the substratum of the Result. This is known as Upadhibheda. The soul is one
but due to Upadhibheda it is taken as many.*® The soul is defined as ‘different

from body’ and the body is defined as ‘different from Antasz Kararzam’. Thus,

the root does not change into intransitive root, it is purely transitive.

Transitive roots are defined as: @ro-wmea-=fg#co-=Ta7e-a71a TFAFET Of

Y- FTI-F G FT-F7-ara%d gHdwcaq. Both the definitions show that there
are two parts of the root viz. Process and Result. When both these parts have
different substratums, the root is termed as transitive and when they have
common substratum, it is termed as intransitive. e.g. Devadattas Tandulan
Pacati (Devadatta cooks rice). Here the Result (Vikliti) of ¥ Pac remains in the
rice while the Process depends on the person (Devadatta’). So it is transitive.
The example of intransitive is Devadatta/ Sete. The Result and the Process of
VS lay in the agent Devadattas only. So it is intransitive root. The same is
presented by Bhartrhari but in a different manner.®® Thus, this classification of
the root cannot be done without accepting Process and Result as the attributed

sense of the root.

9 Cf gY THT T®UT Al ATHATATHT T | T AT FEATATL=IT | & 5T IO
ST FE@TAT A F&f TRuUESTd | Je: [Ooe sErgeasas=r afs=mhefita 1| Mu.
Ups. 3.2.1 p. 137

0 ATy FAATAFTATTHIRT | TG EaaeTa: FHOTsHERT FT 13.9.< <1 Bhartrhari,
op cit, p. 315




The arguement that a list should be made of the transitive roots; and the rest
roots should be named as intransitive is not appropriate. Since, there is no
definite fixation to catogorise the roots as either transitive or intransitive. Any
root can work as transitive and intransitive. As in the case of \~Vah — Vahati
(1.P.) (to flow, to bear) in ‘Sevako Bhararm Vahati’ the root is transitive while in
‘Nadi Vahati’’ the root is intransitive. Therefore, both Process and Result are

needed for the expression of the root.

Moreover, if Result only is considered as the expressed sense of the root, the
root V" Ky — Karoti (8.U., to do) has to be treated like V" Yat - Yatate (1.A., to
strive). As a Result of this ¥~ Ky will become intransitive which is against the
popular usage. If the statement is made that ‘all roots bespeaking result are
Intransitive or vica versa’, then all roots which show the Result would become
intransitive or vice verse. Thus, for the proper functioning of the root, two-fold
classifications is needed and for this classification both Process and Result have

to be accepted as the expressed sense of the root.

Another argument that ‘only Process is the expressed sense of the root™” is

again strongly refuted by Vaiyakaranas.

According to Naiyayikas, the V" Jiia and \" Ky denote the sense of ‘knowledge’
and ‘effort’ respectively. If these roots be treated as per the theory of
Naiyayikas, the Process will be the only expressed sense of the root. In the
absence of the Result there will be no source of motivation for any action.
Without stating the Result, no Process can be proceded. Secondly, Result is
essential for the transitive root. Otherwise the aphorism like Lasz Karmanie

(111.4.69) which denotes Tense (Lakara), will be useless.

Another argument has been presented that through the power of Indication,

Tense can be supposed. But, Indication does not work in worldly parlance. In

ol STITHTIET 4Teadiq | Gadadhara Bhattacarya, op cit, p. 184



Gangayam Ghosal, the Indicated sense is acceptable but when some one is
thirsty, he needs water. The Indicated sense would not satisfy his thrust.
Therefore, v Kr, etc must be taken as having both Process and Result as their

expressed sense or attributed elements.

The V" Kr, like other roots, have both Result and Process as its components. So
It cannot be taken in the sense of ‘to effort’ only. If it be considered as ‘effort’
only, the rule of Karmavat would not be applicable in the expression like
Kriyate Gharak Svyameva (a pot is made automatically). For, the motion can
never be associated with the insentient object like pot, etc. But this is not the

desired one. Hence this view is not acceptable.

The rule of Karmavat becomes applicable when Result is found in object, as per
e.g. Pacyate Odanah Svayameva and Bhidyate Kastham Svayameva. In the first
example, the Result of the cooking (Vikliti) is seen in the object (i.e. in the rice).
In the second example, the act of cutting of the wood takes place in the wood
itself which is the object. In both these examples, the objects appeared as a doer.
So here object substitutes the doer. But the same cannot be seen in Drsyate
Gharah Svyameva. For, the act of seeing does not make any change in the
object. Whether the pot is seen or not by someone, it does not bring any
modification in the form of the pot. On the contaray it remains same in both the
situations. It is because the Result (i.e. seeing) remins in the doer and not in the

object. So here the rule of Karmavat cannot be applicable.

Thus, the expression Kriyate Gharasz Svyameva (a pot is made automatically)

will be wrong until the Result is not accepted as the expressed sense of the root.

Only Result is the expressed sense of the root and not the Process. Such is the

view of the Mimamsakas. So, they raised the question, ‘if the Result is also

%2 According to Darparza commentary, the intransitive root does not have Teti9r. Ancient
Naiyayikas think that only transitive roots have both the components (i.e. Process & Result).

Some roots like TY-T= 1, AT-ATA, F-F, etc denote Processal sense and not the Result.




taken as the meaning of the verb, the rule of Karmakartyprakriya will not be
applicable to the roots like \"Jiig, " Gam, etc’. But such type of use is not seen
in the popular language. A rule is set for the use of Karmakartrprakriya.
Kaundabhatta tries to answer by presenting the discussion on the varieties of an
object and what is their role in the spoken language. There are three varieties of
Object viz. Nirvartyakarma, Vikaryakarma and Prapyakarma®. The first two
varieties of an object also have doer by rule of Karmavadbhava, but the third

one doesn’t have it.

e The example of Nirvartyakarma is Gharam Karoti (he makes a pot).
When the potter is making a pot with the help of a stick, the change in the
form of a pot takes place continuously till the pot is made completely. It
Is called Nirvartyakarma, because here the object becomes perceptible
after the completion of the action.®

e The example of Vikaryakarma is Somar Sunoti (he extracts the Soma
juice). In this variety also, the change in the form of the object is found.

Here the change is somehow similar to the malforming (Vikrti) of the

object. That is why it is called Vikaryakarma.®®

e When some action is performed but no modification is found in the
object, is called Prapya,®® e.g. Ghararir Pasyati. The act of observing the
pot does not bring any change in the form of the pot. The pot would
remain the same. The same is case with Gramo’yam Kenacit Gatah.
When somebody goes to a village, his action of going does not bring
change in the form of an object.

® et 7 fowd 7 = AT Brem 7aq | TEfaaad #6 Fqyieg SweTaq 13,664
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Therefore, the modification in the object is seen in the examples of Gharam
Karoti and Somarz Sunoti. So, they are not termed as Prapyakarma. Similarly

Karmavadbhava is not possible in the case of v Drs.

V" Tyaj & V" Gam are different roots. Both of them possess different meanings.
This differenciation is possible when Process and Result are accepted as the
meanings of the root. Otherwise, it leads to the fault that ¥ Tyaj and ¥ Gam
would be treated as synonyms. Both the roots have same Process. They render
likeness of action. In both ¥ Tyaj and Y Gam, the act of separation either from
the person or thing is suggested. In that case the sentences Gramar Tyajati can
be used in place of Gramam Gacchati and Vrksar: Tyajati can be used in place
of Vrksam Gacchati. This would create confusion in getting the proper

meaning of the sentence.

The opponent tries to pave the way of this problem by stating that a special rule
has to be made in the case of these roots.®” The meaning of the ¥ Tyaj means
‘separation from the thing’ and " Gam means ‘attainment of the other place’.
But making of special rule will not solve the problem. Since the act of going is
common in both the examples. Hence, Result has to be accepted as the
expressed sense of the root especially in the case of the transitive roots. In
intransitive roots, the meaning is clealy given as ¢ #=m@¥. So there isn’t any
problem of expression in intransitive roots. In MB, Patafjali has said
‘Dvyarthaka/ Pacik’ (V" Pac should be understood as having two parts). Here

two parts of the root are suggested i.e. Process and Result.

Kaundabhatta has presented three arguments to rebut Mimamsakas’ theory -

o AT A TR AN THAT R IG e Ak Td (SE eI ST Ra e FHewrd, 7 q
FAAATATY | AATRATATHT T T HFTTNHAIATHR (A THTHATTI 0T TTATIOTRTAT

TR 7 AREEATRYTNT: | Kumarila Bhatta, op cit, p. 186



e |f the meaning of the root is confined to the Result only, the forms like
Gramo Gamanavan, etc. will appear which is not desired. Moreover, the
meaning of the " Gam will be taken as ‘union’ (Sasiyoga) only. The
same meaning will be understood in Gamana. Gamana is the form of
Lyus made from the ¥"Gam with Impersonal form (Bhave). But such kind
of expression is not seen in the popular usage.

e Another reason is that one cannot use the root until it bears any definite
Result of the action. As in the case of the \"Pac, one cannot not use the
sentence ‘cooking is going one’ (Pako Bhavati) when something is being
cooked. Therefore, the root cannot be limited to the Result only.

e Another problem will be created when Process is discarded as the
expressed meaning of the root. In the absence of the cause, Result cannot
be produced. This is the general and all applicable rule. If the expression
‘Pako Vidyate’ (Meal is being cooked) is studied with this point of view
then such expression can never be used in usage as it indicates the
Process of the action and not the Result. So without mentioning the

Process there won’t be any Result.

The word Gamana is made from the ¥ Gam by adding the Ghafi suffix of
abstract noun. It denotes the same sense as expressed by the Result. If it be
accepted as the synonym for the use of Process, the aphorism of Panini Bhave
would be futile. Hence this suffix should not be taken as a substitute of the

Process.

Mimamsakas argue that if the Process is taken as the sense of the root, then the
verb cannot be considered as having Process as its expressed sense. Otherwise,
there occurs the fault called prolixity. Since a word cannot be the representative
of two different senses at a time. The Mimarsists argues that Pacati can be
explained as Pakam Karoti; here " Pac suggests the sense of Pakam and ‘Ti’ of

Karoti.



Kaundabhatta replies that ‘Ti’ does not represent Karoti. On the contrary,
Pakam and N"Kr both signify the sense of ¥ Pac. ‘Ti” has its different stand in
the sentence. It suggests the Tense and the Number of the verb and the doer,
which is altogether a different thing.

If the view of Mimarnhsakas too, is accepted then also it indirectly supports the
view of Vaiyakaranas. Mimarnsakas have accepted three meanings of the verb
viz. Time, Number and Process. The verb Karoti gives the meaning of all the
three. ‘7@ suggests Present Tense and Singular Number. The v~ Ky suggests the
Process. Thus, indirectly the view of Grammarians is presented which is

evident from the statement of the Mahabhasyam.

In case of Pakvavan, the verb is completely absent. So there cannot be any

Process. To this Mimamsakas argues that in Pakvavan, Paka is the object and
suffix Vat is doer. On this basis the relation of cause and effect and principal
and subordinate (by the strength of Arunyadhikarara) is applied to Pakvavan.
But Kaundabhatta puts a counter argument that if the Process is the expressed
sense of the verb, then in the absence of verb can the Process be imagined?
Moreover in the absence of the verb the division of the sentence into doer and
object cannot take place as doer depends upon the Process. Hence the view of
Mimamsakas is unacceptable. Therefore they have to accept the rule of
Vaiyakaranas that Result and Process both simultenously expressed the sense of

the root.

Mimamsakas give another example. They have cited a verse of Kumarilabhatta
for explaining the meaning of Yajeta in ‘Vajapeyena Yajeta’. They say that
Vedas have already established the relation between the Process and the Result.
The other components of the sentence like object, instrument, etc need not be
explained by the Vedas as their relation too can be inferred through Root and

Process. The Yajeta can be understood as the v Yaj having relation with



Process necessary to perform the sacrifirce. So it should not be taken in the
sense of Yagakaranika Bhavana but as Yagasambandhi Bhavana. In the same
way Pakvavan can be understood as having object (Paka) and doer (from affix
Ktavatu). So Pakvavan means ‘he (i.e. the agent of the action) has cooked’.

Kaundabhatta questions that the syntactical relation cannot be inferred in this
way. For, a verb is required to establish the relation between these syntaxes. In
the absence of verb there cannot be any Karaka and so in the absence the
synchronization, no meaning would be rendered. In the case of Pakvavan both
object and doer are inevitable. The Process depends upon the doer. Hence

Process has to be accepted as a part of root and not of the verb.

There is a general rule in Grammar that between stem and suffix, suffix is more
Important than stem as it is seen the usages like Karakah, Dasarathih, etc. these
are the examples of Krdanta and Taddhita respectively. But this rule does not

be applicable in the case of the Tense. It has been stated in the Nirukta by Yaska

— ATAVLTIHTEATTY, <aveT=i= 99, In case of smeara, action is treated as the

predominant factor.

The Mimamsakas put an argument that there is a common rule that the suffix is
more important than the stem. But at the same time it doesn’t mean that what is
Important suggests the meaning of suffix only and vice-versa. Otherwise in the
case of the words like 4ja (she-goat), Asva (mare), Chagt (she-sheep), etc. the
suffix has to be treated as it were important than the meaning of the stem. But
such is not seen in the popular usage. Here the feminine suffix is sub-ordinate
while the meaning of the stem (Prakrti) is the principal one. Therefore, this rule
has to be understood as the general rule with some exceptions. Moreover, the
aphorism of Panini TemayeaTE=TRaea=ayHETq (1.2.56), itself states that
the significance of the suffix and stem solely depends on the context of the

particular Sastras. As the Naiyayikas judge the word on the basis of



Prathamantapada (i.e. word ending in Nominative case); Poeticians take

Laksana (Indicated sense). Navya-Naiyayikas take Krti (Activity). Hence, that
which is important for one may be subordinate to the other.
There must be one controlling agency to avoid the chaos regarding the use of

this rule. That is why Yaska has rightly stated in his Nirukta ‘|Taaegm=yq

smeaTad’ (1.1). Here the word smeamas’ represents the sense of the root and not

of the verb. That is supported by the Patafijali as ‘T = areerare e It

means all words are derived from roots.

The Mimamsakas always give more preference to the suffix than the stem. In
‘Kim Krtam? Pakvam’; Kytam expresses the meaning of the verb but it itself is
not a verb. In this case they have to accept Process as the expressed sense of the
suffix, too. Otherwise suffix won’t render the meaning of the Process since
Process can be expressed only through the verb. Moreover, here the question is
action oriented and not the suffix oriented. Thus the primary suffixes should be
treated as the verb. For, according to the view of the Mimamsists, a verb is a
prerequisite for Process. But in the present example this theory of Mimamsakas

seems to be rejected.

In case of the Primary derivates (Krt) like Karyam (Nyat), Pacaniyam (Aniyar),
etc. which denote the sense of the Karmakaraka suggest that Bhavana (or
Vyapara) acts as a fractional component of the root. For, any word cannot be

termed as root until it represents action.®

In Karyam, Nyat is applied by the aphorism Rhalorpyat (I111.1.124). It enjoins
the Nyat suffix to the N K. In Pacanivam, Anivar suffix is used to the ¥ Pac

according to the aphorism Tavyattavyaniyarah (111.1.16). Both these suffixes are

% yaska, op cit, p. 69
% The aphorism of Panini S@T&T &ma=:11¢.3. 2 I would become futile if the relation between
the Process and the root is not accepted.



used in the sense of Karmakaraka by the force of the aphorism Tayoreva

Krtyaktakhalarthah (111.4.70). The word Adi, in the Karika,” suggests use of the

Instrumental Case in the examples like Jyotistomayaji. Here Karana is Upapada
by the strength of the siarra Karare Yajak (111.2.85). The Nini (=In) is applied
to the V"~ Yaj in the sense of doer.

All these primary suffixes Nyat, Aniyar and Nini are applied in the sense of
Object, Instrument and Agent. They are ascertained on the basis of their relation
with the action. Unlike the Grammarians, Mimamsakas do not accept Process
as the expressed sense of the root. Hence, the functioning of these primary

suffixes will be rebutted.

Another argument is made that like in Dadhyodanaz and Gudadhanah, the
relation between the two members is understood through suppositional
inference (4Adyahara), and so the same could be understood in other examples
of compounds. To this argument, the reply given by Kaundabhatta is — the
examples of DadhyodanaZ and Gudadhanah are the rare ones and hence
aphorisms Annena Vyjiianam (11.1.33) and Bhaksyena Misrikaranm (11.1.34) are
specially made for them. It is done on the strength of Vidhanasamarthyat.™ But
the examples of Harikytam, Nakhabhinnaz and Haritratah are frequently seen
in the usages. Henceforth there is no need to use the rule of Vidhanasamarthyat
or the suppositional inference (Adyahara) regarding these usages. It is possible

directly by accepting the Process as the suggested sense of the root.

0 5 e ATy 38 7 Feeafv
Try ThamaT=eRar oAt argeada T 1R
! fremrETae is a kind of rule which is used for those words whose other similar examples
are not found or rather the exceptional cases. ‘3Ta AT (2.2.33) “wegvr fefwaony

(2.2.3%) are such examples wherein the action of effusing and mixing are understood and
then the rules of compound would become applicable.




In this discussion the potentiality of the Pada in the compound is shown.
According to the Mimamsakas, the potentiality of the Pada is that which
denotes the same sense as the verb did. So, Asaryampasya is a compounded
word though there isn’t any competency of compounded words in it. This can
be done on the strength of the siatra Saha Supa (11.1.4). But according to the
Vaiyakaranas, it is not an example of Samartha-samasa. In the MB, Patafijali
states that Asaryampasya is an example of incompetent compound, because the
action Drs has no direct relation with the Sarya. It is an example of Prasajya-
pratisedha-nafi compound.” Otherwise Krtah SarvamyttikaZz can be termed as
compounded word by splitting it as Krtak Sarvo Mrttikaya which is not seen in
the popular usage. The word Mrttikak is in Karanakaraka while Sarva is in
Karmakaraka. Both are connected as it were rendering the same sense of the
action, but such parameter cannot be set for fixing the certainity of compound.
Othersise there would be many compounds without having any specific rule to
porove it. If all the compounds are proved by the aphorism Saha Supa (11.1.4),

then the rest aphorisms will be useless.

In Gharah Bhavayati, Ghatah is the agent, the support of the Process. But it will
change into Gharari Bhavayati according to the rule of Mimarsa.
Kaundabhatta argues that Ghasam Bhavayati (he is making the pot) is an
example of the causal of the N~ Bhi with the Nic (Vic) suffix and Tip (Tip=Ti).
The use of the causal denotes the sense of the agent, the substratum of the

2 Two varieties of Ts&HTE —
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In this, faTer is more important than e | In this variety fArer has given more
e.g. SAFTEUTHTAE, bring a non- Brahmin | importance than faTer e.g. sa =

person. In this, a person is called who is | a=r=r+. One should not tell a lie. Here
not a Brahmin. emphasis is given to ‘not to tell a lie’.

In this negation of 3T<4= is found but at | In this, action is denied.
the same time action is not denied.

In this, negation is found but at the same | In this, complete negation is seen.
time the similarity is accepted.




Process. The Karma, the substratum of the Result, is understood through the
Process. The question arises: ‘why not the same rule can be applied to the
Gharak Bhavati by changing it to Ghaanz Bhavati?” Since in both the examples,

Tip represents the Process only.

In the above given example, the Akhyatartha is Process and its Asraya is doer
which is Gharah. Hence it will govern Kartrsarijiia. So there is no question of
object as it has been doubted by the Vaiyakaranas in Gharak Bhavati and
Ghararm Bhavati.

Kaundabhatta puts counter-arguments:

1. This rule cannot be applied to the examples of Causal (Nijanta)-

Pacayati Devadatto Vispumitrepa (Devadatta makes Visnumitra to cook).
In this example, the verb Pacayati is an example of Nijanta and the
Asraya of the Process is Devadatta. Hence it is used in Nominative. But
at the same time, Visnumitra too is an undeclared doer of the verb.
According to the aphorism Kartrkaranostytiya (11.3.18), it governs
Instrumental case. Here the rule is not broken. Moreover Devadatta is
Kartyprayojaka who inspires Visnumitra for cooking.

2. If the point of Mimamsakas be accepted then in Gramar Gamayati
Devadatto Vispumitram (Devadatta sends Visnumitra to the village),
Visnumitra cannot be treated as doer and Gramam, the desired object of
Visnumitra, would not govern Accusative. So the aphorism
Karturipsitatamam Karma (1.4.49) will be seless. If object is absent in the
sentence then Dative Case which can be used as an optional usage for
Gramam will also cease to exist.

3. The argument of the Mimamsakas that ‘in Pacayati both the Prayojya
and Prayojaka express Akhyata’ cannot solve the problem. For the reason

that in Pdacayati Devadatto Vispumitrena - both Devadatto and



Visnumitrera may either govern Nominative or Instrument. It creates
confusion. It also bars the aphorism Hetumati Ca (111.1.26), and hence
two varieties of the Process cannot be accepted as the expressed sense of
the verb with regard to Nijanta form.

4. Process is considered to be substratum of doer and this Process is also an
expressed sense of the verb. Such is the theory of the Mimamsa. If it is
accepted as verbatim, then it may create problem in the use of Primary
Derivates e.g. Devadattaz Pakta (he who is cooking is Devadatta). Here

verb is completely absent in the sentence, the doer cannot be decided

without a verb. In Devadattakz Pakta, Trc is suffixed by aphorisms

Kartari Krta (111.4.67) and Nvrltrcau (111.1.133). If Asti is supposed to get
the meaning of the sentence, then also Asti does not represent doer. Tip is
used with the root \"As (Asti) and not with\" Pac. Therefore, they have to

accept Result and Process as the expressed sense of the root.

Kaundabhatta firmly states that the argument of the opponent has the fault of
Anyonyasraya and therefore he suggests that whenever there is dilemma, it is
better to follow MB. When the meaning of the root is taken as an action and the
meaning of the action is taken as a root, then it generates the fault of
Anyonyasraya. If the meaning of the root is taken as an action and the meaning
of the action is taken as a root, the knowledge of the Dhatvarthah would be
inevitable for the knowledge of the action or vice versa as both of them are
assumed to have inseparable relationship. The realization of both the things
depends on each other. This idea of the opponent seems inappropriate, as both
the things have their own identity and are different from each other. Likewise,
both of them are not bound with the relation of cause and effect.”

® Different commentators have given different examples to elucidate this fault. Darpana
commentary quotes the illustration of the two defferent horns of a bull. The growth and
appearance of the one horn does not depend on the other. But when they are said to be



The opponent tries to avoid the fault of Anyonyasraya by saying that let the
word belongs to Bhvadi and other conjugation, be accepted as the root. So root
can be defined as ‘that which is one of the ten conjugations and which shows
the sense of action’. If this be accepted as the definition of the root, the
aphorism Bhivadayo® (1.3.1) would no longer sustain. Therefore, the root must
be accepted in its conventional meaning as stipulated by MB. Thus root can be
simply defined as the representative of an action. Here the action is taken in the

sense of ‘the collection of different small actions’.

One more time the opponent tries to shield his view by suggesting the fixation
of the rule that the word having the particular meaning and read under the
domain of a conjugation be termed as root. The example of the ¥~ B has been
presented here. N~ Bhii could be termed as a root only when it belongs to the
first conjugation and used in the sense of ‘to be or to become’. But this cannot
be the criteria for decideing the root. For, the adverb =T will also become a root
as it has unique meaning of ‘option’ and it is very popular in the usage.
Moreover, it belongs to the Adverbial conjugation (Avyaya-Garna). So as per the
definition of the opponent, this would also become root. This will lead to the

fault of stz as this definition covers very broad area and may affect many

words. Thus, in order to avoid this doubt it is better to accept the view of the

Grammarians.

Opponent raises the question that the view of grammarians that both Process
and Result are the meanings of the root is not proved in the V" As. In V"As no
Process is seen, hence in the absence of the Process how Asti can be termed as a

root?

interrelated, then it shows the fault of Anyonyasraya. Bhaimi commentary has presented the
examples of the Astadhyayt by quoting two aphorisms viz. ZAaH & SATaTrcdT qgaT.




Kaundabhatta replies “The Process always lies in the roots like As, etc; it

becomes unnoticeable when the Process and the Result have same support””.

The meaning of the verb Asti is ‘Asa Bhuvi’ i.e. that which exists in the world.
The qualities of the adjective are always found in the noun and noun is
supposed to reflect the qualities denoted by the adjective. The same thing is
found in the case of Y As. It has two components viz. Processal part and
Resulting part. The qualities or the essence of the Result always remain present
in the Processal part. Sometime it becomes visible and sometimes it remains
invisible. Moreover, the meaning of the root depends upon the Processal part.
As in the case of V" As, the sense of existence is revealed through the Process
not throught the Result. An example to make it clearer is — Sa Tato Gato Na Va?
(Wheather he has gone from there or not?). The answer to this is Mahata
Yatnenasti/Tisthati (He is still present there). Both the roots v As & \ Stha
suggest the sense of ‘existence’. Here existence of a person suggests the
Processal part though it is not noticable. Thus, it is clear that Process is a part of

a root whether it remains noticeable or not.

The roots As and Bhii when used in the sense of origin denote the sense of
Process undoubtedly. The example is taken from the Ramayana -‘Rohito
Lohitad Asid Dhundhustasya Sutobhavat’ (Rohit was born from Lohit and he
had a son named Dhundhu). In this example, the verb Asit shows two things viz.
Past Tense and existence of a human being. “To exist’ or ‘to be’ is an action. It
denotes Process. Moreover, there cannot be any tense without Process. For,

Process always remains in Tense. That is why Bhartrhari has said in his VP -

“Tense is the adjective of the action while Number can be the adjective of

anyone””

" grecTaTa i geier wrersEAT g ATET| SR aETSar S T AT 9T T e 1420 VBS, p.
78



But in the case of verbs like Asti and Bhavati, the Process cannot be identified
separately. It is because; in these types of verbs Process and Result seem
identical with each other. This identification creates confusion and

misapprehension in getting the knowledge of the Process separately.

Now the opponent doubts that the questions like ‘Kim Karoti’ (what is he
doing?) can be answered as Pacati (he is cooking). But the same cannot be done
with Asti.

Kaundabhatta replies that the same question can be answered in the form of
Asti. If someone has the intention to ask that whether the person is alive or not,
as seen in the expression ‘Kim Karoti?’ this can be replied as Asti (yes, he is
alive). When someone is sure about the existence of a person, then only the
question regarding the activity of a person is asked. The same is seen in the case
of Pacati. When the questioner knows that the person is alive, he may further
inquire about his deeds or work in the form of Karoti. But it cannot be asked
until the existence of a person is uncertain. Now it is proved that there cannot be
any doubt regarding the verbs like Asti and Bhavati.

The opponent raised the doubt that if the Kriya is the sense of the root then the
same would be apprehended in the words like ‘Pakah’. But it cannot be
accepted as the desirable one as it contradicts the statement of the MB -
Krdabhihito bhavo dravyavat prakasate, which states that roots like \" Kr, etc

will be taken as having substance.

It is answered that — “in the system of Grammar, the two-fold divisions of a

verb as the state of being Sadhya and Sadhana have been presumed. The same

is observed in the case of the primary suffix Ghafi (in Pakah) and others”.”

7 FFATIET FTereq HedT g9 9T | VBS, p. 81
® qrEHTATes WRMEAT  ATEAETYAEUdTl  UhfeuadT  TAT T H HSI(esaid
FH:N3.£.¥elBhartrhari, op cit, p. 365



Pasya Mrgo Dhavati is understood as Dhavanakarma-anukulavyapara-
kartytvamygam Pasya. This sentence has two verbs Pasya and Dhavati. The
person is telling to see the ‘running’ of a deer. So, the act of running is the
object. A deer is not intended to be observed that is why it doesn’t govern the

Accusative Case. ‘Running’ is also a verb. So it cannot be declined as word by

the strength of the aphorism sreEReaTqIe=: yraatesw (1.2.45). But the rule of
Ekavakyata suggests that Pasya must be considered as the main verb of the

sentence.

The same rule of Panini has to be understood in the case of suffix like Ghaf. In
the expression Pasya Mrgo Dhavati, Pasya is Sadhyavstha and Dhavati is
Sadhanavastha. Pasya is the main action while Dhavati is the object of the verb

Pasya. It is an integral part of the main verb.”’

The same is the case with Pakah. Pakah means Pakam Bhavati *The cooking is

going on’. The Pakah is in Sadhyavstha which gives further scope for

questioning in the form of Bhavati, Asti, Jayate, Vidyate or Nasyati. Pacati is in

Sadhanavastha. Hence no further question arises in the mind of a listener. This
Sadhanavastha is said to be produced from the root and Sadhyavstha is

produced from the suffix Ghaf.

The Sadhana part of a root has its connection with the Sadhya part of the root.
Otherwise in Odanasya Pakah, the object rice would lose its connection with

the verb. As a result of this, Genitive case cannot be used in Odana by the sitra

‘chichl-([u”: g_hi?l’ (11.3.65).

Kaundabhatta says that Odana cannot be changed into Genitive when it has

relation with the verb Bhavati. Bhavati is a form of Lakara. Agent and object

" This point has been discussed in the passages dealing with the topic THIAS aTFIH on p.
18.



can be changed to Genitive when they have relation with Krt. But here instead

of Krt, Lakara has been presented. Thus by the aphorism ‘a

AHRTAAASTEAAIATH (T 2.3.%%) it is proved that the use of Genitive cannot be

accepted until it has connection with the root of Sadhyavastha.

In the same way ‘Kasthaih Pakah’ should be understood. ‘Kasthaik’ is
Instrumental Plural and ‘Pakah’ is in Sadhanavastha which again has co-
relation with the main verb. Therefore the instrument (Kastham) has relation

with the root of Sadhyavastha. Hence, even though the ‘Pakah’ is an example

of Primary derivative (Krt), the rule of ‘sqa#vm: &fa’ would not be applicable to

this. The same rule is not applicable to “‘Stokas: Pacati’ or ‘Stokam Pakah’.
Here the word Stokam is an adverb. It is a part of Paka which is the object of

the verb.

The question is that why the object is not changed to Genitive when the satra

FHavI: Fa cleary supports it? According to this aphorism the object and the

agent changed to Genitive in Krt.
This argument is not acceptable because —

I. According to Nages$abhatta, there must be Bhedanvayasambandha
between the object and the agent. Here Stokam is not different from the
object. Hence it cannot be termed as Genitive.

ii. In the MB, an example of Darundadhyapakah is given to illustrate the
rule. This word is explained as Darunam Yathd Bhavati Tatha

Adhyapakah. The m of Darunam is dropped which clearly suggests



object. This is an example of Karmadharaya and not of Sasthitatpurusa.

Otherwise Patafijali would not have taken care to explain it.”®

Hence, it is proved that both the examples of Stokar: Pacati and Stokar: Pakah

are appropriate.

Another thing is that in Sadhyavastha, the sense of the action is taken from the
root. While in Siddhavastha, it is supposed from the affixes like Ghaf and
others.”” There are two reasons to discriminate Sadhyavastha and
Siddhavastha-

I.  When the action of the Sadhyavastha (e.g. Pacati) is spoken of, there is
no scope of further questioning regarding the action. But when the action
of the Siddhavastha is presented to the listener, many questions regarding
the action come to his mind.

Il.  When the action belongd to Siddhavastha, it possesses adjectives. And as
per the rule, the adjective takes the Number and Gender of the noun or
action. Like Stokam Pakah. Pakah is in Masculine gender and a Singular
form. Unlike this when an adjective is used with the action belonged to

Sadhyavastha, it always governs Neuter Gender and Singular form as in

Stokam Pacati.

This also throws light on the thought that the action of Siddhavastha has some
potential in it. Otherwise the change in the form of the adjective would not take
place. The view of modern Logicians (Navya-Naiyayikas) is also somehow
refuted by the above explanation. Modern Logicians hold the view that suffix

Ghan, etc do not have any potential in themselves. They are made for common

’® Bhaimi commentary has quoted the view that according to some scholars, FHESIT cannot
be enjoined by the strength of the Panini’s aphorisms - 4.4.27 & 4.4.28. Hence, there isn’t
any possibility of substituting object by Genitive.

? wrercad AT a9 arqEaEreET RrEvEeq aeaem g ouE
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 365
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usage. According to them the potentiality lies in the words ending in Ghan
(Gharisabda) and not in the affix Gha itself (suffix Ghan).

Kaundabhatta opinines that it has the fault of Gaurava as the potentiality to

express the sense (Saktatavacchedaka) would be many. It is steted by Panini (in

the wrar 3.3.9¢) and Patafijali (Fafof2ar wmar s=aaq warerd 1) that the potentiality
to express lies in the primary affix Ghaii itself and not in the word ending in
Ghan.

This question arises because in the aphorism FHaq FHUT Teatha: (410 3.2.£0),
the object works as an agent. According to grammarians the Vyaparansa is
agent and Phalansa is object. But it is seen that at many times object acts like an
agent or vice versa. Kaundabhatta says that it happens by Riidhi. Further he

gives the example of the aphorism of sar==r emaa:. The gloss of this aphorism is

- TamaT=ET e 2. Kaundabhatta says that the word Kriya represents the
Process and so the agent who is Vyaparansa is meant here. This meaning is
taken by the force of Riidhi®. In Yaugika usage, the word Kriya is used as
Phalansa, but never as Vyaparansa. Riidha is considered to be stronger than
Yaugika as it does not need stem and suffix for explanation. In Ridha, there is
no need of any grammatical justification to prove the meaning of the word.

Hence, it is better to accept the word Kriya in its Riidha sense. That is what

meant by grammarians when they define Karaka as amsiaca ®eshead (that

which produces the action) and Naiyayikas as farfead #aw@r (that which is
associated with the action). Karaka has direct connection with the action and
the action is a group of small actions known as Process. Hence, the relation

between the Process and Karaka is proved.

8 There are two types of meanings viz. Yaugika and Riidha. 1% means grammatically or

etymolofically proved words. =& means that meaning of the word which is highly accepted in
the spoken language and in due course of time it appear to be the only meaning of the word
whether grammatically proved or not.



Kaundabhatta has quoted some of example from the Mimamsa. In the ninth
chapter of Mimamsadarsana, the word Uttara is used in Rudha sense. Uttara
means the latter portion. But in the present context Uttara stands for Uttara

text.®

In case of the syntax, all the Karakas are the adjective of the Process. To

support this view, Kaundabhatta has quoted a maxim of Mimarsadarsana. In

3.1.20 of Mimamsadarsana, it is stated — “S[OIET = TS AHFIL: THAT]
=rq’ i.e. all the qualities, although not having any relation with each other,
work unanimously for the sake of Para i.e. Visesya. Another expression is — a

begger does not approach another begger for alms.

In the first example, Kaundabhatta wants to say that all the Karakas though do
not have any mutual realation, work to give a complete meaning of a sentence.
They all have connections with the main verb and so they all function for the
same verb. The second example shows the importance of the verb in the
sentence. All Karakas do not deal with each other until there remains a verb in a

sentence.

Mimamsakas have accepted both these maxims as they seem logical. Thus, it
becomes clear that there is a relation of cause and effect between verb and
Karaka. Verb is the Visesya for which Karaka renders the sense of Process.
Similar is the case of Primary derivative like Pakta (Trjanta) and Pacakah
(Mulanta). The Karaka suggests Process, though it gets secondary position in

the meaning.

The affix Vati (=Vat) is used when there is similarity of action. But Naiyayikas

have used it in Parvato Vahniman Mahanasavat. Here Mahanasavat 1s used in

the context of Parvata which is Paksa. According to Naiyayikas, Parvata is not

81 Uttara is a text which states the rules of singing of the Mantras.



an action. ‘Smoking’ is the action still Mahanasavat goes with Paksa. Such

kind of usage is non-grammatical.

Another example is of the relation between Karaka and Na7i. In Bhitale Na
Gharah, Bhiitale is in Adhikaranakaraka while Na (=Nafi) shows negation. The
Adhikaranakaraka is taken as having relation with Gharah (which is
Kartakaraka). Thus, Bhiitale is understood with Ghasak and not with Na®2. This
breaks the rule of Panini that all the Karakas have relation with the verb and not
with each other independently. So Kaundabhatta has raised a question that here
Naiyayikas have broken the rule of Panini but in case of ¥ Sprh they follow the
instructions of Panini®®. This shows the inconsistency of the Naiyayikas
regarding the application of grammatical rules. They use it when they find it

suitable. Such type of act is known as Ardhajaratinyaya.®

The action of going is connected with the object village, etc (in Gramarm Gatah)
the same relation of the action with the object is understood in the Krtaparva (in

Krtapirvi Karam), etc.

When the root is used with suffixes, how its meaning and function undergo
change is explained by Kaundabhatta. This relation between secondary action
and object is explained by placing two examples of suffix = and == with the
roots Gam and Ky respectively. Both these suffixes denote the sense of the
agent. According to the Paribhasa - Prakrti-Pratyayarthayoh Pratyayarthasya

Pradhanyam, the suffix would become the chief one and the rest (i.e. action)

will become the subordinate e.g. Gramari Gatah (he went to village). Gramam

% In sgaer == 7, Af¥T is understood and in TEAT afEAHT, wiAHBT is understood. In both
the examples verb is supposed because with out it the meaning would remain incomplete.

8 gfz gastt gerd: Frwy Fefay sFafa asar afg =aget syfgsemT 1gan (If you
want to use Vati with Paksa and Karaka with Na7i which is against the rule, then leave a
desire to use V" Sprh in Dative Case.)

8 It is a famous maxim. It means “a half portion of a body of a lady has the symtoms of old
age and other half has the tenderness of youth ’. This maxim is used when any rule is
accepted partially and not completely.




is the object and is in Karma-Karaka. Gatas is made from \~Gam+Kta (=Ta).
The suffix Kta (=Ta) indicates the agent. V" Gam suggests the action and it is
subordinate to the suffix. In this example, the root along with the suffix
represents the sense of an action. Gata/ is the form of the primary derivative

and not of the verb still it renders the meaning of the action.

In Ini (=In), the rule of the Kta (i.e. the relation between the action and the

agent) is emphasized e.g. Krtaparvi Karam, here Karam is the object. Ini suffix
indicates the relation of action with the agent. In this example also, the action is

presented by the suffix but not the root.*®

Kaundabhatta further argues that there are some words which are called
Nityasapeksa-sabdah. Nityasapeksa-sabdah means those words on hearing
which some other related words are expected to be heard e.g. Devadattasya
Gurukulam. It means Family of Devdatta’s priest. In this, Devadatta is related
with the preist first and then to his family. This is an example of Sasthi
Tatpurusasamasa. In this Devadatta is subordinate (Visesarza) and Gurukulam is

main (Visesya).*

Another example is Caitrasya Napta i.e. a grand son of Chaitra. Here Caitra has
relation with his son first and then with his grandson. Caitra cannot be
connected directly to his grandson. These types of words are called
Nityasapeksa-sabdah. They are found in all five types of gloss. All
commentators have quoted the view of Bhartrhari at this point of discussion —

qrafraarss: arae At a9 geaq |

% In Bhaimi commentary the same rule is explained by stating five sutras of Panini, p.176-
177
8 Cf Bhaimi Commentry, p. 209
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The words which are related with each other though sapeksa by nature, are

always used as compound words.

The same has to be understood in the case of Bhokturm: Pakah (example of
Tumun) and Bhuktva Pakak (example of Ktva). According to the sitra Tt
ot fohamariame (91 °3.3. ¢ 0) when the action becomes subordinate, the Tumun
and Nvula suffixes are enjoined to the roots. Paka/ has two divisions viz. the
Siddhavastha due to the use of suffix Ghaf and another Sadhyavastha due to
the action which is yet to be executed. The Ghaf part is the chief one and the
Dhatizpasthapya is the subordinate. The Tumun has relation with the

subordinate part of the action.

Another example is Bhuktva Pakah. The aphorism HHM S GHIT: TaHT

(A0 3.%¥.3¢) (when two different actions are done by the same doer, the earlier

action gets the suffix Ktva) is applied to the \"Bhuj. In Bhuktva Pakah, N Bhuj
is earlier to Y Pac. In this example also, Ktva has a relation with the
subordinate part of \" Pac.

In Gramam Gatah and Krtaparvi Karam, action which is subordinate has
relation with the object. Similar is Bhoktum Pakas and Bhuktva Pakalk; where

Tumun and Ktva affixes have a relation with the subordinate action.

Kaundabhatta has explained why the rule of Bhokturm: Pakah (by the strength of
the siitra T=gaT At Gramaiam) and Bhoktur: Pakah (by the strength of the

siitra TETHEGHAT: Tawrr) do not be applicable to other suffixes. In Bhokturi
Pakah, Tumun is used and Bhuktva Pakah, Ktva 1s used. Both these suffixes

have relation with the subordinate action. Now, the question is — ‘is this rule is

8 Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 475



applicable in other affixes like Krtvasuc (=Krtva)’. If it is so, then one can make

sentence like T#h: 9TeF: g1 9TeRT, AT FATL: AT ITHT: OF TFh TR,

In the same way Sakrt Pakah in place of Ekak Pakah can also be framed;
similarly Dvistriscatuh Pakah and so on. Actually the use of Suc with Dvi
neither creates any problem nor breaks any rule. On the contrary such kind of
usage is seen in the work of Patafijali. It has relation with subordinate action.
Though grammatically proved, these usages have no place in the spoken

language.

According to some, there is no need to place the word Kriya in the aphorism

FEITT: AT o Feage (10 4.%.9¢). It is because the action can be

repeated and not the objects. The use of the word Kriya in the aphorism makes
it clear that the affix Kytvasuc does not have any relation with the subordinate
action. On the contrary, it has connection with the action which is in
Sadhyavastha. There can be no use of Krtvasuc in Sakrt Pakak, Dvikh Pakah,
etc, because when the action is taken as Dhatiapasthapyakriya, it becomes
subordinate and in that position it is not confined to Sadhyavastha. The forms of
Dvirvacanam, Dvik Prahoga/k, etc are not appropriate still they are used by

Panini, Katyayana and Patafijali by the strength of the Progasamarthyat.

The propriety of words depends upon the relation of noun and adjective. But it
cannot be said that the words not having propriety, won’t be able to render the
meaning. Kaundabhatta says -

“The word Bhedya means Visesya (noun) and Bhedaka means

Visesana (adjective). Sadhuta means Propriety of word.”®

8 Bhami commentary has explained by giving the example of 2T is understood as *T and 374
T means a horse and ¥ means a poor man. When the 3% is understood in its real sense,
then it shows the propriety of the word. This propriety of a word depends upon the relation of
main and subordinate.



This propriety has the power to deliever the proper meaning of a word. Such is
the view of Mimamsakas. So Propeirty should be consired as the expressed
sense of the word. Thus, all the roots possessing this power of propriety can be
treated as Sadhusabda. But this is not accepted by the grammarians.

There are many words which do not have Sadhuta in themselves still they
render meaning. Thus, it is argued that all the words having power of expression
do not have the power of Propriety. So Sadhutva and Saktatva are both different

things.

Kaundabhatta suggests that in decideing the power of words, the authority of
Grammar has to be accepted. Here he uses the technique of Jalpa to refute the
view of opponent. It is seen that at the time of the performance of the rituals, the
rules of grammar are strickly followed e.g. if someone uses Instrumental
(Agnina Svaha) in place of Dative (Agnaye Svaha), it is considered as a mistake.

The speaker has to perform the expiation for his mistake as per the rule of

sacrifice — Nanrtam Vadet. This rule of Nanrtam Vadet makes it clear that the

Propriety of the word can be decided by the authority of the Grammar only.

Mimamsakas questioned the authority of Grammar. They want to prove the
authority of the Veda. They say, “according to grammar verb has a relation with
the agent, object, etc and with the Process too”. In Nanrtam Vadet, the use of
Lifi-lakara indicates its relation with the agent. In this case, the sentence would
suggest human effort and not the sacrifice. Otherwise it may loss its connection
with the sacrifice. Moreover, it cannot be argued that this statement is a part of a
sacrificial rite performed at the time of Darsapiarpamasayajiia and it is not a
main statement. But such is not acceptable as ultimately it refers to the

sacrifice.®.

8 Jaimini, op cit, p. 312



Vaiyakaranas reply that the verb has raltion with agent, object, etc. but it is an
adjective too. Process is the chief one (Visesya) and verb is the subordinate
(Visesana). So agent, object, etc. would also be subordinate as compared to
Process. The Vedic statement Nanrtam Vadet and the use of Vidhi-lin suggests
Process and not the agent. It doesn’t refer in the sense of either agent or human
effort or the sacrifice. Moreover, this sentence shows its connectivity with the
Veda as it is read under Darsaparramasayajiia section. Likewise there is no
difference between wcasiar and qzurear. If the agent is taken as the chief one,

there won’t raise any confusion. To prove this point, Kaundabhatta has quoted a

sentence of the Mimamsadarsana (3.4.20) - TFFAAISTIATHT 2emhq. It means
‘if the priest yawns at the time of sacrifice, he has to recite the Mantra ‘wfxr

Zerwd’. In this Mantra, use of Sanac refers to both seasf (sacrificial rite) and

7=utd (human effort). Mutteering of w2 zarsq Mantra is a Vedic injunction but
it is performed by a man. This injunction is stated as an Atonement or Expiation
(srafzra). So, a human effort is required for the fulfillment of the rite. The

whole process of Expiation is not different from the main sacrifice.

The same rule is applied in the case of Nanrtam Vadet. It can be refered to both
sacrificial rite and the human effort. This point is elaborated with length by
Kaundabhatta in the VB.

If the verb does not refer to Process, it would never render the right meaning of
the Process. Moreover, the knowledge of any word doesn’t depend on the
Propriety of the word. For, the words, not pronounced with Propriety, do render
the meaning of the word as it is seen in vernacular languages. Propriety is not

the parameter to decide the meaning of the word.

111.6. Problems of the Meanings of Lakaras



This section deals with the Tense known as Lakara. According to Panini, there
are two types of Pada viz. verbal form (Tizn) and Case-affix (Sup).*® Verbal form
(Tin) is defined by Panini Lak Karmani Ca Bhave Cakarmakebhyah (1.4.69)
Verbal form (Tir) is called Lakara. In Sanskrit, there are six Tenses and four
Moods. They unanimously frame ten Lakaras. Again they have been classified
as the 7it and Nit. 7it means having an indicatory T as the last letter of a word;
Nit while having N as the last letter of a word. They are -

< - 1L — Present tense
fore - @ - Perfect Past
o< — 1Y — First Future

g — 1T — Second Future
« — =1 — Subjunctive
e - 1T — Imperative

g — @1 — Imperfect tense

forg - @1 — Potential Mood

© ©o N o o bk~ w DN E-

% - 1< — Immediate Past

10.9% - =12 — Conditional

In the text of VBS, the sequence of the Lakaras is not changed by
Kaundabhatta. We can notice that Kaundabhatta has briefly discussed the
meaning and usages of all the ten Lakaras. Not only meaning but the satras of
Astadhyayr which state the rule of these Lakaras have been referred in his
discussion. It is a very brief discussion on Lakaras. We hardly find the
refutation or argumentation on Lakaras. The style of writing is unambiguous

and strait. He directly mentions Lakaras in the following manner —

T qUSE gAY i wirsaf |

90 Fffred T=H 19.%. 971
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“The @< etc., should be understood in the senses of adm,
TareT, gar e, wtaed, fafer, are, etc respectively.”

The term Lakara referes to Doer, Object, Verbal activity (Bhava), Number and
Time. It is used in the sense of the Object and Doer in transitive roots and for
the Doer and Verbal activity (Bhava) in intransitive roots. The Lakara is
divided into three Numbers depending upon the intention of the speaker
(Vivaksa). The three Numbers are singular, dual and plural. The aphorisms of
Panini state that Lakaras are used to show present, past and future Time and
their subdivisions.® Bhartrhari also accepts the view of verbal activity and

relates it with the sense of the root —

TN FTACT FqGIL (HATHAT: |
AT T T: FAET Fieerranr Arfaadan .. ¥ cne?

Naiyayikas do not accept doer and object as the meaning of verb. They take
activity as sense of verb. Thay find the fault of Gaurava in the view of
grammarians while admit that their own view has the quality of Laghava. All
these have been discussed in the earlier section in the problem concerning with
the verb. Patafijali and Bhartrhari opine that action has a connection with the
Time. Time is the main factor for the differentiation of actions. Different actions
occur at different time and place. So, they have been divided by the power of
Time. 93 This power of Time resides in the from of the logos which brings the
six-fold modifications in the form of the sentient and insentients objects such as

the Vikara of birth, existence, change, growth, decay and destruction.

3 FAH o, T 9, Sa 2, o A, ey a3, i g3 Granfad, ete,
%2 Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 383

B At I fH=ET sreETT=ET: guE | AEd wRomHT atat 9T 13,2310 lid, p.
374
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Time is taken as the stage-holder of the entire universe and the three-fold
activity viz. origination, sustanence and drstruction happen due to power of

Time.®

The six Lakaras ending with T () have been demonstrated hereafter. They

should be understood in the following manner -

Present Tense (Las-lakara)

The Lar-lakara is used to show the action pertaining to present time. It has been
stated by the sitra a5 @2 113.2.2231%. It means the action which is already

started but yet not finished. It is different from past and future. Verbs like
Pacati, etc. show the continuity of the actions like placing the vessel on the
stove and putting it down after completion of work. Thus, Laz-lakara is used to
denote the sense of the action of the present. The Vartika on the same aphorism
of AA illustrates present tense with the example of a student whose study is not
completed yet he is doing other actions like sleeping, eating, etc. at the same
time. In this example, the action of studying is the main and is continued. Hence
it is in the present tense. It is true that this action of study has many
interventions and intervals still it is continuing in the same form for some years.
Therefore it must be used in the present tense only. The same rule is accepted

by Patafijali and Kaiyata.”” Bhartrhari has given the example of eating to

% Ibid, p. 1

% et = feudt =& foamer =t qgan | e Fremarg T faag 1¢.30
THET AHAAET TAATE THEAT | TTAAea T AT o a5 fassad 12,1 1bid, p. 372

% panini, op cit, p. 27

7 AT fOreaT AaraaaHT @t | MB, p. 22 Z2TefHE Scedds Yg< ITeee 7 9
TIETAH | ST F AT avdl ATead, TaTseftag T S 7 STt | Kaiyata , op cit, p.
32




explicit the present tense. It is discussed earlier that any action is a unit of small
different actions. According to Bhartrhari, the main action is eating and the
other actions i.e. drinking, talking, laughing, etc. are subordinate. Hence the
other actions should be taken as the part of the main action and not different

from the action of the present tense.*®

The view of the opponent is that - present tense should not be understood in the
sentence like 3mem 21fd, wdare Al etc. as the actions of the soul and the
mountain cannot be confined to any particular time period. For, soul neither
produces nor destroys. The same is the case of the mountain. Mountains are
still, the change in their form is hardly seen with regarding to the present, past

and future. So, it is not proper to confine them to the particular time.

To the above argument, Kaundabhatta answers — it is true that the soul is
immortal but it is also true that it needs body as the substratum. The nature of
body is perishable. Hence the soul, even thought imperishable is supposed to be
perishable. Mountains are also classified into the group of present, past and

future by the power of supposition.

Patafijali has cleverly answered that all the three tenses viz. present, past and
future are seen in e IR, wdan AR, because their position (furfd) and

existence (&) are beyond the sphere of any particular time.

Kaiyata’s view regarding the present tense is — ‘in the absence of present, past

and future cannot be inferred.”®®

The same has been stated in the VP-

E FEYE AT Mg 39 3934 | e fsafetraaasg e 13,2,
T = FAfgeEst arstermeEdd | g4 B e aghvEmasad 13.2.431
TEAAGET AT FAATATATHAT | ATGLATHTT W T TaSIa T[T 13.%.4 %1 Bhartrhari,
op cit, pp. 393-394
% FIRTAATATS T AT AT T ATTIETST:, AT (2 e wiesaed 7 gfav=ra | on MB
3.2.123, p. 82
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There is another argument regarding the use of the present tense that the
scriptural  statements like - Tamah Asit (There was darkness),
Tucchenabhyapihitam Yadasit (That was concealed by ignorance), Ahameka/’
Prathamamasam (In the beginning | alone was there), | am, | shall be etc., need

to be justified in the same way.

Kaundabhatta says that Lay, etc suggest Present Tense, etc. If a root which
denotes Process in general, is taken as being identical with the qualified one
(Visesya) and the Lar etc., will be useful as being conducive to the purport. On
the basis of Anvaya-vyatireka, the act of present tense, etc. ought to be spoken
of as the direct meaning of Lay etc., Otherwise the denotative nature of affixes

would be disturbed.

Panini states one special usage for present tense. He says that present tense can
be used for action similar to the present tense. It is technically called as
FaaarHer. it Bhartrhari defines it as ‘the residual portion of the present and
the beginning of the present is termed as a@amETHIeT in the system of

grammar’.'%

Perfect Past (f12)

Now Liz-Lakara and its connection with the word ‘Parokse’ are being discussed

on the basis of the sitra wa fre (w° 3.%.¢2¢%). The division of Time is

190 Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 391

10! AT A HTEET 13.3.2 3 21 Panini, op cit, p. 32

102 readr FAREET T2 AUT T IYHA: | A% AGHEETHIT AT e T 13,2900
Bhartrhari, op cit, p. 402




supposed to be two-fold viz. 1) Time pertaining to today (Adyatana)'® and 2)
not pertaining to today (Anadyatana). Each of these is again of two types as past
and future. Between these, the Liz-Lakara is in the sense of past not pertaining
to today. This type of tense is called ‘Parokse-bhiita’ (Perfect past). It means
Liz-Lakara ought to be used to denote the action pertaining to times of yore and
the action not witnessed by the speaker. From this, it should be understood that
Liz cannot not be used for events of today or for those which about to happen in
near future or rather in near past. Indirect (past) means that which is

imperceptible and which does not have the expression like ‘I witness’.

Nagesabhatta takes it as an action beyond the reach of the sense organs. It
means that which is not the subject of sense organs of the speaker or listener.'®*
Kaiyata also explains it as zfesar+afaw: (not the subject of sense organ).

Patanjali has presented four different views on ‘Parokse-bhuta’ (Perfect past) —

1. The action took place before hundred years — Ff=Tasrg: - aFderagT
et |

2. The action took place before thousand years — (9T sg: — FWHHAT
AT |

3. A conversation which is not direct or having some veil — ¥ 1g: -

FedFerad TLretHid |

193 There is little difference of opinine amongst the scholars with regars to the time pertaining
to taday. The views of Kaitata and Jinendrabuddhi are — Irraqet JAT Raas @ar
TB = THIsaras 3cdTg: on MB 3.2.9 90, p. 76

Ta®: AFRATSIARTATAT, TErEQAT ITH AN T AT SIS : FTe:| Nydsa on
AA, 3.R.2%0,p. 74

The view of Bhattoji is ST dTaT: T TATGANTHATE TalG 9 digdl ([adl [Qaqrsaa:|
on AA 3.2.2%0, p. 89. So, on the all all the commentators have taken the period of
approximately 24 hours. Today also we take this night 12.00 am to next night 12.00 am — the

duration os 24 hours for fixing present tense in general. Therefore it can be said that Li¢
cannot be used for the action which took plave brfore 24 hours from the present time.

104 gfrfar c@fererss: gafegaa==T 7 F&a=1=: | Udyota on MB 3.2.115, p. 85




4. The action took place before 2 — 3 days — 3% 3TTg: — g[2g g AT 1105

Kaundabhatta has followed Kaiyata. He says that the action which is not

witnessed by the doer belongs to the Paroksebhiita.
TN HTATR U H A TG L A u AT eI oea | |

The opponent raises the question by quoting the passage from the MB. It is
asked that the action is beyond the perception of senses as it has been stated in
the Bhasya (1-3-1) “the action is indeed absolutely beyond perception therefore
it cannot be shown as a whole as its components occur in succession.'%®”

Therefore the word Parokse cannot discern it.

Kaundabhatta says that this argument is redundant. The action though not
shown as a whole can become an object of knowledge as ‘I perceive it in units’.
Otherwise, it appears that the activity of fast running in the expression ‘Pasya

Mrgo Dhavati’ cannot be the object of observation.

The indirectness of the past (Paroksatva) is not imprecise since it is intimated
by the components of Process (series of actions) which are conducive to the
action. According to some, the usages like ‘this person had cooked’ (Ayam
Papaca) etc., show the indirectness of past (Paroksatva) of the Process;
because, even though the doer of the action belongs to present, the doership of

the respective action indicates past only.

Then how the expression ‘AT feumawgea=s’, (as one’s own action is directly

perceivable to oneself) is justified?

To this doubt, Kaundabhatta replies that this expression is erroneous. Again,
another argument is made that many times person seems distinct to his own

actions due to the absence of mind. But such is not the case since the making of

195 patafijali, op cit, p. 65
19 |bid, p. 67



a great treatise needs concentration of mind and hence the use of Anadyatana
and Bhita in the above stated expression is not proper. It seems that
Kaundabhatta has not given any satisfactory answer to the question raised by

the opponent.

First Future (§<)

Now the meaning of Lus - Lakara is explained by quoting the sentence Svo
Bhavini. The Luz - Lakara should be employed in the sense of ‘future action
which will be executed after 24 hours’ by the aphorism s 7z 13.3. 241"’
That is why it is called indirect future. The example is - Svo Bhavini (it is going
to happen tomorrow). Patafijali calls it smem== and wiEe@™Fs. Kaiyata

explains the same in an elaborative manner:

FEAAN T e TAT Aasq=ay e A T@mm T 34| T7
=3 a7 q e, AT U qrar gt i@ =7 arfersrr 7= aret
[RECUTE I

Second Future (§<)

The next Lakara is Lyt - Lakara. It is explicated by stating the word Bhavisyati.

This Lakara is applied in the sense of future time in general without any

specific condition. It is enjoined by the siatra 99 T 13.3.2311%9 as in the

197 panini, op cit, p. 29

198 PRD on MB 3.3.15, p. 92
199 panini, op cit, p. 29



example ‘the pot will be made’ etc. It states the antecedent negation™™® of an

action and the absence of the present time.'**
Subjunctive (t<)

The Ler - Lakara is used in the sense of injunction etc, as per the sitra fores @<
1291 which ordains that in the Vedas Les can be used as Lin (7). The Lin

is used in the sense of ‘injunction etc.” e.g. & =&t =g Tt (&. 1.1.2) (he brings
the gods here) 3

Imperative (<)

The Lor - Lakara is used in the sense of request, order, prayer, etc. By the word

‘etc’, the senses of injunction, invitation, wish etc., are understood. As stated by
the rules amfarfy forg @rer 13.3.2930 and @ T 13.3.2%R1I. Its example is —
Bhavatu Te Sivaprasadah (May you obtain Siva’s grace) etc. The sense of Lof -
Lakara is same as Ler and Lin. So, more or less the three Lakaras render the

same sense. That’s why, the ascertainment of sense of Liz is in fact that of the

other two Lakara i.e. Let and Log.

The discussion on Laz and the rest four Lakara:

7. Lan Lakara - Imperfect Tense (the past before yesterday)
8. Lin Lakara - Potential Mood (in the sense of instigation, etc)
9. Lun Lakara - Immediate Past (general past)

10. Lyn Lakara - Conditional (non-occurance of action in past and future)

110

STTATE is explained in the Tarka-Sarngrahah as — SIFTTG: TV TRTATE: | A< TF HTAET
2.2, p. 146

M iy adaTaRTATa i R e re<a s, =T — ger wiasafa | VBS, p. 120

112 panini, op cit, p. 33

'3 Some other examples are STHS (3. 2.35.1), ATHRE (. 1.25.12), gaTia &= (&,
7.2.51), SfraTfa o= o/a¥ (3. 10.85.39)




Imperfect (@)

The author states the meaning of Lan Lakara as ‘the action of past executed

4

before the present day’ by the sitra sm=m= =@ 13.2.270" eg. Asya

Putrobhavat (He got a son). Patarijali opines that it should be used for near past-

Y o ATH AT Jasrdl a7 higaaath gead (115

Potential Mood (fer)

The author now states the sense of Liz Lakara as “in the sense of injunction etc’,
by the sitra FfefRmemE=Td Tz forg 13.3.9< 21" which ordains
Lin Lakara in the senses of injunction, invitation, order, provability, speaking of

a duty, asking a question and prayer.

1. Vidhi means injunction. Its example is - Brtyadernikrstsya Pravarttanam
I.e. employing the servant-like person in his duty. It is used when
someone orders comparatively to a younger person to do some task
e.g. bring the water (SrerTa).

2. Nimantraza — Invitation in necessary things like inviting a grandson, etc
for dinner in obsequial ceremonies e.g. the performer requests his
grandson to have meal (=g wat s13fia ). Here the performance of an
action incurs either merit or sin.

3. Amantrana — Open invitation without oppression or doing any action

wishfully e.g. you please come for dinner (\Ts=& 3 T==). This doesn’t
have any compulsion of performance and it does not incur sin or

merit.

114 panini, op cit, p. 27
15 MB on AA 3.2.101, p. 93
118 panini, op cit, p. 32



4. Adhista — Have a high opinion of i.e. in the sense of rendering respect.

When someone askes the revered one to do something in a respectful

manner e.g. you please teach my son (THEATIAE HATH).

5. Samprasna — Deliberation e.g. when someone asks that whether | should
study Veda or Tarka? (& «r a=we=fr=r 37 a7?). In this example, the
question is asked with deliberation.

6. Prarthana — Request. When someone requests to somebody e.g. Please
let me have a meal (| AT T).

The argument of Naiyayikas is that the Injunction is based on the
Istasadhanata. But here Injunction is understood as the cause of knowledge as
well as indifferent from the object of knowledge. This characteristic is present
in the means of obtaining desired one. Therefore, that itself is the sense of
Vidhi-Liz.

Kaundabhatta replies that in fact, this condition of being the cause of knowledge
as well as indifferent from the object of knowledge is present in Krtisadhyatva
as its knowledge too engages one in action. In the performance of sacrifice etc.,
its knowledge is received from society only. So, since it is obtained from other

source, it cannot be the direct meaning of Lixz.

Another view is - the knowledge that a particular action which is not associated
with a strong undesirable result, too, is not a cause of action because it is
volatile due to absence of abhorrence. Moreover it has inconsistency. For
example, when a theist, driven by strong sexual urge, indulges in an action, in
spite of the knowledge that it leads to hell, there is indulgence in action due to
absence of hatred for such act, but not the cause in the form of knowledge that it
Is associated with strong undesirable result. Therefore, Pravartana is no other
than the knowledge which leads to desired result. This is stated by Mandana

Misra too.



“The attainment of the desired result is the only inspiring thing
for engaging one’s own self in the action. Therefore, the
scholars term it as the cause of indulgence in action and dharma

as Pravartana”. '

Immediate Past (%)

Lur - Lakara denotes the sense of ‘past in general’ by the strength of the
aphorism o= 13.2.2201™%. Past in general means ‘the opposite state of the
destruction of present thing’. It is present in action without having any
obstracle. Therefore, there can be a statement like ‘a pot was made’ for an
existing pot. This sentence means ‘the activity present in pot which is contrary
to the destruction of pot is conducive to show the action of the past’. Even
though the action of production of a pot is mentioned in the sentence but the

verb indicates the existence of a pot in the past and not in the present.
Conditional (9%)

The meaning of L7 is discussed in the sense of ‘being’ etc. It is illustrated by

the word feaieraf. It is a compound word. The compound i can be split
up like Tramms 3fcafkis. Here the word 31 means ‘non-performance’ of an

action. When such non-performance of an action is implied and both the
antecedent and its consequence of past and future remain present, the L7
should be used, as per the sifra forfe=fa=r g2 Brmfaw=t 13.3.93201, In this
siitra the word gt means ‘the antecedent and consequence’ as they are the

aspects of Lizn. It is evident from the following examples —

1. ggitesad swiqwrd givem sAfqwd |

M g JeergurEETd e yadas | ugiied et yasfa gacm || VBS, p. 112
18 panini, op cit, p. 27
119 |bid, p. 32



(If it had rained sufficiently, there would have been sufficient food)

2. avad wreafer=Id, 3ieTw A9edd |

(If the fire had burnt properly, the rice would have been cooked well.)

Both the examples put forward the condition for the completion of the action. In
the first example the action of raining which is insufficient is intended; while in
the second example the action of burning which was not done in a proper way is
meant. The cognitive knowledge presented here is ‘the absence of activity in
rice conducive to cooking is caused by the absence of activity in fire conducive
to burning’. Thus, it can be said that Ly7-Lakara generally follows the relation

of cause and effect.

Thus, the discussion on the Lakaras can be summarized as: Time is of two types
viz.. ‘of today and not of today’. The first is of three types viz. ‘past, future and

present’. The later is of two types viz. past and future.

1. Layis used for present time. e.g., Bhavati.

2. Lir (Perfect) is used when the remote past (indirect) is intended, e.g.,
Babhiiva.

3. Lut (First Future) is used when indirect future is intended, e.g., Bhavita.

4. Lrt (Second Future) is used for simple future. e.g., Bhavisyati.

5. Let (Subjunctive) is mostly used in the Vedas by placing personal-
endings of a person or number different from what is actually found'*
e.g. Bhavisati. Its famous example is ‘he brings the gods here’ (& =&t =g
FeA().

6. Lor (Imperative) is used in the sense of command and request e.g.
Bhavatu.

7. Lan (Imperfect) is used when the past, not of today, is intended, e.g.

Abhavat.

120 Abhayankara, K.V. & Sukla, J.M., op cit, p. 336



8. Lin (optative) is two-fold viz. potential and conditional. Its usage has
been expalined in the discussion on Lin e.g. Bhavet (potential) and
Bhiiyata (conditional)

9. Lun (Aorist) is used in general past e.g., Abhiit.

10. Lya (Conditional) is used when the relation of cause and effect is

intended in past or future, e.g. Abhavisyat.

This mention of meaning of Lakaras etc, is an indication, because these Lakaras
have been ordained in other senses also. It can be stated that the usages of the
Lakaras in the senses mentioned above are based on their popular practices.

These rules should not be considered as the final verbatim of grammar.



