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Why is"*jnayate ghatah svayam eva'
not accepted?

—Karmakartari Constructions -

Discussed by Navyavaiyakaranas

Noriyuki Kudo

O. Patafijali, in his Mahabhdsya ad P.3.1.87, mentions a four-
fold classification of the meanings of verbal roots' , namely,
1) karmasthakriya: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in the
object,
2) karmasthabhivaka: [a verbal root] whose action resides in the object,
3) kartrsthakriyaka: [a verbal root] whose action is observable in the
agent,
4) kartrsthabhavaka: [a verbal root] whose action resides in the agent.
This classification is introduced in order to prevent some verbal roots
from forming a karmakartari construction. Those verbal roots which are
not allowed to form the karmakartari construction are kartrsthakriyaka
and kartrsthabhavakd',

The formation karmakartari, so-called reflexive construction, is

1. MBhed P.3.187, II, 66, 15fT. This classification firstly appears in Varttika of
Kitydyana, [Vt.3 on 3.1.87) In Kafikavrtti cn P.3.1.87, on P.3.1.87, one karika
which summarizes this classification is quoted : karmasthal pacater bhavah
karmastha ca bhideh kriya. masasibhavah kartrsthah kartrstha ca gameh kriya.
{1, p. 195)

Patafijali also gives another olassification of the meanings of verbal roots.
MBh ad P.3.3.18, I, 144.20-21: athavd kybhvastayah kriydsamanyavicinah.
2. The distinction of *kriy@ end 'bhava’ is one of the ambiguous issues in PEninian

-4-,.“,,




108 A1FH1E A

prescribed by P.3.1.87°. In the oft-cited example "pacyata_odanal
svayam eva", rice is an object of the act of coolung.' H9wever, rice is an
agent of becoming soft, because it is independent in 113 role relafcd to|
e action. Hence the above cxample has a meaning "rice cooks 1ts:elf
but not "rice is cooked by itself." As Deshpande (1985, p.15) stated, "the
flexive constructions are intransitive active voice (kartari) construc-
tions, with passive-like verb morphology."

Navyavaiyakaranas, namely Bhattoji Diks.'iu'a, Kaunda Bhatta anq
agesa Bhatta, also discuss the condition for denmg the karmakartari
and above mentioned classification which is invoked to prevent
tari construction in some cascs. Especially they.argue about
the sequence "* jiidyate ghatals svayam eva" which is undesired.

li 1.  P.3.1.87: “karmana karmavat tulyakriyah" means that an agent
w"'bose action is similar to that of an object is treated as lhe'object: (Here
the word 'kart@ is continued from P.3.1.68: “kartari SaP" with the

1

change of case*.) Traditionally it is interpreted as follows:

| When a speaker intends to express an cxtreme I:acility _of an
abject in an action in the simple active sentence, th.m original objec_:t is
ﬁegardcd as an agent, because it is independent in its role. Then, since
he similari i iginal object and that of the
the similarity between the action of the original obj d | .
new agent is conceived and the agency is assigned to the onM object,
tihe original agent disappears because it is not intended. In this case, the

ivata says [Pradipa on MBh ad P.3.1.87, III, P- 118}:
m})mlczza:v&dharyms;dhyo csaﬁlvarlho bhavah. sapw'ispandanasadhar;;j
sadhya tu kriya. (This is also found in the commentary on VP. III, 7.66, p. 281;
| Nyasa and Padamafijari on P.3.1.87, II, 474. For the fmthor‘ of the commen-
| tary on VP in this portion, see note 16). Nageéa says with a little n.10d1ﬁcatxon
| {Uddyota on MBh ad P.1.3.1, IL118]: kriyaéa.bdah sagan..s'pandamio

sadhanasadhyartho riidho bhavasabdas ca sapw:spandanapar:sgargdat,a-

nyatarasadhanasadhya iti bhavah. In the context of this paper, this dnsqnct:gn

does not play the main role. The important problem is how to c.:lasstfy. he
. verbal roots into karmastha- and kartrstha-. Thus 1 shall not go into 'kriya-
¢ bhava' issue. e
' of the reflexive construction is prescribed by P.1.3.67: nerapau
> ;oktge:n;ygew cet sa kartanadhyane. As for this oonstmcnon, see the amclgs
in Bibliogfaphy appended to this paper. And the authenticity of P.3.1.87 1;
suspected by Bhate (1982, pp. 173-4). H<.>wev'er, due to the limit of space,
limit myself to the karmakartari construction discussed by later grammarians.

j4. Kasikavriti on P.1.3.87, 1, p.195. “kartari $ap (P.3.1.68)" iti kartrgrahanam
ih@nuvrttam prathamaya viparinamyale.
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1-ending which is introduced after the verbal root expresses the agent.
By P.3.1.87, this new agent is trecated as the object with respect to the
grammatical operations. Hence the operations which are applied to the
passive construction become applicable. By P.1.3.13, the aGtmanepada
ending is used and the passive vikarana yaK is inserted by P.3.1.67.

1.2.  The karmakartari copstruction is impossible unless the original
object is regarded as the agent. The assignment of agency to the original
object is based on the similarity of two actions (one is of the original
object and the other is of the new agent which is originally the object)’.
When karmakartari is formed, it is probable that the verbal root in
question denotes the action which is only related to the original object
since the extreme facility of original object is intended. Even though
one and the same verbal root is used both in the simple active construc-
tion and the karmakartari construction, the denotation of that verbal
root does not seem to remain the same®, (Here it is assumed that the
karmakartari construction corresponds to the simple active’.) If it is so
supposed, naturally questions arise: Are two actions as stated above
completely same and what is the denotation of the verbal root in the
karmakartari construction? ‘

Kaiyata comments on independency [Pradipa on MBh. and
3.1.87,111, p.119]:

pacyate odanah svayam eveti viklittimatravaci pacis tatra
caudanasya kartrtvam eva.

"In case of "pacyata odanah svayam eva” pac- denotes the act
of becoming soft alone and, here, rice becomes the agent [of that ac-
tion]." ‘ ‘- ’

5. Deshpande (1985. p. 11) says that "the reflexive meaning is" obtained "simply
through the rhetorical attribution of agency to odana (rice) which semantically
retains the same patient-like relation to the action (karmana tulyakriyah).” If
the original object retains the same relationship to the action, it is likely that
the verbal root in the karmakartari denotes the action of the original object but
not that of the original agent. ’ o

6. cf. VP, 1Il, 7.57: tani dhatvantarany eva paasaddhynlwad viduh. bhede 'pi

tulyariipatvad ekatvaparikalpana.

7. of. Joshi (1982) p. 201, foot note 5.

On the word ‘fulyakriya’, Patafijali says {II, 66,5-7): na tulyakriyagrahanena

samanakriyatvam abhisambadhyate. yasmin karmani kartrbhilte 'pi tadvathriya
( Dlasyate yatha karmani sa karmana tulyakriyah karta karmavad bhavati. See
also Nyasa and Pedamaiijari on P.3.1.87, II, pp.437-8.
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And Nagesa Bhatta says: [Uddyota, 111.p.120]

* evam ca saukaryatisayavivaksaya vidyamano 'pi kartrvyiz‘p_&'ro
fa vivaksyate, kim tu anekdrthatvad dhafinam karmanisthavyapara-
Wat&

; "In this way, by the intention to express an extreme facili.ty [of
the object], the activity of the agent which is in fact present is not
intended to be expressed. But, since the verbal root has many meanings,
only the activity residing in the object is intended.”

From their comments, it is known that among the total mean-
fngs denoted by the verbal root only the meaning of subactiox} related to
the object is stressed" and this object is independent in its action. There-
fore the action denoted by pac- in the simple active “"odanam pacati"
and the action denoted by pac- in the reflexive "pacyata odanah svayam
eva" are similar but slightly different’.
§ Furthermore, in the terminology of later grammarians, the
subaction which is related to the object is nothing but the result (phala).
Nﬁgeéa, commenting on bhdsya passage "na ca kartrsthabhavakanam
kartrsthakriyénam va karmani kriyayah pravrttir asti" [MBh ad P.3.1.87,
p, 67,1-2), says [Uddyota, on do, I1I, p.119}:

tesam dhatiinam vacyayah phalariipakriyaydh karmamatre
pravrttir nastity arthah.

] “As for those verbal roots, the action in the form of the result
which is denoted by [the verbal root] does not appear only in the gb-
ject."® By the paraphrase of the word kriydyah into (vacyayah)
phalariipakriydyah, it is clear that what is expressed by the verbal root
in the karmakartari construction is the result". ‘
20 Later grammarians agree with the impossibility of forming the

8. Filliozat (1983), p. 11) calls this subaction "subsidiary af:_tion". cf. VP. I,

 7.58: ekadeSe samilhe ca vyaparanam pacadayal. .rvabhfzvata[l pravartante
tulyarilpasamanvitah. Also see the commentary of Helardja, p. 275, 11.9-11.
tatra karmakartrvisaye viklittimatravacanah pacih, pacyate odtgmls svayam
eveti. devadattasya kartuh pratyayena-nabhidhanat tadvyaparasyatra

. dhatuvacyatvabhavah. pradhanabhiito hi pacyartho viklittih.

9. Joshi (1982, p.202) thinks that “the traditional aplaxgasion of P.3.1.87 goes

© against the spirit of the derivative procedure of P&'n.nm'.a systup." .T!mjn he
proposes the “agent-object identity" to derive" “the reflexive passive” (ibid. p.
203). However, Deshpande (1985, p. 15) opposes him,

110. =VSLM, p. 580.
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sequence "*jiidyate ghatah svayam eva”, though their reasonings are
different.
21 According to Bhattoji Diksita, a verbal root denotes both an
activity (vydpara) and its result (phala) but separately''. Verbal endings
indicate the relations of two meanings to their substrata respectively. He
says in his Vaiy@karanamatonmajjana [karika 3]:

Pphalavy@parayos tatra phale tanyakcinadayah /

vyapare sapsnamadyds tu dyotayanty asrayinvayam //

"Among the activity and the result, /aN, yaK, CiN etc. indicate
the relation of the result to its substratum and SaP, etc. indicate
the relation of the activity to its substratum."

However, the karmakartari construction is an exception to this

general rule (utsargo 'vam karmakartrvisayadau viparyayat. [k. 4 ab.])

If we follow the general rule, the verbal ending -taN(> -fe

11. Vaiyakaranamatonmajjana k. 2 : phalavyaparayor dhatur asraye tu tinah
smrtdh. phale pradhanam vydparas tinarthas tu vifesanam. By the dual
ending used in “phalavydpdrayor”, it is known that Bhattoji thinks of two
separate Saktis. Kaunda Bhatta follows him. Nageéa opposes: fasmat
Phalavacchinne vyapare vygparavacchinne phale ca dhatiinam Saktih. [VSLM,
p. 542: PLM, p. 90] ‘

According to Kaunda Bhatta, ‘vydpara: activity' in case of a verbal root
pac- is defined ‘as "phiitkaratvadhahsantGpanatva-yatnatvaditattadrilpena

" vacyah" [VBhS on k. 2, p. 13]). And Nagesa Bhatta says: latra phalanukiilah
phitkaradir vyaparah. samithaghatakah phiitkaratvadhahsamtapana-
tvaditattedrilpenaiva vacyah [VSLM, p. 553). ‘vydpdra’ is that of the
constituent(s) of which an action is composed. In the Vaiyikaranamatonmajjana
of Bhattoji Diksita, ‘vydpdra’ is considered as a synonym of the words like
'bhavana: productivity','utpa@dana: bringing into being' and 'kriya: action’,

The word phala is used in two senses. One is 'something aimed by action’
and the other is 'a result [directly] produced by an activity [or activities].' The
former sense is summarized in VP, III, 12, 18: yasyarthasya prasiddhyartham
arabhante pacadayah. tatpradhanam phalam tesam na labhadi prayojanam.
The latter is a technical sense in the terminology of later grammarians (see
Darpana on VBhS on k. 2, p. 10), It seems, for example, "becoming soft"
(viklitti) in case of pac-. .

There is a relation like ‘fanyajanakabhava: a produced-producer-relation’
between two denotations of a verbal root and this relation (samsarga) is shown
by the word ‘anukiila: conducive to' in the analysis of the verbal cognition
($abdabodha). (cf. PLM, p. 87: anuk@latvam ca phalanisthajanyata-
nirilpitajanakatvam.) Thus said by Nageda: tatra phalanukillo yatnasahito
vydpiro dhatvarthah iti siddhantah [VSLM, p. 531).
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ect and indicates the relation of the result to.its
substratum. However in the karmakartari con-stmc.:ti(.m the verbaalft:dltxllli
means the agent and a nominative case ending 18 mu'odutched cntc ©
Iitem which is (regarded as) the agent by P.2.3.46, because the agency
already expressed (abhihita). ’

3 The karmakartari construction is possible 1f the action c'le.notec;
iby the verbal root is karmastha-. Bhattoji Diksita gives the deﬁ.mtnon o '
armasthakriya in his Siddhantakaumud [No. 2766, 111, p. 615]:

| yatra karmani kriyakrto viseso drsyate ygthﬁ pakvesu tandulesu,
yatha va chinnesu kasthesu tatra karmastha kriya, netarat'ra.th .
| " ifference made by the action is seen 1n the :

f is the cas::V:; ;tgiﬁi;ficc-gmixm or sglit woods: it is [ca}led] the ac.t:qx;
iresiding in the object but [when a difference is seen] in another 1t 1

; not."

:P.3.4.79) means the obj

This definition works as a semantic co:ixdition which i-s ap[;l:;d
' to the meanings of verbal roots. Because it restricts the fgrmntxon o th:
| karmakartari construction in case the verbal roots :vhlcg 'ﬂg o
" action in the agent. ("kifi ca kartrsthakriyebhyo ma bhit" [ .
2766, 111, p. 614)). X
i 2.2, Then he argues about the meaning of verbal root k-~
| kriio 'karmakat@patter na hi yatno'rtha isyate /] [k. 5 cd]
kin tiatpadanam evatah karmavat syad yagady apl/ ; 6
karmakartary anyatha tu na bhavet tad drser iva [k. .
“[If verbal root like kr- is considered to d@ote‘the actw;;y
alone, then] kr- would be intransitive. [I-?owever, it is not wmt] o}
" cause 'effort’ [as the activity] is not admitted as [only] the meaning )
k. But [fg- denotes both the activity and] 'bringing mto bemg‘ (utpadana

. Origi karikas are stated to refute (old) Naiygyikas who hold that a
* onverbalg‘mrg; e o activity alone. For them the result is not denoted by y e
o oimion th':'GA' Sa "(’:33;:;11%8;:' "phalg:ukﬂlavz'ﬁiy;gsa eva
ifferent opinions. Gange : "phaldnuki

3;aﬁtvarlhah?[7'auvacim&mapi. s$abdakhanda (dhatuvada), p’.. 8431;: e}(‘!o :.".,"
" Kamakhyanath Tarkavagish. Vrajajivan Prachyabharati Grant aﬁl la (14.30:
1990 (rep. of Bibliotheca Indica edition)]. _Jayadeva *Paksadhara’ hara’ oA o
90) elaborately comments on it as: "phalenavacchinna eva wgs’%m atvth‘;m
(Aloka on Tattvacint@mar, ibid.]. Alsona?m&ha_ (1475-1 ): phanalaw.fesa i
cchinnavydparasyaiva dhatvarthatvat. [. khyata.fahlvada.(bals mp“ee‘llllcw

toTattvacint@mani), ibid. p. 966]. Later grammarians probably

ideas from them.
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[as.the result]. Therefore [Ar-] can be used in karmakartari with infix
yaK by P.3.1.87. Otherwise it cannot be so as in case of drs’."

When /r- denotes both activity [= yatna] and its result [=utpatti]”,
in other words, kr- is karmasthakriyaka and sakarmaka (transitive),
karmakartari construction is desired, because 'production’ as the result
is observable in the object. However, when a root denotes activity alone,
in other words, it is Xartrsthabhavaka and akarmaka (intransitive),
karmakartari is not desired because the action is not seen in the object.
Such verbal roots are, for example, drs-, jiia- and is- etc. Their mean-
ings 'darsana’, 'jiiana’ and 'iccha’ respectively are residing in the agent.
Thus, those verbal roots are not allowed to form the karmakartari con-
struction.

In fact, jia- being kartrsthabh@vaka is prohibited to make
karmakartari construction like "*jii@yate ghatah svayam eva" by Bhattoji's
statement. However, we should keep it in mind that among the
kartrsthabhavaka verbal roots some are intransitive and other are transi-
tive. Bven if jAa- is kartrsthabhavaka, it is accompanicd by the object
in the sentence, e. g."ghatam janati: he cognizes a pot", simply because
it is sakarmaka. In this case, the pot as the object is related to the act of
knowing in a way. If it is supposed that the sub-action of j/ia- is the act
of being an object of cognition or so, the pot would be the substratum of
that subaction and, then, the agency would be assigned to it. Conse-
quently, the sequence "*jii@yate ghatah svayam eva" would be wrongly
derived.

23.  Perhaps, in order to prevent the sakarmaka verbal roots of
kartrstha- class from forming such a wrong sequence, Bhattoji intro-
duces another condition which is to be applied to the meanings of the
objects.

nirvartye ca vikarye ca karmavadbhava isyate.

na tu prapye karmaniti siddhanto 'tra vyavasthitah. [k. 7]

“"When the object is either nirvartya (to be produced) or vikarya
(to be modified), karmakartari is desired. But it is not admitted when
the object is prapya (to be attained). Here is a final view settled down.'

In "ghatam janati" the pot is neither producible nor modifiable.
It is an attainable object so that karmakartari is not to be formed.

13. SK.No.2766, III, p.615 karotir utpadandrthah. uipatti$ ca karmastha.
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3.1. Kaunda Bhatta follows Bhattoji Diksita. Kaunda Bhag;a'; ;)p.in-
i(;n about the meamng of root jiia is as follows [VBbS onk. 6, p. ]: i
? friadhatoh phalam vigayagat&vampanivﬂ"ti[t, -tadaimi:ﬂ:tipad:mtr;
jr‘ilzptir eva, ata{z' saiva dhatvarthah. tat{t&:a cait_ro :]anati | ltiy
 trabhinnisSrayika avaranabhanganukila jianakriya iti bodha ‘pakse_
ca na Sarikapi. . .
*The result of the meaning of jAa- is the destm.ctfon 9f the »:ell
which exists in the object [of cognition]. [And the activity] is n'?ﬂl;ngr;;
but the act of cognizing wh;ch prot:;ce;'d:; [rcsﬂt].":':eteforeai:g ‘i:: o
ati: Caitra cognizes [someting verbal' ) derstan. :
ja tion of cognizing which has the subs.trat}lm 1dent1f;al with ume"tra and
is/conducive to 'breaking the veil'. In this view there is no doubt.
Olr commenting on the object-ness (karmatva), he says [VBhS on k.24,
p-97] o ) )
]‘ janati ity atra avaranabhan garupadhatvarthaphala.fmyatv;t.Be
| i j it takes Accusative case.] bBe-
J "[The pot is the object, so -thl;t ft '
cause in the expression "[ghatam) janati" [the pot] is th.e;mmt!ﬁ of
thie result denoted by the verbal root in the form of breaking ’ .bom
! it i ized that root jid- demotes
the above comments, 1t 18 realized 3 :
la:c't:‘t)i?ity {the act of cognizing] and its result [the bmkmg of the veil]
which is existing in the object. R
2 is opinion, i following objection
. If we accept his opinion, it leads to .
?ézin fact, presupposed by Kaunda Bhatta [VBhS on k. 7 (introductory
remark), pp. 61-2]: i ]
| nanv evam kriiaderiva janatityader api visayavac_:_ch_inm;v:ana-
bhangadiphalavacitvam Gvasyakam, anyath sakmmakatW eh
"Objection arises. Like root kr- etc,, it is. inevxmbly'adn}xnefl
that root jid- etc. also denotes the result likc.'brealung ~thie vellmv;l:::x ;:
delimited by the object of cognition. Otherwise [root jia-] wo
o | iti ss is either
| i Kaunda Bhatta, the transitivene .
"svﬁrtha‘:hc:?avyadhrdmg it:aranav Gparavacakatvam" the state %fthbemful at
‘ ivity ¥ is different from that of the re
denotator of the activity whose locus 13 ('1'1ff_ om | '
denoted by it [=that verbal root]" or svarthavyap{rfvyadhikarm:o
Phdwﬁmkatvam" [VBhS on k. 5, p. 56). Thus root jf:a- is required °
denote two meanings which reside in different loci in order to prov
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itself being sakarmaka. However, if so, root jra- would be regarded as
karmasthabha@vaka, because the result exists in the object (visayagata-).

"Kaunda Bhatta does not answer to this objection directly. In-
stead, he introduces Bhattoji's k. 7 [see 2.3]. He intends to block the
karmakartari "*jiiayate ghatah svayam eva" in terms of another condi-
tion stated by Bhattoji. But above objection remains unrefuted.

4.1.  Nagesa Bhatta opposes Kaunda Bhatta in thc same manner. He
says [VSLM, p. 579]:

yat tu — Gvaranabhango visayala va phalam. visayalaya yatha
phalatvam tatha kdrake vaksisyamah. vyaparas tu jiignam eveti cet tan
na, karmasthakriyakatvapatteh.

"Some hold that the result [denoted by root jia-] is either
@varanabhanga or visayata (the statc of being an object of cognition).
We will state in the section dealing with karaka' that visayasa is the
result of root ji@. The activity is nothing but the act of cognizing.
[Reply] It is not correct. Because, if so, [root jia-] would be
karmasthakriyaka'®."

Then Nagesa quotes Bhartrhari's kgrika along with "Helargja's"
commentary', which introduces two views about the distinction of
karmastha- and kartystha- classes.

14. The section dealing with A@raka in VBhS is the subarthanirnaya. VBhS on k.

iva satkdryavadasiddhaniad vopapadyate iti. VBh on k. 24, p. 98: athava
savisaydrthesu fianecchiprayatnasandehadils eva dhatvarthavyaparah, visayatd
eva atirikta tajjanya phalam.

15. The pilrvapaksin in 3.2 criticises Kaunda Bhatta by saying "anyatha
sakarmakatapatteh” and NageSa criticises by saying "karmastha-
kriyakatvapatteh". All transitives except those which belong to the
kartrsthabhivaka class are the karmastha-class verbal roots. Therefore the
pitrvapaksin and NageSa Bhatta criticise Kaunda Bhatta by the same reason.

As is pointed out by K. D, Shastri in the Introduction of his edition of VSM (p.
xv), this criticism of Nageéa is not found in VSM. The view that the verbal
root jiia- denotes dvaranabhanga or visayata as the result is mentioned as the
alternative (p. 41). See Uddyota on MBh ad P.1.3.1, II, p. 182: nanv evam
pakse karmasthakriyatvapattih. visayatvapattirit-pasyavaranabhangariipasya va
Pphalasya karmany eva sattvad iti cet satyam. jiiananukillavydpara eva tadartha
ity asayat. , N

16. Nagesa says "iti Heldrajah" after the quotation. However, according. to the
Introduction of his edition of VP kanda III, part 1(p.xiii), Iyer. said that therc
are two gaps in which Helir&ja's commentary is not available. One is commen-
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i$ sanam yatra kriya tatra vyavasthita.
g;i‘avf)‘:visthb: tz‘aInye.;&qJ:as'abdair eva prakalpit&: [vP. m:7.6§]

| "Where [some] difference is seen there is an action resu&ng in
it. But some say that the distinction of them is made by the words,

| the first view mentioned in the above pada, the distinction
deipends I(I;n the observation that in which side th.e diﬁ'er.ence produoed
b} the action is seen"’. However, from another point of view, the differ-
enice like 'perspiration'(parisrama) etc. is seen in the agent of the act of
cooking". Thus this view is rejected. Now second view 18 accipted. In
this view, the distinction is realized by the words. In cases of "ghatam
p&.s‘yali" and “kastham bhinatti", the word gha.tfz is used to express the
oﬁject of seeing which is not affected by the action and th.e v:grd kastha
expresses the object of cutting which is affected by the action ™.

‘ Depending on the second view, Nagesa defines the karmastha-
bhavaka and kartrsthabh@vaka {VSLM, P. 5801%".

,' yatra kartrkarmasadharanadharmariipam phalam s'ab_¢_iena
ﬁratipﬁdya!e sa kartrsthabhavakah. ... yatra tu kartravrttidharmaripam
phalam sa karmasthabhavakah. ‘

; “In case where the result in the form of an aspect as being
éommon to both agent and object is represented by the word, this [ver-
bal root] is kartrsthabh@vaka. On the other hand, in case where the

- . o 261
on karikas 3449 of Sadhanassmuddeda (in Iyer's edition, from p. 261,
% to p. 268, 1.13) and the other is on karikds 65-67 ofnt_h? same (from p.
280, 1.17 to p. 283, 1.1). These gaps are filled by Phullardja's commentary.
Unfortunately the very portion which is supposed to be quoted by Nageda is
. ty taken by Bhattoji Diksita.
17. This view is apparently tt : _ _
18. cf, Phullardja on VP, II1.7.66, p.281: ye ‘pi karmasthabhavakah pacyadaya;
" tatrapi kartary api parisramadiko visesah pari'd.r.iyate. tato naita
i vyavasthapakam, visesadar$anam yatra tatra kriyeti. This passage is also found
' in Uddyota on MBh &d P.3.1.87, I, p. 118; doon MBh ad P.1.3.1, IL P 182
' (with same changes); VSLM, p. 580; g p. 101. In Uddyota it is not
 specified as a quotation. _
i19. ¢¥;:h\ﬂlax§ja, loc. cit.: $abda$ ca pasyati wtyddau driikriya-visayam avifistam
| eva pratydyayati. kastham bhinattityGdau tu bhidikriyavisayam 3avl£e.gar_n
abhidhatta iti tadvasenaiva kartrsthabhavakatvam karmasthabhdvakatvam
. cabhidhaniyam. . o
'20. = Uddyota loc.cit; PLM, p. 102. Uddyota gives *yena dhatuna” _i-ns'tead of
| “patra" at the beginning. These passages are not found in Phullar@ja's com-
mentary.
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result in the form of an aspect which is not existing in the agent [is
represented by the word), it is karmasthabhavaka."

According to these definitions, the verbal root jia- which de-
notes dvaranabhanga or visayata as the result is considered as
karmasthabhiavaka, because these results are not residing in the agent
but in the object as stated above'. Therefore @varanabhanga or visayata
should not be considered as the result. For Nagesa Bhatta the view of
Kaunda Bhatta is not acceptable.

42 The meaning of the verbal root jii@, according to Nagesa, is 'the
cognition' (jidna) as the result and 'the contact of Gtman and manas'
(Gtmamanas-saniyoga) as the activity [VSLM p. 575]™. This result has
an aspect as being common to both. It relates to the object through the
relation of visayatd and to the agent through samavdya (inherent rela-
tion)™. Hence root jiia- is classified as kartrsthabhavaka. Consequently,
it is prohibited to form the karmakartari construction "*jiiayate ghatah
svayam eva". (This opinion is supported by the author of Darpana a
commentary on VBhS*,)

5. As we have seen, the karmakartari construction is formed on
the basis of the'conception that the original object in the simple active
construction is regarded as the agent of particular subaction which is

21, of. PLM, loc. cit.: tatha cdvarapabhangasya visayatayas ca
karmamatranisthatvaf janater api karmasthakriyatvapattir ity alam. This sen-
tence is not found in VSLM.

22, =PLM, .p. 100. Strangely, Kaunda Bhatta mentions the same view in the
context that how the object-ness of the item which belongs to the past or future
i8 established [VBh on k. 24, p. 98]: vastiutas tu jandti, icchati, dvegfi, sandegdhi
ityadyanurodhad jRanecchadyanukillo vyaparo dhatvarthah. sa ca
JAianajanakamanas$caksussamyogédir eva. The portion of VBh in which above
sentences are included is also quoted by Nageéa in VSM, p. 120 (but not seen
in VSLM and PLM). It is not clear why Kaunda Bhatta does not take this view
in his VBhS,

23. VSLM, p.580: tatra visayatasamavayibhyam jianamubhayanistham.[= Uddyot.
PLM, loc, cit,] :

24. Darpana on VBhS on k. 7, p. 61 : vastutah janater jianariipaphalarthakatvam
eva yuktam. "na ca karmasthabhavakanam karmani kriyayah pravritir asti” iti
bhasyena kartrsthabhavakianam kriyaphalasya karmamatre vritir nastity
arthakena kartrkarmobhayasadhéranaphalarthakatvam kartrsthakriyakatvam
vadatam. karmamatravrttiphalarthakatvarilpakarmasthakriyakatvasyaiva-
bhyupagamena tatravaranabharigasya phalatve tatpakse karmavadbhavasya
durnivaryatapatteh. Darpana discusses the validity of this view, presupposing
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related to that original object. Aftet the -assignment of agency to the
original object is done (even in the mental stage), P.3.1.87 becomes
e}pplicablc. .
i This original object must retain the same relationship with the
action even after the agency is assigned™. Since what is intended in the
Karmakartari (or what is denoted by the verbal root) is the action re-
lated to the original action (but not the action related to the agent), the
verbal root denotes the action of the original object. Later grammarians
yse the notion of 'action'(kriy@) into two phases, i..e., the activity
and its result. The activity rclates to the agent and the result to the
bject. Thercfore the subaction which is expressed in the karmakartari
is nothing but the result in the terminology of later grammarians®,

? In this connection, two conditions are introduced to cancel the
application of P.3.1.87 to some verbal roots. One is 'kartrstha’ condition
which is to be applied to the meanings of the verbal roots, in other
pvords, which is concerned with the result and its substratum. The other
is ‘prapya’ condition to be applied to the meanings of the object, viz., to
the content of the result. Bhattoji and Kaunda Bhatta need to resort to
these two conditions. Otherwise they have to be faced with the difficulty
that undesired sequence is derived. Nageéa, on the other hand, avoids
this difficulty by giving new definitions of karmastha- and kartrstha.
For him, second condition is not necessary.

Such a difference of opinions is linked with their opinions about
the meanings of verbal root. Bhattoji and Kaunda Bhatta admit the
separate Sakti (prthaksakti) in the meanings of verbal roots and Nagesa
claims the qualified Sakti (visistasakti) alone.” According to a diversity
of opinions, numbers of arguments have been developed, e. g., karaka

threc difficultics. [ibid, pp. 61-62): na coktakalpe™ jiGnasya samaviyena
ghatadav asattvat tesam janatikarmatvanupapattih,” jAdnasya
tadanukitlavyaparasyasrayatades ca samanadhikaranyad akarmakatva- pattih,
@ kartrsthabhavakatvanupapattis ceti vacyem.”® "Sastre jianam", "ghate
jAanam" iti pratitya visayatay tasya jaGnasrayaiabhyupagamenidyadogasya™
Pphalatavacchedakasambandhaghatitasamanadhikaranyaghatitakarmafkajtvasya
tatrabhavena dvitlyasya, ““visayatasamavayabhyam karmakartrubhaya-
vrttitvenantyadosasya vabhavat.

25. Seenote S. Otherwise the reflexivity would not be realized.

26. In relation to two phases of the action, "siddha-sadhya" aspects should be
taken into consideration for further investigation.

'27. See mote 11, ‘
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theory, the relation of verbs to karaka, the meaning of lakaras and so
on™, At the same time, these arguments have their roots in earlier gram-
matical texts. However the observations presented in this paper are only
concerned with the classification of the meanings of the verbal roots in
relation to the karmakartari construction,
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