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Chapter – IV   Study of the Meanings of Roots, Tenses and Case Suffixes 

 

The present chapter of the thesis is entitled as “Study of the Meanings of Roots, 

Tenses and Case Suffixes.” As title suggests, the chapter is a critical discussion 

on the study of the meanings of roots, tenses, and case suffixes according to PLM. 

Nāgeśa has explained the meanings of various roots with examples in the PLM 

by refuting Naiyāyikas and Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa’s thoughts.  

 

As in the Introductory chapter, I discussed about two such parts of PLM, i.e., 

 and . Scholars have conceived of two such divisions based on the 

various subjects of PLM. 

 

IV. I. Meanings of Roots 

There were a group of scholars among Grammarians and Nairuktas who 

considered all words to be derived from  or roots. Yāska enounced in his 

 that,   It means all 

 are derived from roots. Among all Grammarian Śākaṭāyana and all 

most all Nairuktas were in favor of this theory. Apart from Śākaṭāyana, all other 

Grammarians and Gārgya was opposed to this theory. Yāska mentioned himself 

this in his  that 

 Patañjali has also indicated the same in the following verse in MB.  
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After studying all these opinions of various scholars, we can say that Pāṇini has 

followed the middle path. At some places they have considered the  to 

be derived from roots and at some places those are considered as traditional 

(customary) words. And because of this consideration of Pāṇini, two s 

(general definitions) could be established which are - 

166 and .

Here,  means traditional words which are propounded by those 

aphorisms which predicate  suffixes starts from . Nāgeśa also have 

followed the opinion of Śākaṭāyana in PLM and has considered that all words 

are derived from roots. At the beginning of the  chapter, he has 

propounded that -  Thereafter, he 

starts the chapter by giving the definition of the meaning of the root which is as 

follows:  

168 

It means the  (action) which is being performed with effort for any  

(result) is the meaning of the root. Other scholars like Bhaṭṭojidikṣita and 

Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa of Grammar school have considered the  (action) and the  

(result) both as the meaning of the root. Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa has demonstrated the 

meaning of the root at very beginning of his treatise VBS. Nāgeśa has further 

refuted his opinions in present chapter. Basically, Nāgeśa considers the  
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(action) as the meaning of root instead of considering  (action) and  

(result) these two separately as the meaning of the root.  

 

For example, the meaning of the root  is the action of cooking which is being 

performed for preparing the food. Here  (action) is characterized by an 

adjective which is  (with effort). Therefore, the  as the meaning of 

the root will be only considered if it would be performed . If there would 

not any effort in the action of cooking then the sentence like  (He is 

not cooking) will only be considered, not (He is cooking). 

 

IV. I. 1 Definition of  (Result) and  (action) 

Nāgeśa has described that, result derives from the meaning of the root. 

Simultaneously it also derives from  (action). Because the action 

sometimes alleged not real. For example,  The God is standing. 

Here, the action is ‘to stand’ but this action does not show any result in real. In 

this situation, the result is taken as  (a substantive) because it derives from 

the action which is  (an adjective). In the PLM, the definition of  

(result) is: 

As above Nāgeśa mentioned that the  (result) is  (a substantive) but in 

the  (active voice form) it is also taken as  (adjective). For 
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example, the result of the root  is ‘to cook’ and it derives from the cooking 

action. Therefore, it is  (a substantive) and in the  (active voice 

form) it is  (an adjective) because  (cooking) is a result of 

 (an action for cooking). 

Nāgeśa has given another example of the root  (to fall). The example is 

 (The leaf falls from the tree). The meaning of the root  is 

 

It means, first the leaf separates from the tree that is  and then it connects 

to the earth which is . In this situation the result should be taken as a 

substantive and an adjective both. Otherwise, there would be  (a fault of 

over-application) in the result.  

Nāgeśa has explained two things about . First, the action produces  and 

it is also meaning of the root. Therefore, we can consider both  and  as 

meaning of roots. 

In the above definition of , the word  (favorable) indicates the 

relation between  and  which is .  is  (produced) 

and  is  (producer).   
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IV. I. 2 Rebuttal of Bhartṛhari and his follower’s opinion 

The ancient Grammarians like Bhartṛhari and their followers Bhaṭṭojidīkṣita etc. 

consider both  and  separately as meaning of roots. In the VP of 

Bhartṛhari, he described both separately172. He used dual form in the kārikā 

( ). But considering this opinion, Nāgeśa has raised the following 

objections: 

1. If we consider  and  separately as a meaning of roots then 

according to the meaning, sometimes the  has to be considered as 

the  (object) and the  as the  (predicate), and sometimes the 

 will be the  and the  as the . Thus, accepting both 

separately, the situation of  (objective-predicate) is natural. 

In , sometimes  is the object and  is the predicate and 

sometimes vice versa. 

 

2. The second objection is that two types of derivations  have 

to be conceived. When the action is perceived primarily and the result is 

secondary, then  has to be considered as the reason which is 

associated with the roots. And when the  is perceived primarily and the

 is secondary, then , which is associated with the roots, 

have to be considered as the reason for that perception. 
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IV. I. 3 Views of Mīmāṃsakas and their rebuttal 

Mīmāṃsakas like Maṇḍanamiśra are of the opinion that the meaning of root is 

 (result) not . The meaning of  is suffixes like  etc. For 

example, in words like , the meaning of suffix  is . Denying 

this opinion, Nāgeśa has explained list of faults.  

First is that the aphorism of Pāṇini (3. 4. 69) will 

be wrong by accepting above opinion of Mīmāṃsakas. And the aphorism follows 

the previous one  (3. 4. 67). The aphorism  defines the  

in the sense of  and . Therefore, suffixes like  in place of  can 

only mean  and , not . 

 

The second fault is that in many phrases which are derived from the combination 

of different suffixes with the same root, those suffixes will have to be considered 

as meaning of the same . For example, in the three different suffixes 

present in  etc., one has to imagine the power of 

understanding of a  in which there is  (needless multiplication of 

causes). Furthermore, in a root which is existing in multiple phrases, there is 

more conciseness in the imagination of the power in root to explain . 

 

The third fault is that when we will consider the meaning of  a suffix, then 

just as the suffix  suffix of  will understand actions like blowing etc., in 

the same way the same  will have to be understood by the suffix  present 

in  which is not possible. 
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Fourth is that the system of (transitive) and  (intransitive) will be 

destroyed. Because this system has been constructed by considering  as 

the meaning of root. Their definitions are as follow: 

- 

The åयापार which is the meaning of the roots and expressing the result by 

connecting with different  are known as transitive roots. 

- 173

The  which is the meaning of the roots and expressing the result 

being in the same  are known as intransitive roots. 

Here Mīmāṃsakas are of the opinion that the word  should be replaced by 

the word and there will be no defect in the above theory. But even after 

accepting above opinion of Mīmāṃsakas there may be still error in the sentences 

like Apart from this, Pāṇini's system of  (not desired) and 

 (desired) will be defected.  

 

Pāṇini has given an aphorism   in the authority of the aphorism 

 and described that when the object is not declared, let the accusative 

case be used in the case of the object. For that reason, if the meaning of suffixes 

like  etc. is taken as  and not as  and action, then doer and action 

will never be declared because suffix will always refer to action. 
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The fifth fault in the above opinion of Mīmāṃsakas is that if action is not 

considered as the meaning of root, two meanings i.e.,  and  of 

suffixes like  and  etc. will have to be considered. But that is not possible 

because those suffixes are created to describe subject and object. Therefore, 

words like  which is derived from the root  and the suffix , would 

not express the meaning of going. It would only mean a conjunct consonant. In 

that situation sentences like  are used in practice, similarly, 

sentences like  will also be used. 

 

The sixth fault in this sequence is seen in the sentences like 

 (Teacher makes two disciples cook). Here, the act of the teacher  has 

to be considered as meaning of suffix . Because, Pāṇini has prescribed 

aphorism  to express the . Apart from this, it is yet remain to 

express the act of the disciple who is applicable in this sentence.  

Therefore, the above opinion of Mīmāṃsakas is not acceptable due to being 

contaminated with many defects. Other scholars like Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa, Gaṅgeśa and 

Gadādhara have also criticized this view of the Mīmāṃsakas refuted in their texts.  

IV. I. 4 Definition of  (Action) 

Nagesh has further presented the definition of action which is as follows. 

174  

That is, action will be called that which has the ability to be associated with all 

the s (cases). Here the purpose of using the word  with the  is to 
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make it clear that all the s are associated with action only. The  

(locative case) is also associated to the action through its subject or object. The 

cases are either the executor or performer of the action. Therefore, the word  

is interpreted as follow:  Therefore, the cases 

are the parent of the action and the action is presented by cases.  

Nāgeśa has quoted two verses from VP further to clarify his point.  

175  

Whatever is  (accomplished) or  (to be accomplished),  (derived) 

or  (incomplete feeling), said in the form of accomplishment, 

becomes an  (action). Because of the accomplishment of that feeling, there 

could be a sequence of  (sub-actions) in it. For example, when saying 

, from the beginning to the end of the action, a sequenced form of many sub-

actions, such as lighting a fire, etc. is present.  

Yāska has said the same thing in the following words:  

176  

It means many sequential actions from beginning to end are called by the words 

like  etc. It is because of this sequence of many sub-actions that the 

word  is meaningful. Therefore, Bhartṛhari used the term ' ' 

in Kārikā.  
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In the second Kārikā, it is explained that why the actions in the word like पचǓत, 

etc., are considered as one in spite of being completed by many secondary 

processes in sequence. In these secondary actions which are arising from 

sequence, there is no oneness in reality due to the  (relation of prior and 

posterior). Yet none of them conceives or alleges unity by his  

(creative intelligence). In this way, the group of actions conceived by the intellect 

is considered to be the main action. 

177  

The definition of action has been presented by the author of  in the 

following verse - 

178  

Patanjali has also explained the nature of action in an interesting way in his MB. 
According to him the form of action is invisible. Therefore, it cannot be shown 

directly like a baby in the womb. It is only known by inference179 ।  
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Here, Nāgeśa has mentioned two definitions i.e.,  (accomplished) and  

(an object to be accomplished) which is propounded by Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa in his VBS. 

He has note mentioned Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa’s name but only mentioned a word . 

There are three parts in the above definition of . First is 

. It means the only object which has the power to arise expectancy for another 

action will be considered as .  

Second part is . It means words denoting 

accomplishment are present in the  form and will be related with the verb. 

Third part is . It means the accomplished words which 

are related to  will not appear with another . It will only be related with 

the verb. For example, the word  will only relate with the verb like  etc. 

It can be said that, when the actions are completed, they are considered as .  

 

The form of  (an object to be accomplished) is exact opposite to the 

definition of the  (accomplished). Since the  itself is an action, there 

is naturally no expectancy for another action in it. The second characteristic of 

 is that they can be related with the . 

 

Apart from above definitions, Nāgeśa has given his own definition of साÚयता 

which is as follow: 
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According to Nāgeśa, Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa’s definition of  seems faulty. 

Because there is a condition in the definition that,  cannot arises 

expectancy. But in the MB of Patañjali, sentence like  is considered 

correct and  is considered arising expectancy of . So, paradox can be 

seen between the statements of Patañjali and Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa. 

Therefore, it is necessary to consider  (executable object) as  and 

 (accomplished) as . 

IV. I. 5. Definitions of  (transitive) and  (intransitive) 

Nāgeśa has given simple definition of transitive and intransitive. After that he has 

started discussing meanings of various roots. According to him when  (result) 

and  (action) both stay in one substratum, the root will be considered as 

 (intransitive) 

When the substratum will different for each i.e., result and action, the root will be 

considered as  (transitive).  
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However, both these definitions are similar to Kauṇḍabhaṭṭas definitions of 

transitive and intransitive roots. Following kārikā is found in the  chapter 

of VBS. 

 

In the above kārikā, Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa used the word  for one substratum. 

Further, Nāgeśa shows the same thing with an example which is also discussed 

by Bhartṛhari in the VP.  

The meaning of the intransitive root  is ‘to be’ and for that reason, the  

(result) is not visible here. Since, the result is not visible in such roots, all those 

types of roots are considered as intransitive roots. When we use the root अस ् in 

any sentence, the substratum of action and result is the subject and it would not 

be considered as intransitive root. Bhartṛhari testified the same in the following 

kārikā:  

(The root  (to be) is said to possess its existence within itself, i.e., it is having 

action according to existence and is known as . It could not appear as 

transitive because the object remains embedded in the subject.)  

Apart from the above definitions of transitive and intransitive, Nāgeśa has 

concluded the topic by giving two more definition of the same. Because, 
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according to the views of Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa, roots like  and  can not be 

considered as . Those could not express the action which is different than 

the result. Therefore, Nāgeśa described सकम[क and अकम[क as follow: 

 

Those roots which are termed as  by the grammatical process would be 

considered as  and those which are not termed as  would be considered 

as . Therefore, in the sentence like  the root  is  

because the substratum  is termed as  by the rule of grammar 

. In the above definition of , the term  suggests the 

meaning related to the object which is different than the meaning of the root. For 

example, the meaning of the root  is to bear life. The object ‘life’ is already 

embedded in the root , and for that reason it cannot be considered as  

root.  

IV. I. 6. Meanings of  and  roots 

1. Meaning of the root  (to know) 

Nāgeśa’s views regarding the meaning, result and action is as follow: 

The knowledge which embedded with the subjects like  etc., is the  or 

meaning of the root  and to know those subjects, the combination of  and 
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 is the . Here, the word आ×मा suggests the meaning of  

(internal organ) and  suggests the meaning of the power of that internal organ. 

The sentences like आ×मा आ×मानं जानाǓत are grammatically true because there 

are two types of bodies imagined i.e.,  and . First is the subject 

and later is considered as object.  

Further, Nāgeśa has refuted the views of Vedāntin as well as Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa. They 

both have considered  (destruction of envelopment) as the result of 

the root . Nāgeśa has refuted both and presented a kārikā from the VP.  

 

2. Meaning of the root  (to desire) 

Further, the meaning of the root  is discussed. The result of  is desire and 

the knowledge that is compatible with that desire is . Here it can be asked 

that the substratum of the  of desire can only be those things which are present 

at the time of the wish of the person making the wis. How can things of the past 

and future can be the subjects of desire. 

The answer to the above question is that due to the presence of those things in the 

intellect, the things of the past and future also become the subject of desire.  

 

3. Meaning of the root  (to fall) 

There are two opinions regarding the meaning of the root पत.् The first meaning 

is the  arising from the separation whose  is संयोग. In this opinion the 

root would be considered as transitive. For example,  (fell into hell). 
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Here,  is termed as  according to the rule of Grammar. Therefore, the root 

will be considered as सकम[क. 

Another view is that the root  means only 'contact arising from separation' and 

not the action conducive to contact caused by division. In this view, the root  

is considered to be intransitive. Here, contact was assumed to be the action. Even 

without being separated from the tree, the leaf may be united with the ground by 

bending from the branch due to storm etc. But in this case the root  is not used. 

For this reason, the meaning of the root  is considered to be the union caused 

by division.  

 

4. Meaning of the root  (to do) 

There are also two opinions about the meaning of the root कृ. In the first view, the 

meaning of the root कृ is  which has a different substratum from the 

substratum of the  and åयापार. Having different substratum, it will be 

considered as transitive root.  

The second view is that the meaning of the root  is only  which is  (effort). 

This is the view of the Naiyāyikas and has a fault. According to the definition of 

intransitive, the root  becomes intransitive. Therefore, if we take  as the 

meaning, the root  will become intransitive. 

 

IV. I. 7 Naiyāyikas on  

Nāgeśa has ended the chapter of meaning of roots with the views of Naiyāyikas 

on the meaning of . Although this topic has been discussed in detail in a 
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separate chapter, the opinion of the Naiyāyikas has been presented briefly here. 

Because, Naiyāyikas have considered  and  as the meaning of roots. 

According to them, suffixes like  in the place of  suggest the meaning 

of  (activity of will) not .  

Nāgeśa has refuted the above opinion of Naiyāyikas. Considering the meaning of 

 as , due to lack of equivalence of these pronouns i.e.,  and  

with , the system of  and  would not be formed. For 

example,  । (Look at the cooking Chaitra). In this sentence 

substitutes like  and  would only suggest the meaning of  (activity) 

but not  (accusative) and  (dative). One can say that,

 (it is not a fault to accept  (needless multiplication of causes) for any 

major purpose), that is not worth saying. Because, s express the meaning 

not substitutes like  etc. s are few and substitutes are many. 

There is another fault in accepting the meaning of s as . In the examples 

like  (Chariot is going), the chariot is  (unreal) and there is no 

य×न in it. Therefore, one should consider  in the action or root which 

makes  (needless multiplication of cause).  

Another fault is, if they believe the meaning of s is only  but not , 

the s always be undeclared and aphorisms like  of Pāṇini will be 

useless. 

Naiyāyikas also believe that, in the verbal understanding, the meaning of 

nominative case is primary. Nāgeśa refuted this opinion by explaining the 

example  (See! deer is running). 
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IV. II  (meanings of substitutes in place of s) and 

 (Meaning of ten tenses) 

After the detailed explanation of , Nāgeśa has discussed the meaning of 

(tenses) in a separate chapter. Some scholars have considered two 

chapters for meaning of tenses i.e.,  and . 

In the first part, the meaning of suffixes substituted in the place of s are 

discussed and in the later part the meaning of the ten s are discussed. 

I have given logio-grammatical study of both these chapters further. First, I have 

discussed the meaning of suffixes substituted in the place of s. Naiyāyikas 

give most importance to conciseness and believe that the power for conveying 

the meaning stays in  but not in suffixes like . But the Grammarians 

have accepted the power to convey the meaning in the suffixes that occur in place 

of that . Patañjali, in the commentary of the  (1. 

1. 69) states that it is the spoken word which convey the meaning, not the 

unspoken one. Nāgeśa begins present chapter by quoting Patañjali as following: 

 

The meaning of the  in the place of the s are either (1) Specific numbers 

 etc. (2) Present, Past and Future time (3) Subject and Object 

 (4) Action . Suffixes like  etc. at the place of s 

express the subject, and with the suffixes like etc. express the object or 
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action. Explaining the meaning of the , Nāgeśa cited a verse from VBS of 

Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa which is as below: 

(The suffixes like  and  etc. occurring in place of s are indicative 

of the passive voice. On the contrary, in the presence of suffixes like  

etc., related to substitutes in place of  indicates the Nominative case.) 

Roots are considered to be the meaning of  and  and  are considered 

to be the  of both  and . The åयापार is primary towards  and the 

meanings of  which are subject, object, number etc. are adjectives. 

 

- Definition of  (present tense) 

Nāgeśa has given following definition of present tense in the PLM which is as 

follow: 
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The word  is related to time. Therefore, its definition can only be related 

to time, not separate from it. Hence, the time, which is the substratum of an action 

which has been started but is not completely finished, is the  (present 

time). To be induced by action means to become the substratum of action.  

Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa has given another definition of . According to him, the 

present time is different from the past and future192. There are only three types of 

time, hence the third one can be known by differentiating from two. 

Further, the meanings of  substituted in the place of all s are being 

explained. 

 

The meaning of  substituted in the place of   

There are two types of time considered i.e.,  and . Both these 

differences are of past and future tenses. The meaning suffix  substituting in 

the place of  is  or  (beyond the range of sight). Further, the 

meaning of the roots like  and substitute  are discussed in detail.   

 

The meaning of  substituted in the place of and  

The suffix  occurring in the place of  (first future) means  (not 

applicable to the current day). The rest of the meaning is the same as the meaning 

of  occurring in the place of . 
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The definition of  is given as follow: 

 

(The  (non-existence of anything) which is indicated by the action which 

has an origin in the present tense and is a substratum of action is called first 

future). 

The meaning of the  substituted in the place of  is as follow: 

 

The meaning of the  substituted in the place of  is  (future). The 

rule of Pāṇini  is termed  for future tense. The  

of  in the rule is taken from the rule   

 

The meaning of  substituted in the place of  

The meaning of 'Ting' occurring in place of ' ' is  (precepts). The 

rule  describes the meaning of . Usage of  forms is found 

only in Vedas and Brahmin texts. That is why Pāṇini has prescribed  only from 

the point of view of Vedic words. In the usage of  and , Nāgeśa has 

considered the difference only in terms of form between  and  insertions. 

Like  has such a  form, then  has a  form. 
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The meaning of  substituted in the place of  

The meaning of Ǔतɨ in the place of लोɪ is given as follow: 

 

The  occurring in place of  has the same meaning as  etc. In them the 

word  means to put someone into action respectfully. For example, 

 (come, drink water). 

 

The meaning of  substituted in the place of  

 

The meaning of  occurring in the place of  is  (more like past 

tenses which not applicable to the current day). 

 

The meaning of  substituted in the place of 

Nāgeśa has quoted Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa’s kārikā explaining the meaning of . 

The meaning of  occurring in the place of  is  

 and . 
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Further, he has given the definition of . 

 

The meaning of  in the place of  and  

 

 occurring in place of  means simple past tense. The meaning of past tense 

here is to refer to an action that happened in the past. 

 occurring in place of  means when the incompleteness of action becomes 

visible and causative feeling appears it becomes past and future tense.  
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IV. III  (Meanings of Cases) 

After the explanation of the meaning of substitutes in place of  as well as 

the meaning of s, Nāgeśa started explaining the meaning of s. In the 

beginning he gave the name of six cases in one verse which is as follow: 

1.  (subject)  

2.  (object)  

3.  (instrument)  

4.  (receiver) 

5.  (point of separation) 

6.  (location)

After that, he has given a definition of  which is as follow: 

 

(The causative factor is to perform the action).  

 

IV. III. 1  (subject) -  (nominative case) and  

(vocative) 

 is a substratum of action which is the meaning of the root201. Nāgeśa also 

quoted Bhartṛhari’s kārikā which also testifies the same. The hemistich is as 

follow: 
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The  (process) is not expressed through other cases than subject. For 

example,  (cooks with fire). Here, the processes like ignition etc. 

in fire are not meaning of the root . In the definition of , the term 

' ' has been given to prevent the process of the action in other s.  

It is widely known that anything which is termed as subject will be nominative 

case. The aphorism  suggests that all 

the crude form of words, gender, measurement and numbers will be nominative 

case. But there’s no mention of the word . Therefore, we have to consider 

two vārtika from the MB204 i.e.,  and . These 

two vārtika are complying with the word  and for that reason  

should be considered as the meaning of nominative case.  

Pāṇini has given one more aphorism form nominative case which is 205 

It clarifies that the words with vocative case is also a meaning of nominative 

case. Here, a question arises that how nominative case can be termed as  due 

to lack of productivity of action. The answer is,  means turning towards 

someone who is not facing the speaker and its result is to engage in work or to 

retire from work.  has been called . It means the speaker 

addresses what already exists. Bhartṛhari also explained the same in VP. 
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- Other definition of  

Further, Nāgeśa has discussed various definitions of  which are as follow: 

-  

If it is said that the cause of an action is . Nāgeśa has not clarified that who 

has given the above definition in any other scriptures. He has just presented the 

definition as  without giving name of any scholar. He refuted above by 

saying that the word  in the definition suggests the meaning of  

(conducive cause) rather than  (productive cause). In the accepting 

of above definition  arises in the sentences like  

Here,  suggests relative case which is not . To resolve the fault, Nāgeśa 

gave two more definitions of  which are as follows: 

 

The meaning of the first definition is that the object that is being used in the case 

(subject or instrument) that is being expressed in the action is . 

The meaning of the second definition is that whatever is the originator of the 

action is . 
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Further, Nāgeśa has refuted one more definition of कतृ[×व given by the 

Mīmāṃsakas which is as follows: 

 

It means that the one who is not inspired by any other  and is the inspirer of 

all other  is the subject. Patañjali also accepted above definition in MB. 

According to him, when all other s are present, work does not happen unless 

the  inspires those s. Therefore, the subject is primary among all.  

Nāgeśa refuted Patañjali also. He gave the example,  Here,  

(a plate) is inanimate matter and cannot inspire to do the action of cooking. 

Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa also refuted above definition by giving the example  

Dr. Kapildev Shastri doesn’t accept above opinion of Nāgeśa and Kauṇḍabhaṭṭa 

and remarks as follow: 

208   

IV. III. 2.  (object) and  (accusative case) 

Nāgeśa has given following definition of object. 

 

 



147 
 

 

The root that is being used, the meaning of that root which is action that directly 

arises from it and what is desired by the speaker is the object. In the example, 

 (Potter makes a pot),  is termed as object. Because the 

primary meaning of the root  is  (process to be done) and the 

secondary meaning is the result of the process, means a pot. And the pot is also 

 (most intensely desired) by the potter. Therefore, घट is termed as कम[. 

Further, Nāgeśa has discussed particular words i.e.,  and 

 given in the definition. He also has made some additions to above 

definition of . According to him, the word  should be 

add at the end of definition. For example,  (Caitra 

goes to Kāśī not Payāga). According to the rule of Pāṇini, 

, the meaning of  is considered not only desired but also

 (exceptional competency) and  also will be termed as . Further, 

the rule of Pāṇini  also discussed.  

There are some  (having two accusatives) roots like  etc., in which 

two actions appear simultaneously. In the sentence, , it appears that 

the cow separates the milk from itself, while it also appears that the cowherd gets 

the milk separated from the cow. According to above definition of कम[, the word 

 and  both will be termed as  and the rule of Pāṇini 

 will be useless.  
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Here, Nāgeśa presents his views on this by saying that in the  roots shows 

only one primary action. For example, the root  only suggests the meaning of 

the action of the cowherd. In this situation, if the word गो will declare by the 

 that would be right but there is no  (intention of speaker) that would 

be of relative case.   

In this case, views of Naiyāyikas are also discussed. Nāgeśa has given various 

definitions presented by Naiyāyikas and all are refuted. Definitions of  and 

 roots are discussed again in the light of . Those definitions are 

similar to the definitions discussed in the . 

 

IV. III. 3  (instrument) and (instrumental case) 

The definition of instrument is given in the PLM is as follow: 

 

The  (action) of  produces the result without any intervention is the 

instrument. For example,  (makes a pot with a stick). Here, the 

 is a  and through the process of it the pot is being made. The action of 

stick produces the result in the form of pot and the  is . 

The definition is similar to the rule of Pāṇini  In the 

word , the suffix  suggests the meaning of  (superiority). This 

superiority is visible only in comparison to other s, not in comparison to any 

other instrument. 
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Nāgeśa has quoted the kārikā from VP explaining the definition of instrument 

which is as follow: 

Nāgeśa has explained above kārikā with the example  

(Rāma kils Vāli with an arrow). Above definition of Bhartṛhari, the word  

suggests the meaning of  in the form of action. In the active voice, the 

separation of life force in the body arising from the action of the arrow and the 

action of the doer in the form of Rāma appears.  In the passive voice, the result 

which is separation of life through the arrow is first perceived, and later the arrow 

is perceived to have been fired by Rāma.  

In the PLM, instrument and instrumental case have been explained very briefly. 

The views of either Naiyāyikas or the Mīmāṃsakas regarding instrument or 

instrumental case has not been mentioned.  

 

IV. III. 4  (act of giving) and  (dative case) 

The definition of  given in the PLM is as follows: 

 

The word  suggests the meaning of all actions. Therefore, whatever 

 is presented as the objective to relate the  (anything to which one 

refers), it will be . In general, the meaning of the word  is to give 
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something to a needy person like charity. So, a question arises that the meaning 

of the word  in the name of  is also to give?  

Dr. Kapildev Shastri answers this question as follows: 

 

Nāgeśa has presented different example than  (Gives a cow to 

Vipra) which is  (Caitra narrates story to Maitra). In this 

example  is not an action but  is an action. To relate its action with 

conversation, Maitra has been presented as the  (object of the statement). 

 

 

Views of s and their refutation  

Regarding the definition of , Nāgeśa has presented the opinion of 

some ancient commentators of . Among those s, only  is 

available in present time. 
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It means, the one for whom it is given well is a . In this form it is अÛवथ[स£ंा 

(term whose meaning is intelligible in itself). Bhaṭṭojidīkṣita also presented the 

similar meaning in the commentary of the rule 

 According to him  

Therefore, the things which are to be taken back after given will not have 

. In the examples like  (gives clothes to the 

washerman), the clothes have to be taken back after washing, hence it its not the 

 of the word  but has relative case. 

According to Nāgeśa, above opinions of s are not appropriate. Accepting 

above views contradicts the statement of MB. Patañjali has given an example 

216(Teacher slaps pupil). Patañjali has not 

accepted  as  (a term whose meaning is intelligible in itself).    

Therefore, the usage of the root दा and other roots, whether there is meaning of 

proper giving or not, the  which is to establish relation with the action of 

another verb should be considered as . 

While presenting his opinion on सàĤदान, Nāgeśa has given the definition as 

follow:  
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The meaning of  (dative case) inflection from  is  

(thing to which one refers). In the example  (gives a cow to Vipra), 

The Vipra is  and such charity in which cow is an object. The cow is being 

donated for the purpose of Vipra. 

Further, another definition of  is also presented by Nāgeśā which is as 

follow: 

 

In the very first definition of सàĤदान, the word कम[ suggested only the transitive 

roots. Threrefore, Nāgeśa has presented above definition. According to that, if the 

root is intransitive then the  will be considered as .  

Further, Nāgeśa has discussed the relevance of the rule 

 and ended the topic.  

 

IV. III. 5. (point of separation) and  (ablative case)  

The definition of अपादान given in the PLM is as follows: 

 

That is to say, to become a substratum for such separation, which don’t 

significantly relate to the root, arising from that action and existing in that subject 

through the  (inseparable relation) is . 
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For example,  (Rāma comes from the home). In this sentence, 

the action of coming is there through the  in the subject Rāma. The 

action of coming generates separation from home and this separation is not a 

significant meaning of the root  which is combined with the prefix . The 

substratum of the separation is . Therefore, it is termed as  and 

ablative case. Further, Nāgeśa has discussed the relevance of the words 

 and  in the definition. He has given example like  

(Bird leaves tree) and  (Two sheep separate from each 

other). 

Presenting the importance of the word, Nāgeśa has quoted Bhartṛhari.  

(There is no such knowledge in the world which is without the understanding of 

words. Complete knowledge appears as if word is integral to it.) 

Due to difference of words in the same element, there is difference in meaning 

because only the meaning encapsulated by the word is understood. 

Another definition of  is also discussed without mentioning name of 

anyone which is as follow: 
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It means  which is not a substratum of action but of the separation which 

arises from the action. Nāgeśa refuted above definition by giving examples like 

 (two sheep separation from each other) and 

 (The rider falls from the horse falling down the mountain). 

In both these examples, sheep and horse are substratum of the actions i.e., 

separation and falling down. So, there is  fault in the above definition.  

Further, the meaning of the ablative case also discussed in one line which is 

 (The meaning of the ablative case is ). In the , 

Pāṇini described the rule  for . In that 

rule, the meaning of the word  is also  (time-period). 

 

IV. III. 6  (location) and (locative case) 

The definition of अͬधकरण which is given in the PLM is as follows: 

 

The subject and the object becoming the basis of the action and the result 

respectively is the form of  (location). For example, 

 (Cooks rice in a pot at home). In this sentence, the basis of the 

substratum of the cooking process by the subject Caitra is the house and the 

substratum of the result in the form of cooked rice is the pot.  

The above definition of  described by Nāgeśā is similar to the 

Bhartṛhari’s definition of  which is as follow: 
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(The  which is related to the subject and the action and which helps in the 

accomplishment of the action by becoming the not-physical basis of the action, 

has been called  in the scriptures.) 

 

Three Types of   

There are three types of अͬधकरण are described in the PLM.  

 (comprehending location) is the primary among other two 

types. Nāgeśa also described that 

 (Other two types of location which is different than 

 should be considered secondary ). The definition of  

is as follow: 

 

Where the power of  pervades every element of the , that is called 

. For example,  (There is oil in sesame seeds). 
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Here, the oil is spread throughout the molecules of the sesame seeds, hence it will 

be considered as  and  as . 

The meaning of  is considered as  (proximity) by Nāgeśa. 

From the point of view of proximity, the substratum which is related to it is 

. Nāgeśa has given the example of a rule of Pāṇini 

. In this rule, the word  is of locative case. The meaning of  is 

the vowels which are near to the letters of .  

Nāgeśa has refuted the example (sits on the mat) of the 

 which amazed the scholars. Because in the VSLM,  and 

 commentary of MB, this example is considered for  but in the 

PLM it is refuted.  

Dr. Kapildev Shastri commented on that as follow: 

The definition of  substratum is as follow:  
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 (object of the action) is considered to be substratum different from the 

 and . In the ,  and  were related 

through  and in the ,  and  were related 

through  or . Apart from these three relations, when 

 and  relate through the  that will be considered  

type of substratum. The examples are (sits on the mat) and 

(There are fish in the water).  

The topic ends with the explanation of स×सÜतमी in which an action that aims at 

another action. Pāṇini also made the rule  for 

that. 

IV. III. 7 Meaning of the  (relative case)  

The definition of relative case is given in the PLM at the end of the chapter of 

s which is as follow: 

 

The meaning of the relative case is relation like self and master which is different 

from s and  (meaning of the crude form of word). For example, 

 (king’s man). The relative case in the word  suggests the meaning 

of to be a king’s man which is . 
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Chapter ends with the explanation of relative case. Nāgeśa has presented it very 

briefly and at the end he quoted Bhartṛhari for the reason of arising the relative 

case which is as follow: 

 

****=====****      

 

 


