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PUBLISHERS' NOTE

Panini, the celebrated author of the Ashtadhyayn has gained
umversal recognition as the greatest grammartan who has
produced a scientific system of \Sanskrit grammar Theodor
Goldstucker, an erudite German Sanskrit scholar of the nine-
teenth century has wntten @ scholarly treatise on Panmt His
place 1 Sanshrt Literature This valuable work of Gold-
stucker was published from London 1n 1860 which went out
of stock and print long since  But it was not printed again,
and the work remawned beyond the access of the Sanskrit
scholars, and 1ts want has been greatly felt by them In order
to meet their requirements the Chowkhamba Sansknit Series
Office thought 1t fit to bring out 1ts reprint under their scheme
of publishing the rare works of eminent Sanskntists which are
not available nowadays With this view the Publishers requested
the reputed Sanskrit scholar, Prof § N Shastn, M A,
D Phil, LL B, F R A § (London )to edit the saud work,
who very kindly consentedto do it In the present edition,
the learned editor has appended the English translation of
those quotations in German which have not been paraphrased
by the author and has also given various useful Indices at the
end to facihtate a ready reference, and revised the diacritical
marks according to the popular method of Sanskrit translite-
ration  This1s the first Indian edition ot this valuable work,
and 1t 15 hoped thatit will serve the advanced students of
Sanskrit grammar for whom 1t s prioanly mszant
Virdnast, } PUBLISHERS.
Apnl 10, 1965



PREFACE

Since the acquantance of the Western scholars with the
ancient Indian Titerature n the earhies of the exghteenth century
of the Christan era  there has been a constant progress of the
Indie studies in the Western world  During the mnteenth century,
the West has produced manv Iustorical and critical treatises on
rarious subjects of stuh comprising Sanskrit hterature, and
thetr lays have not onlv beenvery fruutful but very saluable as
well 1 reconstructing the unbroken tradition of the great Indian
heritage T} e interest of the Western mund centred round manly
the Vardika lore especialls the Rg-veda the oldest hterary com.
position possessed by the human race  Wuh a view to attaiming
an apprecioble mastery over the great treasure of knowledge
stored 1n the ancient Indian literature, the Western scholars took
due care to extend the fiell of thewr actiuty to the study of the
Vedangas, the six ancdlartes which unfoll the m stertes of the
ancient nund to the study of the \artous sustems of laduan
Philosopln and of the classical Sansknit literature In process of
time thelr efforts develope Indology as a distinct department of
stuly under humamties, and the result has been an all round
probe from the Western pomnt of view into the Sanskrit lore
and many a mund and diigent hand worhed upon the vast field
of Sanshrit literature  Most of these scholars, actuated with a
prepossession of thewr supzriority over others, endemoured to
wnterpre! the sacred idiom of the ancient Hindus tn thetr onn way
end took pride in differing parnally or wholly from the traditions
of the race which produced such an ymmensely saluable terature
mn the hoary past While others who took a dispassionate view
made an earnest endemour to reeal to the modern scholarship
the actual and the real sense of the ancient works, and did not
hesitate to place, in the proper perspective, the mtrmsic worth of
the system of thought under their survey, and to appreciate the
salues of the conirsbution made by the anceint seers to the
progress of humansty at large with no Limitations of any chime
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or age  Among the scholars of the latter trend of mnd who
ardently adanced the course of studies in Sanskrit language
and lterature in the mnteenth century through thewr lterary
productions of abiding mterest, THEODOR GOLDSTUCKER
15 @ great name

His Life  Theodor Goldstacher was born of Jewish parents
on the 18th of January 1821 at Ko migsberg in Prussia  After
matriculating at the age of fifteen he attended lectures of Lobeck
on classical philologv, of Schubert on lustory and of Rosenhranz
on Philosophy He studied elementarv Sanshrit wunder P ron
Bohlen Later on, le proceeded to Bonn n 1838 and studied
Arabic under Frevtag and Indian lterature under A W von
Schlegel He took an ahance course of studies in Sanskrit
under Professor Lassen and 100k Ius degree of Doctor of Philo-
sophy in 1840 at a tender age of mineteen  In 1842 he went 1o
Pans and m course of his stay of three years there he came in
close contact with E  Burnouf  In 1845 he went back home and
settled in Komgsberg where he could not stay for long Two
years after he moved o Berhn  but een there he was not destined
10 stay longer In 1850, he accepted an matation from H H
Wilson to prepare anew edition of his Sanskrit Dictionary and
went 1o England where he was appointed as an honorary Professor
at the Unnersity College Londonn 1852 This assignment he
held upto the end of Ius Iife He breathed his last on the 6th
of March 1872

His Works As aresult of his studiesin Sanskrit literature
his first work has been the translation of the 1 ell-known philo-
sophical drama, the Prabodha Candrodma of Krshna Misre,
published n 1842 from Komgsberg He prepared a new edition
of the Mahabhtrata a specimen of Iuis critical abilty  His most
outstanding work was tle preparation of a crimcal Sanskrit-
English dictsonary  the first and the only fasciculus of which
was published from London during the long period of nme years,
1856-1864 This work inits preparation assumed such a volu-
munous magmitude that the task had to be gnen up even before
the completion of e first letter of the Sanskrit Alpl abet
Neertheless, the work, in sts imtiol pages has gnen hundreds of
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valuable monographs which will ever reman a constant compamon
to scholars in the study of the subject under treatment Then
1865 Goldstucher brought out the first fasciculus of fus valuable
compen hum of the Mimansa philosophy, viz the Jaymumya-mala-
vistara of Madhavacharia  The later fascicult of this work were
published posthumously in the name of Goldsticker by Professor
Cowell Inthe meanwhile he took himself to the study of the
Kalpa-sttras anl brought out a criical editon of the Méanaa-
Kalpa-stitra from London in the vear, 1861 For a considerably
long pertod he was devoted to the studies of Pammi and his svstem
of Sanshrit grammar  No other Sanskrit scholar in the West
was so verv thoroughly acquanted with the most difficult norks
on Sanskrit grammar as was Goldstucker and ke was day to day,
adding his collections on grammatical works He had m s
mind 10 bring out a comprehensne work on Sanshrit grammar,
and as a result of his panent research cnd hard work  he worked
out avoluminous edition in six volumes of Pataiijal s Mahabhasina
with Kanyata's Bhashya and Bhattopdikshuta’s Tiha on the
Iatter The last two hundred pages of this magnum opus were
published by the Government of India in 1874 Goldstucker
contnbuted several articles on Indian Plilosophy and M) thology
which were collected and published after his death as s Luerary
Remains 11 1879 His last work was  On the deficiencies in the
Present Adminestration of Hindu Law™

His Scholarsitp  Goldstucher enjoyed a very ligh reputation
Jor hsnersanle scholarstip He was deemed a great authority
on Sanshnit plulologs and general literature, Pamman Grammar
and Hindu lav  Alexonder von Humboldt eulogised fum m most
flattering terms  even Burnoff’ consulted lim often on technical
pownts, Max Muller spoke of hum as the greatest Sanskritists of
his age  4s the lighest European outhority on the Hindu law,
hewas oftn consulted by the Government of India on knotty
ponts of mheritance

His works evince not only a mre :cholarslnp but the greafest
acy and kabl His h and
an appreciation of the correct view-pownt with the requisite bold-
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ness to present logically s contemporary opinion on a subject
under lus sune)| are the outstanding merits of his sound know-
ledge and sohd scholarship  His outspoken criticism of scholars
who hazorded thewr conclusions on thewr meagre understanding
of the subject in thewr hand, made hum at tmes a target of
unscholarly bitterness, the very usualapology for the failures of
fumbling scholars He had often to cross swords with those
who occupied the Professonal chairs ltke Weber Roth Bohthngh
Kuhn and at places ke had to differ even from Max Miller
But the arguments advanced by Goldstucker could hardly be
rebutted, and there have been occasions when Ius adversarses had
to reuise their opimon and recognise ks wertt  His entical
work “ Pomm his place in Sanskrit liferature 15 an out-
standing contribution by Goldstiicker, wlho very correctly assessed
the worth of Pamum and vindicated lus positton 1 right earnest
In course of this attempt the author had 1o differifrom Weber
radically and also to gquestion the methods of Roth and Boht-
Iingk, the jont editors of St Petersburg Sanskrit Dictionary
On the point regard of the ancient Hindus
with the art of writing Goldstucker had to exarune threadbare
the opimon of Max Miller recordedin his *Ancient Sanskrit
Niterature’, which 1s his distinct contribution to the assessment
of oncient Hindu culture and civilisation

Inthe present work Goldstucker has first of all examined
the sigmfications of the terms hke Sitra kanda pattra patala
varna karana akshara wupadesa frdhma, mantra chhandas and
has taken @ critical notice of the views of Weber in particular
Then he has taken up the problem of the dates of Katyayana
and Panini and assessed the views of Bohtlingk on the chrono-
logy of the encient Hindu writers Then while treating the
grammatical hterature of Pammt he has taken due account of
Karkas Parnbhashas Vartuhds and Ishtis  From a  closer
study of Paninl's work Goldstucher has deduced his own
conclusions regarding Pamm s acquaintance with the Sanhitas
of the Vedas, the Upanishads and the six systems of Hindu
Philosophy  Then he has proceeded to the treatment of the chro-
nological suriey in relation to Pomm and #¢ Upnadi-smiras,
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Pammt and the Dhatupatha, Panun and the Prantahhyas Pamm
and the Phut-sitras, Perim and Yasha, and Pamm and Gautema
Buddha Towards the end of the present treatise the author
has discussed the date and carly lustory of Pataijalis Maha-
bhisha and emphasised over the importance of the Hindu

ies and the trad. 1 element mvailable in them He
closes Jus dissertation with a note on the present position of
Sanshrit Philology and vindicates Ius position against Ius adver-
sartes  Thus the present worh of Goldstucker sheds a flood of
light on seseral problems connected with the celebrated work
of Pamm and presents a solution to some of the important
chronological problems It 1s no doubt, a rery valugble work
and 15 sndispensable for students of Sanskru grammar who
desire to be acquatnted with the position of Pamm 1n the
Sansknit Iuerature

This dissertation n fact forms a portion of lus Preface
to Ius ediron of the Manava-halpa-shtras, but, later on the
admirers of Goldstucker pressed him to publish this fragment
as an independent monograph for the benefit of the students
of Pamm, and he conceded to this reguest Jt was published
as such, tn 1860 from London more or less n the form of
an extract from s Introdi to the fi he of the
Manava-kalpa sutras published by hm  Een tius edition of
the present work has been long since out of printand stoc)
and for several decades past it has been beyond the reach of
the present-dmv scholars Witha view to making this saluable
work once agmn mailable to the ardent students of Pamm it
i1s beng published for the first time n India  Wihile preparing
this Indian edition, some of the portions which did not bear
upon the treatment of the subject in hand ke been onutted n
order to enable the reader to have a grasp over the subject
without diversion In the present edition, the diacrstical marks
hanve been revised thoroughly and a umform spstem as prevalent
today has been adopted The author has guie often cted
extracts originally wnitten in  the German language and kas
almost imariably gnen ts Enghsh translation as well All the
same, at a few places he has not done the English rendering,
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and of such passages the English version 1s appended in this
edition at the end of the book Then, three ndices showing
the works, and authors under refe , and g Iphab

cally arranged are hereto appended in order to facilitate reference

The present editor hopes that this edition would sere the
cause of the studies in Sanskrit and 1s thankful to the Proprie-
tors of the Chowkhamba Sanskrit Studies who have very enthu-
siastically undertaken to bring out this Indian edwson and
earned the gratude of the students of Pammi who have been,
for a long tume past, bereft of the company of an erudite
scholar of the eminence of Theodor Goldstiicker

Rama Navam, } S‘/ﬂ?@ N

Vik Samvar 2022
EDITOR
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AUTHOR'S NOTE

TH present pages form the Preface to the Fac stmile of the
Manava-Kalpa-Sitra The
separate impression has been taken at the suggeston of my
publishers and other friends, who thought that it would be
desirable to make their contents more easy of access than they
are 1n the onginal work

This circumstance will explun the apparent tncongrity of
presenting them without the Manuscript which they describe

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE LO\DON
} TH G

Nevember 2, 1860



4E68¢

NOTICE

THE first part of the fifth volume of Professor Weber's
‘Indis_he Studien,” 1n pretending to be a scientific review of
the present pages, has attempted to refute nearly every con-
clusion they conttin  But as the pliusibility which Professor
Weber has endeavoured to impart to his objections, 1s bised
either on 1 misrepresentation of my method as well 1s of my
principal arguments and results, or on the suppression of
essent1al parts of my inquiry —though he distinctly professes
to follow it “step by step’ — or on the allegation of literary
facts which do not exist, 1 have considered it my duty to
examine and to 1llustrate this extraordinary proceeding 10 a
pamphlet which will be 1ssued to the public ina few months,
and which, to my regret, must now precede the review
promised ( prge 268 ) to give of the Petersburg *““Sansknt
Worterbuch *

In appending this warning to the present volume, I have
now merely to state that, having ¢ iwefully weighed the vilue
of Professor Weber s objections, | do not find that they have
invilidited any one of the main results which are here laid
befare the reader

Ta G
London, st September 1861
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PANINI:

HIS PLACE IN SANSKRIT LITERATURE



WHEN collecting materials for a History of the Miminsa
philosophy, Ihappened to find in the Library of the East
India Housea Manuseript ( No 17), formerly belonging to
the collection of Mr Colebrooke, which bore on 1ts outer
page the remark  ‘m¥IzFmiwseas R2ee, (1 ¢, ‘the number
of 32 syllables, i this commentary of Kumarelaon the Rgveda
15 2,200"), and ended on leaf 120 with these words ‘mua®gtiy
Wee NI TARSWIE AW (: e, ‘the number, of 32
syllables, 1 the bork 1s 2,200, end of the Commentary of
Kumarela’') The remark of the title, which differs inits
handwnting from the rest of the book, seemsto have been
made by a Hindu, who, with much exactness, counted the
number of the syllables for the copying of which he had to pay
lus scribe, but 1t certainly did not come from one conversant
with Sansknit literature Nor can a better opinton be entertauned
of the Shaikh who fimshed copying this volume—Samvat
1643 (or 1585 after Christ }, when the sun was progressing
south of the equator, 1n the autumn season, during the hight
fortnight of the month Karttika ( October-November ), 1 the
city of Benares, for the perusal of Devayika ( Devakiya ?),
the son of Jant and Mahidhara, — or of the wnter of his
Manuscript,—since the Shaikh professes to have copied the
latter with the utmost accuracy, faults and all , —for neither
were the contents of this volume a commentary on the Rgveda,
nor would 2 learned man have ms-spelt several words, and
very common ones, too, of his own composition, and, above
all, the name of one of the most celebrated authors of India
In short, the M: 1pt 1 d no other matter
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than 2 portion of the Manava-Kalpa-Sotras, together witha
ccmmentary of Kumanla Svimin, the great Mimansa authonty

A discovery of thus nitual work, which had thus remained
latent under 2 wrong designation, would atall times have
been welcome to those engaged 1n the study of Vaidika litera-
ture, it gammed in ipterest from the facts that 2 doubt had
been raised, Ido notknow on what grounds, whether a copy
of 1t had survived, and thata commentary of Kumirla on
these Sftras, had, so far as my knowledge goes, never yet
been spoken of 1 any European or Sansknt book

1t was but natural, under these circumstances, that I should
think of making the knowledge 1 had obtained generally
available, by editing this manuscript, but, 1o my utter dis-
appointment, 1soon percewved, after hawing examuned itin
detail, thatit belonged to that class of written books, the
contents of which may be partnlly made out and partially
guessed, but which are so hopelessly 1ncorrect that a seeming
restoration of their text would requre 2 greater amount of
conyacture than could be permutted to an editor, or might be
conststent with the respect due to the author of the work atself

‘When, therefore, another copy of the Minava Kalpa-Sutras
with the Commentary of Kumirnla was not to be procured, and
when I began to surnuse that the volume in the possession of
the East Indra House was a umique copy of this rare work I
resolved, with the consent of Professor Wilson, to have a fac-
sumle of 1t lithographed and printed This resolution was

trengthened by the deration that even a correct text of
these Stitras would be serviceable only to the few scholars
who are familiar with this branch of the oldest Sansknt
literature, and that they would be able, by the aid they might
get from other existing Satras on the Vaidika ritual, and the
Mtmiansa works, to turn to account even this incorrect manu-
script, in spite of the many doubts it leaves It was stren-
gthened, too, by the conviction I entertain, that unique manu-
scripts, or those which are rarely met with,— every eusting
copy of which consequently possessesa literary value much
erceeding that of ordinary manuscripts,— ought to be saved
from possible casualties by mechanical contrivances, the most
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practical of which, as answering the requirements of the case
and entailing the least expense, scems to be that which has
been used in the production of the present fac-simile

I must, however, confess that after several disappointments
m trying 1o secure the necessary aid, I should probably have
been compelled to abandon my plan, had Inot been ableto
avail myself of the assistance of a talented young tady, Miss
Amelia Rattenbury, who, while devoting herself to the study
of Sansknit, came to my rescue, and, with much patience and
skill, accomplished the tracing of the original

Her work may, indeed, 1n some parts, be stll open to
cnticism, so far as the exact thickness of the letters on a few
pages is concerned, or1f some shortcomings, especrally those
which are noticed 1n the Errata, be too much 1nsisted upon,
bat Y must 1n fairness state that several omissions of Anusvaras
or strokes, as ponted out 1a the Errata, are not her fault, but
the result of accidents which occurred tn transfernng the
fac-simile to stone, and such defects could not, 1t would
seem, have been wholly avorded, potwithstinding the careful
attention which was paid to tne work by the hthographic
printers, Messrs Standidge and Co, and, Imay add, in spite
of the great trouble 1 took myself in revising the proofson
the stones, and 1n thus combining the work of a Sanskritist with
that of an apprentice 1 hthography Several sheets which
failed to show distinctly some Anusiérds or parts of the letters
themselves, though transferred to the stone and ongmally
visible there, I cancelled at once , but this expeditious process
became, by frequent repetition, so lttle convement, that
1had to submut at last, though reluctantly, to 2 list of Errata
which, however small, seems to be at variance with the notton
of a fac-sinnle

On the whole, however, and after thus eensure, the seventy
of which, I trust, no one will see occaston to 1ncrease, I must
express my belief, that the text which 1s laid before the
reader1s, when amended by the aid of the Errata List, not
merely a tt ghly correct rep of the of
the special manuseript from which 1t 1s copied, but, at the
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same time, a good specimen of a fac simile of a Sansknt
manuscrpt 1

Of the work stself Y have but little to say, for the Sanskrit
scholars who will take an interest w1t are well acquainted
with the general charactenistics of those mtual books which
bear the name of Kalpa-Siitras, and they know, too, that the
Maoava-Kalpa-Sitras teach the ceremonial connected with

1 Itis necessary to observe that the oniginal, inits actual bound
condition, measures 3 inches 1n length and 3] inches 1n breadth, with
the exception of fol 62 which is 4 inches broad The surplus of margia
n the fac-mmile belongs, therefore, to the latter The binder, 1n
veducing the leaves of the onginal to the size stated, bas in vanous
instances encroached upon the wriling, and cut away either portions of
{ctters or even whole letters , which circumstance will account for the
defects 1n the marginal additions of, especrally, fol 1, 3a, 5, 55, 11a,
12a, 132, 148, 284, 262, 326, 234, 344, 48a, b, 505, 524, 534, 54a,
582, 604, 61a, 624, 66b, 682, 705, 748, 805, B1a, 865, 895, 1075, 1088,
3130 Another destructive amimal, the white ant, has also added to
the work of devastation in the interior of the MS, but much more
sarely,, on the margin of fol 164 two strokes ( = ) indicate the eaten
portion Towards the end of the MS, especially from fol 90 upwards,
the origimal has the appearance of having been smeared or powdered
over, and this carclessness, caused no doubt by putting the leases toges
ther before the writing was dry, has produced 1n several instances the
errors of the ) esp ¥y 231t became difficult or

even 1mpossible 10 tell whether a dot represented an oniginal anusedra
or a smear I have to mention, besdes, that the leaves of the onginal
are bound 50 as 1o read downwards, and that the same arrangement
has been preserved ;n the present work in order not to allow it to
deviate from the appearance of its modern prototype  There 13 good
reason, however, 1o suppose that the ancient Hindus had the leaves of
their MSS arranged so as to read 1n the reverse or upward dircction
For onc Liberty which has been taken 1n the fac-simile, I am personally
answerable The remark on the outude page, mentioned 2bove, with
119 musspelling of  the name of Kumirila and its Literary error, will
mot be found in thus volume , 1ts place 33 filled by the likeness of the
god of literary accuracy who 13 invoked in the commencement of
the work
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the old recension of the Yajurveda, the Tantirlya-Samhuta
The portion of these Shtras contaned 1a the present fac-simile
comprises the first four books of the whole work  the first or
Yayamana book, 1n two chapters ( from fol 11to 54a,and 53¢
to 55b), the second on the Agmadhana (from fol 555 to
84 b), the the third on the Agnihotra (from fol 84 b to 106 a),
and the fourth on the Chaturmasia sacnfices, 1n six chpaters
( from fol 106 @ to 108 a, from there to the end of fol 109 q,
from 109 b to 112 a, from there to 1132 from 113 a to 115 q,
and hence to the end ) 2 That these books are the first portion

2 There occur 1 the text and commentary of these books the

following words for sacrifices, sdcrifial ard other aets connected wath them
¥, afrma, sfofteron, sfoe, afagedE,  afegg,  wfds,
afifer, afdn (zo@mide, wmRa ), o fda, o I,
STAAY (AT ) wpdf, smerm efay, sfgy, sfe,
P, wgAen, HGAF A, seaeftan, afimr, sfer,
sfufaty, wiipmga, svowa, sy, ovgEd, w@gam, g,
ST, s, M, AIEH, SN, s, s,
T, AR, end, Al (gwme ), w@, W (¥Ew), s,
AT, ¥EN, IFE, AR, 3301 { arfes ) vAyA, emalk, I,
SR, I[N, I7AYR, TTAY,  EqHG, Ry, S, Fedly, TOEEE,
Mg (e ), =fife, wgaie, arx@, 9, gefals, gemAm, g9,
=30, zadmfde, Nar, YaEeA (ol ) g (A ), zmfeE,
TRy, Preaga, fraadts, fola, feao ( fralc), free, Begaa,
swEar, s, aftarme, wftds, aftewe, IRet, @, wdh,
I, ST, T, TS, wREee, fveRom, fvefas, R,
By frgas, Redwe, frede, quiafa, disdan, s (afie ), sy
&, wrafyw, §9, Srgm, dgw, T, i ST, afg e, Ay,
HE, HFDA, ARG, 70af, 37 (afa ), 71, quven, e,
TaghY, T, qmRt, 799, 0 (Ao ), TR, LER ( IIT ),
T3, frar ( dga ) Sk, Y0, mfs, whae, g,
TG, A, e, q6¥, @ gAe, ofErd, awi (of| ),
AT  onf ), giwwrd, SHAE, @A, @,  @rEr, Raerg,
DT, for saersfinal substances, smplements, prasers, or obyests wden‘ally
menitoned a5 refernng to them X ( gaNAT, snfxaifh, swwiy,
eaeifa, fgmy, geifs), e, shEEa, AW, a, N
HEHTT, ST, AT, A, wga=Ay, 1, o8, el Ry
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of the Manava-Stitra results not merely from the matter treated
m them, but also from a fact which accidentally came to my
cogoizance after the printing of the present volume had been
completed

Professor Muller, who 1s engaged 1n writing a history of
Vardika literature, had met among the MSS  of the East India
House, which he consulted for s labour, one (No 599)
which bore at its end the intimation of bemng a part of the
Minava-Sitras, and when he showed me the MS, Isawv at

sl (seafs ), saa, vt (stem ), sue, sawe, s
QERTIS, NZA, A, S ( Teie, Tho, T, ATe, TRe, 92, GHO ),
#{, atr, @, gves, g, gomfw, €A, afes, @i, @¥E,
v, Tgg, VYR, VT, AL, T I, I TRAL, Y,
e, ST, wwd, 9§ (AR ), ag P, ge, afyn, afgem,
afgmfn, ahmmr, ave, afy, @@, wAfies, adcy, <l I9eme,
freare ( fdle ), o=, 709, W, fvog, wan (ot ), e, @,
wwge, WY, wima, ofiw, vg, eggierm, @ Er), R
(=t ), Rz, gfvs, qgamq, wim, sew, SRWET, afw, o
weaa ( AR ), W, VRGN, W, W4 A, weeh, A1,
T, 57, 8L, 6, 4B, T, T4F, 20, A6, qwald, age ( oRT),
a3, JaWL, AAGAEI, q9, NG, TG, W, ¥, T, Y, T, I
amle, arE~Rg, % (s9afy 3RRfn), e, Ak, owE TEE,
g, TAY ( [EIRE ), 9% e, 9 e, weifR 9s, , 4,
30T, <3, VZRITI, AN, 6fhEgE, B A, A, 60
a3, g9 (&¥7), @1, w1, gheia, g, f5roq, for the ome of
saenficsal acts, astensms, ete  WANET, WAAEA!, TIRGETS, TIOH, Fh,
afigorare, e, gady, MY, FreaE, I, o, Aval, A,
i, by, ast (aftw), e, GRol, a9a soe, =E T,
faf, gAER, A, 99 5w, T, RS, @, @ A, fr
preests, saertficer, ¢ e sieag (=readq), sEtd, FEERET, F
wfixe, TwEvad, vat, JQR, Shweary, as (Au), T @EIE),
agty, a8, QT QT ) , for duans ses (and thesr denvarees ) S, et
M, wdR (exifia), #ify, smeg, sdtacy ( 4998 ), FEF, 0999,
afie, wifer, ©x, XY, &%, LRI, a9, aqEOE, S45TH &
2=, 99 » Teke, agdn, Tealy, AL (And ), sz, dwe, dam,
TR, T, A 4w ), 7, frudar (Sakw), e, S g (),
&, Wtwriten, ddarer, Rrogmit §
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once that 1t was written by the same writer who had copred
the original of the present fac-simile, 1 a similar, though
<maller and less elegant, handwriting, and immediately after
he had copied the first four books For he states humself 1n his
closing words that he fimshed copying ‘the fifth part of the
Agnishioma book of the Manava-Sitra, Samvat 1643 ( or 1586
after Christ ), when the sun was progressiog north of the
equator, 1n the winter season, during the light fortnight of the
month Pausha ( December-Japuary ), on the fifteenth lupar
day, 1n the city of Benares®, and the next syllable, immedately
succeeded by a blankn the MS, makes it probable that he
wrote this portion, too, for the perusal of the son of Mahi-
dhara His conscienee, however, seems to have been more
sensitive reparding the accuracy with which he had performed
his task, at the end of the Agmshioma portion, than it
was before, since he makes a very touching appeal to the
mdulgence of the reader, and 1s even modest enough to count
humself amongst the szribes of limuted 1ntellect

The contents of this latter manuscript, viz  the description
of the Agmshtoma rites in five Adhydyas,* now, too, explam

3 Isuboina hteral copy of the last page {37) of this MS wuh
all the fadlte, which will gise some idea of the unhappy fate of these
Ilinava Sitras in the hands of their 1gnorant transcriber 313X J3°&
3% 1o fefig mar 0 afy geagg a1 A% AW APFA 00 @F
wrwaft fogarzon gzhsm PR mam o sedmia oSty fm
Falom drwea 0 3 1 amge A Q) aw1 AMEERIRG | gad femar
BT augeg vt o B A 13 JqdWE swEd
TR = wgmmssz 0 Nead g te AR i wdg mfgara
RichigiCTEY W v fefEr) BRIEERN yuwIgn awd
A sifindarcaer qgawmer gRgaefa 0 1 &0 @ 0 TREREET |
PULAG N 130 1AW L ¢ B | o EAmeERl ] Qi
OHE | euFhy 1 % A | o WA GW ARAMAAT  and after this
Tast piece of scholarship 1s added 1n a different hand  TGEH N
ﬁhﬁ\i 113y w2 (f)

4 Whether the work which 1s mentioned 1n the Catalogue of the
Sanskrit MSS  at Eenares,p 118, under the utle RMARTi#f wian
{00 2503) be the same as the Agmishtoma porion of the Manava—
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the meaning of the concludimg words of our MS (fol 120 4)
wraaarey wq ( which ought to be matwis ), for thy clearly
point to a continuation treating on the Soma rytes, which con
tinuation 1s given 1nthe MS, 599, so far as the textof the
Sutras goes, though this MS does not contan any further
commentary of Kumarila

The text of the first four books of the Satras m our MS
15, unh y, only fi Yy but rarely, a Sarra
15 given 1n full before the gloss of Kumanla, for the most part,
however, the copy of the text, as1s the case with many mapu-
scripts of Commentaries on Sfitras, starts from the assumption
that the reader possesses 2 MS which contamns the words of
the Stitra, and refers to them by merely giving the first and the
last word of the sentence which 1s the subject of the commen-
tary Now and then, 1t 1s true, some further words of the
Sutra ererge from the gloss of Kumdrila, but, though itis
posstble to understand the purport of his comment, 1t would
be a frutless task to try to construe from 1t the full detasl of
the text, since much of the latter 1s left unnoticed, as reqning,
apparently, no gloss

The interest connected with the present volume centres,
therefore, chiefly 1n the commentary of Kumanla, and in the
fact itself that 1t 1s this great Mimansa writer who composed
a commentary on the Manava-Siitras of the Taittirlya-
Samhita For, sincein Sanskrit Diterature, commentaries on
works which 1nvolve scientific convictions or rehigious belief
were, as a rule, wntten by those alone who shared 1n these
convictions or meant to defend this belief, 1t 15 a matter of

fi that thus celeb; of the Mimapsa
doctrine, who lived before Sankara, the commentator of the
Vedanta-Siitras,® should have attached lus remarks to a Sufra
belonging to the Black-Yajus School

Siitras, T bave had po means of asertaining  The same Catalogue records
the existence of the AIMAAA (p 78, No 761 ), but without naming
the Commentary of kumanla

6 Compare the Prefacc to the first edition of Wilson's Sansknit
Dictionary, p xviu segq
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That thuis circumstance cannot be accidental 1s sendered
probable by collateral facts Kumdnla quotes on two occasions
(fo! 14 @and 85 d) the opmion of Sabara-Svimin on passages
in the Satras, and as 1t 15 not the commentary of this author
on the Jaimun: Sitras to which he refers, his quotation can only
wmply that Sabara had composed, besides, 3 gloss either on the
Manava-, or on other Shtras of the same school Sabara, how-
ever, 15, like Kumirnla whom he preceeded, one of the principal
apthonties of the MIminsd philosophy ® Maidbava aiso, the
commentator on the Vedas, who may be considered as the last
whter of emipence on the Miminsi, composed or 1ndited a
commentary on another Sitra work of the Tauuriya Samhu3,
the Satra of Baudhiyana Of commentators on other SRtras of
the Black Yajur-veda Idonot speal, since they have not attained
apromwent rank among the Miminsists But 1t ought not
1o be left unnoticed, on the other hand, that nesther the Kalpa
works connected with the Rgveda, nor those belonging to the
Sima, or White Yajur-veda, had commentators who, at the
same tune, wrote Mimansi works

It nould seem, therefore, and 1 shail have to adsert to this
pomtm detail 1n a more approprate place, that the Kalpa
Siitras of the Tauttulya-Samhtd. rep d or d
more than other Kalpa Sttras, the tenets and decisions of the
Mimama philosophers

6 Imay menton, on thia occasion, other quotalions made by
RumSnla He speaks several umes of other Sxkhas, without, however,
feafiing them (fol 9 5,17 ¢ 33 a 36 6, 41 b, etc etc ), once cven of
2 hrunagdkbs, (fol 60), of older teackers { Par3eTrygs, fol 43 p~
4,850, Vrddbaeanya, 119 ¢ ), of the \artha Sutras (fol 75,
835 1205), the Bhxshyakira, who s probably the same as Sabara
é ’:1’ zl::k ah 1 the Drabmana bhdshys-ktra ( fol 60 b, 63 a, 75 5 ), the
e mwm)z k;ra (fol, 60 a), the HirTtabIshyakrt {fol 78), he names
———— (1: Ba‘;zx 5,), the Yajurseda ( fol 0 a and 6 ), and Yajur
Wl on 51 ;67 a), the Rthaka ( fol 9 4, 08 & ), the Taltuiriyaka
s “; M, 4) aBrshmana (fol 114 ), and the STmaveda
G 1 ;”a!;u 15 vwually called by hum Sdtrakxra or Sdrrakrt
o St 501 , 718,78 f, etc, 296, 324,35 5,¢1¢} other authors

» Sdtrakras or Sitraketas ( fol 28 a, 72 5)
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This tatimate connection between the two will enable us,
then, not merely to remove all doubt, if any exist, as to the
wdentity of the author of the present commentary with the
author of the Varttikas on the Jaimni-Sitras,— even 1f this
dentity were not proved by the peuhar style of Kumanla's
composition, by his wrting alternately 1 prose and sloka
by kus pithy remarks, and lus strong expresstons, but gt will
throw light, too, on the nature of the commentary 1itself

It 1snot a commentary in the ordinary sense, merely explain-
1ng obsolete or difficult words, and giving the meaning of the
sentences, 1t 1s often nothing else than a regular discussion and
refutation of divergent which were probabl d
1n other Kalpa works And the constant use 1t makes of current
Mimiansa terms, 1n their MImansa sense, such as apiiria, para-
mzpana, Bha, badha,to which may be added also, vidhi, anmnada
arthavada, purushartha, krtvartha, bheda { mantrabheda \akya-
bheda), on account of the frequent application these latter words
find 1n the MImansi wnitings,—impresses on the discussions
of Kumarila the full stamp of a Mimansa reasoning

There 1s one fact which deserves spez1al mention, though

it has only an 1indirect bearing on the present work Im the
Sttras, 1 3, 10-12, Jaimm: treats of the question whether the
Kalpa works have the same authority as the Veda or not, 1
other terms, whether they must be 2seribed to divine or to human
anthorship, and decides 1n favour of the latteralternative Kuma-
nila, m his Varttikas on this chapter, gives mstances of the
works of several authors which would fall under this category ,
he names, 1n the course of his discussion, the Sitras of
Baudhayana, Varaha, Magaka, A¢valayana, Vayjavipa, Drahya-
vana, Latydyana, Katydyana and Apastamba, but though his
et cetera 1mply that he did not 1ntend to give a complete list,
1t1s certainly remarkable that he should not have named the
Manava-Sitras, which he has commented upon, more especially
as he makes reference to the Dharmasastra of Manu

Sabara, also, hus prede-essor, who mentions, 1 huis Bhashya
on the same Satras of Jaymin, the Miéaka-, Hastika-, and Kau
ndinya Kalpa-Siitra, does not speak of the Manava And,to
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conclude, the same omisston strikes us 3n the Jaimintya-nyiya-
-mala-vistara of Madhava, who nawes the Baudhayana-, Apas-
tamba-, A$valayana-, and Kity dyana-Kalpa-Satras, but makes
no allusion to our work

It may be, and 1t even 1» probable, that Kuminla wrote
lus gloss onthe Mainava-Kalpa-Siitra after he had finished
hus Varttikas, on the Sufras of Jumini But this circumstance
alone cannot account for the omission of this Kalpawor} from
Tus Varttilas, nor does it offer any explanation of the general
silence 1n regard to it of the other renowned wrters on the
Mimainsa philosophy

Ibclieve that the reason for tus silence must be sought
for in the decision of Jaimuni, and in the legendary character
of Manu, the reputed author of our Kalpa work At the time
of $abara, Manu was no doubt already viewed by his country-
men n the same Light 1n v hich he appears 1n the Dharmagdastra
that bears lus name but protesses distinctly not to be the
immediate work of Manu humself, and, consequently, could
be safely altuded to Ths mythwal character, howesver, ot
Manu results from tne legerds connected with a personage ot
this name 1 the Satapatha brahmana and the Rgveda atself
To prove, therefore, on the one hand, that the Kalpa~Sutras
are human work, and to hold before the reader’s eye the name
of an individual who, 1f less than a god, was,at all events,
believed to be more than 2 man, would have been a proceeding
which might either have shaken the conviction which it was
10tended to produce, or tinged the doctrine of the propounders
with a hue of heresy which certamly neither Sabara, nor
Kumér'a, nor Madhava meant to impart to his commentary
Probably, therefore, 1t appeared safer to evade thuis awhward
1lustration of the human character of 3 Satrakara, andtobe
satisfied with 1nstances of 1 more tangibleand lessdelicate ind

From our pomt of view, however, and I conclude from the
pomt of view of the Mimaasists themselves, there 1s no reason
o doubt that ¢ Maau, the author of the present Siitras, was as
much a real personage as Baudhayana and the other Sutrakiras
who were never raised to 2 superhuman dignity 1can no more
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see a valid argument for doubting the existence of this Manu,
because huis name would mean, etymologically, “a thinking
being, a man,” and because mythology has lent this character
to the father of the human race, also called Manu, than there
would be for doubting the real eustence of the Brihmana
caste, merely because they ascribe their bodily omngin to the
Creator of the World And as to the name of Manu ( man)
atself, 1t does not seem more striking or even more strange than
other proper names 1n the Vaidika time, than, for 1nstance, the
proper names Prana, /ife , Eka, one, Itara, or Anyatara, either
of two  Pafichan, five, Saptan, seven, Ashtan, esght, Siras,
head , Loman, harr  Vindu, drop, etc

To assign a date to the Manava-Kalpa-Sitras, evenapproxi
mately, 15 a task 1 am incapable of performing, though, judging
from the contents of this work, 1t may seem plausible to assert
that they are more recent than the Sttras of Baudhiyana and
older than those of Apastamba But Ihave not any means of
ascertaiming when these latter works were composed

1t may not, however, be superfluous to add that they were
ether younger than Pammni or, at least, not so much preceeding
hus tume as to be ranked by him amongst the old Kalpa works
For 1n an mmportant SGtra of his grammar he states that the
names of old Kalpa works are formed with the affixn, and it
follows therefore that none of the works of thts kind, which are
Iikely to be still 1n existence, and amongst them the Manava-
Kalpa-Sttras, are, from Pamnr’s pownt of view, old Kalpa
works 7 And when 1 express the opmion that there 15 no
tenable ground for assigning to Panimz so recent a date as that
which has been given to hum, viz the mddle of the fourth
century before Christ, but that there 1s on the contrary a
presumption that he preceeded the time of the founder of the

7 Pamm v 3,105 This Sutra is compnised under the head 1
3 101, which extendsas far 2s 111 In the gloss on some of these
Sutras the hasiks, the Siddh —k , and the Calcutta Pandits who compos
ed or compiled the printed commentary, have introduced the word
AT N9% an addition to ¥ T I hold, arbstrarsly,— snce 1t 18 neither
indicated by (he head rule, nor met with in the Mah3bhtshya
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Buddhistic creed,—I have advanced as much, as much, or as
Inttle, as, I believe, can be safely advanced on the date of the
present Kalpa work

After the foregoing lines were wnitten 1 received Professor
Max Muller’s ‘History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature, so far
as 1t illustrates the primutne rehigion of the Brahmaras (1859)°
To acknowledge the ments of this work, which shows the great
umportance of the religious development of India, to acknow-
ledge the light 1t throws on the obscurest parts of Hindu
1 and the prehensive learmingat has brought to
bear on many an 1ntricate topic connected with the nise and
progress of Hindu grammar, lawn, and theology, must be the
first and not the least gratifying feehng of every one mterested
i Sansknt, and more especially 1n Vadika philology The
greater, however, this new claim of the editor of the Rgveda
to our gratitude, the more does his work 1mpose on us the duty
of examining, among the topics of which 1t treats, those, which
seem to require additional evidence before they can be con-
sidered as having attained a definite settlement I take advan-
tage of this opportumty, therefore, to re-open the discussion
on tho points, which seem to me to fall under this predicament,
especrally as they concern every work of the Vaidika literature,
and equally bear on the present nitual book 1 mean the question
of the introduction of writing into India,® and the general
question of the chronology of Vardika works ?

-—

8 Muller's History, P 497—524 Ths chapter 1s reprinted 1n the
Journal of the Asianc Socicty of Bengal (No » 1839 ), with the
following note which pecame my fitst inducement to treat the matter on
ths occayon “This paper 15 an extract from a work now 1n the press on
the hustory of ancient Sansknt literature  Professor Muller has sent st
for the Socicty s Journal tn the hape of ehciting some fresh information
from Furopean or natve scholars in India on the interesig questions
which 1t discusses

O The same pp 244, 313, 435, 572



16 PANINI

Miiller’s view on the first of these questions 1s contatned 10
the following words (p 524} “If writing came 1n towards the
latter half of the Stitra per1od,® 1t would na doubt be applied
at the same time to reducing the hymns and Brihmanas to 1
written form  Previously to that time, however we are bound
to maintain that the collection of the hymns, and the immense
mass of the Brahmana hterature, were preserved by meass of
oral tradition only,’ and (p 507) “But there are stronger
argumwents than these (17, the arguments alleged by hm,
pp 497-507 ), to prove that, before the time of Pamny, and
before the first spreading of Buddhism 1n India, wrting for
literary purposes was absolutely unknown If writtng had bzen
known to Panini, some of his grammatical terms woald surely
pomnt to the graphical appearance of words I marntain that
there 1s not a single word 1n Panimi’s termwmology which
presupposes the existence of writing ete” .

Muller maintains, therefore, that not merely before the tire
of Pamini, butto Panmm himself, writing was unknown, and
as according to his view, ‘Pinmi Ined in the muddle of the
fourth century B C° { pp 245, 301 fT },11 1t would follow that,
according to hum, India was ot yet 1n possession of the most
useful of arts at the time when Plato dwed and Arnstotle
flourished

T must confess that I could not, and cannot, look upon this
assertion otherwise than as a splendid paradox, which,
1t1s true, makes up forits want of power of convincing by
the mgenuity of the defence with which 1t 15 supported,
and the terest which may be derived from the extrancous
matter it has brought to 1ts aid , and, had 1 happened to read
this chapter before the rest, Ishould probably have thought
that the tdea of conceiving India without reed and ink
unti, or after, Pamnr's death, did not onginate with Muller
before the close of s learned work, and then only that he
might crown, as 1t Were, ts menits by some extraordinary feat

10 This period extends, according to lus views, from 600 to 200
B C (p 244)
11 Thus date will be the subjgect of ulter{~ ;. remarks
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But though jastice requres me to admt that su~h ssnot the case,
-that, on the contrary, the same opinion pervades the earlter por-
tions of his bool,!* I must still say that it does not seem to
have taken root in lus mind with that strong conviction which
produces an 1mpression on others, for it appears psychologi~
cally doubtful that an author, having that conviction, could
even metaphorwcally speah of the ‘prayer-book of the Hotrs
(pp 187,473), or say that Katyayana, whom he defines as
‘the contemporary of Panim’ (p 138, and elsewhere ), ‘s rites
1 the Bhashya” ( p 138), ‘wrotc the Virttihas' (p 148), ‘writes
1 prose’ ( p 229 ), or that he could call the STtrakaras ‘wrters
of Sttrs’ (p 215)

No one, 1 believe, will easily imagine a civihized people who
at the time of the Mantras ( the period prior to that of the
Satras and Brihmanas ), were such 1s to possess ‘arts, sciences,
nstitutes, and vices of civilized life, golden ornaments, coats
of mail, weapons of offence, the use of precious metals, of
musical 1nstruments, the fabrication of cars, and the employ-
ment of the needle tne knownledge of drogs and antdotes,
the practice of medicine, and computation of the dnvisions of
time to a munute extent, including repeated 1llusions to the
seventh season or intercalary month’ and agam, ‘lans of
property,'’® ‘laws of inheritance, and of simple contract, or
baymg and selling,’4 — having a cwvilisation which Professor
Wilson characterises 1n the preface to his excellent Translation
of the Rgveda (vol 1, p xvi), as ‘differing httle, 1f at all, from
that in which they were found by the Greeks at Alexander’s

12 2 p p 137, “ihe voles of the Primsihinas were mot intended
for written kiterature, p 200, note, “the question whether the Hindus
possessed @ hnowledge of the art of writing during the Sdtra period,
will have to be discussed hereafter , p 362, “1f we remember that in
these old times Titerary works did not exsst in writing' [ to ‘remember’
thison p 262 11 difficult since the theory 1s propounded p 40¥—524 ],
P 311, “in India, where before the time of PImm we have no evidence
of any written Wterature et ’

13 See Wilson s Translation of the Rgveda, vol 11 p xvi

14 Ihid vol m p mwu

2p
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mvasion,’ ~ no one, Ibelieve, will easly mmagine a people
msucha state of cwviation unacquamted with the art of
writing, though no mention of this art be made 1 the hymns
tothe gods Andis 1t really plausible that even 600 or 700
years later, the greatest 1an of India da
most artificial and most scientifiz system of grammar, utterly
1gnorant of the symplest tool which rmught have assisted um 1n
s work ? Should st be possible to realise an advanced stage
of sozial development without a knowledge of writing, then
1t 15 needless, of course, to refer to the arts, sciences, measures,
and coins mentioned 1n the Stitras of Panmnt, yet I will advert,
within the limuts of these preliminary remarks, to one fact, at
least, which 1t may be as well not to overlook

We know from Herodotus that Darius, the son of Hystaspes,
subdued the Hindus,!® and we have mscriptions of this king
tumself which tell us that amongst the natwons subdued by him
were the Gadara and Hidhu or the Gandhdras, and the peoples
fiving on the banks of the Indus 3¢ Could Pamm, therefore,
who was a native of Gandhira, had he lved after Danus, 2s
Muller supposes to be the case, have remaned 1gnorant of the
fact that wniting was known mn Persia 7 And 1if not, would he
not, m composing his work, have profited by tius knowledge,
provided, of course, that he was not acquawted previously with
this art, ind dently of his with the Persian
alphabet ? This question 1s answered, however, I believe, by a
word which 1s the subject of one of his special rules (IV 1 49),
the word yavanam, explained by Katyiyapa and Patafijalias
meanmg the ‘writing of the Yavanas’ Both Weber and Muller
mention this word, the former as meanng ‘the wnting of the
Greeks or Semites (Ind St 1 p 144), or,as he later opmes,
of the Greeks alone (1V 89 ), the latter (p 521) *a vamety
of the Semutic alphabet, which, previous to Alexander, and
previous to Pamm, became the type of the Indian alphabet’
It would seem to me, that 1t denotes the writing of the Persians,
and probably the cuneiform writing which was known already,

15 1v 44 pera & ~ovous meprhwaavtas Tvfows ~¢ kaTeaTpesparo dapeios €1
16 Compare Lassen’s Ind Alterth 5 422, 13 412, 113, and the

quotations given there
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before the time of Darnws, and s pscubar enough 1 1ts
appearance, and different enoagh from the alphabet of the
Hindus, to explun the fact that its name called for th forma-
tion of a separate word

Wihule T intend to 2ddress myself now to the special argu-
ments offered by Muller, for the theory that wrting was
unknown to Pamni, 1 find myself, as it were, arrested by his
own words , for, after 1aving proposed his reasons in support
of this theory ( from page 497 to page 520), he makes the
following remark on the word lipihara, ‘a writer or engraver,’
which T quote 1n full — “Thus last word ipikarass an impor-
tant word, forit 1s the only word n the Sitras of Pamnt
that can be lemtrnately adduced to prove that Pammi was
arquunted with the art of writing  He teaches the formation
of this word mt 2,71° Whether it 1s the onlv word which
can be legitimatelv adduced for such a proof, I shall have to
examme But even on the supposition thatit s, T must really
question the purport of the whole discussion, if Muller humself
admts that Panimnt would have pownted to this word hLipikara
had 1t been hus task to defend himself agamst the mmpuatation
of baing 1gnorant of the art of wnting For 1t becomes
obviously immaterial whether the word hpikara ozcurs on.e
or ahundred tunesn the Sttras, — whether another similar
word be discoverable m his Grammar or not, one word 15
clearly sufficient to establish the fact, and to remove all doubt
This admission of Muller, which upsets all he has tried to
1mpress upon oar 1 nds, 15 doubtless very creditable to his
candour , for it shows his wish to eli.it the truth, and fully con-
firms our faith in what he says at the end of his essay ‘it
15 possible 1 may have overlooked soms words 1a the Brahmanas
and Sutras, which would prove the exsstence of written books
previous to Pamn1 ¥ 50, 1t 15 not from any wish to suppress
them’ But smce he has not even tried to invahdate by @
single word the conclusion which necessartly follows from
this admission, it would be Iike carrymg owls to Athensif I

endeavoured to prove whatis sufficiently proved already by
himself
Nevertheless, I will do 5o, not only out of respect for his

labour, but because the observations 1am gong to mahke may
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tend to show that there 1s much more evidence in Pantni than
thus solitary word for the assumption that he was not merely
consersant with writing, but that hus Grammar could not even
have been composed as 1t 15 now, without the application to 1t
of written letters and signs

The chief argument of Muller 1s a negative one the
absence of words which mean book, ink, paper, and the like
Thus he says of the Vaidiha hymns (p 497)  “Where writing
1s known, 1t 15 almost ble to compose a th d hymns
withoat bringing 1n some such words as, wnting, reading,
paper, or peo Yetthere s not one single allusion in these
hymns to anything cornected with wr ting,” or (p 512) “If ne
take the ordinary modern words for book, paper, ik, wnting,
etc, not one of them has yet been discovered 1n any Sansknt
work of gepmine antiquity ¥’ 1 do not think that such an
argument, 1nt 1ts generality, can ever be held to be a conclusive
proo® It 1s not the purpose of the Vaidika hymns to tell us that
pen and ink were known to the Aryas, 1* becomes, therefore,
entirely 2 matter of chance whether so prosaic an object be
mentioned 1n them or not,—whether the poets borrow their
figures from paper and book, or from the Iife of the elements
The verv mstances Muller has adduced from the Psalms wall
probably leave in every one’s mind the mmpression that these
songs might easily have existed, without any damage to
therr reputation, even if they had not contaned the three
verses which bespeak the scholarship of their authors,
and the beok of Job too, if 1t had not that literary longing
which 15 contained 10 Muller’s happy quotation  “Oh, that my
words were mow written ! oh, that they were printed 1n a
book I But what applies to poetical songs, avalls with stil
greatr force i a grammatical work. Paaimis object is to
record such phenomena of the language as are of interest from
a grammatical pomt of view Sometimes the words which
belong to hus province, will be at the same tume also of histo-
nical and aptiquanan 1oterest, butit does not follow atall,
that be.ause a word of the latter category 1s omutted in his
rules, 1t 1s absent from the language also, the extreme con-

17 Noteven lypy ?
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clusion would be that itis a word of no grammatizal interest
and this conclusion atself, to be correct, would imply that
Panini was a perfect author, and did not onut any word or
words which ought to have been noticed by him on grammati-
cal grounds

“There 1s no word’, says Muiler, ‘for book, paper, 1nk,
writing, etc, i 1ny Sanskrit work of genuine antiquity’ (p
512) Oflip “to wnte’, 1need say no more, since itis the
basc of ip1 1 agree with um that the verbs adiu (it ) or
vach (ag in the cius ) which are used in the sense to read’,
contain no proof of their applying to a wrnitten work, since
the former means literally ‘to go over mentally, to aquire’,
and the latter ‘to casse to speak’*® [ am equally willing to
admut that the divisions of Iiterary works which are frequently
met with, such as amnalas prasnas mandalas -pathas, vargas
shktas et*, cannot be compared with su.h words as 1olumen a
volume, hiber,1 e the mner bark of a tree, orfi'flos, 1 e Cvfdos,
the inner bark of the papyrus, or book, 1 e beech-wood’
(p,515) Butlcannot admt that there 1s no word of genmne
antiquity meaning book, or division of book, which cannot
be compared with those latter words of the cognate languages
One word 1s indeed supplied by Muller himself atthe end
of lus essay, 1t undoes, as 1t were, ail that precedes on this
subje t, m the same way as Lpihara undid his arguments
agamst Paniny’s acquaintance with wnting

After the words 1 have quoted above, “if so, 1t 1s not from
any wish to suppress them’, he continues (523 ) *“Ibelieve,
mndeed, that the Brahmanas were preserved by oral tradition
only, but I should feel inclined to claim an acquaintance with
the art of writing for the authors of the Sutras And there s
one word which seems to strengthen such a supposition  We
find that several of the Sttras are drvided 1ato chapters, called
patalas  This 1s a word never used for the subdivision of
the Brahmanis Its meamng 1s a covening, the surrounding skin
or membrane, 1t 1s also used for a tree 1f 50, 1t would
seem to be almost synonymouns with liber and /o, and 3t
would mean book, after meanmg ongmally a sheet of paper

18 Thut Pamm humself says, V2, 84, :ACIERAsNT 1
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made of the surrounding bark of trees " But he seems to have
entirely overlooked— no doubt on account of 1its common
ozcurrence — the word kayda, which 1s the name of 2 division
of the Tastterlya-Sanhita and—Brikmanas, not to speak of the
frequent applicatson 1t h1s found at a later pertod 1n denoting
chapters of ritual books, or ritual books themselves, such as
Lamyeshti-kanda hamya pasu-kanda, paurodasike-kanda, dgneya-
hiinda, hautre-Landa, adhmaryu-kanda  yajamana-kanda, sattra-
kanda, ctc  And kapda, before meaning book, means ‘the
part of the trunk of a tree whence the branches proceed,—a
stalk or stem,” — 1t 15 therefore, a fair representative of our
word book  But, 1f such 1s the original purport of patala, and
of the more frequent Adnda, 1 cannot concetve on what grounds
Muller founds his doubt (p 513 )of pattra meaning the leaf
of a book, 1 works of genmne antiquity, since patira means,
origmnally, the leaf of a tree, and since palm-leaves, even now
bespezk the use which has been made of them for literary pur-
poses For, though Unadt wntes her amatory letter on a
*birch leaf,’— wiuch, then, 1s called, not merely pattra, but
bhtirja-pattra,—~1t does not follow that ordinary letters of lite-
rary works must also have been engraved on what was probably
a rarer matertal than the leaf of a palm tree or of a Jotus
Besides kapnda and patala, there are, however, two other
important words, 1n the sense of work, which could not but
attract the attention of Professor Muller—the words siitra and
grantha  The former, which measns, |terally, “string”, has
become, according to hum (p 512), the well-known name of
an extensive class of works, by assuming the figurative sense,
‘strings of rules’ The latter, hesays (p 522), “s derved
from a root grath, which means nectere serere  Grantha there-
fore, like the later sandarbha, would simply mean a composi-
tion It corresponds etymologically with the Latn fexfus
Thus 1t 15 used by the commentator to Nir 1 20, where he says
that former teackhers handed down the hymns, gronthoto’stha-
tascha,® *iccording to their test, and according to their mean-
ing  Io the later literature of India, grantha was used for

19 Sumilarly, e g, Kullika on Many, VII 43, F¥Am gy
ANMART See also, ‘Muir’s Oniginal Sanskrit Texts,’ vol 1 p 175
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avolume, and, 1n granthakun, a library, wesee clearly tlat
1t has that meaning  But 1n the early literature grantha does
not mean pustaka, or book, 1t mens stmply 1 composition, as
opposed to a tradit onal work

That ‘Sutra may have assumed the sense of *string of rules’
before 1t became the name of a book, 1s possible, but that 1t
must have gone through tfus metaphorical process, and no
other — as the certamty with which Muller explains the term
would 1mply, — - 1s ot corroborated by any proof he has
given, nor 15 it even plausible Before, hovever, I give my own
opmion on this word, 1t will be necessary, first, to ascertam
whether the word Stitra —which 15 used i the singular both
as aname for a whole collection of rules, and as a name
for a single skitra — denoted, originally, the latter, and then
became the designation of the former, or yice versa Thus, the
kasikavrtts calls Panu’s Sutra, V4, 151, gana-sitram, and
speals of the five sitras 1 3, 72—76, svantaiuta s paiichablus
satrair amanepadam etc evam par chasiitry am udahziry-
am, and Patapyali says, in the mtrodustion to Panuni, Swtram
chapyadiuyana shyate saycharana s, ‘he who studies the
Statras s termed a grammarian ® But if we examime the use
which Panmni hivself makes of this word, we find that be
always used sutra as aterm for the whole collection of rules,
and not as an expression for a sigle Stra 1V 2, 65, Satrach
cha kopadhar \V 3,110, ‘Parasarya-silzhibhyam blukshu-nata-
sitrayoh (where the dual shows that the amalysis requires
bhikshushire and natastitre ) In his Rules, 1V 2, 60,and V, 1
58, the nun ber of the word 1s less clear, since 1t 1s part of a
compound, yet the mnstances of Patadjalt to the Varttikas, and
some explanations of the Kasikkd (e g Aalpastitram adhte
Kalpasatrah, and ashiay adinérah pariménam asya sitrasya
ashtakham pamimyem } leave hittle doubt that 1t 15 likewise to be
taken there as a singular In a stmlar manner it 1s used in
Patafijal’s comment on W 3,66, v 2, Sobhana Lhalu Pa-
mneh sttrasia kel <1 Ytwould seem, thereore, sin~e no higher

2 Ve meet with Drahmanas, the sayings of Brahmanas, with Suiras
e, the strings of rules’ (p 512 )
21 Tn the Sutra VIIT 3, 90, and the Gana to V' 4, 29, us sense 13
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authority than Pamm can be quoted, that sufra—when used

the hieral one,1tismentioned, too, as a masculine and neuterin the Gana
to 11 4, 31 —It s necessary for e to observe, that 1o the quotations
from Pinumt [ always distinguish between the text of the Sutra , the
Varttikas of hatyTyana,~and those alone can be held tobe hityayanas
Vartiskas which appear in the ~~Pataizali s C Y,
the Virttikas found 1n the hinki and in the Siddbintalaumud:, and

these Jatter works  The importance of this distinction requires no re-
mark, since all conclusions must become unsafe tf the observations or
instances of one wniter are given as evidence for or against apother,
esnecially before it bas been decided whether, for instance, Panmi and
RityIyana were contemporaries or not I regret that Professor IMiller
has paid lyttle attention to this csrcumstance, for he has frequently con-
founded the Commentanic., even the latest, with the text of the Sitras
of PImin , and the very ¢ rcumstance that he has somstimes pointed out
the commentary as dis tnet from the text, 3nd gice rersz, creates sull
more confusion where he bas omitied 10 do 5o Thus, he quotes correctly
(p 44,n0te 2), VIIE 3, 95 (text ) o1, “IV 1,176 (text ) or, (p 45,
in the same note ), VI 3,98 (fext),” and Tadmit that an amensee
reader will conclude that the quotations not marked fexs’ are taken
from tbe commentary, yet, VI 3, 75, 15 not commentary but text
And what does the word ‘commentary’ mean ? Patafijali, Kasiki
S1ddh -k , or the Calcutta Pandits » Again, when he says (p 69,n 1)
“It 15 remarkable that, 1 Pamni also, the word sfoka 15 always used 11
opposition to Vedic hterature,” not one of his quota 1ons given 1o prove
this umportant pomnt, viz, IV 2, 66, iV 3, 102,1 IV 3, 107,
“If 4, 21, belongs to Pan ni, but the two former to Pataiali  and the
two latter to the Kisikd Onp 347, n, the Sadebh.m Brohma-"ri are
atrributed by bim to Pinm: humself, but PZrint says nothimg about
them The instances to the quo ations of page 361, n 3, ( IV 2, 101,
IV 2,64"),and those ton 4 (1V 3,108), belong to the Kaniks,—
none to Pamin1 Nearly all the instarces referred to p 364,n 2 belong to
Patafijal and p 269, on , wherc com” and text’ are contradistingmshed,
‘Ui 2,10° 1s not Prnn P 37¢,n 10, iV 3, 104, oughtto have
been marked com, and a simular confuston exists, pp 362, 371, 521,
522, etc while, on the other hand, the cermentary 15 cortectly quoted 1n
mest of the instances of p 184, 185, 183, 262, 310, 339, 353, 357,
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1 the sense of a single rule —1s pars pro foto, and that 1ts oni-

though without any mrntion whether the commentary of Patafi,ali, or
of the R3siky, etc , be meant The fext 13 marked correctly, pp 125, n
2,310,368, n 1 (Iv 3,128),5 369,n ) 3, 371,n 2,6, 372,
n 2,8,373,n 3, and the gaws correctly, p 369, n 6,370,n 7,8,
9,19, 372, n 8,373, n 8 —1 do not altogether thinl that thus want of
accuracy, 1n a writer like Professor Muller, 1s entirely the result of over=
sight, 1t seems to me, on the contrary that the reason for it Liesin the
words of ns note to p 46 —*1t was impossible to teach or to use Pamnt s
S3tras without examples, which Recessanly formed part of the tradi-
tional grammaticz] literature long before the great Commentary was
written, and are  therefore of a much higher hustorical value than s
commonly supposed The comerdences between the examples used 1n the
PritisIhhyas and 1n Pininy, show that thesc examples were by no means
seleeted at random but that they had long formed part of the tradi-
tional teaching ”* This concidence 10 be of that value which 1s described
10 the words quoted, would require first the proof that the Prau Tkbvas,
viz the cxisting ones of Saunaka and Katy3yana, arc elder than Paniny,
otherwise, 3t ceasss to be of any consequence, as regards Pamni As to
Iis statemnant 10 general however, I must observe, thatit can surcly
not be recenned as authorytative 10 the absence of all proof 1 must my-
self on the contrary, quite demur to 1ts admissibility The concidences,
n the first place, between the ibstances of the exisung Pratunskhyas
and those in the Commentaries of Pinini, capsidering the great bulk
of the latter, are perfectly trifling  Again, as 1o the other instances,
about 2000 Sitras of Pimm 2re not crinicised by RityZyana, nor com=
mented upon by Patafijali with regard to the snstances, therefore, in
1h s considerable number of rules, our oldest authosity 1s nearly always
the Kasik3, the nfalibiliey of which Commentary I bave had, some=
times, reason to doubt Scarcely any 1nstances of this category can be
traced 1o the Prausikhyas, and, unless 1t can be proved by Muller that
these nstances belong 10 arfigut 3, 1 do not consider 1t at all safe to found
any conclusions on them, ¢s regards amiqualy Tut €M no account can 1t
be consistent with erinical research to use even the instances of Pataiiial
as cvidence for or agamnst the Varttikas, and much less for or agamst
the Sutras of Pimni, since RitySyana perer gives mstawes, but, like
Pinint humself, exther lays down a general rule, or specifies the words
which are the sub ect of hus rule
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ginal sense s that of a whole collectton of rules 22 If such be
the case the question amses, whether 1t 1s the figure implied
by Muller s rendering ‘strings of rules’ that has led to the
shtra being used 1n the sense of ‘book’, ornot  As, I believe,
1am able to show that Pamni was perfectly well acquarnted
wath the art of writing, and that wntten books had even existed
long before his time, my own opinton s, that the name for
book was, as 1n the case of patala and kanda, borrowed tather
from a matenal fart than from the mataphorical 1dea of the
logical conneztion of rules  And here I appeal to evidence,
and to the admisston which will be made to me that there are
peculianties and habits in the life of nations, which may be
supposed to have existed at the earliest times sach as we see
them now Everyone who has studied Sanshrit AMSS 1n the
Iibrarees of London and Panis, will have found that the oldest
specimens of these MSS are written on palm leaves, which
are precced 1n the middle, and kept together by means of a
*string* The naturalness of the material of these MSS, and
the primittve manner 1n which they are bound,—if we can use
the term “birding,” for a parcel of leaves, covered on both
sides with oblong pieces of wood, and kept together by a string
which tuns through the middle, — bespeak, 1n my opinion, the
habuts of high antiquity, religiously presersed upto a recent
date by a natton which, beyond all other nattons, 1s wont to

22 Compare also the following passage of the Mihsbhishya (ed
Pallantyne, p 68) Patafijah ¥ =qIFCUHET 93587 & SIM |
A1 Baiyfyana s 4 =TT UIFFI ¢ Patafjal G ST
a1t ATt e qatl | e T 94 W,
haiyyata madzhr) gEARR gEeTmInaRa sReaEh
W | gEmefidegsrar g st s 7 Bk 0 35 aaarieT
HIGRANEG a71 agadfgrTaad, Nagoybh g HAGACT A
WA g agt gy qEREeIE vieRs et
AW g 7 7 fyifiesd o Ag e ey sy walg
A HITIRS o wqrr Arg ) ARTRARER 1 T @A s B
WTAMRT 1 ax3RT g eI ’7 4 9 svhe
ARPY 1 Pt sreptar Y wrd FeEArle w1 QT oF
[T AN AWM @aatena a1 AT T algas A A



SUTRA 27

agawnst the intrusions of modern arts  The MSS 1 have seen
are certainfy not more than a few centunies old, as may be
easiy nferred from the fragility of the matersal of which they
are composed , but L hold them to be genuine specimens of the
manner 1n vhi.h books we e formed at the earhiest periods of
the civihisation of India  No one, however, ought, Ishould
concenve, to be less surprised at seeing the word ‘string’ be-
comung the name of ‘book,” than a German who would call his
own book Band ’ translating, as it were, lterally, the Sansknt
shtra, and having recourse to the same figure of speech

Since I contrast, 1n these remarks, opinjon with optmion,—
not clawmung any greater vatue for mire than that which may be
permutted to the ympressions and views of the individual mind,~
1 will not conceal that I hold the very nature of the works
called ‘Satra,’ to have arssen from, and depended on, the mate-
ral whi h was kept together by the ‘string * 1 cannot consider 1t
plausible that these works —“written, as they are, n the most
artificial, elaborate, and emigmatt al form,”—which have been
50 well defined and described 1n Multer’s work (p 71, ff ),—
1 whech, to use ks words, “shortaess 1s the great object of this
style of composition, "—should have been composed merely for
the sake of being easily commutted to memory  “To ntroduce
and to mainta o such a spez.es of literature,” argues Muller
(p 74), “was only possible with the Inditn system of educa-
tion, whih consisted 1n Iutle else except implanting these
Sttras and other works into the tender mercory of children,
and aftervards expl them by ies and glosses ”
But, thourh I do not dispute that these Stitras were learnt, and
are learnt, by heart up to this day, this circumstance alone
does not explain why the matter thus to be inculcated must
have been written 1n such a manner ‘that an author rejoceth
in the e onomusing of half a short vowel as much as in the
buth of ason, why, ‘every dectrine thus propounded, whether
gramurar, metre, law, or plulosophy,” must have be~ome ‘redu-
ced to a mere sheleton®  Mutler humself says (p 501 ),—and
1 fully concur with hum,—that we can form no opinion of the
rowers of merory 1na state of society so different from ours
as the Indian Parshads are from our unnersities  Feats of
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memory, such aswe hear of now and then, show thatour
notions of the limuts of that faculty are quite arbitrary ” And,
as he humself produces proof that the three Vedas and their
Brahmanas were learnt by heart, 1t does not appear at all likely
that the peculiar enigmatic form of this Sttra hterature was
mvented stmply to suit the convenlence of a memory the
capactties of which must have been extraordinary

The reason whi.h accounts for this form 1s, 1n my opinson,
of a far more prosatc kind 1 hold that 1t 1s the awhwardness,
the fragiity, and, 1n some parts of India, perhaps the scarty
of proper natural leaves, whi.h imposed upon an author the
happy restraint of ‘cconomusing half 2 short vowel,” that the
scantiness of the writing matersal «ompelled authors to be very
concise, and betrayed them, as a consequence, 1nto becomng
obscure

Vaidika hymns and sacrificial Brdhmanas stand, clearly,
under a different predicament to works on grammar or philo-
sophy A god canpot be 1vited with anubandhas to partake
of the sacrific1al meal, nor the rehigious feelings of a natton
be roused with hard and unintelligible phraseclogy , but the
purpose of a grammar may be attamned, if there be need to
save space, by an arfifi.ial method, and a philosophical
doctrine may be propounded in riddles, as we can testify 1
our own days Idraw here, of course, a line between genune
and artificial Stitras,—the former, 1n my opumon, 3 creation
of matertal necessity, the latter, a mere imitation when this
necessity had ceased  The Stitras of Pamu, 1n their dignified
brevity, and the Siitras of the Buddhists, 1n therr tedious pro-
lixity, are, probably, the tyo oppastte poles,2® but it requires,

23 The lamented Curnouf has gives 2 descrsption of thess Sutras,
1n Ius insaluable work on the ‘Buddhisme Indien, p 36, ff  He parti
cularly points out,—and the fact 1s smportant,—that amongst these
caricatures of the Brshmanic Sutras, there are several which have the
enigmatic brevity of the latter, he distinguishes, therefore, between
Sutras which may be attributed to Szkyamuni, and Sitras which belong
10 “ubsequent periods  See “tntrc- ¢t on a I’ Histonieal du Buddbssme
Indien,” p 104, F
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I concetve, no great cffort to see that there 15 a gap, even
between Pinim and the Yoga-Siitras, nay, between hm and
the Mimidnsi and Vedanta-Siitras as well as the Nydy2 Sttras
and the Sinkhya-Pravacana

Turning now to the se ond word I have mentioned above,
with the word Sttra, 1will say at once, that grantha likewise
appears to me to have become the nameof a book, not on
account of the connestion which exists between the different
part of a lite-ary compos'tion, but on account of the connestion
of the leaves whichformats bulk Prof Weber, who makes Panim
live about 140 years after Chnst,>* but who, nevertheless,
15 favourable to the view I take of Panmin’s acquaintance with
writing, says o the “Indis.he Studien,” vol 1v p 89, that “the
word granthe which 1s several times used by Pimini, refers
according to 1its etymology, decidedly to written texts,” yet
he informs us (p 436 ), that “the word grantha 1s referred by
Bohtlingk-Roth  to the composition™ Whether the latter
remark 1s made “phjartham  or whether this author,—
according to his habit of leaving the reader to make lus own
choie amongst a variety of confiicting opinions,—intended
to establish a wbhasha,® or whether he has altered his origt-
nal view 15 more than Ican decide, since he has nesther
supported his first opmion with any explanatory remark, nor
expressed adhesion or dissent when he concluded his fourth
volume of the “Indische Studien ™26

That grartha, according to its etymology, ma; mean
“a hiterary composttion,” and that 1t has been used 1n that

24 “Akadermische Vorlesungen uber Indische Literaturgeschichte’
p 200, 202

25 Such 18 really the case n the “Indische Literaturgeschichie, ”
p 183, note

26 Should [ have overlooked any observation of Ius on this word, it
wonld be e wnwntentional, soct L hate heen guded 1 oy quatatons
by the excellent indices he has appended to hus volumes All I mean to
convey 15, that the only yustification he gives for the sense, ‘written work,’
of grartha, vz , the etymology of the word, does not appear to be a suffi-
cient one, since Muller 15 certanly nght when he remarks (p 622 ),
that gran'h, nectere, serere, might be taken also 1n a figurative sense
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sense, 15 undensable, yet Icontend that st dud vot bear tus
metaphorical sense before 3t vas used 1n the hteral meaning
of a scries of leaves o, 1n other words, before 1t designated
2 written book Previously to supporting thisopiion with other
arguments than thos> which are mplied ;n my femarks on
sutra, 1 consider it pecessary to remove the suspsc on which
has been thrown by Muller on this legitimate word e
quotes the four Sfitras i Pammt where 1t ozcurs?, but

27 Compsre also, IV 3, 103, v 2,105, v 2, the KankS on V
5,10, v 1 R TR, v IV 2, 62, amArst gelsgwen ,
enlv 2,63 TAAATIE! WA 957 GIWR, on UI 1,89, v 1,
( a Varttika of th BhIradv3jlyas, according to Patafiali ) #5471 g,
en VI 3, 4 €Ay FEr a0 990 979 — Of one of the Satras
be quotes, viz T 3, 75, Muller observes, (p 522) that it s used
there *'so a8 to apply to the Veda ' This remark concerns the commenta-
tor, but not PImmi, who, as he correctly states, a few lines afterwards,
uses grenta as “opposed to & traditioral wosk ™ 1 do not belicve that the
commentator 58 absolately wrong, as wall appear from my subsequent
remarks, but 1 think that he might have choses a better nstance
Ty commentary, however, 1 donot undesstand Patafijals Dhishya,
which hasno remark on ths SGtra, nor the KZsk3, which has the
counterinstance, 3= fa Pafiat 35, the first trace of this instance 1 find
nthe Sidéh k (ol 167 a), d 1n the Traudha -
when, it has crept into more yecent books, ¢ g, the abndged Commen-
tary of Nagop on Pamm's Sttras This instance, one of many, will
corroborate my statement in note 21, that the compilation of the
Calcutta Pandits,~however mentorious, and superior to 35 mublated
and unauthonis*d reprint,~s0 far from admiting of beng 1dentificd
with Pamint himelf, ought not 10 be used as evidence for or against

Tanimi, without @ knowledge of the source whence st has dersved 1ts
sastances

I fee) pricved that T eannot leave this note without d+stroying one
of the most poctical 1Husions of Professor Weber, conpected with this
word grontha From the stream of imaginary marrative which meanders
through the desert of fus “Literaturgeschichtc,’ emerges, o prapos of the
Ramayana { p 182 ), the remark, that this masterpiece of Hindu poetry
Was probably preceded by wowe othes £pic works To prove that which
cannot Le proved without a knowledge of the date of (he RImIyana,



GRANTHA 31

remarhs an the rote of p 45, “The word grantha, used in the
Sutra {1V 3, 87) 1salw~ys somewhat suspicious ” The reason
for this sweeping doubt ts contained, I suppose, 1n the words
whirh immediately follow  “That some of the Sutras which
now form part of Pimm’s Grammar, did rot prozeed from him,
1s acknowledged by Kaiyyara (¢f IV 3 131, 132), ardmn
the first note of p 361, where he wntes, “Pan, IV 3, 116, o
7% 1t Kayyyata says that this Satra dees not belong to Paninr
That there are three perhaps four Sutras in Pamn’s Grammar,
which probably d.d rot belong to lis work ongimally, I will
concede ,**  but amongst these three or four Sitras out

“Which we bave rot,—ard without a hnowledge of those epic poems,
which Likewise we have not,—but which 15 plaunble encugh witheut
any procf, he cuotes Pzmimi s Satra, | 3, 88, which treats on the itles
of some grantbas  Among these grantr iz { which are, to us imaginatien,
epic poems ), 15 ore called Sisehrandna, which therefore 1s, to him, 2
forcrunner of the Rfmavana The same sngen ous con,eclure occurs m
Ius “Indische Swd en, vol 1 p 155, where he grows somewbat indig-
nant at Wilton, who, in ks Dictionary, renders 1his term “a work
treating of irfanure or uvemile gricvances, for he adorns Wilson, for
this rendening, with a guery and note of admiration { “Wilson dict ? 7 )
Now, whether sisulrandiza ought to have been, by ngbt, the uitle of an
epic poem { n the same manner as we learn, from another work what
the words 1n the \ edas ought to have meant, if they had profited by the
last results of Sanskrut and comparauve philology ), 1 am unable to say
Nevertheless, I believe that Walson 1s right, for the Kasika explains this
word, fagat ¥ 1@ fags=a aafurer #Al g RrgE "M, and the
Guroratna mahodadFt has even an addiional remark fREWl FereR
FREafis &1 9 RHIET | AREATT —It 13, an other terms,
“a book for children, written with reference to therr cfics,’—a hind of
nursery book for naughty babies

28 Dr Otto Tochtlingk was the first who drew attention fo this
fact, 1 the volume which be has annexed to Ius garbled and unautbo-
ised seprint of the mentorious labour of the Calcutta editors of Pimm
Inanoteof p xx oflns Preface, he enumerates seren Sitras, which,
according to hum, “were onginally Varttikas, and only at a later time
became embodied 1nto the text of Pam,” viz, “IV 1, 166, 167,
1Iv 3,132,V 1,36 VI 1,62, 100, 136 It certainly raises a strong
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of 3996, there 15 no Sitra contamning the vord grantha , for
1 believe Muller was mistaken when he says that Kawyata

doubt as to the authentioaty of a Siitra, if 1t oceurs also as a Vartuka
of Ratysyana but 1hold the indispensable conditions for confirming
such a doubt 1o be — 1 that the Vrtuka must really belong to hatyi-
yana 2 that the wording of the VArttika must be tden scal with that of
(he doubted Sttra, and 3 1hat both must have the sare tendensy In the
first place, however, we are entitled to consider as Varttikas of Ratya~
yana only such as oceur 1m, and,~—what 13 invariably then the case,—
are commented upon by, the Ehtshya of Pataiali Irttikas found m
the haski or Siddhantakaumudl, but pot 1n the EbIshya, may be, and
ersdently arc in many anstances, the critical additions of later times
They afford no basis for doubting the genuineness of a Sitra 1n Pinint,
nor 13 a mere remark of haivyata, the commentator of Patafijaly, thae
“ome’ consider a Sitra as having been a \irttika, sufficient to cancel
the Sutra from amongst the ongmnal rules Secondly, ifa Varttika 1s
not worded 1n the same manner as the Sutra,—excepting of course, the
the usual addition of KityZyana, Y IFATL —the mere sumilarity of
both 1s no sufficient ground for doubting the ongmality of the Sulra,
for the difference n the wordmg of the Vartuka may have as 1t very
Srequently has, the mese object of eniicising the manner in which PImm
delivered hus rule Lastly, f the Varttiha and Sdtra are identical in
words, but not 1n tendency, there 15 not the shghtest ground for doubting
(b authenticity of the Sutra, though haiyyata may historically record
(hat ‘some bave preferred to ‘throw st among the Varttikas ' In applying
these tests to the enumeration given by Dr Boehtlingh, we find, that IV
1, 166, does nat occur hterally in the Vartula 3 of IV 1, 163, for,
though the Caleutta editors write J%#g J =141, and append thar
mark, that it occurs sn the Siddh k ( the printed edition of this work
contains on p 66a, linc 1, the words 3ZEd = gAY FrTR ),—the
wording of this Virttika, sn the Bhashya s (MS, E1H, 330),
g8 = qAMT AET FEFA * (probably TE AT 4% ), but
Teven 1f the additronal words belong, as 1s possible, not to the Varttika,
but 1o the Thishya, 1t 18 clear that the tendency of the Vartuka and
that of the Sitra are not idenucal, for, m the Varttika, the rule s
ebsolute, whule in the Siitra, IV 1, 166, 1t is opional, through the anuortts

* Benaras Edn reads 3545 |
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acknowladgas that the Sttry IV 3, 116 did not belong to Piaunt,
1have not been able to discover anywhere, the Mahi-
bhashya, etther by the awd of my memory or my indices, that
Kaigyata expresses any opinion whatever on this Sttra, but
even should the mistake be mine, there would be lnttle impor-

of the preceding A1 1% 1, 165 Therefore, Pataiijah comments on the
VSrttka 1n question, TARAHY NEEIAN] 1 @TAT A ATETTAT wnhout
the option recorded by the K& on IV I, 166, tn  the instances,

@niqtany awal ar A qwedt a1 gy afyat —a
sumilar negative conclusion apphies to IV 1, 167  The Virttika men-
tioned by the Calconta edutors, to IV 1, 162, docxnot occur 1n the
I'hishya, it 1s not 1dentical, even in the Siddhk, with che Sdtra, IV
1,167, 1t has no’ the same tendency as the Sitra, the latter being

opt onal, the former absolute There 1s no ground, consequently, for
doubting that the ‘some of hawyyata, who maintain the antiquity of
the Sitra, are correct —IV 3, 132, 1s suspicious, for it occurs as a
Vrttka 1n the BhSshya to IV 3, 131, and fulfils the three abovesnamed
conditions , equally soV 2, 3%, whichisa Vartka toV 1, 35, and
VI 1, 62, which occurs as a Vartuka to V1 1 61 On the other hand,
Vi 1,100 need not be rejected absolutely for its wording 14 not 1den=
Beal with that of the Vartttka of VI 1 99, nor is 1t elear that both
to nade 1 endency VI I, 99, restricts the rule (o the condition of the
word tht following & combination like qzezy +VI 1,100, exempts a
wmilar combination, 1f ending 1n T from this condition ( comp
V 4,57 wwould seem, therefore that (;mvxuuk: to V1 1, 99, mamn-
tans the condition, but corrects the option AT by the word foreqe,
I must admut  however, that Patafijali gises the snstance TTzTafy,
which would countenance the probability of this Satra, also, not being
an onginal one Lastly, the Sitra VI 1, 136, ¥T3M=a@s neher
©OCEUTS 2% 2 Virthika in Jthe BhAshys, nor even as a Virtuka in the
xﬁ;; ;b:ns\:d: k, not has its ongwal ewstence, 1n fact, been
Comment, (‘! 0 y'ctcepf’ Dr Pochtlingk, who wrnite n his so-called
— m\:’ ‘:MZaS ), “This Sitra has been interpolated at a later
Suten, Toman a"l:: to the following two Varttrkas to the preceding
o e :Mm ‘a AR LN 20T 407 9 0> ¥ Compare 8:4dh k
o the wat s Bowever, the reader will not find anything relating

'yect, while, on p 1454 he will discover the Siitra, IV 1, 136,

such a
3t the Caleutta edition of Pzmmi That both V &rttikas ate
3p
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tance 1n the mere doubt of Katyyata, since Patanjali, when
commenting on the Virttikas to 1V 3, 105, distinctly quotes
twice the Satra IV 3,116, which 1s a positive proof that it
exsted at hus tune, and was genutac enough 22

1 will now give an mstance from the Mahabhirata, which,
1 my belef, would be perfectly unintelligible, if grantha were
taker only 1n the sense of ‘composition,” and not also  that
of ‘written book’ or ‘volume’ Iam met here, however, with
an objgection, viz, that Iought ficst to show that the Maha-
bharata possesses the qualification which Muller has appended
to his quoted remark, or, 1n other words, that 1t 1s a work of
‘the early Iiterature,’ since he says that ‘grantha does not mean
pustaka, or book, 1n the early literature,” while he admits that
1t has that sense in the later Iiterature Both Muller and Weber
agree that thers was g Mahabharata at the time of Advald-
yana, since they quote a passage from s Grhya-Sutra, where
the pame occurs ( Muiler, p 42, Weber, “Literaturgeschichte,”
P 56), and neither demes that a work prior to Aévalayana
would have a clam to be called a work of the earher litera-
ture Both scholars however question,~and very nghtly too,—~
the claim of the present Mahabharata, to having been that

a crticsm of hitydyana, who clearly disapproved of the condensed
wording of the Sutra 136, did not even occur 10 the mind of Dr Potht-
lingk, but, considering the condition of his knowledge of Pamm, as dis
played in this ‘Commentary,’ and even 1n hus very last work, T cannot
but express the belief that hus ‘adros ‘féa to stnke ovt a Sitra of
Panimi, goes for very bitle indeed,— especially as 1t touches upon the
sphere of reasoning

28 There 1s no EBhishya en IV 3,116, and, therefore, no com-
mentary of Katyyata on this Sutra On the Varttika 2, o 1V 3, 105,
FA0Y =fAFRAST which 15 a cnticsm on Panint IV 3, 116, on
account of the addition, AT, and, thercfore, a proof that
(he latter Satra was onginally existing, Patafijal says 371 07 £a%
(s e,1v 3,116 ) wfgmPeds ag= | wfymfe g7 afdsq, and
on a third Vartuka WWIAATIRAZA which 15 not printed 1n the
Caloutta edition, he observes “>afyart Tl ¥ a ¥ (v 3,116)
a7 WEAM(IV 3, 117 ) 7 71 £ 3ARTA qufafya wadl wafi



GRANTHA s

Mahibhirata which 1s quoted by Aévalayana It s, of course,
mmpossible for me to treat here, as it were incidentally, not
merely of the question concerning the age of the Mahabharata,
but the relative ages of the various portions of this work,
since 1t must be evident to everyone who has read 1, that 1t
15, 1n 1ts present shape, a collection of literary products belong-
mg to widely distant penods of Hindu lterature To do
justice to a subject of this kind, Ishould have not merely to
enter into details which would be here out of place, but to
discuss the prior important question, as to how far the printed
text 1n which this colossal epos 1s generally known to us,
may be relied upon, and Yshould feel all the more bound
to do so, as my collations of considerable portions of thus
text with the best MSS, i this country and abroad, fully
convince me that it 1s nerther advisable to make a translation
of the Mahiabhirata,—a labour which, 1f done once, should
be done once for all,—nor to found a detailed criticism of the
several portions of this work, on the printed text, however
much 1 admire the industry, patience, and scholarship, of
those who have accomphshed the task of laying before usa
first edition of this enormous work Without thewr labours,
1t would have been still more difficult than it now 15, to per-
cewve the defects of the MSS, but this tribute, which 1 gladly
pay to their ments, does not dispense with my expressing the
conviction, derived from my own labours, that no conclusion
founded on special passages of the present text, 1s safe, before
the differences of the MSS —sometimes great—are thoroughly
sifted and discussed with the help of the Commentaries 3¢

30 Veber (‘Indische Studien,” I p 148 ) and Muller {pp 44,
45, note ) give a valuable synopsms of the leading characters of the
Mahabhirata, as they occur in the text and the commentaries of Pnim
This synopsis, T conceive, must convince, even the most sceptic, that
PEnos canont bawe ignowed Ahe vemown of Alesepersmages, moT cuns
sequently, 1t 18 probable, the real or poctical ¢vents on which the renown
was founded It forms the subject matter of the Mahzbh3rata Some
stress has been 12:d by both scholars on the circumstance, that the name
Pandu or Pandava does not occur n the Grammar of Pamns ( Weber,
“Indiscke Studien, p 148, Moller, P 44 ) but, since both have cons-
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In proceeding now to give an instance which T hold to
belong to the early (though not the earliest) portions of the
Mahibharata, I must submit, therefore, to having its validity
acknowleged or rejected, according to the value the reader
may attach to my opiion  Not to be misunderstood, however,
1 will add that 1 consider 1t as posterior to Pamm  But, as the
date 1 shall assign hereafter to this grammarian will be ofder
than the date onginated by Dr Boehtlingk, the passage
question will still be entitled to rank among the earlier htera-
ture In the Sanmtiparyan of the Mahibharata we read 3!
“Vasishtha spoke (to Janaka), ‘The doctrimes of the Vedas and
the (philosophical) Sastras which thou hast uttered, are
nghtly uttered by thee, but thou understandest them not, for
the text ( grantha ) of the Vedas and Sastras 1s possessed by

tructed their hat as well from the Ganas ani commentaries as from
the Sitras, 1t will not be amss 1o add, that Pindava occurs 10
Rayyata s gloss on Pataiijah to IV 1, 168, v 4, and in the Kuks on
1V 1, 171, when the observation of the former umplics, what I pointed
at1n a former remark, that the word Pandu does not occur wn the

Virttika, asthe name of Yudhishihira's father, because the word Pandava

13 100 common 2 d t0 require 2 rule, Viriuka,
WIOdrERe A —Patadjali, VET ~Kawpyata SIOAREY 1 miEifvafaq
UV 1,96, etc) At qzla ek Mwar o (words of Patafijali ona
previous Virenka) gaamfifgoPfiy  svdragmnfa 1 qoez @1
=aM—Ka0ks on the same Varttika ( diffesently worded , quoted in the
Calcutta edition, under the Sutra IV 1, 168, 1n the MSS under IV
1 171}, %1 2 ¢ aeEgeqm2a €3 The word HI9TRT occurs in the
KIsikS on the Gana 1V 1, 123
31 V 11339--11342 (the correcuions are founded on the com and

MSS) agTgw #aq Frgreafazga g,

TATIN A7 TR (For F3Mre) Aar wx 0

wdd g ewr ww  esdieged o

T T A TN ANAT (for TAT T @) WLMT |

AN fr Az A IRY T AENCEE 1

a7 memdiEweer GERT wara

WR A a3 ver megend T 3Rk g

4 mEEAEt dr RanEr g
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thee, yet king, thou dost not know the real sense of the text
( grantha ) according to1ts truth, for he who 1s merely bent
upon possessing the text { grantha) of the Veda and Sastra,
but does not understand the real sense of the text, tus posse-
ss10n of them 1s an 1dle one, he carnes the wesght of the book,
(grantha} who does not know the sense of 1t, but he who
knows the real sense of the text ( grantha ), hus 1snot an dle
acquisition of the text’ * In this mnstance, grantha 1s used 1n 1ts
double sense, composition or text, and ook, for there can be
no doubt that 1n the passage, Bharam sa rahate fasya grantha-
sva, *he carnies the weight of the grantha, the last word can
only refer to the material bulk of the book

1 will conclude my observations on this word with a re-
mark on the phrase, granthato rthascha, which must undoubt-
edly be rendered 1n the sense proposed by Muller, ‘according to
the text and according to the meaning * An analogous contrast,
exactly in the same sense, 15 that of Auznda and padartha
which 1 of frequent occurrence 1n Mimansd writers 32
“That, 1n the latter case, the meaning ‘text' 1s 2 secondary one
of Aznda no ove will dispute, since there 1s nothung mn this
word which pomnts to ‘composition’ It must be allowable
therefore to conceive, that its synonyme grantha may, throagh
the same mental process as Aanda have assumed the secondary
meaning of ‘text

There 1s another important word which Muller will not
admit as evidence of Pamumr’s having had a knowledge of
writing,—for 1t1s used by this grammanan,—the word sarna
But the only reason he gwves for nvalidating 1ts testimony 1s
that this word which, etymologically and otherwise, really
rocans ‘colour —when having the sense of letter ‘does not
mean colour m the sense of a panted letter, but the colouring
or modulation of the vowe (p 507) In the absence of
any proof for this assertion, he adds, 1 a note ‘Arstotle,
Probl x 39 ~a & Ypaupa-a tafy eore -7s een’s In this

32 E g i Midhava's Jaiminlya-nyaya-m3ls-vistara, where
RFMMETGATE 15 contrasted with {algend, for imstanee, V 2,1, ,
3,4,5,6 , etc et
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respect he comncides, for once, with Weber, pot merely 1
the point at 1ssue, but also 1 the remarkable brevity of fus
argument For all that Weber says on the subject (‘Indische
Studien,” »v 109)1s ‘The name rarna 1s probably ( wohl ) to
be understood of the ‘colourmg,’ spectalizing ( speciahisirung )
of the sound, compare rakta, which 1s employed 1n the Rkpra-
tisakhya 1n the sense of ‘nasalised’ ( nasalirt ) With writing 1t
has nothing to do’ Now, I confess, that 1 always become
somewhat suspicious when 1 meet with a defimtion which
prefers the language of sumles to plan prose How, I must
ask, for nstance, does the figure of colouring apply to the
notion of specialismg 7 It 1s striking, moreover, that Weber,
who starts with a probabihty 1o two lmes reaches a positive
certainty, founded only on the analogy of rakta And, 1n
turning again to Muller’s words, I must, 1n the first place,
ask, what does an analogy taken from Arsstotle prove for
the Sansknit word ? But, supposing 1t could prove anything,
would 1t not be more plausible to make use of it 1n favour
of the contrary conclusion to that which Muller has drawn ?
Amnistotle speaks of Ypappare, which word applies ongioally
to none but written signs, andif he may apply Yd.pa to the
voice, might not the same liberty be claimed for a Sansknt
word meaning a written letter ? Again, the notion of ‘colour-
mg,’ 1itself supposes necessarily a cosdition which may be
called indifferent or colourless green, blue, red, zre colours,
because there 1s an indifferent condition, called white A
d sound 1s not 1ig1t except on the supposition
that there 1s also an indifferent, or uncoloured sound Hence
we speak, for instance, iz modern terminology, of 1, u r
e o etc, as coloured vowels, because we contrast them
with the fundamental uncoloured vowel a But I shall show
that varpa 1s apphed indifferently to all vowels, inclusive of a

Ido not dispute that »ama 15 used like Ypdupa, ‘letter,”
also for the spoken letter,®® but 1 hold that there 1s strong
evidence to prove that its primitive sense 1s that of written

33 Thus Nigojibhatta explains, in the commencement of the Viva-
rana, AT 49, or Ratyyata says S99 F gm} erc
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letter, as amsing naturally from 1its primtive sense ‘colour,
and that the appearance of this word in Pamnt or other
authors, may serve as one of many arguments that they
practised the art of wnting To make good this statement
1 must advert to another word which may also mean letter,
and 1n this sense 15 always the latter part of a compound, the
former of which 15 the letter itself designated by t, viz, the
word Aara eg akara, the lettera i-Aara the letters, etc
It corresponds with yarna, 1 the synonymous expressions,
asarna t-warna etc Katyayana looks upon it in the hght of
an affix, probably on account of 1ts being always compounded
with the letter itself, and Kaiyyata enlarges upon the
expression iarna  1n sayimng that this word means 1n the
Virttika quoted, ‘that which expresses a varna or adequately
realizes aarna (1 e, s the adequate value of 1 1varnad” He,
therefore, hke Katydyana, cootrasts the purport of kara and
varna, though a-kara and awarna i-kéra and 1-varna may
appear to be,— and we shall see from what reason,— conver-
tible terms 3¢ To understand, howeser, this contrast, and
the use of two other terms which I shall have to name, 1 will
first give instances from Pamm, the Varttihas of Katydyana,
and the Bhashya, which will illustrate the manner in which
these grammarians have used both terms

We find a-kara, Sivas 1,v 1 (omitted 1n the Calcutta
edition of Pamm ), 1T 4,30, v 4,, 1V 4,128, v 2, 1I 3, 108,
v 3,P ,~—akara Sivas 1,v i (om Calced ), I1,v 4,

24 VInuka 3, I 3, 108 A%, Patadjali—4aks1is a5t
T3 1 RGL R, hayyata—aniffy i migaonfad o
AZEATRHAT WA 1 € SNRA (VID 4, 32) 341 747 Flazoagzay
FTOTZM <aFIT T To remove the apparent strangeness of the manner
m which T have rendered FFT which usvally means “imitating,
doing in conformity with,” I subjoin two other instances from haiyyara,
where the sam= word 15 2lso used by bim 1n the sense of *‘adequate, or
real value ? Ratyiyana having given this denvation of 3%, ‘a%IRar
FASMGL, and Patafijal having added qzatal gacadtvifas awserr,
Rayyata observes STHIAAM 1 GCAITAGIANT FAST € 3
etc , or GITHFEMT FETATT FIIFTTINFR |
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11,564 11,110 1,8,P,VI 1,87, kir 2 P,—skara, T 3,
108, v 3,P, IV 4,128, & 2,~-kara VI 1,39, v 3, VIII
2,15 v 1 P,—nhara VI 1, 185, par 1 P ,—rhorg,
P on Sivas 2and Vartt (om mthe Cale ed ), I 1,9,v 2,
VI1,10, v I P, Vil 4, 1, v 1, i-kira VI 1,87, v 1
(om Calc ed ), Ir-kard, P onSwas 2, Swas 4, v 5, (om
Calc ed ), 1 1,9,v2, VILIOl, v2,P,~chara P ona
Vartta to Swas 3 (om Cale ¢d ), IV 3,23, v 6,—o-kéra,
P on a Virt toSwas3(omCalc ed ), V 3,72+ 1, VII
2,1v 1,2, 3, VIl 3,20,v l,—au-kéra, VIII 2, 89, P ,—
ka-kara, P on a Vartt to Swvas 4,5 (om Cale ed ), VII 3,
44, v 1 P ,—pahara, 1 3, 12, v 1 P ,~cha-léra P on
11 1, 8,—yha-hara, and fe-hgra, P on a Vartt to Swvas 8
(om Calc ed ),—nakara P on a Virlt to Swvas 6 (om
Calc ed ), VI 1,1,v 10, VI 4, 120, v 1, VIII 3,55+
1 P—ta-kGra, P ona Vartt. to Sivas 4 (om Cale ed ),
VII 2,48, v 1,—tha-kara, P on VII, 4 46 da-lzra and pa-
kara P onaVirtt to Sivas 4,~dha kara, VIII 3 78,v 1,
P andv 3,—na-kira, P on a Vartt to Snas 2 ,—bla-kara
P onaVartt to Swvas 8 (om Cale ed ), V 3 72, v I,
~—ma-kara P on a Virtt to Swvas 7,—)a-hara P on a Vartt
to $nas 6 ,~la-haro,1 3, 3, v 2,—a-kara, P ona Vartt
to Swvas 5,—sahara P on a Vartt to Sivas 5,—sha-kira
VI 1,1,v 10,—sa-kara V 3, 72,v 1, —la-kzra P on a
Vartt to Sivas 5 (all these Vartt to the Sivas om 1n the
Cale ed )

On the other hand @-1arna, P on a Vartt to $ivas I
(om Calc ed ), IV 1,1,v 3, VI 3,97, v, (not ofK,
but mentioned n P ), VII 3,64,v 3 VII 1, 82,v 2, and
i the Satras VI 1, 182, VI 2,90, VI 3 112,—1varra
P ona Vartt tothe Snvas 1 and 3 (om Cale ed ), VII 2,
10 P,VII 2,106,v 1 P, Sutra VII 4,53, waarra P on
a vartt to Sivas 1 (om Calc ed },V 3 83,V 5 and Kar
1,ViH 2,10 P, VIl 2,106, v I P ,—armay (or yarra)
Satra VII 4, 53 %

35 The instances quoted are restricted, as 1 have stateq, to the Siitras
of Pamai, the Varitidas of K3ty3yana, as thev occur 1n the Dhishya
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The foregoing combinations of a letter of the alphabst
with Aara and iara are, 1 believe, all that occur in the
grammarians named, and they show at once, that Xdra enters
nto composttion with all vowels and all consonants, p-ovided
the latter are followed by the letter a—( for it may be assumed
without nisk that the atsence of some combinations, such as
kha-Rara gha-Rara etc 1s mercly a m:mer of chance, not
of necessity , D the of the note
35)—while varna 1s jomed merely to vowels and to such
consonants as are withont a vouel sound3€ (¢f Sutra,VH 4, 53)

This circumstance 1s sigmficant, but at once intethgible,
if we draw a distinction between a spoken sound and a
votten letter To sound a consonant (K, f, p, efc ) we
of Pataiijali, and to the latter, ( marked P) Some of the above named
Virttihas are marked 1n the Caleutta edinion, “Ris,” or “Siddh -k ,”
tut they occur, too, 1n the Fhishya  These instances might have been
multiplied, and bad 1t been necessary to add quotations from the Rk,
Siddh k, or the words of the Calcutta editors f1 by rkirs VI
1,91, Rasks , hawyyata on Snas & —thawrzre, VI 3, 7, h%ks,
VIH 3, 34, hawika , VI 4, 84, KIskI ,—dha kara, VI 3, 53,
RaskX —fha-kdra, T 2, 23 Rasks, VHI 3, 7, hisks, VIII 2 34,
histkE -—ra kira, VII1 2, 16, REakS ,—pha-kira, T 2, 23, KIakI
VI 4 54, hasiks ,—sakara T 3, 8, hinki ,—or roama + 1,9 v
1, S1ddb-k , V 3,83 v 5 hasiks, (thusquoted in the Calcutta
edition, but not met with 1n the *1S 2441 of the ETH }, VIII 4,1,
v 1, k3T and Siddh-k,—lrvorra, T I, 9, v 1, S1ddh L The
very unvual raKire 1n the Commentary to VII' 2 15 (it oceurs
chiefly 1n mystical, not 1n grammatical, works , e g 1n the d alogu
tetween Umd and S1va of the Rudrayzmala tantra), 1 must leave to the
responsibility of the Calcutta editors , for the Ebashya on the Varttiha
does mot speak of the Ietter ra, and the Rauks and Siddh k  bave, in-
s ead of rafZrIntit, the usual rephntct I have omitted, of course, to
quote passages of the Sdtras, etc , where zarra or Aira bave other mean
ings than “letter ”
36 Panini never uses tur-a of a consonant followed by the vosel a
but the late Rasika writes T TAT G0, or 754 ¢ TTAAY or 1W1TT
“TI[ AN, of the 1SS are to be trustrd
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must combtne 1t with a vowel, 1 wnting, we may omit that
vowel, and should onut it, unless 1t have its owa pecular
value the spoken 4 has a different value to the wniten kg,
whichk means A and a Unless, therefore, Pammi 1ntended,
for instance, to give a rule on y and a, he could not employ
2 term )4, which merely refers to the spoken sound 3, or,
1f he did so, he would have had to puve a special rule to the
effect that the sound a in this combpation 1s mute or
nsigmificant, as he has given varsous rules toa similar effect
when he employs for s technical purposes anubandhas or
letters without significance  Now, such a rule on the suppre-
sston of vowels which appear 1n his grammar, but are not
to be soupded when the word with which they are combned
becomes a spoken word, 1s ginen by hum (1 3 2), but for
a distinct and special purpose, and not iath the mtent of
general application , a vowel, such as 1t 1s treated 1 thus rule,
13 ( and ought to have been always edited with the appropriate
s1gn } anynastha Therefore, when Panint gives a rule 1n which
the vowel a1s appended to a but Tess,—though
the absence of s value would not follos from the rule
quoted (1,3,2) or otherwise,—the commentators notice such
an exceptional case as worthy of a special remark, apd defend
atan thesr fashion if they deem it adsisable 37 In other words,
expressions like a-kara i1-kdra, u-kira etc , and a-1arng 1-varna,
u~arpa, etc, are equivalent, becauce the value of a spoken
vonel corpcides with that of the written yonel-sign, they admit
of a doubt whether kara or iarpa, or both or nesther, apply
toawntten sign, but when we sec that sa-k@ra bha-kara,
na-kara sha-kara ta-Lara, etc, are portions of rules, mn which
not sa bha, pa sha, ta, etc but s, bh n sh ¢, etc, are meant,
we perceive at once that kZra must apply to the uttered sound
On the other hand, when Pamim speaks ( VII 4, 53 ) of two
varnas 31,1 e of avorpa ) and of ararpat we must conclude

37 The Raska e g, obserres on the Sivasitra @7 —FFRRSTTI
FENoT aTgE | SEIR SFQSgAEE K6 AMTIEA, or the Sdtra
VIL 1 25 %20 where the first 3 15 mute, 15 excused by hIyzmyans
nthisway  fHZ EgaifaalearT e
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that varne did not apply to the spoken sound, butto the
written sign, since the vowel would be unpronounceable

1will gue some additional proof for this conclusion on
the meaning of both these words In the foregoing remarks
1 rendered Agra 1n combination with ¢ 1 sa etc ‘letter,’ since
we use this word m its double acceptation, uttered sound and
written sign If Aara, however, 1s the uttered sound, 1t will be
a synopyme of sobda, apd we find 1t therefore, e g inthe
comment of the Kaéika, used as a convertible term with
sabda® Tlus is nerer the case wuth varna

Since an uttered sound may comprise more than one letter,
we find hara as Kayyyata already remarks (campare note 34),
equally applied to complicated sounds,e g evakara (11l 4,
67.v 3and 6,1 4, 8 Ka§ , VI 2 80P),and Pimm, who
never uses 1t for expressing a simple letter-sound (because hus
terms are such as apply to a wntten bool), applies st to the

sound vashat 1n vashat-kara (1 2 35) Varna 1s never usedina
similar manner

1n this respect hara coincides with the term Aarage, which
occurs 1 binations quite 1

e g, sti-harana, 1 1,
44, v 1,P,1V 2,21, v 2,P,duk-karana, VIi 1, 25,v 3, dit-
Larana, VII 1,25, v 4,3, 118, v 6, c/ut harana, 111 1,8, v 4,
P, or even combined with Adra, as evakira-karana, V1 2, 80,
K3s, etc Varna, on the contrary, 1s used by Kityiyana and
Patadjali in the same manner as 10 Panini s Sttra which speaks
of the varna ), iz, of unutterable consonantal sounds which
therefore must have been written signs  Thus, a discussion 1s
raysed by Kitydyana on the Sgtra VI 4, 49, which treats of
the elision of 3a, 10 reference to the question whether Jaas to
be dropped or merely y, and on this occasion he calls the

38 Panoi ( VIIT 2, 37 ) uses the express on @98}, which 1s ren
dered by the Rauks @R 3937 ¥ The word D% 11 used 1n a simlar
manaer, ¢ g 1n these combinations  {3W%T, VI 2, 81, haskx (fr
beng there the last syllable of Ry ), gwet VI 2, 50, Raska (g
begafix) , 3857, VIL 1,25, v 4,P { % beng the ending of
pronouns 1n the neuter ) , FHIF VI

1, 30,v 1L,P ( T¢ beng
the declension ending )



44 PANINI

former sanghata,“combrnation,’ (viz, of y and 4), and the latter
varnz  In a Varttikato VII 3, 50,2 simiar discussion 1s
started on tha , again, tha 1s called there sanghata, and the un-
pronounceable 7, sarna  The same term sanghatais applied
to ka 1n a Varttika to VI 3, 44, and varna to the vowelless &

‘The same sense of rarna 1s conveyed by a defimtion of
Patanjali concermng the term wpadesa, which literally means
demonstration, and then assumes the spezial sense of gramma-
tical mode of denotating, or of grammatical appearance, and
of the book 1o which such grammatical denotations ozcur 32
1t means, for the 1cal of the radt-
cals 1 the Dhatupitha, or the Dhatupatha itself , and, m like
manner, the grammatical appearance of the letters 1n the Swva
stitras, “the root of Pamum’s Grammar,” as Nagojibhatta calls
them For when Katyayana, in several introductory Varttikas,
enlarges on the purpose of the letters, as they o.cur 1a the

39 Pamafijali on the Sitra I 2,2 fF yam2gadt Wesd 1
A Vartukaonl 3,3 g g s41f@A1Racra, on which Patafi,ali com
ments  ERAT G0 -TafumrearT Faafaamar gleadr waly
Swoge { hatyTyana, says Patafijali, ought rather to have said 449
373fY, these latter words of Patafijali have been mistaken by the Calcutta
editors for the Vartika atself , and they of coursc again make their
appearance 1n the reprint of Dr Eochtl ngk, who besides, and for the
sake of greater clearness, adds  “En Vsrtuka ", and prints 074, as
1f he had Jooked into th~ Mahsbhishbya and amended the “Varttika”
from the oniginal work —Patafijali then continues ) % gA=gAf@Ar 1
AN FIIIANAANHEIM — O+ account of the double sense of
upadesa, “book, etc* and “grammauscal appearance,” Patadi,all rawses
this question when speaking of the Satra VI 1, 45  #aflig fRgmaq |
@37 31y £f7 | SRETITH 74T T, when Kayyatais sull more
explicis  Fafif | TAMETTIIT 4OANAT AEITSAR %) F4RETIH
arTizq Afer agfififers 98t w3k ©sg 3T By a3 g FdeNT
T1R0ge TP EAmTL 98 ¥ FRd e nienEr i
fyem Wl wafy owe1 43T Y —A smilar Question of Patadaly
occurs 10 hus com on VI 1,186 %9273 Fifr Rt <3y
73727 ¥ adRaTEReT aguzw W o
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Sivashtras, Patagjali asks 4% “Now, what 15 upadeia, or
technical denotation ? Propunciation  How s that 7 The
radical dis, ‘to show,’ (whenze upa-desa1s derived) implies the
a~t of pronouncing , for, after having pronounced the 1arnas,
ons may say, ‘these varnas are upadishta, or technically denot-
ed’” Patadjali disinguishes, therefore, between 1arnas , and
upadishta~arnas , only the latter are, according to him, the
pronounceable varnas , and 1t would have been useless for him
to draw this distinction, if varna atself ongmally sigmfied the
spoken letter
What the simple consonantal sound is to the pronounceable
consonant, the simple vowel 15, 1n some measure, to the
diphthong or combined vowel sound It 15, perhaps, on this
ground that, while we find a general name for vowel-letters,
viz, ssargsarna (IV 1, 3, v 7), the compounds ¢arya, o-arya,
ai-varna, ausarna, neither occur i Pamm nor Kityavana,
foreisaands,o=aandu, ai=aande, au=aando Ther
general name 15, 1n “older grammars,” sandhy-akshara, andin
Katyayana and Patanjali, for e and a, prashshtarana for ar
and au, samahara yarna 41 The Kasika, 1t 1s true, speaks of
these vowels simply as 1arnas, 42 but, wn the first place, 1t does
notform a compound e-iarna, ete, like i-varng, etc , and,
secondly, however great the value of this commentary, 1t can-
not always be considered as fulfilling the conditions of critical
accuracy, and cannot therefore be quoted as evidence agminst
Pamm or Katyayana But even 1f there were i Paominn’s
Grammar such compounds as e-arna, o-varna, their occurrence
would not invalidate the conclusion that iarna represents the

40 Pamdpl on the Introduction &9 & F03q | CHRA ) FA
eny) Rrfrsaroifr | 9 fE iAoy @ufzen oR qof f

41 hawyyata to Patsiijalion Sivas 3 and 4 geyETdeEae}
QalaTdEgt | Whether this term “oldes teachers” applies to the present
Prausakhvas where the same term occurs, of not, will be included m
the subsequent discussion on the refation of these works to Piminis
grammar —Pataiijali on the same Sivas TS FHEREST the same
ont 1,9 (2s1)afreaniaat,

42 Rask3on the Sivas 3 wal WAA 0, on Snvas 42y &Y
A it
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written sign, since 1t 15 the combination of varna with a conso-
nant that alone can enable us to decide the question at 1ssue
And that there are other values 1o Panini which could not
have been spoken, though they are an essential portion of his
Grammar, will be seen afterwards

How far varna comncides, and 15 synonymous with akshara,
“syllable,” or not, 1s obvious it comncides with the latter term
when 1t means vowel, otherwise not** The distinction bet-
ween these terms may therefore be compnised 1n the following
defintion  L&ra denotes the pronounceable sound, winch must
always be one syllable, but may also consist of more than one
syllable , 1f denoting one syllable, 1t may mean a simple vowel
(a,8,1,1,u,B,r, 1, Ir), or a complex vowel (e, 0, a1, au), ora
simple consonant made pronoun:zeable by a vowel (usually the
vowel a), harana denotes more especially the pronmounceable
sound represented esther by more than one syllable or by one
syllable more than one Varga, on the
contrary, tmplies merely the simple letter,- among vowels, espe-
cially the simple vowel , among consonants, merely the single
consonant, not accompanted with a vowel sign  Lastly, akshara
means *“syllable” 1n our sense of the word, and may sometimes
therefore comncide 1o value with kara, or sarna, in the same
way that kdra and varna are apparently convertible terms when
they are the latter parts of compounds, the former of which
are a, @, 1, §,u, i, r, 7, Ir,

I have, 1n the foregomng observations, purposely abstained
from alluding to the use which has been made of these terms
in the existing Pratiéakhyas of Saunaka and Katyayama, in
the first place, because 1t was my object to show their meaning
1n Panu s work, as well as 1n those old Commentaries which
have strictly adhered to his termmology, and bezause 1t would
have been an uncritical proceeding to confound the meaning
or beaning of these termsin works belonging to a different

43 haiyyata on Vil 2,80 FCHT, the same on the Introduc
100 lo the Sivas  ~TgT ARABRAIST , Nagopbh A F TAmg ofy
SR
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class of Hindu lterature,*$ secondly, because the date of
these works, themselves,— or, at least, therr relative position
fowards Panim,— will have to be ascertained, before any
conclusion can be drawn from a difference which may have
existed between them 1n the use of these terms  Though 1 shall
recur to this point, I may now state my belief, that evenif
grammatical worhks older than Panmint had used 3varna in the
general sense of akshara, such a circumstance would not
disprove the fact that varna mught have meant a written sign
even before Panint’s time  There 1s, for instance, an introduc-
tory Vartttka of Katyayana which countenances the assump-
tion that varna had such a sense 1n some older grammarsan ,
but the very manner in which 1t 1s brought before the reader
shows that Katyayana contrasts the use of this word in Pdnim
with that 1n his predecessor, and confirms, therefore, the
definition 1 have given before At the same time, 1t leaves the
question undecided whether varna was, or was not, a written
letter 1n ths older work The Varttika I am alluding to occurs
at the end of the general introduction, and refers to the follow-
1ng Vaidika passage mentioned 1n the beginning of the wtro-
duction “Whoever establishes this speech according to 1ts
words, 1ts accent, and its syllables, heis fitto snstitute or to
perform sacrificial work , and thatit 1s aduty to study
grammar, follows from the words ‘let us be fit to institute,

-

44 This confusion, unhappily, does not seldom occur 1n the defi
nition of words, 2s found 1n our dictionanies , thus, <RI 15 used by
yaska 1n the general sense “reduphicated, ’ and as applied to 2 dhcta, or
radical portion of the verb {Nar 1V 23 ¥R wfrmadisae , or
1 25 sREMFTAEE ), in PImm, however, 1t means the first two
syllables of a reduplicated enga or base (VI1,5), eO™q® mears
reduplicanon, 1n the Mirukta (V12 ), op the form F377, aifmpEIAsT
fa TR awftraEal , in Parine ot means the first plab'e of re-
duplication (VI 1, 4)  To philosopical terms this remark applies in
a stll stronger sensc , they have been gencrally dealt with asif the
same term, ¢ g, WFH , ARAT, A, etc, had the same sense m all the
philosophcal systems, which 1s not the case
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or to perform sacrificial work’” 45 The Varttika then says
“akshara, you must know, means na kshara 1 e, notpen-
shable,” and continues, “or akshora comes from a3, ‘to
pervade,’ with the aflix sara ( Kaiyyata  “because it pervades
the sense’ ),” and concludes, “‘or they call rarna som the
Siitra of a former ( grammarian)’ [ Patayali 1 e “or in
the Sutra of a former (grammaman) rarma has the name
akshara” Kmyyata *“Foratys smd n another grammar, that
the varpas are aksharas™ Nagopbhatta “In a sumilar manner
the term akshe iya means a de of arnas as
seen 1n the Vedas ]46

Before Iproceed to give other evidence as to Pamint’s
knowledge of writing, Iwill deaw attention to two words
which have here a claim to sotice, and first to the word
frdina It 1s used adverbially in the sense of *after,” for
nstance, 1n Manu, 1x 77, irdinam samatsarat, *after a year,”
or, Chhandogya-Upamshad tata Grdinam vaksinam:  “‘after
that 1 shall say*” But rdiva means, ongmally, “upwards,
above, high, or (1n combination with an ablattve ) higher ™
It 15 posmible to concewve progress asan act of nsing, when
the sense “‘after” would follow from this latter acceptation
Butit1s more probable that the metaphorical sense of the
word was first applied to passages in books,— where it 1s
frequently used in this way,—before 1t became a more general
one, and, if so, the figure would naturally follow from the
description 1 have given of a Hindu book, for the beginning
of a Sanskrit MS ,—as may still be scen 1n some of the oldest
specimens,— was at the bottom of the pile of leaves which

45 Patadjali 47 ar oAt wir @@syea ars fagafy 7 snfeasAr
w3ty snfirlar enRendn SR , hagyatn  ERAAEgdtaiRa
s gema { Prum, V 1,71) wRagaldNl awmfeafeie (o
Viaritika )

46 Katygyana f 80T T &C (RArT o STRIIT AoacT o @At a1g
937 Patadjals  on the latter ) T GAGT aofeangefalt gwr P,
haiyyata Pyt AR g w9 .
Nigoyibhana  TIRATR TR R W13 | 07 1,GTEATUT TAH
afaedt adegm vt A@da
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constitute 1ts bulk What 1s “above,” in a Hindu book, 1s,
therefore, “after ,” while, with us, the term “above” denotes
the opposite sense, from the circumstance of the progress of
our books being adescendmng one And this assumption is
corroborated by a second synonymous word, vz udaya,
which also means, ongmally, *“gomng upwards,” and then,
“after, followng,” and which, moreover, 1s never used 1n this
sense, except of passages In books It occurs frequently thus
mn the Pratidakhyas, but, for the reasons stated before, I
content myself with quotiag, for its o_currence wn Panim, the
Satra VIII 4, 6747

“If wnttng,” says Muller, “had been knownto Pamny,
some of his grammatical terms would surely pomt to the
graphical appearance of words I maintain that there 1s not a
sipgle word in Pammy’s termmology which presupposes the
eustence of wniting” (p 507)

As Weber, in hus “lndische Studien” (vol v p 89), had
already mentioned two grammatical terms of “Pamme,” viz,
siaritet and udarzet  which he considers as “ founded on
graphical appearance”, 1 cannot suppose that Muller has
overlooked the remark of this scholar, but must assume that
he has silently rejected 1t, cither on account of 115 incorrectness
orts iconclusiveness Itis true, that the latter term does
not occur at a1l m the SGtras of Paoini, nor the former, such
as 1t 1s given by Weber, but, 1o the first place, there can be
1o doubt that, 1n the Siitra I 3,72, svaritaiitas must be analys-
ed svantetas and #ifas (comp the commentaries ), and on
the other hand, Muller can netther have ignored that Paning's
expression, anudattamtas (1 3 12), 15 equnalent to anuda-
ttetas and mitas, nor that the term anudartet dishoetlv agours
1n the rules I 2, 149 and VI 1, 186 His absolute sas cftleq)
this point was probably, therefore, not caused bys Webe,

47 For the same reasons 1 do not avail myself of the worsrtd gy,

“above,’ though 1t occurs in the same sens=“afier, ¢g n haty Ayang®

Prausibbya, T 33 (The word S1€1 1 msed o the sense “Be dop, +

¢ g, Uvawa’s com on this Pritisikhya, 1 85 SIREIT, n the sedy/

“after,’ ¢ g, 10 the of the J: ya nyTya mal )
4P
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partial mnaccuracy, but by the reference the latter gives when
namusg these terms,—the reference to Dr Boehthingk’s
“Comment” on the Sitra 1 3,11 For it must be readily
admutted that the gloss of ths writer 1s quite enough to raise
the strongest apprehensions as to the samty of Pamm,
provided that 1t does not induce the reader to armve 2ta
peculiar view of the fitness of Pamnr’s ‘edifor’ himself to
compose a comment on this great grammarian 43 '

48 1 subjoin 2 literal copy of thi gloss, which but poorly allustrat=
es the character of the second volume of Dr Pochtlingks “edion  of
Pamm Tt runs thus —“Wo der Gircumflex gestanden hat, will ach
mcht entscheiden , wenn zu Pauns s Zeiten die Accente 1in der gewohnli-
chen Schaft nicht gebraucht wurden, konnte der Gircumflex uber emnert
belicbigen Buchstaben des adkikira gesrtat werden, ohne Verwirrung her-

Die unseres G die 1ch vergh-

chen habe, sind alle aus der neusten Zeit und bezeichnen diesen Accent

ebenso wenig wie die nasalen Vocale i upadese  Wenn 1ch 2 o3rnikas zu
unscrer Regel recht verstehe, 50 wurde ber cimem odfikzra em Buch-
abe angelegt (dor witlleet du Trager dey Curomfen war ) wnd
awar so oft als der odhikira wn der Folge erganzt werden musstc,
konmte er micht 30 west erg nzt werden, dann musste man ibn dic
Male ber den vorherge (?) Regeln erganzen Hher die

beiden varika’s selbst greEd aEd qaan &fF
awFsaE 0 ¢ 1 AEfe aErEa ofy a@=r ive ? Translation “Where
the circumflex [sae, this rendering of sparita shows that the writer has
no idea of the nature of this accent] was placed, [ will net decde
(s 1), 1f at 1he time of PAmm, accents were not used In common
writing, the circumflex could be put over any letter of an adhkira
without causing confusion The MSS of our grammanan which I
hgeg  mpared (s} arcall of the most recent date, and mark this
g} *Matte as the nasalvowels 1n the upadesa If Tunderstand rightly

aceent 33
var | "a; toaur rule, a letter ( which, peshaps, was the bearer of
": rvcrydmfcx ) was added 10 an adiwkara that is to say, 31 often, a3
e
v Kzra bad 10 be supplied 10 the sequel , if it could not be supplied

en, onc had to supply 1t when wanted, at the preceding (?) [this
belongs to Dr B ] rules Herc are the two Vartukas themselves

ben follow the Sanskrit words as given above ] —The latter
words (“if st could not,” etc) are beyond my comprebension, fors
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1 must, therefore, while rejecting Weber’s reference, defend
first his quotation of the Sttra with the assistance of Katya-
yana and Patagjalh Pammsays (I 3,11) “Ae adhkara, or
heading rule (will be recognized mn my Grammar) by the

what reasons could prevent an odhukira, from being supplied, and
1f there was such an obstructed adkskdra, how could it be supphed at a
preceding rule ? 1 doubt, however, whether this sentence, which 1s
1ntended to represent the meaming of the second Virttika as quoted
above, was understood by its own aethor  But the very words of this
“Varttka” revenge therselves on the person who has 1ll-used them so
much they betray the character of the work which has commented on
them For, however intelligible they are 1n themselves,it must be observ=
d that the Cacutta Pandits have made a mistake in the wording of this
Vsrtika Dr Boehthngk, therefore, ingivang bimself the appearance
of baving quoted a rule laboriously examned inan ongmal work,
18 simply detected 1n reprinting, without any examination whatever, the
error of the Calcutta editors  And this, I may add, ts generally the case 1n
s “comment ° The fact, 1n sbort, 13 this —the hisikd and Siddhl
have no Virttikas on this Sitra and in the Mahybhishya the words
given belong to two disunct passages, which have been erroncously
contracted by the Pandits 1nto one, viz, to a passage of a Varttika,
30 91799A4%, and to a passage from the commentary of Patafjah

afy aRaER TEEE L oWER f AFAAT (RanySyana ought to have
said—1nstead of W% , 915 with a word following in the sblanve’ ) The
second of these passages 15 therefore merely a correction, by Patafijaly,
of the vague expresson of KftySyana, and the I AT which
conveys the correction, becomes purposeless, or assumes a different
bearing, in the version of the Calcutta edition  And I may add, that
the Pandsts bave erred, 100, m pubhishing what 1s their first Varttiba,
for they mistook the comment of, and a quotation made by, Patafijaly,
for the text of a Vartiha  The reprint has been, of course, as conscien-
tions 1n the latter case as in the former  Compare for hotb Varthkas
1he following note with its translation  But 10 show 1n sts proper hght
the d 1 of Dr on this second Varthka, I
shall illustrate his ingenwity by taking some instances of the Kaukd, as

quoted 1n 1ts comment on this Sitra, and apply to them his comment
on the first Vartaka According to Kaaks, the Satras VI 4, 129,
LULY1, 93, VI 4, 1,1V 1,1,110 1,1, are among those markedwith
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accent svarita”4° Upon this Pataiyalt remarks “Why does
he say that ?"— Varttika  “An adlikara to every rule

a scarsta, to indicate that they are adhikirae, the first of these ad/ukaras
extends over 47, the second over 541, the third over 613, the fourth
over 1190, and the fifth over 1821 SGtras  If we credit, therefore, the
explanation of Dr Bochtlingk, a letter of the alpbabet {he does not
say which, probably, therefore, any one ) was added, perhaps, as he
says in the parenthesis, asthe bearer of this srarta, “thatis to say,
as often as the adfsktre had to be supplied in the sequel”  In other
words, 1n the five instances quoted such a letter was added to the Sdtra
VI 4,129, 47 umes, and so on 1o the other Sdtras severally 514, 613,
1190, and 1821 tumes ! And this method, he concerves, had been devised
1n a kind of hterature, where shoriness ts the cluef ob,ect, and where
““an author rejoiceth 1n  the economizing of half a short vowel as much
asin the buthof zson’  Surely, 1t requires n-ither knowledge nor
scholarship, but merely something else, to deter a2 ranonal wnter from
eliaiting such a sense from a sane book

49 PImm T 3,11 ®@RI0OFE —Patanjale  Frmdfr qsq—
Varttika omitted in the Cale ed at this Sitra, but mentioned VI 1,
158, where 1t occurs as a quotation ) WRET sfydn Awdidgrd —
Pataijpali Aftarx FraR sfyam aenfrdod P ffar shaffa
g Al sfeln AN 9O aer mgw A smifa—hayyata  @WREY
dremparg gitan . @fEmiElr ot wid ) afted g Jas
afyFred sfaws 7 g simmaft ) sfaEet T srana
ar fafadd 13sRar es13 7 Qg yed + Famufhfa o smstwiaa
WFTT e AF @ Al oaw — “VIrttika
(omitted 10 the Calc ed } ARNGRIRTOTTA g—Pataijall  AREHT
wfmmgm g wafry 7 ot ARy o —Vatika
( omutted in the Calc ed } sfmraRamzmd g—Patasjah  3RHR
RAMSEAMRT amg R awer | afyFIERET TRET FU oA
R saxnfimoime gig g o el afdmiisg
Pr—Kayyata  SRFIGRAmDT faft 1 qqr wARM & RwRle o
s 1 emf © teares N afthr—
Patafjal wafta ez 7 wafy Bxzemlwd wRaf i A
Frr i mfve fy gem) frawa 1 o afrEme Prpdreremaftnaf |
=PRI agd7 it awen —Kayyata < eft7 72Pr | SR
*yrane afwa shmed | A fgfEace ver aRaardaa
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belonging to 1t, 1ts objest 15 to avord a ( repeated ) designa-
tion "—Patafyalr  ** ‘An adhikira ( says Kityayana ) 1s made
(soas to apply ) to every rule belonging toit, its object
1sto avoud a (repeated } designation’ What does that mean,
“to every rule belonging to 1t ” ‘To every rule belonging to
1t means i reference to each suchrule, and he wants to
1mply that I must not make special mention ( of the adhuizra)
in each such rule"—Karyjata  “The words, ‘by the accent
svarta [ 1n Sanskrt it 1s only one word ], are the third case
1n the sense of ‘such and such a mark’ (as ruled by Pamm,
Y 3,21 )t e an adlkira is marked with the accent svante
The plan to mark words which are in the Stitra wath the svanifa,
18 merely devised 1n order that the adithéra may become
recogmzable, but 1t has nothing to do vath practical application
[t e the svanta 15 not pronounced] The word adhikara
either expresses a d orat anact, 1n
labguage, adhihdra 15 the same as vumyoge, or appointment
to 1n offize , and #usis understood here Patadjali asks
‘Why does Pantat say that ” This question means Wil
there be (1n lus grammar ) as In common language, a conneg-

fefaqaifeger faafr geataa—Patafials Wy e afEreRETmTE
fafy1—vartnka 3 afiflswge eermdr Amfafy samfagR-Patad jale
grafritcegtas a@s dAREREST oY aesi~ hayyata
arfra o | RPfentraandsge @39 3¢ efdimgife
aft 1 vrRANA RRagT-Patadjal «¥IET gEpdAmlss  JIEd
MANBRISTIA T4 77 Tema— Ragyate  switarg o' @y gafig
TATTIGIT STIAY 1 STHATTCT ) o Qvm sy ofy SneaR Amed
aRlsT 3 A qEAse UN Ap@EE @ —~vartula  SgEfi gragag—
Patafjal A se3=a edma o mmEt o awsa ) awfk a0
T o AT AAFAIAAEI ¢ FAAeg Yzgafied syrcIedt Ryt
s ¥ AagEegnff-hayat et o sge iRt
wean y TRl gEfadrtel auiy saas 399 —Patadyal

& 9N —Vartuka (omtted i fhe Cale od ) AR TIRERC-
Al P Patadah «REwaf 1 afew @t ufm sei
Alsdterasiadears dasam Mg = ada waft ) g efrod |
aRATRERaeil Refuda vy 3 fafiandio e Rl ax
ARG TR T 9 w3 ac
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t1on of the matter treated under the same head, because the
subjects refer necessanly to one another, and the like ?”

[ Then follows in the Bhashya a discussion of Patafjaly,
the purport of which 1s to show that the word adfukara, which
Tterally means superintendence, gorvernment, has, mn grammar,
an analogous sense to that which st hasin common lfe ]—
Varttika  “But ( there 1s ) no knowing how far an adhikara
goes "—Pataiyjals ( repeats these words in the manner we have
seen before, adding the elhipsis ‘there 1s,” as he usually repeats
the words of a Virttika which he explains, in order to ensure
1ts proper text, and then continues) “These words mean It
might not be known to what it an ad/hdra 1s applicable ™
—Vartnha *“‘However, that the extent of an adhikdara might be
known "—Patafyali  “Just that the extent of an adhikara
might be known, on that account this rule (I 3, 11) had to be
uttered , 1n other words, that I may know how far an ad/ukzra
goes  But again, how can the extent of 2n adhikdra be known
through the Siitra, which says ‘an adhuikara (will be reco-
gnized 18 my grammar) by the accent svarita,” so that1 could
say ‘the adhihara (1s recogmzed) by the accent sarta” ™
—~Kaiyyata * ‘But, there 1s no knowing how far an adhikara
goes,” says the Varttika , far wnstance, does adhhara 11 1, 91,
stop before the Siitra III 4, 78, or does 1t go to the end of the
(third ) book 7 Does the adikara V1 4, 1, stop before the
Satra VI 4, 78, or does 1t go to the end of the seventh book ?
—Pataijali  “‘Since, as soon as (another) syarita 1s seen, there
15 an end of the adkikara (indicated by the previous siarita, by
what means, then, can there be now an adhikara * Admkara 1s
(as we have seen) a term of common lfe Now, if you say
there 1s no such adhihara (meant 1n this grammar), why was 1t
saud before fin a previous discussion], ‘that a new injunction
stopping (the applicability of the adhikara), a paribhasha (had
to be given)’ Therefore on account of an adinkara this rule
‘had tobe uttered "—Kaiyyata  “(When Patadjah says), “As
soon as (another) svarita 15 seen,’ etc, (s words mean) to
stop the (applicability of an) adhikdra on a subject matter, the
plan 1s devised to mark another word with the siarifa , thus,s
because the syarita mark 1s seen n the Siitra V 1,32, itut m
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be 1aferred that the applwabiity of the adiikara, V 1,30
(which also was marked with the svarita) has ceased "—Pataii-
Jali “Now, has not Katydyana said, ‘But there 1s no knowing
how far an adhikara goes ” ™ (Quute 50, hence the) Vartnka
{continues) ““This results from waat 15 said elsewhere ‘what-
ever the numerical value of the letter which 1s joined ( to an
adlikdra-rule), to as many rales *“—Pataijal:  “These words
would have been better quoted thus “With whatever numerical
value a letter 15 jomed (as anubandha to an adhikdra rule), to as
many ( following ) rules the admhara apphes® “—Kat))ata
“For imstance to the Siitra V 1, 30, the mute letter: ( the
second 1 the Sivasttras) 15 to be joined , therefore 1t applies to
ivo subsequent rules , and similarly 1n other adhikarg rules ™—
Pataijali “Now, what 1s to be done when an adfkara apples
to more rules, while there are fewer letters of the alphabet 7
—Ratyyata “(When Patad@ijali says) ‘Fewer (and more),”1s
this comparative (literally, 1s the affix of the higher degree, 1 e
the affix of the comparative) used 1n reference to different
spezies (of the same class) ? (No ,) 1t 1s used n an absolute
sense  (For he means) If you think the rules belonging to
the same adlikara are fen, then (you would have to take fus
words as implying that) the letters of thealphabet may be (st}
Sfewer , ou the other hand, 1f you think the letters are many,
then (s words would 1mply that) there may be still more rules
belongng to the same adlukGra® —Vartttha *If there are more
{rules for the same adhikara than letters), the expression prak,
“pefore,” »—Pataiyal:  “If there are more (rules for the
same adfnhéra than letters), Pamm (says the Varttika) ought
always to have made use of the expression prah, ‘before,” or the
Virttika ought to have rather said ‘before, with a word follon-
tng in the ablatmne® ” [The Virttika means that the adhiAdra
then should have been always 1ndicated 1n the Siitra by the ex-
pression that such and such aa adlikara 1s valid “before,” 1 ¢
goes no further than, such and such a rule or word , as 15 the
case,eg 1 4,56,11 1,3,1V 4,1and7> V 1,1and 15,3,1
and 70, et*] Ought Pimmt wndeed (n sucha case) to hase
expressed himself thus? No, he ought not This 1s a mere
question of a doubtful cas, and 1o all such cases there avails
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the Panibhisha which says that ‘the solution of the special
(difficulty) results from explanation,5® for it does not follow
that because there 15 a doubt there 1s no eriterion (to solve 1t)
—Raiyrata “The foregoing words, “iIf there are more, etc®
mean that Panini (instead of giving, e g hus rule, VI 4, 1, as he
does 1o the word angesya, t e “this1s the adhhdra on base’),
ought 1o have said, ‘angasya prag diek, v.e ‘this 1s the adhkara
on base which avails before (e does not go fusther than)
VIII 1, 1 (exclusively) ' The words of Patanjali, ‘ought Pansni,
ndeed, efc,’ mean ought Pimaito have given the contsnis
of the two preceding Varttikas? [Then follows, n the Bhashya,
an observation of Patafyalr on a doubtful passage, which
15 the subject of his comment in its appropriate place He
continues} ““What 1s the purpose of the SGtra ™" —Varttika .
“That the proper way of applying an adiikzra might be known
by means of the siarita "— Patafyal; * ‘Proper way of apply-
sng an adhkara’ (Just s0), (Adf-kara means) an agent placed
over, oran act to be done, placed over Now, at the Shtra
1 2, 48, the expression goran (used n the Virttiha to this rule)
must not be constdered as the subject of the adkikara, for the
expresston stri will have the ssarsta Therefore, according to
the words of the Vartttka (‘that the proper way,’ etc) those
affixes alone will have 1o be understood 1n that Sitra (I 2, 48)
which fall under the head strs, and, according to the Virttika's
own words, there 15 no defect 1n the SGtral 2, 48> [To under-
stand this latter tllustration of our rule, it 1s necessary to know
that Ran@yana, in giving the Varttika gofangrahanarm hernisst-
tyartham, to the Sttra 1 2, 48, intends to point out an omission
in the rule of Pamm: Pztafjals, however, shows that the
sraria over strr an this rule obviates the punctiliousness of the
Varttika, and he therefore taunts Katydyana, aswell op this

as when he onl 2, 48, for not having

—

50 *earrarga @ The word TANMT  ‘explanation’ is defined 1n
the Introduction of Fatafijal  SXI§U0 NHIZTEAT 4 WIAWTY FATHG-
fad SATTAIT 7f% , “explanation 15 gving an instance, giving a counter
instance, and supplyimg the eibpucal of a sentence  all these three
together **
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understood ‘the proper way of applying the adhmhara, by
Tepeating to hum his own cniticisms on the Siitra of the present
discussion  Then follow other illustrations of Patafijalr as
to the proper way of applymng an adlukara, which 1t 15 not
necessary for our immediate purpose to add to the foregomng
translation]

The passage 1have given here from the “Great Commen-
tary” on Pinini,—and which may serve too as a specimen of
the manner in which the two grammatical saints, Katyiyana and
Patafijaly, s2rutinized every doubtful word of the Sutras,—will
have shown that the rule of Pamnt, which teaches the manner
of defining an adhikdra, or heading rule, 15 1nterpreted by them
as bemng based on the application of writing to his termuno-
logy There are three modes, as we learn from them (and the
fact 1s, of course, fully borne out by the Siitras themselves),

_ by which Pamm 1indicates a heading-rule mn his Grammar

The one consists 1t his using the word  prak, “before,” with a
word followng 1n the ablative, by which expression he mmplies
that the heading continues up to that word, which will occur
1n 2 later Sitra Another mode of his 15 merely to ipdicate
the heiding, the extent of which 1s then, as the Bhashya says,
matter of “explanation ™ His third and last mode consists 1n
putting the sign of a sverita—wluch was not intended for pro-
nunciation,—not over any word of the Sitra, arbitranly, as
Dr Boehtling\ mmagines, but, as common sense word sfri, n
m the Sttra 1 2, 48 Katyayana, moreover, indicates (by the
expression blayasi), and Patafijah expressly states, that 1n those
cases 1n which the number of Sttras comprised under an adhi-
iara d'd not ex.eed the number of the letters of the alphapet,
a letter representing a numerical value (without, of couarse, be-
g the bearer of a svarita’ ), was added to 1ndicate the extent
of the adiuhara, and from the example given by Kaiyyata
we must mfer Wt the mrmencal value of the letter was deter-
muned by the position 1t has in the Sivasiitras, since 1 15 to
hum an eqaivalent of the figure 2 And this representation of
figures by letters of the alphabet deserves an additional interest
from the circumstance that it 1s quite different from the method
we meet with at a later period of Hindu progress in mathema-
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-tics and astronomy 51 Yn short, we ses that Patafjali and
Kityiyana not merely presuppose a knowledge of writing m
Paniny, but consider the use he has made of wrtting as one of
the clwef means by whick he has bult up the technical structure
of his work

Iwill obviate, at once, an objection which may be rawsed,—
though 1t could scarcely be raised by those who treat Katya-
yana asa contemporary of PAmm, or use the Commentares
as direct evidence for or agawnst PAmni,—I mean the objection
that the comments of Kitydyama and Patadjalt would only
testify to their own knowledge and use of wntten accents, but
that neither necessitate the «onclusion that Pimnt knsw and
employed, as they suppose him to have done, written accents,
nor that he was acquarnted with the use of /wnrten Ietters for
the purpose of denoting sumerical values And should there
be any who attach more farth on Kaiy yata, the late commenta-
tor on Patafjal, than to Patafijali himself and Katyayana,
they might, perhaps, adduce an observation of this grammaramn
“that the Satras of Pamm were read 1n one breath, { without
any regard to accent ),” 1n order to mfer that the s1arifa might
have been sounded over the word which 1t intended to mark as
adhkdra®® Such a conclusion, however, would be validated
not only by the natural senss of the passage quoted, but by
the remark of the same 1an, which 1s d in the
translation I have given before, and which states that the sia-
rita was not intended, 1n our present case, for ‘practical
application’ It remaws, therefore, tobs seen whether this
remark of Karyyata 15 confirmed by analogous facts 1n Pamm s
Grammar

51 Compare the system of Aryabhatta, who uses Vowels and
nasals=0, ka, 14, pa, 0 =1, kha,tba pha,ra=2 , g3 da, b1 la=3, etc
Sec Lassen's Zestschnft, 11 423 £, “Journal Asianque’ { 1835 ), 10l
XVI,p 116, etc

52 haiyyata towards the end of the Introduction  @FE=AT #t

TGRS — Another & of adhikira occurs inexdens

1ally 1n Patafizali's comment on I, 1, 49
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Pamm frequently refers, in ms Sutras, not only to gramsmar-
1ans who have preceded hum, but to lists of affixes, and to
arrangements of the verbal roots, which must have comncided
with his own terminology  The personal relation of Pammu to
these collections or books will be the subject of future remark,
1t will suffice, at present, to show that Pamni’s work, and these
works, were based on the same grammatcal system Pammnt
refers, for 1nstance, to a list of affixes which begin with unds
where the mute letter n—which has exactly the same technical
value 1n the affix wt as it would have 1 Pamaw’s affixes an, na,
or in other terms containing thys anubandha—proves that these
affixes rested on the termunology which governs the Sitras of
Pamm  He speaks of blunvadi, adads, tudadi,—in short, of the
ten classes of radicals, just as they are gtven 1 the Dhatupiatha,
and even of sub-dvisions of the word, e g, dyutadi pushzdi,
bludad: muchadi yajads, radkade etc °*  and if there exssted a
doubt that the expressions quoted, which contain the first word
of a list, necessarily imply the whole list, and 1 the order i
which the words of such alist appear i this work,?® the doubter

52 IMEY | compare Pimms, T 3 1 4, 75 —Thns word 1s some-
times written JeWIfy  but wrongly, for the Sandht rules apply not only
to real words, but equally to the iechnical language of the Sgtras
Stnce 8%, 1n M, 15 a pada ( pirva-pada ), 1t has te follow the Sandhs
rule given, VI 3,32  Real podas ending tn O, 1t 1s true, are rare,
and perhaps stil] rarer as first parts of a compound , but a word FInN
‘becomes on that very ground the subject of an exceptional rule , as first
part 13 said to be not 9% but W (1 4, 18,v 3)  Asthe phonetic rules
of the grammarians bespeak the necessines and predilections of the
Hindu organ of speech, technical names could not but follow the general
rules of pronounciation, and there 13 0o cause, therefore, to « F uiqsh an
exception for the term 3T

54 Comparee g Pimmi1 3,1 II 4,72and 76 III 1, 69, 73,
77,78,79,81, 25, 1ML 1,55 3, 104, VI 1,59, VI 1,15, VI 2,
45, and other instances which are quoted 1n the excellent Radwes Linue
Sanserstce of 14 estergassd

55 1t 15 barely possible, however, to admit such a doubt, for Pamm
does not restrict umsell to generally mentioning radicals by giving the
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would have at least to adm that the anubandhas or techmical
letters which accompany each radical 1 the Dhatupatha, poss-
ess the grammatical value which 15 expressly defined as inhering
1n them by special rules of Pamini % He refers to the Upadesa,
which 15, according to Patafjaly, a Iist, not only of the raducals,
but of nominal bases, affixes, particles, ncreases of the base
and grammatical substitutes, all of which are *“settied,” as
Katyayana says 57

Now, 1f we consult the Shtras which treat of the verbal
roots, we find, for instance, that, as a rule, a root 1s udatta on
the last syllable (VI 1, 162) Yet (VII 2, 10) Paninu states that
a radical has not the connecting vowel i, if 1 the Upadeia 1t
15 & monosylladle and anudarta  As the former rule concerns
a radical, which 1s part of, and embodied 1n, a real word, while
the latter describes the theoretical existence of the radical 1n
the Dhatupatha, we may imagine, 1t 1s true, that for the purpose
of hing a pr of the radical was
devised 1 the Upadesa different to that whuch 1t has in real

fanguage But, even on the supposition that a radical could
be d da s it bable that Pimm or the

first word of the order, such as burldi, adids, etc , be refers, also, to
distinct numbers  Thus, VII 2, 69, be speaks of he four radicals
beginming with {8, and the rule he gives applies to no other four
radicals than T and the threc rad cals which follow 1t 1 the DhTup
(§18,19-22) he speaks, VII 2, ¢5, of the fire radicals beginning
with &, and s rule avals only for & and the four radicals which
follow 1t in the Dhawep  ( § 28, 116-120 ), or, VI 3,98, of e fioe
radicals beginning with €& ( =Dhitup § 24, 59-63 ), or, VI 1,6, of
the s1x radicals beginning with #& (= Dh3wp § 24, 63-69 )}, or, VI
4, 126,19, #he seven radicals begnmng with ¥ ( Dhstp 3 19, 73-79),
ete 18021l these instances, therefore, the order of the radicals in the
Dbftupitha, as referred to by Fanum, s the absolute condition of
s rule

56 Compare the quotations in Westergaard s Radices, p 342 343

57 Compare Pimm 1 3,2, VI 1, 45, 186, 4, 37, VIII 4, 14, 18,
{ the term occurs frequently, 100, in the Virttkas and Kinkss,) and

e note 39
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_authors of the Dhatupitha could have recourse to so clumsy a
method for conveying the rule imphied by the term anudatta 7
Would they, gratuttously, have created the confusion that must
pecessartly anise from a twofold pronuncration of the same
radical, when any other tehmcal anubandha would have enabled
them to attain the same end ? Let us suppose, on the contrary,
that anudatia, 1 the Upadesa, does not mean the spoken, but
the written accent, and the duffizulty 1s solved without the
necessity of 1mpugning the ability or the common sense of the
grammarnans

This inference 1s strenghtened, moreover, by another analo-
gous fact, which may be recalled before I give further proof
froma synopsisof Panims rules and the appearance of the
radicals mn the Upadesa This fact 1s contamed 1n the last
Sitra of PAmnr’s grammar, where he teaches that the short
vowel @, whuch 1o hus rules 15 treated as virta, or pronounced
with the expansion of the throat, 1s, 1n reality, samrta or pro-
nounced with the contraction ofthe throat This Satra did
certainly not intentd to impose upon the pupil the task of pro-
noancing, during his grammar lessons, the short vowel a1
such a manner as no Hindu can pr i, or of d
when learning the properties of this vowel, nstead of it, some

descript deputy v 1 nd 1t can only mean that, for
the sake of techmcal purposes defined by the commentators,
Pamm made a fiction 1n his grammar, whach, of course, he had
to remove when terminating lus book This fiction, however,
being based on a phonetic impossibility, would bea very awk-
ward one 1f it applied to oral teachung only, 1t becomes quite
unobjectionable if 1t 1s supported by a written text 58

58 1 callita Phonenc imposstblity since <7, 4 1t wesre pronounced fagt,
would assume the properties of AT , but as Paniny does not allow such an
3 10 oceypy the same portinn of fume whiek o saqavened S the poonans
cationof 1f, a short 3 pronounced with the expansion of the throat,
becomes, 10 a Hindu organ of speech and from PAnm’s pont of view

1mpossible  For this reason, Patafijali, too, who on a previous occasion
had defined the letters which occur 1a the Upadesa, 1 ¢ , the upadushea~

varmas, as pronounced O pronounceahle letters [ see note 40 J, looks upon
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Ifa radical i the Upadesa, says Pamm (I 3 12) has the
anudatia (orn’) as bandha, 1t 15, 1n general, inflected 1m
the atmanepada of sts anubandha 1s the sarsta (orfi)uts,
under certain conditions wfiected 1 the atmanepada , under
others, i the parasmarpada (1 3,72), 1f 1t has neither of
these anubandhas ( nor 1s subject to any of the rules I 3, 12-
77 ), 1t 15 mflected 10 the parasmaipada only (1 3,78) Agam,
from the Dhatupatha we learn that, for mstance, the radicals
2138, r, i ve bhr kshi( sh) jid, are anudatta (i e, do not
assume the connecting vowel 1 ), but have neither the anudatta
nor the syarita as anubandha®® The latter term mplies that
the sign which bears this denomination is adder affer the signi-
ficant element Since, however, theroots named are mono-
syllable in the Upadesa, and since 1t 1s impossible to pronounce
an accent without a vowel-sound supporting it, the assumption
that the anudaita and other accent-anubandhas were spoken
sounds, would lead to the conclusion that the same verbal root
was 1 y {atta and not datta 60

this Jast Sutra of Pamni as merely given to counteract the effect of the
Upadesa, he thus implies that thisis only case wn which anupedishra-
parna was not pronounceable o 8 (VML 4, 68) 1t Frmdfizgsa
oaF e g saf T feati—kayyata
faerdfofs 1 sTEnETEEY TSAEEEE 1 asRstily 1« aoiieg
I Pwtsgelsar ufy 1+ aw W gaadddmenlin st
T | SGTEATATALET FTSTEATEG |

59 Westergaard s Radices § 31, 29—36

60 Other instances may 'be gathered from Westesrgaard s Radices
T must exclude, however, some which are not countenanced by the best
MSS I have consulted , those, especially, winch are met with in the
Radices under the term ®REAE  For when we read in the latter work
(e g §22 208§ 31, 1, etc) that T, T I etc, 399, 9, s,
etc are FFIA and @RIT,or (§ 21,10, e1c) that &, £, T,
etc are ¥I(A  and &A1Y, T could not adduce these and similar 1n-
stances in support of my onclusions  since Midbava 15 certainly right
wn gving, instead of the term TIRWA , the word 3933F= or Fwaatamy
a3 the anubandha = would become meanmngless, 1f thesc roots had, besides,
the anubandha ARG The ferm GRAT 13 correctly indieated by
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1f 1 have adhered to the terminology of the Dhatupatha,
as 1t 1s met with 1o the best MSS of Midhava’s commentary,
the foregomg 1llustration would have become sull more striking,
for, according to them, the roots J1@ n etc, are anuddita
and have the udatta as their anubandka  In general, 1t m1y be
observed, that the Sitra 1 3, 78 1s apparently understood by
Maidhava and other commentators as referring to roots which
have udatta as anubandha  for a root which 1s neither anudattet
nor siaritet, 15 described by them as udattet There 1s some
reason, however, to doubt whether the latter term really occusr-
ed 10 the Upadesa referred to by Pammy, and as the solution
of this doubt, in an affirmative sense, would add another fact
to those already obtained 1t will not be superfluous to advert to
1t here

The misgiving 1 entertain 1s based on Panini s own termino-
logy He speaks of roots which, inthe Upadesa, are udatta
(VI 3,3%) and anudatta (V1 5,37, VIl 2, 1C), which are
anudatta and sy aritet ( see the preceding quotations, p 45 ), but
there 15 no trace 1n s grammar of radicals which are ndattet
And this ormssion 1s the more striking, as the number of roots
which are marked udattet in the present MSS of the Dhatupatha
15 conswderable  Nor 1s 3t satisfactonly explamed by the nega-
tive tenor of the Satra I 3, 78, since there 1s no other mstance
1n Paniny’s work of a techmical and important term being given
vaguely and inferentially

If, however, we apply to the present case the conclusions
we have been already compelled to draw as to Pamnr’s having
used accents as written signs, we may surmuse the reason why

Westergaard and the MSS  for instance of the roots f, g etc (£21),
PR ARG, g, @ 25), a9, 19RT, 06 W e (§ 26), g7 T%
cte (§28) ¥T, AT ec (§29),etc forall these radicals have
not the anuband’a S| A proof of the accuracy of the commentators in.
this respect, 15 afforded by the instance of the root 94 { §24, 7 ) which
15 described 1n the Dhatupitha as SIZIYL, and represented at the
same time as 714§, for they explain on this occasion that the anubandha
& does ot 1ndicate the Gtmanepadaminflection, marked by the term 37g-
ZIAAL 5 but refers to the effect of the Sutra 11 2, 149
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udzttet 1s not amongst the terms employed by this grammarian
Ofthe three accents, udatta, svarita and anudatta the two
fatter only are marked n the principal Vaidika writings, the
svarita being indicated by a perpendicular line over the syllable,
the anudatta by a horzontal line under 1t The syllable not
marked 1s udatra It 15 possible, therefore, to say that a radical
or syllable which s not marked 1s uddtta, and that one with
a horizontal stroke under itis anudatta, it 1s possible, too, to
speak of aline added under or over the last Jetter of the rads-
caly but 1t 15 surely mpossible to call that «additron’ {anubandha)
which, not bemng yisible, could not be added at ali  This
explanation of the absence of the term udattet 15 founded, of
course, on the supposition that the system of marlpg the
accents was the same at Panuny's time, as 1t OCcurs 1 our MSS
of the princspal Veda-Samhitas, butitcan hardly be doubted
that this system 15 as deeply rooted 11 Hindu tradition as every-
¢hing else connected with the preservation of the sacred books
1f, then, 1t becomes certamn that Panim koew written accent
signs, which were not pronounced, 1t will not be hazardous to
put faith the statement of Kawyata, that the sianita, which
was ntended as 2 mark of an adhikdra, was also a wrilten
sign, @ pcxp:ndncu\ar stroke, “but had nothing fto do with
pracucal application ”

That Pamny, 2% Patanyals tells us, and Kityayana gives us
1o understand, used letters sn hs adhikara rules for the notation
of numeral values, does not follow, we must admit, from his
own words m the quoted Sttra (1311) but there 15 arule
of s (Vi 3,315} which he informs us that the owners of
cattle were, at Jus time, 11 the habit of marking their beasts on
the ears, 1n order 10 make them recognizable Such signs, he
says, were, for jastance, a svastika, 2 ladle, a pearl, ete , yet
e meptions besidess elght and five, Now, either the graziers
used letters of the alphabet to denote these numerals, or they
emploved specaal figures, as we do  In either case it 1s obvious
that they must have teen acquamted with writing, 1 the latter,
moreover, that the ageto which they belonged had already
overcome the prvuitive mode of denoting numerals by letters,
and that wrting must have been, therefore, already a matter
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of the commonest kitnd At all events, and whichever alterna-
ttve be taken—if even the Hindu cattle paraded the acquaintance
of the Hindus with the art of writing and of marking numerals,~
one may surely believe that Panun was as proficient 1n wnting
as the cowherds of his time, and that, like them, he resorted
to the marking of tumerals whenever 1t was copienient to
bim to do so

The absence of a letter or grammatical element, or even of
a word, the presence of which would have been required by a
previous rule, 1s called by Pamini Jopa The Iiteral sense of
this word, which 1s dertved from Jup, “to cut off,” 15 “cutting
off ” Ttwill be conceded that it s not possible to “‘cut off™”
any but a visible s1gn, and that a metaphorical expression of
thus kind could not have arisen, unless the reality existed
Indezd, the very defimtion which Pammni gives of this ferm
must remove every doubt, if there exnted any He says
“lopa (‘cutting off’) 1s the not being seen” ( sail-, of a letter,
etc ) For, whatever scope may be given to the figurative
meaning of the radical *“to see,” 1t1s plamly impossible that
an author could speak of a thing wisible, Iterally or metapho-~
rically, unless 1t were feferable to hus sense of sight A letter
or word, wich1s po more seen, or has uadergone the effect
of lopa, must, therefore, previously toits lopa, have been a
visible or written letter to him  And the same remark apples
to an expression which occurs several tumes 1n the Sttras, for
Pamm speaks more than once of affixes which are seen, or of
a vowel which 1s seent 1n words 62

611 1,60 «ITTET

62 oSy AR 1L 2, 178, 3, 130 — WAk 3@ R 1T 2,
75 =3 AMAfl AR VI 3, 137 —HASER ZER L 2, 101 —TT0H
SR €709 V 3, 14 —Though 1n the foregoing observations no conclu~
sien of mine 18 founded on of the later alone

1t may not be without some interest te mention now that these gramma-
nans do not seem to have conceived as much as tledea of Prum's
grammar ever having eusted evwept 1n wating  For haiyyata, amongst
others, rcfers toa written text of this grammar, even when there 13

no necessity whateser of maling allusion o such a circumstance We

5P.
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. If it becomes evident from the foregoing arguments that
Pame: not only wrote, but that writing was a mamm element n

must infer, therefore, thatit wasa matter of course to hum 10 look
upon Pamne’s rules as having been at all times wratten pules  Thus, 1o
commenting on the vowel #f of the prapyahirs 9%, and ;n advesung to
st lase letter, he might have simply spoken of a letter & but he speaks
of a letterngs 4, a3 fr 7ERD 927 IrRrpCed) FEA Fifte erc"—
And when Professor Muller, as we shall presently see, avails hamself of
50 Jate an authonty a¢ the Mimnsd b artikas of Kumdrils to prave or to
make plaunible facts concermng the highest antiqutiy, I will quote, as
a counterpart, another late work which introduces to us the god Siva
himself 29 recommendsng the swruing and wearing of grammatical texts
as a meany for the attaspment of boons and the prevention of evils 1
need not add that T look upon neither wosk as a sufficient authonity to
setsle the points of the present discussion  ‘The passage alluded 1o occurs
1 the chapter of 3 mystical dialogue between Siva and bis wafe, called
Fitna kindaseshs rakagya, where Stva, after baving explained to PErvatt the
letters of the alphaber, concludes lis nstruction with the following
words
gz 3y v @kt
AT AN ATIIIALN
3 a1 4Py Ay AT sRAR a7 AAT ¢
FdafaffrEa? fonat fred wyan
wearmd wfzgranfia sl
F477 #wR §F Tl an geEaA 0
@ gazd A al Qs R
ey A%afA fprgegmty an
s ¢, *4f 3 man uptes (us grammaucal explanation on a bircks
leaf, witha muxturc of the yellow pigment Gorochan? and saffron, or
sfhe Bas st written by 3 sexibe with the quill of a porcupine on hus
neck or hus arm or hus head, he becomes after three days free from all
disease , and ifa wise map, wishing for progeny, readsand retains
1€ attentively, he is sure to obtain a son, who will be like me, from his
(previously ) barren wife If a battle (rages ), or the royal famly
spreads tegror, orif a tiger causes alarm, or om sumilar occas ons  all

danger vanishes in merely b (this p )
What fusther shall T 1e]l thee ?” etc



THE VEDAS PRESERVEDIN WRITING AT PANINI'S TIME 67

the fechnical arrangement of his rules, it may not be supers
fluous to ask, whether the sacred texts had been commtted
to writing at the time at which he lived, or whether they were
preserved then by memory only ? That the mere fact of
learming the Veda does not disprove the possibility of s
having been preserved by wrtten letters also, is clear enough,
and 1s indwectly acknowledged by Muller himself$3 He
quotes, 1t1s true, a passage from the Mahabhirata, and one
from Kuminla’s Varttikas, which condemn, the one the
writing of the Veda, and the other the learning 1t froma
written text,®* but 1 hold that neither quotation proves any-
thing aganst the practice of writing the Veda at or before
Pamimis time  Both passages mught, on the contrary, be
alleged to confirm the fact that the offence of writing the Vedas
had already been committed when these verses were composed
They betray, 1t 15 true, as we should expect, the apprehension
of their authors lest oral teaching mught become superfluous,
and the services of the Brahmana caste be altogether dispensed

63 History, etc,p 246  “The ancient hiterature of India was
continually Jearnt by heart , and cven at the present day, when MSS
have become so common, some of 1ts more sacred portions must suil be
acquired by the puptl from the mouth of a teacher, and mot from

Mss '
64 p 502 “in the Mahsbhirata, we read  “Those who sell

the Vedas and even those who write them, those also who defile them,
they shall go to hell© Kum3rila says  ‘that knowledge of the truth
15 wortbless which has been acquired from the Veda, if the Veda has
not been nightly comprehended, 1f 1t has been learnt from wnting, or
been received from a Sudra '—The passage of the Mahsbhirata quoted
by Muller, occars i the dmusasancp verse 1645 1 doubt, however,
whether, bis rendering of 3Tl YTFWA  “those also who defile the
Veda® 1s quite correct It seems to me that it means “those who
corrupt the text of the Vedas, and that it 1s synonymous with the
3afI 1A% which occurs 1n the second act of the Prabodha-chandrodaya
(ed Brockhaus,p 20,1 14, ed Calc p 124, 1 6) The expression
HAGMET S {98 which precedes by a few verses { Anisasanap v 1639 )
t ¢, “those who vitiate agreements is analogous  There 15, unbappily
R0 comment of Ni/akantha on either of these passages
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with, but they convey nothing else—not even the prolibition
that the teacher or Guru hums=1f might not have recourse to a
written text of the Veda if he wanted to refresh his memory
or to support his meditation Nay, we may go further, and
assert that by an authonty certamly much older than both the
authors of this passage of the Mahabhdrata and the Mimansa-
Virttikas, all the first three castes were distinctly recommended
to possess written Vaidika texts For, let us hear what
the langiver Yajnavalkya says  “All the religious orders
must certainly have the desire of knowing the Veda  therefore
the first three classes—the twice-born—should see 1t, and hear
1t* But how could Yajdavalkya order them to see the Veda,
unless 1t could be obtained 1n writing 7% And that Pimny,
too, must have seen wrtten Vaidika texts follows clearly, m
my opinion, from two SBtras, in which he says “(the aug-
ment & } 1s seen also 1n the Veda ( viz, 1n other astances than
those mentioned 1n a former rule ),” and ( the ddesa an ) 1s seen
also 1n the Veda (viz,m other cases of asthi, dadh, etc,

65 Yadav (11 101 : ® qraRfifrarer GRERIAT g0
Feeqray weAsq Ataswer Bwifafy 0

Vijitnesvara, the modern commentator of YXfiavalkya, who,
hke huminla, 1s evidently not pleased wuh the recammens
dation of ‘seng’ the Veds, twsts the construction of the latter
passage 1nto the following sense  ““the twicc-born  should first
hear (the cxpounding of ) the Veda, then reflcct om 1t and
thus { by seflection ) keep 1t present { to therr mind )’ It order to
ampart to the word “to sec” the figurative ssnse, he reverses the entire,
and, 1t would scer, natural order of the inyunction, which recommends
the twice-born first to Jook into (be Veda, then to reflect on at, and
ultimately to asL the teacher to gwve hus own explanation ofst, the
latter becomng  of course, more effectual, 1f the pupd 1s already some-
what famihiar with s subject —Thus ts the comment of the Vifz-
kshara  “qERIPT (' T o it
fraifrrsgeais sa 7+ Rafifie RNt sevi adafr-
#1EY ey oy | Swal ITCAAANR PrdgeAaAT T gRefly
SR werdtse) epamaTaly
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than those mentioned previously ) 66 It 1s on ths ground
that—while disapproviog the loose manner 1n which the Siddh-
Anta-kaumudl imparts to the word granthe m Pamnr’s Sitra,
1 3,75, the meamng Veda,—I cannot altogether reject the 1den-
tity which 15 bhished by this 'y between the
1o words, though 1t would have been better, 1n a gloss on
Panini, to have retained the distinctlon which he himself
established for faciltating a clearer understanding of those
Stitras which refer to revealed books, and of others which speak
of unrevealed ones 67

There 15 but one other question which can be ratsed 1n can-
pection with the presest inquiry Was writing known before
Pamm ?

One word, of frequent occurrence n the Vaidika hymns,
or rather the sense whizh 15 imparted to 1t, may enable us, per-
haps to form an opinion on this difficult problem I mean
the word Rshe It 15 explamed by old and modern commenta-
tors as “a seer of hymns,’ asaint to whom those Vaidika
hymns referred to his authorship, were revealed by a divimty
Thus 1t 15 sard 1 the Satapatha-Brahmana that the Rsii Vima-
deva obtained seeing the Rgveda-hymn, IV 26, 1, or 1n the
Antareya-Brihmana that the Rshi seeing the hymn I 41, 2,
spoke 1t ®®  For reasons which will appear from the statement

66 VI 4,73, andVII 1 76 & 3ealy gzad i

67 Compare note 27 T alluded above to the analogy which
eusts between the words tha and  kinda-padirtha
After having shown that the Veda was a wnitten book at Pxmm’s time,

1 may now quotc a_passage from the Panisishta of the Nirukta (I 12)
s A T AR R st g qorde e P R
O 94 g BEweaT, which 1s thus rendered by Mr Muir, i bus valoable
work, “Orngiral Sansknit Toxts’ {vol 11, p 188) “This reflcctive
deduction of the sense of the hymns 15 effected by the help of oral tra-
dition and reasoming  The hymns arc not to be interpreted as isolated
tests, but according to their context’ In this passage the words Zfadt
sfY &9 are equwvalent of JeAtsdAsr i
68 Sagp XIV 4,2,22 AgmrRyrgfaiald sARY o« AEc-
' AT TERAR—Aver Br 9,1  ~4agl qwReaa (R wEARhfhy ©
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1shall have to make on the chronologieal relation of these
works to Pamuni, I cannot appeal to these Brahmanas as evi-
dence for the present purpose, 1t 1s safer to quote Panimhumself
who also speaks of hymns which are seen (IV 2,7), and who
must therefore be supposed to record an impression current at,
and very probably anterior to his time " This probability,
however, becomesa certainty when we consider the distinct
evidence of Yiska, who saysthat “the Rshus see the hymas
with all kinds of mtentions,” and who makes mention of a
predecessor of his,a son or descendant of Upamanyu, who
defined the word “Rsht as conming from seemng , for he say the
hymns 00

There were authortties, coneequently, before Pamnr’s time
who mantained the doctrine that the hymns were revealed—
not to the sense of hearmg, but to the sense of sight That the
act of seetng may be applied metaphorcally to the faculty of
thinking or imagming, and the term seen to what 1s 1magined
or thought, 1s no matler of dispute  But when we read numer-
ous hymns of the Rgveda which neither express a truth, nor
depict nature or events of Iife, but which simply manifest the
desire of a pwous mind ,—when we read, for instance, such
sentences as, “may this oblation, Agni, be most acceptable to
thee,” or “may afficions fall vpon m who does not propi-
tiate the gods,” or “we address our pious prayers to thee,
Agny,” etc, what metaphorical meaning could connect such
words with the notion of seemng ?

Compate also Muller’s “Ancient History,” p 237 Wad)  feiwm
HIZS YN, etc , ot Urarta on the first verse of the Rk-prinsakbya (1n
the valuable edition of Mr Regmier, “Journal Asiatique,’ tome VII
1856, p 181 ) w4l THAZM , or Nagyibharra on Pimns, T 1, 1
SUFRWEEET S4G , or thesameon IV 1,79  =ERWaa o Axew
etc

60  Atukta, 7, 3 CAESIENRMITAN geuswR wafr | and 2,
11 wfrgar QWREdERE? | Hence Rshi becomes 2 syno
nyme of 2 Vaidika bymn  Compare Pzmmi, I\ 4, 96, or Siraw on
Rgv 1 189,8 sfafiedtPzadvaradas 1
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And we know, too, thatit 1s not merely the general ideg
conveyed by a hymn, the ethical truth, or the picture of the
elementary life, or the display of sacrifictal rites, or the praise
of the gods, of the imprecation agarnst foes, which 1s looked
to by the worshipper as having been revealed to a Rshi by a
divinity,—but that the very words of the hymn, and the order
1n which they stand, were deemed equally a gift from above
The various methods devised by the learned to preserve the
words mn ther integrity and to prevent their order from being
distorbed, prove that they did not view these hymns 1n the Light
of mere revelations of truths, but 1 that of reveiations of
words and of sentences held sacred 1n the very order and form
in which they appear Nor does the fact that there were
various S$ikhas with various recensions of several hymns or
passages of hymns, invalidate this argument, for each $akha
claimed 1ts text as the oniginal one, as the revealed text, and
1ts belief was, therefore, based on the same ground which was
common to all

If, then, such 1s the case, the word seer loses altogether the
power of metaphorical expression, 1t then applies only to the
matenal fact of seeing matenal words, such as the divimty
holds before the seer’s material eye The inference to be drawn
from these premises 1s obvious It seems to derve some corro-
boration from a collateral fact The Vaidika wotings from
mmmemonal times berng communicated by the teacher to his
pupil orally, andthe pupil being bound to recene them 1n
this and 1n no other way, their name, as we find 1t at the time
of the Braihmanas and Kalpa-Sitras,1s sruti *“hearing,” or the
sacred text received by the sense of heaning  Though Pamini
does not use this term, we may farrly admt, on account of
his using the word srotriya,”® that he was acquainted withat,
and that the same mode of studying the Vedas was already
usual 1 his time  Now the contrast 15 marked between “see-
g’ the Vedaand “hearing it In metaphorical language

70 IT 1,65, and V 2,48 Compare ako the Gamsto V' 1,
120, 133 47 w the Gana to V 2,88, and i 1n the Garato IV
2,138
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both terms would be equivalent , they would express compre-
hension of the revealed truth  But there 15 no metaphor 1n the
term  sruti” “Hearmng” the Veda rests on a materjal fact
‘Why should “seeing * the hymns be considered torest on a less
solid gronnd 772

To extend this view from Yaska and the predecessors he
quotes, to the authors of the hymns themselves, would, no
doubt, be very hazardoas For even on the supposition that
the etymology proposed by the son of Upamanyu 1s correct,’?

71 ‘The tileof Rshi was, ata later period, given to renowned
authors, though they were not considered as 1nspired by a divamity The
Kalpa works, for 1nstance, are admtted on all hands to be human and
uninspired , yet Aum3nla wnites tn one of his Vartukas (1 3, 10)

7 AwEly whrcemd FergEE)

F3@ agfl g W werEeAN and agan
anffga=a Prevatade AR
“aizanfafeq sergiaiam and

MREAAE aw 439 46 |
R 1T R At e w

1 £,"No mention ocevrs of an author of a Kalpa work whowasnota
Rshs, but al] that Rshis compose 15 like that which the autkor of Mantras
compose The words Zrsheya 1s a synonym of eternal, and the quahty of
Grsheya 1 vested 1n the Ralpa-Siitras , moreover, the Veda says that the
words of Achirpes have authonty, and the Achiryas who have composed
the Vedirgas are deemed Rshis ¥ Ard though these words of hus make
part of a  Prra paksta and the proposition that the halpa sorks have
the same claim to dwine ongn as the Mantras, 15 refuted by hum 1n
Suddiznta, s refutation merely concerns ths latter part of the discu
ssion, but does not 1nvalidate the title of Rshi gven by him to the
authors of the kalpas For, as be sasd on a previousoccasion
ST a% TSR AP, ‘the propounder cven of o Pra palsha
should not say that which 15 too much at vaniance with truth (of his
Prrta-paksha 15 to be wor hy of being part of a discusion ) The title
Rshi had, therefore, already lost s prnimitive worth n the days of
Kum3nla, and had undergone the same fate which 1s common to titles
1n general

72 Thatin 7%, the Z may bea prefix, 1n countenanced by the

'
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" oo proof ewsts that Rshi1s conceived 10 the hymns as imply-
ing the seer of nords or sentences He may be there the real
representztive of the Roeh who sees the generalidea of his
prayer or praise, but fash it with his own. ed—
words There are, we may add 1n proof of this assertion,
various 1nstances 10 the poetry of the Rgveda, where the poet
15 spoken of as having “composed’ (lterally fabricated or
generated ), not as having “seen,’ 2 hymn, and they belong
undoubtedly to real antiquity, as they show greater common
sense  Thusitis saidin the Rgveda (I 171,2) “this prasse
accompanied with offerings, Maruts, 15 made (lit fabricated )
for you by the heart,” or (VI 16,47) “we offer to thee,
Agni, the clanified butter 1n the shape of 2 hymn made (1t
fabricated ) by the heart,” or (1 109,1,2 “ my clear
understanding has been given to me by moaone else than by
you, Indra and Agn1, withitl have made (1wt fabricated ) to
you this hymn, the product of intelligence, which intimates
my deswe for sustenance For I have heard that you are
more mumficent givers than an unworthy bridegroom or the
brother of a bride, therefore, in offering you the Soma, I
produce (Lit generate ) for youa new hymn,” or (VII 7,6)
“these men who have cleverly made (Iit fabricated ) the hymn,
have increased the prospenty of all (living bemgs) with
food ™ And when the poet says 1n a Valakhilya hymn
“Indra and Varuna, Ihave seen through devotion that which,
after it was heard 1n the begiuning, you gave to the poets—
wisdom, understanding of speech * seeing 1s obviously used
by hum 10 none but a metaphorical sense "¢

follos ng analogies 2% ( =9 )and %3, TH and KT, ¢ (&)
and 57 ( 1), 24 (respected ) and T ( respected ), §§ and 1%
( whence 51T ), 4T (10 be glad ) and €%, T and A4 h

73 Compare, for other instances, Muir’s “Onigimal Sansknt Teuts,”
vol 11 p 208, note 163, and p 220

74 Compareshd p 220  TeXgROW Agfeat Taryl e afy g
gea | AYGERITEL | In the same semse Yasla says (1 20 )
FIATEAAIT AR 3%, “the Rehus bad an mtwine msight 1mto duty
vz, vol 11 p 174), 2nd Sayana ¢ g wn s gloss on Rgv 1 162, 7
FONAIRIZER , oron IV 36, 6 FTHWI Rag@AI)
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There are 10 the Vaidika age, says Professor Muller (p 70), ’
“four distinct peniods which can be established with sufficrent
evidence They may be called the Chhandas period, Mantra
period, Brzhmana period, and Sutra period, according to the
general form of the Iiterary productions which give to each
of them earliest hymns of the Rgveda, such as he concenes
them to be according to the instances he has selected from
the bulk of this Veda (p 5256 ) The Mantra period 1s,
n hus opinion, repsesented by the remaining part of the Rgveda
(p 456 ff ), and the Brahmana period by the Sama-veda-
samhutd, “‘or the prayer-book of the Udgaty priests,” which
is entirely collected from the Rgveda,’ the Samhutas of the
Yajurveda (p 457), the Brikmana portion of the Vedas,
properly so called, and *“on the frontier between the Brahmana
and Sotra Iiterature,” the oldest theological treatises or
Aranyakas and Upamshads (p 3134 ) Lastly, the Sitra
period contams, according to him {p 714 ), the Vadika
words written in the Satra style, viz  the six Vedingas or
the works on “Siksha ( promunciation ), Chhandas ( metre )
Vydkarana ( grammar) Nirukta (explanation of words)
Jyotisha ( astronomy ), and Kalpa { ceremonial )’ (p 1134 )

An author has, 1n general, the night of choosing hus term,
nor should Iconsider 1t necessary to adda remark on the
names by which Muller designates these four periods of his
Ancient History, were 1t not to obviate 2 musunderstanding
which he has not guarded against, though it may be of conse-
quence to doso Two terms which have served um for the
marking of two peniods of the ancient literature, viz, Sdtra
and Brahmana, have been used by him pearly inthe same
sensen which they occur inthe anctent writers, and if he

75  Professor Lenfey has pointed out, 1 hus valuable edition of this
Veda, the few verses which cannot be found in th= Rgveda (Prefl p
xix) Ths redundance, which 1s apparently at varance with the
gencral doctrine of the Hindu commentators, that the SImaveda 1s ex
tracted from the Pgveda, proves, 1n reality, that thers must have been
at onc time, another recension of the Rgveda than that which we possess
now, a fact clearly proved also by Muller’s “Ancient History ™
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embraces more works under these heads than those wrters
would have comprnsed, 1t may be fauly admutted that no
musconception will result from this enlargement of the original
acceptation of the words Sitra and Brahmana But if he
designates the two first epochs by the names of Chiandas and
Mantra, with the explicit remark that he has made this division
of four periods * according to the general form of the literary
productions which gne to each of them its peculiar historical
character’ (p 70), 1t may be nferred that, asin the case of
Sttra and Brihmana, he has chosen those names 1 confornuty
with the bearing they have 1n the ancient hiterature itseif , that
the Hindus, when using the words Chhandas and Mantra,
meant by them the older and the more recent hymus of the
Rgveda  Such, however, 15 not the case

Mantra meaps, as Colebrooke has already defined the
word—in conformity vith the Miminsd writers—*“a prayer,
nvozation, or declaration Itis expressed m the first person
or 15 addressed in the second, 1t declares the purpose of 2
pous act, or lauds or invokes the object, 1t asks 2 question
or returns an answer, directs, inquires, or deliberates, blesses
or wmprecates, exults or laments, counts or narrates,” etc
“Mantras are distingmshed under three designations Those
which are 10 metre are termed rch those chanted are saman
and the rest are yajus sacrificial prayers 1o prose,” etc ™

76  “Transacuon of the Poyal Asiatic Society,” 1 p 448, 449 —
Compare also Jaimtniya-nyIyam3la-vistara, T 4, 1 { tirv paksha ) qdi
[N
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The first meanwng of Chhandas, m the ancient writers, 15
metre, the second is yersein general, and mn this sense 1t 15
contrasted with the prosaic passages of the Yajarveda Thus
the Purusha-sikta of the Rgveda—the late ongin of which
hymn 1s proved by its contents—says ** *“From this sacnifice
which was offered to the universal spint sprang the Rchas
{ Rg-verses ), the Samans ( Sama veda-verses), fhe metrical
passages ( Chhandas) and the Yajus,” which latter words
seem to be referable only to the two characteristic portions
of the Yajurveda, since Yajus i general designates its prosaic
part In a verse of the Atharva-veda 1tis contrasted, mn a
similar manner, with the Yajur-veda, and seems to imply
there the verses of the Atharva-veda *From the remainder
of the sacrifice sprang the Rchas, Simans, the verses (Chhandas})
the old legendary lore, together with the Yajus '7» Inthe
Siitras of Panwn: the word Chhandas accurs, i rules which
concern Vaidika words, one hundred and ten tmes, and its
sense extends over two hundred and thirty three Sttras, in
rules of this category 1t means Veda in general, comprising
thus the Mantra— as well as the Brihmana— portion of the

w@izg ufRamear | P @ W Tt sAe 1 ARy
AR AL T TG | QI RIGIE ete, I 1, 10—12
QR AR N gatEr A A EH 1 AREOwA A 39
fafsmea afegafm war gefitgs w @1y 7gC—11 1, 13
78wt S gRem

77 Rgveda (X 90, 9) AENQIEEIEN =S Wb A

wx1fa IRR TG ETEATZIER 0

Sayana, 1t 18 true, renders 27T with TASTAMN when the word
would simply mean “metre, ' but 1t docs not zeem natural that the
enumeration of the three Vedas should be interrupted by a word mean-
1ng “metre,” while on the otber hand the word Yajus alone mught have
feft a doube as to whether the metsial contents of this Veda are included
ot or not

78 Athev NI 7,24 WA AWl <X quor a7 €51
2fTErARY eic ,—In this sentence Chtondas 13 separated from the word
Tayus by the word Purang, which here probably implies the Iegends of the
Eribmanas

)
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Veda Whenever, therefore, such a general rule concernming
a Vardika word 1s restricted or modified in the Mantra, and
thus assumes the sense of Brahmana, or whenever such a
general rule 1s restricted or modified 1n the Brihmana portion,
Chhaudas then becomes contrasted with Brahmana and there-
fore assumes the sense of Mantra ™

79  Thusit s used by PImnin the general sense of beda I 2,
61,4,9 20 81, I1 3,3 4,28 39 73 76, III 1,42 50 59
g4 123 2,63 88 105 137 170, 3,129, 4,6 88 117, IV 1,
29 46 59, 3,19 150, 4, 106, 110, etc It1s contrasted with
Aantra, for nstance, T 2, 36 ( comp 34 35 37), I 2, 73 ( comp
71 72), with Brakmana for instance, IV 2,66, IV 3, 106 ( comp
105 ) —The meamng “desire” of the word chhandes has not been
mentioned abave, as being irrelevant for the present purpose , nor was
1t necessary to give passages [rom PImni where the word has the general
sense “metre,” such as TII 3, 34, ctc, or as base becomes the subject
of rules respecting 1ts derivatives ~=Professor Weber has adverted 1n
s “Indische Studien” {vol 1 p 29 note ) to the manner 1n which
Pomnt has used ehhandas  he defines 1t, bowever, as meamng first,
“desire , then “‘a prayer of desire, prayer, mantrs, contrasted with
Brahmana 1V 2, €6, then in more extended sense, even brahmoniriham,
111 2, 73 [ or shall this mean, asks be, brhmana-rarasartham > Certasnly
not, for the word 1s contrasted yn III 2, 73 with the word mantra of
111 2, 71 {72), and implies therefore in this Siitra the sense brzbmana ],
and then “in the widest scnse, gencrally, oeda, as contrasted with loke,
bhtshayim and ats slokas (1V 3, 1023 ) " [ The latter instance 1s not
happy, since it belongs to a Virttika of the Rank3, and since there
are more than a hundred Sdtras of PZuni which might have been
referred to for the corroboration of the sense Jeds ] Lastly be says,
1t means “metre —But this reversal of the meanings of ¢b*andas 15 not
only objectionable etymologically , 1t prevents our understanding how
ehhandas could mean both a poctical and a prosaic passage of the Vedas
Hence, the snadental question of Weber and Bis congecture,—which
could not bave arnsen tf he had started from the general sense | eda,
which if contrasted ( but only then ) with mantra, would imply the sense
Brakmara, and tice oers3 It seems, moreover, that the sense “desire’

marks the last stage of 1ts development , :n short, that ehhandas means
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From no passage, however, in the ancient literature, can
we infer that Mantra conveyed or implied the 1dea of alater
portion, and Chhandas that of an earlier portion of tae
Rgveda hymns

Some very questionable pomts in the detai] of this dustri-
bution of the Vardika hterature will be noticed by me hereafter
as touching the ground on which 1 have raised this nquiry 1n-
to the chronological results of Professor Muller's work There
15, however, one general question which must be dealt with
previously If Muller had contented himself with simply arrang
10g Ius subject-matter as he has done, we could readily assent
to the logical or amsthetical point of view which, we might
have inferred, had guided him 1n planmpg his work But he
does not allow us to take this view, when he assigns dates to
these periods severally The “Chhandas period,” he says,
compnses the space of time from 1200 to 1000 ¢ © (p 572),
the “Mantra peniod” from 100010 800 C { pp 497, 572), the
Brihmana peniod” from 800to 600 B € {p 435), and the
“Satra period” from 600 t0 2008 C (pp 249, 313) In other
words, his arrangement 1s meant to be an historical one He
does not classify ancient Sanskrt literature into a scientific,
a ritual, a theologieal Iiterature, each of which might have had
its coesal representatiies but he implies by these dates that
when the poetical epoch, his Chhandas- and Mantra- epoch,
had terminated 1ts verses, the theological time, that of the
Brahmanas and Upanishads etc , set to work, and when this had
done with theology, the nitual and scientific period displayed
its activity, until 1t paused about200B € I need scarcely
observe that such an assumptionis highly 1mprobable, unless
we suppose that India which, from the time of Herodotus,
has always enjoyed the privilege of bemng deemed the land of
supernatural facts, has also in this matter set at defiance the
ordinary law of human development. But this doubt seems
1o derive some support from Muffer’s own arguments In the
course of hus researches he has confirmed the geaeral opimon,

1 metre, 2 a verse , 32 3 verse as prayer , b Veda in general, which
may become modified to Mantra or Brshmana , 4 desire
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that a S@tra work presupposes, of necessity, the ewstence of
a Brihmana, and that a Brahmana cannot be conceived with-
out a collection of hymns, the Samtti  Thus the ntual Satras
of A¢valayana would have been impossible unless 2 Brahmana
of the Rgveda—for 1instance, tha Attareya-Brahmana,—had
been known to him ; for he founds his precepts on 1t, and such
a Brahmana, in quoting the hymnsof the Rgveda, implees,
as a matter of course, 2 previous collection of hymns, a Rg-
veda atself  Yet though this argument 1s unexceptionable, and
may be used, perhaps—not without objcections of some weight
— so as to presuppose in Afvaliyana a knowledge of, and
therefore as prior to him, a Samaveda anda Taittirfya-San-
hita—where 1s the logical pecessity that the Vajasaneyi-Sanhuta
and the $atapatha-Brahmana (belonging to Muller’s third
pertod, 800—600 B C ) eussted before Asvaldyana who lived,
according to hum, between 600 and 200 before Christ ? His
Sutras would be perfectly intelligible 1f neither of the two last-
named worhks had been composed at all  And, agan, where
15 the logical necessity that the Upamshads should have been
written before the authors of the Kalpa Siitras, the Grammar,
etc , since all these v.orks are qune mdependen: m_sprit and
b from the t of Up ds or Aranyakas
On what ground does Professor Muller separate Panmi from
these latter writings by atleast 230 years, when there s no
trace of apy description i his Shtras, either that he knew thus
Land of literature of that his Grammar would not have been
exactly the same as it1s now if he had Ined much before the
time of these theological works »  Ishall recur to this latter
question , but Icannot conclude the expression of my mis-
givings as to this historical division without questioning, too,
the usefulness of these dates 1n general They are not founded
as Muller lumself repeatedly admits, on any basts whatever ¢

80 “Ancient Sanskrt Luerature,”p 244 “It will readily be
seen, how entirely hypothetseal all these arguments are As an experi-
ment, therefore, though as no more than an experiment, we propose to
fix the years 600 and 200 B C s the himts of that age during which
the Brahmame literature was carrsed on in the strange style of Sitras’

p 435  “Consdenng, therclore, that the Braihmana period must com=



80 PANINI

Neither 1s there a single reason to account for his allotting
200 years to the three first of his periods, nor for his doubling
this amouut of time 1n the case of the Sitra pariod He records,
1t1s true, fus personal impression alone 1n speaking of 1200,
1000 years, and so on, batthe expediency of giving vent to
feelings which deal with hundreds and thousands of years,
as 1f such abstract calculations were suitable to the condiions
of human life, appears very doubtful, if we consider that there
are many who will not read his learned work with the special
nterest and criticism which 1t inspires 1n a Sansknt philologer,
but will attach a much higher import to fus feelings, than he
himself does One omussion, moreover, 1 cannot leave un-
poticed 1n thess general dates, since it has a bearimg, not
merely on the mntervals of lus pertods, buton their starting
points

Colebrooke, 10 lus essay on the Vedas, speaks of the Jyo-
tisha, the ancient Vaidika calender,, and after having guoted

prehend the fivst establishment of the threcfold ceremomal, the compor
sihon of separate the of h bar and
1he schusa brtween ofd 2nd new Charanas, and their various collections,
1t would srem imposnible to bring the whole within a shorter space
Of course this 13 merely congectural, but 1t would

than 200 years
require 3 greates stretch of maginahon to account for the production
in a spaller pumbes of years of that massy of Brihmanic Lterature
which sl exists, or 15 known to bave exsted” p 497 “I therefore
fix the probable chronological limsts of the Mantra period between 800
asd 1000 B G [Where 15 the Ieast probability of this datc?)
p 572 “The chronological hmits asigned to  the Sutra and
Bribmana periods will scem to most Sansknt scholars too parrow rather
than too wide, and if we assign but 200 years to the Mantrz period
from BOD to 3000 B C, 2nd ap equal aumber ta the Chhandas perjod,
from 1000 to 1200 B G, we ¢an doso only under the supposition that
during the early periods of s ory thr growih of the buman mind was
more luxuriant than 1a later times, and that the fayers of thought were
formed Iess slowly in the pomary thanin the tertiary agesof the
world "~ Fut v 1200 B G & prmary age of the world, exceptin
‘biblical geology ?
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a “remarkable’ passage of this Vedanga, i which the then
place of the colures 15 stated, contrnuwes (M E vol 1 p 109,
or As Res vit p 493) * Hence it 15 clear that Dhanishthd
and Aglesha are the constellations mzant, and that when this
Hindu calendar was regulated, the solstitial points were rechon-
ed to be at the beginning of the one, and 1 the mddle of
the other  and suzh was the situation of those cardinal points,
10 the fourteenth century before the Christian era 1 formerly
(As Res vu p 283, or Essays, 1 p 200 ) had occasion to
show from another passage of the Vedas, that the corres-
pondence of seasons with months, as there stated, and as
also suggest=d 1 the passage mow quoted from the Jyotisha,
agrees with suzh a situation of the cardinal pomts ™

We have evidence, therefore, from this passage of the
Jyotisha, thatan arrangement of Vaudika hymns must have
been completed 1n the fourteenth century before Christ, and
as such an arrangement cannot have preceded the ongin of
the hymns comprised by 1t, we have evidence that these hymns
do not belong to 2 more recent date Nor 1s there any ground
for doubting the genuneness of this calendar, or for assuming
that the Hindu astronomers, whea it was wntten, had know-
ledge enough to forge 2 combination, orif they had, that, 1n
the hatut of dealng with mullions of years, they would have
used thts knowledge for the sake of forging an antiquity of a few
hundred years Yet the oldest hymns of the Rgveda are, accord~
1ng to Muller’s oprmion, not older than 1200 before Christ

He has not only not 1nvalidated the passage Ihave quoted,
but he has not even made mention of 1t Yet a scholar like
Colebrooke, 1aid, as I have shown great siresson 1t 1t1s he
who calls 1t *“remarkable,” and scholars like Wilson and Lassen
have based their conclusions on Colebrooke’s words ! Should
we, therefore, be satisfied with the absolute silence of Muller on
the and of these distinguished scholars,
or account for st by the words of Ius prefare 7 82

81 SecLassens ““Indische Alterthumskende, I p 747  Wilson's
Introduction to tus Translation of the Rgveda, vol T p xlviu

82 Pagevi  “Believing, as | do, that literary controversy 1s more

6p
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No one, indeed, to the bestof my knowledge, has ever doubted
the accuracy of Colebrooke s calculation, but Professor Weber,
who, 1n hus “Indische Studien,” vol 1 p 85, thus expresses him-
selfl —** 1 avail myself of this opportunity to observe that before
Colebrooke’s astronomical calculation (M E 1 p 110, 201) has
been examuned once more, astronomicaily, and found correct, I
cannot make up my mind, to assign to the present Jyotih-Sastras,
the composition of which  betrays— in language and style—a
recent period, any historical importance whatever for the fixng
of the time when the Vedas were composed ™ Thus 1t seems that
Professor Weber would make up his mtind to that effect if some
one would comply with his desire, and confirm the result of
Colebrooke's caleulation But, we must ask, on what ground rests
this desire, which, 1n other words, 1s nothing but a very ofi-hand
slur aimed at Colebrooke's scholarship or accurcay 7 Is Cole-
brooke a third-rate writer, to deserve this supercilious treatment ?
Has he,1n his editions or translations of texts, taken such liber-
ties as to forfeit our confidence ? Has he falsified antiquity by
substitutipg  for 1ts traditions his own foregone conclusions or
1gnorance 7 Has he appropriated to himself the labour of others,
or meddled with subjects he did not thoroughly understand ?
His wnitings, one would think, prove that he 1s a type of arcu-
racy and conscientiousness,— an author 1n whom even unguarded
expressions are of the rarest ktad, much more so, errors ar hasty

drawn from facts But Colebrooke was
not only a distinguished Sansknitist, he was an excellent astro-
nomer Lassen calls him the profoundest judge 1m matters of
Hindu astronomy, 3% and he 1s looked upon as such by common

aptto 1mpede than to advance the causcof truth, I bave throughout

carefully abstaned from 1t Where It scemed necessary to controvert
3t I have 10 do 5o

ded or hasty

by stating the true facts of the case, 2nd the legitimate conclussons that
may be drawn from these facts "

83 “Indische Alterth” vol T p 824 “ Ueber die Forschrtte der

1Inder 1n der Astronoomc in der altesten Zeit driiekt sieh der grundlichsie

Kenner des Gegendiandes ( Colebrooke, 3 2 O Il p ¢47)auf folgende

eise aus, etc ”
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consent  Yet, to invalidate the testmony of a scholar of his
learming and character, Professor Weber, sunply because acertain
date does ot suit his taste, and because his feelings, unsupported
by any evidence, make him suppose that the Jyotisha ** betrays
1n language and style a véry recent pertod,” has nothing to
say bat that he “will not make up his mnd” to take that date
for any good until somebody shall have exammed that which
Colebrooke had already examined, and, by referting to 1, had
relied upon as an established fact !

It 135 but Just to add, that three or seven years after he had
admunistered this singular lesson to Colebrooke, Weber once
more 15 haunted by the astertsms Dhamshtha and Aélesha, and
once more rejects their evidence as to Hindu antiquity 8 This
time, however, 1t 15 no longer the accuracy of Colebrooke’s
statement which 1nspires s doubt — he passes 1t over n silence
altogether — but the origin of the arrangement of the Hindu
Nakshatras  “Since,” he says, *“ the latter was not made by the
Hindus themselves, but borrowed from the Chaldeans, 1t1s
obvious that no conclusion whatever can be drawn from 1t res-
pecting Hindu antiquity 85 But he does not mention that
Lassen, whose opinon will have, I assume, as much claim to
notice as hus own, had adduced weighty reasons for assigning
the Hindu Nakshatras to Chinese ongin, and had likewse,
referring to the Vedawcalendar, observed —*Asit 1s certam
now that there existed i1n ancient times an intercourse, not
thought of hitherto, between the Hindus and the Chinese, and
that, with the Iatter, the use of the stex ascends to 2 far higher
antiquity, no objection can be founded on the Chinese ongm
of the Nakshatras, agamst therr having been used by the Hindus
at a time which 1s adverted to 1n their oldest astromomcal
observations on record These observations belong to the
fourteenth century B G, and 1t results from them that the Hindus
at that pertod duelt w the northern part of India ™ &6

84 In 2n es ay on “Die Verbindungen Tndiens mit den Landern sm
Westen,” written in April, 1853, and printed 1n the “Indische Skizzen,’
1857

85 “Indusche Skizzen” p 73, note

86 “Indische Alterthumskunde,” vol 1 p 747
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But, strange to remark, a year after having expressed hus
repeated doubt, Professor Weber records his poetical views on
the earltest period of Hindu civilisation 1n the following manner
~—*“From the Kabul river to the Sadinira, from the remotest
point of the western to that of the eastern border of India, there
are twenty degrees, three hundred geographical miles, which
had to be conquered ( by the Aryas ) one after the other Thus
we are able to claim, without any further remark, 1000 years
as a2 minimum tune for the period of occupying, subjecting to
complete cultivation, and brahmanising this 1mmense tract of
land , and thus we are brought back to about 1500 p C as the
time when the Indian Aryas still dwelt on the Kabul, and after
they d to extend lves over Indiz ” 8~

In short, with fantastical certainty he scruples about astro-
nomical facts, and presents fantastical facts with astrosomical
certainty 1 doubt whether this critical method will strengthen
the farth of the general pablic 1n certan results of Sansknit
phitology

“If we succeed,” says Professor Miller (p 215), “1n fixing
the relative age of any ope of these Sutrakaras, or writers of
Siitras, we shall have fixed the age of a period of Iiterature which
forms a transition between the Vaidika and the classical literature
of ladia” Thus mnference does not seem concluswve, for neither
can the age of one individual author be held sufficient to fix the
extentof a period which, according to Miiller's own views,
may embrace, at least, 400 years, and probably more, nor
has Muller shown that the older portions of the Mahibharata
and, perhaps, the Ramayana, mght not have co-existed with
some, at least of the authors of his Siitra pzriod  He says, 1t 1S
true, 1 the commencement of his work {p 68) —“Now 1t seems
that the regular and costnuoss Anushtubh-éloka® 1s a metre
unknown during the Vaidika age, and every work v rtten m 1t

87 "Die nenern Forschungrn Gber das alte Tndien  Esn Vortrag Im
brrhiner wissenschaftlhichen Verein gehalten am 4 1farz, 1854,” printed
1 the “Ind sche Skizzen,” 1857, p 14

* It contains eight syllables in every quarter of the stanza
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may at once be put down as post-Vaidika It 15 no valid objection
that ths epic Sloka occurs also 11 Vaidika hymns, that Anu-
shtubh verses are frequently quoted 1n the Brahmanas, and that,
1 some of the Sdtras, the Anushtubh-§loka occurs intermixed
with Trishtubhs,T and 1s used for the purpose of recapitulating
what had been explamed before in prose For it 1s only the
uniform employment of that metre which constitutes the cha-
racteristic mark of a new period of literature™ But this very
1mportant assertion, even with its last restriction, 15 left by him
without apy proof For, when headds,in a note (p 69),
“ It 1s remarkable that m Paatni also, the word $loka 1s always
used m opposition to Vaxdika literature (Pan IV 2, 66, 1V 3,
102, v 1,1V 3,107 ),” I must observe, 1n the first place, that
1 none of these quotations doss the word Sloka belong to
Pammi 88 The first of these instances, where Sioka occurs,
cannot be traced toa  higher antiqnty than that of Patafijal,
the second, which comcides with i, occurs 1n the commentary
of the late Kasikd on a Varttika, the antiquity of which rests
on the authority of this work, and, n the last quoted rule, the
word Sfoka lkewise belongs to no other authority than that
of the same Jate commentary But, m the second place, 1t
seems to me that these very nstances may be used to prove
exactly the reverse of Muller’s views

I should quite admit the expediency of his observation if
its object had beento lay down a crterson by which a class
of works might become recognisable There 15, however, cleatly,

1 1t 18 a metre which contains twelve syllables 1n a quarter

88 The quotaton of Muller's noteto husp 69 are IV 1, 66,7
mstead of IV 2, 66, and IV 3, 103, 1, 1nstead of IV 3, 142, v 1,
but as the word sleka neither occurs in the Sitra, nor 1n the Varttika
nor in the commentaries on the former quotations, I was probably
right 1n assuming that they were errors of the press and in substituting
for them the figures given, which are the ncarest approach to
them There 1s 1ndeed one SGtra of Pinins where sloka and mantrs are
mentioned together, viz, the Satra 11T 2, 23, but I am not aware
that any conclusion sirmlar to that mentioned above could be drawn
from 1t
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a vast difference between an external mark, concerning the
contents of certain writings, and the making of such a mark a
basis for computing pertods of literature For, when Patagjah
or the Kagika, 1n dlustrating the rules IV 2, 66, or IV 3, 102,
says that a Vaidika compositson of Tuttirs 1s called Taitninya,
but that such a derwvative would not apply to the Slokas
composed by Tittr1, they distinctly contrast the two kmnds of
compostition, but they as distinctly state that the same personage
was the author of both And the same author, of course, can
oot belong to two different periods of luterature, separated, as
Muller suggests, from one another by at least s=veral centuries
The same remark applies to the instance by which the Kasika
exemplifies the import of the rule IV 3, 107, it contrasts here
the Vaidika work with the Slokas of the same author, Caraka
But I will give some other nstances, which, 1 my opimon,
corroborate the doubt I have expressed as to the chronological
bearng of this word Kitydyana, who1s assigned by Muller
to the Sitra pertod, and rightly so, so far as the character of
some of his works 15 concerned, 1s the author of Slokas which
are called Bhraja, ““the Splendid” This fact 15 drawn from
Patagjah s commentary on Pamint and Kaiyyata’s gloss on
Patatyali {p 23 and 24 of Dr Ballantyne's valmable edition) 87
Now, the word Sloka, 1fused 1 reference to whole works,
always mmplies the Anushtubh-loha  thus Miller humself
properly calls the laws of Manu, Y3javalkya, and Pardsara,
“Sloka-works” (p 86) It would seem, therefore, that the
Bhrapa-Slokas of Kitydyana were sucha work 1n continuous
Anushtubhs A second nstance 15 the Karmapradipa, which 1s a
work of the same Katyiyana, and 1» mentioned as such by
Miiller himself (p 235)on the authority of Shadgurufishya,
1t 1s written 10 the “regular and continuous Anushiubh-sfoka,”
as every one may ascertan from the exisung MS copies of
this work  Vyadi or Vyal, who 1san earlier authortty than

89 Patafjal (p 23): @ gARE AT 1 WA amw =
—Karyyaea (p 24 ) FEASRRRTAICTREETISTN aw gfig-
mReRa 1as w9z g gegs W AR FymaAifi—~Ngoyibhatta
(p 23) W am sraEAmetn 55 g )
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Katydyana ( see Muller s History, p 241 ) composed a work
Sangraha, or *Compendium” m one hundred t1ousand Slokas,
and there can be little doubt that this wnformratio 1, which1s grven
by Nigoyibhatta, applies to a work 10 the continnous Anushtubh
verse 92 And this very V)adi, 1 may here state, will thereafter
become of peculiar mterest to us on account of hus near relation-
ship to Panini It 1s evident, therefore, that the “umiform employ-
ment of that metre” 1s not a criterion necessitating the relegation
of a work written in 1t to @ pertod more recent than 200 before
Christ

The “writer ot Sitra  which, 1n Muller’s opinion, may help
us to fix the whole periodtof the Sftra literature, 15 RATYAYANA
and 1if 1do not mistake his meaning, PANINI too  For Muller
arnves at the conclusion that Katydyana lived about 3508 C,
and, 1f 1am right, that Pamnt was his contemporaTry 9t he

90 Patafjali ( ed Ballantyne, p 43 ) §AT QTHAr 39 qdfema—
Kasyyata - §4% ¥ | 779323 —Nagoyibbatta  FIL sq1fRat #ae) -
gl weq <fy "fIfe —This remark concerns the vse which 1 made of
the ward Sloka 1n reference to whole, especially extensive, works  Single
verses, not of the Anushtubh class, are somctmes also called $lokas,
thus Kaiyyata calls so the * Aryal verse of the KEnks ‘o 11 4, 85, or IV
4,9, etc, or the Dodhaka® verses of the hankis to VI 4, 12, or VIII
2,108 , and Nagoyibhat a gives the name of Sloka to the Indrargyra® and
Upendraogyra® of the hanki to1 T 38 ,bhut I know of no instanee in
which a whole work written 10 such verses 1s simply spoken of as having
been written 1n Slokas

91 T regret that I am not able to refer with greater certainty to
Muller’s view on their contemporancousness In page 138 he writes “katya-
yana, the contemporary and critic of Pinint " p 243  “Now, 1f Panim
lived 1n the middle of the fourth century B C,, etc” [ thus s the date
which Muller assigns to RitySyana ] p 303, ‘the old Kityfyana

1 AT IR NeR ZITW WA gdshy
wEry B 9gdd cEcw amtn
DNuggalr wrnh
enfrerawr af  alta 1
S¥%aW g st

-~ w
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reason for assigmng this date to Katydyana 15 contamed 1n
the followng passage of the “Ancient Sanskrit Literature” —
“Let us consider,” says Muller, after having established the
wdentity of Katydyana and Katyayana Vararuchi (p 24067 ) “the
— e

Vararuchy, the conterporary of Pamm,” but at p, 184 he says “ar the
time of KatyRyapa, if not at th* time of Pamm”™— which cleary 1mpfies
that be bere considers Pamini's (ime as prior to hatyayana s, since Kty
yana wrote 3 critical work on Panimi, tbe Varttikas, and onp 44,45
be observes 3, then, Asvaliyana can be shown to bave been a con-
teporary, or at least an 1mmediate successor of Pfmm, etc,’ but p
239 we should bave to admit at least five generations of feachers and
pupils funst, Saunaka, after him, Asvaliyana, 1n whose favour Saunaka
18 821d to have destroyed one of his works, thirdly, Rityfiyana, who
studsed the works both of Saunaka and Asvalsyana, fourthly, Patasal,
who wrote A commentary on one of Kityayana's works, and lastly,
Vyasa, who comm~nted on a work of Patafijali Tt docs not follow that
Katysyana was a punl of Asaliyara or that Patadjali lived immedis
“ately after hityayana, but the smajlest 1nterval whichk we can admt
between every two of these names 1s that between teacher and pupil, an
interval as large as that between father and son, or rather larger "
Naw, if according to the first alternative of p 45, Asvalsyana was 3
contemporary of Paniny, the Jattes becomes 2 doubtful contemporary of
KatySyana, according to the quotation from p 239, and if, according
to the other alternatise of p 45, Asvalfyana was a successor of Famny,
there 18 acconding to p 239, sull a greater probatihty that Paniny and
EItylyans were not contemporarter  Again, at p 230, hesays “from
all these 1ndications we should naturslly be Jed to expect that the relas
tion between Saunaka and Katyfyana was very intimate, that both
belonged to the same $3kb1, and that Saunaka was anterior to Katyz-
yana *  But if Awvaltyana ts an emmediate successor of Pimm (p 45 ),
and ap smmedia’e successor of Saunaka (p 239 ), Ponmi and Saunaka
must be contemposarics , znd i Saunaka 1s anteriar to Karyfyana (p
230, and comp p 242 ), PAmini, too, must have preceded KXtylyana
Acting, thercfore, on the rule of probabilities, and percerving that
Milller three times distinctly calls Pimm & contemporary of hatyiyana,
and allows by inference only this date to be subverted two and a half
fumes, jt 13 fair to assum~ that be believed rather 1n the contemporanecus
ness of both, than otherwis=  The correctacss of this behel Isball bave
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mformation which we receive about Katyayana Vararuchi from
Brih sources  Somadevabh of Rashmur collected the
‘popular stories current 1n his time, and published them towards
the beginning of the twelfth century under the title of Katha-
sarit-sigara, the Ocean of the Rivers of Stortes  Here we read
that Katyayana Vararuchy, bemg cursed by the wife of Swa,
was born at Kauéimby, the capital of Vatsa  He was a boy of
great talent, and extraordinary powers of memory He was
able to repeat to hus mother an  entire play, after hearing 1t once
at the theatre, and before he was even mmtiated he was able to
Tepeat the Pratgakhya which he had heard from Vyali  He was
afterwards the pupil of Varsha, became proficient i all sacred
knowledge, and actually defeated Papim a a gr: 1cal con-
troversy By the mterference of Siva, however, the final victory
fell to Pamm  Katyayana had to appease the anger of Siva,
became himself a student of Pamm’s Grammar, and completed
and corrected 1t He afterwards 1s said to have become minister
of King Nanda and his mysterions successor Yogananda at
Pataliputra

“We know that Katyayana completed and corrected Panin’s
-Grammar, such as we now possess 1t %2 His Virttikas are sup-
plkmentary rules, which show a more extensive and accurate
knowledge of Sansknit than even the work of Pamm  The story
of the contest between them was most ikely intended as a
mythical way of explaming this fact Agamn, we know that
Kityiyana was hmself the author of the Pratisakhyas, and

to make the subject of further discussion,, but when T find myself com
pelled to infer from Miilles’s expressions that PAmn1 15, to hum, = con-
temporary of Saunaka, [ must 11 passing, observe that PZmm hsmself
Tepudiates this conclusion, for in the Satra IV 3, 106, which 15 it
mately connected with IV 3, 105, Pamim speals of Saunaka as of
aa eneens authoriey

92 Note of Muller “The same question with regard to the probable
age of Pamm, has been d scussed by Prof Edhtlingk m s ed'tion of
Pimn:  Objections to Prof Eochthngks arguments have been raised
by Prof Websr 1n s Indische Studien See also Rg veda, Lapaig, 1857,
Introduction ’
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Vyali 1s quoted by the anthors of the Pratiéakhyas as an earler
authority on the same subject So far the story of Somadeva
agrees with the account of Shadgurudishya and with the facs as
we still find themn the works of Katydyana It would be
wrong to expect i a work ltke that of Somadeva Mistorical
and chronological facts 1 the strict sense of the word, yet the
mention of King Nanda, who 15 an historical personage, 1n
connection with our grammarian may, if properly interpreted,
help to fix apprcmmately the date of Katydyana and s pre-
and Asvals If Somadeva followed the
same chronological system as his contemporary and country-
man Kalhana Pandrta, the anthor of the Rajataranginl or History
of Kashmir, he would, incalling Pini: and Kityayapa the
contemporaries of Nanda and Chandragupta, have placed them
long before the times which we arewont to call historcal
‘But the name of Chandragupta fortunately emables us to check
the extravagant systems of Indtan chronology Chandragupta,
of Pataliputra, the successor of the Nandas, 1s Sandrocottus,
of Palibothra, to whom Megasthenes was sent as ambassador
from Seleucus Nicator , and, 1f our classical chronology 1s fight,
he must have been king at the turning pomnt of the fourth and
third centunies B € We shall have to examute hereafter the
ifferent L which the Buddh and Brzh e of
Chandragupta and hus relatson to the precedmg dynasty of the
Nandas Suffice 1t for the present that, if Chandragupta was
king 1n 315, Katyiyana may be placed, according to our inter-
pretation of Somadeva s story, 10 the second half of the fourth
century B C We may d the story of deva, which
actually makes Katyayana humself  pumster of Nanda, and
thus would make him an old man at the tume of Chandragupta’s
accession to the throne  This 1s, according to its own showing,
amere episode m a ghost story,?® and had to be mserted 1
order to connect Katydyana’s story with other fables of the
Kathi-sant-sagara  But there stifl remains this one fact, how-~

93 Noteof Miiller  “According 1o the southern Duddfusta 1t was
Chandragupta, and not Nanda, whose €Ofpse was reanimated, As Res.
xx p 167"
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ever slender 1t may appear, that, as late as the twelfth century
A D, the popular tradition of the Brahmanas connected the
famous grammarians Kityayana and Panimi with that perrod
of their lustory which immediately preceded the rise of Chandr-
gupta and his Sfidra dynasty, and this, from ar European
point of view, we must place in the second half of the fourth
century B C™

Thus, the whole foundation of Muller’s date rests on the
authority of Somadeva, the author of * an Ocean of [ or rather,
for ] the Ruvers of Stories,” who narrated his tales in the twelfth
centurv after Christ Somadeva, 1 am satisfied, would, not
be a little sarprised to learn that ““a European point of view”
raises a “ghost story” of his to the digmty of au lustorical
document Muller himself, aswe see, says that it would be
“wrong to expect n a work of this kind “historieal or chrono-
logical facts , ” he 1s doubtful as to the date which might have
beenin Somadeva’s mind when he speaks of King Nanda, he
will “disregard’ the fact that Kitydyana becomes, 1n the tale
quoted, a minister of Nanda, he admits that 2 story current
1n the ruddle of the 12th century about Katydyana and Pamm
1sbuta “slender’ fact, — 1n short, he pulls down every stone
of this hustorical fabric, and yet, becanse Nanda 1 mentioned

m this amusing tale, he ‘ must’ place Katyayanas life about
330e C

1 have but one word toadd  however correct the criticisms
of Muller on the value of thss tale may be, the strength of his
conclusion would have become stull more apparent than 1t 15
now, 1f 1pstead of the abstract of the story, which he has given,
aliteral translation of 1t had preceded his premuses, for the
very form of the tale, and its incidental absurdities, would
have illustrated, much better than his sober account of i, 1ts
value as o soures of ch lozy 1 subyowm, therelk 2 poThen
ofit, from the fourth chapter of this work Katyayana, the
grammatical samnt and author of the Kalpa sdtras, after having
told Kanabhiti how once upon a tume he became enamoured
of abeautsful damsel, by what feelngs ke was moved, and
that he at last married the fair Upako$3, continues as follows
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“ Some time after, Varsha (who 1n another tale 1s said to have
Ined at Pataliputra during the reign of Nanda) hada great
number of pupids  One of them was a grear blockhead, by the
name of Pamai  he, tired of the service, was sent away by the
wife of Varsh1 Todo penance, he went, grieved yet destroas
of knowledge, to the Himailaya, there he obtaned from Suva,
who was pleased with his fierce austerities, a new grammar
which was the introduction to all science Now he came
back and challenged me to a disputation, and seven days
passed on while our disputation proceeded When on the
eighth day, however, he was defeated by me, instantly Swva
(appeared) ina cloud (and) raised a tremendous uproar
Thus my grammar, which had been given to me by Indra, was
destroyed on earth, and we all, vanquished by Pinini, became
fools agaip ™

It 1s almost needless for me to state, that the profound
researches of Dr Otto Boehtingk 1n his * 'y on
Pamny, are based on the same interesting “Ocean for the Rnvers
of Stories,” and have duly advocated the same date of Panmms
life  But as we have become alredy acquamted with the reason-
ng of the “‘editor” of Pamini, 1t will not appear devordof -
terest to recall lus arguments, which differ i several respects
from those of Professor Muller In the Rajtaranginl, the
Chronscle of Kashmur, he says (p xv ), we read that Abhi-
manyu ordered Chandra and other grammarians to intreduce
the great commentary of Patafjjaliinto Kashmir Now, contr
nues he (p xvit), “the age of King Abhumanyu, under whose
reign Chandra lived, can be ascertamed by vartous ways, which
all lead to the same result,” viz, tothe date 1008 ¢ and
(p wvin) “since we have found that Patafjal’'s Mahabhashya
came wto general use in Kashmir through Chandra, about
100 B G, we are probably justified in pushing the composition
of this great commentary to the Satras of Pimm, 1nto the year
150 Between Patafijali and Pammu there are still three gram-
marians known to us, 3s we have observed before (p xiv, viz,
Katydyana, the author of the Paribhishds, and the author of
the Karskis), who made contrsbutions to the Grammar of
Pimm We need therefore only make 1 space of Rfty years
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between each couple of them, inorder toarrive at the year
350, 1nto the neighbourhood of which date our grammarian 1s to
be placed, according to the Kathd-sanit sigara

*Every way,” says the French proverb, “leads to Rome,”—
but not every way leads to truth, evenin chronology There
1s one way, for instance, and it was the proper way, which led
Professor Lassen ® to the correct result that Abhmanyu did
not hive about 100 5 C, but between 40 and 65 after Christ
As to the triad of grammarians which 1s “known’ to Dr.
Boehthingk between Pamm and Pataiijalt, and represented to
tis mund by Katydyana, and what he calls the author of the
Paribhishis and the author of the Karikds, 1 must refer to my
subsequent statements, which will show the worth of this specious
enumeration But when Dr Boehtlingk required 200 years
between Patadjali and Panim stmply to square his account with
the * Ocean for the Rivers of Stories,” 1t would be wrong to
deny that he has nghtly divided 200 by 4, nor should I doubt
that he would have managed with less ability the more difficult
task of dividing 2000 or 20000 years by 4, 1f such an arth-
metical feat had been required of him by that source of historicat
chronology, the Kathd-sart-sagara

Professor Muller must have had some misgivings Iike my
own as to the cnitical acumen and accuracy of Dr Boehtlingl’s
vestigatiops  For, m the first instance, he does not start
from the Kathd sarit s3gara 1n order to arrive at the conclusion
that Katyayana lived fifty years after Panini, on the contrary,
he makes, as we have seen, both grammarnans contemporaries ,
judging, no doubt, that two men who enjoyed a very substantal
fight cannot have lived at different tumes, even 1n a story book.
Then he adverts likewise ( p 243 ) to the Inttle mustake of Dr
Boehthingh concermng Abhimanyus date, 1n short, he denies
the validaty of all the arguments alleged by Dr Boehtlngk,
save those which are founded on the Kathi-sarit-sigara When
therefore he, nevertheless, says (p 301 ) that the researches of
Professor Boehtlingk **with regard to the age of Pamim deserve
the highest credit,” 1am at a Toss to understand this handsome

94 “Indische Alterthumslunde, vol II p 413
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comphment, even though it strengthen h.s assurance (p 310)
* that Katydyana's date is as safe as any date 1s Iikely to be 1n
ancient Onental chroaology ” 23

95 In seply to this compliment, Dr Boehtlhingk makes (he following
bow “Alles was zur Entscheidung dieser Frage betragm konnte,
finden wir auf das sorgfilugste zusammengestellt und erwogen 1n emnem
50 cben erchienencn Werke von Max Miller, eimem Werke, n welchem

£ und df des
Stoffes den Leser 1n bestindiger Spannung erhalten,” ¢ ¢, “All that
can contribute 16 the solution of this question—( viz, that of the
1ntroduction of wnting into India ) we find put tog=ther apd examined
11 the most careful manner, 1 a work by Max Maller, just pubhished,
a work 10 which surprising  acquaintance with the Iiterature, acutencss
and ingemous treatment of the subgect-matter, never suffer the reader’s
attention to flag ™ The tesimonial he thus gratuitously gives to kus
own knowledge of “‘all that can contribute to the solution of that

question,” reached me too late to be noticed 1n theprevious pages, as they
were alrcady in the press, it is contained in a papers of bis, having the
nitle “Ein Paar Worte zur Frage uber das Alter der Schrift 1 Indien ”
These “few words’ do not contain, indecd, a particle of fact bearing on
the question, but much resseming, of which the following concluding
passage 15 the summary  “Nach mernem Dafirhalten also wurde die
Schrift zur ¥ erbrestung der Literatur in den Zlteren Zeiten mcht verwandt,
woh} aber wurde sie zum Schaffen neuce Werke zu Hilfe genommen  Der
Verfasser schrich sein Sverk medes, lernte es aber dann auswendig oder
hesses durch Anderc memoriren  Niedergeschriebene Werke wurden
in der alteren Zeit whol sclten von Neuem abgeschrichen, mdgen aber
im Original 1o der Famube als Heiligthiimer aufbewahrt und grbeim
gehalten worden sem. Moglicher Weisa vermichtete aber auch der
Autor sein Schnfiwerk, sobald er dasstlbe memorirt batte, um nicht
durch sein Beuspiel Andere zu verleiten, um sich mcht des Vorwurfes
emer Verrithere an der Priesterkaste schuldig zu machen, viclleicht
auch um micht als gewohnlicher Autor, dem das Werk allmablick unter
den Handen entsteht, zu erscheinen, sondern als ein inspirirter Seher,
der, obne alle Mihe und Anstrengung von seiner Saite bem Schaffen,
en Werk 1o abgeschlossener Gestalt im Gewie enchaot vad als ein
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That Sanskrit philology should not yet possess the means
of ascertaiming the date of Paminr’s hife, 15, no doubt, a serious
1impediment to any research concermng the chronology of ancient
Hindu works For Pamui s Grammar 1s the centre of a vast and
wmportant branch of the ancient literature  No work has struck
deeper roots than his 1n the sol of the scientific development of

[

solcher von den Gottern Bevorzugter weiter verkiindet, 2¢,*In my opin=
10m, therefore, writing was not used 1n the olden times for the propagation
of literature, but was resorted to for the produetion of new works  The
author wrote down his work, but then learnt 1t by heart, or made others
commt 1t to memory Probably, works oncc written down, were not
copied anew 1n the olden time, with rare exceptions, but the original
manuseripts were perhaps preserved as sacred relies 1n the family, and
%ept seeret  But 1t 1s possible, teo, that the author destroyed has
written work, after he had committed it to memory, 1n order not to
seduce others by hus example, nor to make himself gulty of the reproach
of treason towards the caste of priests, perhaps, too, not to appear as
on ordinary author, whose work grew gradually under s hands,
but an inspired scer who, without any labour and exertion 1n
producing, had seen 1n his minda work ina fimshed form, and,
asa person thus favoured by the gods, had proclaimed it abroad >~
This reasorsng will not surprisc us 1n the author of a “commentary on
Famm'” { compare note 48 etc ) Yet T must ask, whence be derived
s information that 1t was treason towards the Braimana caste to write
or to producc a manuscript ? or whence he has learnt that an author
could, m olden times, pass humself off as an inspired seer who was
favoured by the gods, without, of course, being chasused by bis country-
men, as an 1mpostor ? Manu XI 85, treats false boasting—31T BFHT—
23 a crime equal to that of killing & Brahmana , and Tyazalih, 111 229,
places it on the same level with the dunking of spinituous lLiquors,
which cime 15 expiated only afer the sinner has drunl either boiling
spirits, or bohing butter, cow’s urine, or mulk, until he dies { IIL 253 )

Veracity, moreover, 15 known to be one of the principal features of the
cnaracter of the ancient Hindus, a8, 1n the epic legends, a word spoken,
or a promise made, 13 always deemed 1rrevocable and binding It 1s noto
rious that the Hindu authorities did not look upon any one as an inspired
seer, except the author of a Mantra, and, probably, at a more recent
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Indiza Itis the standard of accuracy n speech,—the gram-
matical basis of the Vaidika commentaries 1t 1s appealed to
by every scientific writer whenever he meets with a lngusstic
difficulty Besides the mspired seers of the works which are
the root of Hindu belief, Panim 1s the only one among those
anthors of scientific works who may be looked upon as real
personages, who 1s 2 Rsht 1n the proper sense of the word,—an
author supposed to have bad the foundation of his work revealed
to him by a divimity ¢

prrod, of a Brihmana  The Kalpa works were never considered to be
anythog but human productions, and [ know enly of one instance,
viz, that of Pamm, where the anthor of a scientfic work was supposed
to have recerved st from a divimity —In other words, to the mind of
Dr Pochtlingk the whole of the ancient scientific Iiterature of India
prescnts a picture of 2 gigantic swindle and 1mbecility, on the one
side are the charlatans who write works, learn them by heart, and
burn the manuscripts, 1n order {0 appear 1n direct communication with
a divinuty , on the other, s the idiotic nation which beheves that the
learned quacks are snspired seers favoured by the gods! Itisnota
Ittle characteristic, but at the same time very ntelligible, that this
should be the view of the * editer” of Pamm

96 Patafijali frequently, therefore, makes us- of the expression,
“Bimm sees,” when an ordinary autbor 11 quoted by hum as “saymg”
ortbelikese z,p 148 (snDr Ballantync’s edtion) waft wararat
arsrrerEr S A, orp 246, 9wy WA AT gy
s, p 281, TEafY @il 7 fysamrg wafy, p 615, ‘iﬂfd @A
Pyt WAt p 787, WPy aEderiEiTE aREA 78T it
et s butp 658, TAR @A (viz Katyayana, i his Varitikas to
VI 4,108 )1 P BF5 AoTEYEy ARTERUTTEER e Ffggant i
et —For the same reason, when haiyyata, for instance, speaks of “1he

, author of the Sitras,” viz Pouni, Nzgopbbatea explains this expression
with “Sicg.” who revealed to Pomuns the first fourteen Sitrass e g p a8,
A AT, 37grdt ar, or when Kaiyyata calls Pimm, Achirys,
Nagojibbatta says (p 120 ) f&dr IZgFIU AR , orp 197, 41T
31 Of the first fourteen, orthe Sivasitras, Nigopbbata says that
they custed from etermty, while Pampy made the rest  (p 763 ¢d
Bailantyne ) Fuaaifieaia o fizada e
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Yet, however we may regret the necessity of leaving this
mportant personage 1 the chaos which envelopes the historical
existenze of all ancient Hindu celebrities, 1t 15 better to acknow-
ledge thts necessity than attach faith to 1 date devoud of real
sibstance and resting on no trustworthy testtmony For, in
doing so, we may feel indu~ed to direct oar efforts towards
an mvestigation more likely to lead to a solid result,—I mean
the nvestigation of the nternal evidence afforded by the an-
cient literature—as to the position of Pamm relatively to the
works which are its chief representatives  If we could succeed
1 establishing this position, or, at least, m determining the
critical means by which this end could be obtained, future
research 1nto the chronology of Sausknt lterature would have,
at least, some ground to butld upon, as well as a test by which
to recognise the place that may be allotted to many important
works within the structure Tased

In makig an attemptin this direction, we feel our im-
mediate interest naturally engaged by the question whether
Panmm and Katyayana ( the author of the Varttikas ), were 1n
reality aries of not, wh be the age at which
they lived As a substantial record of these Varttikas 1s met with
1 no other work than the “Great Commentary” of Patasyal,
it will first be necessary for us to examine the literature em-
bodied or alluded to, 1n the Mahabhishya, so far as 1t bears on
this inquiry, 1 order to ascertain what portion of this Literature
18 antertor to Katydyana, and what portion belongs to s
own authorship We may coasult for this purpose, Kayyata,
the principal commentator on Patadjah, but we need not
descend to the recent period of the, Kagika, the Siddhanta-
kaumudl, the commentaries of Nagesa, Purushottama, or other
Vrtts and Tikas, for all these works are at too great a distance
from the penod of Patadyali to assist us 1n the solution of our
problem

Of the grammatical writers named by the author of the
Mahabhashya, we pass Qver those which are quoted by Pamm
himself, asby his testunony we are enabled at once to assign

7P
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to them an evistence prior to his Grammar ©° We may pass
over, too, those authonties to whom Pataﬂjaix adverts when
he speaks of a ““ Sitra of the former ” grammarans , % for such
an expression on his part invariably refers to Panmy's Sitras,
and the substance of the opinions or rules of these *“former”
grammarians must equally, therefore, have preceded Piminr’s
work, and, consequently the Varttikas of Katyayana.

The first category of writings deserving our notice here will
therefore be those Varttikas and grammatical dicta which are
quoted by Patalyalim relation to Kityayana’s own Virttikas
As authors of such writings we meet, for instance, with the
grammanans of the school of the Bharadvanyas and Saunagas
with Kunaravidava Vadava, who 1s perhaps the same as this
grammarian, with Souryabhagmat with Kumr who is spoken
of by Kaiyyata as a predecessor of Patafijaly, and an indefinite
pumber of grammarians who are introduced tous under the
general designation of “some™ or “others” %> Whether the

97 Thesc authors are Apisalr, kisyapa, Gargya, Galava, Chakra-
varmana, Bharadvija, Stkatsyana, Sakalya, Senaka, Spbotsyana, and

those by tke pell of eastern and northern

grammanans  Thesc names have been correctly mentioned by Dr
Bochtlingk, vol 1T p 1u—v

88 Kawyyata calls them aiTHL or the “former teachers,’ ¢ ¢
10 s comment on the third Sivasitra onl 1 4, V 2,39, VI L 6,
etc Theword Q37 which s tbesense given 13 a Taspurusha, the
former part of which 15 to be understood 1n the sensc of a genitive,
occurs ¢ g in the Phishya 10 VIT 1 18, compase alswo note 46 —And
the authorities quoted by Patafijali, under the name of =T, arc
probably also meant as “‘clder grammanans,’ ¢ g 1 his gloss on the
fifch Sivasitra, on T 1, 1 and 2, 18, etc

09 “The Bhardoiyas ate quoted several tumes in the Bhashya , and
o the Cale ed four imes, wiz 111 1,88, v 1,1V 1,79, v1, VI 4,
“47,v 1, and 165, v 1 —The SaunJgas arc mennoned therc to IT 2,18,
= 1—4,VI 3, 44, v 1, and VII 2, 17, the latter Guotation, however,
does not occur 1n the Bhishya — Kunarov*davs 1s mentioned 1n the Bh
shya to VIT 3, 1, v 6, Vidara and Sauryabhagasat to VIIL 2, 106 v 3,
Kum in Karyyata's gloss on 1 1, 75, where he sayx that Patafijali follows,
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latter term comprise the grammarians just named, or other
authorities, we cannot 1afer from the words of Patafijali, prob-
ably, however, we are justified 1n deciding for the latter alter-
native, since Patafijall 15 a wnter who chooses his words de-
lberately, and would scarcely have quoted his authority at
one time by name, 2nd at another by a general term which
does not mmply that great respect entertamned for a high au-
thonty But, whatever view we take of the matter,—setting
aside those grammarians quoted by Patafijali, who will requure
some additional remark before we can establish therr relation
to Kityiyana—we may see that all that are named must have
lived before Patafijali, and after Katyayana since all thewr
Virttikas or remarks, recorded by Patapjah are criticisms on,
and emendations of, the Varttikas of Katydyana 10 Of

in the words referred to the opion of Kum { katyy ta  Fowa1 SRagT
R T sPEAAfalag ) Some of these quota-
tions are given by Dr Eoehtlingh, vol 1T pp 1w li  The phrase “aqT
WTEY is of frequent occurrence ip the Bhashya, ¢ g 1o the second Siva-
sitra to 1 1,10, 2, 50 §1, I 2,24,3,66, I 1,27 112 123,
2,109 123 etc  or FATACRT UFe g I 4, 56, =} AqrER
eg 11,27, 3000 g, VIII 2,80 (3fX 3}, #MRe gl 1,12
20d 2, TI1, 2, 123, and four sets of grammarians are contrased by Pata-
ajalt 1n bss comment on I 2, 115 770145 59 Q9 T 1 ARr
q7 ¢ RS Sl 1 e g 1 adeTarY WORRR L aw g )

geaFz=Afta el | 5T Ay g agEs wwg™ 4f
100 A few instances will bear out this conclumon, Katysyama’s
third Varttika o 11 2, 18 runs thus 9% § WGEEHACTIAT , and
hus fourth WX I ( omutted in the Calc ed }  After having ex-
plained both, Patafijalt adds %y ¥ SMWSATIRAT AT and
quotes the four Varttikas of the Saunigas as given in the Calc edition,
Katyyata 1s even more exglicit on this occasion, for he says  TARI 1
FeAIReRa s7aly AvrfiReta ofmfead —The Vartuka of
Katyzyana to I 1, 20 reads  9HTAT SZfragwr &30 , but, says Patade
Jal, the Bhlradvjiyas read it o herwise WG WA gEIET
wefmen RIRFTHR, which last compound contatss an 1mportant
on the rule of KitySyana —The latter enlarges Panms
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Pata#jalr’s Ishnis or “desiderata,” which”are his own additions

rule I 1, B9, by this Vartika  Zaf¥R afisy ggafmapasngagear
AT, but, says Patafi,ali afier bis cxplanation of it, WIGZTSIAT 93fA 4
TR wfry Pt e R T TR TR T TR which vers on
of the Thiradvijlyas 132 distinct criticsm on RitySyana —His two
Varttikason VI 4, 156 are the following MRERTFHIEFES and
FARKARAARTIIMITIULT, but the BhIradva)iyas impreved them 1n this
way (Pataiiph sWRZwta wef ) miggsenfycfae— g aminER
ArromiernfXfreadlgEfia AN | The same Bhiradvajiyas, have eritie
cised Pamn also, ndependently of Kaity for Patafijahi, mentions
at the Satra VI 4, 47 * 5eR0099 I-2F10, thelr Vistbka  WE-
QuuAdly smd (RT3 The mere companson of ther Varttkas
and the passages quoted, will clearly show that these grammamnans not

only lived after PAmnl, but also after KatySyana, and that they were
engaged on the same task which was the object of Riatydyana, wiz,
that of cntiansg Pinmu  Dr Boehtlingk, however, (vol I p v )=
‘when speaking of the Virttikas of the Bbiradvijlyas and one VErttika
of the Apifalas, which improves Pamny Sitra VIL 3, 95, Gmeqg9an
WEANGR in this manner  GRIIEAT FENTH ZAM { quoted by the
Kasik2 not by Fatafijahi }—draws from them the twofold conclusion,
“first, that the of both of cur
grammarian { Pamini ) was the same, partly at Jeast { dass die gramma=
fishe Termnologse bes den besden Vorgangern unseres Grammatikers, zum Thed
wemgsieny, diselbe gewesen 35t ), and then, that thetr oniginal works, 1n
time, recerved similar emendations and additions a3 the gramroar of
Pomns " kmow not by what logical process euther of these conclusions
could be cxtracted from these Varttikas The passages quoted are
obvious criticisms on Panim and Katyfyana,—and so are the other
Varttikas of the BbaradysJyas pamed by Pataiijah  There is not the
shightest evidence afforded by these Varttukas that they are 1n any con-
nection whatever with works of Bhiradvaja and Apisali, and any reason
ng concerning the latter becomes therefore without foundatien  Or do
we find that in Tndia all pupils and descendants are compelled to confine

their wnitings or remarks to the works of their teachers and ancestors ?
and will their criticasms on these Iatter works turn out, by some marvel-

lous process, 1o fit exactly the productions of other zuthors also ?
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to Katyayana's Varttikas, I need not speak, since they are an
essential portion of his own Great Commentary 101

10" It will probably be thought desirable that an editor should at
Teast understand the ntlepage of thework which he 1s committing to
1he press, even when editing 15 merely tantamount to feprinting the
1abours of others, faults and all, but 1 fear that this much canno* be
smd of Dr Boehthnl’s efinon of Pammi  for, 1in transtating the title-
page of the Calcotta edstion  he renders I7° “%7nks” and justifies this
version i the follo ving note { vol TI p wxevn) I take SR&AfRERY
as a doard-z  and T as synonymous with &drkz, because I should not
Like to miss these { the hankss) on the tile * Thus, because the Cal
cutta Panduts, nghtly or wrongly, did not say on the title-page of thewr
edition that their compilation will compnse the Karikds, but merely
<tated that st will gwve Virttikas, Ganas, Paribhashis and Ishtis, Dr
Bochtlingk reacons that “since ke does not Like the omusion of the
Rarkis, ” Jshs 18 the same as Kinka  There 13, indeed, nothing strange
1 this reasonng of Dt Rochthngk , we have scen already some specr
mmens of 1t, and if any ene would take upon himself the uncrateful task
of reviewing the second volume which he has annexed to lus “edstion™ of
Pann, he would have to add 2 good many more of the same quality
But 1f Dr Poehtlingk had chosen to consult, by letter or otherwise, the
cdito s of hus edition of PAmm, they would 1n all probabihty bave told
him that skt means a “desideratum” and that wshtis  emphatically
50 called, and not qualified otherwise ( as Ishtis of the Kiasikz, etc ),
designate the Varitkas of Paafyalt  They mught, too, have referred him
to the which sn the s plawmly says TEdy
WTSRICE , or 1o Nigopbhatta, who when refernng to the word Tf%
applied by haiyyata to the Varinka ( of Patafijali 101 1, 1, omitted 1n
the edition ) & AITEANN T+ comments Rl \ @t = wreaamrafa-
FgRY Sax TP WE | But, for aught 1 know, they might
hase simply requested him to read their own edition, before, sending it

to the printer, simce they have themselves written the word WF&RfE ,
for instance, after a Vantuka to T 1, 9, or WA after a Vartuka to
1 1,68, or the words IfEWTsqT after a Varttika to Il 2, 28, and 1t
1 clear enough that in none of these instances can ¥ be synonymous

with FRE
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Another category of literary compositions, which are either
entirely or partly b m the Mah3bhishya, are the
Karikas 1% To assign these verses to one author, would be
as crroneous asto speak of one author of ‘the Varttikas 105
For, even the Calcutta edition of Pinmi enables us to see, at

102 It 15 almost superfluous to state that I merely speak of the
Xarikas which are recorded by Patafijali Those belonging to Bharjrhari,
who wrote a gloss on Pataifjali (comp ¢ g Cansratnamahedadii 34T

Zrret srasiEaT +, and my on the
Vakyapadiya ), as well as the Kaeikis met with exclusvely in the Kafiks
or Siddhanta kaumuds, can bave no bearing on the present investigation

103  These assertions have nevertheless been made by Dr Pocht
lingk, vol 11 p xiv, where he xtates that ‘between PImmi and Amara-
#itha there are still four grammarians  KatySyana, the author of the
Pariphtabas, the avthor of the Kankis, and Fatadjall,’ and p xvhi
xix, where he states that each couple of these grammarians may be
teparated from one another by a space of fifty years, he repeats, “aswe
‘have observed above ( p xiv ), there are between Patadijals and Pz

still three grammarians fnewn fo us, who made contributions to the
grammar of Panini ¥ On page xbix, it is true, he says, “no doubt the
Karikas do not all belong to the same author, since the same subject
Is treated sometimes in two different Kanikats in a perfectly different
manper,’ but a2 he observed before that the harikas are “scattered in
vartous grammars { sie }, viz in the Mahabhishya, the hasiks, the
Padamafart, and the Kaumudr, and as two quotations which he adds
in cortoboration of hus statement, viz VI 3, 108, and VIT 2, 10,
have reference to the K2uk1 and Siddhinta kaumudl only, we should
be In fairness bound to conclude that, in his opiniaa, it was the kteracy
period after Patafijali which produced this variety of authors of the
Kiarikas  Yet when be presents ws with a third quotation, viz  “‘Cale
ed p 274, which cleasly points to the fact that there were different
authors of Karikas vaf or bgfore Pataiyalt’s time, it would be curious to
JJearn bow he reconclles this latter quotation with bis previous statements
at pages x;v and xux, according to which there is but one author of the
Kaniks between Panini and Patafijali, and a perionage, too, who lived
&0 years after the author of the ParybbDihisy and 50 years before Pata 8-
Jall 1 Compare alio the followng note
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first sight, 1 four instances, that they cannot be the work of
the same author, and, besides these, two other mstances of the
same kind may be found 1n the “Great Commentary 1°4 , Buyt,
to define the relation of these verses to Katyayana, it will not
be sufficient simply to state that some of them embody the
rules of Katydyana, while others deviate from them, and others
agamn enlarge and criticise the Varttikas 195 5t will be neces-
sary to describe the characteristic features of these Karkis
such as we find them 1n Patadjali’s work

An external, but very important, mark 15 afforded by the
circumstance that one portion of the Karikds 15 left by Patadi-

104 Ihe Kankisnot met with 1n the Bhishya are, usually, correctly
markedin the Calkoutta edition with the name of the work whence they
have been taken , those not marked, are therefore, nearly always, recog~
nisable 1n this edition as belonging to the MahSbhishya That such Ran=
k3s of the latter kind, to the same Sutra of PInini, belong to different

” authors, 1 1ndicated 1n the Calc ed at I 4,51 I 2, 128 (p 274}

Iv 1,44 and 62 From the Bhashya we larnit af frst sight, besides,
1n the two instances, T 2, 50,—wherc the words MUAT I ete are pre-
ceded by YT i —and VII 2, 58, whete the latter words precede the
hanks 3eg etc  Comparc the notes 10¥ 108, 111

105 Three striking instances of the latter kind are the Kinks to
IV 2,60, VIIT 1,69, and III 2, 118 The first occurs at the end
of Patafijali’s commentary on theVarttikas of this Sitra, 1s without com-
ment, and contains, for the greater part, new matter, which s given 1
the shape of Varttikas in the Siddhanta kaumud? It 1s omitted 1n the
Calc ed and runms thus

R ARG § | AR fa o

The hanks to VIII 1, 69 embodies the Vartnkas I, 2, 3 to the
same Sitra 3nd Vartuka 2 to VIIL 1, 67, but 1a tte latter Katyzyana
says WEITAEA X and  the hankd enlarges ths rule to WEITETY
sfafe ( Nagopbhatta  a@qift afAgiEl FERTEST HZ ) The
Rinlz to T11 2, 118 15 thus introduced by Patafjah T8 =M
@ 1 98 R Y ( second Vanhka ) 1571 TTEmERNT @,
and by hawyyala Swaferafas SQINTTETRRIAIRAGEY 8 7
qafertRaa fadmaTagsaf | 1l afrsencImE w1 fERetaa
Prears v il ,
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Jaluentrrely without comment, while he commients on another
portion 1n the same manuner as he does on the Varttikas, and
we may add, too, that there are a few Varttikas which are not
altogether without a gloss, but the gloss on which 1s so scanty
and so different from the kind of comment bestowed on the
Virttivas, that they might seem to constitute a thurd category
of Kankas 166

If we first eximine the Karihas without comiment we i eet
twice with the remark of Patatijali that another, or “others,”
have composed the verse in question, when the Karihi is con-
trasted by tum with the preceding Varttiha 2and the same
remark occurs four times, when the Kirika thus iatroduced to
our notice 1s contrasted with a preceding Kartka'®" More

106 Wsthout any comment of Patabjali we find the Rankisto I 1,
0 14 20 38 70, 2,64 4,51 (Kar 5-7)—If 1,10 60, 4,
36 865—II 1,7 (SV 2, 94 Ksr 1) 22 27 79 122 127,
2,8 123(kar 1,2 4 5 6), 3,1 (Rar 3 ) 156 (=VII 4, 41),
4,79 —1IV 1, 44 63161, 2,9 60 (comp the preceding note ),
4,9—V 1,115, 2,48,3,65 —VI 1,1 77 (har 2).87,2,109,
4, 46 (kar 2) 92—VIIL 1, 70, 2 58 {Kar 3) 4,114 —
VIL Y, 18 73 (Kar 2) 59 62 80 108, 3, 43 —There are
Kank3s commented upon by Patadjal, 1n bis wsual mannmer, to I 1,
19 87, 2,9 17 )18 50 51, 4,21 ( =IIf 3,161) &1 {Rsr }
2 1-4)—TI 1,112, 2,57 109 115 139, 3 3 (Kzxr 1 2)—
IV 1,3 1018 32 54 78 92 03 120 165, 2,8 45, 3,60 84
134 —V 1,19, 2,39 45 04 (Kzr 2) 3,83 —VI 1,77 (har 1)
103 168,2,1,3,4%, 4,3 12 22 46 62 74 128 —VIL 1,9 21
40 73 (Kir 1) 906, 2, 102 107, 3,3 86, 4, 46 (Kar 1) —
VII 1,69 ( comp the preceding note ), 2, 26 55 58 (K&r 1 2},
3,88, 4, 68 —To the Purd caregory belong the hankis © I 1, 38
(om Calc ed ) —HI 1, 123 2,118 123(kar 3) — IV 2,
13 — VI 4,120 140 — VI 32, 45 —Other Kankis quoted i the
Calcutta edition do not occur in the Bhiishya

107 Patafali to NI 1,27 #WCSME! €T3 ( contrasted mith'
the preceding Vartika ), 1] 2,123, Kar 1 #7 1f 1 FAet 47
FE R Wy A Argrla gy W saTy 1fY (cons
trasted with the preceding Vartuka ), etc, but the last kInks, which
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dafimite statements, I beheve, are not volunteered by Patafijali,
but Kaiyyata once tells us, that such an uncommented Kirika
was composed by the Sloka-varttiha-kara, or the *author of
the versified Virttikas,” and though this mnformationis not
more distinct or more satisfactors than that of Patajaly, 1t
has, atleast, the ment of having on another occasion elicited
the remark of Nagoy, that this author 1s not Katy3yana 108

Beme here merely concerned with the question of the rela~
tion of these Karikds to Kityayana, we should rot feel under
the necessity of examming the contents of the six verses just
mentioned, evan if they differed 1n character from the rest—
which 1s not the case,—for the statements allezed enable us,
as 1t 15, to conclude that they are lafer than his Varttihas ~ Stall,
as the remaiming portion of these uncommented Karkas does
not admt of asimlar nference without am inquiry nto the
evidence which they yield, it will be necessary to observe that
they fall 1nto two dstinct divisions

One class of them merely records the substance of the
preceding Varttikas These, for the most part, stand at the
end of Patafijal’s commentary on the Sitra to which they
belong, but some of them are also met withn the midst of
the discussion of the Bhashya, but when they comprise the
contents of a portion, not of the whole, of the Virttikas to
the Stitra of PAmint 1°?  The second class has not the character

18 introduced by the words ¥q7 Mg 1 =y FmAW T )y afxemty
TEEER 1 afr 9 AFgaEeRT | fIEerT, s contrasted with the
preceding Karkss at IV I 44, after T be says, 9T oNT 1 33T
etc, atlV 1,63, after “=0H W7, beadds, QU Fgwla® ", at
VIII 2, 58, after ~*57%, ks words arc, 0T oI[E | 307 cte

108 Pataiijali on IV 4, 9 =7 & mremgy offrme @q=ad)
FEHRIETTR  ete —hawyyata TRFNTTT  ghmaeatowiy wlt
faTETT AT ~ Karyyata on the hankasto VI 4, 22 70097
FIE WEAAY ArevRy AT EITTaY  ~ Ngopbhatta
FURTRC FTa1T7 | FARANTIRERETT T3 WIT See also page 107

109 Such uncommented Rinkss standing af the end of the commens
tary occur at the Satras 11 1 10, 4 85 (Kar 2 3) —III 1,79,2,3
—V 2,48,3,85 {kar 3~5)—VI 1, 77 { Kar 2 ),—87 —VII 1,
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of summaries of the Varttikas It 1san essential part of the
discussion of the Bhiashya stself, now introducing the pomt at

73 (M{ 2)-VIIT 2, 62 108, 3, 43 —In the mddle of the discussion they
occur at the Sitras 11 1, 60, before the fourth Vartnka, and summing
up the Varttikas 1,2, 3, 11 4, 856 ( Rar 1, being a summary of the
Virttikas preceding the third Virttika tn the Cale ed ) —The summary
character of these KZnkas is sometimes expressly adverted to by the com-
mentators  ThusatTI 1 60, Kaiyyata observes 390w 1o Affy
93 wan} adar TeART I 4, 85 (Kar 1), @@ a1 { of what precedes }
sE At , 11 4, 85 (Kar 2 3), gty wrl 13d gegmw,

I 2, 3, SERARIRE @ | R sAofefy v o2 48, sl
EIFEAGIETIFT  etc ete T may here observe that the word I,
which 1s usually added by autbors afier quotations they make from
other authors, 13 scarcely ever met with afier the last word of thesc or
any other Kirkis There 13 the following instance which clearly
proves that no inference ean be drawn from the presence or abscnce
of this word 3% after the Rankss, viz the hankito III 1,7 1sidens
tical with the first RZnks 1o V 2, 94, 3 occurs after the former,
not after the latter  Only onc of the hankas introduced by 3T A1 —
a clear instance of a quotation—is followed by this word, viz  IIT

2,123 (Kar 1) noncof the uncommented RArskss except the one
mentioned ( 111, 1, 7 } bas this word afier 1t and among the Kankis
with comment, 1t oceurs only at IIT 2,139 It 1smot necessary oa
the present occasion, to make any futher statement concermng the use
of <ff in Patafijal’s commentary, but compare alsa note 130 — The
Calcutta editors, who, Bave tves justi=
ficd wn giving us “Extracts” from the Varttikas of KStydyana, do not
enable thesr readers fully to recogmise the summary character of these
Kankas, and, in placing the hinkss exther at the end or at the begin-
ning, they have, n ths class of the Kankas, and still more 5o 1n the
following classes, entirely destroyed all possibility of perceiving how
thesc Karikas arc sometimes summarncs of a portion only of Varttikas,

sometimes the summary of Patadjali’s discussion, and somettmes an
essential postion of Ius arguments  When, in the MSS of the Bhishya,
to judge from the one at my command, a hEnkd which occors 1n the
mddle of the discussion, is sometimes—not always —repeared at the
end, such a device on the part of Patadjal, or, asit seems more pro
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1ssue with some general remark, then connecting or strengthen-
g the links of the debate by an important definttion or 2
new argument, then again summg up the substance of the
discussion tself, and throwng, as 1t were some additional light
on it 110

bable on the part of the copysts, 13 intelligible, and deserves approval
as 1t 1s calculated to draw our attention to the occurrence, 1 the
mddle of the discussion, of such a verse, which usually contatns 1m=
portant information  But when such a verse 1s always taken from
1ts original and proper place, and always put erther at the beginmng.
or at theend, for no other reason than that 1tis a verse, sucha
method, 1n a book, moreover, of that equivoacal class which gives drib-
bled extracts of an important lterature, makes the same impression
on my mind, at all events, as1f an editor of a garbled Shakspeare
were to present us first with all the prosaic and then with all the
poetical parts of the play, or pice oers?

110 Uncommented verses of this kind are met with in the Bhshya
at or near the begnming of $he disussion on IV 1, 44 (@1 g 4 TN
TaARg=a) &7 TN AT AR FIATF ete when he contrasts the
following KArikE oM SE—IFA —with the preceding words ), 1V
1, 63 ( SR | FARGSIA F FAIA | AFREET, which words
arc contrasted with the Hariks of “another ’ STT WE 1 WA )
W 1,161 (WlaEsT” AR SR e ), V1, 115 (39 g@E !
Toagm F ) feEge ) aRgRETERd e A wedvsTy R
FfaTEeE AT PRI W@ ATIgS e 93w S e guegtnig
Tad Amm EfE SEn g afy AT g ), VI 2, 199 ( quiEeeEm
T7od | sralEESAT b qOfky ), VIL 4 46, Rar 2, (O
@z’ | 1377 fE¥E ete ) —The forcgoing quotations, which begin
with the Sitra stself, will show the introductory character of these
kankis —In the mddle of the discusston of the Bhishya we find such
Kankssat 1 1,0 (ed Ballantyne, p 201, 202, towards the end of
the Introduction), 1 1,20 { preceding the fourth Varttika of the
Cale ed ) T 133 (the first Kanks of the Cale ed 1t stands afier
the Varttnkas of this-ed , and 1s followed by a kankx of the third cate
gory-—sce mote 106,—which 1s omitted i the Calc ed ), I 2, 64
{ preceding the eighteenth Vartuka of the ed ), Il 1,22 ( after the
Varttika of the ed, but before other Varttikas omitted there ), V 3
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A comparison of these two classes of uncommented Karikas
shows, therefore, that while the former might have been omnted
1n the Great Commentary, without any detriment to the con-
tents of this work, the latter was ndispensable toit  We may
ook upon the summary Karikas as memoral verses, ‘adapted
for forminga separate collection for the convenience of tea-
chers and papiis, but the tndependent existence of the com-
mentatorial Karkas 1s quite unintelligible, and would be al-
together parposeless  In short, though there mught be a doubt
whether Patafijaly, or some other grammarian, poetically -
clned, had versified the Varttikas, 1t seems 1mpossible to assume
that the second class of those Kartkas was composed by any
one but Patafjalt It 15 very probable, however, that the author
of the Mahabhishya was not the author of the summary or
memorial Kirikds For since there wasan “ author,of verst
fied Karikas,” as we learn from Kaiyyata and Nagopbhatta, and
as we shall see thata considerable number of the commented
Kirikas do not belong to his authorship, the hterary activity of
this personage would become restricted to, and hus fame would
have been founded on, less than half a-dozen Imnes, if we did
not ascribe to him more Karikas than those expressly attributed

(=55 ( har 1, 2, preceding the math Virtuka of the Cale ¢d, Patade
Jali speaks in the first person ), VI 4, 114 ( before the third Virtuka
of theed ), VIII 2, 80 ( before the second Vartukaof the ed )—
Uncommented Rarkxs occur at the end of the diszusnon of the Bhashya
atl 1, 14,38 (the last hankof theed the Calc editors add that
fhis Kankais ongmally a Valdika pasage refernng to 557 Ray-
yata and Nigojibbatta have no remark to this effect, but even 1f lh:
editors be might they ought to have proved first that the “Vaidika'
passage in question—a very vague defimition—is older than Patafijalis
Bhishya, and not talen fromit), enl 1,70, 4,51 (har 5-7),
10 4,36, III 1,7 (which occurs once more m the middle of the
discussion on V 2, 86 as kar 1), I 1,122 127, 3 1 kar 3
(sce note 113) 156 (=VII £ 41), 4,79, IV 2, 9,60 (omuted
m the Calc ed, st note 105, SGAT ) V 3, 55 (Rav.3—5),
VI 1,1, VII 1, 18, 4, 92 { where Pataiijali speaks 1n the finat person),

VIII 1, 70, 2, 59 N
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to him by these commentators, or if we fathered these summary
Karthds on Patafijah  Whether the “other’ mentioned 1n the
first s1x stances be the same, or not, as the “author of the
versified Karikds,” 1 have no means of deciding , but, at all
events, 1t becomes certain, after this brief explanation, that
all the uncommented Karihas are later than the Vartihas of
Katy@yana

The Kankas conmented upon by Patafiyali are 1n one respect
similar to the foregoing class, butin another wholly different
from 1t As regards an external mark, we again meet here
with “another,” who has twice composed a Karkd which 15
contrasted by Patafijali with a preceding Varttuka, and twice
a Kanki which he contrasts with a preceding Kinka, the
authorship of which 15 left without a remark 11 Another such
Karki, too, 15 distinctly ascmibed by Kaiyyata to the “author
of the versified Karikds "2 And when we examine the con-
tents of this second class of Kankds, we agam find many
which form an part of the ar mthe d
of Patajali ' Here, however, the analogy stops, for the
remainder have 1n no way the nature of summarzes, they are to

111 I 1, 112, Patafijal: says, 9T FE ) GOEI IR ete , when
he contrasts the KankaZ with the precedmg Varttika, 1T 2, 102, A#GT
Sfg | SURKATL otc  contrasted with preceding Virtnkas omitted in
the Cale &d, T 2,50 (Kar 2 ), W9C 1g | 04T 569 etc contrasted
with the preceding hankz 1 4, 61, 9T IE | QYMIHTIRAD ete
( commented op up to $34Y 45 Kar 1-4 ) contrasted with the pre~
ceding hanks

112 VI 4 22 Compare note 108

113 Such KAnkis are met with at or near the begtnntng of the
Dhishya on 1 4, 51 ( the two first Kar of the Cale ed ), III 3 1
(Kar 1 2, the last Rinkiis left witBout comment), IV 1,3 54
78 (the first four Rankas stand at the beginming, before the first
Vartuka, the following nine after the second Varttika of the Caleutta
edition, which, 1n the Ehiskya, however, 15 the fourth), 92 165,
V 2,45, VI 1, 103 In the muadle of the discussion on I 1, 57,
1V 1,93, V 1,19, 2,94, kir 2 ( before the seventh Varttika of the
Calc ed ), VII 4,46 (kar 1)
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all intents and parposes 1dentical 1n character with the Varttikas
of Katyayana, and even Patafjali’s commentary on them fol
lows the same method that he observes 1n his comment on the
Varttikas 1314

This method 1s analogous fo that which has become fami
har through the classical commentaries of $ankara on the
Upanishads, of Medhitith: and Kullgka on Manu, of Siyana
on the Vedas, of Vyninevara on Yajfiavalkya, and so on
Its character chiefly consists in establishing, usually by repetr-
f1on, the correct readmng of the text, m explaining every im-
portant or doubtful word, in showing the connection of the
principal parts of the sentence, and m adding such observations
as may be required for a better understanding of the anthor
Patafijali even excels, 1n the latter respect, the commentaries
anstanced, for he frequently attaches his own critical remarhs
to the emendations of Katyiyana, often 1n support of the
views of the latter, but not seldom, too, 1n order to refute his
critictsms and to defend Panini, while, again, at other tumes,
he completes the staterwent of one of them by his own addi-
tional rules

Now this method Patafijali strictly follows in his comment
on the Karikis 1am alludingto As they pearly always cop-

114 Karikss of this description occur 1 the Bhashya at or near the
Beqaning of the commentary on T, 1, 19, 2,9 17 18 50 (Kar 1),
L 2, 115, IV 1, 10 ( the Varttika of the Cale ed on this Sitra 13
no Varttika but Bhishya ), 3, 60, 84 134 V 3 83, V1 1,77 ( kar
1 )168,2,1 3,46, 4,3 46 128, VIL 1,21 40 73 (Rar 1)
06,9,107,3,3 (Kar 1) 86, VIIL 1,69(?), 2,26 55 88 ( har
1 2), 3,88, 4,68 —Jathe mddle, at T 2, 81, 4,21 { =1II 3,161),
1 2,57 129, 1V 1,18 32 { thesecond VIrtilka of the Cale ed Is
76 Varitika but Bhashya on the last part of the Kinkz), 2,8 { the
sccond Varttika of the Cale ed i musedued, it rune thus ¢¥ JrART -
it Freafeefedt A ) 46,V 2,30, VI 4, 12 62 74, vII 1,9,
9,102 , 3,3 ( Rar aod 3 —Tawords the end, st IV 1, 120 ~In several
of these instances there are no other Vasttikas 10 the Sutra besides the
3nks, which 1s then the subjeet of the whole commentary, ¢ g at IV
3,60 84, VI 4, 46, 128, VIT 1,21, 3, 86
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stitute a whole verse, and as sucha verse 15 gemerally too
complicated an assemblage of words to be thoroughly rotelli-
gible without beng interrupted by some explanatory remark,
1t seldom happens that the comment of Patafijalt does not
begin till he has given the whole verse 1n its uninterrupted
order Nor 151t often that so many words of the Karnki as
constitute half a verse remain together 1n the Bhiashya, though
1t 1s obvious that half a verse 1s more likely to afford undivided
matter for comment than a whole one The rule, therefore,
15, that small portions of the Karika, for the most part of the
extent of an ordinary Varttika, are, like so many Varitikas,
separately commented upon by Patafijali, and thatin all such
nstances we have to gather the scattered parts of the Karika
from amongst the commentatorial interruptions of Patafyjaly,
10 order to see that, put together, they form a verse,—a Sloka,
an Indravayri, a Dodhaka, an Ary3, or the lLke! This

115 The text of the whale verse of R3rikis of thiz class 1s given be-
fore the comment of Patafijal, at1 2,51, V 2 04 Kae 2, VI 4,
46, VII1 4,68 There ocour half verses of the Kanks, without com=
mentatorial interruptions, ¢ g atT 4, 21 (=1II1 3,161) 61,11
2,57 115, IV 1,3 10 32 93 365, 2,8 45, V 2,39, Vi 4,
3 12 62 128, VII 1,9 96, 2,102 107, 3,3 86 -—Both modes
are combined at VIII 3, 45 (2 Kar of the third sategory ) where Patafi-
jah first comments on the text of the first hinks, whichis given
without any interruption, then on the first half of the second Kariks,
then on the second half of the second and the first halfof the third
KZrnk®, both given together  then on the sccond half of the third and
firstly, on the first half of the fourth KankX The comment on the
second half of the fourth KaukX follows fisst after the words fiasm
AWAY, and then after the words N(YIITHRT TGS —The manner
n which the great majonty of these Rankas 1s interrupted 1n the
Mababhashya may be guessed from a very few instances which have
escaped the garbling process of the Calcutta cditors, from IV 1, 120,
where the four Vartukas are the literal test of the KZnki and from
V 3,83, where the furst five Varttikas constitute the Ranks  The
injudiciousness of gving thesc harikas on all other occasions, without
indicating the manner 1 which they bave ansen from a number of
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trouble we are frequently saved, etther by the author of the
Great Commentary himself, or by the attentive copysts of his
work, as he or they usually repeat, at the end of the gloss on
the Varttikas, the whole Kirikd i its metrical integrty  Some-
times, however, they omutted to do this, andif Imay judge
from the copy of the Mahabhishya in the of the

short Varttlkas, vequires no remark after the foregoing evplanation,
but this proceeding becomes suill more subject to censure, when some
portions of the KInkZ are given as Varttikas and others are omutted,
or ascribed to ather works than the Bhashya, while the Kariks, nevers
theless, 15 prnted as belonging o the latter work * For {t becomes
evident that, inall auch cases, there was not even a principle which
guided the so called selection or quotation of the works whenee the
Virttlkas are taken  Thus at IV 1, 32 the Calcutta edision gives the
hariks, but only the last portion of it as Varttika—mlstaking, more-
over, the words of the commentary a1 W& GITTT for the Kanks-
Varitiks, which runs thus A1 @R TVRL - A simular misedition
of the sccond  Virtuka to IV 2, 8, and the attnbuting to the Reriks
of the fifth Virttika, make 1t {mpossible to see that the Virtukas
2—5 form, 1n the MahIbbTshya, the téext of the printed Karikt —In
ascribing the third and the fifth Varttika of V' 3, 83 to the Siddhinta-
kaumud!, the editors obscure the origin of the hinks (o this Sdtra,
which repeats the text of the firstl five Varttikas, such as they occur
in the Bhashya —At VIII 2, 25 the same cdition does not allow us
10 percelve more than the first stop of the first RIrlkx, while it gives
the three Karikas in full — I may mention, too, that there 1s no such
KiIrkx in the Bhashya as that printed at VI 4, 18 It certainly
was very tempting to roll up intoa Sloka the words of Patadjali,
GITESAT, which explain the sceond Virttika aSAXY, together with
the threc other Virttikas which belong to KItyTyana , but there Is no
evidence to show that FPatafijalt made this verse, nor does it occur in
the Kxik3 or the SiddhInta kaumudi —For one Karikz Patadljall
seems, indced, 1o be himsclf answerable, for the Varitikas to VIIL 1, 69
merely contain the material for the first fourth and the second half
of the kharik®, which occurs at the end of his Bhshya on this Sitra

It is posuible, however, under she circumstances, that this R3rikI may

be one of the summary class  Sex note 105
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Library of the Home Government for India, the Calcntta
Pandits, who pubhshed an edition of Pimini, have, 1n some
the defect of this 1pt 116

The foregoing remarks sufficiently express my views on
these commented Karikas Where the authorship of “another,”
or of the Sloka-varttika-hara, 1s distinctly mentioned by Patap-
jali or Katyyata, 1see no teason to doubt that the Karikis to
which this remark applies are neither Patadjal’s nor Katys-
yana’s When the Kankis are part of the arguments of the
Bhishya 1tself, 1t seems certamn, as m the case of the analo~
gous Kankas without comment, that their author 1s Patafijali,
but when they have entirely the character of Varttikas—which
will later be defined —they are undoubtedly the composttion of
Katyayana, and such, 1 hold, 1s the view of Kaiyyata and
Nigopbhatta also  For though it 1s no part of their task to
specify the authorship of the Kiinkds, except when sucha
temark 1s essentta] to their gloss, they, nevertheless, have done
so occasionally, and when thus we find that they plainly ascribe
some of these commented Karikds either to the author of the
Virttikas or the author of the Great Commentary, as the case
may be, we must be allowed to wnfer that they entertained a
similar opinion on other Kinkas which would fall under esther

116 Dr Ballantynes edition of the first Pada of the first Adhyzya
of the Mabibhishya, and the MS of the E I 1I, which have the
four Vartukas to I 1, 57, firg @I (MS v frg o
comm | TRATH! AT | comm ) ARGV ARGV comm 1
afiga fafi | comm |, do pot repeat these words without in-
terruptions 1n order to show tharr kEnk3 nature, and the same remark
applies to the MS with regard to the commented Kankss 1 2, 51,
4,21 51 1V 1,3 32 78 92 93 120 168, 2,45, 3,60 134,
V 1,19 2, 39 45 04 (Rar 2),3, 83, VI 1,168, 4,46 62
74 128, VII 1,96, 4,46 (Kar 1), VIIL 2,25 55 68 (kar.

2, 3,45, 4,68 The repetition of some of these hanka Vartukas
has no doubt been omitted, because the commentary of Patadijlh
allowed the whole verse or bali a verse of this text to remain uninter~
rupted {secnote 115 ) In the Calcutta edition all these Rinkas
are given 1n their metnical integnty

8P
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of the heads I have mentioned above 17 Nor need we hesitate
atthe 1dea of a poetical author of Varttikas Not only were
whole grammatical works, ancient and modern, wntten 1n
verse,/1® but 1t 15a common occurrence with scientific com-
mentators in India, that they cannot resist the temptation of
running 1nto verse, even at the nisk of endangering their prosaic
task. We nced only remember another celebrated author of
Varttikas, Kumianla, who wnites alternately 1n $loka and prose
It might seem more remarkable that Patafjali should write 1n
verse and comment upon this himself, but Madhma affords

an t m his J. nyaya-mala-vistara,
Visvanath ) wrote a y 1 prose, the
Siddhanta-muktavall, on s metrical exposition of the Vaie-
shika Philosophy, the Bhasha-panichchheda, Daiy ex-

planed 1n prose his versified Muhtirta Chintamani, Vardkmana
did the same with his Ganaratna-mahodadhy, and many mose
1nstances could be adduced to show that there 1s nothing strik-
g, or even remarkable, in the assumption that Patagjali

117 Thus, on the first four Kinkis to 1V 1, 78, Nigerbharra
observes O SHHT WHEFT Q@ A GUTHIT —which words, moreover,
planly intimatc that there exist hankis composed by KatyZyana, or
in the latter part of Kaiyyata's comment on the Rhanks to VI 1,103
we read zenfear fifqede fogeqom  wsgaRofTeT 1—In hus
comment on the Kanlito IV B, 60, Nigopbhatea, 1 referring to
the remark of Pawafijali, GATH TR  ARATARTINED I
{ which words esplan the beginning of the second KArikX) observes
W FFARAIRTY A0TR WNEREAE , and on a further remark of
Raiyyata TFAITGENEAE | On the affix T3 1n the second Rarikx
to VI 1,188, Mgopbbata remarks AR T35 T ATEEIW, on
the fist hanks © VI 2,1 Hr Rsshre =B i, o
Katyyata o the first Rinks 1o VI 3, 46 SRuatifify afvsearags
492 , on Kaiyyata to the second fourth of Kanks1 to VI 4,12
TS wAf%, cte, ona vanous reading 1 the second kanks to VII
3,86 IIfaRsT@l F 913, ec —'ln tus gloss on the Rinks to VIII
4,68 says ey Cut =fr aifes
27 AR sRfen |

118 For nstance, the Pamnlya Sikshx and the Rk Prausakhya,
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ical verses and on them in

prose 11°

After the foregoing observations, the authorship of those
Karikas, which, apparently, form a third category, can create
no difficulty so far as Katydyana 1s concerned They were
neither wrtten by hum, nor before his time The manner 1n
which Patafijali comments op them, and their very contents,
show that they cannot be assimilated to Katyayana’s Karikas,
which, as I mentioned before, are dealt with by him 1n the
same manner as the Varttikas 1 prose  There 1s either scarcely

119 I owe to the kindness of Dr FitrEdward Hall an extract
from hus “Comtribution towards on Index to the Bibliogrophy of the Indian

Philosophucal Systems,”

" which mentions besides Visvanatha-PafichInana,
eleven autbors who wrote twelve works i1n verse and commented
on them 1n prose  As this extract 15, on other grounds, of considerable
snterest,I wall,wath Dr Hall's persmission, forestall the arnval in Europe
of hus important work, and here subjoin the substance of s communi=
cation  He names in 1t, besides the author of the Bhasha-parichchheda
~—1 Fisargpa-Dikshuta, who wrote the Tarka kasika { on the Vaiseshika )
i verse, and a commentary on i1t in prose, the Tarka mafiart,
2 VidyaranyBehdrya the author of the Vedantzdhikaranma-m3ly ( 1n verse )
and a prose 3 Prokasa or Anatar
krshna (), the autbor of the SiddMAntamuktivall, 4 Vasudeos
Brakma Prasada, the author of the Sachchidinandinubbavapradipiks, &
Lakshritdhara-Kan, who wrote the A , 6

to whom the Atmabodha ts ascribed, and hikewise a comment on i,
entitled Ajiianabodhint, 7 Sonkardnanda, the author of the Atma-

purfna and a3 comment on 1f, the Atmapurina dipiki, 8 Appapa-
Dikshua, the author of the Brahmartarka-stava and the Brabma tarka-sta*
va-vivarana, 9 10 Vallabkichzrys the author of the Pushtipravaha-
marysds bheda and a  Vivarana on 1t, and likewse of the Antabkarana
prabodha 2nd a Viviti on 1t, 11 Gangadharasaraspati, the author
of the G i (an of the Siddb: )
and a Prakisa of 1t, and 12 Genndasstrin, who wrote the Atharvana-
rihasya and a commentary on 1t ~=All these works ( except the first )

treat op the Vedinta their text 1sin verse and their commentary

1 prose,
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any comment on the Kirkds ofthis class, or his comment
assumes more the nature of a general exposition, which 1s 1n-
tended to work out the sense of the Kanka, but not to give,
at the same time, a gloss, mn the usual sense of this word,12°
In short, 2 companson of these Kiarkis with those of the
twa other classes, must lead to the conclusion that, sn reahty,
they are no separate class, but belong either to one or the other
They are partly Patafijali’s own arguments expressed 1n verse
and amplified 1n prose, or the composition of that * other™
-

120 Thus the two half verses of a hankz to 1 1, 28 ( omitted 1n
the Cale ed ), are smterrupted and accorspanied by a bnef remark,
as wll appear from the following quotation ( ed Eallantyne, p 492 )
Fofkarm agn 3 718 Granfadyy wivTHfyar 3 ( Surse balf verse ) o 397
RERA) WPt A qmy o @ R Y agE w0 SR
= 917 gal%ar 377 9 45 (second half veme ) 1 TEITTIIEY PRTR
I mA ) qofE wral AR —The Dhashya on the first two half
verses of the KAnkt to TIT 1, 123 { which are left usmterrupted ),
merely conwsts of the words FTETd f7alT 93T , on the following
porton, IEFTIRMETH 447, of the maances ZAFA VAW 1 THT )
ST ), on TrAw 2N A, of the instances T 1 FYAYed 1 T,
and the like on the last half verse -—The comment o the Ranki to
IV. 2,13 runs thus  orgal GOl W5 @R | age ayd wwA T
Pl qvar-ficie aleafy ¢ Aarces wral At T —The whole Pilsbya
on the Kanikas to VI 4, 120,15 the following, on the first half yesse
ZRARRI gwer FRITN #3590, and on the test, which
13 gives without any interrption  arfrctsy PAfFefy —The Kaoka
ta VI 4, 149, which also 15 given entire—up 10 39, which 13 preceded
only by the word 2rfyaz—1s followed by thess words  SPTY 5 &
A1 —The Bhirbys on che whole comtiaucus fisst hinka to VIII 3,
4B, consists of thes words  SFYYTARFT TR | T I AYFEFAT
Ty wrw) R apnEEeATS q gRIAETR e,
on the firt half of the second, the Bhmshys rums  2713% aft 7792 13
A o1 ¢ wiysQFy ¢ A7 #091, on the umnterrupted srcond half ad
fotst balf of the third hanks, 37X gr=duitfives o1 7 WP

W) eI aearn ande by s At a iy 1w
BT, on the srcond ball of the third Kanks > HFarITerdlT
=Py ifir assregvarard ) wafy 3133 Frapy, fourtb hanks, ete
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grammarian whom we have encountered before There are,
indeed, two of these Karikas which are distinctly ascribed by
Patatijals to this grammarian, and a third which quotes Katya-
yana, and canpot therefore belong to ths author of the
Varttikas 121

Another and very important class of grammatical writings
frequently adverted to in the Mahabhashya 1s familiar to Hindu
grammarians under the name of Paribhashas They do not
amend and cnticise, but teach the proper apphication of, the
rules of Pamini, While the Sanmjia-rules explain the technical
terms of s work, the Paribhashas explamn the general princi
ples, according to which the Sitras are to be appled  Thus,
when Pinim or other 1ans teach the of the
terms Guna” Vrddhi Upasarga Gati Dvandia, etc, the rules
devoted to this purpose are Samfidrules but when Pimm
says, “Ifa grammatical elementin the StGtras has the mute
letter m this anubandha 1ndicates that such an element has
to be added after the last vowel of the radical or base with
which 1t 1sto be joined,” orif he states, “The sixth case ;n
a Siitra means that, instead of that which 1s expressed by this
case, somethimg else, enjomned by the Siitra, 15 to be substitu-
1ed,”—such rules are Paribhasha-rules 122

121 The khankssto 1 1, 38, VI 4, 149, and VIII 3, 45, belong,
10 al] probability, to Patafijal, and those to IIT 1, 123, 2, 118 123
(Rar 3), IV 2,13, 2and VI 4,120, to the “other’ grammarans
The Kariks to IIT 1, 123,15 distinctly introduced by Patafijali with
the words <197 g —The third Kankx to I 2,123, which has no
other comment than the words RRFIRT T=2f, 15 thus introduced by
Bum, together with the two preceding and the two following verses
FuT AE | FIRA @A 17 1 Al m AegEdT T i, e
Compare note 107 —The first KEnks to ITT 2, 118, exphatly refers to
katySyana, n quoting bis second Virttika to this Stitra

122 Compare I 1,1 2 ewc, and otter Sitras marked in the
ediion TIWRT , and T 1,47 49 and other Sitras marked there
AfGHTTEAR. But the Calcutta editdrs bave failed n accuracy, also, 1n
this respect Thus the rule I 1, 21, SERIFFRAT, 18 marked by them
asan ¥PRT, but Patafijali callsat distnctly 9fGNET, or 1 1, 69,
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A Panbhisha contans either a special mark, which enables
the reader to recognise at once the Sitra to which 1t refers, or
it 15 delivered without such a criterion Inthe latter case,
1t 1s matter of discimination to see whether 1t applies uncon-
ditionally or conditionally toa given Sitra In explaining,
for wmstance (1 1,3), that “whenever Gund or Vrddhi s the
subject of a rule, these terms are used n reference to the
vowels i, i, 4 8, », 7, and Jr only,” Pamm, by these techmcal
terms, gives us the power of distinguishing at first sight, as
1t were, the Stgras affected by this Paribhasha  But ’whcn he
says (1 1,54), “If a rule 1s given 1n reference to something
which follows, 1t concerns merely the beginning of such a fol-
fowing element,” itis for the reader to judge whether this
Paribhasha prevads unconditionally at, and 1s an essential
part o, for wstance, rule VI 2, 83, or not Agmmn, whena
Pantbhasha (1 4,2) teaches that “If two rules connected
with one another, butof a2 different purport, apparently apply
to the same case, the later rule only ss vatid,” 1t1s left to his
judgement to decide whether it may be applicable or notto
rule VII 3, 103, for snstance 23

SOfkeqaTen sraeay, has therr mark HINRT , but s called by Katyx
yana himeelf a Panbhasha ( ed Ballantyne,p 763), orI 1 72,34
fAfFT7#7€7 is marked by them HAMNZA, but Pataiijale Lkewiss calls
it a Panibhasha ( ed pallantyne, p 372 ) &4t qfowTral  Atgeradt
R AT T el 70 el TR wheafy
AT Rl | xy 9 7 afysaft 37 AT, e

123 Purushotsama-prtts k2 on Panay, 1 1,3 @Rt adam sugew
vt sqpar Ay afcarey | o frpaar FrrREngE ST @ PaRgREE ( MS
ETHN 224, “wf)) dugead my ferw 1 a1 937 Aftars gk
| 1 Ak e at far Ryttt s e ey
(1 1,66 v a(ns A7) Ry afsar s afy (VIE 2,83) s ¢
= faf¥Emgn  faaPad sefafy (1 4,20 fini ARTEY Ty
g {comp VI 3, 103) 1 FrYifny % o795t (MS e )

FIIFHT t The explanation of the KfsukZ—which 1n general 35 much
wore lucd, and on the whole not more extensive than the compiled gloss

of the Caleutta edigiop—runs thus on the word PRy (1 4,2)
Y Fiafaing 1 4z gt wagtranageia oo 7 fafis o ger
RN} P
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' The Panibhashds, however, whichare to be the subject of

the following remarks, are not those given by Pamni himself
they are the Paribhishas met with 1nthe Great Commentary
of Patadijali, and have been defined by Vardyanatha, surnamed
Payagunda, 1n his gloss on the Paribhashendu-sekhara of Nigo-
Jtbhatta, surnamed the Upadhyaya, as “axioms ( the existence
and authonty of ) which are established by certamn Stras of
Pamni, and axioms (the existence and authonty of) which
are established by the method that governs other works, but
15 applicable to Pammalso™ Each of these categories has
been taught, as they state, by “older grammarans, 1n the
shape of Sitras™ the former however, Vaidyanitha observes,
prevarl 1o number and authority over the latter In other
words, these Paribhashas are, accordmng to the grammarians
quoted, special avioms refernng to Pammi exclusively and
general axioms which avad for /ts Grammer as well as for
other works The “certain” Siitras of Pamm which indicate
that such Paribhishas are in gustence and are required for
a proper application of the rules, are called Jiapaka and the
method of other authors which 1nd that those Panbhasha

are applicable as well to them as to Pantm bear the name
of N3gyal?* We shall see, however, that this defimtion, to
be correct, will have to be modified, and 1 may mention, be«
sides, that older commentators, Katyyata, for instance, merely
speak of Panibhdshds and Nydyas, not of Parbhashds founded
on Nyayas, while the author of the Paribhashendu-fekhara
humself frequently gives the name of Nydya to those Parr-

124 m the SrERTRTTT
FrafEFaT TPER T 1 s aifer aft-
TETET AT TS Panbk khara Kasska of Vard on

these words TR | TRATAY | 1Rty | gaedT alEAnT 1 =m0
<R 1 RN Mdwer gRdaly 0 e 9 aehEmani segEie
mrarer T\ EEiigeamfes ( M5 E 1 H Do 490 smfirar
e’ ) SEIAATTeTSIIERETeT £8 @R ( comp IT 2,34,v
3) 1 RAATVSARE g7 | A= T EATAATISIRRETT | T
TS IAACATNTAA AT MR REICTIRwT ™ 7 anaf etc
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'
bhashas which, according to hus mtroductory words, are such
&s are founded on Nyaya 125

~

125 The Loghupenthashaoetts 1 therefore divided into a gloss on
what we may cali the Panibhashs proper and a gloss on the =TFEYET
SRV which compnse twenty-eight amioms  This distincnion is somes
what obscured in the Parbhaskendusekhara, where both categories are
mentioned in the introduction { comp the preceding note ), but after
watds treated promiscuously The Calcutta edition has, n most
nstances, corectly appended the Parbhasha to the Stitra which 131ts
Jhspaks  thus she P RI{ZTqamaesi3q Wafka which 1s required for the
proper application of ¢ g the Sutra VI 4, 130, VII 2, 10],cetc,1s
correctly appended 1n this edition to the Juapaba-Stirs I 1, 49, the P
AGIPIFARAFIEAT which avphes ¢ g ta VI 4, 127 to the Jnipaka
1 1, 55, the P 837} fAsfRied qwifta awifyals winch apphes « g to
VI 4,105 combined with VIT 1, 35, to the Jaspaka 1 4, 2, and so
on  Sometimes, however, the cditors bave appended the PanbhIshI to
the Sitra for the interpretation of which 1t1s required, but not to the
Jngpaks rule where it ovght to have been placed, ¢ g the p (IFAT
faaa) BT apphies to I 2, 12, butsts Jaipska 11 3 43¢ or the P
GTYFTAITAAT_ 18 required for the proper interpretanon of I 1,
20, VI 1, 45, etc, but 1ts Jispoka 1s ILL 4,19, ¢tc  Insome insta-
nces the authonties named differ as {0 the Fizpaks of a Panbhashi,
thus the P 49837 I99%ET TEL, 15 1ndicated according to the Par
Shashendysekhara which 1mvokes the authority of Patafijali by the Juspaka
I 1, 72, according to the Laghupanibhishaertts, by the Fhapaka 1 1, 34,
the Cale editors have placed 1t under 1 1, 68 —The P SFHAT-
GFW WM 13 indicated, according to the first named work, by the Jnui
poka VI 4, 59, according to the second, by the Jnapaka T 3, 18, the
cditers have sppended 1t to VIII 2, 46, which Sdtra, however, merely
\llusteates 1ts applicablity  Many other instances of _this kind might
‘e alleged in order toshow that the matter 15 one of great difficulty
to the Hindu grammarians themselves, and that in this respect, also,
much scope is left for a future conscientious edition of Pammt  That
the Paribhashas are not met with at the 2nd of Pataiijali s Bhfshya to 2
Siitra, requires no further observation after the statement of note 109,
for they are an essential portion of the arguments of his discussion —
The term #3917 11 applied six times 10 Panbhashas by the Calentta cditors



PARIBHASHAS ANT ERIOR TO VARTTIKAS 12t

1n now adverting to the chronological relation in which
these axioms stand to Pamintand Katydyana, we are, in the
first place, enabled to decide that Paribhashas of thus kind must
have existed before the Varttikas of Katyayana, for thelatter
quotes such Paribhashas 1n lus Varttikas 12°  Another question,
however, 15, whether those Panbhashds which existed before
Katyayana existed also before Pamm, and whether we should
be justified 1n looking upon the Paribhashds collected 1 the
Paribhashendu-§ekhara, the Partbhasha-sangraha, and similar
works, as the original Paribhashds to the Sitras of Pamm  If
we believed Vaidyanatha’s definition of the two categores of
Paribhashas, and of the distnction he establishes between
Jiapaka and Nyava  as just mentioned, 1t would become very
probable that the Paribhashds were composed after the Gram-
mer of PAmny, and by another grammaran than Pimini, since
there ;s no evidence to show that he wrote other Paribhashds
than those which are embodied 1n his own Sitras, andif
we d that the coll of Panbhishds made and com-
mented upon by Nigojibhatta, $rradeva, and others, are the
ongnal collections, there would be a certainty that the “older
grammarians,” whom the former quotes as his authorty, did

(wiz atthe SitrasT 1,23 42 47, wmee 1T 1, 3,1 1,12) bue
1f they followed the Panbhasha collections quoted, they ought to bave
marked 10 a nmilar manner several amoms which are gwven by them
simply as Panbhashas. At all events, they ought not to have called
the same axiom ATATLEH Nydps, at T 1, 12, and Panbhsaz, at VI
1, 71, and mince they repeated 1t 1m order to show 1ts application, they
might have mentioned 1t also at VI 1 135, where 1t likewsse occurs in
the commentary of Patadjaly

126 Virtuka 101 1, 65, which has disappeared in the Calcutta
ediwon, says  sEARITARERMY  Aedsasafiieramiiag,
1ts last words STUF, etc, are a Panbbass, as results from the Bhashya
on this Vartnka  seefagaitaeatt 31 @A | TR L amedsels
serfifiErarEfmr | saddcReaer fRSQT ey da B
PR ) 3T\ mEIARER | Compare alio a similar mstance, n
note 137

~
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not precede Paniny, for one, or perhaps two of these avioms,
mentioned in each of these collections, distinctly tefer to him 12”

‘There are, however, reasons which must induce us to doubt
the originality of the Paribhashas’contamed in these collections,
and to doubt too the strict correctness of Vaidyanitha’s defini-
tion In the first place, because thess collections, each of which
appears to be entitled to equal authority, differ in the number,
and even 1n the wording, of the Panbhishds which they
contan, though they coincide i giving all those Paribhashas
which especially concern us here 122 It1s not probable, there-
fore, that the original collection of Paribhashas was any of
those now preserved in manuscript  But there 1s more ground
to confirm this doubt The Paribhashendu-selhara states, 1n its
troductton, that it 1s going to explamm “the axioms explicrtly

d by the older and recorded in the
Bhashya and the Varttikas ©* —whereupon Vaidyanitha com-
ments “ “The older grammanans® are Indra and so on, ‘expl-
citly mentioned’ means read 1n the shape of Satras, “n
the Bhashya’ says the author of the Pambhidshendu Sekhara,

127 The Paribhashito IV 1,82 HEF-4al WIPTAAT , and the
P toVOl 11 qEnfErawfi@ which s, perkaps, founded on the
Sdtra VIIT 2,1, but as the expression (IF(AIEH need not be a quotation
from Pinint, 1t would not be safe to found 2 conclusibn on 1t wirh
the same certamnty ason the word WAMMI | For thus reason Ido
4 not lay stress on another Paribhashs which occurs m the Panbkaskartha-
sangraha-wyklyz chandrki and the Laghupordhaskaorits and 18 founded
on VIL 4,2 @Efirs 7 eafad (s wording fn the Laghyp A0
e & WIRTIT 15 erroncous  Compare note 132 )

128 The number of in the Panbhashendusckhara 15 108,
1t may, however, begiven as 112, asseveral P are contracted 1ato
one, in the Panbhashtortts of Stradesa st 18 139, n the Laghupanbhaska
ority add the Parsbkiskartha-sangraha yakhyd chandriFd there are 108 Pan-
bhashas proper and 28 mgpamzlak P, some of the latter being tncluded
wn the 108 of the first named work Another Cotlection, Which does
not mention the name of the compiler, but beary the title of Pamni-
matinugimnt Parbhashd, has 123 PanbhishZs Each of “these collections
bas some Par;bhashas which are not named 1 several of the others

’
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becayse 1t 1s pot his 1ntention to explain the Paribhishds which
are embodied 1n Pamnu's Skitras, and because some of those
mentioned by the older grammanans carry no authority with
them 129

Now, 1f we pare the Panbhisha Alected 1n the last-
pamed work, and 1n the other works devoted to the same
purpose, with the Great Commentary itself, we find that they
frequently call thata Panbhishi which 15 not a quotation
made by Patafijali from authorities which preceded him, but
simply a port:on of his own argument No doubt, when this
great crtuc considered himself justified 1z laying down general
principles accordingto which certamn Sitras are to be interpreted
or applied, such axioms of his are, to all intents and purposes,
Paribhashis, but they are Paribhashas of his, not of the autho-
rities who preceded hum 13¢ And thus distinction we must draw

129 See note 124

130 I mentioned 1n note 109 that the absenee or presence 1n the
Bhashya of {he quotational word ZFY affords 110 enterion i the case
of the metrical Rankas It 1s necessary to state now that thus word 15
always met with when 2 Panbhishd 15 quoted by Patafjali, andits
abseace s therefore 3 safe mark that a general axiom which occurs 1n
his commentary s onc of his own creation A few instances chosen
from the farst chapters of the MahSbhshya will make good this assertion
e read m the Bhashyaon I 1,20 (p 395, ed Ballantyne) &IW
e aReE | TRl RSt | gy
2RT ( the former of these P 15 ormtted sn the Cale ed ), orat 1,49
(p 565) FNTEHPARR F4AAM AW cte, or ar I 1 55
(p 608) AT GRAEI ) AGIITARIIET VAR, or atl 1,18
(p 377) vaaly Amgerdded avimnem O, oratl 2, 63 A
ey 93t ER) OFTETIRAA { not PR as m the Cale d ),
erarl 4,7 REAIT Oy 3 alaguea iy | wrart Ry
2gIfA aZXMATAN  when 1n the latter three instances the word TFY
sndscates that the preceding words are a Paribhashs while 1m the first
three instances the term itself1s added, and & afterwards On the
other hand, when weread at I 1,27 (p 442} EL K c
iy f gt aggmat | qEnl ) REEEERTET et , of i the
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10 order 1o judge whether Patafjah onginated an axiom merely
for the purpose of defending Paniny, or whether the Sitrain
question 1s bona fide entitled to the benefit of sucha general
rule, since 1t 1s certaim that several of these axioms were 1nven-
ted at later periods, either to palhute the shortcomings of
Panuns, or to make his rules so conveniently elastic as to extend
from the time at which he lived down to a period of lmguistic

Bhishya on the same Sitra (p 448 ) AR 9@ 1 AT fe faw
SR WAL, the words FRAEY AT and MEFRT. are undoubtedly
Patafijah’s own, and it may, i passing, be observed that the Pan-
bhashendusekhara and the Calc ed bave omtted the word i i gining
these words as Panbhashas Or when the Bhashya o the Vartuka
TagmEty R SISRTARIEEER  (omitted 1o the Cale
ed Wtoll 846, says S Froemam A S At G 9
T Preameeishriafgd ¢ qf aeaRl sfifafRe aegeEm v ST
arvar e o ceamlchile g 1 @ maeT FIRAeEsRA T ete, the
words q3° " SRIRRA are clearly a portion of Patafjalis general
argument, and do not contain Parbhfshas of older grammarians —
These anstances will illustrate the uncntical condition of the actual
collections of Pambhashas Some of these Panbhashas, moreover, are
pothing else than Varttkas of Katyfyana forming past of the discussion
of the latter , they, too, are therefore not the oldest ParibhXshis, snce,
a8 we have secn above { note 126 ) RityZyana quotes a Parbhishi
which must bave preceded us Variukas, Such Panbhashz Varttikas,
which are commented upon by Patajali in the same manner as the
Viarttikas—while he generally contents hamsclf with merely quoting a
Paribhash rule—are, for istance, the P to I, 1,66 anfyi fEl
TR, ortol 1,72 ARRGARESNIR, orsh wHTRT
frER 9T 7 FgNWRET ¥, or NEHAHN ANFAT, ete  Other Pane
bhshzs of the Paribhashendu=ckbara, etc, do not even represent the
words of Patafijali, but merely the meaning of Ins general arguments
¢ g, the P gienatI 2,3, TSI, 1s the representative of
the following words of the Bhisbya FTRR Tl v g==ag 1 J94 1
S AT @A, etc, and other Paribhashis, agam, 60
far as T ‘was able to ascertain, do not occur st all in the Bhashya ,
€ g, theP atl 1,62 63, 11 3,46 (par 2),etc
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development, which could not but find them defective 10 many
respects 131

There 15 a material difference, therefore, between the Pan-
bhashas contained In these collections, when taken as a whole,
and the Partbhashds quoted by Patadijali, and no concluston
becomes safe until we know which Paribhashds are quotations
made by Katyayana and Patafjal, and which belong to thew
authorship, or even to other and later works It suffices for
our present purpose to add, that nerther the first Parbhashi
already mentioned, which distinctly refers to Pammi, nor
the second, 1s a Paribhasha quoted by Patafiyali or Katyiyana 232

We are left, then, free to judge of the relative age of these
axioms entirely from their contents, aid to weigh the proba-
bilities which decide whether they could all have been wntten
after Paniot or not  These probabilities strongly tend 1n favour
of the latter alternative  For, however many of these old Par-
‘bhashas may have been additions made after Pammy’s though
before Patafijal’s time, we still shall have to admit that
without a great number of them, a@ proper apphication of hs
rules 1s absolutely impossible  Without them, many rules would
become open to equivocations and doubts, pay, to such serious

131 Such Panbhashas, are ¢ g, SRR, at vI 2, 197
and the mne P mentioned at LI 1, 79, by the Calentta cditors
132 The Panbhxthd ®FTET WAL 15 mentioned 1n Karys
yata's gloss on the Bhashya to IV 1, 82, but mot by Patafjali  The
P MAFEIAMEIT 15, 10 my opmion, aporuon of Patafijal’s own
argument, when commenting on the 10th Vannka ( of the Calentta
edition ), to VHI 1, 1, s results from the following quotation
g €9 gfs P amfieaiaafs @ ok a@E
fd e IO AR (?) wdemiy 7 R cxfig e R
frren @t e w1 el yaifes SRt
frpfiredld [ifia wayReT 1 o efy Pl ofY aemi e
The same remark applies ta the third Pambhishs mentioned 1n note
127 for the passage of the Bhashya to VII 4, 2, whence this Pan~
bhashs 1s taken, runs thus TITETEE 1T IUCENCRER 7 i
frlaeq OI0A SN QRAS T eafAliege 1 aa THy TaR ete
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objections, that it 1s hardly possible to concerve a grammartan
of the mould of Panimi handing his work to hus contemporaries
1n 2 condition so needlessly precarious, and so Itttle creditable
to his skill 333 Nevertheless, if he had delivered his grammar

133 Two instances will suffice to 1llustrate this character of what
1 consider to be the oldest Paribhashas In the rule IIT 1, 94, PAmm
teaches that 1f, 1n his chapter on kri-affizes, a subsequent rule super-
sedes a preceding rule, either of the kind of affizes emjoned by suck
rules may be at will employed in the formation of a kst~derivative,
except when the affix enjoined 1s used exclusively 1n the fermmine
gender, and when the affixes 1n the preceding and subsequent rules are
the same form  Thus the Satra 111 1, 133, teaches that nouns desoting
the agent are formed with the affixes noul { =aka ) and treh (=tr)
Again, Satra IIT 1, 136, says that from kshp and other radicals there
named, such derivatives are formed with the affix ks {=a} hence,
according to the Paribhashs rule III 1, 94, the nouns of agent formed of
kship may be ship, O kshepa or Ksheptr, since none of these affives 18 used
exclusively in the feminine gender, and none has the same form as
the two remaining ones  But when Pinins tules, m 11D 2, 3, that form
43 a dervative may be formed da (as latter partof compounds like
goda,etc ) and, n1IT 3, 12, a denvativedgya ( as latter part of
such compounds as go-days, etc ) it would become doubtful whether
there be an option also 1n these 1instances, since the techmical affix of
the form da 18 ks, and of the form-dgys, an, and mnce itis not clear
whether ks and an could be conmdered as affixes of a different form, or
=-on account of their representing the real affix g, though wath a duffer
rent 1nfluence on the radical—as affixes of the same form  This doubt
18 not solved hy PAmm bimeclf, but by a Panbhisha quoted by Patafl~
yahi, which says  FTEITIARGIEAT, “dissimularity { of the affixes ) I3
not produced by the mute anubandhas® And PAmni must have xupposed

that Ius readers were d wth ths for
4s an accurate wrnter, he could not—in the Sttra III 1, 126—have
treated, without apy Turiner explananon, ite afmey sz{=ah wrdye
( =a) as sumilar affixes, and exempted them as such from the inflr-
ence of the rule TII 1, 94 —Or when, 1n the Sitra VI 1, 48 (and
" VIL 3,36 ), be says that the radical 1, before the affix of the causal,
becomes 2p, ks rule { VI 4, 67 ) on 2p would be equivocal, mnce the
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entirely without any Pambhiasha, we mught stdl be free to
assume, without inconsistency, thatin domng so, he meant to
the acumen of his commentators the task of eliciting these gene-
ral prmeiples from his grammatical rules But we know that
such 1s not the case, his work bears evidence that he has given
Panbhashi-rules,—axioms which are 1n no way more important
than many of those which are met with in the Mahabhashya,
butpot 1 his work ,—axioms which admat of the same argu-
ments for or agamst their bility or theirr 1nd: bl

wma book ofthis kind The omssion of these rules, then,
would not be one made on principle, it would assume the
naturz of a serious defect, unless we discovered a motive which
would reconcile 1t with the accuracy that characterises this
great grammarian

We have proof — and some will be afforded 1n the sequel—
that Pimin1 was not the imentor of the grammatical system
preserved 1 bys work, though he improved the system of lus
predecessors, and made s own additions to1t  We shall see,
moreover, that he availed himself of the technmical means of
the older grammarians, and,1n such acase, never gave any

1 of those which must have been
known to his contemporaries, and, therefore, required no re-
mark If then, we supposed that he followed the same course
with regard to the Paribhisha rules — and there 1s no reason
why he should not — our mnference would, of necessity, be that
he was compelled to give such Paribhasha as did not occur 1m
the works of Ius predecessors, and were requred as special
axioms for his own work , but that, without exposing himself
to the reproach of carelessness, he could omit all those Pari-
bhashds which were already 1 existence, and were available,
as well for the grammar of hts predecessors as for his own

And thie conclusion s coofirmed by the semse 1 Which
the term Jigpaka 1sused 1 the older commentares, espe-

form zp may represent a sumple radical too,—unless he rehed on the

famihanty of lus reader with the Panibhashs, which states =gl
TAEA AFTAIEE, (o there 13 a doubt ) whether a secondary or a
priminve form ( be meant ), the pumitive form ( has the precedence ) *
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cially m the Mahabhashya itself, were by this pame are called
such rules of Pamn: as “mndicate™ or point to other rules which
show how the former rules are to be applied properly In
commentng, for wnstance, on a Varttika to the Satral 1, 23,
which defines the technical term sankhya Patagjali asks, “how
will there be 1 rules on sankhya a correct understanding of
this term ? ™ and answers this question m the following manner,
“ ( This understandng ) results from the JAapaka.rule What
18 such a JAgpaka-rule ? When Paniny, 1o his Sitra V1., 23,
teaches that bases formed with the affix var, have an additional
vowel I befor the affix ko emjomned in the preceding rule for
sankhyas,—is this Sitea V. 1, 23, the Jiapaka-rule of sankhya ?
(1 e does this Siitra mndicate that bases formed with yal are
compnised under the technical name sanhfya ? ) No. For the
term Jiapaka concerns the application of a rule ({ e this
term 1s not used of a Shtra when 1ts application 1s prokibited,
the Satras V 2, 51 and 52, for imstance, as Kaiyyata observes,
are Jaapakas of the Sutra on sankhya ) 134

13¢  Varttkatol 1,23 (om m the Cale ed,p 432 ed Ballan-
tyanc)  FEIRFMITEA  Patoipels  AETAI TR TEWEAL L DAHL
FAMRAY TEqr@ TR WAl | gnfee | ams B 3% TR
ReAfy (v 1,23) wearmr Pifmer ot (comp V 1,22) FAfiE
TR 1 FE T+ L A | ey QT — Kagyors © THRGE
i 1 eafrafarmearafie g ety gwee Qg
e AR FeEreTERa gt 1 deww s fig detee o
o 1 77 aygrAge Fug (v 2, 52) wERfr (V o2, 41) SR
s e ~ Aty Ry weAETRR Nigopbhatta explains
ARt « SRS ~~This nstanee will muffice to illustrate
the use of the word JFnipsks, whichis of constant occurreace 12 the
Bbashya, and 13 always employed in 2 sumilar manner In order to
obviate an objection which might be raised by those not familar with
the Mahabhshya against my rendering 41 ATIMR €NT s this
Sitra V 1, 28,” ete ,—1 have to observe that Patafijals when quoting
a Sitra, often merely mentions us principal word, instead of repeating
the word of the Satra and adding after them the quotational word
IR The word I taken from the Sitra FAE 15 thercfore here

an of snstances will be found 1o

note 136

!
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Hence, though a ryle may stand 1n relation to another rule,
1t 1s notits Ja@paka unlessit indwate its real purpose,?®?
and as Patafijali expressly and repeatedly states, a rule has
the character of a Jidpaha only when1t 15 given mn reference
toa rulealready previously established, and when its semse
becomes completed by 1t Thus the Sitra III 2, 97, says
Patajaly, 15 no Jaapaka of the Gunarule 1 1,3, since the
former rule does not become completed through the contents
of the latter Or, the Sttra VII 2, 103 1s not a Jaapaka of the
rule VII 2, 102, since 1ts object would not be accomplished
by the contents of thus latter rule, though the words concerned
by both rules are comprised under the term sarva-naman 136
In consequence, a Jiapaka rule cannot precede, but must come
after the rule which 1s 1dicated by 1t

In now considering the relation which exists between the
Jaapakas and the Panbhisha-Satras,’37 we cannot but perceive

135 Pataiijal observes, for mstance, 1n hus comment on the furst
Swasutra {p 87 ed Pallantyne ) &7 YAX 339 ( VIIL 4,68 )31
TN frpred aggardte @l 39l s e aeadee
SAAT ete , or on the VArthka to [ 1, 56 SIREMATIRAT, be ob-
serves {p 633,¢d Ballamtyme )  FfEERNZHERIN  awmm 1+ W
wnp | il HETR SR AR AREEA g | smamaate-
aPr e wEde wmh ) gz <y (VI 2, 35) welimech wa
it | srafa TR GRAT @eadmeg A=Y gdtawg . DR spagdTidar
Frud gl qm L 297 g3 @ ete, and the lken
other instances

136 Patafijalie g snlus gloss onthe Virtnkas to I 1 3 (ed
Ballantyne, p 348) qxg=AY ySaEmA (11 2,97 ) WEET
swmed ot wrlify Rk Ao st waln q ow A
Peeafit, on the last words of the third Kanks to VII 2,102 w w@il-
IATERErafy 3 wdol ey vy ) wrw B ow TRV 2,
103 ) TR AR 1w & Failvgadton g Rk Hfcsmed
il R 1 @ = AR Rty

137 A Parbhashi 15, on account of ths relation, also called ¥TX 1n
bis comment, for ipstance, to 1 4, 14, Patajali says A=A R 1
a aﬁgﬁszﬁzea‘%w“ﬁ AT axeaEn iy | ageafiEna st o
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that it nowise differs from the relation which exists between
rules rstanced before and ordinary mles indicated by these
Jhapakas In the same manner as there are Jazpaka rules
which mdicate the purpose of other rules, there are JAapaka-
rules which 1ndicate the purpose of Paribhashis, and all the
Paribhashds given by Pammy humself, therefore, precede their
Jidpakasules  If, then, as we learn from Katyiyana and
Patafjaly, there existed Paribhishis which are mot contawmed
mn Paninr’s grammar, but which nevertheless are indicated by
Jidpakas, which are Siitrag of PAmny, such Paribhashis must,
at least 1n Patapjali’s opmion, have existed before Pamot's
work, for otherwise the defimtion given by the Mahabhashya
of the term JAgpaha would become iucomsistent with tself
And since Panibhdshas or principles of interpretation cannot
be concewved without matter to be interpreted according 10
them, such Paribhashas must not only have preceded Pammny
but they must have been taught 1n one or more other gramma-
tical works, and Vaidyandtha, therefore, as I suggested above,
cannot be correct 1n basing hus distinction between N)dya and
Jezpaka onthe cucumstance that the latter refersto Pamm
exclusively, while the former applies alsoto other works In
all probability the difference 15 this that Jagpaka 1s used
especially of grammatical rules, while N3aya 1sa synonyme
©of Partbhishd, but applies to writings which are not gram
matical

In pow summing up the result we have obtained from the
previous 1avestigation, so far as it bears on our immediate
problem, we find that the oldest author on record who wrote
onPanim was Katydyana, and that he was not merely the author
of the Varttikas, properly so called, but also of a certain pumber
of Karikas, which, 1n reality, however, are nothing else tha™
an assemblage of single Varttikas, forming, combined, a stanz
or averse We have seen, top, that Varthhas, which forn

Varttk A wf) TR e areat
Patafijal  TEEIERFETRA Rerd el (melbam)lﬁim
e gy aeifod! seEmedl Al Wi cte Compar
note 126
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an essential part of the Mahabhashya itself, are of Patafijal™s
authorship

‘What, then, 1s the relation of Katydyana to Panini, and of
Patadjali to Panim and to Katyayana 7 Is 1t thatof com-
mentators, or 1 1t to be defined otherwise ?

Professor Muller confers upon Katyayana the title of “editor”’
of Pimm, and says that “the Great commentary of Patafjalt
embraces both the Virttikas of Katydyana and the Sitras of
Pinwn ®138  Professor Weber, on the contrary -— who, even 10
some of lus latest writmngs, candidly confesses that he has
pever read the Mahabhishya, but pevertheless, or perbaps for
this reason, abounds tn comjectures on this work, which not
only 15 1n existence but within reach,— goes so far as to throw
doubt on the genmneness of those Sftras which are not explain-
ed, because they are not explained 1n the Great Commen-
tary 13% Ifear that neither scholar will find adherents for
his opinton amongst the pupils of Patapjal and Kityiyana
The mutual relaton of these latter grammarians and thewr
relation to Pann 1s, indeed, implied by the word Vartnika

138 Anecsent Sanskrst Literature, pp 363 and 243

139 For mstance, in the Induche Studiem, vol 1V, p 78
“Dhe Plazis kommen 1n dem Schol zv Pamm (IV 1, 96,2, 112)
vor { ob aus dem Mahsbhashya ? ),” or 1n a note to the same vol p
168, when referring to the Sitra VI 2, 142 of Pamni, he observes
“Allerdings  Ehashye tu na yskhyatam, also unsicher, ob 1hm gehdng
[ “d1se*—, on what basis docs this conclusion rest 2 “Unsher”—, for
whom ? ] The same confession and the same conjecture eceur, indeed,
50 often 1n Professor Webers multifarious writings, that 1t becomes a
matter of psychological cunosity to sec how an author, apparently much
conceraed about a certain subject, sustead of acqmnag the necessary
nformation—which in the present ease could not have caused any great
difficulty,—or of consulting at Jeast some one who might have allayed
s disquictude, constantly displays befors the public hus feelings and
theones, whereas, by dint of a stereotyped repetition of the same words,
he must convey to a confiding reader the mpresnon that there may be
some foundation, at Jeast, for bis would be erstical surmuse
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““The charactersstic feature of a Virttika, * says Nigoji-
bhatta, *15 eniticasm  regard to that which 1s omitted or imper-
fectly expressed ma Sttra ™40 A Virttha of Katyayana 1s
therefore not a commentary which explains, but an ammadver-
ston which completes In proposing to humself to wite Varttikas
on Pammi, Katyayana did not mean to justify and to defend
the rules of Panins, but to find fault with them, and who ever
has gone through his work must avow that he has done so to
his heart’s content  He will even have to admt that Kityayana
has frequently failed 1o justice to Pamni, by twisting the words
of the Sttras into a sense which they need not have, or by up-
braiding Panim with falhags he was not gulty of On this
score he 15 not unfrequently rebuked by Patajali, who on such
occasions severely rates him for his ungenerous treatment of
Panoy, and, as we have seen 1 an mstance above (p 52),
proves to him that he himself 1s wanting in proficiency, not
Panint  Katyiyana, in short, does not leave the impression of
an admirer or friend of Pimm, but that of an antzgonist,—
oftes, t0o, of an unfair antagonist  In consequence, hus remarks
are attached to those Siitras alone which are open to the
censure of abstruseness or ambiguity, and the contents of which
were liable to being completed or modified  he 1s silent on
those which do not admit of criticism or rebuke

The position of Patafijal 1s analogous, though not wdentical
Far from bemng a commentator on Panni, he also could more
properly bekalled an author of Vérttikas But as he has tvo
predecessors to deal with, mstead of one,— and two predece-
ssors, too, one of whom 15 an adversary of the other,— his Great

d of , the mfl of the
double task he has to perform, now of cnticising Paoui and
then of anumadverting upon Katydyana Therefore, mn order to
stiow where ke catncided with, or where he duflered Irom, theerr
tictsms of Katydyana, he has to write comment on the Vartukas
of this latter grammaran , and thus the Mahabhashya became

140 Nrgojibhata on kalyyata to the first Varttlka (of the Cale.
ed Joff 1,1 (ed Iallangme,p 213) aifvafafy gaeger -
e aiforan
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not only a commentary 1n the ordinary sense of the word, but
also, as the case might be, a critical discussion, on the Varttikas
of Katyayana , whileats Ishns, on the other hand, are onginal
Varttikas on such Sttras of Pamin as called for his own
remarks

1 have already mentioned that Patadjali often refutes the
strictures of Katyayana and takes the part of Pamny, 1 may now
add that, 1n my opimon, and as a few ipstances hereafter will
show, he sometimes overdoes his defence of Panumi, apd be-
comes unjust to Kityayana It 1s easy, however, to understand
the cause of this tendency 1n Patafijali  The spirit of indepen-
dent thought, combined with the great acumen and consummate
scholarship which pervade the work of this admirable gramma-
rian — to whom, as far as my knowledge goes, only one author
of the later literature bears a comparison, 1mean the Mimansa
philosopher, Kumarila — could not allow him to become a
mere paraphraser of another’s words ~ An author like Patasijali
can only comment on the condition that, 10 doing so, he deve-
lopes his own mind, beitas adherent or as antagonist Apd
since Katyayapa had left but litle chance fora successor to
discover many more blemushes 10 the Grammar of Pantm than
he had pomted out, anactive and critical mind like that of
Patafijali would find more scope and more satisfaction 1n cop-
tending with Katydyana than sn completing Paminy, and thus
1 hold, we may explain his proneness to weaken even those
censures of Katyayana which we should see reason to approve,
did we not discover 1n favour of Pamm arguments which will
appear hereafter, but which were foreign to Patasjalt

As little, therefore, as 1t entered 1nto the purpose of Katy3-
yana to advert to every Sitra of Panmi, did 1t come within the
amm of Patafjali to write 2 commentary on Pamny, and, accor-
ding to the requrements of such a commentary, to explain
every ruleof this grammarian His object being, like that of
Katyayana, merely a critical ope, Patafijali comments upon the
Varttikas of Katyayana, because such a comment of hus mmplies,
of necessity, criticisms, either on  Panmni or on Katyayana, and,

. mconsequence, no Varttika could be left unnoticed by hum,
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Agaw, mdependently of Katyyana, he writes his own Varttikas
1o Sttras not sufficiently or not 2t all animadverted upon by
the latter grammarnian, because they, too, are critwcisms, viz,
on Pamm  And, fike Kitydyana, therefore, he passes over
altogether all those Sttras which are unexceptionable to his
mmnd s obvious, therefore, that no doubt whatever concern-
g the genumeness of 2 Sitra of Panm can be justified on the
ground alone that 1t has no Bhishya of Patajali, and the un-
soundness of such a doubt becomes still more obvious when we
consider that a great many Sitras of Paaum, which have no
Virttikas and no Bhashya of Patatjal:, pevertheless make thewr
appearance as quetations and as part of Patamaly’s argument
1 his Commentary on other Sitras criticised by Katydyana

Now, if we take a summary view of the labours of Katyd
yana, we find that of the 3993 or 3992 Sitras of Papuu, more
than 1500 offered lum the opportunity of showing Jus superior
skl that his craticisms called forth more than 4000 Varttkas,
which, at the lowest estimate, contain 10,000 special cases com~
posed 1 his remarks

Having acrived at this pomat, fet us ask — How could India
resonnd with the fame of a work which was so imperfect as to
contarn at least 10,000 maccuracies, omissions, and mustakes ?
Suppose that there existed 1r our daysa work of 4000 para-
graphs, every second or third of which nof merely called for
an emendation, an addon, and corrections, 1n formal respects,
but which, oa the whole, compelfed us to draw the conclusion
that there were twice and a half tumes as many blunders a1t
asit contamed matter to be relied upon,— 1s it possible to as-
sume that such a work could create a reputation for is author
except one which no sensible man would be deswrous of 7 If
we assumed such a possibiliry, 1t could only be on the supposi-
tion that such an author onginated the subject he brought before
the public, and, as an aventor, had a spectal clam to 1pdul-
gence and fame, or, on the suppostion of public ignorance and
individual immorality

But there 15 evidence to show that Pama: was pot the finst
Hindu grammariag who wrote, nor even the iaveator of the
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technical system which has caused so much uneasiness to would-
be philologers It s certain, too, that grammar was nof, 1
ancient India, the esoteric study of the few , and there 1s no
proof of any kind that Pamm had 1nfiuenced or hired a number
of scribes to puff his Grammar and hus fame  We must needs,
therefore, resort to another explanation, if we want to reconcile
the fact of the Varttihas with the fact of Panmw’s reputation,
which was so great that supernatural agency was considered as
having assisted lum 1n his work

This explanation, 1hold, can only be denived from the
circumstance that Pamns and  Katyoyana belonged fo different
periods of Hindu antiquity,— periods separated by such a pace
of time as was sufficient to allow —

1 Grammatical forms wihich were current in the time of
Pamm to become obzolete or even incorrect ,

2 Words to assume meamngs which they did not possess
at the period when he lived

3 Words and meamngs of words used by hum fo become
antignated and

4 A lterature unknown to lhim to anise

1t 1s on this supposition alone that it seems passible to realise
Pintns s influence and celebrity , of course, on the supposition,
too, that 1n his tume he gave so accurate, so complete, and so
learned @ record of the language he spoke, that his contempo-
raries, and the next ages which succeeded him, could look with
admuztion on tae rules he uttered, as if they were founded on
revelations from above Ifhe had bungled along,as he must
appear to have done, had he been a contemporary of Katya-
yana, — not he, but the author of the Varttikas, would have
been the wmspired Rshi and the reputed father of the Vyakarana
It 1s not necessary to exaggerate this view by assuming that
Pamm was an nfallible author, who committed no mistakes,
omitted no linguistic fact, and gave complete perfection to a
system already muse  we need take no other view of the
causes of hts great success than we should take of those which
produce the fame of a lwving man His work may or may
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not have been fooked upon by huis contemporaries as having
attamned the summit of excellency, but, atall cvcr;ts, 1t must
have ascended far beyond medioerity Atits own pertod 1t
cannot have faxled so signally, and ;1 so many respects, as it
would have done if Pimumiand Kityiyana had been contem-
poraries

In order fully to substantiate this view, I should have to
submit a considerable portion of Pammnrs Grammer and the
Varttikas coonected with 1t, to an mvestigation which would
exceed by far the imits prescribed by the present wquiry , and
such an nvestigation might, moreover, appear to be superfluous
on the present occasion, siace 1 shall adduce hereafter argument
of another kind , which will add matenially to the force of these
deductions  Yet the importance of this question 1s so great that
1 will indicate, at least by a few mstances, the direction 10 which,
1 believe, the facts may be found that lead to the conclusions
named

1 Pammsays (1 2, 6) that the radical indhi1s kit wn Iit,
which words mean that, according to rule VI 4, 24, the pretente
of indh 1s idhe  This radical he treats together with bkg , and
he does not observe — as he always does 1f such be the case—
that his rule concerns the Vaidika use of the pretente of ndh
Yet Kityayana corrects the mmjunction of the Sitra by adding
this restriction, and, for reasons connected with the latter, goes
so far as to declare this Sitra of Panini to be superfluous 14t

In rulg VII 1, 25, Pininy states that the sarig-ngmani (which
word 1s usually but maccurately rendered “pronouns” } which
are formed with the affixes datara, and datama —moreover,
stara, amya and anyatara (Ganatol 1,27) form theiwr neuters
not 1o m, but 0 d, e g katarad, katamad, anyad, etc , bat he

141 12,6 vartnka €45 k)
Frereararar f?r'amum(—shs-hy- AT fre1 A g
g LGl ey | owE A G gi 3et s
W et FFr gt Al aFcl s arw frmmass
araffnrafaer frzaanadT | ( The Caleutta editors have on this
occasion mistaken ktyZyana's Virtuka for Patafijal s Thishys )
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says 1n a following special rule, that, yn the Veda, sfara has
taram for uts neuter 1t 1s obvious, therefore, that he intended
to exhaust his subject by these rules, yet Katydyana has to state
that "ekatara forms ekataram 1n the Veda as 1n the language of
common hfe #7142

The letters X,¢,t, p, atthe end of a Pada, says Pimmi
( VIII 4,45)may become g,d,d, b, beforea followng pasal,
or be changed 1nto the pasal of their class Katyayana adds
“If, however, the followng nasal 1s part of an affix, these letters
must alnay s become the nasal of their class, in the language of
common life’ 143

Now 1 have chosen these 1instances from the sphere of
conjugation, declenston, and phonetic laws, sumply because
they at once suggest the question whether Pantar kuew as much
grammar as we should fairly expect from a beginner, who had
studied Sanskrit for a few months s it probable or not, that
he was proficient enough to form the preterite of the common
radical indk “to kindle,” the nomunative of the neuter of
ekatara, “one of two,”—a word which, moreover, 1s the
subject of one of his special rules (V 3,94)” and was he
really so 1gnorant as motto be ableto combine 1@k or nak,
with the common Affix maya wto rangmaya or tiangmaya,
though a phonetic influence of the affix may a on the base hiranya
15 adverted toin hisrule VI 4,174? Orisit more plausible
to assume that idhe and ekatarad were forms currentin his
tire, though no longer currentand correct when Katyiyana
wrote, and that when Panini lived, agmaya or fiagmaya were
as legiimate as vangmaya or thingmaya ? That Katyiyana's
stricture may be as much open to censure as the rule of Panuni,
unless we, 10 fairness, gave it the benefit of a similar argument,
15 proved by the words k d) A di and garutmat
whach ‘i the { <X ) langoage of 1ife” are guite

M2 VIT 1, 26 Amwemali —Varuka  gecexsfy sy
ol KEES

143 VI 4, 45 RsEiadsgaiial ar —vanuka  gdogaied
S AAT (aeq 7999 —Bhmhya  AUSTARD THA W Refin
ST | AT TR
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correct, but would have been incorrect according to the
Varttika, if they had been used in such language at the time
when 1t was composed 14¢

2 Pammsays (VI 1, 150), “the bird ( nomtnative ) may
be ushkiraor vikara  (either of which means any eatable
bird but a cock )  This rule 15 thus modified by Katyayana
“the form may be vishkira or wikiraif the sense of the word
1s ‘bud™” (locatine )  Patatjali, 1t1s true, sides with Pinunt
The Vérttika, he says, 15 wrelevant, since it teaches that exther
form vishkira ot vikira, 1s correct, 1f the word means “bird,”
but that vishkira would be the only legitimate form, if the
word has any other sense Pamni, however, he adds, did not
mean to affect the sense “bird” by his optional “or,” but the
wregular form of the derivative 14% Nevertheless, 1t appears
to me that both grammarians are nght, and that Patafjal’s
decision 1s open to doubt Whenever PAnmi binds the apph-
cation of a rule to the condition of a special sense, he expresses
the Jatter by 2 word esther 1n the locative o nomupative If
he gives the meaning of the word m the locative 1t does pot
necessarily follow, though it ysually happens to be the case,
that such a word has other meamngs, too, which are then
excluded from the influence of the rule, but1f he expresses the
sense of the word m the nommative, he scems always to in-
dicate that the word has this sense, and this sense only,— that
both sense and word, beng expressed 1n the same case, are,
as.1t were, congruoys ¢ His present rul= would therefore

144 It 13 not permutted to adduce also FINGTY, for this word ought
to be written—as, for instance, the commentators of the Amarakosha
do write 1t—#If9HT, since sts affix 15 not i, but g, accordiog
to Pamnt, V 2,124 a9t fafT | That in Rafy the letter 4 1s not
an onubandhg, results from 1 3, 8

145 VI 1,150 fafat QIRMARFD ar —varaka  ffer gz
Ry 3f7 g3 —Bhasbya Q3 dgeawr @EAtar (ane) @
Ay fage | i g% Y1 9 3a) T aAaE arhnhrepad
1% Piarrmfrasead Al saRmmm T34} a1 frmeas ¥

146 Comparce g IIT 3,80 81 87, V 2,15, VI 1, 149 (the
meanings 2 and 3 of 9T, 1 my Dictionary, are of later ongm ),
VI 1, 154 156, et
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mply that each form, vishkira or 13kira, has no other sense than
that of “bird ”, but Katyayana’s correcttons would mean that
both forms are optional 1 the sense of “bud,” while 10 any
other sense both forms represent separate words This fact
1s borne outby the meanings given 11 Wilson’s Dictionary
under each form

The word @scharya 1s rendered by Pamm ampa (VI 1,
147), + e ““not permanent, rare” Katyayana corrects this
meaning, m substituting for 1t adbhuta,1 e “that which has
not existed before, miraculous, wonderful ™ On this occaston,
too, Patafijalt defends Pammi, by observing that thts remark
might have been spared, for the sense, “wonderful, miracuious,”
15 implied by the sense “rare,” and he gives istances to con-
firm this view, viz, “the height of (this)tree 15 something
‘rare’ (or wonderful ), the blueness of the sky 1s something
‘rare’ { or wonderfut),” but I very much doubt whether logi
cians will assent to this view of Patafijali, for, though all
that 15 wonderful 1s rare, not all that 1s rare need be wonderful
And he himself seems to break down under hus third instance,
which runs thus  “That the stars which are not fastened m
the atmosphere do not fall down, 1s”"— surely not rare but
wonderful 147 In other terms, the meaning of ascharya, gwen
by Pamini, seems to have been only “rare,” and if so, it pre-
ceded that which became more usual ata later time, and s
mentioned by Katyayana

Another and, perhaps, more striking instance 1s afforded
by the Sttra (VII 3,69) where Pamm renders the word
bhojya by bhakshya, for Kityiyana corrects him 1n sayng

147 VI 1,147 JdRBR —vartnka { misdited sn the Calc
ed ) SEAEA B 9T —Bhmhya TN A1 €N | SIAEEEA
a1 end AT A 1 enardTARRL T Ay g qAEhn L aE
FEALN 7 FHAT Wy w MEA) | anTeEgEw oAt
agdagim @ sty (G ogdaw @ @l wgd ae i
AR IE dtiEsTeR (F aft e | il e draf@meenf
agnfn @ @A aweggiE agaesfirenra §oafy wafearnarn
=ifran | AR @ freeg
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that he ought to have rendered bhojya by abhymaharya Now,
1f we consult the use of these words in the classical language,
there can be no doubt that bhepa and abhyavahdrya mean
“whatss fit for consumption,” and apply to solid as well as
to liquid substancess that, on the other hand, bhakshya means
“what s fit to be eaten,” and applies tosolid food only Is
1t Itkely, however, that Panim should have blundered in the
application of words which, 1t would seem, the most ignorant
would employ ? Patafjal,, who, as1 have already observed,
1s always disposed to stand by Panini again takes up his
defence, and observes, that Pininr’s using the word bhakshya
1nstead of abky mah@ir) a need not have been criticised by Katya-
yapa, for there are expressions hke ab-bhaksha, ““one who eats
water,” or sy u-bhaksha, “pne who catsaw,” which show that
the radical bhaksh 1s used also 1n reference to other than soltd
food 148 But both 1nstances alleged by Patapjaliare conven-
tiopal terms, they imply a condition of fasting, and denve
their citizenship amongst other classical words from a Vaidika
expression, as Patafijali humself admuts, when, 1 his introduce-
tion to Panin, he speaks of ekapadas, or words, the sense of
which can only be established from the context of a Vaidika
passage to which they origmally belong,14? they do not show,
therefore, that bhaksh 1s applied also to other phrases of the
classical language, so as to refer to liqud food It seems
evident, therefore, thatin Pamny’s time, which preceded the
classical epoch, bhakshya must have been used as a convertible
term for bhapya, while, at }Cé!yéyana‘s peniod, this rendering
became 1ncorrect, and required the subsutution of agother
word

148 VL 3,60 WhTued —Vanuka eEIagdffy awsa
( where the rominatne of @¥3aEM implies zn additional crtleum
against the locative of W&T sce the foregoing remark, page 126) —
Bhashya tqify 31 @) ST gY ¢ Hlew aaRAY (3T SRT
A P 1 iR GueX wR G AY AR Al wdE
a9 {5 ety add 1 a1 ot Ay

149 For the quotation from Patadjal’s preface to Pamm (ed
Ballantyne, p 46 ) see my Dictlonary, s v @R\
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3 The words and the meamings of words employed by
Katyayana are such as we meet with in the scientific wnters
of the classical lterature his expressions would not invite
any special attention nor call forth any special remark  This
cannot be said of the language of Pamim1  In his Siitras occur
a great number of words and meanings of words, which — so
far as my own knowledge goes — have become antiquated 1n
the classical Iterature 1 will mention, for instance, pratya-
vasana, eating (1 4 52, Y1 4 76), upasamada, making a
bargain (10 4 8), sshi, 1n the sense of Veda, or Vaidiia
hymn {1V 4 96), ufsaitjana, throwmgup (I 3 36), yava,
application, employment i (1 3 36), upasambhiashi taking
over, reconciling {1 3 47), svakarana, appropriating, espe-
cually a wife, marrymg (1 3 56), saimharana, humbling
{1 3 70), mat desue (111 2 188), cbhreshs, propuety
(1 3 37), maklrpyi, magiung (I 3 145), ablyadana
commencement { VIII 2 87) hotra, in the sense of riviy, priest
(V 1 135), upasehr and amajeks, to strengthen (I 4 73),
nnvachanekr to hold one’s speech, to be silent (1 4 76),
kanehan and manchan to fulfil one’s longing (1 4 66),
ete etc 150

4 To prove a negative, 15, no doubt, the hardest of all
problems There are circumstances, however, which may
lessen the danger of drawing the conclusion that an author
cannot have possessed such and such knowledge when he
wrote 1f we take 1nto account the evidence afforded by the
author’s character and work, the judgment passed on his
writings by s countrymen, and the condition of the latter,—
these elements put together into the scale of criticsm wall show
whether the scale of the author’s proficiency can spare, or not,

150 Some of these expressions, or others belonging to the same
category, oot aln (e Bothos, ted wmthe artfoal poetny, topes
cially the Bhattrkfvya  This circumatance, however, does not disprove
that they are obsolete in the treal hterature, sinee the Koshas have
borrowed them from Pammi, whereas the Bhatt kivya 11 expressly
wrtten to 1llustrate the rules of Pamim, and the artificial poctry bases
tts chuef merits on the strangencss of 1ts style and words
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4 certam amount of werght without disturbing the balance
requred That Panim was an emment writer, 15 not only mant-
fest from his G but acki dged by the
judgment of his countrymen , and the learning and civilisation
of ancient India was such that we must admut the fullest compe-
tence 1 those who established his celebnity  But we know,
100, that Panint was a Brahmanic writer  No amount of scho-
larship could have ensured to hum the position he holds 1n the
ancient literature 1f he had been a professor of the Buddhsitic
creed In forming, then, an opinion on Panini we must always
bear 1n mind his learning and hus religious faith, and the con-
sequences which follow from both these premises

After these preliminary remarks I will first advert to the
Sttra (IV 2 129) n which Pamini teaches the formation of
the word Aranyaka and says that it means “a man who lives
1a a forest ” That Arany aka has this meaning 1s unquestionable
It means, too, if we consult the lexicographers,” a forest-
elephant, a jackal, etc ™, but above all 1t 1s the name of those
theosophical works which are the precursors of the Upamshads
and are held 1n the greatest awe by the Hindu authorities 5%
1f alearned Hindu were asked the meanmng of Aragyake he
would certainly first pownt to the sacred works which bear this
name, and then refer to the meaning “forester,” just as, I
suppose, 2 European questioned on the sense of the word
“Bible” would first say that it means “Testament™, and then
remember its etymological sense, “book,” Yet Pamm merely
speaks of Arapyaha, “the forester ™ No wonder that Katyayana
supphes, 1 a Varttika of his, the defect winch must have struck
hum 1f, and since, he was acquaiated with this portion of the
sacred;hiterature 332 But 151t possible to assume that Pammni

1561 Manu, 1V 123, for instance, apphes the same njunction
to the termination of a lecture of an Aranyaka as to that of a whole
Veda

FFIFIEN @A #T79T 0
7T JrAFAAEEIFE T 0

152 Paniol, 1V 2, 120 04T ATSE —Patafijall  areqeafizg-

=0 7T off \—Katysyasa e alaRgiagsag ity awsa 1—
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could have known this sense of the word Aranyaka, when he s
altogether silent on 1t, and 1f he did not know 1t, that the works
s0 called could have already existed 1n his time ?

The acquamtance of Panio1 with a Yajurveda 1s evidenced
by several Satras of his 3 Butin speaking of a Yayurveda,
he does not tell us whether he knew the Black as well as the
White version, or only the Black version of it That the for-
mer, which 1s considered as the literary property of the Tutfirs
school, 15 older 1n form and contents than the latter, the Vaa-
saney1-Sanh1t@, requires no observation of mine, after the con-
clusive proofs which have been given by previous writers To
decide, however, whether Pamint had a knowledge of the Vaja-
saneyr-Sanhitd or not,—1n other words, whether both versions
of this Veda are separated 1n time are not, by the Grammar of
Pinint 15 a matter which touches closely on our present wmqury
with regard to the chronological relation between Panini and
Katyayana

In mustering the facts which bear on the solution of this
question, we shall have, first, to observe that the word Vaja-
saneyin does not occur 1n 2 Siitra of, but only as a formation
ma Gana to Pamm (IV 3 106), while the formation of
Tarttiriya, from the base Titfirs, 1s taught 1n 2 Satra (IV 3 102)
There 13, consequently, a prima facie doubt against Paminr's

Patadijali . SIOUAR  WHT ) HROFASAE | FROGFT A | ARoat
PRI 1 omvad a7 | SRR €Ol I—Ratysyana a1 ey 1—
Patafjali s at Mw3fabr awq ) oA Mg 1 sweAr Ama
{ Both Varttikas are marked 1n the Calcutea cdition, assf they did
only occur in the Siddhinta keumudr}  Profesor Maller bas ponted
cut that Pamm does not mention the prmeapal meamng of Aramoka,
but expresses himself thus ( page 339 )  “Whether Panimi knew the
Aranyakas as a hranch of sacred hiterature 1s uncertain Although he
mentions the word “Zranyaka,” he omly usesit inthe semse of ‘hving
an the forest,’ and 1t 15 the author of the Varttikas who first remarks
that the same word 1s also used in the sense of “read 1n the forest ***

153 For instance, by the Sutras 11 4,4 {adhwapee ), VI 1 117,
VII 4, 38, VIIL 3, 104, etc
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acquaintance with the VijasaneyrSantutd 1% And this doubt
18 heigh by the that the sacred personage,
also, who 1s beheved to have collected not only the Sanhitz,
but the Brihmana of the Whate Yajurveda, Yommalkya 1s
also not mentioned 1n the Siitras of, but merely m the Ganas
to Paning 138

Since the questron, however, whether Pamm knew the
Vajasaney: Sanhit, comcides with the question whether he
had a knowledge of the Satapatha-Brahmana, I will first quote
a passage from Professor Muller’s work, which, 1ma correct
and lucid manaer, describes the relation of Yajdavalkyz to
both these works —“A comparison,” he says (p 353), *of
the texts of the Tauttirlyas and Vijasaneyins shows thatit
would bea mistake to call Yaflavalkya the author, wm our
sense of the word, of the Vaj yi-sanhitd and the Satapatha-
brahmana

But we have no reason to doubt that 1t was Ydjaa-
valkya who brought the ancient Mantras and Brahmanas wnto
their present form, and, considening the differences between
the old and new text, we must admit that he had a greater
nght to be called an author than the founders of the Charanas
of other Vedas whose texts we possess In thss sense, K3tya
yana says, n his Anukramani, that Yajfavalkya received the
Yajur veda from the Sun Inthe same sense, the Satapatha-
brihmana ends with the assertion that the White Yajur-veda
wAs pr d by Yajfavalkya Vij ya ”

154 Drofessor Weber has alseady drawn attention to the fact that
in the Ganas to DPinlni only the first word may safely be ascribed to
the bnowledge of Paninl, slnce It Is mentloned by himself, and I may
add, those words of n Gana, too, which are lmpliedly refersed o by
Wy for inatance, ¥AT, TAM, XAT, ¥ 7, 774, of the Gana tol 1,27,
adverted to [n the Sltra VI 1, 28, whick otherwlse would be ymns
telligitle  See mlen note 88, With these exceptions, we have no treal
centalnty of declding whether the words of a Gand were those which
Uttt fadd fn view when he wrote, for not only are there considerable
Wiftersneen In the readings of (he Gana collectlons in exintence, butit
W eettaln that these Jate have been subject, at various perlods, to vari=
ane interpatations, which materlally lessen their erlfical worth

16D bn the Capar t0 TV 1, 108 and 2, 111
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1If, then, we turn our attention to the word Snlapatha, we
have again to state that it occurs only mma Genato V 3, 100
(compare also note 105 ), but 1s not mentioned authentically 1n
any Sitra of Pamm  Yet Kityiyana, 1hold, has helped us
to untie this knot, which has been drawn still tighter than it
was by Professors Muller and Weber, 1n spite of the excellent
counsel which the latter gives, ** not to increase, by inattention
the darkness, which 1s great enough already 1n the history of
Sanskrit literature ™ 158

A rule of Pamnr’s, which, literally translated, runs thus,
* amongst the Brakmanas and Kalpas which have been proclaimed
by an Old one ( or by the Old) 137 teaches, 1nits conrection
with preceding rules, that names of Brihmanas and Kalpas
are formed by adding the (technical ) affixmnr (1 e the real
affix iz with Vrddhi in the base ), to the proper name of the
personage who proclaimed them, provided that sucha per-
sonage 1san old authonty Karyyata grves as an instance of
a Brahmana so formed, the word Sanayamn denved from
Satyayana the saint who proclaumed this Brahmana , and
other mstances are mentioned by Pataijal: in his comment on
a previoas Sitra To this rule Kanzyana added a Varttika,
which, according to the text 1n the Calcutta edition, would
mean lterally In reference to Yajravalkya and so on ( there
15 ) an exception, on account of the contemporaneousness 3%
and the comment on this additional rule 1s afforded by Pataf-
Jali 10 the mnstance he gives Ya@pimalkan Brghmayam where
the Brahmana referred to the authorship of Yijdavalkya, 15
not formed by means of the ( technical ) affix mn:, but by the
(technical } affix an (1¢ a4, with Vrddh: m the base )

156 Indusche Studien, vol T, p 483  “We have already dark-
ness enough 1n the history of Hindu literature, let us abstain at leasz
from 1ncreasing 1t through our own inattention !

167 1V 3,105 UM< I #1711, which words are completed
by the Sitras IV 3, 101 and 103

158 Virttika of the Calcutta editon to IV 3, 105 * JT3=E5T-
B s EEE

10P
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The great importance of this additional rule of Kityayana

15 obvious It has been made the subject of several remarks
1n the “Indische Studien,” where Professor Weber writes (vol 1
p 57, note) —“Bythe Yijfavalkini-brihmanim [ Yajimalk-
3any, as the “Indische Studien™ writes 1t, 15 probably an error of
the press } there [ f e 1n the commentary of the Caleutts edit:on
to 1V 3, 105 1, and also in the Varttika, and in IV 2 66, there
can probably be meant none bat the Satapatha brihmana, either
the whole of 1, or from XI to X1V , which, therefore, Patafijaly
even did not consider as Purana-proktam [ie proclumed by
an old authority 1" Agamn (vol 1 p 146), “A matter of im-
portance 15 the distinet separation of Brihmanas composed by
the Ol ( purana) IV 3 105, by which [expression), in contras
distinction, the existence also of such as belong to a more
recent tume ( fulyakalans, says the Virttika ) 15 necessartly me
phed, amongst the latter, recent ones, the Ydjhavalkani [ the
repeated error of the press, Yafdmalkyani,” becomes suspicious]
(comp p 57, note ), and the Saulabham ( otherwise unknown )
Brahmanini are mentioned 1n the Virttika, amongst the old
ones, the scholiast there, (151t on Patafijal’s authonty 715%)
names the Bhallavinah and the Sajyayaninah” And (vel 1.p
177, note } —“Now we have scen (pp 57 note, and 146) that

the Yajdavalkinr-brahmanam [ “Yajiavalkyani’ agan, which
now by very 1, are dered by the author of
the Varttikas as confemporaneous with Pammt  The gquestion,

therefore, 1s whether by it [/ e the Yé;ﬂavalk:ml-bﬂhmanim]

159 For this query of Professor Weber, compase note 130 But
I cannot help asking how he reconciles the statement of the note to
Vol I p 87, just quoted, where he speaks of Patafijaht In terms of
that assurance which can only procced from personal knowledge, =
with his repeated avowal of not having read the Mahzbhishya, and
waith the text fiself of p 57 to which this note refers, since he is doubt~
ful even there whether the Calcutta editors have faken their instances
toIV 3,105 from Patadjali or not ? As & guess, his sttributing the
words AT ATGMRT to Patafijali bappens to be quite correct, but
it would have been certainly much better to give it distinctly as such,
than leave us doubtful now as to the nature of other statements of his
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we have really to understand the Satapatha-brahmana atself, or
1n general, Brahmanas only, which were composed by Yajda-
valkya, or such as merely freated of lnm  In the former case, 1t
would follow, too, from his proved contemporaneousness with
Uddalaka,and from Uddalaka’s preceding Pandu, that the epoch
of Pardu 1s later than that of Panmt” But (vol n p 393 Y he
observes “* By the Yajfavalkini-brahmanim'®® we, probably,
have not to understand those [ Brihmanas] which have been
composed by Yajsavalkya himself, but those which merely
treated of hun, and a specimen of these 15 preserved us in the
Yajfiavalkiyam kindam of the Vrhadaranyaka ( see my Akad

Vorles p 155-26), therefore, 1f this [my] second view 15 correct
the contemporaneousness of Yajdavalkya and Uddilaka with
Panint, which s the necessary consequence of my first view,
would fa)l to the gronnd, together with Pamins’s precedisg
Piandu, whose priorsty 1n time 1s agamn the consequence of such
a contemporanecusness 161

160 Professor Weber again writes “Ygfiaralkyins 7 Bemng compelled,
therefore, 10 abandon the hypothesis of an error of the pre 5, the more
50 as the same ‘‘Yijiiavalkyns brahmanini” make thewr reappearance, 11
their alphabeiscal place, 10 his Index to the first two volumes of the
“Indische Studien ¥~—I must refer lim for the correct form “ Yyia-
zalkim > to Pamm1 VI 4, 151 —It is ncedless for me to say that the
“ediror™ of PAmm  lLikewise writes qTTFIMT IV 2, 66 and 2, 105,
intending probably to umprove on the Caleutts edition, which IV 3,
105 writes ATTIEA, but IV 2, 66 FTTTFAIN Hadent sua fats hbells ©
161 The self~quotation of Professor Weber ( Akad Vorles p 126,
126 ) necd not be repeated here, mace 1t merely contains the same
conjecture that the Ygfavalkam ( correctly wrtten in the Akad Vorles,
but re quoted from tis work “ YgAssalkins ” 1 the Ind Stud vel
II p 390) brakmardn: are the same as the Ygisalkiyamkondam which
treats of Yjfavalkya —The text of the quotations gwen ahave, 1t

superfluous for me 10 mentton, 1s1n German To save space I bave
confined myself to merely a of 1t which, I

trust, no onc will ind wanting 1 stnctest fairness and hteral aceus
racy  The words between brackets, marked [ ] arc my own pasen-
thetical cxplanations, asthe reader will easly see for himself The
talics 1n the quotation are Professor Weber's own
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There 15 nothing novel or remarkable 1 the circumstance of
Professor Weber's recanting on one page what he masntained
with the most specious arguments on another, or of his leaving
the bewildered reader between a chaos of what are to him esta-
blished facts, but however 1nteresting 1t may be thus to obtaig
from him an autobiography of his mind, and an msight into the
state of matunty 1 which he presents us with his researches, 1
must, this tume, defend him agajnst himself, and show that,
within the sphere of his own presumptive facts, there 1s not the
slightest ground for 3t by hus last cony the state-
ments contained 1n the first three quotations from his essays

The exception made by KatyGyana to the rule of Pamum
(IV 3,105) 15 contained 1n the word Yajiavalka, as we learn from
the authentic comment of Patadjalt. There 15 no proof, what-
ever, that it can extend to any other denvative of Yéjdavalkya
Whatever, therefore, be the mport of the word Yanavalkiya,
the Yaynavalkiyam kandam has nothing to do with the Yayiayalk-
@ni brahmanam mentioned by Patafigali in reference to our
Varttika  But 1n the second instance, the word pratishedha or
“exception,” used by Kityiyana necessanly concerns works of
the same category  As hittle as an author could, for imstance,
call geology an exception to astronomy, as little, 1 hold, could
Kityayana speak of an “exception to names of Brihmanas
whea he had i his miod, as Professor Weber thiaks, the name
of a particular chapter of an Aranyaka And thirdly, this same
word ‘exception’ in the Varttikn must likewise concern the
proclairung of such a work by the personage who becomes the
base of the dervative , for Panim uses the word prokia “pro-
claimed,” distmctly enough 1o the Shtra which 1s cnticised by
the Varttika There would be no * exception,”” if the formation
alluded to by Katyayana, meanta work freatng of the per-
sonage who 1s the base of the denivative  But, when Professor
Weber, 1 his “Akadenusche Vorlesungen™ (pp 125, 126)
crowns hys syllogism by the remark that he prefers his last con-
Jecture because it “appears, indeed, extremely tickhish ( bedenk-

tich ) to him “to coustder the whole Satapatha brahmana or as
much as its last baoks, as beaning distinctly the name of ¥asa
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valkya—however much it may contam his system [ ? J—or as
contemporaneous with,jor as preceding even by Ittle, Pannr’s
time,” and when he adds, i the fulness of his authority, “but
for the Yajflavalklyam kindam I have not the slightest hesitation
m downg the latter” [ Letzteres zu thum —what Jatter 7}, I fear 1
should overstep the hrmuts of serentific ertticism, af I attached a
single remark to a passage hke this, which treats ifs readers as
1f the personal feelings of Professor Weber had all the weight
of scientific arguments, and deals with one of the most import-
ant problems of Sansknt literature 11 such a manner as if 1t
were a matter for table talk

Before I proceed 1n my observation on the point at 1ssue, I
will state the views of Professor Muller on this Vartttka He
writes (p 353) *In the same sense Pamny,or rather hus editor,
says 1n the first Varttika to [V 3, 105, that there were modern
Brahmanas proclaimed by Yajfiavalkya, and that therr title
differed by 1ts formation from the title given to more ancrent
Brahmanas,” and ( p 363) “It 1s wrong, for ipstance, to speak
of the Yajdavalkyds in the same semse as we spcak of the
Tarttirlyas, and the works dby Yay Ikya,although
they are Brahmanas, are called Yajdavalkyam [ sic] Brahma-
nim ‘And why ? says Katyayana, because they are of too
recent an onigin, that 15to say, they are almost contemporaneous
with ourselves”

Where, I must now ask, does Katyayanaspeak of Brahmanas

“ more ancient” than the Brahmanas proclaimed by Y3j#tavalkya?
and where, 1 must further ask, does he say that the latter are
almost contemporaneous ?  Again, what proof has Professor
‘Weber that Katyayana meant by contemporaneous, as he says
( see above, p 134), contemporaneous with Pamn: ? and what
proof has Professor Muller that Katyayanamplied by this word
contemporaneous with himself? Assuredly, all these questions
ought to have been settled first, and by very substantial proofs,
before an edtfice of chronology was allowed to be built on them
Not only does Katyayana nowhere indicate a degree, either
the relative age of the Brahmanas of Yajfiavalkya and those sub-
Ject to the STtra of Pinini, or in the contemporaneousness of
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the former with him,—but, 10 my opinion, the word pratishedha
“exception” already adverted to, 1s altogether fatal to the
ellipsts supplied by Professors Weber and Muller when they refer
to the word contemporaneous This word °evception clearly
proves that Kityayana could never have held the dialogue with
which Muller epliens the scene of the Varttika  For 1f the
Brahmanas spoken of 10 the Varthika, were contemporaneous
with Panmi or with Katyayana, the Varttiha would have made
an addifio1, pot an exception to the rule of Panmi, simce the
latter merely treats of such Brihmanas as are o/d from his pomt
of view, and 15 no wise concerned with apy Brahmanas of

hus time

In short, the Varttika cam, on account of the word excep-
tion, convey no other sense than that Pimm himself was
guilty of an maccuracy, by omitting to state that the Brahmanas
which had been proclaimed by Yajnavalkya ( and others ) were
exempt from hus Stra XV 3, 105, these Bralimanas being as
those which he had wn view when ke gave this rule

Did the words of the Varttika, such as they are printed 10
the Calcutta edition, admut of the slightest doybt — if inter-
preted properly,—or had the iaferences drawn from them been

) ded with less q) , and did pot the discussion
I have rassed concern a principle, viz the method of exammng
the relation of Kitydyana to Pimp, the course Ishould have
taken, 1n refuting the opmion of Professors Weber and Muller
would have been a different one I should have at one stated
the fact, that the imadvertence of the Calcutta edrtors of
Panimy — (peed 1 repeat that Dr Boehtlingk's reprint 1s as
conscientsous in thiscase as 1 all amalogous tastances ? ) —
has skipped fwo words which belong to the Varttika, — words,
which, indeed, are not absolutely required for a correct under-
standing of the Varttika, but the presence of which would
have prevented as much as the possibility of a misconception,
however matientive the reader of the Virttika might be These
words are no other thanthe words of Paminr's Sutra itself,
which Katyayana, no doubt with the distinct purpose of obvia-
ting the very bility of 2 d dj has bodred
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again 10 lus  Varttika in placing them before his own critcat
remarh  In short, the Varttika runs thus  “Among the Brah-
manas and Kalpas, which are proclaimed by an old one (or
by the old ), there 15 an exception 1 reference to Yajavalkya,
on 1ccount of the contemporaneousness,” viz, of these latter
Brahmanas with the old Brahmanas spoken of by Pamm In
this sense, then, Patafijalt remarks, after having named the
Brahmanas of Ya)havalkya and Sulabha, “Why (1s there an
exception to these ? ) “On account of the contemporaneousuess,”
that 1s to say, because they, foo, are of the same time, ™ and
Kayyata adds  ‘because they belong 10 the same time as the
Brahmanas proclaimed by Satyayana and so on '162

The ground on which we now stand 1s once more the ground
we have occupied before  And when I previously asked
whether it 1s Iikely that Pamim could have blundered 1n conju-
gating or declming a common word, or whether he was not
proficient enough to use the expresston *eatable,” or whether
he could have 1gnored the meaning of Aranyaka, — I must now
add the question whether he was likely to grnve a rule which,
by an essentral omussion, would have vitiated the name ofa

162 Pamm, IV 3, 105 SUUSIET] AGOTF Y — hatyfyana
THY AEIERIE OIS gRTRIAHEER 1 Patafijaly
ORI wgaeiey SREN awy et Ao ¢ A
AR % TG | germsart | eaeaft gemmemify — Kayyata
graEveify | e eA R eEd  For the sake of
greater clearness, and m order to anucipate any objection, Iwill
menton, that the Sitra of Pamm self precedes the words of the
Virtikan the MS E T H 330, whence this passage 15 quoted, so
that there can be Do of a of the
words UMSIRG AGASIG 1 Moreoser, the begimming of Patafijal’s
commentary on the Vartuka, and kus method of commentng as ex-

plained above, 13 sufficient to remove all doubt—1f any sull existed—
that they belong to the Virtuka -~Professor Benfey, too 1s therefore
fmstaken, When, 1n s learned and valuable © Vallstundige Grammattk der
Sanskrstsirashe * ( § 518 ) he says, “it has been expliatly stated [ viz
by our Vartka ] that Yajdavalkya and some othersdo not belong
to tre old *
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principal Brahmana ? Could he have 1gnored that name which
stands foremost amongst all the authors of Brahmanas 7 So
much so, that we have heard only by name of the Brihmapas
of Bhally, Satyayana. and Sulabha, but are full of the
Satapathabra procl d by Yajdavalkya ?

In my belief there 15 but this alternative either Patafijaly,
who mentions the Bhallavins, together with other Brahmanas,
0 his comment on the Virttika 26 to 1V 2, 104, 1s correct 1n
saying that the Brahmana of Yajaavalkya 1s coeval with them,
sn this case all these Brahmanas must have been unknown to
Pininy, and other Brihmanas must have been before his mind’s
eye, when he wrote the Sitra IV 3, 105, or Pamim did know
and meant to mmply 1n hus role the Brahmana of Bhally, and
of others named by Patafyali, — then the error must be on
Patadjalt’s side, when he asserts that Yajfavalkya was ther
contemporary 1 say purposely, it must be an error of Patadjali,
for there 1s no evidence to show that Katyiyana alluded to
Bhallu, for 1nstance, when he speaks of contemporartes of
Yajfiavalkya, he may have referred, for aught we know,to
‘proper names belonging to other old authonties — old from
Pamnr’s pont of view, and his error would then have consisted
1 making Yajfavalkya the porary of the p
who were the authors of those old works

Yet both — the error of Patafyjals and the error of Katya-
yana — become explawnable on the assumption that there)s
such a considerable period of tyme between Pagims and Katyg-
yana, and much more so between Ponini and Patoijall that
Kitydyana even could consider as “old™ that which was not
only not old, but in all probabifity did not yet exst 1 Pininr’s
time

It 1s curious, though 1 lay no stress on this circumstance,
that the Kasika-vetti should pass orver in silence the whole Vur
stika of Katyasana but should, 1n giving the counter instance,
“Yagfavalkim Brafimanin,” add “Why does this rule of
Panim ( restrict the formation of Brihmana-names with the
affix in ) to those Brihmanas proclaimed by the “oid 7 Be-
cause the Brahmanas of Ydijfiavalkya, etc, are called Yajha-
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valkam Brat Aoy, ete, for, accord, to legendary reports,
these and sumilar Brahmanas do not belong to a remote time-163
Thus, on traditional grousds — which we should have thanked
Jayaditya 1f he had designated in more precise terms — the
Kasika, o0, discards the notton of the Yayhavalkani Brahma-
nam being an exception to thé much-goted rule of Pimimt  On
the contrary, 1t Iooks, as we see, onthe dervative }@fiavalka
as a counter-instance, which confirms the statement of Panm,
but, I hold that this commentary was wanting 1n judgment
when 1t passed over 1 silence the Varttika of Katyayana, since
the latter, by its very mistaken reproach, affords us a valuable
means of judging on the chronological relation between Panim
and Katyayana

Before I support with further arguments the conclustons I
have drawn with regard to this chronological relation between
the two grammarians, 1t will be expedient to take a cursory
view of the principal categories of knonwn ancient writings not
already mentioned, acquaintance with which, on the one hand,
1s shown by Pantot himself, and the existence of which, on
the other, may either be assumed to fall within a period not
very distant from the time when Pinmi wrote, or 1z his time,
to be open to doubt, onaccount of the reasons previously
alleged

163 The commentary of the KIukX on this Sfitra which, asin
general »s much better and more clearly worded than the comment
of the Calcutta Pandits, runs thus (MS E T H 2440) Seqanfiy
AT ¢ AT fnfrcad) 936 ¢ Fdoits QUASRIT | AT
FAEN WIBT 1 GOAT AR fw GO AR S
AT eeEf@ (should be TRAMM )1 TRAM 1 FRI I
TRY | TR 1 gImIERafT R qimsenfr mEf ) sag
7 1 JEerTdl & 7 faewer sy AW 1 may add, that the
Sidihanta Kavmud! also makes no mention of the Varttika of khatya
yana but, 1 reference 1o our question, merely contains these words
(p 815 hmel) gumfy Ay AWTEHM ( musedued  Ta=alliy
ArFf ¢
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Since Panini teaches, 1n the rule T have so often referred to,
that 21l ancient Brihmanas and Kalpa works bear names which
end 1n the ( technical ) affix nin, the names of the former, by
the common consent of all commentators, ancient and modern,
being used 1n the plural only, we are justified mn inferring
that none of the works of the category mow preserved i
manuscript, so far as my knowledge goes, are 1mcient works
from Pamm’s pomt of view That one of them, at least,
the Kalpa work of Katydyana, cannot have existed 1t Pamar's
tume, would be the consequence of the foregoing 1nquiry , but
1 should not venture to say more than Ihave said of the other
ritual books of the same category

Again, 1if the conclusion 1 drew as to Paman’s not having
been acquainted with the Zramvakas be correct, it would
unply, of necessity, that the Upamshads could not have existed
when he lived, since they are a further development of this
class of works, and this conclusion, again, strengthers the argu-
meats 1 have adduced for the non-existence, tn Pinint's time,
of the Vajasaneyr-Sanhitd, arranged by Ydjdavalkya, for an
wmportant Upanishad, the Isa-Upamishad 1s the last portion of
this version of the Yajurveda 164

164 PInimi mentions the word Upamshiad once, viz 1 4, 79, but
0ot 10 the sense of a sacred work It oceurs twice io the Ganas, viz,
toIV 2, 73 2nd 4, 12, in the former 1t has the sense of such a work,
but 1t 13 doubtful whether 1t has 1n the laster also —In a note at page
326, Professor Muller gives a detailed account of the history of dnguenl
du Perron’s Ouprekhat, “ which contans the translation of ffty Upami-
shads from Persian into Latin®  Since bis bibliographical sketch
cannot fail to be of much nterest and use to many of Ins readers, it
will not be superflucus 1o correct a mustake of hys when he  states that
the Frensh trandlation of Anquetil da Perron was “not published It
was not published entirelp, but 1 the well known work of Tieffenthaler,
Anquetil, Rennell, and Bernoulli  “Desenprion lustorsque et geographsque
det Inde ctc Bl vol I sesond edsson, 1791, oot IT 1786, ool 111
1788,” the sccond part of the second volume contains bus translation
*“en francois barbare,” as the author humself calls it, of the “Oupnekha?
Naran ( tire’ } de t Atbrban Bud ™ (p 207 ), of the “Oupnethat tadro
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That Panima was conversant, not only with a Black Yayur-

(e’ ) du Dyedyr Bad” (p 3016 ), of the ‘Oupnekbat Athebsr { tare' )
de 0’ Athrban Bad” (p 308 ff ) and of the “Oupnekhs Sehat Reudns

(oire' ) du Dyedpr Band”’ (p 323 ) Thesame volume also contains
an interesting paper of huis noavelles preuves que I'Oupnekhar ne porle
nalle part du Kaliougam, ms des tross astres Joagams®  ( Table des Articles,
p 546 f ) —There 1s another work published anonymously, which
coraprises, besdes other tnteresung matter, translations in German of
portions of Oriental works, the first volume of this work—the only
one that appeared, I belive——bears the title “Sammlung Asiarischer Ongi-
nal Schriften ==Indische Schrifien —Zurseh, 1791,” and contamns, amongst
others, a German translation of the first three Upamishads published
in the Work of Tieffenthaler, Anquett] du Perron etc  As this volume
18 curious and of great scaraity, I sabyon a ligt of us contents, as given
by the author hmmsell “ Bagacedam Teweta  Der Talapaenz Reg
Patimuk  Des Fo Buch Upnekhat  Mahabarat  [nd.Raschah  Ambertkend
Bedang Schaster  Dirm Schaster  Neadirsen  Gotter Verzechms  Sthastoh
Bade  Lods Schaster  Tvunamaler  Rameswram  Ram suram Phl  Ges-
prack  Sastram’ —A note appended to the translation of the “Upnekhat
Athrbsar,”at p 286 of this work, drew may attention to A prayer
durec ed by the Brhmanas to be offered up to the Subreme Bang  writien eng
nally n the Shanserit language, and tronslated by C W Beughton Rouse, Esq
frem a Perste Versson of Dara Shekos, o son of Jah Jehan Emperor of Hindo~
stan —which prayer 1s appended to the “ Jns s utes of Tamour, by Joseph
White ( Ocford, 1783 ), for the note 1n quesuon says that this prayer
15 a free and abridged version, from the Persian, of the same Upnekhat
Athrbsar { or Upamshad Atharvasiras ) But baving compared them,
I canmot convince mysclf that such 1s the case, though the 1deas exs
pressed 10 both compositions have much stmilanty — Im passing, I may
mention, also, that this same prayer attracted the attention of the
“Afonthly Review of 1783, and, 1o consequence, that of fugust Hen~
mings 1B WS interesting worb, §orsueh ener Ostindischen Latora sr-Gesshi~
chte nebst eer kratusshen Beurthedung der Eehther dor Zend Bucher  Harr
Burg und Kiel, 1786 °  This work, which 1s extremely rare, beass testi~
mony to the cxtcnsve scholarship of its author, 1t givesa cmtical
review — more or less detmled—of 114 works, and has an Appendix,
entitled “Grundlo e 2u emem vollstundigen ¥ erscchmsse aller Sehrfien die
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1eda,165 but with a Rg-and apd a Sama-veda, 1s borne out by
several Sitras of his  We may expect, too, that he, like every
other Hindu, looked upon the Rgveda as the principal Veda,
and this assumption 1s confirmed by the circumstance of his
calling a Pada of the Rgveda sumply the “Pada’ without the
addition of the word Rk 168  Baut there 15 no evidence to show
that he knew an Atharsayeda The word atharvan, it s true,
occurs three times, but only in the Ganas to s rules, and there
even only as the name of a priest We may add, also, that
the word dtharsamha 1s found 1n two Sitras (1V 3, 133, and
VI 4,174), where it 1s explained by Patajah as meaning “the
office and the sacred record of the Atharvan,” — that Patafjaly
confirms the occurrence of the word atharian 1 the Gama to
the Sitra 1V 2, 63, where 1t can only mean a literary work,
and, besides, that the word athariana occurs twice in the
Ganas 167 Yet even the testimony of Patafijali canmot entirely
remove the uncertainty which, as we have seen above, must
always adhere to the Ganas as evidence for or agawst Pamni,

Ostindsen und die damt verbundene Lander betreffen,  In atphabetsseher Ordnung
als e Ankang 2ur Litteratur-Gesehiehte Ostindiens Hamburg” This Appendiz
containy the titles of not less than 1372 works of the 16th, 17th and
18th century, referning to the history, “antiquities, pations, languages
religions, and the natural story of India,” many of which are un®
known not only to me, but to several Oriental scholars, Librasians, and
Dbibliographers whom I have consulted about them

165 See note 153

166 For hys knowledge of the Rgweda, compare VI 2, 85, 133,
VII 4, 30, ete , for the occurrence of pads VI 1,115, VIl 1,57,
VHI 1,18, etc, for Samazeda, 1 2, 34,1V 2,7, V 2, B8, etc

167 For Atharpan, sce the Ganas to IV 2, 38 and 63, (1t occurs,
t0o, in a Virttka to 1V 3, 133)  For Zthoroamka, IV 3, 133, VI
4,174 and the Gamas to 1V 2, 63 and (in the hasikx) 60, for
Atharvana the Ganas to IV 2, 38 and 63 and (in th: hauka) 60 —
On 1V 3,133, Patafijali remarks, after the words of the Sutra
AR i | e e AT ) AT Tgae Rt
st saAnaerd (comp 1V 2,63) Farxaisad (VI
4, 174 ) wEPrmand w R etc
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with the exception of their first work, mentioned by himself,
or such of their words as are referred to by other rules of hus
Nor does the occurrence of the word athariamka 1 the two
Stitras quoted necessarily confirm the interpretation of Patafijaly
It may there only mean the office of an Atharvan priest, who,
probably, was employed in the performance of sacrificial
acts In short, there 1s no valid ground for attributing to
Pamini 2 knowledge of the fourth and least sacred Veda, the
Atharva-veda, and this doubt derives some additional weight
from the fact that, though the word Angiras one of the reputed
Rshus of the Atharva-veda, 1s mentioned 1n a Sttra (11 4, 65),
netther the compound Atharvangirasas, nor 1ts denwvative, Athar-
vangirgsa, 15 met with in the Shtras of Pamini, though the
former 1s the name, as well of the two seers of the Atharva-veda,
as especially of the hymns of this Veda itself, — while the
latter means the observances connected with the Atharva-veda,
and would have deserved a place amongst grammatical rules

1In the last chapter of his learned work, Professor Muller
gives wstances of hymnps which he considers as belongmg to
the oldest portion of Vaidika hterature It seews difficult to
follow his arguments so as to arrive at a settled conviction on
this point , for the reasons he givesin assigmng these hymns
to the earltest portions of Hindu poetry rest on impressions so
individual, that assent or dissent of those who read the Rg-
veda hymos will depend much onther own disposttion I
should, for 1nstance, for my part, hesitate very much to assign
to a hymn which speaks of thirty three gods'®® a place amongst
the most ancient hymns, since 1t betrays, 1n my opmion, a
very artificial and developed condition of religiousness, and a
considerable deviation from what 1 hold to be the primitive
feelng of the human mind ~ The impression 1 derive from an-
other hymn, a poetic version of which Professor Muller gives
(p 564),and a prose translation of which we owed already
to Colebrooke ( Misc Ess I p 33), would be tothe same
effect,—that 1t belongs, not to the earliest, but to the very Iatest
hymos of the Rgveda-Saphuta, forit seems to me that a song

168 “Miller s Ancient Sansknt Literature, p 531
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which begins, “There was no entity, no non-eatity  death
was not, nor was there immortality,” and concludes “Then
who can Fnow whence 1t proceeded, or whence this varied
world arose, or whether it upheld itself, or not? He who, 1n
the highest heaven, 1s the ruler of this universe, does indeed
know, but not another can possess that knowledge”—it seems
to me that sucha song must be already the result of the
greatest struggles of the human heart  the full grown fruit of
a long experience 1n thought, — 1n other words, that it marks
the end, and not the beginning, of a phase of religious
development

1 agree with Muller in one important pomt, viz (p 566 )
that “ the evidence of language 1s the most decisive for settling
the relative age of Vedic hymns,” and It should have agreed
with him still more if he had said that it 1s the only safe crite-
rion with a Buropean of the minetrenth century to settle this
poist  Therefore, when he adds that *the occurrence of such
a word as fadanim 15 more calculated to rouse doubts as to the
sarly date of this [ last named ] hymn than the most abstruse
metaphysical ideas which may be discovered 1n 1t,” — though
1 do not share the opimion expressed 1n this latter word,—
1 hold the adverb he mentions to be quite sufficient authonty
for removing this hymn from the eathest portion of Hindu
songs

But setting aside our personal feelings, whch, after all,
are of no consequence, we cannot be indifferent about learming
what Pimni considered to be the older or the more recent
Vaidika hymns A direct oprion on this point we can scar-
cely expectto obtain from himself, but mndirect evidence of
hus own 1mpressions, or, more probably of the tradition current
1 tus time, 1believe may be collected from hus Sutras; and,
however scanty it be, and however much we may think we
may be able, without lus aid, to arnve ata sumilar result m
regard to the hymns Iam goimg to name, 1t will not be super-
fluous to advert to it here  The hymns of the Rgveda—and,
consequently, those collected from 1t for the version of the
Sama~, and the two other Vedas-—were “seen,” as I have shown
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above (p 62), by the Rshis, who recewved them from a divi-
nity This general beliet was, as 1 there proved, shared n
by Paniay, who, therefore, was not so unshackled by the -
spiration doctrine as Professor Muller represents him to have
been 1r his discussion on old and new Brihmanas % But
there 152 marked difference 1n the language he uses when
speaking at one time of ome category, and, at another, of
another category of hymns, andit s this difference which
nduces me to express a doubt whether he looked upon all
Vaidika hymns as tmmediate revelations from above

In his Satras IV 2, 7 to 9, he teaches the formation of words
expressing the name of Samavedahymns, and he applies to
the latter the word ‘ seen 1e recewved by 1nspiration from
the divinity In the Sitra 1V 3, 101, on the other hand, he
heads a chapter, which comprises the next ten rules, with the
words, proclamed by Ium, which words mply that the
Vaidika composition—the names of which he teaches the
student to form 1 these rules— were promulgated by the Rshis,
whose names are the bases of the several derivatives 1™ That
these two different expresstons were chosen by Pamm deli-
berately, results from the contents of the last named rules
They contain amongst others (IV 3, 105), names of Kalpa
works, which, at no period of the Hindu religion, were “seen”
or ascribed to superhuman authorstup  This words * proclaim-
ed’ has also been noticed especially by Katyayana and
Patafijali, who judge as follows of 1ts import 1n these rules —
Katymyena  *( It might seem that ) this word ‘proclaimed’ 1s
purposeless, smce no affix 15 vissblein (certain ) denivatives
{ which 1mply 1ts sense ) ”~—Patafijalr “Why 1s 1t purposeless ?
“Because,’ says Katyayana, ‘no affix 1s visible > That 1s to say,

169 Ancient Sansknt Luerature, p 361 “Pimnt, whose views
are nat shackled by the taspiranon—doctrine which diraded and musied
all the followers of the orthodox Mimansi school, broadly states the
fact that there are old and new BrZhmanas, ete

170 IV 2,7 ZE@® —1V 3,101 & SN — Praudha mano
ram3  ARINE M rARAMIARART at Swiwhead | sy
TITEE | JTANEANEA Compare the following note
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if “proclaimed’ means that the Vaidika version of the Kalapas
or Kathakas 1s recited village for village, a denvative 1mplying
such a sense has no (special) affix” — Kafygyana “ (Itss
purposeless, too } 1f applied to the sense ‘book,” for (n this
sense ) an affix 15 taught (elsewhere )’ —Patafjalt  “There is
an affix, 1if the sense ‘composed, as a book,’ 1s 1mplied by it,
but such an affix 1s provided for another rule of Pamum,
viz,1v 3,116 Could we, then, consider this word ‘prociar-
med’ (1o our rule ) as used 1n reference to the Veda? But
agan, the Vedas are not made ( like a book ), they are perma-
nent { or eterpal ) "—Kapayana  “If ( however, one should
assert that this word ) concerns the Veda, ( he could be correct,
provided that he meant to impart to ths word ‘proclaimed’ )
a figuratine sense "—Pataiyjal: ( after repeating these latter
words) “Isit notsaid, however, that ‘the Vedas are not

ade, but that they are permapent {1 e, eternal ) ? [Quute
s0),yet, though their sense 1s permanent, the order of therr
letters has not always remained the same , and 1t 1s through the
difference 1n the latter respect that we may speak of the
versions of the Kathas, Kalapas, Mudakas, Pippaladakas,

and so on "171 Now, whatever opinion we may entertain of

171 Paum  § 91T —Karn e TG
Patafjali  SIHEERSTL (% @ORL ARG AW A IR
FIETT NTH 1 A7 TR TAU —Ratyigana O% ¥ THE —
PataBjalhi 2 T 9 ERU I~ Wwafy av ¥y g eaTfey (v 3,
116 ) » esd 98f7 T=q1 7 fy saexfy Brast Rreafy =zs3id —
Katysyana  e1oifify 39T —Pannph  odsiff STedvR
af¥ 1 [ The MS contains here a repetition, which 1s evidently a mistake
of the copyist ] g Siter 7 iy SRy PRaed Gt s&zienid o+ qaend
Prg | @r@d auiggd WRTR TERASETEAY G e AeT
Sererw Rl 1 7 adlamilet TEE ) Te2 0 {h aarT ) g% g
aI ¥ E) g [of Kayyata #n101] 3w t 3fy aff (T
B 0 xR 7T 0 T TENL ) ITATIE I A FAT
93T MITARTA F R A AF —Kayata  FpET AR 5w
FAzeTvREY a1 798 FOT Ay ANALT IR 9 539 Bowd 7 gneaky
(s ¢ IV 3,116) el =gt SAeagal> g @m0 go9t
< SR s A g T AT FETAaTIAR [ probably ( me.
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Patanjal’s accounting for the various versions of the Vardika
texts, 1t 1s evident that Pamnt — who comprises Kalpas under

Edn ) a1 @ ) sl 7 gaaq w1 PramoRi sgceRemsT
fofr s @ aEhR Aewemiiy antayatRR g (Ms
T ) WO GERTARTE  tger gercen g (M
freftend )1 ool srgpifafiend | @ wor EpEl ol
o7 75 fuamar w gEaitamasn | @y wwal 8 o9 Wy
(1v 3,116 ) Rz g7 < a1 ARy 1 st e sifeRed
(v 3, 108) aalEsDeEmefEiemd  aguREEneTEfn
{Ms 'u:u:‘zv")n fRdg e gaR wE WEa a1 ok i
AR 77 TP aggArseaa A — \Igopbhata ¢ I MWL
TEIHREERIMATNL, (1V 3, 126) wa@qiRfy deag s sgEt
afyRFr 1 areATgasY SHEY AT [ both MSS of the E I H, No 350
and 1209, mn the same order ] TWH AU F I | TF FEEAEATY
SFAYIAR TR TRAT CAGIORAT 47T ) GUADAUY | vy 7
IR T (Iv 3,116 ) 1 739 g ¥ g o g gead 1
3 Jre P EftpenEeeEE b awerd ot | i e -
dtagfrafie (MS 1209 “RiPrer®, perhaps 'f‘ﬁﬁﬁr‘?' Y1 wg AT
70 g Tl A3 wsgE o= fcdt-
g o | q—m?mf’ﬁaﬁn SR A ai O
25 3R a7 aawl P e RN 1 ey saify
Prerear | sEEEEeRa feaa @Rl ST gt ﬁ%m
sfmsar 3o gt fEd weRad ) W g w96 e T
samf‘ﬁwﬁmrqmmm giefen AP —ii?iﬁﬁ td
AT | R ad AdAarErETaT . 3 s Yo
ofr MARReE (XV 16) 1 anigrd sferd w@ng aRmEbn
wfegesarana atafz « A& AW I g T AERT (2 MS
THT )| 92 AW AGRATE | FEIA | SASAGEARTIRY Few
FEETReEIET W Wi ST ER 9kt Aty sfg aw
sAa ToRT Als TEAl KT A7 AIULRRER Wt Mg
{comp IV 2, 114 )1 eTfi@shfy (1v 3, 108)1 a7 F@ifey.
WFFR TafE s 89 | gelltn 49 39 FAIRRPRNET 97 )
Refvsaf Siemfrer wafy 1 paughn arEfraETeEn aenify w
[ Obvicus misspellings in the MSH =espec ally in S 350, which
Bere 1s more

d than MS 3 hence this passage 1s taken
have been left unnonced by me  The text here given 15, 1n my optnion,
as correct as the MSS 1n question will allow to edit 1t ]

ur
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the term “proclaimed’ — looked upon the works, the names
of which are taught n these rules, not as kaviog been ‘scen”
or recerved smmedately from the divinsty They must, 10 hus
mund, therefore, belong to a later period than the Simaveda
hymns which he treats of 1n the rules VI 2 7-9 as having been
“seen’ Nor would there be anything remarkable 1n this

1 bave quoted the full gloas of the three principsl commentators
on this imporsant Siitra and [ts Varttikas, because it is of copsiderable
interest 1n many sespects and, at the same time, bears out my state-
ment at page 65 We see Kaiyyata and Nagojibhatta writhing under
the dificulty of reconelling the ctesmity of the Veda with the differences
of 115 various versions which pevertheless maintain an equal claim
to infallibility  Patadjali makes saiber sbort work of this much vexed
question, and unless it be allowed here to render bus expresyion rarng
{ which meany “letter’ ), “word,” §t 15 bascly possible cven to under-
stand how be can save the eternity or of the
“srnse of the Veda  That the modern MfmIasists maintain not only
the “etermty of the sepsc® but alio the ‘permsnence of text, which
18 tantamount 10 the exclunve nght of one mngle version, we lcarn,
awongst others, from Nigopbhatta PBut as such a doctrine has 1ts
obvious dangers, 1t 11 not shased in by the old MImInssts, mor by
Nagoji, as he tells us himsclf Heand Ksiyyata inform us therefore
that, amengst offier theorses, there {3 one, according to which the
order of the letters ( or, rather, words ) in the Vaidika texts got
lost in the eeveral Pralgyas or destrucions of the worlds, and, since
each Mansantara bad 1ty own yevelation, which differed only in the
expresion, not in the sensc of the Vaidika texts, the varous versions
%nown to these commentafors fepreseat these succemnve tevelations
which were * remembered,” through “‘their excesnive accomplishments,”
By the Rshis, who, in this maener, produced, or sather reproduced,
the texts cusrent in theis time, under the name of the versions of the
Kathas, Kalipas, and 0 0n  In this way cach version had an equal
claim to samctty  There (s a very interesting discussion on the sapie
subject by Kumdrila, in biy Mimansa-Vertaks (1 3,10) 1 forbear,
Bowever, quotng [t en the presnt occamon on account of it great
length, and because I bope to be able to give it 1n a more appropriafe

place
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view, if 1t merely referred to the Brahmana works which also
are the subject of hus rules, for this class of 1nspired hiterature
1s looked upon by all the authorties as bemg 1nferior
10 degree, and, I hold therefore, less immediate, asan emana-
tion than the hymuns of the Sanhitds But there occurs 1 midst
of these rules one (IV 3, 106 ) which contains the word
Chhkandas, which, bemng contradistinguished from the word
Brihmara m the preceding rule (IV 3, 105 ), cannot have there
any other sense than that of Mantra, as I have shown above,
or, 1f 1t should be thought that it 1s coptrasted there with
Kalpa as well as with Bribmana in the preceding rule, 1t
would mean Vedain general—Mantra and Brihmana And,
1 conmection With tiis word Pamm wmntes, ‘Saunaka’
Saunaka, however, we know, from Siyana’s commentary on
the Rgveda and the Anukramany, was the Rsht who 1s supposed
to be the author of the second Mandala, as we now possess 1t,
though 1n a former version 1t appears to have belonged to the
Rshi Grisamada 372

Should, then, my view of Paninr’s rule be correct, 1t will
follow that Pimm considered this second Mandala as of a
later date than the other Mandalas, and we cannot but admit
that even the first hymn of the second Mandala fully confirms
this impression, for, by speaking of Hotr, Potr, Neshtr,
Agnidhra, Prasasts, Adhvaryu, and Brahma priests, 1t certainly
betrays a very advanced development of sacrificial and arti-
ficial rites

Mimansa 15 2 word of special grammatrcal mterest, not 1n
so far as1ts affix @1s concerned —for the Ilatter belongs toa
general category of derivatives dealt with by Pimmm his
rule I 3, 102— but on account of the wregular formatton
of itsbase It mustbe admitted that the Satra I 3, 62 may

172 Compare SZyanz in the beginning of his commentary on the
second Mandala, Professor Wilson s detailed account 1n hus translation,
vol u,p 207, and Professor Muller’s Ancient Literature, pp 231,
232, a3 well a3 the corresponding passege from Shadgurusishya, at
p 237
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be looked upor as sncluding this base also, but whether the
mstance rmmans, given by the commentators, has there the
general sense of considering, or the special sense of the philo-

phical 1 g of the Mimins3, cannot be inferred from
the general tenor of this rule  Ths Jatter sense 15 emphatically
expressed by two words derived from mumins, viz, Mimansa
the name of the philosophy, and Mimansaka, a Miminsa
philosopher Nesther word occurs m Pamm ™ Nor does
he mention Jarrmni, the author of the Mimansa-Sitra, and 1t
15, perhaps, worthy of our attention, that not even the Ganas
to Pammi contam the formatton of this word, which 15 of
as much interest as any other word of the Gana Bahad:
(IV 1,96) 1™

The word Vedznto having po remarkable grammatical pecu-
hanties, had no claim to the notice of Pammi, but had he
been aware of the word Vedantin “one who knows the
Vedinta,” 1t would certamnly have required a spectal rule of
his, since there 1s no SGtra 1n s Grammar by which the sense
of this derivative could be made ont satisfactorily And as
Pamim notices but one single word 1n which the base1s nota

173 Even Katyayana gives no Vasttika to teach the formation of
miminsaka, though this word 18 of some interest from a grammatical
pomt of view Amongst thosc words which designate follawers of 2
doctrine or philosophy, 1t 13 the only ope formed wath 2 kri-affix It
occurs, ¢ g as an nstance of Patafiah, toI 2,64, v 17, II 2,29,
and 1n a Kanka of the latter to III 2, 123 where 1t is rendered by
Kaiyyata mehdraka it occurs, too, as an instance, notin the Maba-~
bhashya, but the Kanks and Siddh—k to 11 1, 63, i the compound
AMIETEERE , and 1t 13 probably the property of the Calcutta Pandtts,
as an wmstance to IV 3, 9

174 With regard to Jaumni, 1 have only to add that the instance
Sfufra or FSRXAGERT to I1 2, 38 bas not yet found a placc 1o
the Bhashya or in Kaiyyata's commentary, 1t occurs s Kasks and
the Gana ratna-mahodadbi, but on what authoriy Jayzditya and
Vardbamana give this bandsome epitbet fo the old Jauminy, or whether
1t 13 levelled against anotber Jaimim, I have no means of stating
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proper pame, and the affix sin ( techmcally 12 ) xmparts| to the
derwvative the sense of studying or knowing, viz , anubrahmann,
“one who studies or knowsa work like a Brihmana” (IV
2,62), the omisston of Vedantin acquires increased signi-
ficance 173

Sankhya1s a pecuhar form It comes from sankhya, and
designates the philosophy which 1s based on synthetsc ( sam )
reasoming (khy@) lts very name shows that 1t 1s the counter-
part, as 1t were, of Nyaya ( m ava ), or the philosophy founded
on ‘analytical reasomng’ For while the former bulds upa
system of the universe, the latter dissects it mto categories,
and ‘enters mto’ 1ts component parts Yet a grammatical
rule would have had to explam why the name of former
system 15 pot a Arf-formation,—for instance, its very base,
sankhya, analogously to the kri-formation ayaya It has not
been noticed by Pammi  Nor does he teach — as he probably
would have done had this philosophy existed m his time —
that the same word means, asa masculine, 2 follower of the
Sankhya philosophy 176

175 1Inthe Sitra IV 3, 111, the affix i ( techmeally, mm ) has
a sumilar purport, but the base mplies a proper name, thus Karmandin,
Krsésmn mean “‘one who studies of knows the works of Karmanda,

Restva

176 For the various explanations, given by pative authonties,
of this term, Ipeed now sefer toone essay only, wince st probably
comprises a1l the literary information—and net orly on this peint—~which
can be obtained 1n our days on Sankhya wnters, and certainly more
than any one scholar n Europe would have at his command—I mean
the learned and excellent preface of Dr Hall to his elaborate editton
of the Sankhys Pravacana The latter sense of the word Sinkhpa, “a
follower of the Sankhya philosophy,’ occurs, ¢ g i the Bhagavad-Gita,
111 3, or, together with the word K#nads, *“a follower of the Vaseshika
doctrine,” in the commentary of Sankara on the ¥ edanta Swra, 11 8 51
ayaTTg €ANAY SFEGUL AT glafedg 1
AR | AEAT AETT AILATAR ete
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The word Yoga occurs several tumes tn the Stitras,™*? but
mever 1n the sense of asystem of philosophy, and the only
two dertvatives of this word which are taught by Pinm, viz,
yogya and yaugiha (V 1, 102) are two words which have no
connection wh with 1ts philosophical g Inthe
sense of ‘religious austerity,” it seems to have been kpown
by Panini, though he has no rule on the formation of this
word, apparently because it offers no other grammatical 1
terest than that which would be satisfied by his general rules
HI 3,18and VIL 3,52, for he hasa rule on the formation
of jogin (1II 2, 142) But this word means a man who
practises religious austerities, 1t does not mean a follower of
the Yoga system of philosophy

That Ny@ya was known to Pamni i the sense of syllogism
or logical reasomng, or perhaps logical science, 1 conclude
from the Sttra X1 3, 122,178 where s affix conveys the sense

177 T 2,64 556 —II1 4,20 —V 1,102, 4,44 47 50 126 —
V1. 4,74 76 —VIIT 1, 59

178 I regret that T must again animadvert on an error of the
Calcutta editors 1In thelr gloss on the Stra III 3, 122, they give
the folloming etymology of =4/, “uoiisi | FwRAN1 =™ 7
According to them, this word would therefore come from it “to Iead,”
an etymology which, of course, Is absolutely mpossible  Nor1s there
any trace of it in any of the commentaries known to me
and hus commentators have no remark on this casy word  The K2hia,
which explains every Satra, writes 1qASAANT A, but neather allows
these words to be preceded by ““vllst_,” nor, &3 this quotation shaws,
to contan a third person of the plura? (1478 ) Tis gloss obviowsly
means, “because entering is made { FT-+¥TR) by 1t, the denvative is
AT " The Siddhantakeurudi (fol 211 g, linc 7 ) has an analogous
Interpretation  “frafa AW, etc, whickissull more trans
parent  But what must one think of the proficiency of an ‘editor of
Pamini, who bas nonc of the laborious work—which always gives 8
nitle to MS5S and p a Ys
—who merely reprints the labour of others,—and yet, even 10 2
sumple casc like this, does not feel induced to consult the hauk® or
SiddhInta kaumudr, though he fafks a great deal, even on this occasion,

Patagijalt
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of insrumentality, 1 e that by which analysis (it entering-
1nto ) 15 effected, for the same form, mp@a 1s made the subject
of another ryle (III 3, 37), where Panini gives as 1ts meaning
¢propriety, good conduct, which would lead to its later
meaning, ‘policy” Unpless we drew this distinetion between
the two Sitras named, the first Sitra would become superfluous
Nor 15 1t probable that a civilisation like that which 1s traceable
1n Panton’s rules could have dooe withouta word for syllogr-
stic thought But between thus sense of the word m@a and
its designating the special system of Gautama there 1s a vast
difference  Nay, had Panini even written the Gana 1V 2, 60,
which rmphes, 1 1ts present version, the formation nasyayika,
this latter word would not require us to infer thatit means
there a follower of Gautama’s school, 1t may only signify a
man who studies or knows the laws of syllogism ¢ To sub-
stantiate this conclusion, with afl the detail 1t deserves, would
be a matter of great mterest, for no philosophical school has
dealt more largely with grammatical subjects than the Ny@ya
school, and ats branch, the Varseshika The nature of *sound’
and word,” the question whether word 1s *eternal or transt
tory,’ the ‘power” or purport of words, the relation of base
and affiz, and such kindred matters are treated of i a vast
Itterature based on the Sitras of Gautama, and the contro-
versies of the Narydyskas with the Varyakaranas or etymologists
need not blush before those of our modern philosophers I
must, however, confine myself on the present occasion, as
heretofore, to giving a small amount of proof, that PAmim could
not have known the Sttras of Gautama

of the kastkz “A B and C,” but without mastering 113 g, 3, ¢, sumply
repeats the gross blunder of the editors of s edition of Pama ¢

179 To arnive at the form SAYH 1t 19 pecessary to combine with
the Gana Quoted, the Satra VII 3,3  The same word #47 1n the
philosophiczl sense, oceurs in the Gana to IV 2, 73, where a MS of
of the Kinka haseven the readmg *3MfXaT, and probably, 1n the
same sensc in the Gana to VIII 1, 27, butcven 1f PZmm himself had
written 1n there, we should not be justified 1n giving 1t 2 more defnite
sense than the one stated In the Sitra 1V, 4, 92, and the Gana to
IV 3, 54, 1t has the sense of “propricty ™
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After having refuted the opinion that the sense of a word
conveys either the notion of genus or that of spectes, or that
of ndnidual, each taken separately, Gautama continues —
“1 The senes of a word conveys (at the same time ) as well
the notion of genus ( jan ), as that of species {@krt ), asthat
of an mndiidual (vyokn) 2 An mdmndual (vyahti yisa
bodily form as a receptacle for the particularisation of qual-
ties 3 Species (@hrti ), 1s called the charactenstic mark
of genus 4 Genus { jan ) 1s that which has the property of
(antellectually ) producing ( species ) of the same kind ™50

Let us now refer to the terminology of Panni, and see how
he dealt with similar notions  In the first place, we find that
be does not make use of a term @hri  We meet, 1n his
Grammar only withthe two terms fatr and wakfi In the

180 Nysya Sitras I 131—134  sresisfisqwaeg Tanl 0 =afs
Ay 0 arRwifife u forgT P 0 —=The

object of Gautama is to show that indinidual, xpmu and genas are notions
which cannot be conceived, independently of one another, and that
a separation of one from the otber produces & fallacy In translating
the term oyakis, stress must be 1aid on the word zifeshe, “'particularisas
tion,” otberwise there would be but one ipdividual  The same con®
sderation nduced me to differ, in my translation of krts, from Dr
who, 1n s edition and learned translation

of the Nysya Siitras, renders this term “from”’ which undoubtedly is
ats usual sense 1n nomphlesopheal wntings  But when Pifpantths, 10 hus
comment on the Sitra II 124, wrtes SIFRRITIAEAANTL and
on Tl 133 mfifrafiamar Tear sRdfar TR ET o,
he intends, 1n my opiuon, to convey the understanding, that zirh s
“the p /: of » and ‘the marl of
‘cowhood’ 15 the parnculansation of the orgasism of a cow,’ which,
translated inio our philosophical language, would mean that &rh1s
spectes In my rendenng of the fourth Satra { 1T 1234}, the paren-
theticas words are borrowed from Vesvanaths, who comments on them
thus, F 14 BANGRE wai SRETIETCN @ET F€A @1 oaw q
ARTMFRafEwasliacang ¢ There can be no doubt, therefore, that

Gautama meant our term geaus




-
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rule I 2, 52, he speaks of ( words which express) “qualities as
far as a jah goes,,” and the instance of the jafi, given by Patan-
jal, 1s a tree 11 At 2, 58, he treats of the optional use of
the sipgular or plural “if the word expresses ajan,” (e g a
Brahmana or the Brahmanas ), at V 2, 133, he applies the term
Jati to the elephant,—at V 4, 37, to herbs,—at V 4,94, to
stones and 1ron, a lake and a cart,—at VI 1, 143, to the frunt
Kustumburu,—at VI 3, 103, to grass,—and 1V 1, 63, 152 rule
on “Jati-words, which are not permanently used in the femmine
gender ™ Itis not necessary to multiply these instances, 1n
order to show that Pinint understands by jalr the same thing
that Gautama understands by akrts, viz , Species,'82 and I may

181 T 2,52 F9oman N8 —1 must observe hese that the
RaakX and, on its authonty, the Calcutta edinon, are quite at vanance
with Patasjali, in explairing the last words of this Sitra, asaf 1t bad
the sense S 37 Patafijah disttnetly rejects such an explapanon,
on the ground that it 1s impossible to speak of qualities which are
notyots  He rejects, too, such 1ns ance as GITT I19G , GO &=
M, TEARTRS , which illustratc s pwoapsksha  an 1nttance of
s concluson s £ uRAT2ET A I — Paadjal Fafhz fmd 1
Elitelien Y lﬁm | afy RRd s
fefafy frg wmmer swag sh g (MS 9 ) wwEeEE | A
Ay A faeafy o e Py iy Rt Ree g
(Ms “g ) wvmig | agmers g | TEre saeg of o fasafy
wg aft d Ramdy sfvdfuofly Ml gt Aderifn o sy o
fa{ooEt gFIEE WAt — Vartika AT SR —Patafijal = arfy
s Al gaftwEsat —Vacuka AR AR fyfroadT —
Patafial  Wfafngerdlsracs | feasay sffigsad oy 9 gafikg
A R A enfsfy — Vartaka  @IROEIREET —
Patafijall  EAFIRTUEIRENGE] HGREr 9fsaf | 433 sl
50 ARl 7 AP FEA ) AT G TR o
1 E W sromanfy st T WAk ete —harnyata
SERIREIEAITAE | Wafl AR WA Sl aeni SRAeanr
w2 1 A SR qF ez ww T AT ete

182 There 1s mdeed a hanks of Patafyah which explicitly cor
soborates this companson which 1 have made between Pammi and

Gautama, and which, moreover, hasan additional mport in affording
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add atonce, that he has no word atall for the notion of
‘genus’

evidence that Gautama s prior to Patafjah I mean the Rankato
1V 1, 63, which says  olFfymgon anfufegma A | GFCA
forotar M= wE &, e, J“" has (10 Pamm ) the sense of zkrir, 1t
does ot possess all the genders, and, once determined, 1s easly recogni-
sed ( elsewhere ), But1t1s, too, a fammly with sts schools” The fol-
lowing passages from Katyyta will bear out my translation  aEPrera
e iR afieag s [For these last words com=
pare Visoandtha’s comment on the MyapeSara 11 133, in rote 180 ]t
A Meatznfrfgar merafEg 7 awdn R
wreaify aoremeaE |\ Rmraniey, e VIl s MR
Fxgrirer sfifadag feg Rverat axlad | =Ry avafrad
O QrarA gEe | N GARTEARTIIEFT |
FIGFAR AT And after having explarmed the Rauka of “another”
quoted by Patafijal, on the same subject, Kawyyara adds, “from this
quotation by Patafijah 1t has been inferred that the former KZInks ex-
presses hus opmion”  (AIERT S ATAFIET ST AT AREAPNIT
R —On another occason  Patadial, i adapting himself to Pt s
usc of the term jan (s ¢ =akei), observes 1n a somewbat poctical
stran (I 2, 62, after the last words of the quotation from the Bhishya

10 note 181 ) fyefvg mbvifeRgomm g9 1

safargent Pammafer @ S [ Kayyan  sifye RE gar
et frafeRad , ete 1 1 ¢, “If jat has a fixed gender,—when~
ever 1t has tzken that gender, from burth to death 12 does rot abandon
that gender ”~—1I mnst also call attention to another pastage from the
Mahibhashya which Iikewise shows that ;3 has 10 Pamim, Gautama's
serse of zkrtr, and whigh at the same time proves that Patajahi not

only had a of the pl hical ap. of the Iatter term,

but, when speaking 1n bis own name uses 2krh i the same manner 1n
In the pasage 12m alluding to, he

which 1t 1s used by Gautama
broaches the same problem which 13 proposed by the Nyaya-Satras  but
asa grammanan, and in referencc to Paimm  who has no term for
genus, he comprises in his question merely the alternative whether the
sense of a word 1 Pamms implies “species’ {@krts ), or “indviduality”

(dragya)  His answer 1s, that 1t comprisces both, for those who maintaunn

the former alternanve are justified 1n their opuion by the Satra 1 2,
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As to vpakti, 1t occurs but once 1n the Siitras, viz,, I 2, 51,
and means there ‘hinga, a generic mark, which, 1 grammatical
terminology, 1s gender 153 The notion of indviduality 1s nob
represented by a special word 1 the language of Panmi, the
nearest approach to it 1s his word adhikarana, as 1t 15 used 1o
the rules 11 4,13, 15, and V 3,43, where 1t 1s rendered by the

by dravya “sut *  The term wseshya may
be compared to adiikarana, but as 1t signifies * the obect to be
qualified ” 1t 1s not the counterpart of jar, but of viseshana,
‘the quality "8+

The result of the foregoing comparison between Pamniand
Gautama must remove, I believe, every doubt as to the chrono-
logical position of both  The expressions of Pamn: show that
he had not even conceived so much as the philosophical pro-

68, and these who mcline towards the latter, by the Sutra 1 2, 64
Patayals s Intredustion ( ed Ballantyne, p 40-42 ) (% gaugh  azed
SEIRTTZ I\ SHARTAE | B IAR | Iy @ GAORT SofAl |
A v A ST nTARRRe ATt 8 wd
AT GEAOTAFYY  HEIX —Whether Kapdyana, 10 us ng the expression
wedfegranf (1 ¢, 1 v 3, of Calcutta edition ), merely adapted
himself to the manner 10 which Fimm uses S, or whether be, too,
had no yet a knowledge of Gautama’s defimtion would have remamed
doubtful, had be not availed humself, 1 another of his Vartikss, of the
term akris exactly 1n the sense in which 1t s defined by the Nyaya
Sitra—viz, mnthe Virtuka 5 (cd Cale ) to VIL 1,74 @ I &AT
AAFA AAGERIAAIL, and thought Patafiahi observes that this
Varttika s superfluous, since 1ts contents are a matter of course, We may,
nevertheless, be thankful for ws word SEEY, and the conclusians it
enables us to draw i our present case —Patafijah 9 A7 FWALN TH

AT, 4 1) il \ N amfiTgE
SIFE IR | (5 a4 R @IgeInRe T o
TR, and Kayata 7% fEwd wEh ofE
FIFt AgARey o aRmEmER |

183 Vyakts 1s used 1n the same sense by katySyana in the Varttika 1
(of the Calc ed Jto1 2, 62

184 Compare 1T 1 57, akov 5{ed Calc )

185 Ancient Sansknt Literature,p 151
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blem started and solved by Gautama The very manner in
which Patafijali 35 compelled to answer the question, whether
‘the sense of a word® 1n Pamm *“umplies species or mdividuas
Iity”—~v1z , that at one time 1t imples the former, and at another
the latter, shows that philosophical 1nvestigations 1nto the
‘oense of the word® had mot yet troubled Panings mind A
mere difference of opmion between the grammarian and the
Nyaya philosopher would be no proof for the posteriority of
the [atter, but the absence of the problem itself, 1 the Satras
of Panmy, 15, 1 hold, sufficient ground for this inference A
problem of this kisd could not have been shghted by Paminiif
he had been aware of 1t , 1t would have entered unconscrously,
as 1t were, 10to lts terminology, and into the mode of deliver-
10g his rules  There 1s abundant evidence m Patagjal’s Great
Commentary, that his traming must have been a philosophical
oue, and 1t 1s Katyayana’s superionity, too, i this respect,
whuch snflicts on Panint a quantity of Varthikas finding fault
with his empiric and 1 of
facts

After this conclusion, 1t scems needless to add that the
Stitras 1gnore the word vaieshtha which, from a grammatical
pownt of view, would have had as much claim to being noticed
by Panin1 as any word comprsed n his rules IV 2, 60 and 63
The formation raiseshika 1s taught m the Ganato V 4, 34, but
merely 1 the sense of vifesha

Tl

There 1s an amportant class of ancient works the chrono-
Togical relation of which to Paaint deserves our peculrar atten-
tion bere, trom the than their contehts are more
.ar less kindred with those of Pimny’s work,~—) mean the gram-
matical works kaown under the name of Unnadi-Satras, Dhatu-
patha, Pransakhyas  Phi-Sttras and we may add to them the
Niruksa, the exegetical work of Yaska  Each of these works,
with perfaps the exception of one, o I am nor mstaken, 15
unanmously considered by Sansknit scholars, as prior to the
Grammar of Panint

Before T proceed to examine whetherthis view can be upheld
or not, I will quote Professor Muller’s opinion on the age of
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the Unnadi-Sttras  *“We do not know,” he s;ya, by whom
these Unid) affixes were first collected, nor by whom the Unid;
Satras, as we now possess them, were flrst composed, All we
can say 15, that, as Pimni mentions them, and gives several
general rules with regard to them, they must have existed be-
fore his time

On the same subject, Dr Aufrecht, to whom we are mdebt-~
ed for a careful edition of the Unnadi-Satras, together witha
y by Uypvaladats p humself thus 16 —“We
have no direct tradition as to the author of the sffras They
were composed before the tume of Pamum, as they are referred to-
by him 1n two duff of his G The fact,
however, that both Yasha and the author of the above-quoted
Kariki [vix, to 11T 3, 1] specify Sakatayana as the grammarian
who dertved all nouns from verbs, speaks in favour of Nagojy s
copjecture, that the authorship 1s to be attriuted to Sakatayana
Nor 1s this supposition entirely unsupported by the ewidence of
the sutras themselves  In one place (11 38) we are told that
the people of the north used the world karshaka for ‘a husband-
man, 1n another (1V 128), that they employed A@ri in the
meaning of ‘an artisan  This distinction refers to a pertod of
the language of which no mention 1s made by any grammarian
after Pamm  In another rule (11 144,) we find the name of Sa~
kravarmana, an old grammanan who 1s only once more quoted
namely, 10 Panm, VI 1, 130 1t 15 of some importance also,
that the author of the safras considers a$man (stone)and
bhuvana ( world ) as Vaidika, whereas they are treated by
Pamm as words of common occurrence These facts, even
when taken collectively, furnish no decisive evidence as to the
authorship of the shtras, but they show, at all events, that they
were composed a cpostderable time before Pamm *

186 ““Ujjvaladatta’s Commentary on the Unidi-Satras, edited from
a Manuscript W the Library of the East India House, by Theodor
Aofrecht  Bonp 1859 ,” Preface p v —The Unn3di-Sitras were
first published 1n the Calcutta edition of the Siddhinta kaumudy, after-
wards repnnted—without any further consultation of MSS, but wath
detenorations, by—Dr Beehtlingk Compare note 53
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1 have n tge first mnstance, to demur to the correctness of
one of these “facts,” which, 1f 1t were real, would dispense
with any further proof of the Unnadi-Satras having preceded—
not, mdeed, Pamwmi, for such an rnference would always
remain hazardous -— but his grammatical work It 1s true that
grammaran speaks twice of Upnadis, but he never speaks of
Unnadi-Saras %7 The former term merely imples a list of
Unnid affixes, and may 1mply, according to analogous expre-
ssion 1 Pamoy, 2 list of words formed with these affixes,188
but 1t can never 1mply a work which treats of these affixes and
these formations, hike the Unradi-Sitras winch we are speak-
mg of Betweena list of Unnadis—affixes or words—and
Unnidi-Sttras, there 1s all the difference which exists between
al phical and a 1 work All the conclusions,
therefore, which are based on the identity of both, vanish
at once

‘With the conjecture of Nagopbhatta I shall deal hereafter,
“but when Dr  Aufrecht quotes the meaning of kérshaka hus-
bandman,” and of kars, ‘artisan’ as proving s conclusion, I
candidly confess that I do not understand how the fact of
these words havinog been used by the people of the north, 1
the sense given, can have the remotest bearing on the pount at
1ssue, even if 1n the whole stretch of the volununous grammati-
«cal titerature subsequent to Pamini, all of which, of course,
1s covered by hus assertion, no grammarsan had made meation
of the distinction he 15 adverting to 8% The Unnadi-Satras
profess to give such information as 1s not contawned i Panioi s
work , he humself 1nforms us of this character of the Unnadi
{15t 1n the two rules alleged It 1s but natural, therefore, that
we should find 1n these two Unnad: rules, as indeed we find 1n

the Siitras of Panim

187 101 3,1 SMZA ETH,and 1L 4, 76 GRAM-AEMRE |

188 Vadyanttha on the Parbhasha TRANSTawify MiRmfcafa—
SRR 1 as aXeAQATA a1

189 And bas this quesnon—which portion of the grammatical
hiterature 15 Jater than Pimni ?—been so finally that, of present, any
one s allowed to speak of 1t as a matter of course ?
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But even assuming that my inability to uriderstand this
premise of Dr - Aufrecht only proves my own mcapacity, 1
might go further and ask-——What proof does there exist that
these two Sitras, which have nothing charactenstic or pecnliar
1n them, were not added to the original Shitras at a later time,
since Dr Aufrecht himself has shown that the genuneness of
sixteen SAtras was suspected by Ujyvaladatta himself » And
1 may add — Are there not, for 1nstance, 11 a valuable commen-
tary on more than 300 of these Unnidi-Satras, composed by
Nrsimha, who lived Samvat 1577, or 1520 after Christ, at least
1n the MS 1 have consulted, not only many readings which
duffer from the text of Ugjvaladatta, as edited by Dr Aufrecht,
bat three Stras the substance of which 1s now 1n the Comen-
tary, and three Sfitras which are neither met with 1n the text
of Bhattojt nor i that of Uyvaladatta 7 19° It seems, there-
fore, that with the actual doubts we must entertamn as to the
onigiality of several Unnadi-Sitras, 1t 1s by no means safe to
appeal to two or any such Sitras for chronologizal evidence,

190 Between the Sitras III 60 and 61 wercadinthe E [ H
MS 98 of Nesmha's Searamaijari (on accentuation )—where  thess
Unnidi-Sitras occur—a SGtra which 1s neither amongst those of Uyjvala
daus, por 1m bis Commemtary, viz  ¥RET 4 Comm TRaafy
w1 Rl 9 a1 ven o | MRIRT Between IV 2and 3,
1t bas a Sutra the contents—but not the wording—of which age embodied
10 Upvaladatta’s Sara IV 2 &5 5T 1| Comm FAWGIET G
AN FAEG | §ACK FAGH  Between IV 90 and 91 agay
( 113 substance occurs in the commentary on Sutra 1V 90 ), Comm
aREeTEd | g QER (?)v amafs ¥R arqes, and
SPTRETIEAT (embodied also 1n the Commentary of Upvaladarta ) u
Comm  TMREEHET | TR = | AR wgE 1 e
Before V 28 1t mentions a Sitra which 1s newther amongst thoss of
Uyvaladatia nor embodied 1 hus Commentary QU@ | Comm Eucind
TR | Y SR | TRART W et Before V 32 which precedes
V 70,and follows V 69 and tho mew Sitra (4 ¢ V 69—the new
Sira—52 70) RIEITIN Comm Ay} ¢ & Bg ,
this Siitra, 100 1s nerther amongst the Satras nor 1 the Commentary of
Uyvaladatta
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unless they be able to show cause why they should not be
ranked amongst the additions of later times,!?! ’
And again, what possible 1 as to the chr
Trelation of the Unnadi-Siitras to Pinini can be drawn from
apother quotation made by Dr Aufrecht ? Sakraiarmana,
he says, 1s once quoted by the Unnadr-Shtras, and “only once
more, namely, in Panini” 1wl make no remark on these
latter words  That they are quoted by both 1s undenable, but
since 1t happens that both Dr Aufrecht and I have quoted
Panini, does 1t follow that exther of us lived 2 ‘considerable
time” before the other, or before any other writer who may
also have quoted PAmm:? When, however, Dr Aufrecht
points out that the author of the UnnidiSitras ‘considers
asman ( stone ) and bhusana (world ) as Vaidika, whereas they
are treated by Pimimi as words of common occurrence,” I,
too, lay much stress on the statement contamed 1n this passage
of the Unnadi-Siitras, but by 1t arrive at the very opposite 10+
ferencs to that which has suggested tself to hym  For, 1f Pamm
treated these words which occur tn the Vedas as words of
common life, 2nd, on the other hand,the author of the SGtras 1
question had ceased to use them 1n hus conversational speech,

191 Dr Antrecht brmself observes { p ix ) wath perfect accuracy *
“4he unsdisitras have not been handed down tous i thelr original
from It was notthe intention of the author to givea complete list
of all tbe unidiwords, but merely fo collect the most imporant of
them  Hence we frequently meet with the sentence IFEREATIN ‘i
vasions otber words, oo, or SRS ST ‘b same suffixes are found
in othes words, 100" The former of these cxpresyons, quoted by Dr
Aufrecht, occurs, 1ndeed, five tmes and the latier once, and Patafjalu
says 10 bis hanks to 111 2,1, and in bis comment on it TFSH AFA
exgre I o RER0A SMAA AW A |t Ta 1 RaugTEnE
i 1 R0 geafy gglen ) 7 ot agfm 1| FEEARIT age e
1Pt weafs maaft gl walf vgia aitammf Since, then,
the Unnsdis are adsmutted, even by Patadjal, 10 be an incomplete hist,
and if there 15 evsdence to prove that at recent penods wniters permtted
themselves to supply the deficiencies, 1t will be admitted that my hesitation

1 not a hypercritical one
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and records the fact that they belong, not only to Iiterary
language, bat 1o that of the very oldest hterature,~1 do not
conclude that such facts “show, atall events, that they ( the
Unnidi-Sttras ) were composed a considerable time before
Pimint, " bat I conclude that Panint lived in that Vardika age
when asman and blmana were as well Vardika as common
words, and therefore required no distinctive remark of his,
that on the contrary, the author of the fwo Unnidi Stitras 1n
question belonged to a period when these words had become
obsolete 1n common life,—in short, that Pamini lhved a
considerable time before this grammartan

An nference, however, of such mmportance as ths could
not be constdered as resting on sufficrently solid ground if there
were no other means of establishing it than two Sitras of a
work avowedly opsn to interpo'ations at various periods of
Sansknt literature

In order to support it with stronger arguments, I must ramse
a previous question, which does not concern the Unnadi-
Stitras alone — the question, whether or not Pamm was the ongi-
nator of all the technical terms he emplovs 11 Ius work ? Since
he adverts several times, 1o his rules, to grammartans who pre-
ceded him,1°- 1t would probably—not necessarily—be posstble
to answer this question if we possessed the works of these
grammarians  S@hai@iana’s grammar seems mndeed, to have
come down to us, but though, 1n such a case 1t would be within
my reach, 1t must still remain at present a sealed book to me,
and I must treat 1t like the works of Gargys, Kasyapa, and the
other predecessors of Pamimi who merely survive m name and
fame 193

192 Sec note 97

193. The knowledge that Szkatiyana’s Grammar exists, and 1s
preserved amongst the treasures of the Library of the Homs Government
for India, we owe, Iike 50 much of our knowledge of Sansint literature
to the lam-nted Professor Walson, who speaks of 1t1n hs Afackenae
Collection, vol 1 p 160 Many years ago I obtaned sight of the
precious volume, butas atis written on palm leaves in the Hilx
Kernita character, and as 1 could not attempt to make 1t out without

12p
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There are, 1n my opinton, two Sitras of Pimm which may
serve as a clue through the 1atricactes of this problem

In five important rules of his, Pamni states that, on pnin.iple
he will exclude from his Grammar certain subjects, as they do
not fall within hus scope  But since he gives reasons for downg
50, he at the same time enables us to nfer what he considered
tus duty, as a grammarian, to teach 194 Amongst these rules,
one (1 2, 53) referning to a subject touched on by himna
_—

& magnifylng glass, and then only with much diffculty, I was com=
velled to abandon my denre of mastering its contents Tt to be
boped now that a learned, laborious, and competent Sapsknt zcholar
will trantenbe and publsh this awkward MS , and thus rehieve Sapskrit
studies from a suspenss which no one can feel more keenly than T do

in wnting these lines I must add at the same time, that doubts

have been lately expressed to me whether this MS contains really
the ongnal work of Szkafiyama, or merely a Grammar founded

on b
194 These rules are T 2, 53-57 ‘They contan Panini's gram-
‘matical creed, and are the key=stone of his work  But all that the

“editor” of Panini bas to offer with respect to them {s the following
attempt at an epigrama ( vol Il p 47) “ Pinim makes an expediv
tion against his predecessors®  And thus, 1n taking up that which
1s merely incidental, and, compared with th: subjeet ltsclf, quite
srrelevant, he completely leads the reader away from the real Impore
The Kzsiks, it 15 truc, mentions tbat Pinimy

tance of there rules
these rules from previous

differs 1n the prinoiples he lays down in
grammanans, butitis far from making a joke or cencentrating the
<cssence of its comment on so futile a point It shows, on the contrary,
the fud beaning of these rules, and, I believe, 12 would have done
still better had (t embodied 1n 1ts gloss the remaiks of Pataidjali on
some of these Sdtras At all events, the comméntary of the Kaukx
on them was deemed important enough even by Dr Pochthingk to
be quoted by him on thid oceasion in 3ts full extent, théugh hus reason
for doing 015 mesely to show the “expedition of Pninl sgdinet bis
predecessors ® *The whele,” (viz, thid expedition ) he writes I
ntrodu¢ing the Kasikd, “Becomes sufcvently slear theough an dxcellent
dommentary, I mean the Ksikt ontts, nHek will make onp other remark super
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previous Sitea, says “‘ Such matter will not be tanght by me,
for 1t falls under the category of convenuonal terms, which
are settled ( and therefore do not require any rule of mune,
literally for it has the apthonty of a sayiia or conventional
term }** To these words Patafijali appends the following gloss
“When Panun speaks of conventional terms which he will not
teach, becanse they are settled, does he mean, by this expression
sach technrcal terms as 1, ghw, bha, and the hke ? No, for

fwous *  As the quotation be then gives from the Kadks 1s the only
one, of any extent, 1o his whele second volume, and as be assumes all the
appearance of treating i1t with that punute and crincal snd conscien-
tious circomstantiality which eytnan an snadental quotation musy
be extremely welcome,—1 mean by giving the vanous readings of
s MSS (“A"=MS 829, "B"=MS 2440 of the Eay Indiy
House—uwrongly desensbed by him at o hv ), by recording the owmissions.
in erther of them, even s0 far as the omisniop of a 3”18 concerned,—~
1n short, as Be gives us in hus lengthened and hughly valuable extract
from the R3uk3 a specimen of lus edutorsal eharaster, 1 considered 3z
my duty to make 2 companison of his edition of portion of the Kisika
with the two MSS named and used by mm  For though 1 was
perfectly well acquamted with bis so-called Commentary on Panioi,
and though 1t has been my thorough convictioa for very many years
that s curtailed reprintof the Calcutta edition~I wil not qualify
1t now by texts and by propagating
errors which, even ina repnint, afe nat excusable, has been more an

impediment 10 a eonseéntions Study of Sanmsknt grammar, and of
Pamm In particular, than hus very amperfect commentatorial remarks
may bave done service 1o beginutry,—tbough my optmon of the
Iiterary activity of Dr Bochtlingk was the result of a careful study
of bis works, and was by no means founded on occasional errors of
bis, or formed 1n disregard of all the difficuluies be bad to contend
with ,~n short, though ot all the imperfections of his wrilings — 4f
they amounted only 10 sueh— would ever bave induced me fo stint the
share of indulgence which T hold ought to be always and largely
awarded to laborsous and fonest work, whatever beits faidingy, I have
copmdered 1t my duty (o make thu companson sincs, within tbe
chain of the peculiar circumstances which weigh on Iis edition of
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sanjiid 1s here the same as sanfAgna, ‘understanding’ (i e a name
which has a real meaning, that may be traced etymologically )*
And Kamyyata enlarges upon these words 1n the following strain

“ The question of Patafijalr 1s suggested by the rule of analogy
His answer 13 s the negauive, because context itself hasa
greater weight than ( mere ) analogy Now, though such terms
as tt, ghu, bha and the like, are settled terms, this circumstance

Prrini and on some of his other editons, too, the point I wanted to
ascertain, onee more, &1d not a0 much concern a question of scholar-
ship as onc of scientific reliability The result of my companson
was this  Dr Bochthngk records at hus quotation from the Kaskx
to I 2,53, the vamous readings of MS 4 Prffzad (for B 5f¥
faf5aR ), WA (for B §a ) FWET ( for BTN ), fosaa ( for
Bfogaasia ), and 7T T (for M), but he does not say that 4
reade the last words 7Y ZIr Q&Y AT (e ) qul £fr —Ac 1 2 54
he mentions that MS 4 has omitted the word 73T, but he does not
state that A reads 595 1instead of B's reading 358 , nor that B has
2 marginal note on the word IFCTIAL which runs thus  FATATIIR

afraffT @99 | qengermzasERifedd  And be edsts on his
At AC—which 15

own a y bout zny remark wh:
purfertly meanngless—winle both MSS  read TFANITR —At T 2, 65,
be mentions that 4 has omitted 3fZ and A€, moreover that B reads

SfYUEs™ ST qH@IBT | TAT, but be does not say that 4 omuts
also AWM before AT, and adds G before the last words 93 &
And what 13 much worse, he not only edus TTRITTFEI AT,
whilc both MSS read ATEATAATIZIAAT , but 717 PAI9R—wheh
15 simple nonsense—while toth MSS have the intelligible reading T
qfafires —AtT 2, 56, he observes that ¥RM is omutted in B and
W s A but he does not mention that mnstead of B's “SHAITAWT | 97,
etc, 4 reads °qmircifacasa, etc , no- does he mentron that B reads
endfizert (5 537 While 4 reads @ Ri@ 5 77 999, but, agaln,
hecdits, ‘without any remark whatever, SUIFINAMIATT, which Is
ungrammatscal, in spite of the concurrent and correct reading of both
MSS  arqemigEETTEI { or 4 "GAIXPY, scc before ) —His remarks
at1 2, 67, are that Aomits ¥R —7T7, and that B reads &
(for 49 ), afomg=a { for A GRAMA ), and 7T ( for A sprawzyif )
Yet he does not  secord the various 1naccuracies of 4, which are essens
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would not have been a suffi reason 1n an ! ! work
( like that of Panini ) for leaving them untaught, for they have
no etymology* ‘Understanding,’ (as Patafjali paraphrases
somyiia } means mentally entering mto, understanding the com-
ponent parts of 2 word, [orit meaus the words which admit
of thts mental process ]° %7

From this rule of Pamm and the commentaries alleged we
learn therefore —

1 That his Grammar does mot treat of those sawiizs or
conventional names which are known and settled otherwise

t1al for those not zcquainted with this MS, 1n order that they may
form an opinion on 1t and on its relation to the readings of B Thus
he omts stating (hat A seads tbe commencing words aftrsafafy a0q,
that 1t omuts ¥ M FA, and reads [AUEE a° for B’s more
correct reading YUY | ¥ But Dr Bochthnk Nkewsse does
not mentien that B has a marginal note to the word F14IT, viz,
S (0o ) IR, that 4 seads A Y for B ARA (10 the com=
mencement ), that B adds @ after ¥ (last Line of his page 48 ),
that A reads 491 TEwA- for B AATERT (fist hine of Ins page
49 ), and &7 FETNT A for B A I7 FATN  And to crown the edition
of this portion of the excellent commentary, I mean the Kaska~
oritt, which wil) make all further eaplapation superflusus,” Dr
Boehtlingk prints without a single remark (p 49, hne 4 ), @ilvEsT
myqAfL 1987, when A bas the followng pasage  THITHST 39T
o2 oy ar + g Tl T (s ), whereas B gives the complete
sentence m this way  FEITASAY | RAETEIATIETTORRER 1
ezl WATEA ¥ geRd A9V RS qR AR a1 STESAmmaitn
7543 —And such s hus edition of even an easy text of a commentary
to enly fire Sitras of Pimm,—of a commentary, too so pompously
announced by himself; and lad before the public with s0 much appeas
rance of care and conscientiousness !

195 Psmm, 1 2 53 Ay @IwAIMeETg —Patafijal  {F At
@y FEEfEmEEs R meTERSAT 1 ¥ 2w 1 ¥R 931 —Kayyata
iy aar ef ) SAmReAmaRT W 1 Tarhy | TSee el gea
afe PIMBETT wwmA gERAEETAETReGE ST geEer
et | agmiuRT 1 AgT BETE @ )
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2 That this term samia must be understood m our rule to
concern only such conveational names as have an elymology

3 That itapplics also to grammatical terms which admut of
an etymology, but not to those which are merely grammatical
symbols

4 Thatsuch terms as #, ghu and bha, were known and
settled before Papimis Grammar, butthat, pevertheless, they
are defined by Panum because they are not etymological terms

Having thus obtained, through the comment of Patafijali on
the Siitra 1n question, a means by which to judge of the ongr-
nality of Panuny's terms, we must feel 1nduced to test 1ts accutacy
before we base onr mnferences on 1t , and the opportunity of do-
10g 50 15 afforded not merely by the technical symbols which
Patafijalt limself names,—we easily ascertarn that Panint has
given a definition of them,—~but also by another of these impor-
tant five Sitras  Thas Sidtea (I 2, 56 ) says  *Nor shall I teach
the purport of the p 1 part of 2 compound ( pradhina ), or
that of an affix { pral}a)a) because they, too, have been settled
by others (te people know already from other authorities,
that 1 a compound the sense of the word gravitates towards its
principal part, and 1n dertvative towards the affix ) 798

Thus we learn here from Pammmi himself that the term
pratyaya (affix ) was employed before he wrote hus work, and
1f Patapjaly’s anterpretation be correct, Pamtni, who also makes
use of this term, must have left it undefined, smce 1t has ap
etymology and was “settled” in his time  And such, indeed,
15 the case  Panmni uses the word prafyaye many tmmes (& g
11,61 62 69, 2,41 45,3, 63 etc ), he heads with it a whole
chapter which extends over three books of his work, yethe
@ives no definition whatever of 1ts sense Finding, then, that
Patafijalt’s comment 1s confirmed by Pammis own words, we
may proceed, and we then obtain the result that the Stiras
employ but do not explamm such terms, for instance, as
» 7 ( ) dunya ( e ), triyd (1ostry-

196 PIam, I 2, 56 , TI@TERATHATUAIIANAR  There is
fo Bhashya on tis rule
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mental ), chaturthi (dative), paiicharn (ablative), shashthi
( gemtive ) and saptamn (locative ) And the commentators
appnse us that these words were technical names used by the
eastern grammarians, Which are referred to by Panini 1n some
of his rules 197 We Likewise meet 10 lus work with such terms
as samasa { compound X 1, 3 ), tatpurusha (11 1, 22 »
avyayibhasa (M 1, 5), bahwvnka (11 2,23), knt (111 1, 93),
taddhita (IV 1,76 ), etc etc  he enumerates all the special
compounds or affixes which fall under these heads, butdoes
not gwve any d g of the of these
names Agan, the commentaries, m adverting to them, tell
us that the terms expressing compounds, for instance, belong
to “‘older grammarians ”

When, on the other band, we see that he does gwvea
definiion of Aarmatharapa (1 2,42) or of samyoga (1 1,7),
or of anunastka (1 1,8 )terms which are conventional and
admit of an etymological analysts, we are at once compelled
tonfer that he was the first who employed these technical
names in the sense stated by lnm  And tlus conclusion would
apply with equal force to all other terms of a sumilar kiad
which do not merely head an enumeration of rules but are
clearly defined by um, e g to smama (1 1,9), pragrhya
{1 1,11), lopa (1 1,60), firasse dirgha pluta (3 2,27),
udatta (1 2, 23), enudatta (1 2, 30), swarta (12, 31),
aprita (1 2,41), etc etc Nor do [ beheve that thus conclusion
becomes 1avalidated 1n those 10stances 10 which Panmimt gnves
2 defimtion, while yet there may bs a strong presumption that
the term defined was already used 1n his tume, for it seems
to methat, 1nsuch e case, hus definiron ether imparted an
additional sease to the current term, and, 1z reality thus
created a new term of his ows, or had a special beanag on
the techaical structure of his own work  When, for 1nstance,
he defines the term drandia,’® though there 1s a probability

197 II 3,46 2 3 13 30 7 etc
198 11 2,29 aid@w o
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that this term was used by previous grammariaps,199 fus
defimtion may bave corrected the current notion on the subjezt
implied by 1t, as Iinfer from the lengthened discussion of
Patafyjali  Or, when he uses the term upasarjana 1n one of
those five rules already mentioned thus allowing us to con-
clude that 1t was a current term 1n hus tune, 2°° and still appears
to define 1t 10 two other rules,?®! s definition 15 1n reality
no defimtion at all, 1t merely 1nstructs the pupil how he may
recognise an upasarana rule m his work 202

109 Kaukx(MS 829,L I H ) onl 2, 87 awr 3 qalaml
st gl agaft | TSR 1 sereTIEe
Ay | IRATEEITNA ger €T 1 MS 2440, E 1 H, reads 349
instead of PTTXT4Y, but loth read ngs are os,cctionable as we may
snfer from the Mahsbhashya on I 1, 20 £ SOCEATE JOZRAwM 1
afugmarnise |\ FrareReT ) g e, and
these sdentical words reoccur 1n the Mahibbhtshya 10 IT 1, 49 Neuther
of the terms bahubrihs, aryayTbh™oa, OF fatpurusha is explamed by Panmy —
Compare also note 44, and my Dictionary, £ ¢ WEVZETNT ¢

200 1 2,57 FHSITESA F FEA

201 T 2,43 wnfifie #wE wEsag—1 2, 44 Whafs
argafia |

202 In the forcgoing remarks I have drawn a distinct hine between
the defimstson which PZmm gives of a term,—a2s when he says ‘abhsasta
are the 1wo syllables constituting a reduplicated base” (VI 1,5), or
“prapspadska 13 that which has a sense but 15 nesther a verbal 500t nor
an afix” (1 2,45 ), and the enumeratson he makes (I 3 1), or
“pratpaya ( affix )15 that which 1s treated from the beginming of (he
third book up fo the end of the Afth” (11T 1,1) ForI hold that
Pamnt could pot, at onc ume, feel the necesuty of defimng the linguistic
properties of a grammatieal category and at another leave unexplamed
the no 1om, for instance, of a Verbal soot, an affx, a particle and % on,
while using these terms cxtensively unless these notions were suficiently
clear at the yme he wrote, and his grammatical purposes were attained
by stating what application he gave to thess terms in his work  An
evidence of the plausibibity of this view 15 aflorded ¢ g by the terms
atmanepada and parasmarpada  In rules VI 3, 7 and 8, Pinmnt mentions
that these terms are used by “grammanans ' which expression can
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To extend this imference to purely grammatical symbols
like those mentioned by Patadjali, e g, gha, shash, ik, slu,
lup etc etc, would be wrong, after the remark of this gram-
manan, for, as we learn from hum, that they are not sanyfias,
1 the sense 1n which Pamnt uses this word 1n his rulel 2,
53, we cannot decide to what extent he may have invented
these names, or whether he even mvented 2ny of them, since
Patanjah distinctly tells us, as we have seen, that 1, ghu, bha,
were terms already know to Pinins

If, then we apply the test we have obtained to the Unnids
Siitras, we shall have, in the first place, to observe that the
techntcal, and, the same time, significant names which would
fall under the category of PAmint’s rule (I 2;53), and which
are not only used 1n, but are 1ad le to, the h:
of these Shtras are the following abhyasa, anaya udatts,
upadha, upasarga dirgha dhatu, pada, vrddh lopa sampra
sdrana, hrasia ®°3  Amongst these, Pimm gives no definition
whatever of dhatu , for his explanation 15 merely an enumera-
tion (I 3,1), and the same remark applies to wupasarga (1
4,59 ), and perhaps to vwddi (1 1, 1) and avpaya (1 1,37,
38, etc ) Itis probable, therefore, that Pantm did not invent
these terms, but referred fo them as of current use On the
other hand, he distinctly defines hrasva, dirgha, udatta,
upadha lopa, samprasarana, and abhyasa°% The term pada
15 also defined by him, but 1t seems that he merely extended
current apphicatton for his 0wn parposes, since the commen-
taries tell us that “the former grammarians” gave a definition
of the terms for compounds, and this defimtion contains the

only mean that they were in use before be wrote, and m rules1 4, 99
and 100 he enumerates the conjugation endings comprised under these
denomnations, buf gies ny defimion of the terms themselves

203 E ¢ 1 12 15 27 32 48 —II 16 5% 65 —III 114 —
IV 65 146 144 —\ 19 etc

204 1 2 27  SEEISFEAEEE —9 2, 20 FERIN —
11,65 SPURARGE ST —1 1,60 TARA SN ~1 1, 45 @qm
RGO — VI 1,4 qilsend (comp also note 44 )
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word pada That the Unnidi-Siitras contan no definition
of any teehnical word requires no confirmation from me

Now, had Pinin: not written the five Siitras (1 2, 53-57)
m which he explains the method of his Grammar, or had he
explained all the techmical terms used by hum, the absence
of a defimtion of such terms n the UnnadvSatras would not
Justify us 1 arriving at any conclusion as regards the mutual
relation of the two works Butsince we know that Pammt
does not define all his terms, and, on the other hand, that
a treatise like the Unnadi Stras uses those terms which are
defined by him, and exactly in the same sense in which they
occur in lus work, the only possible conclusion 1s that this
treatise was written later than the Grammar of Pinimt  And
this also must have been the opimon of Uynaladatta and
for both 1ans, 1o their on
an Unnidi-Satra, which 1s an orginal one, 1if any be, since 1t
treats of a whole category of Unnid: words, state 17 the plain-
est possible language that this Shfra 1s given as one exception
1o a rule of Pamni 29 Nay, we owe to Dr Aufrecht humself
a very 1nteresting passage from Vimala’s Rapamula, which
distinctly ascribes the authorship of these Unnadi Sitras to
Vararuch!  But as Vararuchi 1s 3 name of Katydyana also,?0¢
this work seems to mtimate that Kityiyana completed the
Grammar of Panuni, not only va his Varitikas, bat n the im-
portant work which concerns us here 207

205 UnnadiSitra, 1V 226 TR qdoesbeaweEd —
Uyyvalad s q ( Pammy, VI 2, 139 ) ©gd0T
TEfrered wfy  ATENETNE WIF q9REAREET — Dhapopdikshita
(5ddh-k p 2044,1 6) aPmrEIvIRRERgariaziieed &
rgraTTIR TR ST |

206 Sec also Ancient Sansknit Literature, p 240

207 T subjoin a literal copy of this ectract from the edition of Dr
Aufrecht, p 1x MW@ 2g9L 1 @Td § o armweRnTd !
HITANEEEERERTR A 1 | egTEgewiaa; ( MS sq@aititad )
St gifyg | agehwar seratt ag sEbaatn 71 ImfyEgdwons
T qady i el | awer: gATRRaRETLE o
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Although 1t follows from all these premuses that the treanse
on the Unnadi-words, the existing collectton of Unnadi-Siitras,
15 later than the Grammar of Pamny, there still remamns the
queston  What relation ewsts between the latter work and
a hist of Unnidu-affizes or words which Paaim twice quotes 1o
his rules 7

Yasha relates, 1n an nteresting discussion on the denvation
of nouns, that there were 1n India two classes of s_holars, the
one compnsing the Natruktas or etymologists ( his commenta-
tor Durga adds  except Gargya ), and the grammanan Sala-
tayana , the other consisting of some of the Vanyaharanas or
grammarians, and the etymologist Gargra  The former main-
tained that all nouns are derived from “verbal roots,” the
latter that only those nouas are so derived in which accent
and formation are regular, and the sense of which can be
traced to the verbal root, which 1s held to be therr onigin
They dented, as Yaska tells us, the possibility of assignung an
onigin to such words as go, *cow™, ana “horse,” purusha
“man 7 2% Now, 1t 1s this Jatter description of words which

He adds to ths quotat on the following curt rebuke  * This assertion
which makes Vararuei older than Pduns, bas no claim to probability '
But T must ask—Is there one single word 1n this passage which justifies,
10 the slightest degree, the stricture passsd by Dr Aufrecht on % imala
The latter says  * To 1flustrate ( or t0 make clear ) the Unn3di affixes
Vararuch: composed the { Unaid ) Sdtras as 2 separate work  He
draws a distmction therefore as I hase already done, between the Unnidi
Iist and the Sitras on them, but where does he say that Vararuchi is
older than Pamnt > Dr Aufrecht evidently mistook his own conclusions,
quoted ahove, which precede this passage from Vemalas Rupamala, for
the opinion of the latter work Having first established ks conclusions
in the manner we have scen, be scems nover to have doubted that any
wniter can differ from hus view  Therefore when mecting with Vimala,
who reports that Vararuchi s the awthor of the Unnid: Sitras, he up-
brads this poor grammanan with having made Vararuch: older than
Pimm

208 See Roth’s Nirukia, T 12, Miller's Ancient Sansknt Literature,
P 164, and Aufrechts UnntdiSatras, p vt wit ¥&ska according to
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15 the subject of the Unnad list  they are the Unnadr words
We must ask, therefore, did Pdmint belong, as regards hus
linguistic notions, to the Nairuktas or to the “some of the
Vaiyakaranas ™'

Since the former designation 1s chuefly applied to the
exegetes of the Vaidika texts, and the latter 1s emphatically
used by the grammarians, 1t seems probable that Pammi, 1n
this question of the derivability of Unnad: words, would stand
on the side of these Vaiyakaranas And this unquestionably
15 the opinion of Patafijal, as may be judged from the follow-
g facts —In the rules VII 1, 2, Panim teaches, amongst
other things, that when an affix contain the letters dh, or ki,
or ¢hh, these letters are merely grammatical symbols, the real
values of which are severally ey, in, 13 To this rule Aahayana
appends the remark that the Unnid: affixes form an eveeption,
when Patafjaly explatns this view of the author of the Virttikas
by the wnstances sankha, Sandha, for though these words are
formed with the affives kha and dha, the letters dh and Ak
therr affixes, are real, not symbolical *And,”
Katyayana, 1o tpo subsequent Virttikas, ‘*though Pamm
speaks himself, 1n Sttra 111 1, 29, of an affix nang (not
chhang, as might be expected according to rule VII 1, 2),
this does not 1nvalidate my exception, for the latter 15 based
on the circumstance that Panimni treats 1a his rule VII 1, 2, not
of verbal but of nomunal bases™ *True,” rejowns Patafijali,
“but Kityayana might have spared this discussion, for ‘nortinal

the present edition, adds to the three instances given the word gRAY also
He can scarcely bave meant the word ‘clepbant, which s mota it
bue a regalar taddhits derivauve of hosts  mor does this word eccur in
fhe Unnid: Stitras It seems thercfore probable that he said, or at least
meant, the real Unnidi word hasts, “‘band But as Durgg, too, at all
events in the MS at my coramand, writes §€TIfd I do not venturs upon
more than a conjecture that the Jatter words are 1o be corrected 1n the

text of the Nirukta - §87 &% )
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bases formed with Unna: affixes are bases which have no gram-
matical origin 209

In rule, VII 3, 50, Pamnt teaches that the letter th1n the
affic tha has the value of 1k that tha, therefore, means 1n
reality 1k3,2'® 1n rule VII 4, 13, thata long vowel @, 7, @,
becomes short before the affix ka, 211 1n VIII 2, 78, that the
short vowels r and & become long before a radical consonant r
and v 1f these consonants are foilowsd by 2nother consonant,2!2
1 VI 3,59, that the s of an affix 15 changed under certain

209 VII 1 2 “mafadfE ezsq T —A Vantka ™
ANMEANA —Patafjal:  adMRIE APRET T 9T R ( comp
Un $ I 101 304) <Vinnks  IFIZTIAR —Paafpsl a4
AT S (9% 1 20) wAAse TRT ete —varwha MY
IRFHRTET PR AR —Paafaln MRIRERm@esa waaa iy
Yrrarder faew 1+ sz ats-gerani mifrafonf

210 VII 3 50 F8F —A Virwka #FREET 3w
£ 9l —Patafijah I9MAAL qra | F95 95 U8 ( comp
Un § 1 105, IV 104) etc —Vartuka A#mif5faengos —Patafijah
{ after a lengthened discussion asks and answers )  CFRSEURNAT PRl
TR | W T | IoaEdseget mRahER L owle Sl @
T (comp V2, 35, where the affix is not a ks, but a faddhua )

211 VII 4,13 &9 --Virtnka 30 g OSIWET Ha
TR 1—Patafipll 33 §EAE afgamge @ R SAREE)
FPreryT | 2% 5 % UF OF (MS 9@ ) TR(¢f Un S 1T 40)1
Fofe gy | 7 aweg ) uaEdsagosift nefEEm et

212 VII 2 78 STWIGE —A Virtnka IT9RIgIssaraxfasgen
ARIT —Pataial  IwREAIEAHREl ey aw 1 Rag
frg 18y 1afeg nenaign ffr (M eramafh )0 =3
gfaaT —Vanuls ST 3fiyy —Paaal  svmpdEIE SRR
F==1 1 fagf 1 feiffa but after some discussion he conclades
fafasfatrr @ qa®ws (MS aweq) | swnds gl Pmfkm
(¢fUn S\ 49), and agamn gl fafefcRommay A
ey - IEnREREY aw wf ) sRema smrlsgaRt
SfaetEENfT (¢ Un S 1y 142)
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conditions to sh 13 To all these rules Katyiyana takes excep-
tion by excluding from them the Unnad: words Thus hantha,
pantha, santha, are formed with the affix tha which does not
mean 1ha, raka and dhakd retam their long @ before the affix
ka from jr1s derived jive, not pivr, hir and girs form their dual
kiryos and giryos, not kiryos and giry o5, and n the words krsara,
dhasara, the s has not become sha, while, on the other hand,
this chiange has taken place 1n varsha and farsha,2' though the

213 VIN 3,10 wRQNAREl —Virka SROTEGD T AG
R —Paufjal  ARTIHIE OH GG A A (T
EEC | ARy 8 fY —Varmka  WOTERIRY T —
Patad ali £ 97 @1 F9 0 Agfufr 1 dOfE awST0 9 IwE
gonrEAdtssgeaif SfaaREfi etc (of Ua § 10X 73 62)

214 Inthe E I H MS of the Mabtbhishys and in the Calcutta
editron of PImm the wstances to VIIL 3, 59, v 2, ase G and dd
{ 1nstead of 49 and @ ), but 1t 13 evident that this reading 13 erroneous ,
for, i his first Varttika, KatySyana intends 10 show that PImni's rule
1s too wide, and, in the second, thatit 1stoo narrow, if appled 10
certain Unn¥di words  Compare also the Commentary on the Unnadi-
Satra 11 62 —It1s needless o obs-sve once more that n this, asan
all symuler sastances, the reprint of Dr Bochtfingk bas mmply continued
the mistake of the Pandits, though it always assumes the air of having
taken 1ts information from the MSS  Thus, 1n this very Virtuka, the
Calcotta edition has a musprint §GERIT, and Dr Bochtlingk writes—
ot “the Calcutta edition,” but—""Ewn oaritska = GCEARI (16 ),” as
»f this redding were an onginal ome But the E I H MS of the
Mahzbhashya reads quite correetly @& MY ¥, and Rawyata bas
cven a special rematk (0 the effect, that though the Unndi-Sitra 111 73
(comp alwo 70 ) teaches the affic YUY, the Virttka and Dhashya
write @77, ( of which §TH 13 the gemtve ), because this affix 1 [
vz aY wfrad AcwEy (Ms Cqt) syated ffReenamd
(Un.s 111 73) 1 Rrnfigure  fradepnrraniond  wsia
In all these instances, and otherstoo (¢ g to VII 2,8, v Yof ibe
Calc ed ) E,T H MS of the MahTbhshya, and the Calcutts edition—
aroften ani givesths pamage—write  IVAIEASERTRI MATHH
(the MS of the Mahsbhashya without the S, the correciness of the
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condiions named by Paaun: 1 rule VIII 3,59 would not
justify it here  But Patafijaly, who supplies us with all these
mstances, i order to establish, first, the sense of the Varttikas,
always rejects the criticism of Katyayana, and defends Panint
with the same argament which he used before, viz, 1n saying
that nonunal bases formed with Unnads affixes are bases which
have no grammatical origtn’ and therefore do not concern an
etymological work like that -of Pamni

But 1f Katydyana were really wrong in his censure of
Pamni, can the argument used by Patafijali m defence of
Paminr be right ? Let us imagine that there existed amongst
us two sets of 1ans, the one d that the
words red bed, shed, are derived from radicals re be she,
with an affix 4 and another refuting these etymologtsts, and
asserting that therr derivation 1s absurd, that red bed, shed
are “bases without a grammatical origin ™ Isit probable, on
ths same supposition, that a member of the last-named cate-
gory, 1o writing a grammar and 1z dealing with these words,
would ascribe to them an affixd 7 Yet, 1f Patanjali were night,
Paminy wouald belong to thus latter category, and he would
have commutted such an incongruity He has not only spoken
of an Unnadu affix # but he calls it by 1ts technical name un,
which means that he bore 1n mind a distinct form of a radical,
the vowel of which would become subject to the Vrddi

reading given, however, does not only result from the commentanes, but
from the ParibhishI works, MS 778 of the Paribbishendusckhara ¢ g

wriles SUIEAR #5Y ), when the first word, though Interally mcaming
““the affixes un, etc  has the sense, ‘the words formed with the affixes
un, etc” (comp T 1 727, m conformity with the use which Panim
makes of the words & and af%d (1n the maseuline gender,# g 1 1

38, 2,46 VI 2, 155 Compare also Vaidyanathe’s explanation, 1n
note 188 The reading ‘SVORTRZAMY RIAIXHICT which 1 given
by Dr Aufrecht p vi, I have neoer met with, though [ have frequently
met wath the phrase quoted above, notonly w the grammatical com~
mentaries, but 1n all the Paribhashy-works, which give 1t as a Paribhishx

1, therefore, very much doubt its correctness, even of 4 should raally be found
n any MS
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ncrease if 115 Jowed to this affix w. The Unnddi words must,
consequently, have been to Pamn1 words 1n which he perceived
a real affix and 2 real radical,— words, 1n short, with a distinct
etymology There 1s other evidence to the same effect besides
the two rules of his which contain the word ungadi  In rule
VII 2,9, he mentions the aBixes ti, w, Ira, ta, tha, st, su, sara,
ka, 5a, all these are Unnidi affixes, and consequently represent
to im as many radicals as are capable of being combined with
them for the formation of npminal bases ~15 That there 1s a flaw
19 the defence of Patafijalt, must have been already perceived
by Karyyata, for this commentator tries to reconcile the fact
1 have pointed out with the assertion of Patafijaly I will quote
his words, but merely to show thatit wasa desperate case to
save Pamni from the Nairukta school, and to give hum the
stamp of a pure-bred Vaiydkarana On the Patadjal’s com-
menting on the Varttika to VIII 3, 59, and repeating the
remark already mentioned, Ralyjata says * Though the
Unnidi words have been derived for the enlightenment of the
1gnorant, their formation 13 not subject to the same grammatical
influence asit would beif they had ap onigm,” and, after
having endeavoured to prove the correctness of this view
through rule VIII 3,46, he winds up with the followng
words  * Therefore 1 the Unnidi formations, krsara
etc, sara etc donot fall under the technical category of
affixes, so that the rule which concerns the change of an
affixal s to sk, would have to be applied in their case.” 218

215 VIL 2,9 Pragaratigeady T
216. Patadjali fo VIII 3, 59 ( comp note 213) TuAIZAlSsTAIH
PP ~Kargyata : S0IgY (¥ | SN s AT SeuAIZaY
sgeafalifia Fid Ao ) 71 gIYAAT (VUL 3, 46) qusdang
arg s a 7 Rl g g PalgTamATHIARYRAA | Afian g €Ar
PPyt | 1A g TR T SR A 42— bere
subjorn the- fnteresting  domment of Siradeva, 1n bis Pandhashtortes { MS
E 1 H 593 ), on this Panbblshs, as 1t1s appealed 10 by other authors
of Panibhasha-works avﬂr"txhqwmfé( mfaePaifn it oy wrdfogaaga
TeTRITg | Ty a3 PP et
a7 gin a3 @a ?.«z'.ﬂ(’ﬁ (VIIL 3,46 ) Ffage 2ear Fgngal
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That Katyayasa, when he found fault with Pansmi, must
have taken my view, 15 obvioas He must have looked upon
Piowot as judging of the Unnddi words 1o the same way as
Sakatiyana did otherwise his ‘ pratishedhas’ excepfions, or
even s additions to the rules 1a question, would bave been
as nrelevant asif he had increased them with matter taken
from medicine or astronomy

The concluswon, however, at which 1 have thus been com-
pelled to arrive, 11z, that Panini shared wmn the hinguistic princi~
ples of Sakatayana, 1s of 1mportance, if we now consider the
relation tn which he 1s likely to have stood to the origimal
Uanpidt list and to the criicisms of Katyayana

Nagopbhatta who wrote notes on Kaiyyata’s gloss on
Patafijalt, conjectures from the Karika to HI 3,1, that the
Uanadi Satras were the work of Sikatayama 2*' His comjec-
ture rests on the statement of Yaska, alluded to by Patadjaly,
that this grammarian contended for the possibility of dersving
all nomnal bases from verbal roots Now, 1 have shown
before, that the opimon of Nagojibhatta cannot be adopted so
far as the Satras are concerned for they were wrtten affer
Pauwnr’s work, and Sakatayana wrote before Pamny 218 It may,
at first sight, however, appear to be consistent with fact, 1f only
the Unniadi kst were meant, for Sikatayana’s wviews such as
would admit of nominal denvation by means of Unnadi
affices  Yet, since Nagoj's conjecture 1s purely personal, and
15 NOY supported by any ewidence, 1 may be altowed, afier the
explanation I have given, to assume that the Unnadi list 15 of

ag ¢  FRAMEEE (ac comp Un S v 142) = FRfrAm-
geaFal  RERT-afh a0mRY 2 gy 3 (VL
2,77) g a7 wafy Bl 1 fiegifihs 1 wm @ ey w aclafaf
(1 1,57) enfraerdtaiang . & kT A9AK sfra onfaEfin
FERAAFINg SNERe oF o enfrRPy 1AW (comp I 1,58)1
741 SHARDY | ¢ afy NARADAET Beg wa (Un SV 49)
£raFad ©F 0 7 TrE It FR iy wgenamEt A aeffn

217 See also Dr Aufrecht’s Preface tothe Un S p vu, where the
Commen‘ary of Nigopbhatta 13 quoted and translated by him

218 See note 97

3P
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Piminr’s authorship  Indeed, how could Kaityiyana take
exception to the fechmcal application or to the working of @
rule of Pamms and supply this defect by pomnting to the
Unnadi list, unless he looked upon Panim as being the author
of both ? Had he thought that the Unnad: Iist was written by
Sakatayana, he would have laid himself open to serious reflece
uons, m censuring the anubandhas of Pamm for not fitting
the system of Sakatdyana We might make an assumption, 1t
1s true, by which we could reconcile $ikatiyana’s authorship of
the Unnadt Iist with Katyayana’s strictures on Pamini, — the
assumption that Pamar's work represented, asit were, besides
its own property, that of Sakatayana’s too, — that both gram-
manans owned one szt of technscal signs, and that perfect unant-
muty reigned between therr works The Ganaratna mahodadh
of Vardhamana gives numerous quotations from the Grammar
of S$akatayana, but as several of them merely give the substance
of lus rales, 1t would scarcely be safe to judge of his system on
the authority of this valuable Gana work 2!? Unless, therefore,

219 Relative to this work which 13 of the greatest importance for the
study of Sansknt grammar, Dr Bochilingk gives the following infor
mation ( vol IT, p xxxiy — xli ) —="A third work, which contatns the
Ganas, 19 the Ganaratna mahedadhs ( the great Ocean of the Gana-pearls )
In London there exis* two MS copiesof this work the oncn the
Library of the Royal Asianc Secicty, the other 1n that of the East India
Houwse [ He adds some remarks on the age ofthe former MS, and
contnues ] The work consists of eight chapters { #TEq17 ) and about
450 double verses  Its author 1s Sri-Vardhamzna, a puptl of §yi—Covinda,
and, as 1t 15 stated 1n the introductory verses, 1t Owes s omgin to the
request of by pupils, three of whom be names 1n the commentary on s
work, iz, Rum3rapsla Hanpzla, and Muncandra  Text and comm=
‘ntary are so corrupt 1n both Manuscripts, that at the very best only a
tolerable text could be made ip  Bemdes, this collection was not tntended
for the work of Pamm1, but for some more modern grammar There
occur Ganas 1n 1t wh ch are pesther mentioned in the Sttras nor 1a the
Varttikas  Then, again, we find two Ganas which are separate m our
<ollection { Dr B means the Ganas ccited by lim ] combined 1nto oney
when the denvatives formed according to two different rules, differ from
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it can be shown that there was no difference whatever and,
much more so, 1f it can be shown that there wasa difference
between the techuical method of both these grammarrans,
common sease woald lean in favour of the conclusion that
Katyayana, 1 his Varttikas, it at but one of his predecessors,
and that this predecessor was tne author as well of the eight
grammatical books as of the Unnadi hist, — Pamnt

one another only 1 accent  The various readings of the Gawrratna-naho-
dadts (G R M )1 have mdicated merely at the Gana wEaify "~To
this statement T have to append the following remarks —

1 When Dr Boehtlingk tells the public that there are but two AMS
coptes of this work 1n London, bis readers will no doubt beheve, 1f they
believe hum,— indeed they cannot draw any other inference from his
words than—that there are m London only two texts of the Ganas collect=
ed by Vardhamina in his worh, the Gana-ratna-mabodadh 1 cannor
suppose that there can be any on~ who would 1interpret the meaning of
his words 1n the senss that there are only two catalogued Nos of this
work 1n the libraries he 1s speaking of  Yet I am compelled to take this

though very of his 1 order
not 1o be compelled to cualify 1t otherwise  For, the fact 1s that the
bound volume No 949 of the Library of the E I H, which he 15 speak-
1ng of, 15 ndeed, one volume only, but con‘ams Lwo distinct eopres of the
work 1 question, written 1n different bandwntings and constituting, there
fore, two separate MSS  These, added to the copy m the R A S form
therefore, at first sight, three MSS, not fwe, as besays But I should
tnifle with my readers if I considered this correction as suffieient to 1llus
trate the character of Dr Bochtlingks statement The first MS of No
949 contains the text of the Gann-ratna-mahodadbi only, on 30 leaves
The second MS of the same No 949 whick 1s a commentary, by the
same author, on his work, contamns, first the text, and afterwards the
comment, which repeats every word of the text, either hterally or implied-
1y, by stating the dervatives from the word or words as they occur i
the text The same method 15 observed 1n the MS  belongmg to the
Royal Asiatic Society  Hence we possess, in London, not fwe fexts, nor
yet three, but 1n reality fioe texts of this work
2 The MSS 1n question are, no doubt, open to correction as, tndeed,
probably every Sansknit MS 1n existence 15, but T hold that at all events
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The proof that such a difference existed between Pamin and
Sakatayana, indeed, between him and all the grammarians who
preceded his work, 15 afforded by a statement of Patafjali
which 1s 50 1mportant that it settles definitely, not only the
question of the authorship of the Unaddi list, but of all the
other works which follow the anubandha terminology of Pammi

the ancient copy of the R A § will, m spite of 1ts inaccuracies, be
ranked by every one conversant with MSS, amongst rthe best Sanchtil
MSS 1 existence. And baving considered 1t incumbent on me to study
this book carefully, I have no bhemtation in mamntaimng that even &
tolerable Sanskrit scholar would beable to make a perfectly good edition of
at Jeast the text of this work, with the aid of these five copies of the texts
the two copes of the commentary, and, as a matter of course, with th?
a1d that may be got from Pamini and his commentaries

3 Asto the nature of this work I must allow the reader to draw
his own conclusions with regard to the credit that may be attached to the
information given by Dr Boehtlingk, when I state that there 15 not on
single Gana in the Gana-ratna-mahodadhs, the contents of which may not
be referred esther to Pamm's Siitras or to the Virtukas of Kasiks, etc,
and the commentaries on them, or to the Ganas connected with thess
works though the Iatter frequently do not contain 50 much matter ay the
Ganas of Vardhamina who 1s later, and, as we may expect, made his
own additions to previous hists  The substance of its Ganas increased
sometimes 1n the manner stated 15 often contained in several rules of, and
1 the sommentartes on, PEmnt and RAtyfyana which have been broughe
nte Gana shape, while, at other times, several of 1ts Ganas, also acreased,
s the case may be, differ from the Ganas to Pamm merely 1n %0 far as
the beading word of the one occurs sn the middle of the otber, and zice
versa  Thus the two combined Ganas 9¢IP9FY of the G R M do
not owcur 1n the Ganas to Panim, but give the substance of Pamm’s Siitra,
and the commentaries on IV I, 42, 1s Gama F=TFE that of the
commentanes on 11 1, 62, FAF=TIf that of the comm on IT 1, 66,
Tg=51f¥ that of the comm on II T E3, AW that of VI 3, 75,
q1efy that of Varteka 1 10 IV T 97, 37Rifr that of IV 2, 29 40,
o X that of Vartnkas to V 1, 77 ®mP that of IV 3 72, etc —
On the other hand, the Gana of the G R M Fo0991” 15 equivalent to
the Gana to Pamm AgR=Fml> (V I, 1T ), 1ts Gana 23341 to 1310T
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{n hus comment on the Sutra VII 1, 18, which makes use of the
technical declension affix aun ( =au ), he shows that the muate
letter n has noné of the properties which 1ahere in this
—_ -
TAE(V L, 04 v 2), gl o vl (v 1 84) mfieo
AEAlE (V2 64) Rogs qifk o #xmAafs (IV 3 88 ), qerafX to
FgaIfy (IV 2, 80 ), Praify 10 fvzaf (IV 2 45 ), etc etc —There
are omuted on prinaiple, 10 the G R M, all the Ganas { 1) which have
reference (0 the enumeration of affives, ¢ g, AT, M ec, (2)
of radicals which are referred (o by Panum in rules on ¢omugation, such as
s31fx, 3T ete, a7, 98I, etc, (2 ) those which concern Vaidika
words , and ( 4 ) thoe appended to Pamm s rules on accentuation.— Of
other Ganas to PImm and the Vartukas, menuoned m the Kasks,
Siddhinta kaumud: and the Gana lists, which do not fall under any of these
categores, there are omitted n the G R M the Ganas o Pimm or the
Vanwkas ¥EIFT (T 3, 94 v 1), TAMX(V 2,20 v 5), IIpelY
(Iv 3,58,v 1) @it (Iv 2,51 v 1), waft (11 3,3),
Zalfz (1V 2,51 v 2), amfx (11 3,17 v 2), feRiX (V 1, 20),
sqgEx ( VIL 3,53), 7wl (111 2,16 v 1), wzaifX (11 3,18
v ;),mﬁsnﬁ(w 3,122 v 3) mff (1 4 58), =mfx (v 3,
164), 9T (V 3,14 v 1), AR 4, 74 ), g7 (v 4,
1 v 1), Dufr (v, 18, Vo3, 017), @l (Vv 2,05),
Fuofy (1V 2, 82), (IS (VI 4,153 ), TR (V 3,66 v 5 ),
mwafnfz (10 1,69 v 1), aFflk (Iv 2,76), Al (1v
1, 35 ), gyt { VIIT 3, 110 ), ga&afe (1V 2, 77 ), ¥hsf (VI
3, 2), gl53afy (IV 2, 167 ), and perhaps T3 (1V 1, 45 ), since
onty some words of ths Gans are included m the Gana of the G R. M
Ty — These omssions will be excused, 1f a report, current at Benares,
$e true, that the author died before he completed s work, but T have
na doubt, whetber this report be true or not, that they will be looked upon
with the greatest andulgence by Dr Boehtlingk, as he himself, 1n s so~
called *Alphabencal Ganapatha,” bas omutted nof lees than about 90 ganas
1o the Sutras and Vartiskas
4 That a work so conscientiously described bv Dr  Bochthngk can
have no value in his #yes 13 very obvious  Qthers, however, may thiak
differently, when they become acquainted with the real character of the
Ganrratnariahedadhs  1ts Ganas, as I mentioned before, are atl based on
rules of Pimni, which very frequently ate hierally quoted for thar
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anubandha m the system of Pamm  After some discussion on
the various modes i which this anubundha couldbe dealt with,

authonty, while even, when they are not literally quoted, the reference
made to their contents plainly shows their close relaton to them  The
y not only every formed—thus securing
11 most Instances, beyond & doubt, the feading of the text~but often
gives instance from other works -—— grammatical, lexicographical, and
poctical, several not yet publihed, as, for instance, thosz of Gua,
Chandra, Jayadsiya, Fencndrabuddhs, Durgs, Bhoya, §3kattyana, Heltyudha, ctc
And, above all, 1t supplies us with the meapings of a considerable por~
tion of such Gana-words as have been hitkerto cither not understood at
al), or understood 1mperfectly  Of the 12,000 words, and upwards,
which I have collected from this work for grammatical and lexicogra~
phical purposes, there arc at least 3,000 whichk would fall under the
latter category, and they have signally avenged themstlves on the
detractor of this work, as, In lus own Dictionary, he 1s now compelled
to leave, 1n a great many instances, a very telling blank space, which
would have been filled up if he bad really read the Ganz ratna-maho-
dadhy, whilc in other instances hc would have obtaned additienal
meamngs to those which he assigns to certain words  When I mention,

that this Ganeray dadhs 18 the only known work sn exsstence

which gives a commentary on the Ganas to, or connected with, Pamni—
50 obscure In many frespects,—comprising also, as I before obscrved,
many Sitras of, and Varitikas to Pamm, and when, thus, it becomes
evident that 2 conscientious editor of Pinin: ought to bave eagerly availed
Bumself of the instruction afforded im by this unmique work, 1t will,
perbaps, be wntelligible why a cercain Nemesis bas induced Dr Bocht
lingk to divert the attention of the saientific public from the MSS of
this work, by describing their condition and contents as be has done
As a matter of cunionty, I may, tn conclusion, add, that the only Gana
of the G R M, the various readings and meamngs of which he has
registered 1n s “Alphabetical Ganapitha —the Gana FUSHIf occurs
2ery near tFe end of the whole work, ez, at fol 28, in the text of MS
949 of the E I H, which ends on fol 30, and at fol 119 of the com~
bined text and commentary of the same MS, which enison fol 121
In the palm-leaf M5 oftbe R A S, which ends on fol 178, this
Gena stands at fol 168 The title of a Sansknt book, I need not
mention, is always given &t the end 0f 8 manuscript
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s0 as not to mterfere with the consistency of the method of
Pamini, he concludes with the foliowing words *“ Or this rule
belongs to a Sitra of a former grammarian, but whateser
arubandhas occur 1n a Sutra of a former grammarian they
have no anubandha effect i this work ”

Hence we learn from Patadyali, wno1s the very last author
that can be suspected of having made such an important
assertion without a knowledge of the works anterior to the
Grammar of Pammn, that, though Pinini adopted from his pre-
decessors sach technical symbols as #1 ghu bha, and though he
availed himself of other terms of theirs which have a meaning
and an etymology ( see page 184 ),—he did not adopt their
techmcal anubandhos , and 1f he avails himself of such an
anubandha, as that in rule VII 1, 18, we must look uponitasa
quotation made by him, but not as influencing the rule 1n which
1t o.curs 220

Now, allthe Unnad: affites have anubandhas, which are
exactly the same, and have ths same grammancal effect, as
those used by Pimum  They cannot be later thaa lus work, for
1t refers to them  they cannot have preceded it, for Patafijalt
says that “whatever anubandhas occur i a Shtra of a former
grammarian, they have no anubandha effect 1n Panwmy's work »
Consequently the Unnddy list must be of Pamms own
authorship

Having settled this point, we may now ask, whether the
criticisms of Katyayana do notlead toa further wference ?
When Katyayana finds fault with Panim for having overlooked
the fact that the vowel @ remains long in raka, dhaka, or for
having given an 1nadequate rule for such derivations as Arsara
and dhasara, rarsha and farsha, such cntictsm  applies to
omussions which may occur 11 the case of an author, evena

220 VII 1,18 )@ 31 —PataAjal ( towards the endof hus
discussion ) 1T EEIEARERST T AT 9 Asgrer A REwAin
Fra A — haiyyata T30 !{37?(3{ afy G fot WA 7 37 alared)
sraf fexfia wmeraeud 9 Gaafda ec — For @45, compare
also note 46



200 PANINI

Pamnt  But when he reproaches him with having spoiled the
consistency of hus auubandhas — so dear to a Hindu grammarian
— this blemish seems to me so important, and would Probably
appear so much more important toa Hindu Pandst, thag rt
compels my conclusions to take another course  For it was
obviously so easy for humto modify his rules VII 1,2, and
VII 3,50, 1n ord r to meet the objections raised by Katyayana,-
10 do, 1u other words, that which he has done 1n an analogous
case, 2?1 and the matter he 1s reproached with 1n the Varttikas
must have been so deeply impressed on his mind that 1t seems
almost impossible not to draw another result from the stric-
tures of Katydyana And this result 1s no other tham that
cither the words swhich are alluded to by the author of the
Varttikas 1n these criticssws did not yet exist when Pamni
wrote, or that they had 1n lus time another etymology than
that stated by Kitydyana And if this view be correct, it
would also add another fact to those 1 have advanced 1 favour
of the argument that Pimmi and Katyayana cannot have

been contemporaries

The passage just now quoted from Patanjal’s Great
C ¥ and the 1 which had to be drawn from
it, enable us at once to see that Pimin1 must also have been the
author of the Dhatupitha frequently referred to 10 his rules
‘This Iist makes use of the same mute letters which are the

bandhas of Pininr’s G and therr g 1 value
1s exactly the same in both works According to Patafjjaly’s
statement, therefore, the Dhitupitha of Pamimi campot have

221 Nominal bases derived with the kst affixes ¥ or T have
<ertatn properties of declensiop which are tfavght by PImni  The
Unntdi say (11 96 ) that some of the bas s 7Y, A€, @, &Y Vg, ury,
e @iy, Ry g are dertvatives formed with YT and others with
GT Tut since all of them do not shase 1n the declension properties of the
QF and T bases, Pammt gives s aule, VI 4,11, which obviates an
objection that might bave been made, Like that brought forward by
Ranfyana in his Vartukas to VI 1, 2 and VI 3, 50
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‘been arranged by any one else than P3ninL?2* Whether another
Dhatupatha existed previously to Pamini does not concern us
There, since 1t1s not known to us, nor does it belong to my
present purpose to examine whether the Dhitupatha which has
teached us has recerved additions from those who wrote, and
commented on 1t, and if so, to what extent  There 1s the same
‘probability for such additions having been made to the onginal
Tist as n the case of all other Garas , and we may fairly, there-
fore, ascribe the present Dhatupathas to various authors, who
also, perhaps, added meanings to the list composed by Panini,
since there 15 no direct evidence to show that Panim did more
than arrange this list with the anubandhas attached to the
Tadicals  All these questions, however, are foreign to the
Ppreseat subject It 15 quue enough for the scitlement of
this question that the groundwork of the only Dhatupatha we
DOW possess, 1s, like the groundwork of the Unnad: list, the
work of Pantm

The problem which concerns the chrosological relation
between Pamwni and the Pranfakhyas, more especially those of
the Rgieda and the Vajasaneyi-Samhita, has a stll greater claim
10 our than that d d 1n the fi semarks 223

222 Compare my previous chservations at pages 58—50 and the

following pages
222 [ can here only speak of those two Pratisikbyas which have

become generally accessible — the Rb Peat  through the valuable and
Tearned edition of Mr Regmer, and the Vijasaneys Prit through that
of Professor Weber — because I am not sufficiently acquainted with the
two others, which are not yet published, and are not met with 1n the
Ubraries of London, so as to fcel justified 1 uttering cpimons which T
«ould not fully substantiate But as I have no ground for doubling
‘the matter-of-fact statements concerning these two latter works for which
we are indebted to the 1ndustry of Professor Weber 1n s perface to his
<edition of the Vijasaneys Prat, I should isfer from them that the
Atbarvanieda Prit must be more recent than the Rk Prit, and that,
an all probability, the Tattinya Prat also is posterior 1o the same
Prausakbya So far, therefore, as this laiter inference — but thus latter
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The 1med:iue connection of these grammatical writings with
the collections of Vaidika hymas, gives to them an appearance
of mmportance which some may deny to the Dhatupatha and
the Unnads hist  Besudes, the speculations to which they have
been subjected by several authors show that mn spite of the
seeming unanumty of therr results, there 1s no work of Hindu
annquity which has caused more uncertainty, as respects the
question of date, thaa these Pratisakhya works

There are, 1 concerve, two ways in which the solution of
the problem of which 1 am here speaking, may be attempted,
the one literary, the other fustorical But before I offer from
the evidence at my disposal such facts as may enable us to arnive
at a settled conclusion on this point, 1t1s my duty to state the
prevalent opmon as to the relation of these works to Pimmny,
and the reasons with which this epmmon has Iutherto been
supported I take for this purpose the works of those authors
who have dealt more comprehensively than others with sub-
jects which concern the Vaidika [iterature, and whose conclu-
sions express, I believe, on this point, the creed of actual
Sansknt philologers

Professor Miiller writes 12 fus History of Ancient Sapskrit
Laterature ( p 120° ), as follows ¢ The real object of the Prau-
$akhyas, as shown bzfore, was not to teach the grammar of the
old sacred language, to lay down the rules of declension and
conpugation, or the principles of the formation of words This
18 a doctrine which, thoagh 1t could not have been unknown
during the Vaidika period, has not been embodied, as far as we
¥now, 1n any ancient work  The Pratigakhyas are never called
Vyakaranas, grammars, and 1t 15 only iscidentally that they
allude to strictly grammatical questions  The pertect phonetic
system on which Papint’s Grammar 1s bmlt s no doubt trken
from the Pratuéikhyas, but the sources of Pininis stri.tly
grammatical doctrines must be looked for elsewhere ™

infer nce only — 13 concerned, and with all the reservation whnch is
smplicd by the source whence my information has been obtained, 1 shall
fee) free to speak of all the Prinsikbyas  Otherwice I shall mesely ireat
of the two former

* Videp 106—Chowkbamba Edition
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Thus, according to this author, afl the Pratigikhyas “no
doubt” preceded Pinims Grammar, and we must 1nfer, too,
from Professor Muller’s words, that he meant by Pratakhyas
those either edited or preserved in MSS, smnce his conclusions
cannot consistently have been founded on any imagary Pra-
t¥akhya which may or may nat have preceded those that we
TOW possess, — whichmay or may not have dealt with the same
subjects 1n the same manner as the works we are here alluding
to Norcan it have been his object merely to state whatis
sufficrently known, that there were other grammanans, though
not authors of Prati§akhyas, before Pimni who gave rules on
Vaidika words, since Panmi himself makes meution of them

Professor Roth whom we have to thank for an edition of
Yaska’s Nirukta, states his view to the same effect in the
following words 23t “ Grammar, therefore, took the same
natural course of development as we find 1t has takenelse-
where It did not proceed from the foundation of the living
language, but owed its origin to the observation of that diffe-
rence which exusts between certamn forms of language 10 the
actual intercourse of life and those of wrntten works , and, at
first, 1t confined itseif to pownting oat chiefly these differences
Then, again, 1t comprised, not the whole mass of Lterature,
bat only sipgle books, especially important to certain classes of
society { ernzelne in den betreffenden Kreisen besonders wichtige
Bucher) Thusthe path was opened to a gereral grammar
treating as well of written as of spoken language , we meet this
first 1n Paniny, and from this time 2li those special grammars
gradually disappear from general use

There 1s but one thing wanting to this very mteresting state-
ment of Professor Roths, viz  that he should iform us whence
he obtained this invaluable historical account of the rise and
progress of Sanskrit grammar  No doubt he has some voucher
of high authonity for the important fact that grammar began
and proceeded 1n India 0 the manner he describes , and that
ittt e

224 In the Preface to hus edition of the MNirukta, p ¥l —The
onginal text of this quotanon, 1t 3s superfluous to mention, is in German
and 15 ery goad German, too
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these special grammars, the Pratigakhyas, which he enumerdtes
immediately afterwards, were the pioneers of Pamni’s work
But as he has forgotten to give us the name of his authomty,
we must, for the present at least, be permtted to Iook upon
this graphic marration of his as a contribution to Vardtha
poetry
Professor Weber, with a caution that almost startles one 1%
so bold a writer, who, as we have seen above (p 84), has
witnessed the progress of the Aryans 1 their conguest of India
1500 ». €, does not sweep over all the Praufikhyas with hts
chronological brush, but merely records his views of the relation
of Panim to one of them, the Prausikhya of Katyiyana, or
that of the Vijasaneyi-Samhita
“ We now come to Pamm humself, ™ he says 1 his preface

to his edition of this work, “that 1sto say ( “resp ™), to the
description of the relations which exist between hum and the
Vagas Prat These relatons are, on the one hang, very close,—
since a great number of the rules contained 1n 1t re-ozcur, 1ndi-
vidually, esther Literally or nearly literally in Pamni, and sioce
the Vay Prit, like Panini, now and then makes use of an
algebraic termunology, but, on the other hand, there 1s agamn @
vast gulf between them, since this algebraic terminology does
not entirely correspond, like that of the Ath Prat wuh that
of Panmi, but, on the contrary, partly thoroughly (zum terl
ganz ) differs fromat The particulars on this point are the
following —There correspond with Panimi—zin 1, 27, an VI, 24
(MS A4, however, reads merely a), luk 1,12, lupl, 114
( Jlup—*resp "—lopa occur several umes, but already, too, 12
the Rk Prat and Taut Prat ), the use of # 1n ef and o1, 1, 114,
1V, 58, may likewise be added, and, amongst other expressions
which ate not algebrate, upapadam V1, 14 23, yadyritam V1, 14

(compare Pan, VIII 1,48, kamyrttd), anudesa 1, 843, dhatu, verbal

root, V, 10, anyataratas V, 15 (Pau ampatarasyam) Iinga, gendefs

1V, 170 {only m BE), satjiid 1V, 96 — But there belong exclus-

vely to the Vay Prat, and there have bzer no vhere shown to

exist the algebraic terms  s1m 1, 434, 17, 50, for the eight simple

vowels, jir 1, 50, 167 111,12 1V 118, for ths tenues 1nclusive

of the sibilants ( except ), mud 1,52 111, 8, 12, IV, 119 for %
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sh s, dhi 1, 53 1V, 35 37 117, for the sonant sounds, and to
these may be added — bhavin 1, 46 HI, 21, 55 1V, 33 45 VII,
9, for the designation of all vowels except @ rit=riphita Iv, 33
V1,9, and sankrama 111, 148, 1V, 77 165, 194, for they, too,
are peculiar to the Vay Prat alooe

“ If thus, then, the independence of this Prit of Pinw be
vouched for with a tolerable amount of certainty ( mut ziem-
Iicher Sicherheit ), we shall be able to look upon the numerous
Iiteral cowncidences between both, etther as [ the result of thewr |
having drawn {them ] from a common source, or of Pamimi
having borrowed [ them ] from the V4) Prit, just as we have
the same choice 1n the case of the rules which are common to
the Kattya-frautasiitra I 8, 19 20, and Pdn I 2, 33,34 In the
latter case the former conjecture may be preferable ( compare
also Vaj Prit T 130) butin our present case I should myself,
1ndeed, rather (n der tat eher ) prefer deciding for Paninr’s
having borrowed [ them ] 1mmeduately [from the Vajasaneyi-
Pratsakhya }, on account of the great speciality of some of
these rules For, a certain posterionty ( emne gewisse Posteriori-
tat } of the latter -— independently of { his ] having much more
developed the algebraic terminology — seems to me to result
with a tolerable amount of certainty (muf ziemhcher Sicherhert),
from the circumstance also, that the pronunciation of the short
a was mn his time already so much ( bereits 50 sehir) samvrta,
covered, that he does not make this vowel, but », the type of
the remaining vowels, whereas the Vay Prat (and likewise the
Ath Prat ), it 1s true, agree with himin the samvrfata of the
vowel g, but still retain 1t as the purest vowel , compare the
noteto 1,72 Butwtis true that local differences might have
been the cause of this, since Panint seems to belong to the
North-West, but the Vaj Prit to the East of Indi

“For the posterionty of the Va) Prit to Pimm (fur eine
Postertoritat des Vay Pr nach Pamm ) 1t oight be alleged, at the
very utmost { hochstens ) that the author of the Varttikas to
Panim bears the same name as the author of the Vi) Prat
There are, indeed, between both some direct points of contact,~
comp TII 13 41 46, — but then agam there are also direct
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diferences, comp (1M 85) IV 119 In general, sameness of
names, like that of Katyayana, can never prove the identity
of persons [ who bore them ], there1s nothing proved by 1t,
except that both belonged to the same family or (“resp”)
were followers of the same school, — th= Katis

“Amongst the SOtras which are rdentical in the Vi Prat,
and 1n Panim, we must now point o.1t, first, some general roles
which are of the greatest importance for the economy of the
whole arrangement of both texts, and which, 1ndeed, are of so
special a nature that they seem to claim with a tolerable amount
of force (mif licher E denhert ) [ the of
the one } having borrowed from the other They are the three
following ( called paribhasha by the scholast to Papini)
tasmunmits nirdishte pirvasya, Vi) Prat 1, 34 Pin I, 66,—
Yasmadiyuttarosyddek, Vi) Prat 1 135 Pan 1 1, 67 { with-
out adeh, but see 54 ),—'shashthu sthineyoga, Vi) Prat 1, 136
Pan. I 1, 49 —There are very remarkable also  ‘samhhyatanam
anudeéo yathasamkhyam Vaj Prat 1 143, compared with Pin
13,109 khyam am’, and “‘vip h
dha uttaram balmad alope’, 1, 159, compared with vxpmnshe-
dhe param karyam, Pin 1 4, 2 But both { passages] do not
require [ the supposition of ] such a special relation ( berde
bedingen indess micht en so speciclles Verhaltiss ), for they
mught be brought home toa common source n the general
grammatical tradition ( sondern konnten auf gemensame Quelle
1 der aligemeinen grammatischen Tradition zuriickgefirt werden)
( the samanyam of the Ath Prat 1, 3, ‘evam thet: ca vibhiisha-
praptam samanmye) Likewise, varnasyadarsanam lopah 1, 141,
Pin 1 1, 60 (without rarmasya),— ‘uccar udattah — ‘nicarr
anudattak'— ‘ubhayavin svarith 1, 108-110, Pan 1. 2, 29-31
{( where samaharah stands for ubh ),~‘tasyadita udatta svarardha-
mitram®, 1, 126, Pan 1 2, 32 ( where ardha hrasvam ),~‘udattic
caundatté  svaritam — nodatta-svaritodayam 1V, 134 140,
udbttad  anudattasya  svariiah — nodatia svarstodayan?, Pas
VIN 4, 66 67, — ‘samana sthana-harayisy a-pray atnah smarnsh,
1 45, ‘tulyasya-prayatnom smvarnam, Pan 1 1, 9, —“asi3d i
cottaram vicare , 1L, 53, upars sud asid i ca, Pin VIIL 2,102
(97 ),—“nus camredite 1V, 8, kan amredite; Pan VI 3,12~
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There are besides these a very great number ( emne sehr grosse
Zahl ) of coincidences [betveen them ], for instance, 1V, 49
(Pan VI 1, 84), VI, 19-23 (Pan, VIII I, 58-63) which,
however, may be accounted for simply ( ernfach) by the sum-
larity of their subject 1In some of these instances the Vi) Prat
15 dezidedly nferior (stcht entschieden zuruck) to Panim (comp

the note to 11, 19 20) Its grammatical termunolngy does not
appear to have attuned the survey and systematic perfection
represeated 1n Pantay, 222 but comoare also my former general
statement on the want of stll or (“resp’) probably want of
practice of the author ( vg! indess auch das berests im Eingange-
p 68—iiber die U hucklichkest resp  wohl Ungeubtheit des
Vfs im Allgemeinen Bemerkte) In most imstances, however,
from being restricted to the one text of the Vijas —Samhitd, he
15 In a better position than Panini, who has to deal with the
whole hingwstic stock, and therefore he 15 enabled to give rules
with a certain safety and precision, when Panmi either wavers
1 ndecision ( bahulam') or deadesn an erroneous and one-
sided way ( comp the notes to I, 30 55 IIL, 27 95 1V, 38) 24

225 The wordsof the text are * Die grammatische Fixirung scheint
eben daselbst noch micht zuder 1n Pimni repracsentirten Uebersicht
und systematischen Vollkommenheit gelangt gewesen zu sein I cons
fess my utter rability to tee the of the of

this passage  What 13 the “grammatical fxing "' and of what ?
have assumed that thess words may hase been intended for “termunology,
‘but for aught I know they may mean anything elsc  And what “survey
18 represented an Panim ?

226 Indische Studien, vol IV pp 83-—86 Once more, and con
sidering the possibility of & reproach which may be made to my transla-
tion of bis words T must express the comviction that I have not only
brought the onginal before the Baglish reader hiterally and faythfully,
but even favourably  Professor Weber s mode of composition, In all s

writings, 18 not only incorrect and 1l:ptical,

‘but deverd of the very smallest amount of that care which every reader
1s epuitled to expect In lus author T could have wished that he, not I,
had been compelted to undergo the agony of rendering ks ongnal mto
English with a view of combiming the consideration due to my readers
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Two distinct reasons have induced me to give a full hearing
to Professor Weber on this important question 1 do so, 1 the
first place, because the lengthened passage 1 have qtioted from
his Preface to the VajasaneyrPritdakhya—in my opimion, kus
most important literary work ~— 15 a thorough specimen of the
mantier and of the critical method — of the scholarship also, as
¥ shall show heseafter — in whach he deals with, and which he
brings to bear on, all hus Jearned investigations, 1n the second
place, because to give him a hearing at all—and hus great indus-
try and his ment of having touched, with no inconsiderable
damage to himself, upon all the burning questions of ancient
Sanskrit fiterature, entitles him to one — was to give luma full
hearing, tn the fullness of all his words For, though it be
possible to percerve the qualities of a clear spring by takwga
draught from 1t, however small, 2 whirlpool can only be appre-
cuated by seeing it entire and i the condition 1 which 1t
happens to exist

If T had pted, for to that Professor
Weber looks upon the algebraic terminology of Kityiyana's
Pratiéakhya and Pannr’s Grammar, “‘on the one hand as very
close to, and on the other hand as throughly differing from,
one another * (p 186, lmes 15-21 ), ke would have justly up-
braided me with not representing hum faithfully, for he really
says the one differs “ partly thoroughly * from the other.
Agan, should 1 have ventured upon the statement that he con-
siders Pantnt's work as later than this Pratiéihhya, because he
says that 3t has borrowed a good deal from 1t, he would have
pounted at p 187, line 18, where he speaks of a “certain poste
enonity” of Paminy, which kind of postertority 1s just as intefh-
gible to my miad as the answer which some one, whom 1 asked
about his travels, gave me, viz, that he had been, but not exact-
1y, on the Contnent  Or, 1f 1 had said that his cluef argument
for this “ certan posteriorsty” 15 the difference 1n the pronun-
cration of the short 4, betsveen Pinwni and Katyiyana, smace
this difference led to his concluston with * a tolerable amount

with a scrupulous faithfulness in the version of his words and thoughts
The words between [ ] have been added by me in order to make some=
thiog like sensc of some of Ius seatences



PANINI & PKATISAKHYAS 209

of certainty” (p 205, line 22), he would reply “You are
mustaken 1 stated that this difference may have been caused
by local reasons (line 29 ), 1t has, therefore, not the slightest
conclusiveness ” Orif I gave his opinion on the relative pro-
ficiency of both authors to this effect, that he considers the
Vaysaney: Pratiéakhya as being “decidedly infertor™ (p 207,
Lime 6 ) 1n this regard to Panint’s work, he would have pownted
to lme 18, 1n showing me how much I erred 10 attributing to
tim the tdea of such “a decided inferiority,” for 1t 1s the Prate-
4ikhya, on the contrary, which, “1n most 1nstances, gives the
ruleswith a certain amount of safety and precision, when
Panini either wavers 1n indszision, or de~ides 10 an erroneous
and one-sided way”

We must, therefore, leave the whirlpool, such as it 1s,
aad @ domg so we cannot but appreciate the ummease
advantage which an author enjoys, when he 15 impartial
enough to arnve at hus conclusions unbuassed by a knowledge
of the subject of which he 15 speaking  Professor Weber
has made up s mind that the Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya must be
antertor to Pammu, probably because 1t ‘“‘appears extremely
ticklish™ to him to decide otherwise, hence he 1s not troubl-
ed with any of those cares which are likely to disturb the
munds of scholars who would first endeavour to study both
works before they drew their inferences from them He meets
with an overnhelming amount of identical passages in the
two works  he finds that their termnology 1s likewise 1dentical
to a certain degres,— hence he concludes either Pamini has
borrowed these p and tlus ter logy from Katyayana,
or both authors have borrowed them from a common source.
For, as to a thud alternative,— that Katyayana may have
borrowed such passages from Panimi, 1t 15 dispatched by him
“with a tolerable amount of certainty,” as ranging amongst
things mmpossible, because Panint 1s later than the Vajasaneyi~
Pratiéakhya, and this posteriority, again, he chiefly bases
on the argument that the pronunciation of the short d was,
in the tume of Pammi, “‘already so much covered,” that he
had to take the vowel u for his type of a vowel sound, whereas
Katyayana could still make use of the vowel @ as the typical

14P
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vowel 1n fis Vardika rules  Now, though 1 have already
mentioped that thuis great argument 15 strangled by him as
soonas it 15 born, I must nevertheless take the hberty of
asking for the authority which supphed him with the cur-
cumstantial account of this phonetic history of the vowel a ?
Panim and Kiatyayana both state and 1mply, as he humszIf
admuts, that the vowel & 15 pronounced samiria, or with the
contraction of the throat, they do not say one smgle word
more oo the pronunciation of this sound, nor 1s there any
grammanan kaown to me whe does so much as allude to
the fantastical story narrated by Professor Weber relative to
this vowel d An ordinary crific, then, would content himsell
with the authentic information supplted him by both gramma-
rians , and if he percemved that Pimini, 1 hisrulel 2, 27,
gives the vowel #as a speamen vowel, apd not as a type,
while Kityayana chooses the vowel a for such a specinen,
he would conclude that, even should there be a real scientific
motive for this difference, 1t cannot be founded on a different
pronunciation of the vowel &, sioce 1t 1s repudiated by both
grammarins  But a cntic hke Professor Weber who looks
upon facts as worsted 1f they do not agree with his theorses,
concludes that this vowel a was “already so much samnrta®
1n the time of Pininy, that he most needs throw 1t overboard,
and receive # mto the ark of his grammatical terminology

And here I may, 1n passing, advert once more to a practice
sometimes met with 1n literary arguments It consists m
quietly introd: 1mnto the p some such words
as “ more,” or  almost,” or * already,” or *so much, or
stmilar adverbs of small size, which have not the shightest claim
to any such hospitality , and then, suddenly, these httle mter-
lopers grow mto mastership, and sway the discussion 1ato
which they had stealthuly crept  Thus, Pammi and Katyayana,
as 1 have just said, speak of the vowel d sunply as samvria,
and upon these words Professor Weber reports that “ a 1n the
tune of Panum was already so much samvrta’ — that important
secrets may be extracted from this grand discovery

The foregomng illustration of Professor Weber’s critical
remarks does not embrace the arguments in swhych he splus
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mto two, Katyayana, the author of our Pratifakhya, and
Kityayana who wrote the Varttikas to Pamm, for I shall fiest
quote the observations of Professor Muller on this treatment
of Katyiyana Inspeaking of the Vijasaneyr-Pratisakhya he
expresses humself thus 227 “It was composed by Katydyana,
and shows a considerable advance m grammatical techui-
calittes [ viz, 1n companison with the Prati§ilhya of the Black
Yajurveda]  There 1s nothing 1n s style that could be
used as 2 tenable argument why Katydyana, the author of the
Pratiéakhya should not be the same as Katyayana, the con-
temporary and critic of PAnint It 15 true that Paninis rules
are 1ntendzd for a langrage which was no longer the pure
Sanskrit of the Vedas The Vardika 1diom 1s treated by him
as an exception, whereas Katydyanas Praudakhya seems to
balong to a period when there existed but ope recognised
literature, that of the Rshis This, however, 1s not quite the case
Katyayana himself alludes to the fact that there were at least
two languages  ‘There are two words, he says (1 17), ‘om
and atha, both used in the beginning of a chapter , but om
1s used 1n the Vedas, atha in the Bhishyas® As Katyayana
himself writes 10 the Bhiashya, or the common Janguage, there
15 no reason why he should not have composed rules on the
grammar of the profane Sanskrit, as well as on the pronun-
cation of the Vaidika 1diom >

In other words, Professor Muller sees that 1n no grammati-
cal work known to him —and I may safely add to anyone
else — mention 18 made of two Kityiyanas , he sees, no doubt,
too — though he does not state the fact adverted to by
Professor Weber himself —that several Vartukas to Pimmi
correspord 1n substance with the Sitras correct and plausible
premises, that there 1s nothing 1n either work to discounte-
nance the possiblity of the author of the Vartikas having
also written a work on the pronunciation of Vardika words,
and since he doubtless concides with me 1 the opinion that
even Sanskrit philology can neitber gamn 1n strength mor m
‘W{hc fetters of common sense,—

‘22T Ancient Sansknt Luterature, p 138,lime 10 [=p 122, Linc 19
~— Chowkhambz Edition ]
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he arrives at the result that the hypercritical splitting of the
one Katyiyana 1nto two, as proposed by Professor Weber,
s utterly famtastical 1 shall support his view with stronger
proof than may be gathered from the quotattons 1 have made,
but 10 leaving for a whie the whirlpool of the Iadische
Studien, I must now take up Professor Muller's own theory

After the words just given, he continues as follows * Some
of Katydyana’s Sutras ar¢ now found repeated ipsissimis
verbis® 1n Pininy's Grammar This might seem strange, but
we know that not all the Sitras mow ncorporated n his
grammar came from s supplementary notes to Pimn,
simply repeated <ome of his Pratiéakhya-stras, and that, at a
ITater time, some of these so-calfed Virttikas became part of
the text of Pimint”

Thus, 1n order to establish the theory that Pimnr’s work 1s
later than the Prat$akhya of Katydyana, whom Muller, as we
know, to bea y of Pamn, he presents
us with this very plausible sequence and chamn of works -1
The Pratiddkhyas of Katyiyapa 2 The Grammar of Pinia
3 The Varttikas of Katyiyana And smce some rules of
the second work are identical with some of the first, he
assumes that such rules marched from the first 1nto the third,
and they then gradually invaded the second work Now
even supposing that such a migration of rules could be support-
ed by a particle of evidence, what becomes of those stubborn
Pritigakhya Satras and Vartthas of Katysyanz which are
identical 1 their contents — as 1 shall hereafter show — and
which have pot ventured to walk mnto the Sitras of Pimm ?
They become the stumbling block of the whole theory, for
since Pammni, and especially Pimns the contemporary of
Kityayana, could ot have written rules of which the defects
must have been apparent to him, if he had seen rules so
much better 1n a work wntten before his own, the substance
of these Sttras of Kityayana could not have simultaneously
preceded and followed the Grammar of Pammy Butl need
not go further ;n showing the weakness of this theory, for‘l

* In the same words
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have already explamed (p 32, etc ) that out of the 3996
Sitras which form the present bulk of Panin's Grammar,
only three, or perhaps four, may be ascribed to Katyayana,
on critical and tenable grounds A mere supposition, un-
supported by awy proof, that the Vdjasaneyi-Pratisakhya 1s
older than Pamnt’s work, can certainly not justify the sweep-
ing doubt which 1s levelled by Professor Muller agatost the
whole work of Pamin, and which 1s not even substantiated—
as we mught have expected 1t to have been — by a distinct
enumeration of all or any of those Sitras which he would
propose to restore to thewr nghtful owner, Katydyana

In now proceeding to state the reasons which induce me
to look upon all Pratiéakhya-Siitras, not only as posterior to
Pinnt’s Grammar, but to Panin: himself, and separated from
him by at least several generations, 1 must, in the first place,
pont out the geperal fallacy which has led to the assump-
tion that these works are anterior to Pamm It consists i
applymng the standard of the notton of grammar to both
categories of works, and having done this, 1n translating the
result obtained, which 1 less favourable to the Pratisakhyas
than to Panin’s work, 1nto categories of tume — priority and
posteriority  An analogous fallacy would be too apparent
to require any remark, if 1t premised conclusions concerning
the chronological relation of works of a totally different nature
and character It may assume however, as it has dome, a
certamn degree of plausibility 1f 1t be applied to works of a
similar category

1 must observe, therefore, mn adverting to Professor Muller’s
own words, as before quoted, that the term vyakorana,
grammar, though ly and b Ily given to
Panmmt’s work, has not been applied by any author within
Ty hoowledge to o Pratsahbve work 228 Th cweumstance,

228 | may herc observe that the full title of Patafijalis Great
Commentary 15 not simply Afakabhashys, but ViaFarana-Aahabhishya
‘The end, for instance  of a chapter 1n the smxth book of the great
Commentary tuns thus sfa [RECECY
aereArT R senfer
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bowever, implies an mportant fact which must not be
overlooked Tradition, from immemorta} times, a5 everyone
¥nows, connects with the Veda a class of works which stand
1 the most intimate relation to 1t — the Vedanga works One
of them is the Vivakarana The Pransahhyas do not belong
to them Thus, tradiion even in India,— and on this kind
of trad probably the most b entic will permut
me to lay some stress,—does not rank amongst the most
immediate offsprings of the Vaidika Uterature, those works
which apparently stand 1n the closest relatton to 1t,~— wiich
have no other object than that of treating of the Vardika texts
of the Samhitis, — but st has canomsed Pimn’s Vyiharana,
which, on the contrary, would seem to be more concerned
with the language of common Iife than with that of the
sacred hymns  Is 1t probable, fef me ask, even at ths early
stage, that tradition would have taken this course 1f 1t had
looked upon these Pratisakhyas as prior to the work of Panum 7

But this questron will receive 2 more direct answer if we
compare the aim and the contents of both these classes of
works Vyzkarana means “ un-doing” { e, amalysis, and
Panmy’s Grammar 1s intended to be a lingmstic analysss *
1t yn-does words aod un-does sentences which consist of words,
1t examipes the component parts of 2 word, and therefore
teaches us the properttes of base and affix, and all the
Lingusstic phenomena connected with both, 1t examunes the
relation, 1n sentences, of one word to another, and likewsse
unfolds all the lingusstic phenomenz which are imseparable
from the meeting of words

The Pratsakhyas have no such amm, and thewr contents
consequently differ matersally from those of the Vyakarana
Their object 15 merely the ready-made word, or base, in the
condition 1n which it s fit to enter into a sentence, or into
composttion with another base, and more especially the ready-
made word or base as part of a Vaidika hymn Thess works
are no wise concerned 1n analysing or explaimng the nature
of a word or base, they take them, such as they oceur
FPada text and teach the chapges which they undergo when
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they bezome part of the spoken sentence, 1 e, of the spolen
hymn  And the consequence wnplied by these latter words
entails, moreover, on the Pratisikhyas the duty of paying
espesial attention to all the phenomena which accompany the
spoken words , hence they deal largely with the facts of pro-
nunciation, accent, and the particular mode of sounding a
syllable or word 1n conazction with ritual acts

This brief comparison will already have hinted at the poimnt
of contact which exists between Piaim and the authors of
these Pratiithya works  Leaving aside the wider range of
the domain of the former, and the narrower fisld of the
Vardika parsuits of the latter, we may at oonce wfer that both
will mest on thz groand of paonetic rules, of a.centuation,
apd of the properties of sound, but we shall likewise 1nfer
that any other comparisont between both woukd bs as wrelevant
as 1f we compared Pimini with Susruta, or the Pratiakhyas
with the Jyotisha

The aim of both categories of works being enttrely different,
there 1s neuither a logical nor an  historical necessity, nor
doss there exist 2 fact or a circumstan ¢ which would enable
us to conclude, from the absenze 1n thesz Pritndkhyas of
certain grammatical matter, that their authors wers notas
much conversant with 1t as Pamini, who treats of 1t, because
1t 15 his object, and therefore his duty, to treat of 1t

These facts bewg bsyond the rea.h of doubt, we may
agan raise an a prior: question whether 1t 1s more probable that
the plan of Pamms work preceded 1w time the plan of a
Pratigikhya work, or the reverse ?

Throughout a great portton of his admirable Introduction
to Pamni, Patadjali endeavours to impress on the reader the
great importance of grammatical study for promoting the objects
of retigion and holiness He shows that a knowledge of
language 1s necessary to a proper understanding of the sacred
texts , that no priest 1s safe m the practice of rites withouta
thorough compr of the laws which define
the nature of sounds and words,— 1o short, that nothing less
than eternal bliss depends very much on the proper and
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correct use made of words, and, as a consequence, on the
study of Pimm

Here, then, we have a dsstinct defimtion of the relation of
Pamns to the Vaidika texts,—a distinct statement of the
causes which have produced the Vyakarasa  And what do
they show else, than that Pimo: must have stood 1o the
mdst of a Ining religion, of a creed which understood tself,
or at Jeast had stll the vigour to try to understand stself ?

In Panuni there is organism and Iife  In the Pratféikhyas
there 15 mechanism and death  They do pot care for the
sense of a2 word A word antah, for mstance, 15 to them
merely a combination of five sounds, nothing else, for whether
1t represents the nominative of onfa, “end,” or the adverb
antar, ** between,” 15 perfectly indifferent to them The role
of Kityayana's Pratéakhya on this word (11 26), 1s, therefore,
as dreary as a grammatical rule could ever be imagined to
fe, and the crttcal remarks which Professor Weber has attach-
ed to this rule merely prove that, on this occasion, also he
beats the arr

1t does not follow, as 1 have before observed, that, because
linguistic death reigns i these Sttras, Katydyana or their other
authors must have been as ignorant of grammar as 1t would
seem 1f these works made any claim to be grammars at ail
It merely follows that, 1n the persod 1n which they were
written, there existed a class of priests who had to be drilled
to a proper recital af the sacred texts , and it may foliow,
too, that this set of men had none of the spint, learning, and
telligence, which Patafijah would wish to find 10 a man
who practises religrous rites

In other words, 1t seems to me that between Pamnis liviog
grammar apd these dead Pratikhyas, there hies a space of
time sufficient to create a want, of which a very imsigmificant
trace 15 perhaps perceptible 1a some of Pamung s Vaidiba rules,
but which must have been iresisuble at the persod of the
Pratsakhya works

In substantiating with matersal proofs the priority of Pamny’s
work, 1 may dispense with gving evidence that Panins meapts
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10 hus erght grammatical books, to concern himself with Vaidika
language as well as the language of common Ife  Forl
should have stmply to quote hundreds of his rules which are
entirely devoted to Vaidika texts, and I should have to carry
the reader through the whole Introduction of Patafijaly, which
proves, as I have already mentioned, that one of the chuef
obyects of grammar 1s the correct apprehension of the hymas
1 will merely therefore compare, first some matter treated
by Pamim with some matter treated by the Rk-Pratisakhya,—
such matter, of course, as admits of a pomnt of conmtact
between both, and therefore of a comparison at all

The fifth chapter of the latter Work treats of the cases 1n
which the consonant s becomes sk, the same subject 1s
comprised 10 the latter part of the third chapter of Panir’s
eighth book, but this book does not contamn the smallest
number of the cases menttoned 1w the Rk-Pratiikhya  The
same work enumerates 1n the same chapter the words and
classes of words 1n which n becomes n, and very few only
of these instances are taught by Pammi i the last chapter
of his work A sumlar remark applies with still greater
force to a comparison of Paninis rules on the prolongation
of vowels with those given by the Rk-Pritidakhya 1n 1ts
seventh, eighth, and ninth chapters  In short, there 1s not a
single chapter 1a tlus work which, whenever 1t allows of a
comparison between 1ts contents of analogous chapters of
Pamm's Grammar, must Dot at once be declared to be
ipfinitely more complete than the rules on them delivered
by Pamm

In addressing myself for a like purpose to the Vijasaneys-
Pratiéakhya, I might seem to do that which is superfluous
For, as I have shown before that Pamm was not acquainted
with a Vijasaneyr Samhitd, 1t would require no further proof
that he must have preceded a work which 15 entirely devoted
to this collection of hymns But as such a companson,
being extended also to the Varttikas, would involve at the
same tume the question whether the author of the Varttikas
and the author of the Pratgakhya 1s the same person or not,
and as 1t would, too, bear on the very appreciation of the
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character of this Vaidika work, 1 will enter mto 1t with
greater detail than was required for the conclusions which
follow froma comparison betseen the Rk Prausskhys and
Pimar

1t 15 remarkable feature 1 the explanatory gloss which
Professor Weber has attached to his edition of the Vajasaneyi-
Pratiiakbya, that he evinces much pleasure 1n schooling
Katydyana for mtrodycing irrelevant matter mto his work,
now upbraiding him for hus semarks on the common dualect,
which ought not to have concerned him mn a Sitra of this
kind, then finding fault with hum for treatng of words
which do not occur 10 the Vapsaneyr-Samhutd, and which,
likewise, ought not to have troubled him Professor Weber
has given us too, in the beginning of hus preface, a valuable
collection of tustances, which 1z his opinion prove ether that
Katyayana must have had before him a different version of
the White Yajurveda than the one known to us, or that he
has botched on to his Pritidakhya a number of rules which,
for his purpose, were out of place, or, to sum up 1ot the
words of the Indische Studien, already referred to, that
Kiéitydyana shows pexther skill por practice in his treatment
of the matter edited and commented upon by Professor ‘Weber
But what would the latter think 1f Katydyana applied this
very reproach to hum ? of he tald Professor Weber that he did
not even understand the ch of the Pratsakhya which
he was editing and subjectmg to all this Jearned cnticism ?

Let me, then, take the place of Katydyana, apd maintam
for hmm, that he 15 mot only the very same Kiatyayanz who
wrote the Varttikas 1o Panmu, but that Bis VajasaneyrPratéd-
khya has the double am of bewg 2 Vardika treatise as well
as of contaiming craticisms on Pamm  And Jet m=, therefore,
tell Professor Weber that since there 1s abundant proof of
this view i Katyayanas Vadika work, all his handsome
epithets are put out of court And this, T hold, will also
settle the questton why we meet with so many Shtras 12
Kitydyana which are 1dential with those of Pamm; for we
shall presently see that this identty 1S merely an appareat
one, and, mn reality, no identity at all




PANINI'S GRAMMAR & PRATISAKHYAS 219

I will take this pomnt up first, and show that Katyiyana
merely rep=ated the words of Pintar 1n order to attach hs
critical notes to them, just as I sometimes literally repeated
the words of Professor Weber humself, merely for the purpose
of improving on im

Pamm says (I 1,60) adarsanam lopah  ** This 1s not
distioct enough,” I hear Kamyayana say  hence he writes
(1 141} rarnasyadarsanam lopah —Pamm gives the defimition
(12,29 30) uchcharr udattah and mchair anudattah  “So
far so good,” 1 suppose Kitydyana to say, “but you give
the necessary complement of these two rules in the words
(1 2, 31) * samaharah svaritah” , 1 object to this defimition, for
the svarita would better have been defined thus, ™ ubhaymvan
swanitah (K 1 108-110)—P 1 2, 32 tasyadua udatiom
ardha hrassem , but K 1 126 tasyaduta udattam svarardhama-
trom—P VI 4, 67, 66 nodatta-siaritodayam (with the
quotation of a dissent on the part of Gargya, Kagyapa, and
Galava ), wdattad anudattasya svaruaht The former rule 1>
approved of by Katyayana, who repeats it literally, but the
latter he words thus udattach chanudattam svaritam IV 140,
134)—P 1 1,8 mukha-nasika-vachano nunasihah , but X
175 mukhammasika-karanonunasthah —P 1 1, 9 wlya-
sya-prayatnam savarnam  ““ Would 1t not be clearer,” we
hear Kitydyana say, “to give this defimtion thus (K I
43) samana-sthana-karayasya-prayatnah savarnah™ P VI 1,
84 ekah parva-parayoh, but X IV 49 athakom uttarach
cha —P 1 1,66 tasmunmti mrdishte parvasya  “This role
Iadopt,” Katyayana probably thought, (1 13%4) *but for
your nextrule (1 1, 67), tasmad ity uttarasya, § prefer the
clearer wording »* (1 135 ) tasmud ity uttarasyadeh, * and your
shashtly sthaneyoga (1, 1,49 ), evidently a rule which you
oaght to have put with those two preceding Paribhasha rules
which are ats ! mnstead of 1t from them
by seventeen other rules, I place 1t, therefore, immediately
after these ” (1 136)

Twill not add more 1nstances of the same kind, they
bave all been carefully collected by Professor Weber, but
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he 15 far from percetving that the wdentity  between the
language of both authors 1s merely an apparent one, and
that the additional words of Kitydyana, either 1n the same
Sitra or 1n one diately foll g, but 1y con-
nected with 1t, afe 50 many critictsms on Paminy, which are
even more prominent by the repetition of a certatn amount
of Pamnt’s words For to assume, even withoutany of the
further proofs which I shall adduce, that Kityayana fist del-
vered his clearer and better Satras, and that Pamw hobbled
after hum with lis imperfect ones, 15 not very probable

The following synopsis of rules 1s an extract from those 1
have collected for the purpose of determiping whether 1t could
be a matter of accident that the Pratisakhya Stitras of Katydyana
are, to a considerable extent, nothing but Varttikas to Pimnt

Pimn writes ( VIII 2, 87), “om abkyadane,” which rule
proves that o his ime om was not confined to Vardika use
only ; but Katyayana writes (1 18 and 19), ‘omkaram redeshu”
and “athakdram bhashyesht  No doubtif Katyiyana had not
written with a direct glance at Panuny, this latter rule would be
out of place, but 1n this combination its origin becomes ntellt-
gible P says (VI 1,46 ), “eht manye prakase Irt  Though
this rule does not treat of the accent of manye, 1t nevertheless
would follow from other rules of Panuny, that manye 1s adyudatia
mits combination with efs  This inference 1s emphatically
cotrected by K 2,15 manmye padapurvam sanatra Professor
Weber, 1t 1s true, says that this word sarvatrg—-which embodies
the emphasis of the censure of Kityayana -—1s meamngless
once more, no doubt, Katyiyana has bungled through “want of
pracucc and skill ” How much Paminr’s rules VIII 1, 192and 72,

ya cha, and @man 2 piirvam avidy amanma, are the
torment of commentators, may be seen from many instances
m Sayana’s Commentary on the Rgveda K. improves them
considerably by I 17 and 18 pada-pfinam amantrnitam
ananarthe padaday  and  tenanantara  shahshtyekapadmat —K.
writes 11 22 bhanr adyudattam this rule again rouses the
critical indignation of Professer Weber  “ Why, * he exclaims,
“1s this word swgled out (by Kaitydyana)?  Assuredly,
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at 18 vot the Single ktin formation 1m the V.S ° My ansger
15 becaase Katyayana had studied Piamni, and Professor
‘Weber, 1t 1s clear, has not, for Pammt says, 111 3, 96, that
bhuts 1s antodatta n the Veda, and Katydyana therefore
singled this word out with the decided ntention of stating that
1 the Vijasaney-Samhtti Pammis rule would be erroneous
This instance, 1 hold, moreover, 15 one of those which add
some weight to the proof I have already given, that Panim did
not know, and therefore preceded, the Vajasaneyr-Samhita ~K
says 11 48, devata-dvanham changmantretan:, and his words
are a distinct criticism on P VI 2, 141, devata dvandve cha —In
rule VIIT 3, 36 Piamm teaches that Visarjam;a may remain
such { or, as the Sttra expresses 1tself, on account of previous
Sotras, may become Visarjamya), before sibilants, or may
become asstmulated to the following stilant But he committed
the vemal offence of not stating that this latter alternative
rests on the anthonty of $akatiyana, and the former on
that of Sakalya Could Katyiyana, therefore, forego the
opportunity of wrnting (11 8)  pratyma-smarnam mude
Sakatayanah, and (111 9), avikaram Sakalyah sashaseshi’ 7~
In VI 1, 134 Pimnt gwves a comprehensive rule on the
elision of the final sin resard to the Vaidika nse of the
nommative of tad “No, says Katyayana (I 14), “in the
V S thiselision occurs before vowels only 1n two 1nstances

sa oshadmmayoh” — K (Il 22) says awr mr ida idaa
vasatir varnoch and thus cnticises the imperfection of P's
rule VI 3,54, idayava —In 111 27, adhvano rajase rshah
sprsas patau, he shows the clumsiess of P’s rule VI 3,
52, patau cha bahulam, i III 30, parmavasane the imper-
fection of P's VIII-3, 51, panchamydh partvadinarthe, 1n 111

55, bhaubhyah sah sham somznapade, that of P’s VIL, 3,
59, adesa-pratyayayoh — In the Satras III 56 and 57, Katyayana
teaches that the intervention of anwsiara, & and r do not
prevent s from becoming sh if this change would have to
take place otherwise “These rules,” says Professor Weber,
“have no business here, for Sammhtd and Pada text agree
1 this respect, and these rules are quite general grammatical
rules,” and 1o support of this argument he quotes Uvata,
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who also pomts out the superfluty The latter consoles vs
for 1t, it 1s true, by the remark that a man should not
complam 1f he found honey though he intended only to
fetch fuel,or a fish though his object were to fetch water,
or fruits though he wvert oat merely to pluck flowers But
as Professor Weber 1s not so easily consoled, and not so
lensently disposed towards Katydyana as Uvata 1s, 1 may tell
him that these rules are levelled against Pamnt’s rules VII
3,57 and 58, which omt toinclude r At IL 55, diandvam
chendr vam h vayushu, Professor Weber dis-
charges a wmmsm “None of the compounds” ( referred to
mn the Stra ), he says, ‘occur 1 the V' S or the Sat Br

How 1s that 1o be explamned? Did our Homer nod when
he composed this rule? or did he have before him passages
of the V S which 1t no longer contamns [ Professor Weber
probably meant to say, ‘which was not the V. S we now
possess’ | or 1s the text of our Sitra corrupt, and have
we to read another word for soma?” 1 will try to relieve
his anxtety by expressing the belief that thus Stitra and the
next, 11 56, are criticisms on Panune’s general rule VI 2, 141,
and on hs spe.alrule VI 2, 142 —The rule of Pimm VI
3, 107, suhah, 1s criticised 1o three Sitras of Katydyana 111
59, 60, 61, okarat su, och chiprkiat, and abhefcha

The Varttika 3 to HI 3, 108 says rargat karah , K 1 37,
harena cha, both are identical 1n thewr contents, and coms
plete Paninr’s rule HI 3, 108 The same remark applies to
the Virtttka 4 to P 111 3, 108, rad i1phah, 1od to X T 40,
ra ephena cha, 1n reference to the same rule of Panmni —K HI
38, aharpatau repharm, points out an omussion P VI 2,
70 the same criticism 15 conveyed by the Virttka 2 to this
Sutra of Pimm, aharadmam patyadishu—K UI 12, ling
mudi pupare fills up a blank 1n P VI 3, 36, va farr, and
fikewise a Vartnka on ths Sitra to the same effect, 1@
sarprakarane kharpare lopak —P 's rule VI 3, 109, prshodara-
dini yathopadishtam, 1s cnticised by K I 41 and 42,
ukidram dur de and ngse cha, as well as by a Virtuka to the
former rule which has the same contents  dure dafanasadabta-
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dhyeshanam \aktavyam uttarapadades cha shtutvam —A Varttika
to the same rule of P, shasha utam datrdasasuttarapadadeh
shtutsam cha, 1s 1dentical 1 contents with K 1T 46, shad dasada-
ntayoh samichvavayorthavoscha  both are criticisms on P VI
3, 103-—The first Vartuka to Il 2, 49 (improperly marked,
like the two others, wn the Calcutta edition, as if these
Varttikas did not occur 1 the Mahabhishya ), daravahano
nnantyasya cha tah saifjiidyam, 1> simmlar 10 contents with
K MI 47, ta aghad anadambarat both complete P 11, 2,
49, asisht hanah — The 1mportant omusston 10 P’s Satra VIII
4, 1, rashabh an no nah samanapade, 15, with almost a Iiteral
reference to these words, criticised by K’s I 83, rsharebhyo
nakaro nakaram samanapade and by his Virttika to the
former rule, rashabhyam natva rhara grah

I need not increase the foregoing quotations by com-
parison of the contents of whole chapters of the Vajasaneyr
Pratisikhya with the analogous contents of whole chapters
1 Paoint  For, though the result would be exactly the same
as 1t has bsen 10 the case of our comparison between the
Ri-Pratisahfiya and Pimims work, even the isolated Sutras
which I have contrasted 2 these quotations sufficiently
shov that Pimmi could never have laid s Grammar open
to such numerous criticisms as he has done, if the work
of Katydyana had been composed before hts own My
synopss, moreover, shows that many rules of Katydyana
become utterly inexplicable 1n his Pratiéakhya work wnless
they be judged 1n their mtumate connection with the Grammar
of Peum  And as it 1s simply ndiculous to assume that
“ Homer constantly nodded ” 1 wnting an elaborate work,
which evidences considerable skill and practice 1n the art
of arranging the matter of which he treats, there 1s no other
conclusion left than that the Pratisakhya of Katydyana had
the twofold aim wihuch X have indicated above *

There mght, however, remamn a doubt as to whether
Katydyana first wrote his Prat$akhyas or his Varttikas to
Pamar  Two reasons induce me to think that his Prat$akhya

* Vide p 218, linc 30 supra
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preceded hus Varttikas  Ia the first place, because the contrary
assumption would lead to tne very improbable nference
that a scholar ike Katyayana, who has given such abundant
proof of s thorough knowledge of Sanskrt grammar, left
a considerable number of Pamint's rules without those emenda-
tions which, as we must now admut, are embodied 11 his
Priusakhya work 1f we made a supposttion of thus kind,
we should imply by 1t that he belongs to that class of authors
who present therr writings 1n hurned and immature state,
and, upon an after thought, make their apology 10 an appendix
or an additional book If we assume, on the other hand,
that he first wrote lis Prati§akhya Sitras, which nesther imposed
upon hum the task, nor gave him an opportumity, of making
a thorough review of Pamini, we can understand that they
might have seduced him now and then 1nto allowing himself
to be carned away by the critical teedency which he after-
wards fully developed in his Virttkas, and we can then,
too, understand why these Varttikas treat merely of those
Sttras of Panint which were not included 1n fus former work

My second reason for this view is derved from 2 com-
panson between such of his Sitras and such of his Vartukas
as are closely related to one another  For if we examune the
contents and the wording of exther we cannot fail to perceive
that some of Katydyana's Vartttkas show an improvement on
some of s Siitras, and we may infer that they were given
on account of this very ymprovement  Thus the Vartuka to
VI 3, 36, quoted before, contains the word 13, which1s
not tn the Siitra 11 12, the Varttika duro, &c, to VI 3, 109
embraces more formations than the Sttras 1If 41 and 42,
the Varttikas 1-3 to 111 2, 49 do not contawn, 1t 15 true, the
word @dambara alluded to i 1T 47— perhaps because it
was already contawed 1 this SOtra— but mcrease considerably
the contents of this rule, the Virttika 2 to VIII 2, 70 treats
of a whole Gana, while the Siitra III 38 merely names its
heading word, and so on  Nor could we forego sucha
comparison on the ground that these 1s a difference of purpose
1 the Satras which are attached to the Vagasaney: Samhuti,
and 1n the Virttikas, which are connected with Pamni,—that,
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coasequently, 1n tmprovement of the Virttikas on the Prat.
$3khya need not to tell on the chronological relation between
both For we have seen that Kity dyana’s Pratisikhya does
not stri-tly confiae itself to the language of s Samhttd or
even to that of the Vedasin general Already the 0stances
given before would suffice to bear out this fact, 1n the
appreciation of which I so eatwely differ from Professor
Webers views osond a stnkig anstsnce of this kind s
afford=d by Kityiyana's Stra 11l 42, quoted before It treats
of a case entwely irrelevant for the VajasaneyrSamhia ,
this case 1s taken up again and enlarged upon 1 a Varttika
to VI 3, 107, and there 13 no reason Why the addions
made 10 this Varttilka might not have been entitled with
equal right to a place amongst Katyayanas Satras, as Satra
10 42 utself Thewr not standing there shows my mnd
that this Virtuka 1s later thap this rule of the Prandakhya

work

Tt will readily be seen that I have arrived at the result of
the prionity of Pimnr’s work to the Pransakhya of Katyayana,
10 entire mdep2nd: of all the which 1 mught
have derived from my previous arguments I have hitherto
abstained from avating myself of therr aid, because an
inference must gatn 1o strength 1f 1t be able to show that
two entirely distinst lines of argament nezsssarily lead to the
same goal Such 1s the case with question before us For
1f we now appeal, ooce more, to the important nformation
which Patasjali supplted, viz , that the ** anubandhas of former

1ans have no icat effect 1n the work of Pamar ™
1 other words, 1If a 1an uses anubandh pl
by Panint 1n the same manner as he did, his work must have
been written after Paminr’s work,—we need only posnt to the
pratayhara ‘ting , 10 Katyiyana’s Sltra I 27, 1 order to be
relieved from any doubt that Pimmr’s grammar 1s prior to
the Sitra of Kitydyana  That Kityayana added 1o his Stitras
other techmcal terms to those of Pininy, cannot be a matter
of surprise , indeed, 1t 1S even less remarkable than 1t would
be under ordinary circumstances 1f we consider that he made—

Isp
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either as mventor or as b g from older 1S —
such additions to the terminology of Pamit in s very
Vartuikas, where one would think there was the least necessity
for them,~where, for wnstance, he mught have easily done
without such new terms as Sit, pity jit, jhut, ghu, an the sense
10 which he uses them 222

Thus far my Hterary argument on the chronological selation
between Paawm: and the Pritdkhya works The Aistorical
proof, that only the work of Pamns, but Pamni Jumself, preced
ed, by at least two generations, the author of oldest Prati-
$zkhpa, requires, tn the first place, the remark that by the
Iatter designation I mean the Pratisakhya of the Rgveda hymaos

Since Professor Weber, 1o his introduction to his edition
of the Vijasageyi - Pritsikhya has gtven proofs that this
work as well as the Atharvaveda-Pritiddkhya—and I infer too,
that of the Taittirlya-Samhiti—are more recent than the Rk-
Pratigikhya, and since these reasons are cooclusive to my
rmund, 1 need not, by the addition of other proof to that which
he has afforded us on this point, weaken the great pleasure
1 feel, 10 being able, for once 1 a way, to cowmncide with him
1w his views

It 1s necessary, however, that I should first touch 12 a few
words on the question of the authorship of this Rk-Prati$skhya
1t 1s adverted 1o 1n the first verse of thuis work, 10 a passige
which contains all the information we possess on this point.
The passage i queston ruds thus * After having adored
Brahmi, Saunaka expressed the charactenstic feature of the
Rg-veda verses ™

220 Varteda 1 to Pamns T 1,68 RraifXfwron agmeda, Vertka 2
R TR T TR, Vartika 3 Freqdiaaads S, Vartka 4
fyrer 7 SRATTW A AP —In his Kanks to VIL 1, 21 { compare
note 114 ) Kitysyana uses the term § in the sense of TATTE, 2 resslts
from the commentary of Patadals —Ksnks ol ete ~Patafjal
TRty awrar | RFTAEfAR | AFSIT A etc —The same term §
coours 1n Patafjald’s Kanks to VI, 4, 140 (e nore 121) 6t =t

PV etc » when hawyats observes JA3AYICYT Prardnfradedt
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Now, as 1t 1s not unusual 1n Sanskrit writings for the author
to imtroduce himself i the commencement of his work by
giving his name, and speaking of humself w the thied person,
this verse alone would not justify us 1o looking upon the words
quoted as necessarily contaimng a mere report of Saunaka’s
having delivered certain rules which another later author
brought 1ato the shape of the Rk-Pratidakhya as we now find
1t But it must be admitted, also, that 1t does not absolutely
compel us to ascribe this work to Saunaka himself It leaves
as free to interpret its semse according to the conclusions
which must be derived from the contents of the work itself

These contents have already required us to establish the
prionty of Pimur's Grammar to this Pritigakhya work If,
then, we find that Pamin1 speaks of Saupaka as of an ancient
authonty,?®® while there 1s no evidence to show that the
Saunaka named 1n both works 1s pot the same personage,
there 1s from the point of view of my former *lferary’ argu-
ment a certamnty that Saunaka was nof the author of the
Prati$akhya here named 23! This inference, however, 1t must
be admitted, 1s only entitled to be mentioned thus at the
‘beginning of the historrcal argument, 1 so far as it may
afterwards strengthen and corroborate 1t, but not, 1f 1t had
to be used in order to premuse the conclusions which wall
have to be drawn

Another preliminary remark, also, must be devoted to the
sweeping assertion of Professor Weber, already quoted, which
is to this effect, that * sameness of names can never prove
the identity of the persons ”” who bear these names It 15 true
he quabfies this dictum by adding afier “ names,” *like
Katydyana,” but, even with this restriction, I cannot convince

230 1V 3,105 JUTAIGY AMvEESY 106 Rwmirqmein
Tompare also page 163

231 This 13 the view, 100, of Usats, the commentator on this
Prausakhya He says that Saunaka’s name 15 mentioned for the sake of
remembering hin  AVHET €0 | See Mr Regmer's edition of the
Rk-Prat 1n the Jourpal Asiatique, vol  VII { 1856 ), p 183
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myself that literary criticssm gains 1 strength by carrying
Pyrrhonism beyond the confines of common sense I great
celebrity attaches t6 a name 1n certain portions of Sanskrit
literature , and 1f the same name re-oceurs 1n other and kindred
portions of this same literature, I believe we are not only
free, but compelled, to wfer that the personage bearing this
pame 1o both such places 15 the same personage, ualess
there be particular and good reasons which would jnduce us
to arrive at a contrary conclusion I thus hold that a critic
has no right to obtrude his doubts upon us uatl he has given
good and substantial reasous for them

After this expression of dissent from the critical principles
of Professor Weber, I may now recall the fact I have mention-
ed on a previous occasion ( pp 86-87 ), that there1s a gram-
matical work, 10 2 hundred thousand Slokas, called Sangraha,
whose author i1s ¥)adi or ¥3ah 1know of no other gramma-
tical work bearing this mame Sangraha, mnor of any other
celebrated grammanan named Vyad:i  Both names, however,
are not unfrequently met with in the grammatical lterature
V3adi 1s quoted several times in the Rk-Pratisahhya?®? and
there 1s no valid reason for doubting that he 1s there the same
person as the author of the Sangraha This same work and
1ts author are sometimes aliuded to in the 1llustrations which
the commentators give of the Satras to Pinint or the Varitikas
of Katyiyana, 23 and both, indeed, as I shall show here-after,
appear to have stood 1n a close relation to the Mahibhashya
of Patafijali  We are, however, only concerned here with one
1nstance with which Patafijali iliustrates the second Virttika of
Panins’s rule IT 3, 66

Ttisths  “beautiful indeed is Dakshayaua’s creation of the
Sangraha’® %

237 Rip I, 14 17, VI, 12, XL, 12 15 See Mr Regmer's
Indes des noms propres to bus edition of the Rk~ Priusakhya, s » vyl

233 Patafijall’s commentaryonv 6 ( of the Calcutta edition) to IV,
2, 60 gives the mstances  HAXT ) WITT | TGE | AAGAT , or the
RatkT o VI 3,79 GASHT IETITAA!

234 Tiis instance follows another which says  “beautiful lndecd Is
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From 1t we learn, then, 1n connsction with the information
we already possess of the proper name of the author of the
Sangraha, that Vyidi and Dikshiyana are one and the same
grammatical authority Dakshayana, however, s not only
a descendant of Daksha but of Daksk: also,2*® and of the latter,
at least in thethurd generation, while he may possibly have
held a far more distant place 1 the lineage of this personage
who1s 5o often named 1n the ancient Iiterature For Panim,
who defines the term jman as the son of a grandson orof a
more remote degree in the lineage of a famuly chuef, 236 gives
a rule 10 reference to this term, which the principal commenta-
tors illustrate by the name of Dakskayana 27

Paoa’s creation of  bis ) Stra "—Vartuka 2 0 ¥1 3,66 A frmar
—Panfph AT @y AR g gl AW TE agEe
wengeT i ¢

235 Pamni, IV 1, 95 %9 T —Katyfyana T SR[EERAT
Refra) PfiRda —Patatjah T TREErT PR W PR
TASTRT 1 Y ete —Kasks  Tagetaer i 1

236 Pamn, IV 1,162  wqey Shpyfy @xw, 163 &t g 391
I, 164 qER T SAafe, 165 FEARSFERTY wWiRE s

237 IV 1,101 * 3R This Sttea has no direct commentary
by Patafjah and [ shall therefore frst quote the RaskX om 1t
FAAPISTRIRTTR THRACHY o | i ) aTeeamaet i T ) AT 2
@TRET 1 EMEGEER 99 {1V 3,101 (1V 2, 80) BIEWIRE
Arer 7 waft i1 AT At AR R e (comp
IV 1, 94) —But there 13 no occasion for doubting the genuineness of this
Sitra on account of there being no BhIshya to 1t { compare note 139 )
for Patafijah refers to 1t in hus comment on the fifth Panbhishs (1n the
Cale. ed ) to T 1, 72 and has also, amongst others, the 1nstance XI5,
wiz (ed Ballantyne, p 795), Pambhishs NOEFET oz 1
S T FAwA | AP el e s

\ TR\ R, eve —That Daksbayoans,

15 the yuoan, not the son of Dakshl s saffciently clear from the hasiks

atself; since 1t refers o IV 1, 94 For this reason it also gives as an
mstance of ayuoan t0 I 2, 66, besides MM and AR omitted
1n the Cale ed ), the word ZTHFEN —Patafijali contents humself wath
the instance TN , but 1t commences its counter-instance to IT 4, 58
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If we now turn to Panint himself, we have 1t onthe authority
of Patafjaly that hus mother bore the name of Dakshi 238 And
Dashi, again, 15, on the faith of all commentators on a rule
of Pamni, the female family head of the progeny of Daksha,
standing in the same relationship to Daksha as the male fapuly
chief Dakshi, she 1s, 1n other words, the oldest sister (Prddha)
of the latter personage 2% Vyad), therefore, was a near relative
of Pamins, and Pamm must have preceded hium by af least two-
generations

Now smce the Rk-Pratisakhya quotes Vyidi, as we have
seen, On several occastons, and since the Pratisakhya of Katya-
yapais more recent thanthis work, I mustleave 1t to the
reader to determuine how many generations must, 1 all proba-
biity, have separated Pamn: from the author of the Rk-

in this way  AMTNRRY R 1 BN AT AT We must, conscquent=
ly, conuder it an naccuracy when the same hAsikd gives ita counter-
snstance to 11 4, 60 1 these words STt PR 1 iy A e
g | The Calcutta edition  continues g, and Dr Bochtlingk, of course,
reprints 1t without 2 mingle temark  In short, whencver we open hus
discreduable reprint, we understand perfectly well why he writes 1n bus
preface, p wocvin “The Calcutta edihion 1s very correct, so much so
that only on the very rarcst occasions have I had an opportumty of

prefernng the readings of the Manuscripts

238 Konkftol 1,20 @F BIGXIZQ AfIGA NN etc

230 Pmmumi, VI 4, 148 g@fy ¥ —-Patafjal  Taoh=radit
Frgreee @ i T 1 %m Praf AN T T e —Ka-mts—
TR R T TR £\ fr (M & ARy
(1v 1, 65) G 2% aeg 6I<) 6 Y erc —IV 1,65 T g
—Kfukx i, T, 94 AAARER — ks
almamdfy frg) qmft — 1 2,66 WtuTd (where &7 implies
reference to the preceding Sulx: 9T Wl,1 4. the eldest daughter of &

dson, o a furtber dered as the female bead of the
fanuly ) —haiks &} gAY (¥ 2,65) aml &t o1 g1 &%
9% AR ) aeegmaRy (AT Al L ST ETE (s MS 823, MS.
2440 Tarea ) Frd WAy | T GEAIRAR ) aml 9 apdEmy el
A T AT e | T T I Jie ( thus MS 2440, Ms.
820 zEt)
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Pratéikhya onthe ope hand, and from the author of the
Vijasaney-Pratgikhya and the Virttikas on the other

After hus statement, which, I fear, ts eatirely fatal to a great
many chronological assumptions which have hitherto been
regarded as fully established, and to the critical and hinguistic
results which have been built on these assumptions, 1t 1s not
nesessary — but 1t will neverthzless be tnteresting — to see that
modern and ancient grammatical auttorities contain additional
testimony to the conclusion 1 have here arrived at

‘Whean explaining the uncritical condition ot the Paribhasha
collections, I powated out that 1f they were looked upon asan
wdwvisible whole, there could bz no doubt that they must be
later than Pamini,—since one of them uses the word Pamna
I poimted oat, too, that the il of thess coll
Vatdyanatha, for instance, must have taken this view of their
chronological relation to Panint Now at the end of the
Laghu-panibhashavrtl we read that “some ascribe the composi-
tion of all the paribhashds to the Mum Vyadi 2#° They
must consequently have considered him as posterior to Panm

I will at once, however, ascend to the author of the Great
Commentary In lusteating the ficst Vacttika to Panuny’s rule
VI 2, 36, Patafijali writes down the following compound
Apidala-Paninlya-Vyadiya-Gautamiyah 241 1t tells 1ts own tale
1t names first the disciples of dpisali— of whom we know,
through Pantm himself, that he preceded him,— then those of
Pamm, afterwards those of Vjads, and ultimately those of
Gautama  There can be no doubt that we have here a sequence
of grammarians who wrote one after the other, but, 1f any
doubt still existed, 1t would be dispeiled by the grammatical
properties of the compound itself, fora Virttkato I 2, 34,
teaches that — unless there be reasons to prevent it — the name

240 Lagh avitn  T% WEERERT A SRaE
( the first Parsbhatiz ) zenfy il safeafinf wamg

241 Pamny, VI 2, 36 S(E@lq@SAIETHT — Katyfyana 1
AHARICTTASHAN Qa7 3 —Patafjal,  AEREIPTIASYERN
axeq iz ey WAk A et 1
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of the more 1mportant part must come first in a Diandva
compound, and for a sumlar reason other Varttikas teach
that, for 1nstance, 1 forming such 2 compound of the name
of the earltest season 1n the year must precede that of a subse-
quent one, or 1n compounding the names of castes, they must
follow one another in their natural order, or in making a
Diandya of the names of two brothers, the name of the older
has precedence of the name of the younger 24 But as none
of the grammatical reasons taught by Panmi in previous rules
would compel the p parts of the d alleged
to assume another order than thatwhich they have, we can
only 1nterpret their sequence 10 the manner I have stated 243

The descent from the height of the Prati$akhyas to the level
plain of the Phyfsitras would almost seem 10 require an explan
tion  Before Igive it, however, I will refer to Professor
Miller’s Ancient Sanskrit Laiterature, and state its opinion on
the relation of these Strasto Pimmnw Itis contained in the
following words 24

“As to Santapa’s PhitsUtras, we know with less certainty to
what period they belong A knowledge of them 1s pot pre-

242 Paninl, IT 2, 34 * SRUSHA — Virtika 3 { of the Cale ed )
TRIETT |—Patatyah ¢ TREE qF Fradlfy 4507 ) AENAETQ Hardy —
Virtuka 2 (of the Cale ed ) FOugMMAGEAT GARIERINT —
Patagpalt, FGAFTIMRTILAT SOATGTAT GAARawT ard ) Fafrcamt -
Vartuka 5 ( of the Calc ed ) IIATGEET —Patafali  TUMAFTAT
@R AR IR 1 ATIGPIERNIgAr — Virtuka 6 ( of the Calc
ed ) WIgH SAGR —Patafjal NI AW FEATA FaATY awmow |
kgiaroll

243 Such a season would be, for instance, if omc part of the
compaund belonged to the words technically called f (I 4 7~—g}, for
wn such @ case the base [¥ would have precedence of a base ending in o
(compare I 2,32) Onthis account the namesof the three grame
manans, $ekalya Gargya, and Vyads, form sn the Rk-Pratdakbya, XUI

12, the dvandoa * STFEgF=RIAT 4

244 Ancient Sansknt Literature, p 152 [=Chowkhamb3z Edn p 134
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f

supposed by Paaimy, and the grammatical terms used by Santana
are different from those employed by Pamm,—a fact from
which Professor Boehtlingk has ly luded that
S3ntana must have belonged to the eastern school of gramma-
maps  As, however, these Sitras treat only of the accent, and
the accent 15 used inthe Vaidika language only, the subject of
Santana’s work would lead us to suppose that he was anterior
to Pamini, though 1t would be unsafe to draw any further
conclusion from this ™
Once more Iam unable to assent to the arguments of my
learned predecessor on this subject If the knowledge of a
work, as he adouts, 1s not presupposed by Pamm, 1t would
seem to follow that such a work 1s not anterior but postertor
to hum, since 1t 1§ scarcely probable that he could have ignored
the 10formation 1t contains  Nor has Professor Miller given
any evidence to show that the contents of the Phtstras are
restricted to the Vaidika language only  Oa the coptrary, the
great bulk of the words treated of 1n these Sitras belongs with
equal nght, and, 1n some respect, with much greater nght, to
the cl; 1| np to that of the Vaidika
hymns or Brahmanas Andasno word can be pronounced
without an accent, 1t1s not intelligible why sucha treatise
should not be of as great mmportance for the student who
recites the Mahabharata as for the priest who reads the Rgveda
Poetry Pamim himself has, indeed, embraced 1n his rules on
accentuation a great numbet of words no trace of which
occurs 1 the Samhitds. Buteven 1f the statement made by
Professor Miiller were unobjectionable, why should 1t follow
that an author who — a2nd because he — writes on a Vaidika
subject, must, oriseven likely to be anterior to an author
who treats of the classical literature ? And Panmi morcover
treated of both

As little as I can adopt, on these premises, the conclusions
Prof. Muller draws, so little can I yoin 1n the complimeats
he pays to the ingenuity of Dr Baehtlingk 245 For since

245 Asinthe case of the Calcutta edition of PImni, and of the
Unnad-Sitras, the edition of the Phitsitras also was entrusted by Dr
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Pamar tumself, as 1 have shown before, makes use of the
terms prathama, dyitiy3d, trilyd, chaturthi, etc, and of aung,
ang (1n the secse of an instrumental n the singular ), 246
all of which are terms of the eastern grammaruns, aod,
as everyone knows that Pinwoi did not belong to them, I
€an see no ingenuity o assigning Santana to this school on
the sole ground of his having used terms which differ from
those of Pammi, especially when these terms have no,

1cal 1nfl h , hike the anubandhas of Paming

Bochtlingk to his compositor, who reprinted the text of these Sitras from
the Cafcutta edition of the Siddbants kaumudf —The difficultics offered
by these Stursaare not wmconsderable, and might have yielded good
matenials for many remarks Dr  Bochtlingk’s Commentary on them
con sts of 32 Ites, which contaln the substance of about 12, nealy all of,
which are insignificant  Even hus very small Index to the Sttras s smper-
feet, for it omuts the Sutra TR IAT71 which he mustook for a pare of the
commentary on IV 15, and the Sitra ITGAAINTIL, which also he has
reprinted asif 1t were a poruen of the commentary on IV 12, though
ke humself 15 doubtful as to its proper position there He professes, 100, to
have given an Index of the contents, “for thoss who m=an 10 pursue the
subject ”* But 2y one of the latter, [ had to make a thorough Index of all
the technical symbols in the Sitras, and also of a good number of real
words which eccur in the commentary and text, but which, in accordance
with bis notion of an Index, or through his usual inaccuracy, are omusted
m s Indes, ¢ g s 13, ARMYIV 15, wfy Iv. 13, %
I 2, T, 4, Fm@ew Iv 11, to@ 1L 19, =Y I 22, FF°F
I 22, R 1 21, % 11 8, and very many more  Of compounds
he has never enabled the reader to find the Iatter part , and suck genesat
torms a1 TR, TRA, AT, HE ctc » which are a3 inhispensable for a
student as the mdividual words themsclves, are of courss, also omitted
And all thess remarks are suggested by the editien of a text which compriscs:
10 more than 88 SGtras It s, of course, ncedless for me to add that the
trouble of consulting or unpg a very valuable commentary on these Sutras,
the Phirsura-ortts, does not enter into the plan of an editor whose activity
in editing grammatical Sansknit texts only cons sts 1n putung the printed
Caleutta works into different type
246 Sec notes 197, 220, and Pamni, VI 3, 106

1
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and are not distinctly defined 1n the commentary as terms of
the eastern grammarians 247

The real reasons for this assumption, which I share 1,
must, 1n my opinon, be sought for elsewhere, and as they
are connected with the question of the chronological relation
of the PhitsGtras to Pamny, 1wl first explam why I speak
of them after the Pratiéakhya works

It 15 because they stand on the same lingusstic ground as
the latter writings, and because 1t was safer to survey this
ground 1 the wider field of the Pratifakhya literature than i
the narrow precincts of the Sftras of Santama This having
been done, we need now merely recall the results obtained

We have seen that the Prati§ikhyas represeut the mechanic
treatment of the langaage, unlike Paninis method, which 1s
organic aud shows the growth and Wfe of the language he
spoke The same 1s the case in these Phitstras Whereas
Panini endeavours to explain the accent of words by connec-
ting 1t with the properties of the word, — whereas he seeks for
organic laws 1n the accents of D ded or ded
words and, only reluctantly, asit were, abandons tl:us path
whepever he 1s unable t0 assign a general reason for hus rules,
— the Phutsttras, like the Prati§achyas, deal merely with the
ready-made word,**® and attach to it those mechanical rules
adyp e 7> -~

247 Dr Bd-hilingk enumerates the terms which induced him to draw
the nference alluded to by Miiller that SIntana belonged to the eastern
grammasians and be adds also the Sitras where they occur, vz A,
I 4 19,26 99 10 3, FRE1 1, s 1L 38, R 1T 6, Rerw It 16,
T 1l 26 Amongst these, Rw doss not occur 1o the text of the Sgtras
of Bhattoy but 15 @ warious resding mentionned by b n bis commens
tary, which reports on this perious reading that 1t 13 a term of the eastern
grammarians  The text of hus Sitras has Y nstead of RFE Asto the
otker quotatons giver by Dr  Bicheliagk, ax ove 1ells u3 ibat these terms

arc terms of the castern There was, nota

particle of evidence to draw from them that inference which he so pomtively
draws It 1sa mere guess the probable correctness of which 13 corrobo-
rated, but by such evidence as never cccurred to him

248 Phitsttra, T 1 ¥ 920 —Phisttraviin  FdRaTaR-



236 PANINI

which bewilder and confuse, but must have been well adapted
for an intellectual condition fitted for admiring the Pratiéakhya
works They belong, it my opmion, like the Pratiikhyas,
notto the flournsshing times of Hindu antiquity, but to s
decadence

In the second place, we have seen that on the ground
which 15 common to both, the Pratiéakhyas possess a far greater
amount of lingmstic matertal than Pamim does, and we had
toconclude that Pintns could onno account have ignored
the knowledge they conveyed, had they existed before hus tume
Precisely the same remark apples to the litle treatise of
Santana, for, briefas it 1s, 1t 1s richer m many respects than
the analogous chaptec which Pamns devoted to the same sub-
lect, and 1t v ould be inconcervable that Pimum should bring
forward his rules, so much more incomplete 1o substance than
the Phutshitras, had they been the precursor of his work.

But, thirdly, we were compelled to admit that, at least, one
of the Pratéakhyas, that of Katydyana, was written with the
direct intention of completiog and criticisiag Pinini, and 1
may here observe, that Professor Weber has, with very good
reasons, assigned to this grammaman a place within the
Eastern school  These features, too, characterise the tract of
Santapa

Some of hus rules are delivered with the evident purpose
of cnticising Pammi, and we meet on one occasion with
the remark of the commentator that the eastern grommarians
pomt out the difference between a rule of Pamm and one of
Santana. when the contextin which this passage occurs leaves
no doubt that they meant a criticssm on Pamia: And from
this remark alone 1should conclude that Sintana was one
of therr school, while, from all these reasons combined, I
draw the nference that he must have written after Panint

S8 ( comp Pin 1 2, 45 ) | TRAARTY (comp Pan 12 46)
—Compare also the end of note 255
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Twill gwve some proof to substaatiate this view, and to
show, moreover, that there are grammatical authorities m
India who expressly mply the view hLere taken of the
posterionty of these Sitras to Pamm

According to Panars rule, VI 1, 213, a word tbhya would
have the udatta on the fitst syllable, Bhattopdikshita, m hus
comment on the Phutsatras, quotes this rule i order to show
that $3atana gave husSutra 1 5, with a view of stating that
Paninr’s rule would not apply to this word 242 He quotes
the same rule of Pamm for a sumlar purpose when be com-
mentson 1 18,230 for, accordmg to this rule, arya 15 not
udatta on the first, but on the last syllable, and also inlus
comnment on IV 8, for, according to this Shtra, the words
tlya, $ikhya ( martya} dhama and Lanva, are not udatia on the
first, but svarita on the last syllable 251 On the rule I 7,
Bhattoj1 reports that, 1n the opinion of certain grammarians,
Sintana gave it in order to “Adl  Pdamimt’s rule VI 2, 2252
Santana’s rule 1 23, Bhattojt says, contravenes Pamint’s rule
VI 1, 19723 Aqditis the same grammarian who, when
explamnmng that saha as a part of Sintanas rule 1V 13,15
udatta on the last syllable, reports  “The eastern grammarians
1nform us that saha ;n PANINI’S rule VI 3, 78, 1s udatta on the

249 Pimmi, VI 1, 213 FEISATY —Phitsiitra, I, § vayier
SNFIaEr 1—Bhattop fawazwﬁml 5T IASATT AT TRT |

950 Phitsitra, I 18 3746 @EATEN IT —Bhatton  FTRIRET
SN (11 13 )+ GRS €Y AR SR 9  where the word SR
sufficiently indicates Bhatton’s view of the chronological relation between
S3ntana and Pamni The same rule s given by Raiyfyana n bis Vartuka
to Prow, 11 1, 103}

951 Phisitra, IV 8  RIIFasETD TRE _
Traney  @WRe = Pemn wam s P aﬁm-ﬁm—
The PhitsUtra-vrtti reads this Sttra  FIIRIRMET AN 00 |

252 Phusitra, T 7 R RTEIER —Bbugop HEEC
SR ETTERERT (comp Pan VI 2,2) §F T 3@ 0

253 Phtsitra, I 23 + oEERTER —Bhauop v TN @
N7 A IHET 1 37 BIREIETS T (comp Pam VI, 3,197 )
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first syllable,” and he adds the advice “think on that 25 Byt
1find no evidnce in the arguments of Dr Boehtlmgk, as
regards the relation of Santana to the eastern grammarians,
of his having followed the advice of Bhatojidikshita

Of equal importance with these observations of Bhattoys,
1s a passage 1n the notes of Nagopbhatta on Kaiyyata, when
the latter accompanies the glass of Patafijalt to Kityayana’s
Varttika 6, to Pamm VI 1, 158, with his own remarks For
Nagoyibhatta, after having observed that a rule of Pamm
would contain 2 fault when compared with the standard of
the Phifstitras, poratedly winds up with the following words
“But, on the other hand, these Phutsitras, when considered in
reference to Paninl, are asif they were made to-day ™ 255

254 Phitsitra, IV 14 {(not 13] QATTATART ~~Bhattojt
CIERERRT QIEACT1 R €I AT AL Y pURIY Ag 1 mees
FRAATTE LT (Pan VI 3, 78) TN FIET IS iy wE o
7T ~—The statement of the Prifichas mention=d by Bhattojidtkshuta,
is that of Patafjali 1n hus commenton VI 3,78, v 1 viz ™71
PraTr T, and hawyyata in referning to Phitsitra 1V 12, observes
RrITw arerzrar 3fY AT T9E But this reference of Ratyyata by no
means admts of the conclusion that he looked upon Pamin’s rule a3 more
recent than this Phutsitra, for ¢his rule 1s not concern=d wach the accent
of 7%, 1tis Patafijal: who alludes to it, and Karyyala comments, in the
words alleged, on Patafijali, not on PInims

265, Virttika 6 ( of the Cale ed ) to VI 1, 128 5gPmemdl
T WEHAGIRARNE —Patafijal SEATGR @A AEIEA
affe w1 sefracenand | rmErTET | 93 @i g
eremEITa | FAgAN qEf wn aw Pm e m o addn
TRt At fabReoremed whsahn N9 B whngssn
(F 4, 2) @ 9 FIFEC AT A9 0 wzaew wEET 4 Pabay
affe At —Vartuka 7 (of the Calc od )  FnRureregaeac
YAy PFRAT | — Patasgall PP ItrETeal o Samar
caf wiml ¢ AT At wda AT A0 0 Aberdsr
anm} Afsafy 1| srafreal SATETAE | 7 AAT ARAT—Kaiyyata,
on the preceding passages PRI 1 giPEPRAfEd | qrara
) FEYROI ST TEART  —Nigopbbana WY cafierd
FAEARIF TR ( Phgsitra, IV 10 ) RzRicgaret | AR gzt
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It 1s clear, therefore, that the best Hindy grammariaps,
t00, looked upon these Stras mot only as not anterior to
Paniny, but as quite recent, when compared with his work

On Yaska, Professor Muller expresses himself thus 206

“There are some discussions 1n the beginning of the Nirukta
which are of the highest interest with regard to etymology
While 1n Greece the notions of one of her greatest thinkers,

7 eEMPY ( Phusttra, 11 21) TETa 1 frzernfT we Ry
Sfkerast A9 1 e Prof Wi FrifrRi qo dvay —
“The Phutsitra 11 21, reforred to by Nagojibbarta, 13 zead differcatly 1n
Bhattop's text from that of the Vrttr 1 subjoin both readings with their
commentary 1n order 1o 1lustrate at the same time the nature of the latter
commentary as compared with that of Bbatton The latter reads STy
AT, and comments T TATART 397 | PRI —1he
Phitsitra vt reads JIAFIT SIEOT | and  comments sggar I
qgfrtar AR Q@S ad e O g 0 mres
iR 1 TEAETal R aE 0 FggErnsy R g o AR
@z —1 may quote here a passage from STyanas Commentary og
Rgreda T 1, 1, n order to obwiate a misunderstand ng of 3¢ Wath regard
1o the accent of the word 3IfJ be wntes TIgEY ATy
afimaReiicm ST IEREINED | These words nced not mean that
Gargya, the predecessor of Pamn, deducts from Phutsitra T 1, the accent
of @i, but they may — and, I conclude, do — mean “stmce, according
to the opimon of Girgya, agns 15 an mdivisible base {1 ¢ a base which
must not be analysed, compare note 248 }, its accent 13 the udaits on the
Last syllable, agrecably to Phufsatra 1 1 —The last reference, therefore,
would belong to Sayana, not to Gargya, and the only iaference we might
be alloved to draw from the words of S3yana would be, that Gargya
Yooked upon g as an Unmsdiformation (comparc p 187), and, perhaps
——but not necessanly,~—tbat already 1n his tme there existed 2 rule on
aceentuation sumilar m purpert 10 that of the Phifsitra alleged It 15 not
admssible, therefore, to adduce this passage in proof that, 1n Sayara’s
opinion  the Phutsiitras were known to Gargya

256 Ancient Sansknt Literature, p 163 [ = Chowkhambs Edp
page 144 ]



240 PANINI

as expressed 1 the Cratylus, represent the very nfancy of
etymol 1 science, the Brah of Indsa bad treated some
of the vital problems of etymology with the utmost sobriety,
In the Pratidakhya o7 Katydyana we find, besides the philoso-
phical division of speech 1nto nouns, verbs, prepositions, and
particles, another divison of 2 purely grammatical natare and
expressed 1a the most strictly technical language *Verbs with
their conjugational terminations, Nouns, dzrived from verbs
by means of Krt suffixes, Nouns, derived from nouns by meane
of taddhita-sufixes, aud four kinds of compounds, — thess
constitute language’ [ Vajas Prat 1 27 ]

“In the Nirukta this division 1s no longer considered suffi-
cient A new problem has beea started, one of the most impor-
tant problems in the phd hy of 1 whether all nouns
are derived from verbs ? No one would deny that certain
nouns, or the majority of nouns wete derived from verbs
The early grammarans of India were fully agreed that
kartr, a doer, was derwed from A», to do, pachaka, a cook,
from pach, to cook But did the same apply to all words 7
$akatiyana, an ancient grammanan and philosopher, answered
the question boldly  the afrmative, and he became the
founder of a large school, called the Nawruktas ( or Etymo
logsts ), who made the verbal onigin of all words the leading
principle of all therr researches »257

It 1s sufficiently clear from the preceding words that
Professor Muller considers Yaska as more recent than Katya-
yana,and since he hymself admits (see above p 211) “ that there
18 nothing In the style of the Pratifakhya composed by Katya-
yana that could be used as a tenable argument why Katyayana,
the author of the Pratisakhya, should not be the same as
Katyiyana, the contemporary and critic of Pamny,” he must
also consider the author of the Nirukta as subsequent to Panint.

To refute hus view on the relative positron of Kityayana
and Yaska, we need now merely point to the facts with which

257  In the contipuation of this pamage Frofessor Mller gives the
astatcment sumilar to that which 12 contained above, on page 187,
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we are already famihar  Muller s reason for Yaska’s posterio-
nty of Katyiyana 1s founded, as we sce, on.the assumption
that the problem of the denvability or non-dertvability of
all nouns from verbs had not yet bzen proposed 1n the
time of Kitydyana But whence does he know this ? The
Pratgakhya of Katydyana is no suffizient tesumony for
estabihing this theory  When Katydyana there says that
noans are either moans derived from verbs, or nouns derived
from nouns,— either Art or taddmta derivatives,— he has
already sad too much 1 a work of this kind, which has
nothing to do with the origin of words, and which alludes
to this and other matter, foreign to a Prati§ikhya itself,
only becatse, and n so far as 1t concerns tts other purpose,
viz that of criticising Panimt  Whether or not therefore it
dealt with 1 problem such as that of which Muller 1s
speaking 1s merely a matter of chance

But this problem 1tself, as we have seen, 15 epitomised
in the term Unnads A grammarian who uses this term
shons at the same time that he 15 cognisant of that division
betneen the old grimmarmns which Yaska describes For
whichever side he espouse he has expressed by the term
wnnadr, that there are Art-dervattves which are of an excep-
tional kind and whith are looked upon by some as being,
strictly speaking, no derivatives at all Now, I have quoted
several mstances which prove that Xatydyana dealt with
the question of Unnadi words Henie he wuas aware of
that problem dwscussed 1n the Nirukta, 1t wasnot “ 2 new
problem ” to hum, and all the inferences that may or may
not be buwlt on 1its absence i the Vajasaney: - Pratisakhya
become 1nvalidated at once

But the knowledge possessed by Panmi, of this problem
1self would, of course, not prove anything as to huis prionty
or posteriority to Yaska, who speaks of 1t It leaves thus
question just where we find 1t, and we must seek for other
evidence to settle 1t

Such, I hold, 1s afforded by the fact that Pinim
knows the name of Yaska, for he teaches the formation

16p
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of this word and heads a Goma with 1t 2® And as we
know at present of but one real Yaska 1 the whole ancient
literature, a doubt as to the identity of the authorof the
Nuukta and the famuly chief adduced by Pammni, would
have first to be supported with plausible arguments before
1t conld be assented to

A second and equally strong reason 15, m my belief,
afforded by the test I have established above, on the ground
of the grammatical samiils which occur 1n Pammt's work

Amongst these terms there 1s one especsally which allows
us to judge of the relattve position of Yaska aod Pamal,
viz, the term upasarga, prefix or preposition  Pamioi employs
1t 1n many Sitras, he does not define 1t, 1t must consequently
have been 1n use before he wrote Yaska, however, caters
fully into the notion expressed by it, as we may conclude
from the following words of his Nirukta —-#°

258 Pamng, I 4, 63 ALY W30
259 Nirukta, I 3 ( according to the cdition of Professor Roth )
7 Pral errl AR TRt sreTrTie FAMTRA AT
AR It wAeARy ardeT o wad srmf&aammm?
FE | a1 Tafrd s-RedTen mivehaiatiEe miehat g
cefirfont PERAT  wife s Afxgatar z&ﬁaﬂ’i Pllencd
Al R PRl SRRl aEtgioT
eafy eiihmrnigefenaie? Srgemaragel SYRET A —Of the
commentary of Durga on this passage T subjoin bere only those pasages
which are requred for a justiication of sy translation, and of the 1n-
stances added to the text of 33ska ( MS E I H, 206) e 1 ga=31-
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 §akatdyana says that ‘the prepositions when detached
( from noun or verb) do not distinctly express a sense,” but
Gargya maintains that ‘they illustrate the action whuch 1s the
sense expressed by a noun or verb (1n modifying 1t ), and that
their sense 1s various ( even when they are detached froma
noun or verb)’ Now they express (even i thewr isolated
condition Y that sense which 1nheres m them, 1t 15 this sease
which modifies the sense of a noun or verb  The preposition
aexpresses the sense of limit (eg upto the mountam }, pra
and parG express the reverse of 4 (eg gone forth or anay ),
abhi, the sense of towards (eg gone towards—m a friendly
sense ), prait, the reverse of abh: (g gone agamnst }, ati and
su, excellence (eg having much wealth, an excellent Brih-
mana ), mrand dur, the reverse of these two (eg having
no wealth, a bad Brahmana ), n:t and ava, downwardpess (eg
he takes down), wd, the reverse of these two (eg hetakes
up), sam, junction (eg he takes together ), 1t and apa, the
reverse of sam (eg he takes away ), anu, similarity or being
after (¢ g having a sinplar appearance, he goes after), api,
co-existence (e g let 1t be a drop of butter, a drop of honey) ,%5¢
upa, excess (eg heis born again), pari, surrounding (eg
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g <t PR mifsdte | foda gateer o sa3f Al
4t Prgsrasgaly 0 oftaadn ox gl WP | SgEnIR 0
af@ERTTE AegEal 0 ataTeE  whErETRd | fwe
ety I afalt AT | Al AR | s
FICI 1 AT FEdaTE + ARl ' ARkl @ ST t
ST, L ST 0 T gdAg | SRar Y i sndTegait
e | vk a1 afufely ) s T el werE-
R WTAGRR | FF AT FAGAAEF A @7 T gEE
vzl frarin oY (Pan 11, 59) SRS greaint fRandT AN A
I T R PR AT |

260 Tt s-ems 10 me doubtful whetber A 1mplies the sense which
15 1llustrated by the instance of Durga, without his words, which clearly
refer to Patafijali’s comment on Pamini, L, 4, 96, I should have rendercd
G by unton, and thought of an 1nstance hile 2 RETE
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be puts round ), adk, bemng above and superiority (eg he
stands over, a supreme lord) In this manner they express
various senses and these have to be considered ™

This passage records, as we see, besides the defimition of
Yaska, the opmions of Sakatdyana and of Gargya , it ts silent
on Pinm  Yet how much more complete and scientific 1s fius
treatment of the prepositions! Durga, the commentator of
Yaska, feels this defect 1n Yaska, for at the end of hus gloss
he says ‘' upasargas can only be joined toa verb, nottoa
poun, 1t 1s therefore only through the medtation of the former
that they can ascend also to the latter” {1z 1 so faras
nouns are dentved from verbal roots) -

Panuwni teaches that the first and general category to which
prepositions belong, 1s that of mpatas or particles he then
contiaues, thatthey are wmpasargas when they are jotned to
“verbal actton” (te toa verb), gaus, 1f the verbal roots to
which they are attached become developed to a noun , and
that they are karmapravachampyas if they are detached and
govern a noun *!  Of such a distinction there1s no trace 1o
the Nirukta, which stops, as we sce, at the speculations of
Sakatayana and Gargya, both predecessors of Pamm Nor
can the meanings which Yaska assigns to the prepositions, $O
far as completeness 1s concerned, be compared to those we
meet with 1n the rules of PAmn1  Abki, for instance, has with

him got ouly the sense menttoned by Yaska, but that of

“towards, by ( severally ), with regard to,” afy, that of *‘exce-
** anu, that

lence and transgression ,” apa, that of “cxce}mon A
of “in consequence of, comnected with, less than, towards,
by ( severally ), with regard to, to the share of,” pratr, the
sense of “towards, by (severally), with regard to, to the
share of, 1nstead of, 1n return of ,” pari, the sense of prati,
except in the two last meamings, and that of an “expletive ,
adht, that of “superionty and of an expletive 52

261  Pamoy, I 4,58 9% , 59 Syan fRAd, 60 e,

82
282  Comparc I 4, 84—97
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It seems impossible, therefore, to assume that Yaska could
have known the classes of wpasarga as defived by Pamn1, and
their meanings as enumerated by him when he wrote the words
before quoted  But not knowing the grammar of Pamny, 15, 1n
the case of Yaska, tantamount to having preceded 1t

Though Yaska be otder than Pammni, and Panimi older than
Kityayana, there sull ramains the mystery as to the era of
Panu  No work of the ancieat Iterature, withta my know-
ledge, gives us the means of pepetratiog 1t But as the remotest
date of Hindu antiquity, which may be called a real date, 1s
that of Butdha s death, 1t must be of 1nterest to know whether
Pinunt 1s likely to have lived before or after this event

Not only 1» the nams of Sakyam.ni, or $akya,never adverted
to 1a the Sitra of Pan'n1,2%3 but there 15 another fact connected
with this name which 1s st1ll more remarkable

The great schism which divided 2ncient India 1ato two
hostile creeds, centres 1n the notion which each entertained of
the nature of etermal bliss The Brihmanic Hiodus hope
that their soul will ultimately become united with the unrversal
sputt, which, 1 the language of the Upamshads, 15 the nevter
Brahman, and, 1n that of the sects, the supreme deity, who
takes the place of this phulosophical and impersonal god  And
however indefinite this god Brahman may be, 1t 1s nevertheless
to the muod of the Brihmanic Hmndu, an enfify. The final
salvation of a Buddhist s entire monenttty This difference
between the goal of both created that deep and 1rreconcileable
antagomsm which alloved of none of the compromtse which
was possible between all the shades and degrees of the Brah-
mantc faith, from the most d to the most
The various expressions for eternal bliss i the Brihmamc
creed, like apavarga, moksha, mukts, mhsrey asa, all mean either
“liberation from thus earthly career” or the “absolute good ,*
they therefore 1mply a condition of hope The absolute end of

263 The formation AT occurs m three Ganas, as a denvative from
TH wub T the Gz to TV 1 105, wih T oIV 3, 92, but
there 1¢ becomes doubtful, through the difference 1n the rcadings of the
MSS , and as a denwvation from TTH with 0T 1n the Gana to IV 1, 151
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a Buddhust 1s withont hope, it 1s mrvana or extioction  This
word means literally “blown out ,” but there 1s this difference,
if Iam not mistaken, between itsuse tn the Brihmantc and
1n the Buddhistic hiterature,—that, 1n the former, 1t 1s employed,
like other past participles, mn any of the three genders, whereas
1n the latter 1t occurs only 1n the neuter gender, and there, too,
only 1n the sense of an abstract noun, 1n that of extincion, 1¢,
absolute anmhilation of the soul I have no instance at my
command 10 which mryana, when used 1n the classical lifera-
ture, mmplies any other sense than the sense “bloxn out,” or a
sense 1mmediately connected withit Thus Patafjali, when
1lustratiog the use of this past participle, gives the nstances
“the fire 15 blown ot by the wind, the lamp s blown out by
the wind ,” and Kaiyyata who, on the same occasion, observes
that pbrase, “the wind has ceased to blow,” would not be
expressed by “mrvano vitah but by mnafo vitah,” corrobo-
rates the instances of Patafijal: with one of his own  “blowing
out ( has been effected ) by the wind * But Panin, who teaches
the formation of this participle 1 rule VIII 2, 50, which has
indirectly called forth all these instances, says “(the past
participle of va with prefix mr 15 ) niryana (1f the word means )
‘free from wind,’ ( or, ‘not blowing, as wind’ ) * 26¢
This 15 the natural rmterpretation of Pam’s rule Katydyana,
1t 1s true, gives a Virttika which corrects the word avate ioto
avatabludhane “(1f 1t bave ) not the sense of wind { or of blow-
mg),” yetit1s very remarkable that Patafjali, 1o commenting
on this Varttika, does not interpret 1ts words in his osual
manger, but merely adds to them the mstances 1 have just
npamed , 1t s remarkable, too, that he mtroduces them with
the observation  “(this Varttika 1s grvea1n order to show)

264 VIIL 2, 60  FiailsTd — Katylyana  SIAPIATH —
Patadjal ¢ TN T THFT ( these words bave beep mistaken for
the Varttika yself, In the Calcutta edition )1 TRIfY o4t &g | frai
sfiralie 1 Praler 19 aAfy——Kayyata  srqwbas €y« 5 faalar
a vy w@Pid @ g Wy Ftals Fsh st weEtl e
TR AR | wd g i wad wan Fidebealy o fetta o
el TP Pradn st T g a7 SO SRR |
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that { mirv@na )1s also or 1s emphatically used in the following
instances ” Still he has no 1nstance whatever for the sense
stated by Pamnt, and his word ‘alse’ or “emphatically ,’ does
not appear to be justified by the criticism of Katydyana, which
stmply corrects the word mate nto avatabhidhane without any
additional remark

1n short, my opiolon on this Vartttka 1s analogous to that
which 1 have expressed 1n previous instances The sense of
mnata, “free from wind (or not blowing),” had become
obsolete in the time of Katydyana, who merely knew that
sense of 1t which found 1ts ulterior and special application 1
the mnana of the Buddhistic faith But since there 1s no
logical ink between this latter word and the mrvang, “wind-
still,” of Panmini, and since 1t 15 not probable that he would
have passed over in silence that sense of the word which
finally became 1ts only sense, I hold that this sense did ot yet
existin histtme 1 other words, that his silence affordsa
strong probabihity of his having preceded the ormgin of the
Buddhistic creed

The task 1 had proposed to myself would now seem to have
reached 1ts natural close for the present , yetif, after this brief
and imperfect attempt to do justice to one of the most difficult
questions of Sansknt literature, 1 were now to take leave of
Panwn, even temporarily, without devoting a special word to
Pataijal, Ishould fail 1n grantude to this great teacher, who
has supolied us with nearly all the materials for this discusston
and 1ts results

“At what time,” says Professor Mauller,?6% “the Mahabha-
shy1 was first composed, 1t 1s impossible to say  Patadjaly, the
author of the Great Commentary, 1s sometimes identified with
Pingala, and on this view, as Pingala 1s called the younger
brother, or at least the descendant of Panmni, 1t might be
supposed that the original tion of the “Jahibha
belonged to the third century B the identity of Pingala and
Patadjaliss far from probable, and 1t would be rash to use it
as a foundation for other calculattons *

265  AncientSapskntLiterature p 244 [ Chowkhamb3Edn p 2171
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This 1s the only date, the fiing of which 15 called “mpo-
ssible” 1 Mullec's Ancient Sanskrie Luteriture 3 and as it
has hitherto teen my fate to differ from this work 1n all its
chronological views, Iseem merely to follow a predestined
necessity in looking upon the date of Patafijali as the only
one which Ishould vesture to determine with anything ke
certainty,

I do so, because Patafijal, as1f forescetng the conjectaral
date which some future Pandit would attach 1o hus life, or the
doubt that might hit mm out of all historical reach, once took
the opportunity of stating a pertod before which we must not
1magine hum to have hived, while on another occasion he men-
tions the time when he actually did live

“If a thing,” says P3nini, “serves for a livebhood, bt 1s
the not for sale” (1t has fiot the affix ka)  Thus rule Patafijal
Mlustrates with the words “Stva, Sk inda, Visakha,” meanmg the
1dols that represent these divinities and 1t the same time give
a living to the men who possess them,— while they are not for
sale  And, “why 7" he asks  “The Mauryas wanted gold, and

heref blished religous fe Good, (Pinn’s

rule } may apply to such ( 1dols, as they sold ), but as toidols
which are hawked about { by common peaple )} for the sake of
such worship as brings an tmmediate profit, their names will
have the affix Aa* 268
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Whether or not this mteresting bit of history was given by
Patafyjali rrorically, to show that even affixes are the obedient
servants of kings, and must vanish before the dols which they
sel', because they do not take the money at the same time that
the bargain 1s made — as poor people do,— I know not But, at
all events, he tells us distinztly by these words that ke did not
live before the first king of the Maurya dynasty who was
Chandragupta, and who hved 315B C And] believe, too,
1f we are to give a natural 1nterpretation to his words, that he
tells us, on the contrary, that he lived after the last king of
this dypasty, or in other words later than 180 before Chnist
But he has even been good enough to relieve us from a possib=
ity of this doubt when commenting on another rule of Panini,
or rather on a criticism attached to 1t by Katyayana

In Satra I 2 111, Pimmi teaches that the mperfect must
be used, when the speaker relates a past fact belonging to a
time which precedes the present day Katyayana tmproves on
this rule by observing that 1t 1s used, too, when the fact related
18 out of sight notorious but could be seen by the person who
uses theverb  Aund Patafijali agam appends to this Varttika the
following 1nstances and remark  “The Yavana besteged (1m-
perfect ) Ayodiya  the Yavana besteged (umperfect) the Madhya-
mihas  Why does Katyayana say, ‘out of sight ” ( because 1a
such an 1nstan.e s ) ‘the sun rose’ ( the verb must be i the
aorist)  Why “noforrous ? ( because n such an instance as )
“‘Devadatta made a mat ( the verb must be n the preterite }
Why does he say  but when the fact could be seen by the person
who uses the verb ™ ( because 11 such an 1nstance as ) “Accord-
g to 2 legerd Vasudeva killed Kansa® ( the verb must likewse
be n the preterite ) 267
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Hence he plainly mnforms us, and this 1s acknowledged also
by Niagoyibhatta, that he hived at the time —though he was not
on the spot —when *‘the Yavana besieged Ayodhya,” and at the
time when *‘the Yavana besieged the Madhyamikas™  For the
verv contrast which he marks between these and the other
instances proves that he ntended practically to impress his
contemporaries with a proper use of the imperfect tensa

Now the Madhy amikas are the well known Buddhistic sect
which was founded by Nagaryuna 2°8  But here, 1t would seem,
that at ths early state we are slready at a chronological stand-
still  For the Northern Buddhists say that Nagaruna hved
400, and the Southern Buddhusts that he lived 500, years after
Buddha's death  And agaim, while we believed that the
researches of that admurable work of Professor Lassen bad
finally settled this fatter date, and “for a [ast time,”"—wihile we
believed, 1n other words that 1t was 543 before Chrtst, Profe-
ssor Muller seizes and shakes it once more and makes Buddha
die 477 before Christ  Were 1 to agree with the optaton which
he has elsewhere expressed,?®? that * n the hustory of Indian

ResheAd 1 SEERTERE g gerEe TR (R 7T —That these
1nstances concern the moment at which Patafi,ali wrote them, 13 therefore

certamn, beyond all doubt But we obtan at the same time an jnsight

1n¢to the eritical condition of the fater commentares on Pinwi, when we
£nd, for instance, that the KIsikd coptes thes~ imstances, but wathout
saying that they belong to Patafijall  The same 13 the casc 1n the present
edition of Pantm  On account of the importance of this passage of the
Mahsbhashya, I will rerind the reader that 1t1s contamed in the MS
E 1 H No, 330, the onlyone I could consalt The two MSS of the
Kask3 tn the Library of the E I H have imstead of AMQRI&TT  a word
JEIMHI, but aince the Jatter 15 not only meamngless but grammageally
wrong, there can be no doubt that the reading of the MS 330 s the
only correct one

268  Sec Burnouf's Introduction & Pfustoire du Duddhism Indics,
Vol I p 359 Lassen’s Indische Alterthumskunde, vol II p 1163
and the quo aticns there

269  Ancient Sansknt Literature,p 243 [Chowkhamba Edn p 216}
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literature, dates are mostly so precarious, thata confirmation,
even within a century or two 1s not to be despsed,” 1 should
be out of 1ll my difficulties  For since the difference stated as
regards the ife of Nagdrjuna would not amount to more than
166 years, 1t would fall within the alloted space Butlam
notso easily satisfied Dates in Sanskrit Diterature, asany-
where else, are either no dates at all — and then they are not so
much as precarious — or they are dates, and thes we must look
closely at them ,

The doubt which Prof Muller has expressed in reference
to the assumed date of Buddha’s death, viz, 5438 C, are by
no means mere vague and personal doubts On the contrary,
they are embodied 1n an elat which not only
proves a conscientrous research, but i1s extremely valuable on
account of the opportunity it gives of surveymg the real
difficulties of the question, and of forming one’s own opinion,
with greater safety and ease  and, whether dissenting from
him or not, one 1s happy to deal with his arguments

My objection to them may be summed up 1n the commenc~
1ng and the closing words of his own mvestigation

“ It has been usual, ” he says 0 his Ancient Sapshrit Litera-
ture ( p 264%), “to prefer the chronology of Ceylon, which
places Buddha’s death 1n 43 8¢ But the principal argument
1w favour of this date 1s extremely weak It 1s smd that the
fact of the Ceylonese era being used as an era for practical
purposes speaks 1n favour of its correctness This may be
true with regard te the times after the reign of Asoka In
hostorical times any era, however fabulous 1ts beginning, will
be practically useful , but no concluston can be drawn from
this, ats later use, asto the correctness of its beginning  As
a conventional era, that of Ceylon may be retained, but uanl
new evidence can be brought forward to substanttate the au-
toenticity of the early history of Buddhism, astold by the
Ceylonese priests, 1t would be rashto use the dates of the
Southern Buddhists as a corrective standard for those of the
Northern Buddhusts or of the Brihmanas *

* Chowkhamba Edn p 235
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And, towards the close of his inquiry, he expresses himself
thus (p 298*) —“Atthe ume of Aéoka’s mauguration, 218
Yyears bad elapsed since the conventional date of the death of
Buddha Hence if we tragslate the language of Buddnist
chronology 1nto that of Greek chronology, Buddha was really
supposed to have died 477 BC and not 543pC  Agai, at
the time of Chandragupta’s accession, 162 years were beleved
to have elapsed stnce the conventional date of Buddha’s death
Hence Buddha was supposed to have died 3154+162=4778C"

In quoting these two passages, I show at once that Professor
Muller attaches no faith to the tradition which concerns the
date of Buddha's death, but that he attaches faith to that which
places Afoka 218, and Chandragupta 162, years after that
event  But 1f tradition 18 to be believed 1n one porsion of the
history connected with the r1se and progress of the Buddhist
faith, why not 1n another, and 1nall? The arguments which
are good for the one case will equally apply to the other, and
sf tradition be wrong 1n fixing Buddha's death at 543BC, we
must also reject st when giving the dates 162 and 218, and the
sum total wifl then have 00 quantities out of which 1t can be
produced  And this objection would seem to dertve additional
force from the very words of Professor Muller just quoted .
for he says himself that the argument1n favour of the date
543B@, sofarast s founded on the practical use made of
this date, ““may be true with regard to the times after the reiga
of Afoka® But 218 after Buddha’s death, 1s the date of Asoka
fumself, and 162 that of Chandragupta, who preceded that
king  Both, consequently, would, 1n Professor Muller’s
opinion, deserve the same amount of belief as the date of

_ Buddha’s death tself

The grounds on which Professor Muller differs from Pro-
fessor Lassen have been fully discussed by hum, as already
observed , but as the essentials of this discusston he 1n a

nutshell, they admit of bewng here stated 1n reference to the
question which actually concerns us

Both scholars assume ~= and so long as Greek chronology

deserves any credit at all, they do so, I hold, without the

* Chowkbamba Edn p 267
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possibilty of a contradiction — that Chandragupta, who 1s
Sandrocottus reigned 3158 ¢ Buddhustictradition, however, says
that he lived 162 years after Buddha’s death, which means that
1f this event took place 543 BC, he reigned 381 BG But since
315 must be right, and 381 must be wrong, either Buddha’s
death occurred 477 B ¢, or Chandragupta hived 66 years Iater
than Hindu traditions allow himto lve, wiz, 288 years after
543 8¢ Lassen decides 1n favour of the latter alternative,
no doubt, by saying to hamself that stnce there 15 an error of 66
years, 1t was more likely comuutted by tradition 1n remember-
1ng the duration of the reign of kings who preceded Chandra-
gupta, thanin recording an event that was engrossing the
pational mind, and much more important of the nationat
feeling and interest than an exact chronicle of by-gone, and
some of them insignificant, kings Muller prefers the precise
tradition of 162 years, and therefore arrives at 477 BQ as
the date of Buddha’s deqth

Let us return, after this statement, to the events which
Patafijah tells us occurred 1n ks time, and confront them with
the optoions of the two scholars named

1f Nagaruna lived 400 years after Buddha’s death, his date,
according to Professor’s Lassen s conclusion, would be 143,—
or, 1f he lived 500 years after this event, 53 yearsB C  Again,
ts date, according Professor Muller’s conclusions, would
be 775 C, or 23 after Christ  But I must mention, too, that
Professor Lassen, on the ground oceupied by hum, supposes a
further mustake of 66 years in the tradition which places
Nagarjuna 500 years after Buddha’s death, and that he thus
also advocates the date of the founder of the Madhyamikas
as 23 years after Chrst 2°° Now, since the sect which was
founded by Nagirjuna existed not only simultancously with,
but after, him, that event which was contemporancous with
Patafijali and the Madhyamkas, the siege of Ayodhya by the
Yarvana® must have occurred within or below the circle of these
dates  The latter alternative, however, 1s agan checked by the
date of Abhumanyu, who resgned about 60 years after Christ ,

270 Todische Altertbumshunde, vol 1 p 412, 413
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for we know from the chromcle of Kashmur that he intro-
duced 1nto lus country the Commentary of Patafijali, which
must consequently have been m ewistence during his retgn

In other words, the extreme point withtn which ths historeal
event must have fallen, are the years 143 before, and 60 after
Christ, and asin the time of Abhimaayu the Great Com
mentary had already suffered much, according to the report
of Rajataranginl, 1t 1s necessary to lumit even the latter date
by, at least, several years

Yet the word “Yaiana" carries with 1t another corrective of
this uncertainty According to the researches of Professor
Lassen 1t 15 1mpossible to doubt that withtn this period, viz,
between 143 before and 60 after Christ, this word Yavana
can only apply to the Greco-Indian lungs, nmine of whom
reigned from 160 to 85 BC 2" And if we etamme the
exploits of these kings, we find that there 1s but one of whom
1t can be assumed that he, 1n s conquests of Indian terruory,
came as far as AyolhyA It 1s Menandros, of whom so early
a writer as Strabo reports that he extended his conquests as
far as the Jumna niver, and of wiom ope comn has actually
been found at Mathurd He reigned, according to Lassen’s
researches, more than twenty years, from about 144 B ¢ 272

If then this inference be correct, Patafiyali must have
written hus commentary on the Varttika to Pamn:i III 2, U1,
between 140 and 120BC., and this 55 the only datesn the
anctent Iiterature of India which, 10 my belief, rests on more
than mere hypothesis

Butit has also the ment of giving that “new evidence”
which Professor Miiller requires for a corroboration of the
chronology of Ceylon For none of the fluctuating dates I
have mentioned will allow us to look upon Menandros and
the Madhyamthas as contemporaries, except the date 153,
which was the extreme mit of the date of Nagirjuna's Lfe
And since, on the basis of tradition, this date again becomes
mpossible,~ unless we claim amongst those alleged, 543 for

271 Ibd vol II,p 322
272 b vol I p 328
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the time of Buddha’s death, and 400 years for the succession
of Nagarjuna, — Patafijal’s Great Comumentary  becomes
jnvaluable al<o 1n this respect, and more especally to those
who are concerned 1n Buddhist chronology

Of the lineage of Patatijali all the knowledge I possess 1s
that the name of s mother was Gomka *™® It occurs 1 the
1ast words of Patafijali on a Karika to Pamin:  Of more im-
portance, however, 1s the information he gives us of ks having
restded temporanly tn Kashmir 274 for this circumstance throws
some light on the nterest which certain hings of this country
to0k 10 the preservation of the Great Commentary

His birthplace must have been situated 1n the East of India,
for he calls umself Gomardiya *'5 and this wordis given by
the Kadtka in order to exemplify names of places in the East
Patadjalis birthplace had therefore the name of Gorarda 276

273 Pawijals, after quong the hankas to T 4, 51 gives his oun
optnion, and concludes with these words (MS E I H No 171) 9wt
—Nagoptbhatta  SHNFTH ¥TATX THET  (thus MS ETH,

249, the MS 1208 Hifarge )

274 T 2,114 fqam0 €@ —Patafjali  frgzrecosg sl
Y AT T T | AT SR | S s w0
TR | T GHAGA | 93 gF TAEREAR W W 9t g F
WG | T EEE | SARAAFE AT GHFET —hatysyana
AT TG T A—Patatpals RIS GG TIAY a0 & @A 1
afy qERY =0 AP T | A AT IETTE | g
TEE | AT WeERR | AR | sy | afrfy 29T
FARTAHIR | FRETTTOZW | e Seamg | aaagsafy 1

275  Patafyabi tol 1,21, v 2 (of the Calcutta cdition, p 412
«d Ballantyne) WAITAEAE etc —Kaiyyata 3 ATHFRIEATE et —
Nigopbhatta  ARYaTE g | MTAHK T —Te s on this autbority
that the word Gonardiya bas found a place amongst the epithets of Patafijalt
1n Hemachandra’s Glossary

276 TheKZukiwo I 1,75 I8 KW A, gives che muanony
eofiTorE 1 At 1R AT (tusMS E T H 2440, the
MS 829 which1s generally more 1ncorrect than the former, has the
plurals nstead of the singulars AT )  Professor Lassen ( Indische
Alterthumskude, vol 11, p 484 } assumes a2 connection between Gonar
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But that he 1s one of the eastern grammarians 1s borne out
also by other evidence Kaiyyata calls him on several occas
sions Achiiryadesya *'7  If we interpreted this word according
to Panurt's rules V 3, 67 and 68, 1t would mean “an unaccom-
plished teacher ,” butas thereis not the slightest reason for
assuming that Katyyat1 intended any irony or blame when he
applied this epithet to Patafijali, 1t 1s necessary to render the
word by the teacher “who belongs to the country of the
Acharya™ Now, smce Kaiyyata also dwstinctly contrasts
acharya, as the author of the Varttikas, with dcharyadesiya,
the latter epithet can only 1mply that Patafialt was a country-
man of Kityayana Katyiyana, however, as Professor Weber
has shown by very good arguments, 1s one of the eastern
school, Kaiyyata, therefore, must have looked upon Patafijall
also as belonging to 1t

Another proof1s afforded by a passage 1n the comment of
Bhattojidikshita on the Phitsttras which I have quoted above 278

drya and Gonarda, the name of a king of hashmir, but I believe that my
explanation 15 supported by the whole evidence combined
277 For instance, Patafijali o VI 1,158, v 1 (of the Caleutta
edition } writes 3z grgalERt BT ec , and hayyata
introduces us comment on these words with  STSTARTE AT Af% gARFY
and £o0 on, in a similar manner, on other occasions An instance, hovever,
which will better bear out my conclusion, is afforded by the combined
Varttika KInks of Katymyana ( scc note 114 ), and the commentaries to
¥ 2,39  After the words of the Satra, Patafjal says famd aftam
cz{aﬁ vof s gft add 1 oy afg R WP g Sy o
FATAE | ASATIT-ITRAMF, then follows the first Variika ( or
first portion of the hnks of Ryayana ) TrEMaiyrafyda  gagsad,
which agamn 1s followed by the further commontof Fatafjal Tn sefesence
to this passage haiyyata cxpresses himself i thus way  Faspaffy « A1
TRAETGSTARTTE HeAT T4 | T 5 S A W0 ww A AT
Qden! | eparrden NrorrmAr aggerend aeell a1 seERmE
S 1 7 Gty § S AT STy ec  He therefore contrans acklody
who 13 the author of the Virtuka ST y wth Zehs _yahhﬂ, who is
Pataiijal .
278 See page 318
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For when this grammarian tells us that the eastern grammarians
attribute the accent in question of saha to Paminr’s rule
VI 3,78, we find that 1t1s Patafyah himself who gwves us
this information and without any 1ntimation of his having
obtained 1t from other authorities

1 conclude these few remarks on our greal teacher with an
account which Bhartrhary guves to the early hustory of the
Mahabhashya It s of derable 1nterest, 1n as much as we
fearn from 1t that there was 1 party of grammarians who pre-
ferred to 1t the Sangraha ( of Vyidi), and stll more so, as
tnforms us, that Patafijalis Commentary was founded on
this great grammatical work of the relative of Pamm The
passage 1n question oceurs at the end of the second chapter
of Bhartrhart s Vakyapadiya, and, 1 reference to the word
Bhashya, which immediately precedes it, makes the following
statement 277

278 The text of this passage beongs to the AS No 954 1n the
Library of the Home Government for India, which 1n a few days will have
ceased 10 be the Labrary of the East India House 1t bears on its outer
leaf the corrupt title TIFFTZIAMRT, bu at the end of sts three chapters
the words Y AARIIRER TRCAY ATAOT (e ) v
HOTH, TR GO —T call it Vilyapadiya, becawss, the MS in
question being very incorrect 1 cannor give ats reading any preference to
the reading FRITANT by which this work 1s several times quated in the
portion of the Mahabhashya edited by Dr Ballanyne For, the identity
of both results from a companson I have made between the passages
quoted in this ighly valuable edition and the ™S before me  Itis
night, however, to mention that the sscond chaptet of the work conclodes
m this M> m the following manner  AYIRES TIFAT BTy Fweg 1
RAIHT SIFARAET, where the reading TFATLATH, when corrected to

T, admnts of 4 sense, but suggests also the conjecture that 1t may be
corruption of TFANLAGET I now tranwenbe the pasiage m question
luerally 1m order to show the condition of the MS , and also to enable
the reader o supply better conjectures han I may bave made, but some
conjectures 1 have been compelled to make in order 10 impart a meanng
10 a few very desperate hes  These conjectures are added m{]  After
the words THITw B ¥ @@ WM, which are connected wath (be

17P
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“*After Patafijalt had obtained the aid of [ or had come to ]
er 1ans who had d the new Sciences more or less
[literally  1n therr full extent and w their abrdged form )
and after he had acquired the Sangraha [ of Vyadi], he, the
Gury, well versed 1n the sacred sciences, connected all the
original nydyas 1n the Mahdbhashya But when it was dis-
covered that this Commentary could not be fathomed on
account of 1ts depth, and that the minds of those who were
not quite accomplished floated, as 1t were, on the surface
1 consequence of their levity, those grammarians who Iiked
dry reasoning, Vaii, Saubhava, and Haryaksha, who were
partisans of the Sangraha, cutin pieces the book of the Rsht
[Patatjali ] That grammatical document [ or manuscript of
the Mahabhashya ], which was obtained from the pupils of
Pataijall, then remained for some time preserved 1n one copy
only amongst the 1nhabitants of the Dekkan Chandra, again
:md o!her gmmmﬁnans, who went after the oniginal of the

hya, d this di from Parvata, and converted
it into many books [ that ts fo sav, took many coptes of it ],
and my Gure, who thoroughly knew the ways of logical dis-
cussion and his own Daréana, taught me the compendium of
this grammatical work " 250

subject treated of tn the second chapter, Bhartrhars continves ST
aprge=afarige [t agew safaalaga ) end Rar-
FT FagE g [ arnEend age) 7R Liategiivid
Azt [ w90 weafear 1 1 @i samAen werad RadR
[Pyl ) 1 oo mesfitgie €3 dear [ wesam aEdeizeE
ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂ]lﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬂﬁm [ Amafer” ]1 §Préwag
& ] gemigaitty + onf Preld o [72) Gmﬁ?iﬁ

[ 2 ]1 T maﬁvﬁﬁrﬁaammm {7 qrafergdisas” It
TR YMAL a2 [;ra 1 =ABRA | FIEOW T AAATTG
i | g A e T AR (TR 13 ) S
e sq [ ]9 q@w 1 i gRensmasAeTg Ay [ selRr ge
A" " ] The subscquent words, which conclude the second chaptef,
<concern the subject-matter of the work, not the history of the Mahabhashya
280 T4 passage will now aid w also 1n a correct understanding of the
verse from the which has been quoted, but bhight-
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No one, 1ndeed, can be more alive than T am myself to the
conviction of how much may beadded 10 the way of detat,
to the facts 1 have adduced 5 for, however mperfect my
present attempt and my own Lknowledge may be, I still could
have largely 1ncreased the foregoing wnquiry with matensals
taken from the )¢ -, Up d-, and the phlosophical

literature I have not done more than alfude to the contents of

€d by Dr  Bochtlingk in the version he gwvesof st (vol IT p v and
xv1) This verse reads 1n the Caleutta edition of the latter work (I 176)
FEEARAE AN | 99 S S S F
Mr Troyer, 1n is edition, substitutes for the latter words TRSA(HIT TTL
Both readings are alike good, for they convey the same sns~, and the
correction 75 FRTA for TENXTT, as proposed by Dr Bo.hehingk, 15 10, doubt
also good  But the double mistake he has commutted 1n this single versn,
consists first in g o HFTA the sense of ‘coming , whereas the passage
from the Vakyapadiya proves that 1t must there have the s~nse of “a wrigten
document or manuserpt” , and secondly, n arbitrarily assigning to the causal
of ST the sense of “eutroducing” 10 1tz Europsan figurative sense which
the causal of T3 neve has  The verse 1 question would therefore ot
mean, as Dr Bochthngk translatesst  ‘After the teacher Chandra and
others had recevsed from hum ( the hing Ablumanyu ) the order to com=
there (or to him ), they introduced the Mahabhishya and composed a
grammar of thetr own' —but  After Chandra and the other grammanians
had received from him ( the Rung Abbimanyu ) the order, fhey established
a text of the Mahibhashya, suck as st could be established by means of his 1S
of this work { lrerally  they establisbed a  Mah3bhdGsbys which possesed
his— the Fung s— grammatical document, or, after they had recerved
from bum the arder and hee M5 they extatlished the fext of the Vahabhaskra )
and composed their own grammars®  For we know now that Chandra
and the other grammarians of kung Ablimanyw obtaned such as 2gama
or manuscript of the Mahiblashya from Parvata, and according to the
ding verse of the st becomes probable  that thug

MS came 1nt0 poss stion of Ablumanyu
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Paninr’'s Grammar and 1 have scarcely hinted at the linguustic
results which may be dertved from a comparison between
Katyayana and Patapjali, on the one side, and the recent
grammatical literature ( which 1s represented by the Kasika, the
Stddhanta-kaumudl with its Praudha manorami, and the com-
mentators on the Dhatupitha and the artificral poetry ), on
the other For my present object was merely to convey a sense
of the whereat difficultres of the questions 1 have been speak-
g of, and while tracing the outlines of my own results, to
offer so much evidence as was strictly necessary for sup-
porting them with substantial proof

Before, however, 1 add some words on the practieal object
Ihad 1o view 1 entening upon this investigation both justice
and farness require me to avow that the immediate wmpulse
which led to the present attempt was due to Max Millers
Ancient Sanskrit Literature So greatis my reluctance to the
public discussion of literary q if such a d
requres 2° considerable amount of controversy, and so averse
am I to rmsing an edifice of my own, if,1n order to doso, I
am compelled to damage structures already 1n existence, that
this feeling would 1n all probability have prevented me now, as
1t has done hitherto, from giving public expression to my
views, had it not been for the importance Iattach to Muller’s
work This work reached me, as already mentioned, when the
first pages of this [Dissertation] were completed, and 1t was the
new matenal it brought to light, and the systematic 2ad finished
form by which 1ts author imparted to his theories a high degree
of plansibility, which mnduced me to oppose to 1t the facts I
have here made known and the results I have drawn for them

And, as everyone has Ius own way of paying compl-
ments, this avowal 1s the compliment which I pay to Professor
Muller’s work For as T myself care but lutle for blame, and
much less for praise, solong as ¥ consder that I have fulfitled
my duty, I could not but assume that he, too, would much
prefer, to unminstructive panegyrics which anyone could 1nfiict
on him, such dissent asT have here expressed, as Ican only
lead either to confirmation of the opimnions he has advanced,
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or, by correcting them, to an attunment of that scientific truth
for which both of us are earnestly labouring 351

And now I shall speak my mind as to the necessity Ifelt
for writing these pages in view of the present critical position
of Sanskrit phlology

The study of Sanskrit commenced, not with the beginmng
but the end of Sanskrit literature It could not have done other-
wise, since 1t had to discover, as 1t were, the rudiments of the
language self, and even the most necessary meanings of the
most necessary words We have all been thankful — and our
sratitude will never suffer through forgetfulness — for the great
advantage we have denived from an1nsight 1nto the Mahabharata,
the Ramayana, the Hitopadesa, the Sakuntali, through the
labours of those great scholars, Sir William Jones, Schlegel,
Bopp, and others, who are before the minds eye of every Sans-
kritist But the time of pleasure had to give way to a time of
more sertous research The plays 4nd fables are delightful 1n
‘themselves, but they do not satisfy the great mnterests of Sans-
krit philology Our attention is now engrossed, and rightly
20, by the study of grammar, of philosophy, and, above all,
of that literature of ancient India, which — very vaguely and,
1 some respscts, wrongly, butat all events conventeotly—
goes by the name of the Vaidika hterature With the commence-
ment of that study we always assoctate 1a our minds such great
names as those of a Coleurooke, 2 Wilyon, a Burnouf, 2 Lassen,
the courageous and tagenious pioneers who opened the path on
which we are now travelling with greater safety and ease

But whence was 1t that they were able to unfold to us the
first secrets of ancient Hindu rehigion, of ancient Hindu philo
sophy and scieatific research ? It was through the aid of the
commentaries, 1n the first rank of which stands that of Patai-

351 Almost sumulianeously with the last proof sheets T recerved the
second edition of Professor Muller’s * History of Sanskrit Luterature As
both editions entirely n ther and

T believe, m therr contents also the quotations herc made from the first
¢dinion, will be found on the same pages of the second
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Jal, 1 the second the work of those master mmds, the most
promtnent of whom are Sankara and Madhava-Siyana With-
out the vast infomation these commentators have disclosed to
us, — without therr method of explaiming the obscurest texts,—
10 one word, without thetr scholarship, we should still stand
at outer doors of Hindu antiquity
But to understand the value of these great commentators
and exegetes, we must bear 10 mund the two essenttals which
have given them the vast influence which they have acquired.
The first 13 the traditional, and the second the grammatical,
clement that pervades their works
The whole religious Iife of anctent India 1s based on tradi~
tion Sruti, or Veda, was revealed to the Rshisof the Vaidika
bymns Next to it comes Spirts, or tradition, which 1s based on
the revealed texts, and whick is avtkoritatis e owly 18 $6 far a8
1t1s i accordance with them Hence a commentator like
Madhma-Sayana, for iostance, considered it as 1ncumbent on
him to prove that he had not merely mastered the Vaidika texts,
but the MImansa also, one portton of which 1s devoted to this
question of the relation between Sruti and Smrti— works  Itis
known that he 1s one of the principal writers on the Miminsi
philosophy Without tradition, the whole religtous develop-
ment of India would be a shadow without reality, a phantom
00 vague to be grasped by the mind, Tradition tells us through
the vorce of the commentators, who re-echo the voice of therr
ancestors, how the pation, from immemortal times, understood
the sacred texts, what inference they drew from them,
what mfluence they allowed them to exercise on their sehgious,
phulosophical, ethical,— 1n a word, on their national, deyvelop-
ment And this 15 the real, the practical, and therefore the truly
scieptific 1nterest they have for us, for all other interestis
founded on theories devoid of substance aad proof, 18 wmagi-
nary and phantastical
But 1t would be utterly erropeous to assume that a scholar
like Sayana, or even a copy of him, Iike Mahidhara, contented
humself with berog the mouth prece of his predecessors or
ancestors They not only record the sense of the Vardika texts
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and the sense of the words of which these texts consist, but
they endeavour to show that the wnterpretations which they give
are with the g 1 requir of the I

uself And this proof, which they give whenever there 1s the
shightest necessity for 1t— and 1n the begmniag of their exegests,
even there 15 no apparent necessity for it, merely 10 order to
mpress on the reader the basts o1 which they stand,— thus
proof is the great grammatical elemeat m these commen-
tatortal works

In short, these great Hindu commentators do not merelv
explain the meanings of words, but thev justify them, or
endeavour to justify them, on the ground of the grammar
of PANINT the Vartikas of KATYAYANA and the Malabhashya
of PATAYJALT

Let us recall, then, the positton we have vindicated for
Pamim 1nd Kaitydyana sn the ancient literature, and consider
how far this ground 1s solid ground and how far, and when,
we may feel justified 1n attaching a doubt to the decistons
of so great a scholar as Sdyana

We have seen that within the whole range of Sanskmt
Iiterature so far asit 13 known to us, only the Samhitas of
the Rg- Sdma and Black- Yajurveda and among 1adividual
authors, only the exegete Yaska preceded Pamnt,— that the
whole bulk of the remainiag known literature 15 posterior to
his eight grammatical books We have seen, moreover, that
Katyarana knew the Vijasaneyr-Samhitd and the Satapatha-
brihmana, and that, tn consequence, we may assign to hun,
without fear of contradiction, a knowledge of the principal
other Brihmants kaown to us, and probably of the Athara-
veda also

Such being the case, we must then conclude that Siyana
was right m assenting to Patafijalt, who, throughout hts Intro
duction to Pammni, shows that Panimis Grammar was written
i strict reference to the Vardiha Sambhutds, which, as1 may
now contend, were the three principal Samhtis He s night,
too, 1 appealing, wherever there 1s need, to the Varttikas of
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Katyiyana , for the latter endorses the rules of Pamin when
be does not criticise them, and completes them wherever he
thinks that Panint has omitted to notice a fact And since we
have found that the Rk Pratgakhya fulfils the same object as
these Varttikas, viz that of completing the rules of Pinipy, and
that Katydyana’s Pratisakhya, which 1s later than that attri-
buted to Saunaka, preceded tus own Virttikas, we must grant,
100, that he was right 1n availing humself of the asssstance of
those works, all of which are pnior to the Virtukas of
Katyayana

That analogous conclusions apply to the Ishus of Patafi-
J2lt and to the Phutslitras of $zntana 15 obvious

But 3¢ 15 from the chronological position 1n which these works
stand to one other that we may feel justified 1n occasionally
criticrstag the decisions of Siyasa  Without a kaowledge
of 1t, or at least without a serjous and conscientious attempt
at obtarming 1t, all criticisms on Sdyana lay themselves open to
the reproach of miere arbytrariness and superficiality

For, if the results here maintained be adopted, good and
substantal reasons — which, however, would first have to be
proved — mght allow us to doubt the correctaess of a dectsion
of Sdyana if for instance, he rejected an interpretation of 2
word that would follow from a rule of Pammi, on the sole
grouod that Katydyana did not agree with Panint, or, 1f he
1aterpreted a word merely on the basis of 2 Viritika of Katya-
yana, we might fairly guestion his deciston, if we saw réason
to apply to the case a rule of Pamini, perhaps not criticised by
Kitydyana Again, if we had substantial reasons for domg so,
we mught oppose our views to those of Sayama when he justi-
fied 2 meanng by the aid of the Phtsitras alone, though these
Sutras may be at varance with Pamni, for we should’say that
these Stitras, “when compared to Panmini, are asif they were
1mnzde to-day *

In short, the greater the distance becomes between a Veda
and the grammarian who appended to 1t his notes, the more we
shall have a plausible ground for Jookng forward, 1n preference
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1o him, to that grammarian who stood nearer to the fountan
head Even Pamim would cease to be our ultimate refuge, 1f
we found Yaska opposed to him, and Gargya, Sakalya, Saka-
tayana, or the other predecessors of Panmni, would deserve
more serious constderation than himself, 1f we were able to
see that they mamtamed a sense of a Vaidika word which 1s
ifferently rendered by him

This 1s the critical process to which I hold that the commen-
taries of Sayana may be subjected, should 1t be deemed
necessary to differ from them

These remarks apply, of course, oply to the Samiutds which
preceded Pamm , for, as to the Iiterature which was posterior
1o him, Katyiyana becomes necessanily our first exegetic autho-
rity, and after him comes Patafjalt I need not go further, for
1 have sufficiently explained the method 1 advocate, and the
exception I take to that dogmatical schooling of these ancient
authorities, which, so far from taking the trouble of conscien-
tiously ascertaining these relatne chronological posstion wn the
Iiterature merely exhibits, at every step, its own want of
scholarship

I must now, though reluctantly take a glance at the man-
ner 10 which the Vaidika texts, more especially their ground-
work, the Samhutds, nay, how the whole Saasknt Iiterature itself,
15 dealt with by those who profess to be our teachers and our
authorties And stull more reluctantly must Iadvertto one
work especially, which, above all others, has set tself up
as our teacher and authority — the great Sapskrit Dictionary
published by the Russian Impenal Academy

The principles on which this work deals with the Vaidika
texts 1s expressed by Professor Roth 1n his preface to i, 1n the
following words 232 “Therefore we do not believe, as H H

482 Sgandmn Worlerbuch von der Rasserhichen Akade

e der ¥ 4 von Otto und Rudelph
P!

Roth Preface, p v
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Wilson does, 28 that Sayana better understood the expressions
of the Veda than any Buropein exegete, and that we have
nothing to do but repeat what he says, on the contrary, we
believe that 1 conscientious European exegete may understand
the Veda much more correctly and better than Siymna We
do not consider 1n the [ our ] immediate purpose to obtain that
understanding of the Ved1 which was current 1n India some
centuries go,43¢ but we search for the meamng which the pocts
themselves gave to their songs and phrases We consequently
hold that the writings of Styana and of the other commenta-
tors must not be an authority to the exegete, but merely one of
the means of which he has to avail humself 1 the accomplishe
ment of hus task, which certainly s difficult, and not to be
cffected at a first attempt, nor by a single ndividual On this
account we have much regretted that the meritorious edition of
the commentary on the Rgveda, by Miller, 1s not yct more
advanced 282

“ We have, therefore, endeavoured to take the road which
1s prescribed by philology . to elicit the sense of the texts by
putung together all the psssages which are kindred cither in
regard to their words or their sense , a road which is slow and
tedious, and which, 1ndeed, has not been trodden before, either
by the ators o the 1 Our double lot has,
therefore, been that of cxegetes as well as lexicographers  The
purely etymological proceeding, as st must be followed up by
A collection of
By

25% Note of Professor Roth  “Rg-Veda Sambits
ancient ITindu bymns, etc Translated from the original Sanskrit
H H Wison London, 1850 1,,p 26"

2% Note of Professor Roth  “Wilson, 8 @ O I p xvili ™ Jut
the page quoted by Professor Roth does not contain one single word in
reference to the passage which it apparently Intends to bear out

285 The firat part of the Dictlonaty of Professor Roth and Dr Doeht=
Dingk was {swed §n 1852, the first volume, which ia prefaced hy the words
quoted, tn 1855, the first and second part of the second volame in 1856,
the third past of the same volume [n 1857 DProfessor Muller's first
volume of the Rgveda appeared fn 1849, the srcond In 1864, the thied
in 1856
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those who endeavour to guess the sense ofa word, without
having before them the ten or twenty other passages 1n which
the same word recurs, cannot possibly lead to a correct
result ™ 2%6

It would be but common fairness to allow these words of
Professor Roth to be followed by the entire preface which the
lamented Professor Wilson has prefixed to the second volume
of his invaluable translation of the Rgveda the muore so, as
his views have been unscrupulousty distorted 1n the statement
here quoted , for though his views are supposed to be refuted
by this passage, they could not shice brighter, 1 genuine
modesty, 1n true scholarship, and i thorough common sense,
than when placed by the side of this passage, which I will not
qualify but analyse But as 1 could not easily quote some twenty
pages from Professor Wilson’s excellent work, and as I should
scarcely do yustice to the manes of that distingmshed man 1f
I did not allow him to gwve hus full answer, I must leave 1t to
the reader to obtain for himself that contrast to which I here
advert

1f, then,we analyse the 1deas and principles presented 1n the
passage Just quoted, they come before us to the following
effect —

(1) Siyana gvesus only that sense of the Veda which
was current in India some centuries ago

(2) Professor Roth 1s far more able than Siyana and
other commentators to give us the correct sense of the Veda

258 In reference to this view of Professor Roth of the relation of the
Hindu rommentators to the Vaidika bymns Professor Weber says in the
‘ Zestschnift der Deutschen morgenlandischen Gesellschaft,” vol X p
575  Allem was daruber gesagt 1st schliessn wir uns auf das Unbeding-
teste und Entschiedenste an,” sz “To all that has been sadon it
[ on this relation, n the Preface of the Warterbuch ] we [ s1s, does Peofe~
ssor Weber speak in s own name or 1n that of the whole Dictionary=
company ® ] assent 1n the most unconditional and 1n the most peremptory

Tanner
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(3) For, he can put together some ten or twenty passages
refernng to the same word, whereas Sayana and other commen-
tators could not do this, but had to guess 1ts sense

(4) Heisabove confiomng himself to the purely etymo-
logical process, which 1s that of these commentators

(%) His object 1s not to understand the sense of the Veda
which was current 1n India a few centuries back, but to know
the meaning which the authors of the hymns themselves gave
to their songs and phrases

{6) Professor Roth s a conscientious Enropean exegete

Before I give my Virttikas to these six Satras, which define
the exegetical position of the Sanskrit Worterbuch, I must
observe that I zm compelled, by the very nature of this Dissertas
tton to leave them 10 a simlar position to that occupied by the
Perface of Professor Roth itself His Dictionary 15 the test of
the assertions he makes The test of my remarks would be a
critical review of his Dictionary [ hereby promuse him that
my earliest leisure will be devoted to this review, especially as

my materials for it are not only collected and ready, but so abun-
dant as to give me a difficulty of choice But my present answer
must, of necessity, deal with his generalities only 1o general
terms

(1) Sayaoa orthe other commentators give us, he mtr-
mates, only that sense of the Veda which was current in India
some centuries ago

A bolder statement I defy any scholar to have met with 1n

any book S3yana incessantly refers to Yaska All hus expla-
nattons show that he stands op the ground of the oldest legends
and traditions — of such traditions, moreover, as have no con-
nection whatever with the creed of those sects which repre-
sent the degenerated Hindu faith m his time , yet Professor
Roth ventures to tell the public at large, authoritatively and
without @ particle of ewdence that these legends and his version
of the Rgveda are but some centuries old I belteve, and every
Jearned Hindu will hold with me, that Siyana would have been
hooted out of the country where he lived, had he dared to
comnut the impositiop 1mphed 1 this charge, on King Bukka,
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his lord, or on lus countrymen I hope, however, that Professor
Roth will free himself from the reproach expressed by these
words, by showing on what authonty he gives such a piece of
information, which 1s either all important for Europe as well as
for India, or places hum i the most ndiculous position that
15 concervable

{2) When an author tells usthat he 1s able to do that
which another author cannot do, we are entitled to mfer that
he s, at all events, thoroughly acquaimnted with all that this
author has done Iam well aware,— Imay add through the
pleasure of personal remembrances,— that Professor Roth
passed some time at Paris, and some little ime 1n London also,
when collecting his valuable matenals for his edition of
Yaska’s Nirukta Only 1n London and at Oxford, and, in some
small measure, at Panis also, are the materials requsite for
studying the Vaidika commentaries of Sayana obtaipable in
Europe Does Professor Roth intimate by the statement above
quoted, that tus stay 1n these cities epabled him to study and
copy, for his lexicographical purposes— then not thought of —
all the works of Sayana, or that he, at Tubingen, 1s 10 posses-
sion of all those materials, the knowledge of which alone could
entitle hum to claun credit for a statement like that which he
has ventured to make ? But T need not pause for his reply He
regrets, as we have read, that “the mentorious edition by
Muller, of Siyana’s Commentary was not further advanced”
when he closed the fitst volume of his Dictionary Thus, when
he began his “exegetical* work, he was only acquainted with
the Commentary of Siyana as far as the first Ashtaka , and
when he wrote these lines, he may perhaps have knownits
continuation up toa portion of the third Ashtaka—in other
words, no more thar a third of Sayanas whole Commentary
on the Rgveda , and yet he ventures to speak of the whole
Commentary of Sayana, and to say that he can do what Sayana
was unable to perform ? But we almost forgetthe words of
Professor Roth are by no means restricted to the Regveda Com-
meptary alone , 1t embraces the commentaries to @/l the Sam-
hitas And here I am once more compelled to ask— Does he
assert that he knew, when he wrote these words, Sayana’s
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Commentary on the Sama-veda and Tattirtya Samhitd, or even
Siyana’s C y on the § Brih 7 For surely
he would not think of calling that Sayana’s Commentary to this
Brahmana, which has been presented to us extracted and man

gled 1n Professor Weber's edition of the Satapatha-Brihmana

And yet he has the courage to pass this sweeping condemnation
on all these gigantic labours of the Hiadu mind, while 1gnorant
of all but the merest fraction of them ?

(3) Professor Roth no doubt enjoys a great advantage
when he can put together some ten or twenty passages for exa-
rning the sense of a word which occurs in them, but I beg
to submit that there are many instances 1n which a Vardika
word does not occur twenty or ten, nor yet five or four times,
1n the Samhitds How does he, then, muster hs ten or twenty
passages, when, nevertheless, he rejects the interprefation of
Siyana ? For 1t would seem that 1n such a case the “guessing”
of Sayana, as he calls it, stands on a good ground as hs own
But the assurance with which he implies that Siyana was not
capable of mustering ten or twenty passages which are at the
command of Professor Roth, presupposes, indeed, 1 his
readers a degree of imbectle credality which 15, no doubt, a
happy condition of muind for those who rejorce 1 1t, and
perhaps that best fitted for reading assertions hike these, but
which may not be quite so universal as he seems to assume
Madhava Siyana, one of the profoundest scholars of India,
the exegete of all the three Vedas, as he tells us lumself,—of
the most important Brihmanas and a Kalpa work,~M#dhava,
the renowned Mimansist—he, the great grammarian, who
wrote the learned commentary on the Sansknt radicals, who
shows at every step that he has Pamim and Katylyana at his
fingers’ ends,—Madhava, who, on account of his giganti¢ learn
1ng and his deep sense of rehigion, lives 1a the legends of India
as an incarnation of $iva,— n short, the great Midhava, we
are told, had not the proficiency of combiming 1 his mind or
otherwise those ten or twenty passages of kis oun Veda, which
Professor Roth has the powerful advantage of bringing together
by means of s Iittle memoranda !
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(4) * The purely etymological proceeding,” he says, “as
1t must be followed up by those who endeavour to guess the
sense of a word, cannot possibly lead to a correct result

By these words he compels us to infer, in the first 1nstance,

that the meamings which Siyana gives to Vaiudika words are
purely etymological , for when he illustrates his statement 10 a.
subsequent passage, by alleging such 1nstances as “power, sacri-
fice, food, v1sdom, to go, to move,” 1t1s clear that his sweep-
1ng assertion cannot be d as merely emb: these
six words, which, mhis opinton, sometimes admit of 2 modifi-
cation of sense  Just as he cancels the whole spirit of Sayana’s
commentary, he tells us with the utmost assurance that the
whole commentary of S3yana is purely etymological There 15,
T admut, an advantage in boldness , for 1f you tell a man while
gazing on the noon-day sun that he 15 actually 1n the darkness
of mid-mght, he may probably prefer to doubt the evidence of
Tus senses rather than venture to reject the extraordinary news
you bring lum 1 open at random the three quartos of Max
Miiller , T look at every page once, twice, many times No doabt
Professor Foth must be quite correct, for my eyes are blind
But, since 1 suffer under this sudden disability, 1 may at least
‘be permutted to quote that very page from Wilson’s preface to
the second volume of his translation which Professor Roth
quoted above, as if 1t bore out hus statement concerntng
the * some centuries ™

“As many 1nstances of this elliptical construction,” we read
there, “have been given 1n the notes of both this and the former
volume, 2 few additional nstances will here be sufficient ~—
thus (p 301,v 9) wehave the ‘grandson of the waters has
ascended above the crooked —— .* “the broad and golden ———
spread around* What would the European scholar do here
without the Scholtast? He mught, perhaps, suspect that the
term crooked, curved, or bent, or, as here explaned, crooked.
going, tortuous, might apply fo the clouds but he woald hes-
tate as to what he should attach the other epithets to, and the
onginal author alone could say with confidence that he meant
“rivers,’ which thenceforward became the traditional and admit.
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ted explanation, and 15, accordingly, so supphed by the
Scholiast
Thug, has Sayana stoppsd at the etymological sense of
1 Toured ?

“or d-g " or of “gold

But, 1in the second 1nstance, though Professor Roth, of
course, possesses all the knowledge which these 1ignorant Hindu
commentators were wanting 1o, he implies by hts words, that
the meanings he creates 1o overstepping the purely etymologs-
cal process, nevertheless rest on it Since my reply on this point
would have to enter into detail, and since I haye promised to
gve much detail in the review which will be the commentary
on my present remarks, I will merely here state that I know of
no work which has come before the public with su.h unmeasur-
ed pretensions of scholarship and critical ngenmty as this
Waérterbuch, and which has, at the same time, Taid atself open
to such serrous reproaches of the profounlest grammatical
ignorance And, as an etymological proceeding without a
thorough knowledge of 15 etymol thumblerig, I
may at least here prepare the reader who takesan interest 1o
such plays, fora performance on the most magmificent scale
Or to speak 1 plamn prose, I shall prove te Professor Roth by
means of those same authorities which I have so often wmpress-
ed on the reader’s mind, that his Dictionary has created many
meamngs without the slightest regard to the grammatical
propertees of the word, and, 1n consequence, that us Vaidika
exegesis in all these numerous and important 1nstances has just
that worth which a Veda revealed by Professor Roth has jo
companson with the Veda of Indix

(5) The object of Professor Rothis “not to obtawn that
understanding of the Veda which was current 1n India a few
centurzes back, but to know the meaning which the poets them-
selves gave to thewr songs and phirases

Ths 15 unquestionably most important intelligence Sdyana
gives us the sense of the Veda, such as it was handed down
to him — not 1ndeed a few centuries ago, but from generation
to generation immemoral— yet within this Kaliyuga, I suppose '
Nagopbhatta, agam, we have seen,?s7 tells us that 1a the var-

287 See note 171
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oJs destructions of the world, the Rshis received new revela-
t10ns from the divinity, which did not affect tne eternal sense
of ths Veda, but merery the order of its words Bat now ws
learn, for the first tume, that Professor Roth has recetved a
revelation at Tubingen, wnich as yet has neither reached the
banks of the Thames nor those of the Ganges Heis going to
tell us the s2nse which the onginal Rshis gave to their songs
and phrases, at a period of Hindu antiquity, which 1s as much
within scieatific reach as the commeacement of the world
itself  Who will not hail this revelation whih dispenses with
grammar and all that sort of thing, and who will not believe 1n
1t?

And vet T havs one word more to add in regard to Profes-
sor Roth’s “direct communtcation with the Hinda divinities ™
He doss not attach any importance, s he tells us, and abun-
dantly proves, to that Veda which 1s the foundation of the
rehigious development of India, for that Veda 1s the Veda of
Siyanz, and that Veda, too, which alone concerns us uninspr-
red mortals Bat even Professor Roth himself professes, 1n
another part of his Preface, the greatest respect for the native
commentaries on theological and ritual books There he empha-
tically ex.taims ( p v )} * Indeed, for one of the two portioa
of the Voidka Iterature, for the works on theology and tae
rites, we canpot wish for any better guides than these commen-
tators, accurate 1n every respect, who follow their texts word
for word, who 1re untiring 1n repeating everywhere that which
they have already said whenever there could anse eventhe

p of a d d and who sometimes seem
rather to have written for us foreigners than for their priestly
pupils grown up unpder these 1deas and 1mpressions® How far
his work has embodied the conviction expressed 1n these
words which could not have been expressed with greater truth,
Ishali have to examne in my review Butl fear that these
eloquent words must have escaped his memory 1n the mudst of
all the revelations he received  On the Rgveda we have already
exchaoged our Views, but not yet on the other Vedas These are
avovedly extracted, or “milled, as the Hindus say, from the
Rk That the Simaveda 1s entirely talen from 1t, we have

18P
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Pproof,2%® and that the metrical parts of the Yagus Iikewise rests
on a verston of 1t, no one will dispute But both these Vedas are
professedly not poetical anthologies They are purely and
simply ritual Vedas, and therefore belong — not only from a
Hindu, but from an European point of view also — to the ritual
Iterature At the Jyotishioma, for instance, the priest chants,
not the Rg-, but the Sima.veda hymns, though the verses are
apparently the stme 1n both At the Aévamedha he mutters,
not the Rg-, but the Yajurveda hymos This means that,
whatever may have been the “original sense™ of such Rgveda
verses, n their Sima or Yajurveda arrangement which,
10 pnumerous nstances, has brought Rgved1 verses of different
hymns or books, 1nto a new hymn,— the Sdmaveda hymns and
the Yajurveds hymns have only a value as far as their imme-
diate object, the sacrifice, 1s concerned  Hence even the most
transcendental and the most inspired critic has nothing to do 1n
these two Vedas with * the sense which the poets themselves
gave to their songs and phrases,” he has simply to deal with
that sense which religion or superstition 1mparted to these
verses, 1n order to adapt them to the imaginary effects of the
sacrifice As Iittle asit would be our 1mmedtate object, when
assisting at the horse sacnifice, to ask what 1s the etymology of
horse ? or as hittle as 1t would be seasonable to trace the lingu-
istic ongin of a cannonball when 1t whistles past our ears,
Just so little have we to mpart “the onginal sense™— I mean
that sense revealed to Professor Roth — to the verses of the
Sama- and Yajur- veda, even when we are “both evegetes and
lexicographers ™ And yet Ishall give abundant proof that,
even on these two Vedas, Professor Roth bas had revelations
of a most astounding character

(6) * Webelieve that 2 conscientious Buropean cxegete
might understand much more correctly and thoroughly the
sense of the Veda than Siyana™ Ishould encroach on the
Judgment of the reader, 1f I ventured upon any remarks oa this
Jatter statement after what I have already said

288 See note 75
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In now adverting to the treatment which the scientific and
classical literature has received 1n the Sanskrit Worterbuch,
I need only say that this department 1s 1n the hands of Dr
Boshthngk In saying this, I have said everything  After such
an expression of opimon, 1t will, of course, bs my duty to show,
at the earliest opportunity, that Dr Boshtlingk 1s 1ncapable of
understanding even easy rules of Panimi, much less those of
Katyayana, and still less 1s he capable of making use of them
1n the understanding of classical texts The errors i his depart
ment of the Dictionary are so numerous and of so peculiar a
tind — yet, on the whole, so thoroughly 1n accordance with the
specimens I have adduced from his Commentary on Pamm,
that 1t will fill every serious Sanskritist with dismay, when he

lcul the 1 which they must exercise
on the study of Sanskrit philology

On the present occasion, [ must confine myself to these
preliminary remarks, or at best content myself with adverting
to one other passage wm the Preface to the Waorterbuch It runs
thus (p vu )} “In order to facilitate the finding (of the words)
for those who wiil make use of our Dictionary, we have to
make the following observation We have banished completely
from the verbal roots the vowels r, 7, and Ir, as well as the
diphthongs at their end , for r at the end of nominal bases we
have substituted ar*

Thus the Worterbuch does not give, like the Hindu gram-
manans, a radical kr, but it gives kar , not Alrp, but kalp, not
J7 but jar , not pitr, but pitar , not datr, but datar, etc  Now,
this Dictionary professes to be a Dictionary of the Sanskrit
language, not of some 1magiary 1diom which may be current at
Tubingen or St Petersburg One would therefore have suppos-
ed that the public was eatitled to expect some reason for these
changes,—to know by what scientsfic considerations the authors
of this work were guided, when they took upon themselves the
responsibility of thus abolishing the radicals and nominal bases
taught by Pamm and subsequent grammarians But, 1 the full
ness of 1ts authonty, this work does not condescend to meet any
such demand it simply cancels whole categories of grammati-
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cal forms, and those of the greatest importance and comprehen-
siveness  Whether I am right or notin nferring the arguments
which were 1n the minds of its writers when they presumed thus
dictatorially to smpose thetr theories on Samskrit philotogy,
may be a matter of doubt, but my supposmon 1s that this imnno-
vation 1s founded on r fonging  to ve
philology It cannot rest on mere Sanskritic ground, smr-e all
the forms they have cancelled really occur as thematic forms
10 the Sanskrit language stself  Thus, fo use the same instance
kr occurs 1m krta, kirp 10 klrpts, pitr 1n pitrblus, datr
1 datr-bhis , and asto j7,— prna can oply follow from j7,
not from jar Therr reasons, founded on comparative gram-
mar, must then be these  that some bases 1o » are represented
1w Latin by er and or, andin Greek by ¢p, 9p, a0d op, piir-,
for 1nstance corresponds with Latin pater-, Greek rarzg-, datr
with dator- and Soryp, et

Now even supposing that such an argument had any weight
at allin a dictionary of the Sansknt langaage, the application
made of 1t would be mcongruous For though piar- corresponds
with pater-, datdr- does not correspond with datbr- , uts represen-
tative would have had to assume the form dafar The whole
theory therefore, on the supposition I have made, would practi-
cally break down, and the mnnovation would be inconsistent

with uself as well as at vanance with comparative results
But can such an argument be at all admussible ? Jf a Sanse

krit Dictionary wete concerned, like Professor Bopp’s Compara-
tive Grammar, with eliciting from the forms of sister languages
the forms of that parental language whence they may be suppos-
ed to have dertved their ongin, 1t would be defensible to give
the forms of that parental language itself But a Saaskrne
Dictionary can have no such arm Its immedrate abject 15 the
actual language which 1t has to deal with It must take 1t such
asitis, inits very deviatwons from the germ whence 1t has
sprong  Its function 1s notto correct the real historical langu-
age, but to record its facts, and domg so, to collect the
materals which are to be used as well by the special as by the
comparative philologer And 1 50 far as its direct purpose 15
concerned, this 15 a)] 1t bas to do Any observations 1t may
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choose to attach to the real h storical facts may of course be
given, but 1t shows an uttar want of judgment, to say nothung
else when 1t presumes to alter the very forms ot languags itselfl

L'may venture also to add a few other observations on the
forms thas lled 1o thry 1ous > Saashrit Worter-
buch It 3s known that many Sansknit bases, and amongst them
the bases 1n r, undergo various changes 1a their declenston and
otherwise  Pitr, for instance, becomes pitar, 1n the accusative
putar am, while (¢ remains as 1t 18, 1n the 1nstruomental pitr-blus,
dadh; remains 50 10 dadh-bhus, butits base 1s dadhan with the
10ss of a, in dadhn @, asthy forms asthu-blus, but asthn-a Now
there exists a paper of Dr Bozhtlingk on the Sanshrit de.leusion,
‘but whoever rsads 1t must fancy that the language either played
dice with these and similar forms, or 1s undergoing some
temarkable cure He talks of bases “which are strengthened as
well as weakened,” of bases “which are oaly strengthened,” and
of bases “which are only weakened” Why language should
nurse and physic S bases, as we learn from him, no one will
understand  But a sadder spectacle of the treatment of a langu-
age or of hingmstic facts than s presented 1n that paper, it 1s
not possible to 1magtne The reasomng theres exactly on the
same level as the reasomng 1 the “edition” of Pimm, of
which so many spectmens have now become famihiar to the
teader of this Dissertation Exactly the same game at dice or the
same vagartes of disease reign 1n this Dictionary  thus, though
the declension phenomena of ahshu, asths, dadht, are 1dentical,
and acknowledged to be soby Dr Boehthingk humself in his
paper on Declension ( § 69 ), in his Dictionary he discourses on
the first noun under akshan, and agamn under ahshi, while, on
the contrary, if we look to asthi, he refers usto asthan, and
if under his guidance we now go to dadlan, he requests us to
seek for mnformation under dedhs

But since the lngmstic hospial, whichis opened in the
worhs of Dr Boshtlmgh, 1» fortunately not the place 1n which
the Sanskrit language lies,— for this language has had a sound
aund rational development— 1t will be obvious to every one who
happens not to be placed under Dr Boehtlingk’s treatment, that
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there must be reasons for this varsety of thematic forms which
constitute the declension of the same base And as there are such
reasons, the immedate consequence 1s that we cannot decide, @
priorl, weather kartar be the“strengthened” form of the original
base hartr, or “karts”* the *“weakened" form of the original base
kartar Such a dectsion can obly be taken after a thorough 1nve-
stigation of the influences which cause this change, of the nature
of these influences themselves, and of the manner tn which they
work And as language does not st down like a schoolboy,
first to master the declensions, then the conjugations, and so
on,—but as the infl Iam speaking of are which
are traceable 1n the whole organmism of language itself, 1t 1s
obvious, 00, that such an mvestigation would not restnict nself
to the phenomena of declension merely, but extend over the
whole area of the lingmstic development

When I myself assumed the responsibility of writing a Sans-
knit Dictionary, I considered tt incumbent on me to devote a
most serious research to those little facts which, as we have seen,
are despatched n five lines by our modern “excgetes and
lexicographers ™ Six years have elapsed since Ilaid my first
results, so far as lesicographical purposes are concerned, before
the London Philological Society, and 1t 1s only the desire
of gving them 1n their full bearing and extent that has hitherto
delayed thewr presentation through the press Now, it 1s ques-
tions like these — questtons which, 1n my mmd, ought to be
decided with the very utmost circumspection, and which cans
not be decided without very laborious research,—it 1s questions
Itke these which have been trifled with 1n this Worterbuch 1n
the most unwarranted manner It does not show that it even
understands the 1mportant problem which ltes 10 1ts path, 1t
briefly informs the reader that 1t has cancelled all the bases 1n
7y i Ir, etc and bids im— good bye

Patafijali,—let us for a moment repose after this dreary your-
ney through the Worterbuch,— Patafijali on one occasion thus
speaksto us “When a man s in wanot of a pot, he goes to the
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house of a potter and says (potter ') make me a pot, for I have
occasion for it But (surely) a2 man who wants to employ
wo-ds will not go, like the other, to the house of 2 grammarian
and say ( grammarian t ) make me some words, I have occa-
sion for them ™ 232 Happy Patafijali ! blessed 1n thy 1gnorance !
Here we have potters who can fabricate — and not sumply
meanings of words, but the very words themselves, and words,
too, which you laboured so earnestly, so learnedly, so conscien-
tiously, to save from the pottering of all future “‘exegetes and
lexicographers ” Nay, we have, too men who can repair to
these poiters, and call for, and admire, thewr ingustic wares !

When the presence of these extraordipary facts, which, va-
happily, must silence the expression of all the ackmowledg-
ment — nay, of all the admration I really entertam for the
immense ndustry displayed 10 this Werterbuch,— when with
that deep sense which T entertam of the duties and of the nflu
ence of a Dictionary, and, n the actual condition of Sanskrit
philology more espscially of a Sanskrit Dictionary,— whea
with these convictions, the earnestness of which, I believe, 15
proved throughout the whole of this wmvestigation,— when —
1 wiil not conceal 1t — under the indignation and grief I felt
1n seeing a magnificent opportumty thrown away— as 1 shall
abundantly prove that it has been thrown away 1n the case of
the Sansint Worterbuch, — when under these impressions 1
uttered a warning, five years ago, 1n the “ Westminster Review,”
a warning contamed 1n three pages, there ensued a spectacle
whi.h, duting my Iliterary ¢xperience, stands without a parallel

Professsor Kuhn,— not indeed a proficient in Sanskrit, nor
having ever obtained any position amongst those who are
earnestly engaged 1n Sanskrt philelogy, but — as a contributor

29 Mabzshashys Tntroducuon (p 52 ed Ballantyne ) t 629 @7
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of quotations to the Wosterbuch, launched against me the
grossest personal nvectives which ever disgraced the paces of
ascientific journal As sound, literary argument was beyond
his range, he indemmfied himself, and gratfied ks employers,
by calling me names Unfortunately for him his abgse could
produce no effect upon me, for the following reason  Amongst
the few cnitical remarks for which I had room, 1n the * West-
munster Review,” there was one which dllustrated the manner
i which Professor Roth had translated a nitual text This
remark was expressly written for Professor Kuhn's amuserent
as well as that of Professor Weber Forata small Sansinitic
party which used to meet every fortnight at Berlin during the
years 1847 and 1848, 1 had shown them the Commentary of
Midhava on a MImans3 work, the editing of which 1 had then
commenced, this Commentary bewng the proof of the assertion
1 had made ;n 1855 1n the “Westminster Review * Professor
Kuhn heartily enjoyed, at one of these meetings, the precious
translation of the passage in question from the Artareya Brih-
mana gwven by Professor Roth, 1n the preface (pp xxxvi zli)
1o Iis edition of the Nirykta Nay more, 50 anvious was he to
possess 1ts substance, before it was published, thatin my pre-
sence he took potes from the Commentary I am speaking of—
31z that of the Jaimmnlya-nydya-mala-vistara And1in the invee-
tives to which 1 am alluding, h= does not deny the existence,
nor yet the value, of my evidence, but he words his defence of
Professor Roth 1n so studied and so ambiguous a manper as 10
create 1n the minds of s readers a suspicion as to the relia-
bility of the statement I had made, though 1its truth was perfect-
1y familiar to him 290

Now, a wrter who has recourse to such weapons as these
has laid aside those qualittes Which are necessary to refain a
man within the pale of a gestlemanly consideration, and his
Ianguage, however gross, apd adapted to his own character,

230 In possession of the ipformation T am speaking of he writes as
follows Der letzteren sellt der verfasser eine bedeutend abwechende des
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<an not touch one who does mot stand on the same level
with him

A simtlar exlnbition took place, Tam grieved to say, wa
journal of high standing and respectability, 1n the “Zeitschnft
der Dzgtschen morgeniandischen Gesellschaft It 15 a salutary
practice 10 the journals of all learned societies, not to admt into

commentators gegenuber, da er aber nur the commenta or und mcht all
the commentators oder almost all the commentators sagt, so 1t stark zu
~vermuthen, dass noch andere commentare existiren, welche den text wahr
scheinlich m der Rothschen weise erkliren werden  daber nchme ich
matiirhch den Fall als ganz unmoghich an dass der verfasser { der nichts
als die ubersetzung giebt ) etwa selber den commentar m sserstanden
baben sollte ' e “In oppositon to the latter { viz the verson of Pro-
fescor Roth of the passage 1n question ) the reviewer gives another of the

commentator which 13 cons derably different from 1t, but as be merely «ays

the. and not all th or almost all the commenta~
1013, there 1s a strong  probability { st 7 ) that there are other commenta~
tors who prabably (sic /) explain the text 1n the manner of Professor Foth
TWack these words I assume at, s @ ma'ter of course, to be plainly umpovssble that
t5¢ revie.ver who aces wothing but the translatton, should have muurderstood the
com ren ary ' — That Professor huhn had not the shightest doubt as to who
was the author of the Teview in question, even he will not venture to drny,
for be Las stated the factin letters and m conversauon  But even if he
had any such doub, he knew that I was 1n possession of the commentary,
for he had taken notes from 1t If then, the ascertainment of truth alone
had bren the obece of s remark, as the public mught ecoect ofan
author, and 1f his notes were not complete enough—which however, 1 do
2ot admit— the time Tequited for a letter (o me and an answer back that
15 10 say, five days, would have sufficed to give hum all the 1nformation he
could wish for It requures, howsver no statement {rom me that kns ohyeet
was 0. 10 mform s readers of the frue statc of the facts , 1t better
suited his purpose to wsiuate a doubt as 10 the corsectness of he translas
von Ibadgiven Indeed Professor Weber,— who as I have mentioned,
possessed the sam~ knowledge and had obtamed 1t 1n the same manger,
as Professor hubn  settles the pomnt  Though he did not remain behund
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their pages scurrilous or hibellous attacks against individuals, and
this practice has been rigidly adhered to 1n the journal to which
1 am adverting, with the single exception of my own case Pro-
fessor Weber, who 15 also i the service of the Worterbuch,
suddenly attacked me 1n this yournal,— not, indeed, with any~
thing that deserves the pame of argument, but with personal
abuse of the coarsest kind  Five years have passed by, and at
last a sense of justice, which does credit to hrmself, has re-enter-
ed the mind of Professor Weber , and in the last number of the
“Zeitschnft,” which reached me when this Dissertation was
nearly completed 1 print, he has fully and hopestly retracted all
hiy former calumnies , still, however, combimng with the com-
pliments he now pays to my Dictionary, the remark that my
views of the Worterbuch show a perfect derangement of my
mental faculties, since 1 do not reject the authority of the
gretest Hindy scholars as freely and easily as the wors he
so assiduously prases

Tam certainly mm no humonr to find fault with the opimon
which he entertiuns of my mental condrtion, for it will always
give me a sense of safety and satisfaction when I fiad him beas-
1ng testimony to the vast distance which separates our respective
modes of studying, and judging of, Hindu antiqumity  But, as he
has chosen to connect his opinion of me with a prece of scientr~
fic advice, this seems a fiting opportumity for illustrating,
once more, hts competence for passinga judgment on matters
of Sansknt phitology

Bus colleague 1 scurrilous abuse, and through, mn speaking of my trans~
Iation, he shows his wwal levity e, nevertheless, plamly and openly

the full reliability of the 1 bad gwven, outhe
ground of the MIminsI work He <ays cr kennt nomlich offenbar nur die
% der M le, etc ," e the reviewer

system.
obviously hnows only the systematizing cxplanation of tbe Mimnsx
school, etc” Thus whatever be ks opmon of this explanation he
speaks of 1t from personal knowoledge, and adouts that my account of 1t was

correct and not hable of doubt
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Hesays * Another, third, essentral difference { berween the
Worterbuvh and my Dictionary ,—i, myself, trust and hope
that attentive readers will find many more essential differences
than three between the two works | consists mlnyl
pot marking the accent of the words ™

In ks opiniton, therefore, the Worterbuch does mark the
accent Now, setting aside the very constderable quantity of
words which are not marked with any accent 1n this work, the
mstances 12 which 1t 1s marked there seem to satisfy the scien-
tific requirements of Professor Weber I ought, then, to mention
1n the first place, thatin all such cases the accent 1s put there
over th: word withoat any further explanatory remark But I
have shown that there are periods in the known Sanskrit
grammatical literature ,~ that the first period 1s that of Pamm,
the second that of the Rk Prati§ikhya, the third (perhaps fourth
that of Katydyana, the fourth ( or perhaps fifih ) that of the
PhitsUtras , and that, as we continte our descent, we have the
period of the Kagikd, Kaumudi, etc  Thus, marking an
accent without saymng to what period such an accent belongs,
and upto what period it remains in force, 1s giving evidence of
the greatest superfictality,—it 1s showiag, too, that the difficulties
of the question we are speiking of, were not at all under-
stood As regards myself, I believe I mught have entered 1ato
such detail since 1 have considered 1t my duty to turn my resear-
ches into this channel also  and of the scientific and hberal
disposition of my publishers could have disregarded all mate-
rial considerations 1n the case — and could have added still
more to the great concessions of space which they have already
made me, to thewr own matefial detrsment, since the publication
of the Thurd part of my Dictionary,— I should have been able
not only to give quotations Justoricalh, which the Worterbuch,
notwithstanding Professor Weber s bold assertion— I wall not
attach to it another epithet— does not give, and to discuss the
matters of accent,~ but even to re-edit, httle by hittle, the Com-
mentary to the Satspatha-brahmaua, as 1 have already done on
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several occasions, 1 order to prove the meamngs 1 give, and
which mearings no one could gather from the test as edited by
Professor Weber No doubt I nught bave done all this had I
been perfectly independent of material considerations But, at
all events, had 1, 10 marking the accents, contented myself with
that which satsfies completely Professor Weber's scientific
wants, my Dictionary would have become as superficial as the

ook which he has qualified as a work of the ** most scrupalous
conscientiousness ** ~91

Ia adverting to Professor Weber’s advice, I may as well quote
ope more nstance from his impactal slustration of the difes-
ence between the two Dictionanes It concerns the meanings of
words 1n both  Butas I have adverted to thus subject before,
T need now only say, that he describes the Worterbuch 1o the
following manner

““ 1t represents,” he writes 10 the “Zeitschnft’, * the principle
of reality in contrast with the historical proceeding of rmter-
pretation [ which he says, 1s mme }, by allowing the words to
anterpret themselves through the chronological order { sic f}
of the quotations added to them, and through these quotations
themselves, the authors always quoting the native exegesis also,
but merely as a secondary means ' *°2 And of myself he says,
that my “orthodox” faith 1n the authority of native exegetes and

~Mla s Ibel hesays, ‘dirses Werk des bewundesnswertbesten
Fleisses und der sorgsamsten Gewissenbafnigkeit” [ For Epg Trans Sec
spp A)

£3- “Zeitschnift der Deutschen morgenlindischen Geselschalt,” vol X1V

p 756 Dic Haupttendenz, dicer [se myself ] hieber vesfolgr, besteht
cben—und dses markirt cinen ferneren Haupt-Unter chied von Baebtlmgks
Roth—darin, dass er es sich sur Awfgabe macht, dic Ansichten der eiher
mischen Erklirer aud Sprachforscher zur prignanten Gelmun gza bungen,
wihrend BoshtlingE-Rotk diesem historischen Erklirungsverfabren gegen-
wber das sachhiche Princip verireien, dic Worter namlich durch ztulicte
Ordnupg der betreffenden Stellen und durch eben diese Stellen selbst sich
usmittelbar erkliren zu lassen wobcr ste die einbormische Excgrse zwar

auch stets anfGhsen, aber doch nur als sckundares Halfsmuete) betrachten.”
Yor Eng Travs Sce App A 1
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srammanans” i somethine perfectly bewildering, indeed, it
presuposes the “derangement of my mental faculties ” 293

It requires all the levity, on the one hand, and all the hardi-
wood, on the other, which are the mixed essentials of Professor
Weber's literary productions, to allow an author to come before
the public with statements hke these As for myself, any one
may sce that there are various stances inmy Dictionary
where I plamnly state that 1 differ from the etymologies or mean-
ngs given by the native authorities These cases of dissent are
certainly not frequent, because a sertous investigation of the
native grammarians led mes 1 most instances to appreciite
heir scholarship and the correctness of its results , nor have
[ the presumption to supersede them with mere vague and
vapouring doubts , but that I have ground sometimes to differ
even from the views of a Kalyayasa ora Patanjali, Professor
Weber will have probably learned now from the foregoing
pages, though he might have learned 1t already from my Sans-
knit Dictionary, which he 15 good enough to favour with his
advice His statement, therefore, concerning my blind belief 1n
all that the Hindu scholars say, 15 founded on that same
overweening superficlality which, as we bave seen, leads him
to assume the responsibility of schooling Kitydyana, whom
he doss not even understand

298 f1ud p 756 ‘“Personliche Bezchungen haben uns seitdem uoer-
zengt dass der Verfasser bei Abfasung jenes, fur ums allerdings immer
noch geradezn unbegreiflichen  Angriffes auf das Petersburger Worterbuch
dennoch wirklich 1m volligen Rechte zu sein glaubte Es setzt dies freilich
nach unserer Ansicht eine Art Verirrung des Denkvermogens voraus, wie
sie auf sonstigen Gebteten micht selten 1st, hier aber 1n der That befremdet
eie ortbodoxe Hingabe namlich an die Auktortit der indischen Exegeten
und G wie sie ung geg diesen paltern die be aller
Spitzfindigkeit denn doch gar oft jenen verblendeten Lestern gleichen die

da  Mucken seigen und  Kameele verschluclen, sebr wemg am
Platz= schewt” [ For Eng Trans wide App A
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But as ta hts description of the Worterbach, I know not
how to qualify 1t without using language which could only be
used by a Professor Kuhn It 1s one of my most serious repro-
aches against the Sanskrit Worterbuch, that 1t not only creates
its own meanings, and by applying them to the most important
dacuments of the Iterature, practically fulsifies antiguuty itself,
bat deliberately, and nearly constantly, suppresses all the nfor-
mation we may denve from the native commentaries I have
ntimated that the great ipyury they have thus done to the due
appreciation of Hindu antiquity, would have been lssseped
had they at Jeast, as common sense would suggest, gven by the
side of their own tnventions the meanings of Sayana or Maht-
dhara or of other authorsties, and thus enabled the student to
judge for humsell Yet while the reader may peruse their Dictio-
nary page after page, sheet after sheet without discovering a
trace of these celebrated Vardika commentarses, while the
exceptions to this rule are so rare as to become almost equal
to zero, Professor Weber dares to speculate on the credulity
of the public 1n telfling 1t that this Dictionary ALWAYS
guoles the natne exegesis

When a canse has sunk so low as to have such defenders
and requsre such meaas of defences as these, when its own
contributors and s noisrest bards have no other prase to
chant than such as this, 1t seems almost cruel to aggravate 1ts
agony by .exposure or reproach

But the sp 1 d on the app e of my
temarks 1o the * Westminsster Revien” does pot end here, and
1ts epilogue 15 perhaps even more remarkable than the play
nself In the same “ Zewschrift der Dentschen Morgenldndi-
schen Gesellschaft” * there followed apother act, whch s
so charattensstie of the system pursued in these attacks, that
1t deserves a special word, merely for the sake of curiosity
An wndwvidualt whose sole conpection with Sanskut studies
consists 1n banding Sapsknt books to those who can read

TRt 286 1
+ [ Perhaps Gosche ]
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them, a Iterary naught, wholly unknown, but assumsg
the awrs of a quantity, be.ause 1t has figures before it that
prompt 1t on,—this personage who, as his own frends informed
me, 1s perfectly 1gnorant of Sansknit, he, too, was allowed to
gve his optmon on the Worterbuch T need not say that, to the
absence of all knowledge of the sub,ect 1tself, 1t merely vented
itself, in the most grandiloquent prase, but, to complete its
mmisston, there was added to thts fustian, langnage, in reference
to me, such as certainly wis never heard, or admutted before,
ma respectable journat of any society He need not tremble
lest 3 should drag tim 1nto notoriety Nature has not fitted
huim for esttmating the ridicule to which he exposed mmself
1n becoming the mouthpiece and the puppet of hus 1nstigators

If he deserve anything, 1t 1s not chastisement, but pity,
and the mercy of a charitable concealment of his name

And all this outrage, not only agamst the interests Of
seience and truth, but againstthe commonest rules of decency,
was committed 10 a serres of planned attacks, because I had
warned the Sansknt Worterbuch of the danger of 1ts career,
and had not expressed any admiration for Dr  Boehtlingk’s
competence or scholarshup

Tt was then, and the ground of observations I had made 1n
regard to his want of proficiency, that I was called upon by
ane of his men, not only to have respect for the “editor of
Panum,” but even for the udden reasons he might have had
foisting on the public fus blunders of every hind The « editor
of Pinint was held before me as a symbol of scientific accom-
Plishment , bis *editior of Panmni ™ was the great thunderbolt
which was hurled at my head by one of these little Juputers 24
_
2% Prof Kubn writes 10 his “Zeuschnft ” the following words  “Wo
&Y 2Ven grammatiker nicht erwabnung gethan ist gesebah es pur deshald
micht weil thre etymologic mut der der verfasser uberemstimmte  stellten
dieselben aber ohine jene zu erwahnen eigne etymologieen auf, 50 licss sich
doch wohl voraussetzen, dass der berausgeber des Pamini, des Vopadeva
U 3 W dazuseine wohlerwogenen griinde gehabt haben mochte ,” e
“where 10 mention was made [0 the Warterbuch ] ef the old gramman-
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For eighteen years T have been thoronghly acgaamted with-
the value and the character of this “edifion™ of Pinwnt, and yet,
from a natural disinzlination to antagonise with thoss who
have simdar pursuits to mv own, I have refrained from appris-
ing the public of the knowledge I possessed in regard to 1t
Twelve years have passed since I explained my views on this
book personally and privately, at our Sanskritic partres, to
Professors Weber and Kuhn , and the longer ths intervaf passed
over, the less 1 felt disposed to speak of 1t 1n puint At preseat,
after twenty years’ tume, Ishould have considered 1t almost
unfair to rake up the past, for a sense of charity would have
told me that the moral and intellectual condition of a man
may undergo considerable changes during so considerable a
period of his Iife  Butin spite of my strongest desire to com-

ans this was done because their etymology agreed wath that of the authors
of the Wotterbuch , but when the latter made their own etymologies with-
out nammng the former, 1t was but natural fo suppos~ that the editor of
PInml, of Vopadeva, etc had his own well-weighed reasons for doing 50 **
“The real nature of this s'atement of Professor kuha will becom~ apparent
from the review which 1 shall give of the Worterbuch But his (nfor
mation, as1t 135, 1s not wsthout great interest Thus, according to this
quotationer of the Vortetbuch, 1y authors pass over in silence the labours
of the Hindu grammarians — not because they sce reason fo adopt the
results of the latter — but because these labours have the honour 10 meet
with the approval of Dr  Bichtingk and Company Under any circum-
stances, however, st was but natural and ratienal to pass them over in
silence and o suppres- he anformation they give,— for, elther they have the
bonour of being approved of by Dr Péehtlingk, or “the editor of Pxnum’”
had probably hus well-weighed reasons for not agree:ng with them, and, in
the latter case, there was of course not the shigbtest necessity 1hat he should
gwe or even allude to thes- important reasons  The passage quoted would
alone quite suffice to 1llustrate the character of the fulsom~ adulation and
of the puffing advernsements — wnitten, of course, exclusnely by the
employed scribes of the Warferbuch — which for some  years bave made
these appearance in some hiterary jaurnals of Germany, and have not
only msled, but mposed upon the public unacquainted or imperfectly
acquainted with  Sansknt philology
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bine the defence of hiterary interests with a regard for all the
eircumstances connected with the author himself, I am not
allowed to remain silent, 1n consequence of the msolent provo
cations which I receive Not only does Dr Boehtlingk quote
fus “edition™ of Panim, 1n his Worterbuch,— 1ot only does he
thus force 1t, as 1t were, on us by the references he makes to
it, and acknowledge 1t to this day as his legimate child,— but
one of hisown scribes, well acquainted with the judgment I
should pass on 1t, has the hardihoed to defy me publicly, by
bidding me have respect for the “editor of Pamm

Well, then, I have taken up this impertinent challenge In
so far as my present subject permutted, 1 have illustrated the
nature of this 1mmaculate book , and 1t will not be my fanltf
I am compstled to recur 0 1t agatn

Stll a provocaton of this kind alone would have as little
nduced me to take up my pennow as it did heretofore , bat
when I see the pobhiz told authormatively, yet without any
proof, that Siyan: teaches that ugderstanding of the Veda
which was current 10 Indta no lenger than a few centuries ago,
— when 1 see that the most distinguished and the most learned
Hindu scholars and divines-—the most valuable, and sometimes
the only, source of all our knowledge of ancient India — are
scorned 1n theory, mutilated m print, and, as a consequence,
setaside 1o the interpretation of Vaidika texts, — when 1 see
that the most ancient records of Hindu antiquity are interpreted
to the European public m such a manner as 10 cease to be that
which they are , —— when a clique of Sansktists of thg descripe
tion vapours about gwving us the sense of the Veda as gt existed
at the commencement of Hindu antiquity , — when ¥ see that
the very forms of th language are falsified, and that 1t 18 made
a priaciple to slur the grammar of Pamim, and to ndicule those
who Jay stress on st , —when 1 see that one of the highest gram~
matical authorities of India 1s schooled for 5 want of
practice and skill,” while this censure 15 passed without even
an understanding of the work to which tt refers N

nvr

— when I see



290 - PANINI

that they who emphatically clam the epithet of “veracions” 293
make statements which are the very reverse of truth, — and
when 1 consider that this method of studying Sansknit philology
1s pursued by those whose words apparently dertve weight and
influence from the professorial positton they hold , — and
when, moreover, departing from rule and precedent, 1 see the
journal of a distipguished Society — I fully hope through an
oversight of 1ts editor, though a Professor of Sansknt him-
self — permanently made the channel for propagating such
statements as 1 have descibed and qualified, together with
these scandalous personal attacks and calumnies, — then I hold
that 1t would be a want of courage and a dereliction of duty,
if ¥ did not make a stand aganst these SATURNALIA OF
SANSKRIT PHILOLOGY.

On this ground I have rassed my voice, however feeble and
solitary for the and have end. d to the
competence of those who set themselves up as our masters and
authonties On this ground 1have endeavoured to vindicate
for Panim the position be holds 1n Sanskrit Iiterature, and the
position he ought to hold amongst honest Sanskrit philologers.

2% Professor Weber 1n has libel  “‘einen um 30 penlicheren  Eindruck
Touss €3 auf jeden wabrhewshiebenden Forscher machen, ete,” 47 “the
more painful 15 the smpression which must be produced on every veracious
scholar™ [viz, 1f he reads my opinion on the Worterbuch, which opinion,—
1 must add, so far from having changed, 15 even more emphatic now than
t was when T wrote the review which has so much duspleased bim ]
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FOOT-NOTE

291 In bis lible he says, * this work 1s written with the most

admrable diligence and the most careful conscientiousness >

292 “The man tendency he pursucs m this conssts and this
pontsat a further very important difference between him and Boebtlingk-
Poth — 1m making 1t his bunness to evaluate the opimion of the inds~
genous commentatators and linguists , whereas Boehtlingk-Roth advocate
the ohjective principle 1n contrast wath this hustorical mode of 1ipterpres
tavon They explam the individual words tbrough themsclves by
arranging the passages concerned ih a temporal order and with the
ad of mothing else but thes passages In doing $0, they would always
‘mention the mpative cxegens too, but they consider 11 a

secondary
resource” (ZDMG p 755)

293  Personal contacts and commumeation have since then conme
winced us that the author when wriing that attack, which we, however,

fal to on the ¢ Diction:

beheved to be
m our opinon, presupposes a kind of ercor

of judgement, which, not rare n other fields, 1n tius case 1s, mdeed,

completely ustificd  This

most strange , for 1t 15 an orthodox surrender 1o the authonity of the
Todian commentators and grammarians — a surrender which sems quite
aut of place to be suited 1n view of thes hairsphitters, who 1 all thet
subtlety bave sull very often deluded those people who

“lramn at gnats
but swallow the camels "— (ZDMG p 756)
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