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1. In their introduction to the translation of the Ka&rak&hnika section of
Patafijali’s Mahabhasya, S. D. Joshi and J. A. F. Roodbergen have pre-
sented a comparison of Panini’s syntactic rules with those of Candragomin,
the author of the Cdandra-Vyskarapa. Useful as this introduction is to a
student of Panini in particular and Sanskrit grammar in general, it contains
certain misconceptions about Candragomin’s syntactic rules and their
operation. The purpose of this paper is to present Candragomin’s syntactic
conceptions as they are actually seen in his Céndra-Vyakarapa and his
own commentary, Vrtti, on this grammar, and to set the record straight.

2., Joshi and Roodbergen rightly point out : ¢ Panini has ... defined the
syntactic meanings called apddéna, etc. with the help of non-linguistic
features, and that these features are indirectly connected with case-endings,
namely, through the intermediary of the names, ap@déana, etc. Candragomin,
on the other hand, does not provide further definitions. He links syntactic
meanings, and, in some instances, non-linguistic features directly with
case-endings * ( Karakahnika, Intro., p. xvi). However, in regard to his
Kdraka section, they say : < In this section, ... the abhihita | anabhihita-device
which ‘ensures a uniform treatment of passive construction and the nomi-
native endings is lost >* ( Kérakéhnika, Intro., p. xvi). As we shall see, this
is a wrong statement concerning Candragomin’s syntactic rules. They also
claim that Candragomin leaves his entire application of K&raka rules subject
to vivaksd *the wish of the speaker”, instead of having principles such as
‘the ekasamjna-rule (P. 1. 4. 1) in Panini’s grammar. Candragomin’s syntactic
rules are actually by no means as loosely defined as they are made out to
be by Joshi and Roodbergen. Below we shall go into some of the details
of Candragomin’s syntactic rules.

3. What is the abhihita | anabhihita principle in Panini ? Having defined
various kdrakas such as kartr ‘agent”, karman * object” etc., Panini
proceeds to the assignment of various case endings. This particular section
in Panini’s grammar is headed by rule P. 2.3. 1 (anabhihite) : “ If not
expressed ( already ). This expression continues into the following rules.
For instance, with the addition of anabhihite, P. 2.3. 2. (karmani dvitiya)
comes to mean : ¢ The second triplet of case endings is added to a nomi-
nal denoting the object, if the notion of objecthood has not already been



expressed ctherwise.”” Thus for instance, in the sentence r@mah odanam
pacari ** Rim2 cooks rice ”, tae synt2x of cases works as follows. The
active +&izz alx -rf in the vard pacari denotes agent ( kartr) according
‘10 Pnu. (2 1 P.3.4.69 (;.:: karmani ca bDhdve cd@karmakebhyah) and
P.1.3.7% Secir kartari parasmaipadam ). Since the affix -#2i denotes agent,
the :ee.:ﬁ:g “ooest” remains unexpressed. Thus by P.2.3.2 (karmani
dvi Hu) governad by the anzpiinita + unexpressed ” condition, we get the
accusativa case ending for th2 obiect odana. P. 2. 3. 46 (pratipadikartha....
prainami) s:ys, beside other matters, that the nominative case endings are
added to z a0minal merely to Senote the meaning of the nominal itself, i. e.
when no additional syntacti: meaning such as * agent ”, * object” etc.
needs to be or remains to b2 dznoted. In the above given example, the
-affix -rf cezotss the agent, 2ad hence this particular meaning does not
need te b2 nor remains to be denoted. Therefore, by P.2.3.46, we get
the residuzl nominative case for the agent r@ma. This briefly illustrates the
functioning of ta: abiihita-ansdiihita * expressed [ unexpressed” device in
Panim’'s roles.

4. Joshi 23d Roodbdzrgen claim that no such regulating device exists in
the Céndrg-VyZkarana. As I shall show below, this is not true. The parti-
cular device exists in Candragomin’s grammar as much as it exists in
Panini’s grammar, However, following the argument of Pataijjali in the
Mahabhisya that such an explicit statement is not required and that one
could sunp‘y g2t by with ths generally accepted maxim ukt@rth@aném
aprayogah “ no linguistic item is used to denote something which is already
otherwise dznotad ™ Candraoo:mn dons not state this principle in the form
of an explicit rule. However there is explicit evidence in his rules and in
his commentary to show that this principle exists in his system. The maxim
uktarthindm aprayogah is incluied in his Paribhdsd-satras.* This maxim has
the same rezulating function which is accomphshed by P.2.3.1 ( anabhi-
hite), except that this maxim has a much wider scope than the particular
ruls in Pémm Also sez thz Vriti on C. 1.4.50, Vol. I, p. 139.

5. Caudraymm: raiz C.2.1.93 (artha-mdtre prathamd@ ) says that the
nominative case endiags are aidad to a word when only its own meaning,
and nothing more, is to b= denoted ’I'h=- implication of this rule is that if
2 syntactic meaning such as *: > has not been otherwise denoted and
thus remaias to be aad needs o be denoted, one cannot use the nomina-
tive case. This implication is sxplicitly sapported by Candragomin’s own
siatements on C. 2. 1. 43 ( kriyZpye dvitiya). This rule says that the accu-
sative case is used to denote that which is desired to be encompassed by the
oartxcular action. Candragomin’s examples on this rule are katam karoti

“(He) makes a mat”, odanam pacati *‘(He) cooks rice””, and @dityam
pasyati * (He ) sees the sun ”. In all these cases, the affix -#i, according to
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Candragomin’s own conceptions, denotes < agent”, and hence to denote
the unexpressed object, one can have the accusative case endings for the
words kata, odana and aditya. Candragomin, like Panini, uses the symbol
L for verbal inflections in general, and says clearly in several places that
certain verbal inflections, substitutes for the original L, denote ¢ agent ™.

(1) yada tu kartari lakaras tada, akrta katah svayam eva | When
the verbal inflection (i.e. L) denotes “ agent”, we have the
usage : akrta katah svayam eva ¢ The mat made 1tself 'Y Vrtti
on C.1.1.78, Vol. L, p. 34.

(2) atapta tapas tapasa iti kartary eva lakdrah [ “ In the usage atapta
tapas tépasah, the verbal ending (i. e. L) denotes only ** agent . >’
Vrtti on C. 1.1.78, Vol. L, p. 34.

(3) 'C.1.1.82 (kartari sap) says that the affix SaP is introduced
after a verb root, if that verb root is followed by an active verbal
inflection (#iN) or an affix marked with § denoting agent (kar-
tari). This rule does not mean that, for Candragomin, SaP
.denotes agent.

6. There is a passage in Candragomin’s Vrtti which absolutely shows that
he does have the abhihita [ anabhihita principle governing his case syntax.
On C.2.1. 43 (kriyapye dvitiya), Candragomin gives a usage where the
word denoting object takes the nominative case ending, because the verb
is passive. Candragomin says :

odanah pacyate ity odana-sabdad vyapyatd na gamyate | kun tarhi ?
tinantét [ Vrtti on C.2.1.43, Vol. I, p. 168. “In the usage
odanah pacyate ‘rice is cooked’, the object-ness of rice is not
understood from the word odanah. What then ? (it is under-
stood ) from the word (pacyate) which ends in the verbal
inflection ( #iN, in this case -te).”

Thus Candragomin very clearly uses the abhihita [ anabhihita principle to
determine assignment of case endings in his grammatical system. Here, in
the above discussion, the point made by Candragomin is that the affix -re
in the passive verb pacyate denotes the object, and hence by C. 2.1.93
( artha-matre prathama) we get the nominative case ending for the word
odanaj to denote ‘““merely the meaning of the nominal stem”, and no other
syntactic meaning. Thus Joshi and Roodbergen have missed the inner work-
ing of Candragomin’s syntactic rules, which once understood as shown
above, is not terribly different from Panini’s system.

7. Joshi and Roodbergen say : “ Candragomin provides for passive cons-
tructions by C.1.1.80, which introduces the suffix yak in the meanings
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mgs in the same meanings. The trick is simply to replace the word karman
in Panini’s rules (P. 3. 1. 67 and P. 1. 3. 13 ) by @pya > ( Ka@rakahnika, Intro.,
p. Xix, fn. 57). This statement which talks about Candragomin’s * tricks ”
itself contains several problems of its own. Candragomin’s rule C. 1. 4. 47
(bhavapyayoh, tan-@n@ from C.1.4.46) says that middle endings ( raN)
and the affix dna denote bhava < action’ and d&pya * object ”’. Rule
C. 1.1.80 tin- siti yag a-lid-asirlini’y, with the continuation of the word
bhavdpyayoh from C.1.1.78, has been totally misunderstood by Joshi and
Roodbergen. They claim that this rule prescribes the use of yak to denote
bhava ¢ action” and apya * object’’. This simply is not the case. If yak
were to denote these two meanings, then in forms such as pac-ya-te, there
would be two elements ya and te denoting exactly the same meaning. Could.
this be a “trick ” played by Candragomin? That does not seem to be the
case. Let us take a closer look at C. 1. 1. 80. This rule is an exact equivalent

of P. 3.1. 67 (sdrvadhatuke yak). The term sdrvadhdtuka is defined by
Panini as referring to #i¥ affixes and affixes marked by S( ref : P 3.4.113)
( tin-sit s@rvadhdtukam). P. 3.4.114 (ardhadh@tukar sesak) says that rest
of the affixes prescribed after verb roots are ardhadhatuk a affixes. But
P. 3.4.115 (lit ca) and P. 3.4.116 (lin dsisi) say that past perfect affixes
(lit) and benedictive optative affixes ( @¢ir-lin), though they are substitutes
for tiN affixes, are ardhadhatuka affixes, and are not s@rvadh@tuka. Thus if
we look at the resulting scope of the Paninian term sd&rvadhd@tuka, it is
identical with Candragomin’s tin-sit a-lid-asirlin. Just as in the case of
P.3.1.67 (sarvadhdtuke yak), there is an anuvrtti * continuation” of the
words bhava-karmanoh from P. 3.1.66 (cin bhavakarmanok ), in the same
mananer, in the case of C. 1.1.80 (tin-siti yag a-Iid-a.ftrlmz ), there is the
continuation of bhavapyayokh from C. 1.1.78. Thus despite the difference ‘of
terminology, Candragomin’s rules are exactly identical with those of Panini.
P. 3.1.67 (sarvadhatuke yak), says that the affix yaK is added after a verb
root, if the verb root is followed by a s@rvadhatuka affix denoting either
bhadva ¢ action”’ or karman *‘ object . This rule does not mean,  add the

affix yaK after a verb root to denote bhiva or karman, if that verb root is
followed by a s@rvadhd@tuka affix”. The same is true of Candragomin’s
rules, and we cannot claim that, for him, the affix yaK denotes. these
meanings. :

8. In fact, the abhihita [ anabhihita principle plays a very significant role
in Candragomin’s grammar. In particular I shall discuss Candragomin’s
explanation of an infinitive usage. I have discussed the evolution of the
syntactic theory in the works of the Sanskrit grammarians, partlcularly as
it concerns the infinitive -fum, in my forthcoming monograph Syntax of
the Sanskrit Infinitive. Here 1 shall only- deal with ajparticular explanatlon :
in Candragomin’s Vrtti.
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samartho bhoktum ... iti bhavatel sarvatra sambhavat siddham | ...
uccaranam tu vaktur ayattam |, Vrtti on C.1.3.150, Vol. I,
p- 130.

« The usage samartho bhoktum is established because the verb
““tobe*” (bhavati) occurs everywhere. Its actual pronunciation
depends on the speaker.

This simple looking statement requires the full use of the abhihita [ anabhihita
device. If C.2.1.93 (artha-matre prathama) were an uncontrolled rule
prescribing the use of the nominative case, without regard to the abhihita |
anabhihita principle, there would be no problem in this example. However,
Candragomin rightly sees a problem, and provides a workable solution.
What is the problem ?

In samartho gantum “( He is) able to go >, the syntactic meaning of
the infinitive affix -fum is bhava “ action” according to Candragomin’s rule’
C. 1. 3. 6 ( tumun bhave kriyayam tadarthayam ). Since the affix -zum denotes
« action ”, the meanings  agent” etc. remain unexpressed. The word
samartha *‘ capable ” is an adjective and refers to the agent of ganturn. Since
the meaning ¢ agent ” has not been denoted by -tum, it would have to be
denoted by the case ending to. be added to the word samartha. In this case,
we would have to have the instrumental case by C. 2.1.62 ( kartari trtiya),
and we cannot get the desired nominative by C. 2. 1. 93 (artha-mdtre pra-
thama ), since the meaning that needs to be denoted includes * agent ”’, and
hence it is not merely the meaning of the nominal stem ( artha-mdtra).
Thus, we would get the undesired sentence *samarthena gantum, and cannot
explain samartho gantum.

Given this problem, Candragomin solves it by assuming a deleted finite
verb bhavati ¢ is >’ in the sentence, making the underlying sentence samartho
gantum bhavati. This suggestion is based on Katyayana’s vdarttika ( astir
bhavantiparah prathama-purusah aprayujyamano’py asti, vt. 8 on P. 2.3.1).
Once we accept this deleted verb bhavati, the syntactic problems are solved,
since the affix -#i denotes agent, and hence for this otherwise denoted
agent we can have a nominative case ending.

9. The above discussion not only tells us explicitly that Candragomin used
the abhihita | anabhihita principle, but a deeper analysis of this explanation
implies a syntactic principle, which is unknown to Katyayana and Patafijali,
and appears explicitly only .in the work of Candragomin’s grand-disciple,
Bhartrhari, for the first time. We may briefly discuss this question here. I
have discussed this fully in my forthcoming monograph Syntax of the Sans-
krit Infinitive. :

10. How to deal with the case-syntax of an item which is simultaneously
linked to two different actions? For example, in the sentence bhokturs
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samartho bhavati, the referent of the word samartha is simultaneously linked
to both gantum and bhavati. While the affix -tum for Candragomin denotes
bhdva * action *’, the affix -t/ denotes ¢ agent ”’. Thus the syntactic meaning
« agent > is left unexpressed by -zum, but it is expressed by -ti: Thus it is
simultaneously both abhihita - expressed > and anabhihita * un-expressed -
Given such a situation, how should one deal with the syntax of samartha ?
The principle used in such cases by Katyayana is that as long-as a kdraka is
anabhihita < unexpressed >’ by one affix, the particular vibhakti ‘“case ending >
rule based on this factor will apply, and the fact that the same karaka is
abhihita ** expressed ’> by another affix at the same time does not matter.?
This principle is accepted by Pataiijali to be valid?, though it finally ‘lands -
him into problems from which he has been unable to come out.? -Joshi *
and Roodbergen discuss this principle in their Anabhihit@hnika volume, but
do not evaluate it, nor point out that it ultimately fails.® For instance,
this principle cannot explain the syntax ot gantum samartho bhavati. Since
the meaning  agent ” is left unexpressed by -fum, even though it is express-
ed by -#i, we would have to have the mstrumental case for the word
samartha by ' P. 2.3.18 ( kartr-karanayos trti iy@ ) or C. 2.1.62 (kartari
trtiya ). This would result in the undesired sentence * samarthena gantum
bhavati. However, Candragomin says that the assumption of the deleted
verb bhavati solves the problems in this example. ( Note Candragomin’s’
words: bhavateh sarvatra sambhavat siddham, Vriti, Vol. 1., p. 130.)

11. What could be the syntactic explanation which would solve this problem ?
The best solution is to say that when one k&raka is shared by two.
hierarchically related actions, it is the main action that determines the
surface syntax of that shared karaka. This is precisely the principle
enunciated by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya (1I1. 7. 81-2). I have attempt-
ed to show in my forthcoming Syntax of the Sanskrit Infinitive that this
principle was implicitly present in Panini’s own rules, but that it was unknown .
to both Katyayana and Pataiijali. Where did Bhartrhari derive this principle
from? It is possible that he thought of it himself, but it-is perhaps quite
likely that he learned it from his teacher Vasurata who was Candragomin’s
disciple.®* From what we know about the history of the transmission of
the Mahabhasya, it appears that Candragomin revived the study of this
work which had fallen into disuse.” Since this particular principle of syntax
was unknown to Pataiijali, and since the study of his work was almost dis-
continued by the time of Candragomin, the circumstantial evidence may
point to Candragomin as the source of this principle. Thus we must revise
the negative evaluation of Candragomin’s syntactic rules given by Joshi
and Roodbergen, and should recognize Candragomin’s contribution as
possessing greater merit than has been accorded to it by its critics. -

12. We may also briefly look at Joshi and Rodbergen’s criticism of
Candragomin’s grammar concerning the fact that it does not contain rules
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such as P. 1.4.1 (& kadarad eka samjra) and P. 1.4.2 (vipratisedhe
param karyam ). They remark, < Moreover, since Candragomin leaves the
‘syntactic meanings undefined, and relates the use of case-endings to vivaksa:
< the wish of the speaker ( to present items in language as he likes)’, it
relieves him of problems such as rule-ordering, conflict-procedure, and
adjustments due to the definitions. In fact, part of the grammatical burden
has been shifted to vivaksa” ( Karakahnika, Intro., pp. xvi-xvii). In a
footnote to this statement, they state: ¢ One effect of the ekasamjna-rule
(P. 1.4.1 ) in the A.gtiidhy&yf , as far as the karaka-designations are concern-
ed, is that it checks the vivaksa, and that standard usage is imposed **
( Ibid., p. xvii). This criticism is also unfair to Candragomin, and as we
shall see, there are principles such as rule-ordering, conflict-procedure etc.
 in the Candra-Vyakarana, and that the notion of vivaksa ¢ speaker’s desire *”

does not play the kmd of rampant role it has: been ascribed by these two
scholars. : ,

13 In the first place, we must note very clearly that Candragomm does
indeed have rule-ordering and a conflict-procedure in his grammar.
Rule C. 1.1.16 ( vipratisedhe), read along with Candragomin’s Vrtti
( dvayoh savakasayor ekatra prasange yat parass gad bhavati ) says that of
two conflicting rules, which have otherwise non-conflicting independent
domains, the latter rule prevails. In contrast with 1. 1.4.2 ( vipratisedhe
params karyam ), which is historically speaking a rule limited to some
‘sections,® Candragomin’s rule is applicable throughout his grammar. Here
Candragomin is clearly following Patafijali’s interpretation of P. 1.4.2.°
Thus this rule applies to Candragomin’s rules regarding case endings,
compounds, as well as to other parts of his grammar., Once we recognize
this factor, it would appear necessary that there should be a specific
pattern of rule-ordering in his grammar, without which this principle would
not make sense. A close look at Candragomin’s case ending rules shows
this significant rule-ordering. Let us look at the order of some of the major
rules of Candragomin.
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Joshi and Roodbergen have quoted and translated these rules in this order
\Karakahnika, Intro., p. xvii) without realizing the function of the order
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of these rules. There is no ekasamjna rulein Candragomin to be sure, and
yet it is the order of the above rules which takes care of the resulting
problems. For instance, in the case of causative usages such as devadatto
)’fljﬁadattafh gramasm gamayati * Devadatta makes Yajiiadatta go to the
village ”, according to Candragomin’s statements, Yajiiadatta is both
the prayojya-kartr * agent, being instigated” as well as the vyapya
““ object” of the causative action (prayojaka vyapara).* This being
the case, both C.2.1.43 (kriydpye dvitiya) and C. 2.1.62 ( kartari
trtiya) would conflict in this case, since Yajiiadatta is both kriydpya
and kartr. Since there is a conflict, by C. 1.1.16 ( vipratisedhe), the latter
rule would have to apply and this would create the unacceptable sentence :
*devadatto yajradattena grdémasm gamayati. To avoid this kind of instrumental
case in the case of particular verbs, Candragomin makes the following ex-
ception rule: C. 2.1.44 ( gati-bodh@hara-sabdarth@ndpyanamn  prayojye ).
This rule, as an exception rule, lays down that the accusative case is used
after a nominal to denote the agent, being instigated, of verbs meaning
going, knowing, eating etc. However, in a sentence such as devadatto
yajnadattena odanarn pdcayati ‘‘ Devadatta makes Yajiiadatta cook rice ™,
Yajiadatta is both the agent of the action of cooking and the object of the
causative action, and here, according to Candragomin’s system, we get the
desired instrumental case by C.2.1.62 (kartari trtiyd), which being a
!ater rule supersedes the earlier rule C. 2.1.43 (kriyapye dvitiya). Thus it
is the rule-ordering that is crucial in Candragomin’s system in enabling us
in deriving the proper forms. This is done by Candragomin without taking
recourse to ekasamjfia ‘‘ only one designation at a time” as is done by
Panini. ‘

14. We will briefly contrast Panini’s handling of such usages as given
above. Panini’s rules assigning kdraka designations are headed by P. 1.4.1
(@ kadarad eka samjhd ) and P. 1.4.2 (vipratisedhe param karyam). While the
first rule says that in the following sections, an item can have only one
designation at a time, the latter rule says that in the case of a conflict,
the latter of the two conflicting rules prevails. Thus if two designations
obtain for one item, then the designation obtained by a later rule will
apply, and not the designation obtained by a previous rule. Given this
framework, we can see what happens in the case of a causative sentence.
Let us look at the example : devadattah yajhadattena odanam pdcayati
‘ Devadatta makes Yajiiadatta cook rice . Here Yajiiadatta is kartr < agent
of the action of cooking by P. 1.4.54 ( svatantrak karta), and is the karman
“object” of the action of instigating denoted by the causative affix by P. 1.4.49
( kartur ipsitatamasm karma). However, both of these designations cannot be
operative simultaneously due to P.1.4.1, and hence by P. 1.4.2. the latter
designation, i. e. kartr * agent” is retained. Since the affix -#i in pacayair
denotes the agent of the causative action, the agent of the instigated action
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remains unexpressed ( anabhihita ). Therefore, by P. 2. 3. 18 (kartr-karanayos
trtiya ) we get the desired instrumental case for the unexpressed agent Yajna-
datta. In the example devadattah yajnadattam grémam gamayati* Devadatta
makes Yajiladatta go to the village ”’, the same procedure applies first, and
we obtain the-designation karty ¢ agent ” for Yajfiadatta, which in turn would
lead to an instrumental case ending for the word yajradatta. However, in
this instance the correct usage requires an accusative affix for the word
yajnadatta. This is achieved by Panini by rule P.1.4.52 (gati-buddhi-
pratyavasdnartha-sabda-karmékarmakanam ani Kkarta sa nau, karma). This
exception rule says : ¢ That which is the agent of verbs of going etc. in
the pre-causative (ani) becomes the object (karman) in the causative
(mau).” Thus, in the case of the particular verbs, this exception rule in
effect reverses the operation of P. 1. 4.2 (vipratisedhe param karyam ). Since
Yajiiadatta now holds the only designation, i.e. ¢ object”, we get the
accusative case ending for the, word yajnadatta by P.2.3.2 (karmani
dvitiyz) to denote its otherwise unexpressed objecthood.

The above comparison of Panini’s procedure with that of Candragomin
makes it quite clear that Candragomin does have the principle of rule-
ordering and devices to resolve conflicts as much as Papini. However, as
shown above, Panini takes care of the conflicting possibilities at the stage
of applying the karaka designations, by means of P. 1.4.1. and P.1.4.2
(i.e. ekasamjnadhikara and vipratisedha ). Candragomin, on the other hand,
has no independent karaka designations, and hence he takes care of re-
solving conflicting possibilities at the only stage available to him, i.e. his
vibhakti « case ending” rules. Thus, rule-ordering is more significant for
Panini’s rules assigning the karaka designations, whlle it becomes more
significant for Candragomin’s vibhakti-rules.

15. Thus we must clearly reject the notion upheld by Joshi and Rood-
bergen that Candragomin’s syntactic rules are mainly guided by vivaksa
“‘speaker’s desire ’, and that there are no internal mechanisms such as the -
abhihita | anabhihita device, rule-ordering and procedures to resolve conflicts.
Candragomin has all the above features, though some of these operate
somewhat differently from Panini’s procedures Candragomin does use the
concept of vivaksa “ speaker’s desire ” where there are, in his view, true
options. Here his interpretation of options is often different from that of
Panpini, but that would simply mean that the partxcular usages mean some-
thing different to Candragomin than what they possibly meant to Pznini.
For instance, P. 2.3. 7 (saptamiparicamyau karaka-madhye) says that when
there is an item denoting time or space which occurs between two actions
of the same karaka, that word may take either a locative or an ablative
case ending. For instance : adya bhuktv8 devadatto dvyahe | dvyahéd va
bhokta “ Having eaten to day, Devadatta will eat after two days .}? What
this rule implies is that despite the difference of case endings in dvyahe [
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that a verbal inflection may express agent, object or action (ref : P. 3.4.65\.
who is to decide whether the grammar should produce ramo gacchati
ramepa gamyate? The fact is that in Panini’s grammar certain cperatices
are involuntary and do not require any input from the “user”, while there ==
a great deal of opera.tions which tacitly require the voluntary decision =
choice by the ‘“‘user”. For instance, one can either say agnir irksom Gzr=
“Fire burns the tree” or aham agnind@ vrksam dah@mi “I burn the tree w=t
fire’. In the first sentence, agni ‘“‘Fire” is the agent, while in the seconé s=-
tence it is the instrument. There is nothing in Panini’s grammar, like the Gevae
or “raising” in modern generative grammar, which would provide us z=v
systematic linking of these two sentences. The only explanation is rxmk:;.'
“speaker’s desire’’. Patanjali uses the potion of vivaksé in this sense, amd
Candragomin’s usage is in large measure derived from that of Pztafijahh ™
Thus the well-known grammatical maxim vivaksdtah k@rakéni bhavamsi “toe
karakas are dependent on the speaker’s desire” is not meant to replace rre
automatic operations in Panini’s grammar, but to indicate the source of iapex
for the voluntary operations. The use of vivaks@ “‘speaker’s desire™ in Cand-
gomin’s gramma.r is not different from its use in Panini’s grammar in prz-
ciple, but only in details. It is not a stylistic concept, but a grammaticzl co=-
cept referring to necessary voluntary input without which the mvolastaw
operations of a grammar cannot function. A great deal of this vivaksZ, thoones
not all of it, can be formalized in terms of pragmatic constraints znd &
course structure and strategies, but the Sanskrit grammarians releszzad so==
considerations to the concept of vivaks&. In doing this, Pznini and Cznirz-
gomin do not differ substantially from each other.
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Vyakarana-Moahsbhisya, Karakahnika, (P.1.4.23—1.4.55), with Introduction, Translation

/

1.

and Notes, by S. D. Joshi and J. A. F. Roodbergen, Publications of the Centre of Ad-.

vanced Study in Sankrsit, Class C, No. 10, University of Poona, Poona 1975. (Referred
to_:: Karakshnika)

ana-Mahabhi sya, Anabhihitihnika (P.2.3.1. — 2.3.17), with Introduction, Text,

Trenslation and Notes, by S. D. Joshi, and J.A.F. Roodbergen, Publications of the

Cerare of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, Class C, No. 11, Umversxty of Poona, Poona,
1976. (Referred to as: Anabhihitz hnika)

NOTES

Mahibhasya on P.2.3.1., Vol.L, pt. IL., pp.476-482. Also see: Anabhikitihnika, Intro.,
PP. xxxv-xxxvi. Patalijali discusses two possibilitics. The case endings may be said
to denote cither (A) karakas, or (B) number. Joshi and Roodbergen rightly say: “In
view (A), P.23.1. is not required, because we can manage by the principle uwkrar-
thznam aprayogah”™, Anabhihitz hnika, Intro., p. xxxvi. Candragomin’s Vreti on
C2.1.1. (Vol. L, p.161) says: ete ca (svadayah) samarthyad ekatvadimad-artha-vicinah
fabdzat pare bhavanti. This means to say that case endings (singular etc. in each triplet)
occur after words which denote entities possessed of singularity etc. Thus, it appears
that, according to Candragomin, the case ending itself does not denote number, but
that it denotes the syntactic meanings such as agent and object. This is also clear
from the Vr7ti on C.2.1.87. This provides us the reason why Candragomin did not
explicitly state a rule such as P.2.3.1. (anabhikite). The maxim uktzrthanam aprayogah
B included in Candragomin’s Paribhzsasiatras, see: Candra-Vyzkarapa, Vol. 1L,
P- 396. This is the most direct evidence against the criticisms levelled by Joshi and

ROOdbmAbo Paribhz sasamgraha, ed. by K.V. Abhyankar, Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, Poona, 1968, p. 47. '

Varttikas 56 on P.2.3.1., (dvayoh kriyayoh kiarake anyatarenabhihite vibhakty -
“Wa/h na va anyatarenanabhxdhamt anabhihite hi vidhanam). Also see:
Anabhikits knika, Intro., pp. xxxvii and 37ff.

Mahibhasya, Vol. L, pt. I1. pp. 483-4; Vol. IL., pp. 251-253.

Mahabhasya on P.3.4.26, Vol. II., pp. 251-3. Also see: Madhav Deshpande (Forth-
coming-A).

Anabhihitz hnika, Intro., pp. xxxvii-xxxviii, and pp. 37ff. Also see: Madhav
Deshpande (Forthcoming-B).

Puoyaraja’s cmmentary on Vakyapadiyva, I1. 484. (nyaya-prasthana ... etc.) I must
note here that my inferred principleis not the only possible way of explaining Cand-
ragomin’s handling of the sentence ganturin samartho bhavati. There are a few other
possible explanations, though not necessarily better ones. I can think of two possible
alternatives. [A] Unlike Katyayana’s assumption, one may assume that if a k&raka
related to two actions is at the same time expressed (abhihita, ukta) by one affix and
not expressed (anabhihita, anukta) by another affix, it would be considered expresscd
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(abhihita, ukta). This would allow the use of the nominative case ending for the
word samartha.

[B] One may take recourse to the notion of vipratisedha as defined by C.1.1.16. Since
.&antum does not express agent, we obtain the instrumental case by C.2.1.62 (kartari
trizyz). However, the affix-ti in bhavati denotes agent, and hence we obtain the nomx-
native case by C.2.1.93 (artha-maitre prathams). Since C.2.1.93 is the later (para)
rule, it prevails, ‘and this would allow the nominative case for the word samartha.

Easier and attractive as these alternatives may seem, they create problems, or rather
do not solve problems in many other complex sentences. For instance, both of these
alternatives fail to explain the syntax of the word devadattam in a sentence such as:
devadattarn gacchantam pasyati yajfiadatta[z, while the principle suggested by me
above explains its accusative case. It will be unfair to Candragomin to ascribe to him
an assumption which causes more rroblems, particularly when he explicitly says
that the assumption of the form bhavati solves problems in samartho gantum.

7. Vakyipadiya, I1. 479-483; George Catdona (1978).

8. Historically speaking, P.1.4.2. extends only up to P.2.3.38 (kadarah karmadharaye).
For a historical discussion, see: George Cardona, ‘““‘Some Principles of Pmnms
Grammar”, Journal of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1, 1970, pp. 40-74.

9. Mahabhasya on P.1.4.2.,Vol. I, pt. IL., pp. 204ff. Once P. 1.4.2. is extended to cover
the whole of the grammar, occasionally the previous rule needs to apply in preference
to a later rule. To get over this problem, Patafijali proposes to interpret -the ‘word
Ppara in this rule to mean isfa “desirable”. Thus the rule is, occasionally, interpreted
to mean: Of two conflicting rules, the desired rule supersedes the other. Mahzbhzsya,
“Vol. I, pt. L, p. 123, and pt. IL., p. 207. Candragomin also accepts this interpretation
of the word para. See the Vytti on C.1.1.16, Vol. 1., p. 13.

10. Vrtti on C.1.1.16, Vol. 1., p.13. There are indeed a number of paribkasas “maxims®

' in Candragomin’s system dealing with various conflict-procedures. See: Czndra-
Vyakarana, Vol. 1L, pp. 396-398, and Paribhasasarngraha, ed. by K. V. Abhyankar,
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 1968, pp. 47-48.

11. Vrtti on C.2.1.44., Vol. 1., p. 169.

12, For these examples :and various interpretations, see: Mah&bhdsya, Vol. 1., pt.
II., p. 492.

13. Vrtti on C.2.1.51., Vol. L, p. 172.

14. Vytti on C.1.3.150., Vol. L, p. 130.

15.. Mah&bh@sya, Vol. 1., pt. II, pp. 241 and 249.
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dvyahdd there was no semantic or syntactic difference according to Panini.
This reflects Panini’s interpretation of such usages. According to Candra-
gomin’s own perception and interpretation, these usages meant different
things. The use of the form dvyahe meant that the particular time was the
location ( adhara), while dvyahad meant something like ** since two days >.13
Panini and Candragomin differ on the meaning of various infinitive cons-
tructions. For instance, a coastruction such as ramak bhoktum odanam pacati
“ Rama cooks rice to eat (it) " is derived by P.3.3.10 (tumun-nvulau
krivayam kriyarthdyam) which says that the affixes tumUN and NvuL may
be used after a verb root, if the action denoted by that verb root is the future
purpose of another action denoted by a verb used in the same construction.
However, Panini feels that constructions like ramah gantum saknoti ** Rama
is able to go” do not express the same kind of semantic relationship bet-
ween two actions, and hence he makes a separate rule to derive these kinds
of constructions, i. e. P. 3.4. 65 ( Saka-dhysa .. .. tumun). However, Can-
dragomin’s semantic perception is different from that of Panini and he ex-
plicitly says that both the above types of usages have one action for the
sake of another.action. Thus the notion of vivaks@ ‘¢ speaker’s desire
as used by Candragomin has indeed a more substantive significance, than
what is recognized by Joshi and Roodbergen.

16. Explaining their conception of vivaksd ‘‘speaker’s desire”, Joshi and
Roodbergen say: ““We could say that by making vivaks@ responsible for
e variety of syntactic construction Candragomin has introduced the
svmbol CONSULT THE SPEAKER in the program of his machine. That
is to say, the mechanical progress of the machine is interfered with every now
axd then. Panpini, on the other hand, by means of his definitions has specified
conditions under which an item is supposed to be _vydpya, or ddhdra, or
scmbandha in Candragomin’s terminology. Therefore his machine, being
srovided with a more explicit program, works better. Or, to put it differently,
wweksd is not a grammatical concept, but a stylistic one. It merely says that
otz of a number of modes of expression the speaker may select any particular
cae” (Kdrakahnika, Intro., p. xviii). I find it difficult to agree with this formu-
zZon. The analogy of Panini’s grammar to a machine, derived from early
=oceptions of Noam Chomsky, has been carried too far by Joshi and
Roodbergen. In my review of Roodbergen’s Bahuvrihi- Dvandv&hnika
uppearing in Orientalistische Literaturzeitung), 1 have pointed out to what
==t this analogy is misleading. Here I shall only deal with the concept-

T rivaksa. ‘ ,
In the first place, as I have shown, vivaks@ “speaker’s desire” is not a

~ Seedance principle in Candragomin’s system. Secondly, even Panini’s grammar
esapposes a certain concept of vivaksd “speaker’s desire”, and it is not an
- szomaton which can produce a text on its own. Who should decide whether
‘¥ gammar should produce gantum icchati or jigamisati? Given the rule



	J-0001
	J-0002
	J-0003
	J-0004
	J-0005
	J-0006
	J-0007
	J-0008
	J-0009
	J-0010
	J-0011
	J-0012
	J-0013

