' ASHOK AKLUJFKAR

INTERPRETING VAKYAPADIYA 2.486
HISTORICALLY (PART 1)*

1.1 The verse I propose to discuss (parvatid
agamam labdhva bhasya-bijanus@ribhih| sa nito bahu-sakhatvam
candrdcaryadibhih punalf[) is a part of the ten epilogue
type verses found at the end of the Vikya-kinda or
second book of Bhartrhari’s Vikyapadiya or Trikandi.X

* (a) A part of this article was presented as a paper at the
188th meeting of the American Oriental Society held in Toronto
in April 1978. The financial support necessary for gathering the
" relevant textual materials was given at various stages by the Uni-
versity of British Columbia, the Canada Council, the American
Council of Learned Societies, and the Shastri Indo-Canadian
~ Institute.

' (b) In referring to the Vakyapadiya| Trikandi verses I have
followed the enumeration in Rau 1977.

! Eight of these verses are directly or indirectly relevant to

the following discussion. They are given below for easy reference:

pravena samksepa-rucin alpa-vidya-parigrahan|
samprapya vaiyakarandn samgrahe ’stam updgate[[481//
krte ’tha patafijalind guruna tirtha-darsina/ _
sarvesam nyaya-bijanam mahdbhasye nibandhane|[482//
alabdha-gadhe gambhiryad uttana iva sausthavat|
tasminn akrta-buddhinam naivavdsthita niscayak/[/483//

. vaiyji-saubhava-haryaksaik suska-tarkanusaribhih/
arse uiplavite granthe samgraha-pratikaficuke|[484//"
yah pataiijali-sisyebhyo bhrasto vyakaranagamah/

kale sa daksinatyesu granthamdtre vyavasthitah/[485//
parvatad agamam labdhva bhasya-bijanusaribhik/

-sa nito bahu-SGkhatvam candrdcaryadibhik punak|[486//
nydya-prasthana-margams tan abhyasya svam ca darsanam/
pranito gurunasmakam ayam agama-samgrahah|[487//
vartmanam atra kesamcid vastumatram udahrtam|
kande trtiye nyaksena bhavisyati vicarana|[488//
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1 have argued elsewhere (Aklujkar 1978:9-26) that the
ten verses were not written by Bhartrhari but by a
student of his. However, this does not diminish the
historical importance of the verses, for they remain
almost as ancient as they have been thought to be.
Secondly, acceptance of my view on the authorship of
the verses is not a presupposition underlying the points
I wish to make in this article. As far as I can see, the
observations I offer below are logically independent of
the problem of authorship. :

1.2 T should. also clarify what I mean by a his-
torical interpretation of 2.486. Such an interpretation is
primarily an attempt to dissociate the verse from the
interpretation, mythological and based on superstition,
assigned to it in the 77kd@ and echoed elsewhere.Z Itis
an exploration of the possibility of attributing a com-
monsensical and contextually defensible meaning to

2.486. Secondly, I do not wish to claim that such a
meaning reflects historical events—that it informs us
regarding what actually took place. Although I shall .
write a portion of this article as if in my view the verse

2 (a) The Vakya-kanda-Tika published in the Benares Sanskrit
Series (nos. 11, 19, 24 in 1887) is usually ascribed to Punya-raja.

However, as is argued in Aklujkar 1974, it could be from the
pen of Hela-raja.

(b) As far as I am aware, it has not as yet been
demonstrated that the Tikd comment on 2.486 is largely mythical
in nature. I intend to analyze the comment as a myth in
part 2 of this aticle (see fn. 5 below).

(c) Even those scholars working on Bhartrhari who have
referred to or reproduced the Tika comment on 2.486 have
not noted that similar accounts are found in the Tibetan tradition
and in the late Sanskrit epic poem Patafijali-carita.
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contains unquestionable history, this is not a matter
of conviction to me. The value of 2.486 and the group
to which it belongs lies primarily in informing us about
what was viewed as history by a learned individual
fifteen hundred years ago. It is as an ancient historical
statement that the verses are important. Although
because of their age they are likely to be closer to histori-
cal reality than our more recent sources and guesses,
it is not imperative that we view them as giving us
the historical truth. In other words, there is a need
‘to separate our perspective from that of the author
of the verses.® , o .
1.3 . A comprehensive historical interpretation of
2,486 should attempt to answer the following ques-
tions: (a) What was the nature of the activity referred
to by dgamam labdhva? In other words, what was the
manner of the acquisition of dgama? (b) What was the
source or location of the acquisition of dggama? How does
one identify parvata? (c) What is meant by bhdsya-bija-s
and how were they utilized? (d) What is the precise
meaning of bahku-sikhatvam nitah? How exactly did
Candracarya . and others make the dgama many-
branched?* (e) Who are Candracaryadi? Can we
3 Regrettably, such a separation is missing in the discussions

of 481-90 that have so far appeared in print. Scholars have written

as if an unalloyed piece of historical information regarding the
Paninian grammatical tradition is to be found in these verses.

4 In a literal interpretation of 486 the component ad: in
candracaryadibhih must be connected with ggamam labk as well as
bahu-sakhatvam ni; that is, the associates or followers of Candracarya
“must be understood as agents in the act of acquisition and the act
of making the gyakaranagama many-branched. However, it is
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assign a personality to the designation Candracarya ?
My intention in the present article is to answer only
the first question. The remaining questions must be
left out for treatment in separate publications.5

2.1 Prior to addressing myself directly to question
(a), I should draw attention to a grammatical-textual
problem I have pointed out without offering a solution
in Aklujkar 1978:23-4. How we answer question
(a) will depend on our resolution of that problem.
The construction dgamam labdhva sa bahu-s$akhatvam nitah
in 2,486 seems as strange to me as manim labdhvd sa
bahu-bhedatvam nitah or visavrksam samvardhya ‘sa bahu-
khandatvam nitah. Normally, the demonstrative pronoun
sak should not be necessary, and there should be
nominative forms in the place of manim and oisa-orksam;

possible that the author did not want us to interpret his remark

with such grammatical exactitude; in his view Candracarya could
have been the lone agent of the act of acquiring and others could
have joined or followed Candraciarya only in furthermg the ggama.

The same can be said about the parallel statement in Raja-tarangini -
1.176. In the Tibetan tradition Candra-gomin, who is a functional
equivalent of Candracarya, is not accompanied by anyone when
he comes across the Mahdbhisya exposition.

® See ‘Interpreting Vakyapadiya 2.486 historically (part 2)’ to be
published in Indological and Buddhist Studies in Honour of Professor
F- W. de Jong and °Interpreting Vakyapadiya 2.486 historically
(part 3)’ forthcoming. The former will constitute a negative sequel
to the present article in that it will demonstrate that the Tika
answer to question (a) is not historical and has features typical
of myths. The latter will seek to answer. question (b). My

thoughts on questions (c)-(e) are far from reaching a publlsh-
able form.
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that is, the sentences should be: manir labdhvé bahu-
bhedatvam nttah, visa-vrksah samovardhya bahu-khandatoam
nitah, and dgamo labdhvid bahu-sakhatvam nitah.®

2.2 Now, there is no easy textual way of reducing
agamam labdhvd sa bahu-sSikhatvam nitah to agamo labdhoa
bahu-Sdkhatvam nitak. All known manuscripts, especially
those which are most reliable in instances of divergence
in reading, agree in reading dgamam and in containing
sak. Besides, sak is needed to refer to uvyakaranigama
mentioned in verse 485. This leaves onlyone textual
solution available to us: emendation of-the reading
agamam or parvatdd agamam. Such a course of action is
_especially inviting if one notes that the word dgamam
is not really necessary; gydkarandgama has been referred
to unambiguously in 485. Use of an unwarranted
substantive hardly agrees with the meticulousness of
expression evident in 2.481-90. Secondly, if the
substantive dgama were to be repeated at all, it would
have been repeated most probably after employing
an appropriate form of the demonstrative pronoun;
that is, dgamo vyavasthitah| tam agamam labdhod . . . does
not seem strange, but dgamo vyavasthitah| dgamam labdhva

8 Cf. Vamana, Kadvyilamkara-satra-vrtti 5.2.21 (p. 77-8 of the
Nirpaya Sagara edition of 1953) : anabhihite [Panini 2.3.1] ity atra
siitre tin-krt-taddhita-samasaih [Varttika 5] it parigananam krtam.
tasya prayikatvan nipatenapy abhihite karmani na karma-vibhaktir bhavati,
yatha visa-vrkso ’pi samvardlz_ya svayam chettum asarppratam [Kumara-
sambhava 2.55] ziti. Also, Siddhantakaumudi on 2.3.1-2 in Kiraka-
prakarana 537. Note the construction rajfia sa mahipatih mgrh_ya
tulyavasthah vyadhiyata in Raja-tarangini, 4.305.
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... does seem strange; the two sentences do not join
smoothly ‘in the latter case.” : :

A ]

2.3 The above considerations, however, do not seem
so strong to me as to force an emendation on us; their
strength extends only to making a prima facie case that
the wording available to us may not be the original
one. The argument they build up is essentially stylistic.
That words are used in a measured, considered manner
in verses 2.481-90 does not necessarily mean that their
author will not repeat a substantive for the sake of the
metre or for the sake of emphasizing some aspect.®
Similarly, the absence of a fam is a matter of stylistic
sensitivity; it is an expression that would have made
the reference of dgama more pointed, but it is not
_absolutely required by the context. Being aware of
these counter-arguments and of at least one other
plausible way of explaining the construction dgamam
labdhvd sa bahu-$dkhatvam nitak, I do not wish to propose
that the text of 486a be emended. |

2.4 If it is decided that the text as handed down
in manuscripts should not be tampered with, then the
grammatical problem seen in dgamam labdhvd sa

7 One would get a similar feeling if someone decided to avoid
using pronouns in constructing English sentences and repeated the.
related nouns whenever necessary. @ Why this happens is an
interesting question, but it need not be answered here.

. 8 For example, the intention could be tosay: ‘one does not
expect that a culturally less active area like a mountain would
preserve knowledge that is lost elsewhere, but it is at 2 mountain
that Candricirya acquired the dgama which the successors of
Patafijali had lost.’ : S -
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bahusakhatvam nitah must be solved by probing deeper
into syntax. Two syntactic solutions are possible:

(a) One could assume that the author of 486 feels

like referring to the vygkarandgama by sak once again after
he has referred to it by @gamam because an expression
like bhasyabijanusaribhik actually intervenes and an
expression like bhasya-bijanusaribhih candracaryadibhih men-
tally intervenes. A sentence like margam labdhkva
Srantcis trsitaih ksudhitai rgja-putraih sa punar hapitah (‘After
having found the path,the exhausted,thirsty,and hungry
princes lost it again’) does not seem strange. Only
‘when the expressions between mdargam labdhva and sak
are removed and the sentence is shortened to margam
labdhva sa hapitak do we get the feeling that some devia-
tion from standard Sanskrit has taken place; we feel
like asking, € If this is what the author has in mind,
why did he not write labdho margah punar hapitah or
margam labdhva te tam punar hapitavantah?’ :

(b) If one assumes that the reference of ggamam
and sak is to different entities then dgamam labdhva sa
bahu-Sakhatvam nitak is not a strange or ungrammatical
construction. For example, vajram labdhva manir bahu-
bhedatvam nitah and visavrksam samovardhya amra-vrkso
bahu-khandatvam nitak are acceptable sentences.

2.5 ‘The 7T7ka ascribed to Punya-rdja or Hela-
rija (see fn. 2 above) accepts the second possibility and
does not seem to be aware of the first.? It understands

% The 7ika introduces and explains 486 as follows: atha kala-
niarena candracaryadibhir agamam labdhva tena copaya-bhiitena - sakalani
bhasyavasthitani yani nydya-bijani tany anusrtya vyakarandgamah punar
api sphitatam nita ity abhidhatum aha . . . parvatat tri-kitatka-desa-varti-
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agamam as referring to a mila-bhiita vyakaranagama and
sak as referring to the vyakaranagama that the students
of Patafijali lost. According to it, what happened in
the history of Paninian grammar was essentially this:
Because of the peculiar style of the Makabhasya and
because of the insensitive interpretations-advanced by
Vaiji and others, the successors of Patafijali lost the
knowledge of what Pataiijali actually wished to say and
what Patafijali accepted as siddhanta. This knowledge
was no longer a part of their living tradition of study
and was preserved only in manuscripts among the
Southerners. Candricirya and others again gave it
currency in a much developed form, once they came in
possession of the miala-bhiita vyakaranigama. In other
words, although the Tika seems hesistant and hazy,1®

tilingatka-desad iti. tatra hy wupala-tale ravapa-viracito mila-bhita-
oydkarandgamas tisthati. kenacic ca brahma-raksasiniya [sa?] candra-
carya-vasurata-guru-prabhrtinam datta iti. taih khalu yathavad vyakara-
nasya sva-ripam tata upalabhya, satatam ca Sisyanam vyakhyaya [vyakarana-
gamo?] bahu-sakhitvam nito vistaram prapita ity anusriyate.

+ 10 Note that in the 77kd comment dgama/ mila-bhiita-vyakarana-
gama and vydkaranagama are nowhere placed near each other in such
a manner as to make their distinction readily intelligible. In the
passage introducing 486, one cannot immediately determine
whether the ggama referred to by dgamam labdhva tena copaya-bhiitena
is the same as the yydkarandgama referred to by uvyakaranagamah
punar api sphitatam nitah, and thus identical with the yyakarandgama
spoken of in verse 485. It is also not clear if that dgama is a means
(upaya) with respect to following the intimations in the Mahabhisya
~ (bhasyavasthitani yani nydya-bijani tany anusrtya) or with respect to
making the obscure vydkaranagama easily noticeable (vyakaranidgamah
punar api sphitatam nitak). As for the passage following the text
of 486 in the Tika, there seems to have been a studied effortnot to
state explicitly the object of satatam ca Sisyanam vyakhyaya bahu-
Sakhitvam nitah and thus to play down the presence of vyakaranagamak
and sak in verses 485 and 486. :



INTERPRETING VAKYAPADIvA Z2.486 589

it probably visualizes the relevant happenings as
follows: Gandracarya and others got hold of the essen-
tial, most fundamental, body of Vaiyikarana doctrines.
They studied the intimations in the Mahabhdsya on
the background of these doctrines; they used  the
principles implicit in Patafijali’s statements to provide
flesh to the skeleton they had received. This activity
enabled them to make current once again a multi-
faceted, robust tradition of Vaiyakarana views.

2.6 There are several problems associated with
the reconstruction of events given in the 77ka. First
of all, no author is likely to use a very general word
like dgama for a vezry specific mala-bhiita yyakarandgama
without adding the necessary qualifications. Such an
unqualified use 1is especially unlikely when the word
agama could be mistaken as referring to the general
vyakarandgama or the Mahabhasya-related vyakaranagama
(see fn. 18 below) mentioned in the immediately preced-
ing verse. Besides, the verses 481-90 have been written
with such a clear awareness of sequence that it seems
highly improbable that their author would suddenly
switch the reference of dgama from uvygkaranagama to
mila-bhiita vygkaranagama. 1f he had such a switch
m mind he would have in all likelihood written a verse
between present 485 and 486 making the transition
possible. ~ As matters stand, even the 7Tika does not
give any hint of a verse missing in between. Moreover,
nowhere else in Sanskrit literature, as far as I am aware,
is the notion of an eternal but ordinarily inaccessible
mitla-bhiita vyakarandgama corroborated. To be noted
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in this connection is also the fact that the 7ikad explana-
tion does not clarify what the relation of the activities
of Candracarya and others was ‘to the vyakarandgama-
granthal® preserved among the Southerners. Did Gandra-
carya and others get hold of this grantha or was the
furthering of yyakaranagama achieved by them indepen-
dently of the grantha—achieved only through the miila-
bhiita vyukarapdgama and study of the Mahabhdsya? 1Itis
obviously the first alternative that is more likely to
have been intended by the author of 486, for if Candra-
carya and others are not said to have known the
grantha, the mention of grantha in verse 485 becomes
vacuous, and Candracarya and others cannot be said
to have made the vydkarandgama many-branched; they
cannot make many-branched something they ‘do not
possess, and verse 485 tells us that yyakararnagama was
preserved only in grantha form (note grantha-nzdffe).
But if Candracarya and- others did get hold of the
grantha and the gyakaran@gama contained in it, how do we
get a statement to that effect from 486a, should we
decide to follow the Tikd explanation ? Under that expla-
nation, once 486a is made to state that Candracarya and
others got hold of the mila-bhiita vyakarandgama we have
no space to accommodate a statement to the effect that
Candracarya and others got hold of the gygkarandgama

11 T retain the exprcséion grantha in order to be able to preserve
the ambiguity of the original; verse 485 does not specify whether
the wvydkaranagama was preserved in one grantha (manuscript,
composition, written form of a2 work, manuscript bundle) or several
grantha-s. ' o
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that the successors of Pataifijali had lost.!? Thus,
the Tika explanation is untenable for more than one
reason.13® |

2.7 The outcome of the discussion so far is that,
in the present state of our resources, alternative (a)
mentioned in 2.4 above is the best solution available.
True, it implies acceptance of a certain laxity in the
composition of 486, with part of that laxity attributable
to intervening expressions. However, it does not at

~ 12 Tt may be said by way of objection that I am putting too
specific an interpretation on the word mila-bhita—that what the
author of the 7ikd@ means is nothing more than vyakaranagama;
he characterizes it as miila-bhiita because it was vital to the under-
standing of the Mahabhdsya and the doctrines of the Vaiya-
karana-s; his intention is not to set miila-bhiita vy@karanigama apart
from gyakaranagama (see fn. 10 above). In other words, miila-
bhiata is an adjective that describes, not one that distinguishes.
However, it seems extremely unlikely to me that mala-bhita is
intended as a simple descriptive, emphatic, adjective. The author
of the summary verses appearing at the end of the 77k@ manuscripts,
who was most probably a junior contemporary of, if not identical
with, the author of the 7Tika (Aklujkar 1974:181-4), certainly
did not take it that way. The relevant verse in his composi-
tion is: bhrastasyamnaya-sarasya vaiyakarana-gaminah| mila-bhiitam
avapyatha parvatad dgamam svayam/[[. Here the vaiyakarana-gamin
amnayasara (that is, the gydkarandgama) is clearly distinguished from
the miila-bhiita dgama. Thus, the Tika words have been understood
as I understand them almost from the time ofits author. Secondly,
if vyakaranagama and miila-bhita vyakarandgama are deemed identical,
the Tikd must be understood as implying that the successors of
Patafijali mentioned in 485 were initially in possession of a ravana-
viracita dgama and that grantha in 485 means °inscribed on stone
(upala-tala)’. However, these implications are not at all supported
by the 7ik@a comment on 485. v .

13 Note also that there is no suggestion of two dgama-s in the
Raja-tarangini (1.176) passage reminiscent of 486: candrdcaryadibhir
labdhvadesam [v. 1. labdhva desat] tasmat taddgamam [read sahagamam?]/
pravartitam maha-bhasyam svam ca vyakaranam kriamf/. '
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least force us into any intellectual acrobatics or assump-
tion of unexpressed distinctions. Besides, although I
have so far been able to find only one,'* many sentences
showing the influence of intervening expressions on
constructions of the type dgamo labdhva bahu-Sakhatvam
nitah may be found in Sanskrit literature. 1f they are
found, then the only problem with the wording of 486
will be the use of the word dgama when it could have
been contextually understood. As pointed out in 23
above, this is hardly a serious problem. The greatest.
merit of solution (a), however, is that it leaves room
for answering question (a) in 1.2 above in a com-
monsensical way. )

3.1 Given the background that verses 481-485
provide and the result (bahu-sakhatvam nitah) that 486
speaks of, what could Candracarya and others be under-
stood as having done or gonc through? It is quite
clear that in their days the Mahabhasya-related vyakarana-
gama had ceased to be a true agama and was, at least ac-
cording to the text we have, preserved only in a remote

14 This is Samkara, Tattvopadesa verse 66 (Minor Works of Sri
Samkardcarya, Poona Oriental Series No. 8, ed. H.R. Bhagavat, 2nd
edn., 1952, p. 24): advayananda-riapat tvam pracyavyativa dhartakaih|
diara-nito ’si dehesu samsararanya-bhamisu|| ¢ Having dislodged you
thoroughly (ativa) from a form consisting of bliss of non-duality,
the rogues have led you far in [the region of] bodies, the jungle
land of transmigration.” Here the construction dhiirtakais tvam
pracyavya [tvam] dira-nito ’si is similar to candracaryadibhir agamam
“labdhvé sa bahu-$akhatvam nitah, unless, of course, the reading toam
can be proved to be a corruption of tvam. As an instance of the
need felt that a pronoun be used to refer to an intervened subject
or object, note Patafijali on Pratyahara-sitra 1 (Kielhorn’s edn.,

vol. I, p. 18): loka rsi-sahasram ekam kapilam ekatkasah sahasrakytvo
dattva taya sarve te sahasra-daksinah sampanndh.



INTERPRETING VAKYAPADIvA 2.486 593

or relatively remote written source or body of sources.
Therefore, the first possibility is that Candracarya and
others would try to make the source or sources not so
remote, that is, to make the Southern grantha available
in the North. The second possibility is that they
would try to collect the scattered written record; a re-
construction of -the dgama would have been impossible
without a systematic exploration of the sources in which
it was preserved. Theé third possibility is that
Candricarya and others would try to interpret what
they found in the South.?® | :

3.2 Of these three possibilities—reintroduction of
manuscriptsin the North, piecing together of the dgama
preserved in the Southern sources, and making sense
of the relevant enlightening works in the South, the
first possibility is not likely to have been intended for
expression in 486a. The words bhkasya-bijanusaribhih and
bahu-sakhatvam nitah indicate that the initial achikrerncnt
registered by Candracarya and others is likely to be
intellectual and unlikely to be a simple transcription of
manuscripts. Besides, if Candracarya and others had
been responsible for giving wider currency to a work
or body of works, details such as title, etc. of that work

15 Theoretically, this interpretation could have been two-fold:
(a) reading the Southern record by mastering its script, and
(b) making sense of the sentences or remarks seen in the record.
The first type of interpretation, however, is not likely to be meant
here. Since Sanskrit manuscripts were commonly written in the
local scripts, decipherment was probably not considered to be such
a rare achievement as to' deserve a special mention. Secondly,
the accompanying qualification bhkdsya-bijanusaribhik indicates that
the achievement of Candracarya and others was interpretative in
the sense of understanding, comprehension, or making sense.

38
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or body of werks would probably have been provided.
Nor does the first possibility agree with the general and
primary sense of dgama (°traditionally handed down
knowledge ’ as explained in Aklujkar 1971:169-70).

3.3 Thus, if we are to follow the indications that
485 and 486 give, the initial achievement of Candricarya
and others can be narrowed down to (a) culling of the
vyakarandgama bearing on the Mahabhasya from various
works preserved in the South and (b) interpretation of
the works surviving in the South that contained informa-
tion crucial to a proper understanding of the Maha-
bhasya which had ceased to be properly studied.
Now, these two activities are mutually complementary
in practice. Mere collection of relevant passages or
works is useless without interpretation, and no satis-
factory interpretation of texts which have gone out of
currency is possible unless passages of similar . or
related import are put near each other. Therefore,
what Candracarya and his associates or successors did
was probably both collation and exegesis. |

3.4 I thus understand recovery of as much oyi-
karanagama as was available in 'a book-bound, moribund
form to be the nature of the activity referred to by
agamam labdhod. T do not think that the dgama referred
to in this phrase is different from the yyakaranagama
mentioned in 485 or is one, specific, work. I view
Candriacarya and others as having in their possession
the Mahabhasyal® and some other texts of the Paninian

16 Attempts have been made, most notably by Albrecht
Weber and S. D. Joshi, toinfer from verses 481-90 that the text of
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system (including the Astadhyayil? and varttitka) but
no reliable interpretation of the Mahabhasya'® and no
precise knowledge of what the Mahkdbhdasya had implicitly
taken from the Samgraha and related works. Generally,
it was the pre-Pataiijali scholarship in theories about
language, grammar, and related topics and the knowl-
edge of the influence of that scholarship on Patafijali’s
own thinking that had become elusive by the time of
Candracarya and his associates. The inability of their
predecessors to cope with a work that demanded
knowledge of several branches of learning and the
prevalence of Mahabhdsya interpretations based on
uninformed guess-work (Suska tarka; see Aklujkar 1978:
18; Cardona 1978: 95-6) authored by Vaiji, Saubhava,

the Mahabhasya survived precariously before Candracarya establish-
ed it again. Kielhorn (1876) and Cardona (1978) have pointed
out that the verses do not support any such inference.

17 Remarks by Thieme (1956: 19 fn. 45-6) and Cardona
(1978: 97, lines 6-10) leave the impression that in their view the
understanding and use of the Astadhyayt had suffered a decline
before Candracarya recovered the dgama. As indicated in
Aklujkar 1978:16-9, the evidence before us does not warrant this
conclusion. Although a Mahabhasya-related agama  would
include at least some knowledge contained in or inspired by the
Astadhyay: and although improper understanding of the Adaha-
bhdsya may in some cases result in an improper understanding of the
Astadhyayt, we have no indications in the available evidence that
the Astadhyayi as such was eclipsed—either as a body of knowledge
or as a generally accessible text.

18 Tt should be borne in mind that bArastah in 485b is an attri-
butive (qualifying or delimiting) adjective, not a predicate
adjective. The author’s intention is not to assert loss of the entire
vyakaranaggama or the entire Paninian grammatical tradition, but to
speak of the lost portion of the vydkarapagama. That this vygka-
randgama is one which has a bearing on the Mahabhasya is some-

thing we know from the context (patafijalinag, mahabhasye,
pataiijali-Sisyebhyah).



296 THE ADYAR LIBRARY BULLETIN

and Haryaksa had deprived them of information necess-
ary for a proper understanding of the Mahabhisya
(not necessarily of the Astadhyayi; see Aklujkar 1978:
18-9). It is this information they must have tried to
get, and their success in getting it or a significant part
of it must constitute the @gama-ldbha. Since they could
not have got the information unless they searched for
pre-Pataifijali works, works incorporating contents of
pre-Pataiijali works, and works directly (as com-
mentaries) or indirectly relevant in the study of the
Mahabhasya, and studied whatever materials became
available to them, dgama-labha amounts to search
and understanding of nearly-lost relevant works and
fragments thereof.1? |

19 (a) If mala-bhiita in the Tika explanation (fn.9) is taken as
a simple descriptive or emphatic adjective (fns. 10, 12 and 13),
my interpretation may be said to agree with the 7ikg interpretation
in spirit, although certainly not in details. ‘Both the interpretations
would then converge to the extent of describing the recovered
dagama as fundamental,as basic, to the understanding of the Paninian
tradition in general and of the AMahabhasya in particular, as one
having general relevance as well as immediate specific application.
The details of the 77kad explanation I would eschew would then be
upala-tale, ravana-viracitah, and brahma-raksasaniya dattah.

(b) My interpretation agrees with Kielhorn’s (1876:245) in
that he too attempts (although implicitly) to divest verse 486 of
the supernatural elements associated with it. We differ in our
understanding of what Candracarya and others discovered in the
South. According to Kielhorn, the discovered matter was ‘ written
... commentaries which gave the traditional interpretation [of
the Mahabhasyal’. 1 find this interpretation too specific to be
reconciled with the primary sense of @gama and the drift of 481-7.
The author of 481-7 is evidently concerned with some knowledge
which was common to the Samgraha and the Mahabhasya, which
could be used for understanding (or in conjunction with) the
principles implicit in the Mahabkasya (note bhasya-bijanusaribhik),and
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3.5 Since I was so far concerned with discussing
the most probable interpretation of only agamam labdhvé,
1 have ignored the presence of the word parvatit and
have used expressions that leave room for the inference
that Candriacarya and others acquired the dgamaportions
at a number of distant places in the South. Hence it
needs to be clarified that this inference is not an un-
avoidable aspect of my exposition of dgamam labdhva.
What is necessary if my interpretation is to stand is that
Candriacirya and his associates be thought of as having
visited a number of places in the South and as having
made as thorough an effort as was possible in the then
prevailing conditions; it is not necessary that they be
‘thought of as having acquired the dgama at a number of
places removed from each other. Therefore, the word
parvatat which indicates that the acquisition of agama
took place in one region or took place mostly in one
region does not conflict with my interpretation. It
merely implies that even the written sources for the
agama had become scarce and were not found, as far
as the search by Candracarya and others was concerned,
outside a region identifiable as parvata.

which had the potential for development into a variety of views or
principles (note bahu-Xakhatvam nitak . .. nyaya-prasthana-margams
tan). Such knowledge could be gathered from the commentaries
on the Mahabhasya, but it need not be viewed as exclusively avail-
able in them. Besides, if the uncertainty of interpretation evident
in Bhartrhari’s Mahabhdsya-tika is any indication, a definite or
mostly definite traditional interpretation such as the one com-
mentaries would provide does not seem to have been available
in Bhartrhari’s time. It is, therefore, unlikely to have been
acquired by Candricarya who does not seem to be far removed
from Bhartrhari in time,
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3.6 I prefer the interpretation given in the last
five paragraphs to the one found in the 77kd for a
number of reasons: ‘

(a) It arises out of and agrees with the context of
486. According to it, Candracarya and his followers
carry out what we would expect them to carry out in
the situation described in 481-5.

(b) It appeals to no supernatural event or person.

(c) It does not necessitate the assumption of an un-
substantiated, permanent but almost inaccessible, dgama. ‘

(d) We are not required to admit a sudden shift in
the use of the word dgama—Ifrom ovyakaranagama to
miilabhiita vyakarandgama or from °knowledge handed
down in a tradition’ to ¢ a specific text’. |

(e) Comflict with the Raja-tarangini passage echoing
486 (see fn. 13 above) is avoided. That passage seems
to speak of an dgama whose immediate usefulness was
in bringing the Mahabhasya into academic currency, in
making the Makhdbhkdsya a respectable and hence at-
tractive text for serious students. My interpretation
presupposes precisely such an agama.

(f) The nature of the dgama that Candracarya
and others managed to salvage should be reflect-
ed in the Vakyapadiya| Trikand:, for as verse 487
tells us, the Vakyapadiya| Trikdnd: is based on Bhartr-
hari’s?® own view as well as the many-branch-
ed agama or nyaya-prasthana-marga-s that Candréacarya
and others succeeded in developing after they got the
agama. Now, even a rapid reading of Bhartrhari’s

20 Or Vasurita’s, if the Tika explanation is followed.
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work will bring home the fact that the dgama it contains
is almost always related to the Mahabhdsya. More often
than not the pattern is one of stating some theses in
the area of language and grammar and then mention-
ing or discussing some Mahdbhasya statements that could
be associated with those theses. This pattern is parti-
cularly obvious in the third 'xdzzgla but is not missing in
the first two kanda-s particularly in the Vrtti portion.2t
Traditional scholars have not been oblivious to it.2?
Thus, there can be no doubt that dgama as it related to
the Mahabhasya was something that Bhartrhari valued
greatly. The interpretation I have proposed agrees
with this observation, as it does not rest on the notion
of an dgama distantly or indirectly related to the Maha-
bhasya.

(g) We know it as a fact, especially after the
discovery of Kautilya’s Artha-Sastra and the Bhasa
plays, that many Sanskrit works which would throw a
flood of light on dark periods and serve to link later
works to earlier werks survived in manuscript form in
the South long after they ceased to be available in the
North. This was but natural in view of the relatively

21 Bhartrhari’s commentary to the Makabhasya retains the
thrust of this pattern, but naturally, since it must follow the order
of Moahabhasya statements, reverses the sequence of the constituents
of the pattern; wherever the Mahabhasya statements can be related
to the general theses of the Vaiyakarana-s it cites or utilizes those
general theses. ‘

22 In concluding the Prakirna-prakasa, Hela-raja observes:
sakti-sriyak . . . etah . . . harer bhasyabdhi-piyisa-cchatacchurita-vigrahak.
One of the introductory verses of Taranatha Tarka-vacaspati’s
Sabdartha-ratna is as follows: mahadbhasyartha<tatparya-jiiapikah
karikak svayam| krtva vakyapadiydkhyam nibandham krtavan harik/|.
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greater freedom the South enjoyed from agression, the
more durable writing material it abundantly had, the
financial support its scholars received, and the tradition
it created of bestowing filial care on manuscripts.
Distant regions tend to preserve older language forms
as well as works. Hence an interpretation of 486a
which. mainly argues that the situation concerning
Sanskrit works was essentially the same in the days
of Candricarya as we have witnessed it to be in the
twentieth century should not come as a surprise.

3.7 To sum up, just as we need to distinguish our
perspective from that of the author of 486 (1.2 above),
we should distinguish the 77ka@ author’s perspective
from that of the author of 486. The 77ka interpreta-
tion, particularly because of its twofold understanding
of agama, is not the one we should view as intended in
parvatad adgamam labdhvd. The supernatural element in
it may go back to the author 0f481-90, for the possibility
of that author having believed that Candracarya and
others were guided to the lost vyakaranigama through
some extraordinary encounter cannot be logically ruled
out. However, we can be certain that the possibility
is not expressed in 486 and that, for this reason, it
should be treated as non-existent. It seems more than
likely that in the days of Bhartrhari and his disciples the
story of Candracarya’s acquisition of the ggama was a
simple tale of intelligent guesses and determined search,
in which the only miracle was that Candracarya suc-
ceeded in the face of overwhelming odds. The
simple tale seems to have been gradually mythologized
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in the Vaiyikarana tradition in the following period of
five or more centuries.
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