Paninian Studies”’
G. Cardona

1. Papinian studies have continued to flourish in recent years. The work done spans all
major aspects of the field. A new English translation of the Astadhyayl has recently appeared
(Katre 1987), and an excellent introduction to Panini’s system has been published (Junnarkar
1977; see also Bhagavat 1985). In addition, the first parts of projected lengthy works on Panini,
his methodology, and traditions associated with his work have recently appeared (Sharma 1987,
Cardona 1988; see also Filliozat 1988). Translations into English and French of the Mahabhisya
and its major commentaries (Joshi -Roodbergen 1975, 1976, 1980, 1981, 1986; Filliozat
1975-1980, Yagi 1984) continue; M. S. Narasimhacharya’s extremely valuable edition of
commentaries on the Mahibhisya and the Pradlpa, most importantly the Praki$a and

~ Annambhatta’s Uddyotana has been completed (1973-1983); recently, a series of insightful
articles by Devasvarupa Mifra (1978), in Sanskrit, on the Mahibhisya was published. Further,
a new edition, with English translation and notes, of Bhartrhari’s important Mahabhasyadipiki
.(Palsule 1983, Limaye-Palsule-Bhagavat 1984, Bhagavat-Bhate 1986, Bronkhorst 1987a) has

—almost been completed, and the text has been made available in a facsimile edition of the only
available manuscript (see Dipika). Considerable valuable work continues to be carried out on
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadlya. A critical edition of the Kirika text is now available (Rau 1977); the
second d kinda with Punyardja’s commentary and the extant part of the svopajfiavrtti has been
edxted anew (Subramania Iyer-Aklujkar 1983); Rau (1981) has edited and annotated the
VAkyapad!yaprameyasamgraha K. A. Subramania Iyer’s translation of the second k4nda has been
published (1977); Raghunitha Sarma (1977, 1979, 1980) has completed his commentary on this
major work, together with the first part of his discussion on variant readings, a new translation,
into Gujarati, was recently published (Shukla 1984); and A. N. Aklujkar’s critical edition of the
svopajfiavrtti together with an index, is nearing completion. Editions of other important texts in
the Papinian traditions are also being made available. Thus, Haradatta’s Padamafijari was recently
edited anew (Ramachandrudu-Sarma 1981); Ramacandra’s PrakriyikaumudI has been reedited
together with Srikrsna’s Prakisa (Muralidhara Miéra 1977-1980); new editions of Kaundbhatta’s
Vaiylkarapabhllsana have appeared (M. Bhattachirya 1985, Misra 1987); NageSa’s
Vaiyakaransiddhintamatijisi has recently been edited twice (Sukla 1977, Kapil Dev Shastri 1985);
the Paramalaghumaiijisd has again been published, with Sanskrit commentary and Hindi
translations (Kapil Dev Shastri 1975, Jaya Shankar Lal Tripathi 1985) as well as with a Marathi
translation (Bhagavat 1984), and a fully critical edition of this work, with an annotated English
translation, is soon to be completed (Cardona forthcoming b). In addition, a good annotated
translation of an important section in Kaundabhatta's VaiyakaranabhGisana has been published
(Gune 1978). The active state of research in the field can readily be seen from such recent
monographs as those of B. Bhattacharya (1985), Bronkhorst (1987) Cardona (1983), Deshpande
(1982, 198S5), Kiparsky (1979, 1982), Subramanya Iyer (1982), as well as a collection of articles
such as in Joshi-Laddu (1982), and other works mentioned in the appended bibliography, which
is by no means complete.

The work carried out in the last decade or so of course represents, in great part, a continuation
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of work done by predecessors. It is also quite varied, both in scope and in quality, so that it
would be neither possible nor advisable to attempt an appraisal of even a large portion of this
" work in a brief article like this'. Instead, I think it proper and useful to concentrate on some
works that illustrate trends which I see continue to be reflected in recent work and to assess their
results, their premisses and their promises for future research.

2. Scholars have long been interested in the history of the Astidhyiyi, and a grcat deal
has been written on interpolations in the text®. The tendency to find in Panini’s work evidence
of massive interpolations made by post-Paninlan grammarians has continued.

2.1. One of the major reasons claimed for considering that rules contained in the AstAdhyayT
as known to Paninlyas represent additions to an earlier version of the text is that the received
textual verison shows inconsistencies. Of course, what is claimed to be inconsistent may well
appear to be so only in the limited vision of the scholar putting forth the claim. It will be
methodologically instructive to consider a recent claim of truly massive interpolation, according
to which all the sdrtasconcerning’compounds and derivates with taddhitaaffixes are later additions
to the Astddhyayl. As the authors who defend the thesis remark, this ‘involves major surgery in
the present text of the Astadhydyr’ |

The principal reason for adopting this position is the authors’ perception of inconsistency
in terminology. Thus, rules providing for compound formation make use of terms which refer
to the semantic sphere of a compound, and of terms referring to items that terminate in endings
of particular triplets. For example, AstadhyayT 2.1.24: fadrr Brardiaufararaeaurams: provides
that a pada terminating in a second-triplet (accusative) ending (dvitlyd) optionally combines to
form a tatpurusa compound with a related pada that includes one of the terms $rita resorted to’,
atlta ‘gone beyond, surpassed,” patita ‘fallen’, gata ‘gone’, dtyasta ‘thrown beyond’, prdpta
reached, attained’, gpanna ‘reached’, e.g. kasta-srita ‘one who has undergone hardship’ is derived
by combining the padas kasta-am and $rita-s, the former including the second triplet cnding am;
the compound alternates with a sentential expression kastam $ritah, with two independent padas.
AstadhyayT 2.1.26: WA &Y also provides for a compound with a pada containing a second triplet
ending, namely one with the term khatva. In addition, the rule specifies that the compound is
formed if the sense of pejoration, censure (ksepe)is conveyed, as in khatvaridhah ‘one who has
climbed into bed”’, used with reference to a student who, contrary to established practice, sleeps
in a bed instead of on the ground during his studics or who marries before receiving proper
permission. Again, Astadhyayl 2.1.37: 953HI %39 lets a nomimal with a fifth-triplct (ablative)
ending (padcami) optionally combine with a related form of bhaya ‘fear’ to form a tatpurusa
compound, as in caurabhayam (-caura-bhyas-bhaya-s) ‘fear of thieves.” The nominal endings
contained in padas such as kasta-am, khatvd-am, caura-bhyas are introduced on condition that
particular participants in actions, as assigned to given syntacitic-semantic categories, are to be
signified. For example, AstadhyayT 2.3.2: " R introduces a second -triplet ending after
a nominal if a karmanis to be signifed, and 2.3.18: MR YT introduces a fifth-triplet ending
after a nominal when an apadanais to be signified. Other rules of the Astadhy3yT assign participants
to particular kdraka categories under specified conditions. Thus, Astadhyayl 1.4.24-25:
YAIRAIsIRF] WETIFT 9aeg: provide that a kdraka which functions as point of departure is
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assigned the class name gpddina, which also applies to a kdraka that functions as source of fear
with respect to acts denoted by verbs with the meanings of bAT ‘fear’, tra ‘protect;1.4.49-50:
FNIfCTaeE 1 TURlh G assign to the karman category a kdraka which functions as
the primary goal of one classed as agent as well as a kdraka that is related similarly to an action
but which an agent either actively seeks not to reach or towards which he is neutral. For example,
grdmat ( - grdma - as) ‘village’ in AAGEEBHY ...Yis coming from the village’ and caurebhyas
(caura-bhyas) in IR AR ... ‘is afraid of thieves refer to a village and thieves’ assigned to
the apddana category; kasta-am refers to difficulty, hardhship assigned to the karman category.
Now, a compounding rule such as Astadhyayl 2.1.24 or 2.1.37 refers to padas that terminate
in paricular triplets of nominal endings, not to kirakas: The rules are formulated as shown, not
as *&f Brarha * 3UIEH HA. On the other hand, satras which have to do with introducing krt
affixes do use kdraka category labels. For example, Astidhyayl 3.4.67: @R & concemns krt
affixes in general: These are introduced to singify an agent, as in kartr-, Kdraka - doer, maker,
with the krtsuffixes trc pvul.* On the basis of such difference in terminology, the claim has been
made that rules in the section of the AstadhyayT dealing with compound formation and those dealing
with krt affixes need not stem from the same author.’

- Another sort of inconsistency is perceived in the organization of groups of satras in the
Astadhyayl. Thus, rules such as 1.4.24-25, 49-50 ... part of the block of satras 1.4.23-55---
serve to assign kdrakas to particular classes, and these classifications serve to condition the
introduction of nominal endings, by rules such as Astadhyayl 2.3.2, 18. But the two blocks of
rules are not contiguous. And this is considercd to be an inconsistency.®

2.2. The need to see inconsistency in rules such as those considered in section 2.1 reflects,
I think, an exaggerated eagerness to find difficulties where there are none, on the part of scholars
who do not come to grips with principles of organization that are not all that difficult to perceive.

Panini’s entire derivation’s system reflects well founded principles that are fairly patent.” He
operates with two kinds of bases: verbs (dhdtu) and nominal bases (prdtipadika). Each of these
is either primitive or derived. For example, &r‘do, make’ and go ‘cow, bull’, are primitive bases,
but the desideratives cikirsa ‘wish to do, make’ and the causative kJri‘have ... do, have .... make’
are derived verbs, and kartr-,kasta-srita-are derived nominal bases. Moreover, Panini perceptively
derives such bases from other elements throug® a formal machinery. Thus, he introduces
postnominal endings‘ after nominal bases to arrive at padas such as kasta-am and $rita-s. From
these, through applying phonological rules, .one can arrive at strings such as kastam S$ritah
Alternatively, the related padas can be bracketed together in a compound, the endings in which
are then deleted: Kasta-am-srita-s - kasta-srita-. To form a pada such as kasta-am in the first
instance, Panini introduces an ending (Astadhydyi 2.3.2 (see 2.1)) after a nominal base; and a
derived base such as kastasritacan then enter into the same derivational process whereby an ending
is also introduced after it under specified conditions. Now, endings such as am in kasta-am of
kasta-am $rita-s are introduced on condition that particular kdrakas assigned to given categories
are to be signified. Once a padalike kasta-am has been formed, it is of course quite proper to
refer to it as an element that terminates in a second-triplet ending (dvitiyg). It is understandable
that a rule such as AstadhyayT 2.1.24 (see 2.1) has dvitiydinstead of karma Indeed, since Panini’s
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compositional rules operate on padas, it is only proper that he formulates the rule in this manner.
Far from reflecting any .sort of inconsistency due to interpolation, then, the difference in
terminology among the rules in question reflects a well wrought and organized system of derivation.

Similarly, it should not surprise one that rules which introduce nominal endings be separated
from sdtras that assign kdrakasto categories. The latter are put in a section of the grammar that
deals with classes which are generally disjunct, and these classes involve not only kJrakas but
also linguistic elements such as particles (nipata) and compounds. All such rules are placed in
a single section of the grammar, governed by a heading which provides that a given entity may
bear only one class name unless otherwise provided for.® Tie sdtras which introduce vibhaktis
after nominal bases do not belong in this block of rules. Again, therefore, thg:re is no inconsistency
pointing to interpolation.

Recent claims of massive interpolation in the received text of the AstaddhyayT thus not only
continue a long-standing tendency (see note 2) to find evidence of -such interpolations on a large
scale, they also continue to reflect on the part of scholars who insist on finding such interpolations
an inability or unwillingness to perceive in the work clear and well conceived principles of
organization. It would be well to concentrate on discerning and-understanding more fully such
principles and the bases on which they are founded rather than to go on in a quest for purging
the Astadhyayl of perceived massive interpolations®

3. Another aspect of Panini’s grammar that has recently attractcd considerable attention
is the manner in which he relates rules to each other. Certain claims made, moreover, may fruitfully
be considered not only in connection with Panini’s principles of organization but also with respect
to our attitudes towards the commentatorial traditions associated with the Astadhyayi

3.1 Let us consider the arguments presented in varttikas 1-S .on Astadhyayir 6.1.86:
§cagPRIRIE:, which concerns a relation between rules and operations of the section headed by
6.1.84: U Qjﬂ@ Rules of this section let a single substntue replace two contiguous substituends.
Such a rule'® is suspended (asiddha) with respect to rulés that provide for s replacement and
for the insertion of a final augment tuk In his first vdrttika on 6.1.86. Kitydyana notes that this
suspension serves two purposes : 1) To preclude the application of what would take effect as’
conditioned by a replacement (Jddesalaksanapratisedhartham); 2) To allow the occurrence of what
is conditioned by an original element that is subject to replacement (uisargalaksanabhavartham)"!
Standard examples for 1) and 2) as given by Pataiijali and other Paniniyas, are: ®R=aq (IR
3Raq) ‘Who did the irrigating?'? and adhitya ‘after studying’ (eadhi-iyac-adhi-itvd.

There are also two possible interpretations concerning what is suspended: 6.1.86 provides
that (A): the result of an operation (kdrya... ‘to be carried out’) that has taken effect is suspended
(karyasiddhatva); or it provides that (B): a rule ($3stra)is suspended (. cé'strﬂs'lddhatva} I shall speak
of (A) operation suspension and (B) rule suspension.

For instances of (1), the distinction between the two types of suspension is not crucial.
Thus assume that 6.1.86 provides, under (A), that the single substitute -o- in kosiricatis suspended
with respect to the possible replacement of -sby -s-'* All this means is that the replacement
of au'by - o takes effect, but then is suspended with respect to the substitution of -§ for -,
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so that the latter does not take effect after - o- has come about. Under (B), 6.1.86 provides that
the rule which serves to replace -o a- by -0-'* is suspended with respect to the rule that has
- & replace -s (Astadhyayl 8.3.59, see note 13). In effect, then, rule 6.1.109 ceases to exist
in relation to 8.3.59, so that, although it does indeed apply when its conditions are met, it does
not thereby provide a context in which 8.3.59 can apply. :

For instances of (2), on the other hand, the distinction between (A) and (B) is pertinent. Given
-I-ya, in which -i- occurs before the affix Jyap, the augment fuk can be added (-I-ya-it-ya), by
the rule which provides for that this augment be added to a short véwel precéding a kst affix
marked with p.'> If, however, the contiguous vowels of adhi-iya are replaced by the single long
vowel -I- (adhi-iya —adhlya)® a condition for adding the augment fukis eliminated, since there
is no longer a short vowel before the suffix Jyap. Moreover, even if the augment is added first,
the long-vowel replacement can take effect (adh-i-it-ya - adhftya), but the converse does not hold,
as shown. Long vowel substitution and addition of the augment fuk, then, are related as what
Paninlyas call nitya and anitya operations. And a nitya operation regularly takes precedence over
one which is anitya.'” Accordingly, unless a special provision is made, a general principle of the
grammar dictates that one have a form (adhiya)in which undesiredly, the augment fuk cannot
be added. Panini therefore provides for suspension in Astadhydyl 6.1.86.

Now, under (A) (operation suspension), this sutr2 simply states that the result of replacing
two vowels with a single long vowel 'such as T is suspended with respect to the addition of the
augment. In his second vdarttika,'® Kitydyana remarks that the operation supposed to be
conditioned by the substituend in question does not succeed (utsargalaksandprasiddhih), since the
substituend is absent (utsargabhavat). And, if one should suppose that this operation does succeed
simply by virtue of stating that single-vowel substitution is suspended (asiddhavacanat siddham
iti cet), this is declared improper, since merely stating that one thing is suspended does not result
in the occurrence of the other, which it has eliminated (ninyasyasiddhavacanad anyasya bhivah)'®
That is merely declaring that the -7- of adhiya is suspended does not restore the original short
i required for the augment to be added.?® Hence, it is suggested, two things must be provided
for: suspAension'for deriving sequences such as ko ’sificat and letting a replacement have the status
of its substituend, in order to account for derivates like adhftya! '

This argumentation is clearly based on the assumption that AstidhyayT 6.1.86 provides for
,suspending the results'of operations. For in the next vdrttika,?? Kitydyana goes on to say that
letting the replacement have the value of its substituend has no purpose
(sthinivadvacaninarthakyam), because what” is provided for is the suspension of rules
($3strasiddatvat). As is patent from what Kitylyana has said, moreover, he cannot envision, under
this alternative, that AstadhyayT 6.1.101 (see note 16) should take effect to yield adhfya. On the
contrary, having this rule suspended with respect to Astidhyay! 6.1.71. (see note 15) has the
effect of letting 6.1.71 apply first (adhi-iya—sadhi-itya—adhltya), as Pininlyas have recognized®’

3.2 In his eighth varttika on AstadhyayT 8.2.1: Qd1RiEH Katydyana alludes to what he said
in his comments concerning 6.1.86%* and in his Bhisya on this Pataifijali illustrates how the two
purposes of suspension are served. As examples for (2), he gives the forms amusmai, amusmat,
amusya, amusmin, dervied from the pronoun adas ‘that’ with the basic endings ne, ndasi, das,
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i (respectively, dative, ablative, genitive, locative singular). These endings should be replaced
by smai, smat, sya smin: adas-e— adaa-e —ada-¢°>  ada-smai— amu-smai — amusmai,
adas-as... — ada-as — ada-smdt... - amusmdat, adas-as... — adas-as... ada-sya ... — amusya,
adas-i... — ada-i ... — ada-smin... — amusimirf® Now, Astaidhy3yT 8.2.80 (see note 26) provides
for two substitutions in the pronominal adas once the final -s of this item has been replaced:
an u-vowel substitutes for the sound following -d-, and -d-is replaced by -m-. If these substitutions
were to take effect, giving amu-e and so on, the endings following the pronominal stem would
not be subject to replacement by smaiand so on, since these substitutions apply after stems in
short- #7 Hence, Panini puts 8.2.80 in the section of rules headed by 8.2.2. A rule of this section
is suspended (asiddham) with respect to a preceding rule (padrvatra), so that 8.2.70 is suspended
with respect to 7.1.12 and so on. Under rule suspension, this means that rules of the first seven
and three quarter adhyayas of the Astadhydyr apply before rules of the Trnpﬁd‘f so that the order
of applying rules in deriving amusmai and so on is as I have presented it.2

Since, as shown, in 8.2.1 vdrttika 8, Katyayana alludes to what he said earlier, it is to be
assumed that, as eariler he concluded that Astidhyayf 6.1.86 provides for rule suspension, so
also must he invoke rule suspension for 8.2.1. And later Paniniyas explicitly say that Astadhyayl
8.2.1 provides for rule suspension. For example, in its explication of the sdtra, the Kasikavrtti
remarks that the three-fourths of an adhydya headed by this rule is suspended with respect to
the preceding seventh and three fourths adhydyas and that in the TripadT itself each subsequent
rule is suspended with respect to a preceding one; moreover, the text explicitly uses the term
yoga ‘rule’.?* Commentaors on the Kasikavrtti point out that the very wordmg used hcre shows
that rule suspension is invoked.*®

In addition, commentators consider the implications of the very term asiddha used here. As
Jinendrabuddhi remarks, siddhameans which has come about, is an accomplished entity (nispanna)
and asiddha thus refers to something that has not come about. How, then, one may ask, is it
possible to say that a rule ($3stra)which has indeed been formulated and stated ir the AstidhyayT
be referred to as asiddha, since no number of statements that soniethin‘g thus formulated has
not come about can make it not to have come about. It is because of this, both Jinendra and
Haradatta note, that the Kasika goes on to say that a rule is treated as asiddha {aszddavat), that
is, does not cause an operation that is brought about.?!.

In sum, a sdtra of the Tripadf is indeed an accoraplished entity, a rule which has been
formulated and is part of the corpus. By saying that such a rule is asiddha with respect to a
preceding statement, then, Panini simply means that the siitra in question is declared nonexistent
with respect to that other rule although it is indeed a real part of the grammar and cannot be
denied as such. Hence, I have used ‘suspended’ as a rendition of aszddha Of course, once a sdtra
is thus suspended, its effect is also suspended.

3.3. In vdrttika 4 to AstddhyayT 6.1.86 (see 3.1 with note 21), Kityayana shows that he
draws a clear distincition between the result of an operation being suspended (asiddhatva) and
a replacement’s having the status of its substituend (sthinivadbhava). The same clear distincition
is drawn in another context.
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Astadhydyi 1.1.57: 3/ RIQgEuY (Fenfacieer: 56) provides that the substitute for a vowel
replaced in a right context has the status of its substituend with respect to an operation relative
to an element that precedes the original vowel. In the second vdrttika on this sdtra, it is suggested
that a special provision must be made to forbid ar operation that is conditioned by a replacement
for a vowel in a right context.*? For example, the -u-of vdyu-os‘winds’ (gen. -loc. du) is replaced
by -v- before the vowel of the dual that follows®® There is also a rule** whereby v, yare deleted
before a consonant other than y. Kitydyanas argument here is that, although the extension rule
1.1.57 lets a substitute such as the -v- of vdyu-os have the status of the original vowel, it does
not also deny this semivowel its actual status, so that this could indeed condtition the deletion
of the preceding -y- undersiredly producing forms like “vavoh instead vidyvoh. The suggestion
is then made that the desired results are established if one provides that a vowel replacement
which is conditioned by a right context (ajidesab paranimittakah)is suspended (asiddhah) with
respect to an operation on what precedes.*® Clearly, vdyvosis an instance where suspension is
supposed to prevent what would be conditioned by a replacement.® Equally clearly, Katydyana
and Pataiijali make a sharp, well defined distinction between an extension rule, whereby a property
of an original element is extended to a replacement for that elemert, and a suspension.

3.4. Consider now another sdtrathat provides for suspension. Astadhydyl p.4.22: JRigaeaT
W whereby whatever results from applying a sdtra of the section begining with this rule and
extending through the section headed by 6.4.129: ¥ is teated as suspended®’ with respect to
any other opcration provided by a sitra of this group, provided the operations in question have
the same conditioning element.

Three examples will suffice to illlustrate the procedure. $3dhJ, the second - singular imperative
of $3s ‘instruct, command’ is dcrived from $3s-hi*® and the third-plural imperfects Jsan ‘they
were’ dyan ‘they went’ derive from as-ant, i-ant’® Given $4s-hi, two operations are to be
consdicred: The ending Ai conditions the replacement of $3s by $7 (6.4.35. a7 & (O3 34)); Ai
is replaced by dhi after hu ‘offer oblations’ and verbs that end in non-nasal stops or spirants
(6.4.101: g5+ 2ff:) Similarly, pairs of operations are to be considered for as-ant, i-ant. a of
the stem as -is subject to deletion (6.4.111 RIRET:1); and the stem Fis subject to replacement
by y-before the vowel of an ending (6.4.81: 30T AUY1). In addition, since the forms in question
have an ending that derives from the L-affix fas (see note 39), the stems are subject to receiving
an initial augment: Before endings that dcYive from Jun, Jan, Irn, consonant-initial stems are
augmented with high pitched 4 (ad uddttah), vowel -intitial stems (a/adimdm), with 2 (41)6.4.71-72:
JASIE FEAGERT:| AMSARHM | In each instance, one of the operations is nitya (see note 17)
with respect to the other, so that it takes precedence. Thus,if the ending of $2s-Aiis first replaced
by dhi, the preceding stem is still subject to replacement by $3; since the substitute is given the
status of the original element.*® On the other hand, once $d substitutes for $3s, the replacement
of hiby dhican no longer apply: This is conditioncd by a sound, so that AstadhyayT 1.1.56 (see
note 40) does not give $4 the status of the original $Zs with respect to this operation. Similarly,
whether or not the augment 4tis added to the stems of as-ant, i-ant, as- is subject to having
its vowel dropped, and semivowel replacement applies to 7, but once these operations take effect,
the stems no longer begin with a vowel, so that 4t cannot be added. Hence suspension is brought
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into play. Moreover, all the examples I have given are clearly of the type (2), where suspension
serves to allow an operation conditioned by an original element that is subject to replacement.
As I noted earlier (see 3.1) in such instances Kitydyana considers letting a replacement have the
status of the substituend and then says that the Paininian rules in question provide for rule
suspension. In the present instances, Astidhy3yT 1.1.56 cannot apply to give the substitutes $7-,
y- the status of their substituends with respect to the required operations, since the latter are
conditioned by sounds.

Now, let us suppose that here too one should operate with rule suspension. One would then
let 6.4.35 be suspended with respect to 6.4.101, which would apply first: $fs-bi — $3s-dhi —
$3dhi To derive Jsan, 4yan from as-ant, i-ant on the other hand, one would have to let 6.4.111,
81 be suspended with respect to 6.4.72, which would apply first: as- ant 3 — as- ant — Jsan
(8.2.23: {AFI=IRI A1), -i-ant — Ji-ant — Jy-ant — Jyan. Clearly, in his set of rules as ordered,
Panini cannot formulate a suspension rule for all such instances in a single way comparable to
AstadhyidyT 6.1.86 or 8.2.2. In order to specify what rule is suspended with respect to what other
rule, he would have to bring all instances of the types $Zhiand dyantogether in separate sections,
headed in one case by a rule stating that a rule is suspended with respect to a following rule
(uttaratra), in another case by a heading letting a rule be suspended with respect to a preceding
rule®!.

It is understandable, then, that in AstddhyayT 6.4.22 Panini says asiddhavat, not asiddham.
That is, we have here instances of operation suspension. The operations which take precedence
by virtue of general principals are allowed to take effect: $7s - hi - $3 - hi, as-ant — s-ant,
i-ant — y - ant. The effects are then suspended, so that §7, s-, y- are given.the statues of $7s,
as-, 1- in order to allow the replacement of - Aiby - dhi after $7and the addition of the initial
augment &f to s-,y. This is obviously comparable to the procedure whereby Panini lets a
replacement have the status of its substituend (AstidhyayT 1.1.56, note 40). In both instances,
Panini uses terms with the suffix vati: asiddhavat, sthinivat** Morevorer, just as AstAdhy3yT 1.1.56
provides for operations to be extended to substitutes (kdrydtidesa), so 6.4.22, under the
interpretation given here, lets opeations be suspended. |

3.5 It is noteworthy that Paniniyas regularly interpret asiddhavat of Astadhydyf 6.4.22 in
the same manner as asiddhah of 6.1.86 and asiddham of 8.2.1. In his first varftika on"6.4.22
(a1RrgaaT IF1), Katydyana merely alludes to what was said in the first virttika on 6.1.86, and
he does not go on to discuss the question of rule suspension versus operation suspension, thus
leaving the impression that he accepts here the conclusion drawn earlier. Other Paniniyas explicity
remark that rule suspension is accepted here**. Of course, Panini does not specify here which
rule is suspended with respect to which other rule. Consequently, under the assumption of rule
suspension, one would have to assume that, for example, 6.4.35 and 6.4.101 are both suspended
with respect to each other. This recognizes that the operations provided for in these rules are
mutually dependent. It also has the undesirable consequence that neither rule could now interact
with the other. To avoid this consequence, one might assume that, by the general principle whereby
a nitya operation takes precedence over an anitya operation, 6.4.35 does indeed have to apply
first, and that rule suspension in this instance means that this rule is suspended with respect to
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6.4.101, though in a different sense: Now, since the rule is suspended, it does not allow for ones
taking cognizance of its result with respect to 6.4.101, so that relative to this satra, one understands .
the original element $#s to occur and, on the basis of this, the replacement of -Ai by -dhi
succeeds.** Such a complication, however, is not necessary.*’

3.6 One may, of course, claim that, contrary to what Panniyas generally maintain,* all
instances of suspension should be treated as involving operation suspension, so that, for example,
in deriviing adhitya, one does indeed let the single-vowel replacement take place beore the
introduction of the augment fuk. Suspension then serve to let -I- be treated as though it were
still -i- adhi-iya adhlya adhitya*’ It would appear only just and proper, however, that any scholar
taking such a stand and claiming at the same time to judge what Paniniyas say should consider
all the evidence available and try to decide how far the views held by Paniniyas accord with the
actual statements and wordings of the Astidhydyl. Merely to claim, contrary to evidence such
as I have discussed and without thoroughly considering all such evidence, that Pininian
grammarians from very early on created a confusion about the concepts in question, is
unjustifiable.*®

- 4. The term siddha is, of course, not a defined technical term of grammar but simply a term
-of ordinary Sanskrit, the past participle of sidh (siddhyati) ‘succeed, come about, be established,
"be accomplished’. Although forms of this verb, with these meanings, are attested from early Vedic

on, perhaps the most pellucid instance showing its meaning, at least in so far as concerns us here,
is the first kankZ of the Sidhanasamudde$a of the Vakyapadiya,*® where Bhartrhari says that
something is undrstood to be an activity (kriyd) by virtue of its taking on temporal sequence
(asritakramarupatvit), whether it has been accomplished or not (siddham asiddham v3), so long
as it is spoken of a something that is brought to accomplishment (sidhyatvenibhidhlyate). That
is an activity, the meaning of a verbal base dAdru), is something sequential in time, that is brought
to accomplishment (sidhyd(kriyd) (actio) perficienda)’.

Now, the result of an operation can be referred to as siddha, by which is meant that the
operation in question has applied, so that the result is established. For example, the first two
varttikason AstadhyayT 6.4.114°° say that the Zof daridrashould be deleted when an 4rdhadhatuka
affix is to be used with this verb, and that this deletion is established siddhas ca) with respect
to the provison of the affix. Thus, one should allow for the agent-noun daridara-, with the affix
ac' The final vowel of daridrd should be deleted, and the result of this operation is to remain
established with respect to the introduction of the affix, so that the affix introduced after daridr-is
ac, not ap which follows verbs in -332

A rule ($3strajalso is obviously spoken of as siddha. Given what siddha signifies, this means
nothing more than that a satraof the AstadhydyTis a finished entity, a rule that has been formulated
and set forth. Stipulating that a sidtrais asiddha with respect to some other sdtra, then, means
that it is declared not to be a finished entity with respect to this satra, that is, in effect, that
it is treated as nonexistent relative to the rule in question. In accordance with what I have noted
earlier, let me speak of rules as either in force or suspended.

4.1 Paniniyas regularly consider that what is done is to superimpose absence (abh4viropa)
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on a sdtradeclared to be asiddha, and this interpretation goes right back to the earliest Paniniyas.

In this connection, let us consider part of a discussion in the Mahibhasya on AstadhyayT 8.2.1.
In answer to an objection that need not detain us here, it is declared that, although the three
quarters of a chapter that constitute the Tripadi are asiddha with respect to the preceding seven
and one-quarter chapters of sdtras, the latter is siddha with respect to the former. In particular,
samjidsdtras and paribhasdsincluded in the latter take their place along side the former, by vitrue
of taking full effect only at the time that operational rules they serve to interpret come into play.
Thus, for example, the ablative and locative forms in AstadhyayT 8.2.26: #ell Afcfare interpreted*
as referrring respectively to left and right contexts: -s- is deletd if it follows and precedes a
consonant other than a semivowel or nasal. The paribhdsds 1.1.66-67 take their place along side
8.2.66, which they serve to interpret, although this sdtra is indeed suspended with respect to
preceding rules, so that it cannot take its place along side them. That is, this rule suspension is
not reciprocal. The position thus taken meets with a possible objection: Assuming that AstadhyayT
1.4.2. fUf™Y ¥ PRF also is a general metarule, it too should take its place along side rules
of the Tripadi. Accordingly, it will allow what is provided for by a subsequently stated rule, even
in the Tripadi, to take precedence over what is provided for by a prior rule.>® In his first varttika
on 8.2.1.,55 Katydyana meets this objection, remarking that there is no conflict in the case of
any rule of the section, headed by 8.2-1 since a subsequent rule in question, included in the section
is absent (2bhavad uttarasya). As Pataiijali explains,>® a possible conflict (vipratisedhah)can obtain
only between two rules that have independent scopes of application (sdvakdsayoh)and come into
consideration simultaneously as possibly applying in a single context (samavasthitayoh). But in
the present instance, a rule of the section headed by 8.2.1, though it is subsequent to another,
does not exist with respect to that prior rule (na ca pirvatrasiddhe param parvam prati bhavati).

4.2 Of course,if a rule R+1, by virtue of being declared suspended with resspect to a rule
R, is treated as non-extistent in respect of that rule, this means that R+1 cannot serve to supply -
elements on which R can operate and that, in contexts where both the rules could, tentatively
apply if one of them had not been suspended, only the one that has not been suspended can
take effect first. Thus, consider again the examples given in section 3.2. Of 7.1.14 and 8.2. 80,,
only the former can apply to ada-e; 8.2.80 cannot apply to replace elements here, since itis
treated as non-existent relative to 7.1.14, so that only the latter can take effect. Once this rule
has applied, however, since the supension is not reciprocal, 8.2.80 does indeed apply. Moreover,
this suspension must be provided for, since, by virtue of other general principles, 8.2.80 would
indeed apply instead of 7.1.14. The latter provides an operation that is nitya with respect to the
operation provided by 7.1.14, which is anitya: If -da -of ada-is replaced by -mu-the replacement
of -e by -smai cannot take effect, since this applies after stems in -a; but even if the ending
of ada-eis replaced by -smai, the substitutions allowed by 8.2.80 can indeed take effect. In order
to preclude this, then, rule suspension is called into play. |

4.3 What I have said in section 4.2 is predicated on a straightforward- interpretation of
the Sanskrit terms siddha, asiddha, in accordance with what the terms mean in ordinary Sanskrit.
In the context of the grammar, siddha refers to sdtras considered as finished entities, real stated
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rules included in the grammar, which are in force with respect to other such statements; and
asiddharefers to sdtradeclared to be the opposite of this'in respect of particular other statements,
rules which are suspended in respect of others. Once could take another position, giving the terms
in question much more techinical values. Thus, one could say of a ‘siddha principle’ that, ‘It simply
tells us that interacting rules in a given derivation must acknowledge their results.”>” More
techiniquely, having adopted a straightforward and innocent looking principle that all satras of
the AstadhyayT are siddha with respect to each other unless otherwise specified,*® one might go
on to say that in particular instances letting rules be' siddha with respect to each other a]lows
them to interact in particular ways. For example, consider the following denvatlons

a) aya_/a-z — ayaje, ayaje indram - ayajay indram -ayaja indran®® ‘I venerated Indra.’
b) tud-aka ‘- tod-2ka® ‘one who goads, wounds’
c) tud-i — tud-a-tf'

_Derivations such as (a) involve what modern western grammauans commonly call feedmg order,
that is, the result of applying one rule is subject to another rule, and so on. Derivations such
as (c) involve bleeding, that is, applying one rule precludes the application of another. Thus, once
the affix £ais introduced to give fud-a-ti, gunasubstitution (by 7.3.86, see note 60), which would
tentatively apply in the sequence tud-ti (cf. (b), is precluded, since the -u- of tud-a-, which is
a stem relative to 4, is not a penultimate vowel in this stem, and $ais given a speical marking
to show that it does not condition gupa substitution in its stem.5? One might wish to suggest that
the principle according to which all rules are siddha with respect to all rules predicts the interaction
of rules in derivations of the type (a) and that the same principle also says rules should apply
in bleeding order for particular derivations.®*.

" 4.4. The first claim amounts to a trulsm Obviously, if applying a given rule R results in
the conditions being met for another rule R and only this is the case, the latter rule should indeed
apply, given that it is in force in the grammar. Thus, once AstddhyayT 6.1.87 has applied to give
ayajein ayaje indram, the conditions are obviously met for applying AstidhyayT 6.1.78, and once
this has applied to given ayajay indram, the conditions: a_re met for applying AstidhyayT 8.3.19
(see note 59). Since 6.1.87 is in force with respect to 6 .1.78 and the latter is in force with respect
to 8.3.19, all the substitutions provided for in these sartratake effect. On the other hand, 8.3.19
is placed in the Tripadi, so that it is suspended with reqpect to prior rules. Hence, the contiguous
vowels - & i- which result from applying 8.3. 19 are not subject to replacement by the guna vowel
-e- in accordance with 6.1.87.

The claim that principle (2) says that rules are to be applied in bleeding order, however,
is not so obvious. If we take term siddhain its usual meaning, saying that rules such as AstadhyayT
3.1.77 and 7.3.86 are siddha with respect fo each other amounts to saying that they are in force
with respect to each other, so that they can interact if the proper conditions are met, nothing
more. Thus, given tud-ti, the conditions are met for both the rules.to:apply; and if 7.3.86 were
to apply first giving fod-ti3.1.77 would still apply, since fodhas the value of a verb in the ordered
set beginning with tud, just as does the actual primitive base tud®* Of course, if 7.3.86 did apply
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first, one would allow an undesired form, ‘fod-a-tiinstead of tudati. But it is not at all obvious
that the mere fact of rules being in force with respect to each other predicts the proper order
of application in such instances.

Nor is it inmediately acceptabie to say that this claim is justified by virtue of Panini’s having
declared certain sdtrasto be suspended with respect to others. Consider again two examples dealt
with earlier: ayaja indram, amusmai (see 4.4, 3.2). The first requires suspension in order to
preclude an operation which could apply to the result of substitution (ddesalaksapapratisedhartham,
- see 3.1 suspension is needed in the second example in order to allow the proper ordering of
two ruls that come under consideration for a single sequence. Thus, once -y in ayajay indram
has been dropped to give ayaja indram, only one operation comes under consideration: guna
substitution. Suspension precludes this. On the other hand, given ada-e, two rules come under
consideration. Providing that 8.2.80 is suspended with respect to a preceding rule simply means
that thes sdtra is kept from interacting with any preceding sutra 5 Conversely, then, letting rules
be in force with respect to each other simply means that they may interact with each other if
their conditions are met, it does not mean that, if the conditions for both are met at once, one
rule must bleed the other. This can neither be understood from the ordinary meanings of siddha
and asiddha, nor justifiably implied from what Panini says. ee, .

4.5 It follows that the so-called ‘siddha principle’ should not be made to do the work of
other principles that Paninlyas have operated with and the bases for which can be seen in the
AstadhyayT itself.%” Another claim made recently is that the application of the principle concerning
internally and externally conditioned operations (antarariga/ bahirariga) by Paninlyas to
word- mtemal operations is unjustified, and that Panini himself made use of this only across word
boundaries.®®

It will suffice to consider one of the major examples, since this brings up the basic issue
and the weaknesses of the arguments involved. The verb ksi‘dwell’ has a present of the type
ksiyati, with the vikarapa $a (see note 61) (ksi-a-ti) contains, as shown, two stems ({arga:f*:
((ksi-)a-) is a complex stem relative to the ending tip, which replaces the L-suffix laf first
introduced after the verb, and (ksi-)is a simple stem relative to the affix £a. Since the complex
stem has a light penultimate vowel and the verb ending tip is not marked with g, &, or 1, 7.3.86
(see note 60) could apply here to replace this with the guna vowel -e-, which would undesiredly
result in “ksaydti instead of ksiydti. On the other hand since $a has imposed on it a marking
with #(see note 62), it does not condition gupa substitution.” Instead, -fis replaced by iy’! ksi-a-ti
— ksiy-a-ti- The complex stem which results is -ksiy-a-, so that 7.3. 86 cannot apply to replace
-1-, which is now not a penultimate sound, with a guna vowel. The proper derivation is accounted
for by a principle that an internally conditioned operation takes precedence over one that is
externally conditioned., and the same principle serves to assure the proper derivation of dhiydti
‘holds, maintains’, riy4ti ‘flows’.”? Similarly, given (ayaja-i) (indra-am), two operations are to
be considered concerning -i: first, -a-iis subject to guna replacement (ayaja-i — ayaje, see note
59); on the other hand, -7 i- could be subject to replacement by the single long vowel -i.”> The
former takes precedence, since it is internally conditioned.”

It has been claimed that only the latter type, involving word boundaries, is valid, and that
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Paninlyas have wrongly applied the antaranga-paribhdsa to instances like ksiydti, dhiyéti. The
argument involves the interpretation of the metarule 1.1.5 (see note 62): ‘In reality the argument
is illusory because gupa never has a chance to apply to any. of these forms. It is prohibited by
1.1.5 kniti ca, which states that gupa and vrddhi replacement (3, ai, au, a, e, o, 1.1.1-2) for I
u, r, i (ikah 1.1.3) do not apply before kit and it suffixes.... There is no question of applying
guna at all in dbi + Sa + tiP or sru + CaN +tiP. Thus, if the most straightforward interpretation
of the gupa rules is accepted, the apparent motivation for the antaranga-paribhasa simply
disappears.”” There follows a simplified version of what is said in part of the Mahabh3sya on
1.1.5 (see below), after which the argument continues: Actually there is no problem when we
consider preéiscly the formulation of the operative gupa rule 7.2.86 pugantalaghdpadhasya ca.
The sthanin of gupa replacement is qualified as ikah (i, u, r, JJby 1.1.3 iko gunavrddhi and as
angasya (a stem) by 6.4.1 angasya. We can take the prohibition 1.1.5 kniti ca as applicable
- whenever either one of these items, the ik vowel or the ariga, is directly followed by a kit or
nit item. Then gupa is blocked in bhid + Kta because the arga bhid i is directly followed by a
kititem (although the vowel 7itself is not), and gunais blocked i in dhi +Sa +tiPbecause the vowel
. 1'is directly followed by a nit item (although the arga dhi + Sa is not). Of course, with regard
to the other relevant guparule 7.3.84 sa'rvadbztuk.irdhadba'tuka yoh, both the 7vowel and the az)ga
dhi are directly followed by a it suffix Sa, so that gupa is blocked twice over.’

" This seemingly innocuous solution is not without problems. Before confrontmg these,
however, let us consider briefly some of the arguments presented in the Mahabhasya on 1.1.5.
if 1.1.3 and 1.1.5 are consdidered by themselves, without bringing them together immediately
with rules they serve to interpret (cf. note 60), then one can invoke also another metarule directly
to interpret the locative kuiti: This denotes a right context before which something applies to an
immediately preceding element (Aetﬁdhyay‘r 1.1:66, see notc 53). Under this possibility, 1.1.3,5
could serve to preclude gupasubstitution in an item like ci-fa ‘gathered, heaped’, where stem-final
-i immediately precedes Kta, but one could also argue that they would not preclude guna
substitition in bhid-ta (bhinna ‘broken’), where the stem vowel does not immediately precede the
affix. Assuming this, Kitydyana proposes’’ to modify 1.1.5 providing that gupa and vrddhi
replacements which would be conditioned by items marked with g, k, n (tannimittagrahanam)
do not obtain. This suggestion meets with an objection: In cases such as riydti, dhiy4ti; the negation -
of gupa substitution thus provided for does not obtain.”® That is, gupa substitution which apply
(by 7.3.84) to the stem ri, dhias determined by $ais indeed precluded, since the suffix is marked
with n, but gupa substition (by 7.3.86) on the penultimate vowel of the stem ri-a-, dhi-a- as
determined by #ip is not now precluded, since this suffix is not so marked. Hence, in his third
varttika’® Katydyana argues that the correct results are guaranteed, since replacement of -iby
-iy is internally conditioned (antarangalaksanatvat).

On the other hand, Patafijali does not leave things there, and a series of alternatives is
presented, as follows. The first suggestion involves understanding dhdtu of 1.1.3 (see note 63)
to recur in 1.1.5 and understanding that a verb is followed by an element marked with g, &, n.
This immediately takes care of instances such as bhinna, since a verb (bhid)is now indeed
immediately followed by an affix with the appropriate marking. On the other hand, in a stem
such as cinuof cinutas ‘they two are gathering..., hcaping...’, the affixed marked with 7 follows
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the vikarapa $nu, not the verb ci. Hence, it is decided that the negation should apply when an

element is followed by an affix which has been introduced to a verb: In the derivation of cinutas,
the ending tas replaces laf, introduced after the verb, so that all is in order.?® As an alternative
{athavdor, alternatively) to the above, it is suggested that, in accordance with the general prinicple
according to which samjflasdtras and paribhdsdstake their place with rules they serve to interpret,

1.1.3,5 are brought in together with rules like 7.3.84, 86. This of course means that no

modification is required in 1.1.5 and that kzijts also need not be taken as a mimittasaptami. Thus,

together with the metarules 1.1.3,5 and the headings 6.4.1, Astadhydyr 7.3.84 provides that guna
substitution applies to the final vowels 7and so on of stems that end in these sounds when there
follows a sirvadhatuka or an drdhadhituka suffix, but that this does not apply if the suffix is

marked as shown; similarly, 7.3.86 provides that guna substitution also appljes to a penultimate
light vowel -i- and so on of a stem followed by a sirvadhituka or 4rdhadhatuka affix, but that
this does not apply if the affix which follows the stem is marked as shown.®! Another alternative
{athava)is brought up: 1.1.5 states kziti, and the negation provided here would lack its full scope
“of application unless it applied to all possible instances, including those where a vowel iahd so
on is separated from the appropriately marked affix.??> As a final alternative (athavi), Pataiijali
suggests that Panini’s own procedure serve to make known that the negation of gupa replacement
applies also to penultimate vowels. Thus, he derives grdhnu ‘greedy’, dhrsnu‘daring’, ksipnu‘one
who habitually throws’ by introducing an affix marked with k (knu), and he provides that the
unaugmented desiderative suffix sanis marked with & not only after verbs that end with 7and
so on but also after verbs in which these vowels precede final consonants.?> Marking these affixes
with k would serve no purpose unless 1.1.5 could indeed serve to negate guna substitution also
applics to a penultimate vowels. Similarly, 7.3.86 provides that guna substitution also applies to
penultimate light vowel -i-and so on of a stem followed by a sdrvadhatukaor drdhadhatuka affix,
but that this does not apply if the affix is marked as shown.®*,

.Of course, not all these alternatives are equally good. Thus, since 1.1.4-5 are two separate
negative rules complementing 1.1.3, it is not immediately obvious that dhitu- of dhatulope in’
1.1.4 should be understood to recur in the following rule and be construed there as denoting a
qualificand. In addition, although any - satra must, of course, have its proper scope of application,
this can indeed be obtained for 1.1.5 if it precludes guna substitution in cases like cita, so that
the third alternative is not truly cogent. Moreover, though Panini marking knudirectly with k and
imposing this marker on san in particular contexts certainly does show that 1.1.5 should serve
to deny gunasubstitution to penultimate vowels, it does not follow that one should have his marking
the affixes in this manner serve by itself to show that this is the case, it would be preferable
to have this marking required by the application of 1.1.5. Whatever else one might say, then,
the second proposal seems most appropriate. For, 1.13-5 are clearly a block of related metarules
that serve together with operational rules in order to govern how these shall apply to ensure only
desired results. Thus, since 1.1.3 applies with 7.3.84, so that ikahis understood here as a qualifier
of the heading argasya, by a general rule of reference,®® one understands that gupa substitution
applies to the final sounds of stems that end in vowels denoted by ik. and 1.1.5 comes into play
to provide that this does not apply if the affix that follows such a stem is marked \}Vith & k,
or n. In effect, the locative knitiis to be construed with sdrvadhatukardhadhdtukayoh, hence is
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cotextually modified appropriately, and both these locatives are interpreted in the context of
7.3.84, as referring to elements that serve as right contexts for operations on preceding items.

This still does not obviate the need for the antararga principle: Given dhi-a-ti, the condition
is still met for gupa substitution by 7.3.86. Moreover, the solution Kiparsky proposes in arguing
against ‘the antaranga-paribhisd’ is not apt. The author fails to show that truly ‘we can take the
prohibition 1.1.5 in the manner proposed, saying that the rule simply denies gupa and vrddhi
replacement for an ik vowel that is directly followed by an appropriately marked element.
Certainly, this is not the way paribhdsas normally operate: They are not independent statments
to be interpreted by themselves; instead, they do indeed constitute complements to operational
rules. Moreover, even granting the propsed interpretation, Kiparsky’s claim is not free from
objection. Under his interpretation, 1.1.5 would preclude gupa substitution in any arga that is
immediately followed by an item marked with %, 1. Consider now the derivation of kurutas ‘they
two make, do’, from kr-u-tas. The affix u®® is an drdhadhituka element not marked with g, &,
1, so that it does condition guna substitution: Kr-u-tas -kar-u-tas (7.3.84) kurutas.®” On the other
hand, kr-u- itself is an arnga directly followed by the ending tas, which is indeed marked with
n (1.2.4, note 62), and the stem in question has -r- as its penultimate vowel. Accordingly, even
under the proposed interpretation of 1.1.5, gunpa substitution should be precluded in the stem
kr-u. Of course, this substitution must apply to give the sequence kar-u-tas, which Panini operates
with (sce above with note 87) as in intermediate stage. To be sure, one could still argue that
1.1.5 precludes guna substitution for the final vowel of an arga preccding an affix or for the
penultimate vowel of an ariga before such an affix. Hence, fas fails to condition guna only for
the final vowel of the stem in -u, not also for the fx:nuhimatc vowel of the stem kr-u. But obviously
this is tantamount to admitting the antararga principle. And indeed, there is no cogent reason
to deny that Panini operated with this bracketing priciple not only at word boundaries but also
within words, at stem boundaries.

4.6 It is necessary to consider a bit more in detail just what this bracketing principle consists
in, since the authors who deny that the antaranga-paribhisa is valid within word boundaries cite
apparent evidence for their view from Paninian derivations where, they say, the application of
this prinicple would go contrary to what Panini actually does. The authors can say this because
they choose to ignore a distinction between two formulations of the principle in question.®® One
of their example will illustrate the point. The form vrtrahabhyam (instr-dat-abl. du.) derives from
vrtrahan-bhydm, with the compound vrtra-han- ‘one who has slain Vrtra’, which itself is an
obligatory compound formed with the agent noun - han, derived with the affix kvip.®® vrtrahan-
in the term vrtrahan -bhyam is classed as a pada,®® so that its -n is dropped.”’ vrtrahan-bhydm—
vrtrahabhyam. Since an operation conditioned by an affix can take effect even after the affix
has been deleted,®? this opens the possibility for having the final augment fuk added (6.1.71,
note 15). ‘Now’, goes the argument, if the antaranga-principle were valid in such a case, it would
have the desired effect of preventing the addition of ¢, since this is an antararm relative
to the rule of n deletion which feeds it. Nevertheless, Panini took special measures to block the
insertion of - he added a provision to the grammar that the deletion of n is asiddhg for purposes
of t- insertion before krt suffixes (8.2.2 nalopah supsvarasamjiitugvidhisu krti)... In any case,
the special mention of tUK in 8.2.2 shows that Panini did not have in mind the antarasga principle
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in composing the Asgadhyayi.’:*_ What the author fails to mention here is that there are two versions
of the antarariga principle. First, there is a straightforward bracketing principle according to which
an internally conditioned operation (antararigam) takes precedence (ballyah (is) ‘stronger’) over
an externally conditioned one in sequences of the type ((a)b)c (see note 72). It is this sort of
antararigatva that Kitylyana appeals to in connection with instances such as (-} a-) ti) (1.1.5
vt. 3, see note 79). In addition, there is a version according to which a rule/operation which is
externally conditioned is suspended with respect to an internally conditioned one.®* Obviously,
the use of examples such as vytrahabhyam in the manner illustrated depends crucially on assuming
that if Panini had operated with any antaranga principle it was the second version. This is certainly
not justified. Nor is it justified merely to ignore the ‘other version of the pnnc1ple which is quite
in harmony with Panini’s system.®*

5. One of the most interesting and far reaching claims made in recent scholarship concerning
Panini and Paniniyas again concerns the use of particular terms in the AstidhyaT and their supposed
misunderstanding at the hands of Paninlyas.

5.1 AstadhyayT 1.1.44: SRy R9IT has to do with terms denoting options. Intcrpreted at its
strictest, the sitra states that vibh3s4 is a term denoting the meaning of na v& (or not). It is well
known that Panini uses various terms in rules providing for options, such as anyatarasyam,
ubhayathd, va, vibhasa, vibhasitam. In the traditions of Paniniyas, such terms are usually treated
as equivalent. Kiparsky (1979), however, has argued that three of the terms in question had strictly
distinct mearings. He proposes (1979:1) that they are to be translated as follows: vZ ‘or rather’,
‘usually’, ‘preferably’, vibhisd ‘or rather not’, ‘rarely’, ‘preferably not’, ‘marginally’,
anyatarasyam ‘either way’, ‘sometimes’, ‘optionally’, ‘alternatively’, In this manner, he justifies
(1979:9) the need for the sdtra 1.1.44 as formulated: If, as the tradition maintains, vibhdsZ and
v4 are equivalent, then the negation na is entirely redundant, and the simpler rule * veti vibhasi
would have been preferable.”® On our interpretation, however, the definition given by Panini is
the only possible definition. Vibhds4 preferably not is exactly equivalent to vZ + na and quue \
dxfferent in meaning from plain va. :

$.2 Kiparsky’s study has the merit of dealing, in some detail, with the use of the concerned
terms in the AstadhyayT and of doing so with a certain rigor. Nevertheless, as the author himself
has to recognize, albeit obliquely and with much reluctance, his major claim remains only that,
a claim. For one thing, he has attempted to demonstrate a three tiered scale of preferences relative
to the three terms noted, but he must accept (1979:205) that instead of anyatarasydm, Panini
uses ubhayath in rules concerning Vedic usage: Ubhayathd occurs only in Vedic rules, so that
it could be viewed as filling the gap left by the non-use of anyatarasydm in Vedic rules (p.196).
This despite the following declaration (Kiparsky 1979: 233): we have found that Panpini uses his
theoretical terms with practically complete consistency. Out of 200 theoretical terms introduced
formally in the Astadhyayl, of which many occur dozens of times there, none has a synonym,
either:thepreical or non-theoretical, except for the single case of vrddha for gotrain rule 1.2.65.
We ¢annbt-explain this consistency in any other way than by assuming that the author deliberately
designed s grammar that way. Whatever earlier pre - Paninian clements were taken over into
it <must:; hdve i been termmo]oglcally adapted to standard Paninian usage, and whatever
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supplementary rules were later interpolated into it must have followed the conventions of the
original. In addition, Kiparsky has to admit that not all cases involving even the three terms to
which he devotes most of his energy conform to his thesis: While anyatarasydm is frequently
used for intermediate case, which look like truly *‘free’” variation.. it definitely ranges over the
whole scale. Why Panini did not use v4 and vibh4sZ in all cases where a preference is discernible
is hard to say. It may well be that these preferences were not so clear in Paini’s own speech
as they now in retrospect appear from the Sanskrit corpus taken as a whole. A relatively modest
margin of preference (let us say, a ratio of three to two) will reveal itself to the statistics of a
philologist but to the introspection of the native speaker of a living language it may be scarcely
distinguishable from absolutely equal frequency. (1979:195). More disturbing still is the fact that,
as the author hismelf has to admit, there is at least one instance which absolutely goes against
his main thesis. Consider the rules 7.2.35, 56, 15: JMTHUIGHRIg ac : | SfQT aT | 7% AT, These
concern the addition of the intial augment jt to drdhadhdtuka affixes that begin with consonants
other than y. 7.2.35 is the general rule that provides for this augment under these conditions.
The next rule lets the suffix k¢v3 receive the augment optionally (v4) after a verb that is marked
with u. Finally, 7.2.15 precludes the augment for the suffixes kta, ktavatu after particular verbs:
those with respect to which an option (ya: sya vibh4sd) is provided in subsequent rules. Now, under
the view that vibhdsZ and vZ are not absolutely opposed terms signifying respectively marginal
and preferred options, all is in accord with what we know of Sanskrit; for example, the verbs
rdh (¢ dhd) ‘grow, thrive’, krp (kr pu) ‘be in order’ kram (krému) stride, tan (téni) ‘stretch’,
danbh (d4dnbht) ‘deceive’, dhvans (dhvénsu) ‘fall, disappear’, vit (vr tu) ‘occur, be’, vrdh (vr
dhu) ‘grow’, syand (syanda) ‘flow, run’ all have past participles, well attested from Vedic times
on, without if: rddha, kjpta, krinta-, tata-, dabdha, dhvasta, vitta, vrddha, syanna. If, on the
other hand, vibhdsa and v4 were truly opposed terms so that the use of the former in 7.2.15
should not include reference to the latter in 7.2.56, the general rule 7.2.35 would have to apply;
one would, then, have to admit that the Aetadhyayl would serve to derive participles like “ardhita-
‘ka]pita- kramita- from the simple (non-causative) verbs in question. This is, of course,
intolerable. Moreover, try mightily as he may to escape the problems posed by 7.2.15 and related
rules, Kiparsky (1979;156-159) cannot avoid concluding (1979:158) that, ‘In sum, there appears
to be an inconsistency in the system which is not removed by either reading (1) or reading (2)
or, of course, by the traditional interpretation.

5.3 Given such factors,®” it is reasonable to ask whether, after all, despite its initial intuitive
reasonableness, Kiparsky’s thesis is worthy of being accepted. A fundamental problem, I think,
lies at the basis of his position, and that is his insistance that Astidhyayi 1.1.44 is simply a
definition, comparable, say, to rules that introduce phonological terms such as hrasva, diigha,
laghu, guru or siitras that serve to assign entities to particular categories, such as Xartr, karma,
karanpa, adhikarapa. Thus, one of his major arguments (1979:9-10) is that, ‘Apart from these
technical anomalies, it is quite incomprehensible, on the traditional intcrpretation, why there should
be three words for ‘‘optionally”’, to begin with, when one would do. It is true that Panini
occasionally uses two words for the same thing without any apparent structural motivation. But
it does not elsewhere happen on such a massive scale -- three synonyms used about-ose hundred
times each --- and, a very important point, it does not happen  with terms which, are Aefined:
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in the Astadhyayl. Having introduced a term into his system by means of rules, Panini does not
then proceed to use another, unc. fined fterm -- let alone two -- in seemingly random alternation
with it, as he apparently does in the case of the words for ‘‘optionally’’. The well known fact
however, is that not all samjfgsidtrasare definition in the same sense. Consider the follwing: 1.2.27,
1.4.10, 1.4.45: SPEISSRAGHYT:| TG TGl SMIRISTAFORY] and 1.1.68 F T TeSRARIEET. All
of these are what the tradition calls samji#dsdtra, and they do all indeed concern conventions
of terminology. Nevertheless, they do not all serve the same purpose. Satras of the first group
are what I call classification rules. They serve to assign class names to specified entities, thereby
classifying them: vowels with the duration of u &, u3, respectively, have the names fArasva, dlrgha,
pluta; a short vowel (hrasva) has the name Jaghu; a participant that funcitions as locus with respect
to an action has the name adhikarana (see also 2.1). And Pianini of course uses these terms with
reference to short vowels and so on. 1.1.68, on the other hand, serves only to establish a
convention, not to assign any entity to a class: a term (svam rdpam ‘own form’) other than a
technical term of grammar (asabdasamjna) is a sariijid for the term itself (Sabdasya), not for
its meaning. This obviously establishes the convention that non-technical terms are regularly
self-referring. Moreover, there are instances where, for particular reasons, Panini deviates from
this convention of self-reference, allowing terms like vrksa to signify trees instead of the term
itself.>® Equally clearly, 1.1.44 does not serve to classify anything. This too concerns a covention.
In this connection, consider the rule 4.1.82: WHAMI Y=2M1ET. In normal Sanskrit usage, v4 ‘or’ can
be construed with various constitutents of sentences. Accordingly, a native speaker of Sanskrit,
confronted with an utterance such as 4.1.82, could interpret this as stating that a taddhita affix
follows the first (prathamait) or some other one (anyasmad va) of related elements given in
subsequent rules; he could make a required suppletion to understand the statement in this way.
However, this is obviously not the desired interpretation. Instead, one should understand the sdtra
in the same way that one understands g%l 7By T aT. That is, v4 should be construed, as
equivalent to na v, with the supplied verb from ast/ - The rule should provide that a taddhita
affix follows the first of specified related elements or does not do so; that is, it provides for
the optional introduction of taddhita affixes. One might suggest, then that the purpose of Panini’s
rule 1.1.44 is precisely to establish such a convention for all possible Sanskrit words that have
to do with optionality. It would then be undcrstandable why Panini uses vibhdsZ in this sdtra,
as the most general term for option, derived from bAJs ‘speak’ with the preverb v1 just as vikalpa
derives from krp with this preverb. This also makes understandable that in AstidhyayT 7.2.15,
Panini uses vibhdsa: As the general term for optionality, this covers also terms like v4 Under
this interpretation, of course, we do not have the problems noted above concerning 7.2.15.%°
We also do not have to assume for v4 or a highly special meaning that is not at all the usual
meaning of the particle in Sanskrit of any epoch.'®

5.4 In sum, although Kiparsky’s thesis is both intelligently conceived and generally well argued,
in the end I find it neither cogently maintained nor acceptable. The commentarorial tradition, which
he is so willing to disparage may, in this case, be perfectly right in not having any inkling of the
supposed systematic semantic distinction among the three terms for optionality.

6. Recent years have witnessed an increasd interest in questions concerning Panini’s
syntpgtic theory and method of deriving Sanskrit sentences and relating them to each other.
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Although some of the work is repetitive and at times simply confusing due to authors insistence
on reading into texts what is not there,'®! some very mterestmg and perceptive research has been
done.

6.1. A series of studies by Deshpandc merits special mention both because they show a
solid command of and respect for the texts and because they present some very challenging ideas,
linking formal grammatical factors with sociolinguistic and hlstorlcal developments.’®> One
example will suffice to illustrate. “

- Panini’s grammar has rules that serve to derive and relate utterances like (a) TgffeBfi an
(b) PSR, both meaning.. ‘wants to go’. AstadhyayT 3.3.157-158: georly fergaie! | Wﬂﬁ*ﬂ
TF provide the following: A verb is followed by either of the L-affixes lid, lof if it is used
in construction with verbs meaning wish; a verb is followed by the affix fwmun if, in addition,
‘the acts signified by the cooccurring verbs have the same agent. 3.3.158 accounts for derivates
such as gantum (-gam-tum-s) of (a). In addition, according to Astadhyayl 3.1.7: ©TaY: FoT:
WHMGBYBIRTBRET al, the suffix san optionally follows a verb if this denotes an act which is
the object of w1shmg and has the same agent as wishing. This accounts for derived verbs such
\as. jigamisa (e gam-sa) ‘wish to go’ in jigamisati. Since 3.1.7. introduces the desiderative suffix
san only optionally (vZ), utterances of types (a) and (b) are accounted for as alternants.

6.2 Kityayana’s first nine varttikas on AstadhyayT 3.1.7 center, as his vdrttikas do on other
occasions also, around the reasons that require each of the terms in the sdtrato be included therein.
That is, in accordance with what varttikas are said traditionally to do, Kitydlyana questions the
need for things said in a sdfra and thereby considers possibly more concise formulations. In his
tenth vArrtika, Kitydyana then suggests an altenaive way of deriving verbs like cikirsa ‘wish to
do make’: Let san be introduced after a term ending with fumun and let this suffix be deleted.'®?
Concerning this -- and another derivation, which need not be considered here ---- Deshpande
(1985:81-82) says: Katyidyana's derivations of the karma-kartr construction and the desiderative
may now be termed PARAPHRASE DERIVATIONS, i.e. that instead of deriving a sentence or
a form directly from the semantic and the syntactic structures, Kitydyana creates an underlying
structure, which is a more explicit and a more contemporary PARAPHRASE. Deshpande also
suggests that one possible motivation for Katydyana’s suggesting his alternative derivations is that,
‘.. these paraphrases have direct parallels in Middle Indo-Aryan languages; and hence are more
explanatory and transparent that the inherited synthetic form jigamisati.’ He concludes (Deshpande
1985:82) on a cautious note: ‘Of course, the most difficult part of such an investigation is that
any traditional grammarian such as Katydyana stands at the intersection of the meticulously
preserved academic traditions on the one hand and the inevitable impact of the contemporary
linguistic situation on the other. Hence, it is not always possible to find a uniform influence of
just one of these factors. Therefore, in Katyayana’s work we do not get a complete Midddle
~ Indic grammar of Sanskrit. But we can indeed trace Middle Indic impulses.’

There can indeed be little doubt that both Kitydyana and Pataiijali used Middle Indic dialects
‘as means of communication for everyday purpose, so that it is also possible for some of
Katydyana’s suggestions to be based on ‘Middle Indic impulses. By the very nature of the material,
nevertheless and as Deshpande admits explicitly -- it is quite difficult to demonstrate this with
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~ certainty. For example, what Katydyana suggests in his ninth and tenth vdrttikas on Astadhyayl
3.1.7 can also be understood immediately in the same vein as the preceding varttikas. Still,
proposals such as Deshpande’s based on a fair appreciation of what Panini and Katy3yana say,
are valuable as stimuli to considering the AstadhyayT, the language with which it deals, and the
relations of these to historical developments all with fresh eyes.

6.3 The following claim, on the other hand, is subject to objection and indeed can serve
to illustrate how such issues should not he appoached:

It may well be that Katydyana felt more at home with gantum icchati than with jigamisati,
but I don’t think that is relvant here. The fact is that Kitydyana does not use the phrase gantum
icchati at all. And he had good reasons for doing so, for again Panini had left a real problem
unsolved.

We may assume that for both Panini and Katydyana gantum icchati and jigamisati meant
the same thing. This should entitle that these two expressions were formed on the basis of the
same meanings. The fact is that in Panini’s garmmar they aren’t. In order to derive jjgamisati
we have to know that there are two actions, the one being wishing (icchd), the other the object
of that wishing; both actions, moreover should have the same agent (p.3.1.7: dhdtoh karmapah
samanakartrk4ad icchiydm v4.) For the derivation of gantum icchati, on the other hand, we must
know that there is an action, in this case wishing, for the sake of another action (p.3.3.10:
tumunnvulau kriydyam kriydrthiydm). These conditions are not identical. Yet the two expressions
are synonymous. That is to say, the meanings underlying gantum icchati should be able to give
rise to jigamisati. How can this be accomplished? Kitydyana chose the simplest solution. He
allowed P.3.3.10 to add tum to gam, then he adds saN to gam-tum, followed by the deletion
of rum. Note that Katydyna propses this derivation as an alternative to Panini’s, but an alternative
which solves a real problem.'®*

_ The real problem of course, is that the author of these lines is dealing with a nonissue on
the basis of ignorance, unaware of -- or at least not mentioning -- Panini’s rule 3.3.158.1°5

7. Interest continues to be shown in Panini’s background and his relatlon to possible
- antecedants. ‘

7.1 For many years, the issue of whether Yaska antedated Panini or not was hotly debated
(see Cardona 1976a/1980: 270 - 273). This topic is now somewhat in the background, but
recently a claim was made concerning Yaska’s derivations, namely that he would allow
simultaneous derivations for a single noun.'?® It has also been show that this claim is not justified
by the evidence.!?’

7.2. As is well known, P#nini refers to éakalya in the Astadhyayl. On the basis of Panini’s
sdtra 1.1.16: TG AT and the procedure supposed to have been followed in the
padapatha associated with the Rgveda, it was recently claimed!®® that for Panini this padapatha
was not really a separate text linked with the sambhitdpatha. This claim, however, is without
foundation, since it is based on a misunderatanding of just how Sakalya proceeded in his
padapitha.'?®
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8. Quite recently, there has been a spurt in scholarship concerning the history of the text
of the Mahabhisya. Rau’s fundamental work of Vedic citations in the Bhisya (1985) is the basis
for a series of interesting studies concerning the history of this text; see Witzel 1986, Bronkhorst
1987b: 14-42.

In a similar vein, and again thanks to the solid scholarship of Rau (1980) there is now serious
interest in the Vedic citations found in Bhartrhari’s work {e.g. Bronkorst 1987c).

' All such studies have important implications for our knowledge concerning the state of Vedic
texts at the times of Patafijali and, later in Bhartrhari’s era.

Suminary. In this brief -- and admittedly personal -- view of recent work in Paninian studies,
- I hope to have touched on what are, at least in my opinion, some of the major emphases and
trends. There has been a marked tendency on the part of a group of scholars towards finding
in the recived AstadhyayT text evidence of massive interpolations. In addition, some scholars have
recently placed great emphasis on the proposition that Paninlyas such as Kitydyana and Patafijali
not only did not inherit a single direct tradition but also were ignorant of certain crucial usages
known to Panini and ideed misrepresented Panini’s intentions. Although none of this recent
scholarship is without some merit, the major premisses from which the scholars in question
proceed and, to a great extent, the manners in which they attempt to maintain their theses are
neither wholly cogent nor acceptable. To finish, let me say a few words about where I think fruitful
work remains to be done.

The detailed study of Panini’s AstddhyayT is a task which can hardly ever be considered
complete. I would emphasise, contrary to what some recent scholars have tended to do, that,
instead of seeking to find interpolations or denigrating traditional scholarship of both ancient and
modern Pininiyas, it is well to treat all the materials in their full details, without any prejudgement
about whether the claims and arguments found in them are ultimately to be accepted. This is
not bécause texts such as the Mahabhiasya or the Vikyapadiya in and of themselves have any
special claim to a truth, or are based on a single continuous tradition, or because none of the
conclusions reached by their authors should be rejected. It is just that, if we wish to understand
the full history of this subject, we cannot, without defeating our purpose, afford to leave out
the arguments and ideas presented in these works. Moreover, whatever we may conclude
concerning particular aspects of Panini’s theory or method, the fact remains that Kitydyana,
Patafjali, and other Paniniyas, with their unequalled mastery of the grammar and its techniques,
took up and argued issues that are both worth considering and indispensable for a full understanding
of Panini and his work.

Of course, there must be a reliable basis for all such research, which means that reliable
editions of all the important works must be made available. Some very good work has been done
(see 1), but much remains to be done.

In sum, Pinini and his traditions still beckon us. .
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FOOTNOTES

~ * Iam grateful to A. M. Ghatge, J. A. Gune, S. D. Laddu, and M. A. Mehendale for discussions
concerning points dealt with in this article. Of course, none of these scholars necessarily shares
all my views and any errors which might appear are mine alone.

! In connection with the 2Sth anniversary of the Centre of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, a bibliograhpic
survey of recent work is projected. For a fairly detailed critical bibliography- of work done in
the field up to 1975, see Cardona1976a/1980. The recent history of Sanskrit grammatical
 literature by Scharfe (1977) leaves much to be desired (see Cardona 1979).

2 See Cardona 1976a/1980: 153-160 (Section I1I. 1.3.3.) for a critical survey of major claims in
this area.

3 Joshi-Roodbergen 1983:93: Our claim in the present article is that we have found a number of
such inconsistencies, and that they can be traced to a single cause, namely the addition, at a later
date, of the taddhita and samdsa sections. This is our hypothesis which involves major surgery
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in the present text of the Astddhydyl. In an carlier work (Joshi-Roodbergen 1973), the same
authors claimed that a group of compounding rules was to be considered interpolated because,
in their opinion, the compounds in question could be derived otherwise and the analysis reflected
‘in the rules is supposedly clumsy. Their arguments are not well founded (sece Cardena
1976b/1980: 159-60, 1977). Bhate 1980, 1987 are in the same interpretational vein as Joshi
-Roodbeergen’s work. For example Bhate says (1987:91), Although it is difficult to show different
layers in chronological hierachy, the observations made so far do not prevent us from concluding
that the kaleidoscopic view of the taddhitasection in the AstAdhy3yT is due to multiple authorship.

4 Astadhy#iyT 3.1.133: vgegehi

5 Joshi-Roodbergen 1983: 61: The point made here is that as regards the pharsing of the rules in
the krt section and in the taddhita and samdsa sections on the other hand there is no evidence
 to indicate that they necessarily stem from the same aughcr. Joshi and Roodbergen’s apparent
caution is subsequently abandoned, when they reach the conclusion cited in note 3 above. It is
not necessary or fruitful to consider here what they have to say about siirtas introducing taddhita
affixes.

¢ Joshi-Roodbergen 1983:65: The first sequence forms the Kdraka-section. The section logically
expected to come immediately after this sequence is the vibhakti -section.

7] have presented the general features of this derivation system in a brief article and in a section of
the first volume of a large work (Cardona 1976b, 1988: 159-468).

& Astadhydyl 1.4.1: 3T FSRXaT Fm 1

This is not to claim that the text of the AstAdhy3yl received by Paninlyas represents absolutely
faithfully what must have been the original text. For example, I consider that the original version
of Astadhyfyi 8.3.4. was sRgTRmEFIsTER:; and that anunasikdt of the received text represents
a haplological shortening of ananundsikat; see Cardona 1983b. Aklujkar 1982 also deals with
possible modifications in the original text of the AstAdhyayl. I consider it wholly possible and
indeed probable not only that Panini took over terms of earlier teachers (parvacaryasamjiii) but
also that he took over whole sdtras from predecessor without modification. This would accord
. well with the attitude reflected in Patafijalis statement that teachers do not rescind siitras once
they have formulated them (Bh. I. 12.9.-10: 7 #criFramf: g gear fraefafT); see also volume I,
pages 44-45 of the Rohtak edition of the Mahabhisya with the editors first note on page 45.

1% In saying this, I anticipate the conclusion to be drawn below.

11 6.1.86. vt. 1: sageRRIgEa-MRYICRIHRuRcreRPRmER! 711

12 yas asificat — kali asificat — ko asiiicat — kosincat. See Cardona 1988:490 (654) for details
concerning the rules for each step in this derivation and the derivation of adhitya..

13 AstadhyayT 8.3.59: smdewiaaal |
'* Astadhyay 6.1.109: ¢@: Ry |
15 Astadhyay! 6.1.71: waw Ry gRy 33
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16 Astadhyayt 6.1.101: 37 wadf ek
17 See Cardona 1988:448-449

18 6.1.86. vt. 2: wirerierom iR

1%6.1.86.Vt 3: siRvgererniRea iR SR RIE TR 11 llThcsamelssandmvarttika4onAstadhyﬁy‘l
1.1.57 (see note 36).

2% Patafijali puts it, killing Devadatta’s slayer does hot result in Devadatta’s reappearance. Bh.
I65.19-20. 77 sraeiigae e urgaiar wafy 71 f S &R & dagavy wigafar wafiy | Patafijali says
this also in his Bhasya on 1.1.57 vt 4 (cf. note 19)

216.1.84 vt 4: FemnfEgTmRES w11 Bh 111.66.2-3 awmﬁaq’qmmsﬁlaa‘ﬁl anfie Sy wenfvazm: |
Psfsag arsRsaRenfigea)

226.1.84 vt 4: vzt aRmRigwR| Bh. 1.66.5-7: wrﬁaammﬂmqlﬁsmlmﬁzaﬁlam
Frifigs By B aff arenfigeT B corvard grarasfiig sadfr i :

23For example, Pr. IV. 415-416. waruemeafify | aay gf gaemed sacky qurererereafiege wafi | Pr. V. 358.
AR of guafy gaReR

248.2.1vt.8: aﬁaaaaému

*SAstadhyayt 7.2.102, 6.1.97: e5=@m: | 3w it By the former a substitutes for the final sound of
a stem that is a base of the pronominal subset begining with tyad, before any ending; the latter
lets the second of two contiguous vowels replaced both these sounds if the first is short a that
does not occur at the end of a pada and the second ‘is a gupa vowel.

26Astadhyay17.1.12,14,15,8.2.80, 8.3.59: mﬁmﬁmaqn (FaR) 1 wFw=T: ¥ (34:93)1 sRm:
FfRT ) SEEisdRlg Q& 7 e

27Bh. I11.386. ISZOmammmmmmsﬁmwmn
IfgTzaft |

28Cf. Pr. V.358. SeRTeRRigmeyadTeqd SiIed: e |
*’Ka$ 11.904.... aRa Sedugeisar: @aiighicdd aRaer] | o7 3 SURaHTeaeagH=aT WRearme aeRtsearisRia
Al | &1 SR T ITRIT Avr: ghRiE wafiy sifvgamafy Rigarf T st | The Kasika’s i OsRra).. is directly
taken from the very beginning of the Mahabhisya on 8.2.1.

3°For example, Nyisa VI. 329-30: qRFrarmzirawaimei e 7 araRnacafemshad sy iy

*'Nyaisa VI.330 Riguear frsasae: | Rig Pl 7 Rigrfie SFsasiicgsad | W e a9 Frsgs o ae
T T TSTRATRIAIIIGRIG . SRR Feeisaficghsiidensd T aderafigaficgmshtasd 7aq w1 IRig
affen et FdiegRTe Rigarifenf @ R aefgaemeiy aR Riea aert as st PMIL668: = oaRd
areriigfRicgea 7 & Feemfi figaaaiig wafy ) o ome Rigard T adicae! 3fY 1 aaarRRRY smiaa sk It

is not necessary to discuss here details of extension rules (atidesasdtra)in which forms with or
without va#r are used.

321.1.57 vt. 2. TRweromidY: 1 As Kaiyata remarks, this is said on the assumption that a rule of
extenson allows what would obtain by something other than an element that is present but does
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not thereby disallow what is conditioned by that element-itself. Pr. 1.436: aifeRm wped o vy
7 g @ Pacd)

33 Astadhyayl 6.1.77 s auifa

34 AstadhyayT 6.1.66: @y =@

35Bh. 1. 436: fsgaaicagy) IO RiAFHTH: Wmm@mﬁm from what is said in the
following vdrttika (see note 36), it is patent that this is intended to be an alternative to AstadhyayT
1.1.57 as formulated and that Patafijali correctly presents what Kitydyana intended.

6K atyayadna goes on to consider the other purpose served by suspension. In his third vdarttika
(sRgaaTRagARY AgaTiaemmaer:), he notes that if suspension is invoked, one must nevertheless
also have an extension rule to allow for operations conditioned by original vowels that have been
replaced. The examples Pataiijali gives are patvyd, mrdvyd (patu-I-3 mrdu-1-3): Assuming that
semivowel substitution (6.1.77, seec note 33) applies first to -I-, the replacement -y- must be
allowed to have the status of ‘the original vowel, in order that semivowel substitution apply also
to the preceding -u-. It is then proposed that this too is taken care of by suspension, so that,

" in effect, a rule of suspension is assumed to replace the original rule 1.1.57, and to this the same

~ objection is brought up (1.1.57 vt. 4: siRigaa-IicTaRIfy aRaRigaae-a+ ia.1) as is made in varttika
3 to AstadhydyT 6.1.86 (sec note 19). Hence, it is concluded that one nceds both an extension
rule and a statement of suspension (1.1.57 vt S: aeTcenFagaHRe ). In vdrttika 6 (S an), finally,
Katyayana alludcs to what was said in varttika S on 6.1.86 (see note 22). Note that elsewhere
(Bh 1. 145.5-9), Pataiijali argues for having semivovel replacement apply first to the -u-of patu-I-3,
mrdu-I-3. The details regarding the alternatives -- of which only the latter is truly acceptable -
nced not be considered here..

37Here again I anticipate the conclusion to be drawn below.
3¥With hireplacing a basic ending sip (AstadhyayT 3.4.87 @iftmn).

3The ending antderives from jA(7.1.3: sis=x:), which is gotten from the basic ending k7. This in turn
is a substitute, in the present instance, for the L-affix /an. The -iof a verb ending that replaces
an L-affix marked with nis dropped (3.4.100: ).

“°By Astadhyayl 1.1.56: (wrfraerensieadt, a substitute is treated as though it were the original element
(sthanivat) except with respect to an opcration that would be conditioned by an original sound
(analvidhau).

41Sce Cardona 1988:495-496 (660-661), where examples of suspension covered by Asgﬁdhyayl'
6.4.22 in order to achieve the first purpose noted earlier are also considered.

“2He could not simply provide for replaccments to have the status of their substituends, since both
types 1) and 2) are involved (sec note 41). I do not consider here additional detalls concerning
the use of terms with or without vatiin extension rules.

43For example, Pr. IV. 687: mmqmwm:éwwmﬁam T8 STRiEFTT IHART|

4401, Ud. IV. 687-688: sTeRige wasaenai acaaRufRRiTe: shy @Ry afe-rmrRIRRRY 7w
Nage$a brings in also 6.4.119: sauRgr=aRaALy in connection with the derivation of edhi‘be’ which
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I have not considered here.

“3Full details concerning rule and operations suspension were considered in an unpublished chapter
of my large work on Panini’s grammar, distributed in 1976, which will be incorporated as volume
Il of Papini, his work and its traditions. Bronkhorst 1980 also emphasises the distinction between
asiddhaand asiddhavat. However, he appears to hold that Astidhy3yT 6.4.22 nevertheless provides
for rule suspension: ‘It is here that P. 6.4.22 comes to our rescue. To see how we may note
that both the rules considered in connecion with the derivation of $4dhi, both P. 6.4.101 and
P. 6.4.35 belong t6 the Abhlya-section, i.e. to the domain of P. 6.4.22. This has as a result that,
that one of the two rules, P. 6.4.101 and 6.4.35 is as if had not taken effect with regard to
the other. (1980:70)’ In addition, Bronkhorst does not seem to be aware of-- or at least does
not make explicit -- how one of the rules in question is indeed allowed to apply before the other.
Moreover, he says (1980:70) that each rule... when taking effect, removes the conditions for
the application of the other. He thus seems unaware that 6.4.35 can indeed still apply even if
6.4.101 has applied to let dhireplace Ai. Finally, Bronkhorst seems not to realize the reason for
Panintyas opting for rule suspension even in the case of Astddhydyl 6.4.22, namely that, as
established elsewhere, rule suspension takes care of both types 1) and 2) hence is more
encompassing than operation suspension. cf. Pr. IV.687; s anacarcsreitiged Weu-oR W@ wfdd #=m
ame. Consequently, although I agree with Bronkhorst that the position generally accepted by
Paniniyas concerning 6.4.22 is not acceptable, I cannot agree with him in saying that this is simply
a gross misinterpretation on their part. Kiparsky (1982;107-108) essentially agrees with
Bronkhorst concerning 6.4.22. Kiparsky also (1982:105), again like Bronkhorst, seems unaware
that the two rules concemned in $4s-hi do not egqually preclude each others applying.

““I qualify my statement, saying generally because not all PaninTyas in fact adopt rule suspesion in
all instances. Thus, Rimacandra interprets Astadhyay1 8.2.1 as providing for operation suspensnon

PK 1.56: wurcwnreara Rfdd ol wdite Hur Rftaafig 9w )
“TThus Joshi-Roodbergen 1987:545-546.

“%Joshi-Roodbergen 1987:548: ‘The conclusion can only be that in Sanskrit grammatical tradition
the concept of asiddhain Panini’s grammar, sthinivadbhivaand the antaranga pb. have been badly
mixed up, starting from a relatively early (pre-Pataifijali) date, because to all three of these the
same function has been ascribed’. This major claim is made after discussing very little (546-7):
in particular, they do not mention places where Paninlyas clearly distinguish between asiddhatva
and sthanivadbhiva. -

49VP.3.8. 1. efeagaiig a1 Seactied | anfrEeaear afsrify s i

596.4.114 vt. 1-2 sReRRuIg A9: 1911 Rig weaafel 120 The sdtraitself provides that the -Jof daridra-
‘be poor, in straits’ is replaced by -7before a consonat-initial sdrvadhatuka affix that is marked
with k. 7. For example, the past participle daridri-ta-has daridri- before the suffix kta.

51 AstadhyayT 3.1.134: afFmfdgai=r sgfrre |

S2Astadhyay! 3.1.141: aReaurgHgEvEREagETawy. If apwere introduced, the final augement yuk
would be added to the verb in 7 (7.3.33: anar gg fRvgsr:)
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>*By AstadhyayT 1.1.66,67: afefafy Al g | aeiRegorer |

>“Bhasya II1.385.2-11: af wucmi wareararst qAisearl shig wgeaa 4 58 ariidy: wsifidmaiea=y dseafar:.
R a7 B A1 Tl SR s PTGty FfEY e aeniRegaed wan IRAIST T Faedv) AW AW
7o i aftae fag, F=ry FdeT W a7 o dRufeud seer] sl #if. m@amaﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁt .
TR IR ORI, ﬁuwmmmmmwmumm

558.2.1. vt. 1: {éalﬁqémfﬁfﬁmsma@ﬂm

3¢ Bhasya IMI. 385:15-17: g ey Rufie: ﬁfamm ST GAMfE WY SRafemaauRieY waf
T g gy ) of afr wafn

*7Joshi-Roodbergen 1987:542.

3 8Joshl-Klparsky 1979:228: “The most general prmcnplc governing the order in which rules are to
be applied is that of transparent odering.

2)-All rules are siddha w.r.t. all rules (sarvatrasiddham).’

5 a-i-eby Astadhyayi 6.1.87: 3ng o1 which provides that a gupa vowel is the single substitute for an .
a-vowel and a following vowel; -e7— ay i-by 6.1.78: wEisgarE;, whereby ay av dy 4v- repsectively
substitute for e o ar au - before vowels; 8.3.19: d: smHea=T states that, according to éakalya,
word-final -y -v are deleted before vowels.

®According to Astadhyayi 7.3.86: gTaegTeRaT ¥, a gupavowel replaces a penultimate light vowel of
a stem followed by a sdrvadhdtuka or 4drdhadhdtuka affix. See note 62.

$1 _tiis an agent-signifying sdrvadhatukaaffix; according to AstadhyayT 3.1.77: gafe=s: ., the suffix
$a is introduced after a verb of the ordered set which starts with tud, if this occurs before an
agent signifying sarvadhatuka affix.

2By AstadhyayT 1.2.4: wdurgsafiq a sdrvadhatuka affix that is not marked with p is marked with 2.
This serves to keep the affix from conditioning gupa substitution. Astadhyayl 1.1.3-5 s PR
T uIgelly 3MefuTgd | fFSRY 9 1 is a series of metarules associated with operational rules which provide

for. gupa and vrddhi substituiton. If the terms guna, vrddhi are used to signify replacement and '
the sound subject to substitution are not specified, one is to ‘understand that the replacemcnts
apply to sounds denoted by ik, that is to i T u G r £l. Guna and vrddhi replacements that would
otherwise apply as stipulated to elements followed by particular affixes do not apply if: the affix
in question is an Jrdhadhdtuka that determines deletion in a verb or is one marked with g, k,
n. These metarules (paribhisa) apply in conjunction with rules of substitution; thus; together with
1.1.5, Astadhyayt 7.3.86 (see note 60) provides for guna substitution in stéms followed by affixes
that are not marked with g, &, n.

¢3Joshi-Kiparsky 1979:23 1: ‘It will be seen that all crucial ordering relations in the derivation of both
words (atra — etad-tra, iyd ja — yaj-a) involve feeding. The interaction of rules here is in its
entirely predicted by (2). There are other types of ordering, not involving feeding, which also
full under (2) if the siddha relation is defined in the general manner of (1), as we have suggested.
Numerically, the next most important set of cases involve the bleeding relation. Here principle
(2) says that rules are to be applied in bleeding order. Their prinicple i) is formulated as follows
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(Joshi-Kiparsky 1979:225):
(la) A is siddha w.;.t. B = For all such that B(A (8))#B, A(#), A is applied before B to .

~ (Ib) A'is asiddha w.r.t. B=- For all such that B(A(#)) # B, A (#), A is not applied before B to

¢ where B(A(9)) denotes the result of applying to a given input $,rules A and rule B in that order
and B,A (#) denotes 9 the result of applying, to a given input (9) rules A and B simultaneously.
Kiparsky 1982:77-95 maintains the same principles, using much the same material, though some
slight modifications have been made. :

4By Astaddhyayi 1.1.56 (see not 40). The status of tud, tod is comparable to that of & and tu: the
latter is gotten through replacing -7 with -u and, by virtue of 1.1.56, tu has the status of #i, so
that a form like pacatu... ‘should cook’ is as much a pada as a form like pacati’. i$ cooking.’

®5As I pointed cut in section 2.1, the distinction between operation suspension and rule suspension
is not crucial in the case where suspension serves to preclude an operation whose conditions are
produced by the application of a rule to be suspended. In this regard, it is worth noting that,
in his Laghu$abdendusekhara, Nigesa considers the possibility that, for instances of type 1) a
rule’s being suspeded could mean it is treated as not having taken effect (anispannam -apravrttam),
although its application is dictated by another principle, but emphasises that, where there is the
possibility of two rules applying to the same sequence, suspension means simply that a given
rule does not apply at all: Sekh. 1.109-111: fig Frast wger] gy SeaaRenRicd @or s (cf.3)

AR AERER § ITREAT AuTed 99T aAit aTeeRY @MIERINe aRgRigesia RageeTdEy
mmwmmgmuqﬁﬁamﬁml

$6Note that neither in Joshi-Kiparsky 1979 nor in Kiparsky 1982: 77-87 is any attempt madc to
justify the siddha principle through a thorough investigation of what siddha means in ordinary
usage. I agree with Bronkhorst (see Bronkhorst 1984:311 with reference) that Kiparsky and
Joshi have not fully understood the meaning of the terms. they make use of. In order to vindicate
his and Joshi’s views, Kiparsky (1987) answers some of the objections made by Bronkhorst,
but the fundamental problem of what siddha means is still not dealt with.

7] have taken up the evidence in the chapter alluded to in note 45.
%8 Joshi-Kiparsky 1979:235-240, Kiparsky 1982:95-102.
69 AstadhyayT 1.4.13. seicvcaaRiftRaait scadsF 1

7%Astadhydyi7.3.84: Hﬁm@mﬁu@aﬂ‘r (7or: 82) lets guparcp]aceﬁ\cm apply to the final sounds of stems
which end in 1 -u -r- vowels, if a sdrvadhdtuka or an ardhadhatuka affix follows the stem.

"1 AstadhydyT 6.4.77: 3Ry eugyar Raga=t |

721.4.2 vt 8, 15: s a1 e o | Bhasya 1.306.12: Wammﬁmll 308.24-25: su:ﬂéu’r
oNERgaEd: WA Rl Raf mﬁwammsuméaﬂmm. :

7>AstadhyayT 6.1.101: 3w ,mﬁéxé.l
741.4.2 vt. 10: SRR T |
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"SKiparsky 1982:96

"SKiparsky 1982:97

771.1.5. vi. 1: PSR AR AR PreNEvETRIAR
T8Bhasya 1.54. 3-4: ok afrme R s AW: RaR®

71.1.5w. 3: mﬁm

8°Bh. 1.54. 13-17: Squrh a@snet| qrRRy adt a1 R Rdsfisars) aft argfidead Rerora 1 weify Riga:
I T Fia I Ay S RRRARINT arpreoe] gkl Rita i ariRg aff T oefn A Ry aaifiResr
fredfn o aff iRy R

81Bh. 1.54.17-19: srmrariare f& Semafam o= s o see Jroer e ol sadiegaferatis safy sk
52Bh. 1.54.19-20. 3rm@r adafe-=inr iR aeaan TEIFAPRICI TR 7 isgary
**AstadhyayT 3.2.140: RmRmRf: 731 1.2.9-10 & wiep s

. ®Bh. 1.54. l9-24iawmwmﬁm@mmmsﬁmmqﬁmﬂ:ﬁ:wmm
st RN o gear s R TaTEoR oI @ A RN

aﬁmwﬁﬁu}amw%mmﬁfm na@wmmsﬁaa T fasdt R
”Astadhyayt 1.1.72: 37 Rftreag=awm

86 AstadhyayT 3.1.79: gy S

87 AstadhyayT 6.4.110: 3 ScaEuTGH!

881 say “‘choose to ignore’ becasuse the evidence is not only in the Mahibhisya for all to see but was
also considered several years ago (Cardona 1970:54).

8% AstadhyayT 3.2.87: seruy 5y The affix kvipis deleted (6.1.67: Ruwwa).

20 AstadhyayT 1.4.17: wfsd-mreem |

1 Astadhyayt: 8.2.7: ely: smRaReraa

*2AstadhydyT 1.1.62: 5eaaeil Geaaemior]) -

**Kiparsky 1982:102-103.

Haftg aftrradn

>SNor again is it justifiable to use this second version of the principle, silently omitting mention of
the other, as Joshi and Kiparsky do (1979:235), in order to show that ‘the antaranga principle’
does not apply properly in deriving aksadyd- As was pointed out some time ago (Cardona
1970:54), Patafijali himself recognized the weakness of the version in connection with such
examples. Although selectively ignoring what others say may well be a favoured method -of
polemical argumentation, it is, of course, not justified. Kiparsky seems to favour this,

nevertheless, not just with respect to ancient Paniniyas but also in connection with modern authors.
Thus, he mlsrepreqentq (1982:117-118) what was said in Cardona 1970:57: It is certamly true
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that, if one considers operands and contexts independetly, problems arise, but I also did not do
this; instead, I cosidered the totality of contexts and operands at issue: In the case of the single
shared operand (r) then, 7.1.100 will counter 7.3.84, since all the contexts of the former are
included in those of the latter. Kiparsky also chooses to ignore that, in the capter alluded to in
note 45 above, the formulation in question was made amply clear for quite a few instances of
what I call ‘limited blocking’. The same kind of attitude towards evidence is shown when Kiparsky
(1982:35) qualifies as ‘bizarre’ the example madyam pdyayata dtminam and goes on to say
(1982:35 n 37), ‘I cannot recall seeing it in the grammatical literature or elswehere. Obviously,
Kiparsky’s reading in the literature is limited; the example is a slight modification of Bhattikavya
8.41: Teaurae wrod Wiearet SREIFES 11 S GrAammREE g

96Note the formulation of Taittirffyapratiéakhya 22.7 3f &f¥e; which, in its traditional interpretation,
says that the term v4 has to do with option, has the meaning option(al) (Tribhasyaratna: ar ¥
e Amiay dafevar waftn VaidikAbharana: ey Remsmriorr:. fscard gy aww).

97 As well-as other problems which have been pointed out; see for example, Devasthali 1983b. The
arguments Devasthali gives against Kiparsky’s main thesis in another paper (1983a) are, in my
- opinion, not cogent.

© 98]nstances of this are discussed in commentaries on 1.1.68. The context of a rule generally indicates
when the self-reference convention is discarded. ‘

99In this context, note the use of vikalpain KatyAyanasrautasitra 1.4.14: Resed 5gf Fi-arearq where
it is stated that, when an option is allowed (vikalpe), if a substitute is to be used due to the absence
of the material provided for the first instance, this should be like the one with which the rite
has begun (pravrttam) and not the altrnative material provided for in the statement allowing the
option, since the latter would result in a distinct ritual act. For example, Katydyana$rautasitra
1.9.1: féaarr eRf states that rice (vrThin)or barley (yavdn vais to be used in offering oblations.
If, then rice is not available, one should perform the rite in question using something similar to .
it, such as nfvara grains, but not barely. Just as vibhas4 in AstadhyayT 7.2.15 can include in its
reference options provided for using vZ, so does the general term vikalpa include reference to
options provided for using va. |

100That v can indeed be used in statements which concern options preferable to what was
stated earlier is well known from traditional sources, though Kiparsky does not mention this. For
example, Sabara frequently notes that v7is used in’particular contexts to set aside a previous
view (e. g. Sabarabhasya on Mrimamsisatra 1.3.2,7,9, (pp.74,118, 141 of vol.97.2 of the
Anandaérama Sanskrit Series edition of 1970: iy &Ry gelt caracddn Ay Ay TeragRY: | arees: T wRiafy).
That is, v4is like exclusive or inclusive ‘or’ and another reason --complementary to the one
suggested above ---- Panini felt constrained to formulate 1.1.44 may be to show that the vZin
the AstadhyayT is not exclusive. Of course, it is not proper to conclude from passages such as
those cited above from the Jaiministras that preferably is the lexically basic meaning of the term.
It is in the nature of argumentative discourse that several options be considiered and that one
introduced with v4# may be the prefered option, though not necessarily; for ‘example in a
Mahabhiasya passage discussed earlier (see 3.5 with notes 81, 82, 84) athavdis used several times,
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and one would be hard pressed to say that each of the alternatives presented is viewed as
definitively preferable to the preceding. Indeed, in the Mah&bhiisya on 3.1.7 (Bh. II. 12.19 &
e aftrigeaasAfteriRin) Patafijali characterizes as an agatikd gatiha position which Katydyana
introduces as an option, using vZ (3.1.7 vt. S: sFfirarmRT). Similarly, when Jaimini says Rftrf
- WRpERTE s g 8 in MImarsasttra 1.2.19, 26 he is definitely not using vZto state
a preferred option; the statements in question are pirvapaksasof arguments. Again, in Manusmrti
2.224: emfuigeas Sa. s of o o sef @w a1 Safeeet 3Ry g AR a series of different views is given
concerning what constitutes éreyas, and one of these is stated with v4, yet Manu then goes on
to give what he considers the correctly established position, so that here too viis clearly not
used in connection with a prefered alternative. One quite important thing Kiparsky fails to do
is to justify his attribution of the meaning ‘preferred option’ to v& which he treats as a primitive,
on the basis of any extensive textual investigation of early Sankrit literature --- preferably Vedic,
- since, in Kiparsky’s opinion, the use of vZin the sepse he attributes to it was lost by the time
of earliest Paninlyas. He chooses instead to be satisfied with a very brief refelIme (1979:3 note
1) to a section of Speijer’s Sanskrit Syntax (Speijer 1886:333-334 (426) where two exmaples,
from the’ Paﬁcatantra and the Ramdyana, are given. At least, however, Kiparsky admits {1979:
60) that vZin Saflkhayanaﬁrautasﬁtra 1.1.34- 35 aﬂmmlmmsunply means ‘or’ and .. ‘does
not have its Paninian sense.’

101 Eor example, attempting to justify a view he had taken earlier, Kiparsky (1982:28) insists that
‘ The abstract tenses /AT etc. are comparable to the kdrakasin mediating at the level of abstract
syntax between semantics and niorphology, to both of which they stand, like the k4rakas, in a
many-many relation.’” As R.N. Sharma (1987:57-58) notes, Kiparsky’s view is certainly confused,
in that, unlike Panini’s k4raka categories, which are categories that mediate between semantics
and grammatical expressions, the L-affixes are just that, affixes, units to which the class name
pratyaya is assigned, just as nominal endings like su au jas and so on are affixes. L-affixes are
introduced on condition that kdrakas --agent (kartr) and object (karman}-- are to be signified,
Just as nominal endings are introduced under such conditions. Kiparsky’s argument assumes that
he is-entitled to give to terms whatever status he himself finds convenient, regardless of how
Panini used them.

'%2Naturally , not all the views expressed are acceptable. Thus, in his excellent review of Deshpande
1980, Venkatacharya demonstrates that Deshpande’s major thesis is at least not demonstrated
with abosulte cogency. Deshpande has more recently (1987b) again taken up the issues
surrounding sentences with gerunds and attempted to rebut Venkatacharya.

1033.1.7 vt. 10: gy=varer awa 7 g1 1 bh. I1 149 TF-eT O S 9 g e | In the text varttika,
Katydyana sugests also introducing san after a term with fis.

'%Bronkhorst 1987d:300. Incidentally, since Bronkhorst is one of those scholars who sounds the
clarion call to ‘revolutionary’ science in lieu of ‘normal science’ and chides those scholars who
are not sufficiently speculative (Bronkhorst 1987e:57), let me add that my objection to his claim
is not meant to discourage speculation. It is only reasonable to ask that speculation be of an
intelligent nature, based on reliable evidence that has been fully understood.
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195[n connection with sentences like =t 7l g on the other hand, Paninfyas do use Astidhyayl
3.3.10 to account for gantum; see, for example, Padamafijar on 3.4.26, Helardja on Vakyapadrya
3.7.84. But this is connected with a particular syntactic problem, which cannot be considered
here. '

106g-onkhorst 1981:6-7.
~ 197\Mehendale 1986.
108 onkhorst 1982.

109ge¢ Cardona forthcoming a.
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