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KATYAYANA AND PATANJALI: 

THEIR RELATION TO EACH OTHER AND TO P .A.NINI. 

L 

AMONG all the European scholars who have been engaged in 
the study of the works of the Sanskrit grammarians, no one has 

more patiently, minutely, and thoroughly examined the Maha­
bhashya, than the late Prof. Goldstiicker. His essay on Pai;iini 

betrays a familiarity with the work of Patanjali to which no 

other scholar has as yet attained, and which few are likely to 

acquire in the future. It is on this account that the views which 

have been expressed by Prof. Goldstiicker regarding the Maha­
bha.shya, are deserving of the highest consideration; but the 
very weight which justly attaches to that scholar's opinions, at 

the same time imposes on those who may devote themselves 
to grammatical studies after him, ·the duty of independently 

examining and testing their value, and of publicly discussing 

such doubts and objections as may occur to them in the course 
of their own reading. And th~ adoption of such a course 
appears to be the more called for, when we find that not only 
have some of the views held by Prof. Goldstiicker been appa-

• rently widely adopted without such examination, but that 

views have even been ascribed to him which are at variance with 

those to which he has actually given expression in his 'Pal_lini.' 

In an article on the Mahabhashya published in the Indian 

Antiquary, vol. V., page 241, I vent~red to express some 

doubts as to whether the nature and the object of the Varttikas 
of Katyayana and of the Mahabha.shya of Patanjali had been 

correctly described by other scholars. I would gladly have 
deferred discussion on this p~int to the time when I might 
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have been enabled to subject the whole of the Mahabhashya to 
a thorough and searching examination ; but having been led 
publicly to question the accuracy of others, I feel bound to lay 
before the reader such objections to the current views regard­
ing the works of Katyayana and Patanjali, as have led me to 
doubt their correctness. 

On pp. 119-121 of his essay on Par;iini, Prof. Goldstiicker 
· has described' the nature and the object of the Varttikas of 
Katyayana and of the work of Patanjali in the following para­
graphs:-

' "The characteristic feature of a Varttika," says Nago­
jibha~ta, " is criticism in regard to that which is omitted 
or imperfectly expressed in a- Si1tra." (Note: Nagoji­
bhatta on Kaiyya~a ..... ~irm I ~~T"i°!~­
#ttl<ii<E4 EiiR\ifi~ ). A Varttika of Katyayana is therefore 
not a commentary which explains, but an animadversion 
which completes. In proposing to himself to write Vartti .. 
kas on Par;iini, Katyayana did not mean to justify and to 
defend the rules of Pa:i;iini, but to find fault with them; 
and whoever has gone through his work must avow that 
he has done so to his heart's content' . . . . . . ' Katya­
yana, in short, does not leave the impression of an ad­
mirer or friend of Pa.I).ini, but that of an antagonist,­
often, too, of an unfair antagonist ' . . . . . 

'The position of Patanjali is analogous, though not 
identical. Far from being a commentator on Par;iini, he 
also could more properly be called an author of Varttikas. 
But as he has two predecessors to deal with instead of one­
and two predecessors, too, one of whom is an adversary of 
the other,-his Great Commentary undergoes, of necessity, 
the influence of the double task he has to perform, now 
of criticising Pal'.).ini and then of animadverting upon 
Katyayana. Th_erefore, in order to show where he coin­
cided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of 
Ka.tyayana, he had to write a comment on the Va.rttikas 
of this latter ·grammarian; and thus the Mahabhashya 
became not only a commentary in the ordinary sense of 
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the word, but also, as the case might be, a critical dis­
cussion, on the Varttikas of Kdtyflyana; while its Ishtis, 
on the other hand, are original Varttikas on such Sutras 
of Par;iini as called for his own remarks.' 

'I have already mentioned that Patanjali often refutes 
the strictures of Katyayana and takes the part of Pa-
nini' ..... . 

'His object being, like that of Katyayana, merely a criti­
cal one, Patanjali comments upon the Varttikas of Katya­
yana, because such a comment of his implies, of necessity, 
criticisms, either on Par;iini or on Katyiyana; and, in 
consequence, no Varttika could be left unnoticed by him. 
Again, independently of Katyayana, he writes his own 
Varttikas to Sutras not sufficiently or not at all animad­
verted upon by the latter grammarian, because they, too, 
are criticisms, viz. on Par;iini.' 

Prof. Weber, in his article on the Mahabha.shya ( lndz'sche 
Studien, vol. XIII.) has adopted Prof. Goldsti.icker's view 
regarding the nature of Katyayana's Varttikas, but to the same 
scholar's remarks on the work of Patanjali he appears to have 
given a meaning, against which Prof. Goldstiicker would seem 
to have distinctly and repeatedly guarded himself. On page 
297 Prof. Weber writes:-

' Through Goldstiicker . . . . we then learnt that Pa­
tanjali behaves much less like a commentator on Panini 
than like a defender of the latter against the unjust atta~ks 
of Katyayana, the author of the Varttikas. And this view 
is indeed fully borne out by appearances.' 

On page 298 Prof. Weber speaks of Katyayana as 
attacking or combating the Sutras of Pfu;iini, and of Patanjali 
as refuting the Varttikas of Katyayana. 

01). page 321 Prof. Weber says:-
' The red thread which runs through the work (z'.e. the 

Mahabhashya) is-and on this Goldsti.'icker was the first to 
lay particular stress-the polemic against the Varttikakara; · 

and on the same page he speaks of the Sutras as attacked by 
Katyayana. 
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On page 399 Prof. Weber writes: ' He (z'.e. Katyayana) 
it is to combat whom is the special object of the Bhashya ;' 
and he tells us that the Bhashya contains the Varttikas 'toge­
ther with their refutation' by Patanjali. 

Finally, on page 502 Prof. Weber asks: 'What business 
have Katyayana's Varttikas, whose object it surely is to attack 
Pfu;iini's Sutras, in the introduction of the Bhashya ?' 

While, then, according to Prof. Goldstiicker, Patanjali com­
mented on the Varttikas of Katyayana in order to show where 
he coincided wz'th, or where he differed from, the criticisms of 
that grammarian, frequently attaching, at the same time, to quote 
another passage from the essay on Pa1,1ini, 'his own critical 
remarks to the emendations of Katyayana, often z'n support of 
the vi'ews of the latter,' Prof. Weber maintains, apparently 
on the authority of Prof. Goldstucker, that the Varttikas of 
Katyayana have been refuted by Patanjali. And Prof. Weber 
is not the only scholar who has given this meaning to Prof. 
Goldsti.icker's words. For Dr. Burnell in his essay On the 
Az'ndra School, likewise describes the relation to each other of 
Katyayana and Patanjali in the following terms (page 91) 
'Katyayana criticised Pa1,1ini, and Patanjali replied in justifi­
cation of the latter,' (and on page 92) 'the Mahabhashya is ... 
a skilful compilation of the views of Pa1,1ini's critics an<l of 
their refutation by Patanjali.' 

Setting aside for the present the work of Patanjali, it would 
appear from the above quotations, that Prof. Goldstucker and 
Prof. Weber are agreed in regarding Katyayana as an anta­
gonist or, to speak more accurately, as an unfair antagonist 
of Par;iini, and that both these scholars are of opinion that 
Katyayana had no other motive in composing the Varttikas than 
to attack, or to find fault with, the Sutras of his predecessor. 
If we try to examine how far this view of the literary activity of 
Katyayana may be correct, we meet at the very outset of our 
enquiry with the difficulty that neither Prof. Goldstucker nor 
Prof. Weber has furnished us with a test by which to recog­
nise the Varttikas of Katyayana, that neither scholar has shown 
to us a way of reconstructing out of the Mahab}iashya, ·as we 
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find it in our MSS, the work of Katyayana as it must have existed 
before it was by Patanjali embodied in his own work. And 
not only have both withheld from us their guidance in deciding 
this most important and fundamental question, but they have 
incidentally ventured on statements the adoption of which, in 
my opinion, would be sure to mislead, and have in individual 
cases expressed opinions opposed to those which are unani­
mously held by the native grammarians. 

It is true Prof. Goldstiicker commences his description of 
the nature and the object of Katyayana's Varttikas with Nagoji­
bhaHa's definition of the term~' but it must he apparent 
that that definition, even supposing it to have been rightly under­
stood, can be of but little value in determining what are Ka­
tyayana' s Varttikas, for we find it stated by Prof. Goldstiicker 
that the Mahabhashya contains not only Katyayana's Varttikas, 
but also Varttikas of Patanjali. Moreover, no reader of the 
essay on PaI,1ini can fail to perceive that practically Prof. 
Goldstucker has little heeded Nagojibhatta's definition, and 
that he frequently, and I may add, correctly, has prefixed the 
words Vdrttika or Katydyana to remarks which justify and 
teach the proper application of, without in any way taking 
exception to, the Sutras to which they refer. Turning to in­
cidental notices, we find that in a note on page 29 Prof. Gold­
stiicker speaks of the usual addition of Katyayana {flit~~; 
in reality this phrase appears to be entirely foreign to the 
style of Katyayana, and occurs either in the original remarks 
of Patanjali, or in the explanations given by this scholar of 
Katyayana's Varttikas. Nor is another statement (in a note on 
pa~e • ~ 3) that ' Katyayana never gives instances ' less liable to 
obJechon, for there are Varttikas, on P. I, r, 39 and other 
rules, which lay down general rules and at the same time give 
instances. 

Prof. Weber has adopted Prof. Goldstiicker's rendering of 
the definition of the term Varttika, and on the strength of 
that definition so understood, he apparently is inclined to 
deny, that Varttikas occur in the first Ahnika of the Maha­
bhashya, viz., because no Sutras of PA.I_lini's are treated of in 
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that Ahnika, and because therefore there is as yet no occasion 
for finding fault with PaJ).ini. Though I have found reason to 
admire their thorough knowledge of the Mahabhashya, I am by 
no means inclined to assert that men like Kaiyata, BhaHojidik­
shita, and Nagojibhafta are free from error. But when I see that 
those scholars unanimously call certain statements which we 
meet with in the first Ahnika, by the name Varttika, while at 
the same time they adhere to the current definition of that term 
as recorded by Nagojibhatta, I in the first instance feel strongly 
moved to question whether the force of that definition has been 
rightly apprehended by Prof. Goldstiicker. And when Prof. 
Weber justifies his doubts as to whether the words ~ J\feii<ii~­
~i in the first Ahnika are part of a Varttika, by stating that 
the same words in other passages in which they occur ( viz. on 
pages 28b, 45a, I 36b of the first volume of the Lith. Ben. 
Edn., and on P. VI, 1, 84) are certaz'nly not Varttikas, I can 
only reply that the sentence ending with ~ irfcti~~ on 
page 28b is called a Varttika by Kaiyata, and that I consider 
those words as part of Varttikas in the remaining passages 
also. On page 399 (Ind. Stud. XIII.) Prof. Weber states that 
on the whole the Varttikas of Katyayana are easily detected 
in the Mahabhashya, because as a rule they are followed by a 
short paraphrase which ends with the word ~ or ~­
This would seem to be an improvement on Prof. Goldstiic­
ker's remark concerning if;::c ~'{:, but it contains no test by 
which to recognize all the Varttikas of Katyayana or even 
most of them; nor did Prof. Weber intend to lay down a 
general rule. Moreover, Prof. Weber, too, has regarded as 
Varttikas statements of Patanjali which end with {ffr cf:;:Ji~-

So far as we know at present, the Varttikas of Katyayana 
~o not exist separately in MS. MSS. which profess to give the 
Srimadbhagavat-Katyayanavirachita-varttikapatha are indeed 
to be met with in different and widely distant parts of lndia,*but 
a very superficial examination is sufficient to prove that the Vart­
tikapatha which they contain, has been compiled and, I have no 

• A so-called Vartikapa~ha~ has also been printed at Benares. 
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hesitation in saying, very carelessly compiled from the Maha­
bhfishya at a comparatively modern date. Nor do the commen­
tators on the Mahabhashya, or other scholars who have written 
on Par;iini, render us any very great assistance in reconstructing 
the work of Katyayana, for they only occasionally contrast 
the views of Patanjali with those of the Varttikakara, and 
they tell us only incidentally that a particular statement is a 
Varttika or belongs to Katyayana. And Patanjali himself, 
the author of the Great Commentary, is even more reticent. 

In attempting then to determine which are the Varttikas 
of Katyayana, we are mainly left to our own resources. Given 
the Mahabhashya, which in accordance with the tradition handed 
down to us and to judge from incidental remarks that occur 
in the work itself, contains both Varttikas of Katyayana and 
original matter contributed by Patanjali, we must attempt to 
find out whether there is anything in the method and the style 
of the work that would enable us to separate the former from 
the latter. In making an attempt of this nature, we may 
avail ourselves of the assistance rendered to us by the later 
native grammarians-not indeed on account of any traditional 
knowledge, which they may or may not have been possessed 
of, but because they evince a familiarity with the work of 
Patanjali in which they will never again be equalled,-and if the 
re_sult to_ which our enquiry may lead should happen to coincide 
with their views, such accordance will tend to assure us that 
ou:1" at~~mpt has not been entirely vain or fruitless. In 
this _spmt and from this point of view I have examined that 
portion of the Mahabhashya which treats of the rules in the 
first Pada of Pa.Qini's grammar; the results which I have 
arrived at in the course of that examination I have tested by 
applying them in the later portions, and having found them 
confirmed, I now submit them to the judgment of others. 

II. 
The first thing sure to arrest the attention of the student of 

t~e MaUbhashya, is in my opinion this, that the method of 
discussion followed in it, is distinctly two-fold. If we examine 
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that part of the work which treats of the rules in the first Pada 
of the Asht,adhyayi, we find that in the case of some rules the 
discussion is begun, continued, and ended in a series of short 
epigrammatic sentences. The paraphrases which invariably 
accompany these sentences, and the explanatory remarks which 
are sometimes added, form no integral part of the discussion. 
They facilitate the understanding of the sentences to which 
they are attached: but an intelligent reader might supply 
them for himself. They contribute nothing to the discussion 
of which at first sight they seem to form a part. 

On the other hand, there are other rules in the discussion of 
which such short sentences accompanied by paraphrase and 
explanatory remarks, are completely wanting. Wherever this 
is the case, every part of the discussion is essentially necessary, 
and nothing could have been omitted without either breaking 
the continuity of the discussion, o.r depriving the student of 
information which no mere exegetical ability of his could have 
supplied him with. 

As instances of rules where the former method has been 
exclusively adopted I cite P. I, 1, 10, 48, 54, 60, and 71; as 
instances for the latter P. I, r, 14, 25, 28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 55, 
74 and 75. 

On P. I, 1, 10 all essential points of the discussion are 
contained in the following sentences:-

(a) ~~: l111fq'~ =.tl4'il(lfr1~~~~~(:qf"(_ I 
(b) ~ «"4dJciM ~!Sf: I 
(c) ~lfiT~ I 

" 
(d) "'f(•P-t14Rflif!Wff 11 

On P. I, 1, 48 in the following:-

(a) ~ ,aq+pf e"4on4'iRA~~ I 
( b) ifi s,h e 1j-~ frr.r~4'i (:"4 I"(_ I 
(c) ~'ih:-: ~~'-41Pfc€4i~ I 
(d) ~~ir~"4r~ 11 
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On P. I, I, 54 in the following single sentence:-

~~~~: 4(F41-iifl~~cf~tfqf~fct~~­
q[~: II 

On P. I, 1, 60 in the following sentences:-

(a) il-~lfri:r~h=rffi"~~ I 
( b) ~ef~S:~ (!f ~ (-1-f r rlf~~~ I 

if~ "c.- " 
(c) ~;r- J«1-t"~crrm°'tcr: I 
(d) (?r-;t q ~~~~ it-~~ 11 

~ 

On P. I, 1, 71 in the following:-

(a) ~~.:r ~~'ih?.tfil'.f c?;f ?;f: m-lf' ~r..l-:til\ I 
(b) (?r;t ccrrAAm" ~ ~~fflftt •'P'-MI\ I 
(c) ft"~~~ ~_II 

I select the discussion on this last rule as an instance to 
show that all that has been stated regarding that rule of Pa-
1.iini' s in the Mahabhashya is really contained in the three sen­
~ences which I have pointed out, and that what we find besides 
is paraphrase and explanatory remark. The whole Bhashya 
on P. I, 1, 71 atrf~if;:r ~ runs thus:-

~f~~ --~;r 8'~~ ~ Q sr~: «fii;ft ~ f;rem!'f II 
' 

~R< .. ~.:r ~~~: I f.li" CfiKIJf~ I ft"rn-.fr ~ffi-:trr-
q I .,. ~ ~~.ft f.n~~ 11 

~ ~rffl'-mrr 8°6 ff~q4:qnr ~;rn,:_ 11 

fu-~~ I cli"~~ I m~~ u-~ iwi:rrcrr: (-cf(-4" tf 
~ q-1 ~ cti Bi .. ;i ;.lfr.:ri ~ ef-i'fiolflr 11 

' 
tj-qf.:'~~~f ~ 11 

"' ' 
~ 1~'it,'\ I ~• I imrft Gfr~ ~ 

~'\~~ 0 "-'~nt I -:r -ifl..,_4"if (-cf(-41 i:rmt (-cf~~~ 

~ tn:4"it "-IT 1-f"(-lf ~ ~ 1-f"(-4" ~ I q-;rfit~Tt?;fl" -
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ftt~1-I" efit #tst~1-r~~~ffi" I ~ ~~!-.TI 1(a !(.-a 0 lf ?.i" JJ"fit 1-1" 
~, R< .-elf ft1r 'q' ~'frt ('{'~1.1" tr{of ~;=;rt1r ~;:;r~ 'q' ~q-m 11 

To show how this method differs from that which has been 
followed on P. I, I, 14 and the other rules enumerated above, 
in the discussion on which we meet with no sentences that are 
accompanied by paraphrase and explanatory remarks, I cite.> 
for the sake of brevity the Bhashya on P. I, 1, 25 and 30. 

P. 1, 1, 2s:-~n:r 'et" 11 ft ~~~or 1"t: ~1.1"1f,,. t~r­
B"~1raj q-~~rr?.ft 'q' I ~ ~<F~ itcfij ':l I ctr~~ I 1-1"~ ~ -
~~maj ~~ q-~r?.ft if ctr,'t~~ I ~~ I ~~ 
q-~ ~1.l"iferr1~1t I ot~ q-~17ti' t'ii~ ~ €4r« ~17ti' 

',j "" 

if cfi"I~~ I ~ ~ #~ffl~q[fr~ 11 

P. I, I, 30:-;f~1.l"rffifr~ 11 ~ffi fi<=t 'f~i:tl.f 'Tif: ~-
i::. ',j 

~of ,~~i:c_ I ot?.f ¥£1.l"rffirrm-.s ~(:~ JJ"r~q ;ii lfr~;r-

~~~~cfi°fcr"1Rti coi ~~ I at1~ =q- ~~~~~ 
~ 41 ~ "11 ~ 1 ~ q~@r ('{'1f}-~irrff f~ I ~~~4'Rlr~ -
i::. i::. 

~ ~~ ~"T~ II at~r ff~ frt 'f~f.t ~: ffmff-

tr{f1T~~(1cli"fl'1'f-t ~ ~r ~~pt:r I ffrt 'q' ~1•11~ ~-

irfir~: _ctif~ I im1-1"r I l[ffi1.l"rffirr?f ffGfl~~ ff~.Jflf­

~r~ if ~ei~ I ~Gfl~ ~~ ~~'iGfT1-I" ~({ I ~ 
s B"i:tT~ I atffifre- ,..- ¥f~: fforr~ ~ ... , i:i ff~ n';:t .:r 
~~ I m~if 'lcIT~ ~ ~ei~"tcrr 'iciPl ~frnt 11 

If we now ask whether there is anything in the nature or in 
the object of the remarks on the two sets of rules cited above 
which could have induced the author of the Mahabhashya to 
adopt two distinctly different methods of discussion, we are 
bound to answer in the negative. For the object of the dis­
cussions on P. I, 1, 10, &c., is no other than that of the discus­
sions on P. I, I, 14, &c., either to defend Pal)ini against objec-
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tions which might be raised or have actually been raised, or to 
show the real meaning and the scope of his rules, or to prove 
that a particular rule need not have been given, &c. Nor is it 
the extent of the remarks appended to P. I, 1, ro, &c. that could 
have induced Patanjali to sum up, as it were, the discussion in a 
few short sentences, which, it might be argued, are more easily 
remembered by the student than long discussions void of 
such summary sentences ; for the remarks attached to some of 
the rules contained in the second set are even more lengthy 
than those attached to some rules of the first set. 

Now I am well aware of the fact that there have lived 
authors in India who have furnished us with commentaries on 
works composed by themselves, and if Patanjali had carried on 
his discussions on PaI_J.ini's rules throughout his whole work in 
the manner which he follows, e.g. on P. I, 1, ro, I would 
admit the possibility of his belonging to that class of authors. 
~ut it appears to me extremely unlikely that the same scholar 
m the composition of one and the same work should, for no dis­
cernible reason whatsoever, have followed two methods of dis­
cussion so different as those which Patanjali would seem to 
have adopted in the Mahabhashya, and the only way in which I 
am able to account for such an apparent inconsistency is by 
assuming that in the discussions on P. I, r, ro, &c., Patanjali 
has simply paraphrased and commented on the words of 
another scholar, while in those on P. I, 1, 14, &c. he has given 
us his own original remarks on Pa9ini's Sutras. In other 
words, I would venture to assume that those short sentences 
0_n P. I, I, ro, &c., by means of which the discussion is car: 
ned on from beginning to end, and which we find paraphrased 
and explained in the Mahabhashya, are not of Patanjali's 
own authorship, but form part of the work of another scholar 
?n which, in these instances, the author of the Mahabhashya 
is merely commenting. And this assumption is rendered the 
more probable when we find that the author of the Mahabha­
shya in the discussion on one of the rules which I have instanced 
above,_ on P. I, 1, 10, does not merely give us his own in­
terpretation of the sentences Sf~~ : ~ 'Uefil'Of~r 
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J~I{_ &c., but also quotes, after having done so, the intcr-­
pretation by another (~) of the very same sentences, which 
interpretation, in some respects, materially differs from his 
own. Such a proceeding of his would, in my opinion, be 
altogether inexplicable, were the sentences ~ir: !:fffl~, &c. 
of Patanjali's own authorship. Of whose authorship they are, 
I will not at present stop to enquire. I content myself with 
stating that the sentences (a} and (b} on P. I, 1, 10 are 
called Varttz'ka by BhaHojidikshita in his Sabdakaustubha, 
that (c} and (d} on the same rule are ascribed to the Varttz'ka­
kara by the same scholar, and that the sentence (b} on P. I, 
1, 7 I is called a Varttz'ka by Nagoj'ibhat~a in his Pratyakhya­
nasaiµgraha. On the other hand, the most diligent search has 
not enabled me to discover in the works of the commentators 
an indication that they have regarded any part of the discus­
sions on P. I, 1, 14 &c. as Varttika, or have ascribed any 
portion of them to the Varttikakara. On the contrary, Kai­
yata* distinctly ascribes the statement which we find on P. I, 

* That Kaiyat,a is older than the Kasika-vritti appears to be by 
no means so certain as has been generally assumed to be the case. For 
in his gloss on P. I, I, 75 and elsewhere Kaiyat,a would seem distinctly 
to quote from the Kasika. Nor is it at all certain that the name of the 
author of the KMika-vritti was Vi!mana Jaydditya. On the contrary, it 
clearly follows from a remark of Bhat,tojidikshita's in his Sabdakaustubha, 
that the Kasika-vritti is the work of the two scholars Jayaditya and 
Yamana; that it was begun by the former and concluded by the latter. 
On page 122a of my MS. of the Sabdakaustubha Bhatt,ojidikshita 
writes as follows:-

~ '1:l' ~r~~fu \l.~ ( III, 2, 139 ) ~r'li<ITRi:fi'i:t_ l <rt-fITrr~ ... i:fi1Tr­
ft:m'fmr II ;;rcrrfzyfrsi:qq-q:_ II 11'PRt[ •~IT1ft~~'Ef {~r air ~«rr<Krt ':f~lf 
ifG"':f~~ ftrITTfi:ri:fi'rl: ~ of ;:;fjTcrftJfrr .,.n~r.:rr~ {~rt.:rr: fu~r ,f ej,rfq­
l'fcfif~H-iii;r: i:tf~ ~ II 

Jayaditya's view is that given in the Kasika on III, 2, 139; and that 
view is distinctly refuted, as stated by Bhat,tojidikshita, by Yamana in 

the same Kasika on P. VII, 2, 11 ( ~reR'Ef fu°il\'cfiRcfi'RG.~1-f l'fi:tfl:':f'g!f 11'"T­
ffl<'lff~ ). It is impossible that the author of the comment on VII, 2, I I 

should be the same person who composed the comment on III, 2, 139. It 
will, I think, be possible to show approximately where Jayaditya's portion 
of the work ends and where Vamana's begins. 
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1, 75, to the Bhashyakara, notwithstanding the fact that it 
ends with the phrase ~ cj+fiol(J{-

The number of rules in the discussion of which either of 
the two methods described in the above has been exclusively 
adopted, appears small and insignificant, when it is compared 
with the number of those rules in discussing which the author 
of the Mahabhashya would seem to have employed both me­
thods, one by the side of the other. In the case of some rules 
the discussion opens with one or more paraphrased sentences, 
while it concludes with remarks in which such sentences are 
wanting; or on the other hand it opens with remarks that 
contain no such sentences, and it is carried on and concluded 
by means of paraphrased sentences. Again, there are numer­
ous rules where both methods are continually changing places 
with each other. 

On P. I, 1, 45 the discussion opens with the paraphrased 
sentences: 

(a) ~~~r7.fi ~~ ~ ~~: I 
( b) cr"R=t~r ~~er~: I 

c. 

( c) f;t-~f-ffi"fil ~ f.ff.:I~~ ~ ~Pr~ ~~~r~?.f I 
and it concludes with remarks that contain no paraphrased 
sentences, but the object of which is identical with that of the 
paraphrased sentence (c), vzz. to defend Pfu;iini's rule from 
the objections raised to it in ( a) and (b}. 

On P. I, r, 6 the discussion opens with the paraphrased 
sentences : 

(a) ~~o~JlW.:~~'aT~~~ ~@ r<(ffi ~ ~ -
~~ftTTr ~IJJ<(=tii=ll<(stfft'q tf: I 

(b) ~?{~ "!:f" illtrolttlt?.ti=f I 
which are intended to show that OOffl might have been omit­
ted from Pal).ini's rule; and it concludes with remarks in which 
no paraphrased sentence occurs, but the purport of which is 
similar to that of (a) and (b), viz. to prove that i'\ might have 
been omitted likewise. 
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On P. I, I, I I the discussion opens with lengthy remarks 
which consider the propriety of the Anubandha l'{_ of the terms 
~ &c. of Pa1_1ini's rule, remarks in which we do not meet with 
any paraphrased sentences; and it is continued by means of 
the following paraphrased sentences which consider the several 
possible interpretations of Pal].ini's rule:-

(a) i414~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~ AA: t 

(b) ~Rr.:cf 7.ffl~ *~~ forftt: I 
(c) -l' 6(li;,!.-i'f 6{-€qf~ I 

"' 
( d) ~ i( I ~ ... !'j ~q-q~ ~~fcfi !ffuq-;,r: t 
( e) ~RP:ff~!Jf ffl'fefi" ~~~ml:T~ I 

On P. I, I, 49 the discussion opens with remarks on the term 
Mi'£~; it is carried on by means of the paraphrased sen­
tences: 

(a) ffl~~ ~ a, 6( -i:I .f f.:r~~~ I 
( b) a:rcf?rcf'mm~fi11H,f? mir ~ wr I 
(c) ~qg~;:rr ~,.,,fi.!qia,~.q•~ I 

the purport of which is to show the object of Pa.1_1ini's rule, to 
state an objection to which it is liable, and to refute that objec­
tion; (c) is followed by remarks without paraphrase, identical 
in purpose with (c) ; those remarks are in turn followed by the 
paraphrased sentence : 

which suggests a different way of obviating the objection raised 
in (b) ; and after that the discussion is wound up with remarks 
in which no paraphrased sentences occur, and in which Pal'.).ini's 
rule, taken in the sense which is ordinarily ascribed to it, is 
stated to be superfluous. 

And here again we have to observe that there is nothing 
whatsoever in the nature of the questions discussed, which 
could seem to have induced the author of the Mahabhashya to 
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follow one method in preference to the other, for the remarks 
which contain no paraphrased sentences are of essentially and 
identically the same nature as other remarks conveyed to us by 
means of such sentences, the object of both being either to 
justify or to find fault with the rules laid down by Pa,:iini. We 
at any rate fail to perceive, why Patanjali on P. I, 1, 11 should 
have discussed the possible interpretations of that rule ( m?lr 
~'f(=.r-ri:r. or h~ ~rr~ &c.) in paraphrased and com­

mented sentences, and should not have adopted the same 
method on P. I, 1, 39 ( ~ ~: or~~ "l-"11.-Et'{); or why he 
should have discussed the propriety of the Anubandha 'i, of i;:i:_ 
&c., on P. I, 1, 11 without employing paraphrased sentences, 
and should, when considering the same question with regard 
to the Anubandha 'l in P. I, 1, 1, have opened the discussion 
with a paraphrased sentence. 

The conclusion to which we are led by these considerations 
would again seem to be this, that, whenever the author of the 
MaMbhashya in the discussion of PaQini's rules makes use of 
sentences to which he attaches a paraphrase and comment, he, 
while doing so, is quoting and commenting on the words of 
an~ther scholar, and that those portions of the discussion 
which do not consist of paraphrased sentences contain original 
r~marks of Patanjali's, remarks, I may add, which adduce addi­
tional evidence in support of, or corrections of, the statements 
of _that other scholar, or discuss questions which had not been 
raised by him. And there is, I believe, even in that small 
P0_rtion of the Mahabhashya on which mainly I have based 
this enquiry, evidence sufficient to prove that the paraphrased 
and commented sentences are not of Patanjali's authorship. 
I have mentioned already that in one instance at least ( on 
P_. I, 1,10) the author of the Mahabhashya does not merely 
giv_e us his own interpretation of the sentences by means of 
which he carries on the discussion but also quotes the dif­
ferent interpretation of the very s;m~ sentences by another 
scholar. I may now add a similar instance which occurs in the 
discussion on P. I, 1, 69. After having paraphrased and com­
mented on the three sentences 



~cf"df ~ O'tf~"Tl=f'tfft~cit "I I er Rt '!,f ~ !Jfr~ I 

a:r~~ I 

a:r;tclir.:m- ~~~{': I 

Patanjali goes on to say: ~~I 

~crc/T ~ cr~ori:rm:-~~~orr~-=lfc~1l_, I 

~~ar ~ O'~fJllltfft~r~~ I a:rrwm~orr~;:r-;:lfc;i" ~~Clff~ i 

a:r.:r~rt ("" I ( ~cfl'T("~ ~ I 

a:r;tcfi"Fffl' ~~~ : I 

Here then Patanjali informs us that another scholar ha,, 
not only given a different interpretation, but has also adopted 
a different reading, of those very sentences ,vhich Patanjali 
himself has just been making use of. Could we wish for stronger 
proof that at any rate these sentences cannot be Patanjali's 
own? 

Again, after having on P. I, 1, 3 paraphrased the sentence 

oo~s:r~ilfWf~ in the words ~<rrlW!<I ~orr~~~?:f i:mrrffr, 
Patanjali shows that so understood the sentence would be 
open to objection, and he therefore proposes another para­
phrase and another explanation of the same sentence, which 
he introduces thus: lf<f~ ~ ~~~~: I 'l_<Trwl'~~ ~: I ~;_f 
~'q': ( i.e. the =q- of ~<I'~~~) q-~:.-In other words, Patanjali 
tells us that it would be possible to understand the particle =q­
of the sentence ~::rr~~~rf.rwtjE;,q either in its ordinary sense 

or in the sense of~' and in doing so, and by the manner in 
which he introduces his second explanation, he, in my opinion, 
clearly shows that he is commenting on the words of another. 
And the same conclusion we have to draw from another re­
mark of his, on P. I, 1, 63, in which he informs us that the 
particle 'tf" of the paraphrased sentence -q;it~ =q- does not 
stand in its proper place, but should have been placed, or 
should at any rate be understood to stand, immediately after 
~it- ( ll~~~ 'tl": q-fa"~: I~ frq~ I ). 
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I will not try the patience of the reader by adducing many 
more instances which would all point to the same conclusion, 
but I cannot refrain from drawing attention to at least two 
others, because they somewhat differ from those which I have 
given above. On P. I, 1, 38 the discussion is carried on by 
rneans of the following paraphrased sentences : 

(a) ara~~f.r~~f~~ql~ I 
(b) ~~i~~'fl\ l 
< c) ~.:rt ~rr~hia~ I ..fit_ I 
{d) ~fcr~~: ) 
(e) ar~~@rr~ <:il'T I 

ir 
(f) ~~ J m-r~ If 

(a-c) show that Pfu.1ini's rule has to be corrected; (d) and (e) 
show that two alterations of the rule which might possibly 
he suggested, can, on account of the objection to which they 
would be open, and which has been stated in (d), not be adopted ; 
{f) on the other hand states that the corrections mentioned in 
(a-c) need not be made, and that the alterations suggested in 
(d) and (e) need not be adopted, as soon as all the Taddhita­
affixes intended in Pa.I_l.ini's rule are put down in the Gai;ia 
s~aradz'. The statement made in (/) is opposed to the sugges­
tion made in (e), and the particle g in (/) is in its proper place 
au<l has its usual force. But if we turn to the paraphrase of 
(f), we find that there ff ' but ' has been rendered by ~ ' or ' 
( lfl'oT(r R_l-air~). How "'are we to account for this rendering? 
By the simple fact that Patanjali, after commenting on (e), has 
shown that the objection to which the alteration suggested in 
{e) was by the author of the paraphrased sentences considered 
to be liable, is in reality no objection at all. Patanjali adopts 
the definition m~t4,:l'€l1'1&1.lll~ which was objected to in (e) 

aud for hz'm therefore the course indicated in (/) is only an 
alternatz've H' · • • l' bl course. 1s rendermg of !I by ~ 1s mexp 1ca e 
as l~ng as we consider the paraphrased sentences (e) and (f) 
as his own· 't d • · h , 1 a m1ts of a reasonable explanat10n w en we 
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regard [Hem as statements made by another. And that this 
is the view held by the commentators, follows from Kaiyata's 
gloss : Rr:i ~@ I errf.ir;.Jiofi'Kf~f~~: ~ ~ ~ 
f'irii61Siif(l;mf: I ~j&e(efij~Oj Jccfet(et(i~~: ~ Wf ~~ 
~ffl:l 

On P. I, 1, 61 we find the following paraphrased sentences: 

(a) ~~ st €4 ll :q ~ 1Jf'111 €4 ll (hr~i:r._ I 

( b) JPtnr-:f ~~~ ciie)l(q( ill~~ ~ ~-

~~qi:r._ I 

(c) ~ qf I 

(d) .... ~~~~I 
(e) ~~ ~ q eliP-nll~: I 

(j) ~r~ qf efi•,Mlll '11 Ol( I\ I 
bject of the whole discussion is to prove the necessity of 

the word l.f(◄◄fel in PaQini's rule; one reason for the employ­
ment of .llee(qf;q ;s given in (d-e), and another alternative reason 
in (/). Such being the case, the particle i!ff in(/) would seem 
to stand in its proper place and to convey the meaning which 
it usually conveys. But if we again turn to Patanjali's para­
phrase of (/), we find that he has rendered crr by q'~, a word 
which he elsewhere makes use of to paraphrase the particle !I· 
The reason for this rendering of his is similar to that for his 
rendering !I on P. I, 1, 38 by err. After having commented on 
(d-e), Patanjali has shown that qc:;q◄ fel for the reason stated in 
(d-e) would not be necessary; and to ht'm therefore (/) does not 
convey an alternative reason for the employment of *◄◄f◄ • 
In his opinion sic◄◄~ is not necessary for the reason given in 
(d-e), but it i's necessary for the reason given in (/). His 
rendering of i!ff by mt is explained, as soon as and only when 
iveassumethatthe paraphrased sentences (d-/) are not his own 
but another's. And here ag~in we are able to quote Kaiyata 
in support of the view we have taken ; for in commenting on 
(/) that commentator remarks : .snff f.ihir~ ~ ~iAffl ffl'­
~ f'tefie=qP.ihnrq: ~= 1 ••. ~,&ctetil<E-!i ~ ~ Q(f"l!Alf• 

or: 1!f3lftit~1~ ~ I 
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I have shown in the preceding that the method of discus­
sion followed in the Mahabhashya is distinctly twofold ; I have 
attempted to account for this twofold method by assumi"ng 
that those sentences made use of in the discussion of PaQini's 
rules, which we find to be accompanied by paraphrase and 
comment, are not of Patanjali's authorship; and I have tried 
to render this assumption probable by drawing attention to the 
manner in which those sentences have been paraphrased and 
commented on in various passages of the Mahabhashya. I 
may be told now that, if then only that portion of the Maha­
bhashya which does not consist of paraphrased sentences were 
Patanjali's, and if the paraphrased sentences themselves had 
re~lly to be considered as proceeding from another author, we 
might well expect that the two parts of the work, being· in 
rea~ity works by different authors, should differ as regards 
their respective styles and the language employed in either of 
t~em. So far from regarding such an objection as hostile to the 
: 1ew which I have ventured to express, I gladly avail myself of 
1~, to adduce the difference of style and of language as. addi­
tional evidence in favour of the assumption that the para­
phrased sentences do not belong to the author of the rest of 
the Mahabhashya. I cannot pret~nd to undertake at present to 
show that difference in all its details; all I shall attempt to do 
here, is to illustrate it by a few characteristic instances. 

Very often the question is raised in the Mahabhashya whe­
ther~ particular term employed in Pai;iini's rules conveys one 
meanmg or another, whether we are to- understand a rule in 
one sense or in another whether a particular term should be 
understood to he qualified in this or in that way, whether- a 
rule should be regarded as teaching something independently 
of 0ther rules or as a restrictive rule, &c. In all these cases. it is 
c_usfomary to place before the reader both sides of the ques­
~~0~1 and to state the objections to which either side would be 
~a e. And here we have to observe that whenever this is 

one by means of paraphrased sentences, the particles employed 
are ~lways ~ or tJlr ~ and that when it is done without the 
emp oyment of such sentences the particle used is invariably 
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lJA', generally followed by~- In proof of this I adduce from 
the paraphrased sentences : 

On P. I, 1, 3-(ffl:i" ~'i(liflffi-Sr~ atfffl~~~-

~: I ....... ) 
~~IJflol"ITTs;;e;q~?-tfff ~~ • • • • • ~IJJt{ I 
"{~ISl~llfff ~~1~ ..... ~'f: I 

On P. I, I, I 1-(co?t l"'"ft~ forl'.ffq"~ • • • • I ) 
~~~ ~?.f~ Jf1ffi {l1f ~-=~~ ~~: 

Rro-=rt l4"'l°'";;r,:rfir~ il~i:fi~ AA: I 
t~1fU--ff llO·~ ~~~ ~er: I 

cf 
On P. I, I, 45-(~ 0("~ ~flHfl(Ol(·hrr ~ ... 

6lrffi1?.f{flr~ I . . . ) 
~~~SJrert 641¥?.4~ ~~r ~ifrrtN: I 
a«oh-rir1 ~Rf: I 

On P. I, 1, 51-( fitifi:l"~~~:;:,r-:ri:r~~ ... 

~qs(q(f?.1'11Slit:r.r ~ I ..... ) 
(g(U((q(cj"q .. ~,:~q~filRI 7¾~i(l'fl1R~ ~: I 
~ ~: mslJ(_ ~ -~ {l1f ~!OT~-iiiTI(a«OT~:I 

On P. I, 1, 57-( ~ ,TR°rtlt~ ~1f Jfnl ~~ atr­

~afc:i~itlst~q I ..... ) 
~~ ~,~, .. ~i(r"'f .•••• ~€lf1-1it:_ I 
'l~fl,~q~ ~PJ!c:cl'( I 

(fcii ~ ~ ~tf I f.l cl~ cj c:q I~ f?ot i( fol ~~ I . . . ) 
of~~~at ~tf I Pi cl Rnt ~ l?il q"q"O"fl ~~ ~~~: I 
~~ ~t11f.lc11~1lt ~l41R6cll~'4.T~~ef: I 

On P. I, 1, 65-( fcfifti<('1&tf€£GjS4rc:qf.ilaj"l~ . . _ .. ) 

-n ttH:hll tt I it &tt (O'fif .-c:q f.t<~¼I c:8 Elift q ~ it'tf: I 
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On P. I, r, 70-( fei:i" J.:rITT ~*m~~~J • •) 
~~~cnT~~~ ~*ft:mr ¼frq O • • • ~crrll_ I 
~imt ¾-~~cr)- ~~~1:r: I 

To show how the same or similar questions are discussed 
when no paraphrases are employed, I instance-

On P. I, r, 1-( fcfi" ~ ~~~~Ofif ... m~iTT-
~.~~- ~ ~ 
<(~ I Sf~?.f I . . . ) 

lf~ ~fF-T~OT . . . . ., m~lfff I 
~~' ~s:i, sr~lf q~IJi • . • mm-Frr I 

On P. I, r, 7-( en"~~ ~~TTlf~ I ... • ) 
~ fcrmlf~ sf~~irr-=r O • • -=r m1TT11t I 
~~ fot~Tlf~ sftr~m-=rr . . . ., ~ ~rrr I 

0 n P. I, 1 , 2 o-( efitf~ fcr~IT?.fFI° . . . . 1 ) 
lf~ fcr~r?.fFI' ~: ~lf: ~ ~ ffi: I 
~?.t" r¾r~ ~Ni' Jf<f~ ~ . . . .:r ~?.fr~ I 

On P • I, r, 39-(~ fcr~rrlf~ f'4r lfT-9' '{(?.ff~ R~f­
~ ?.f~fimt I . . . . ) 

?.fit fct~r?.t~ ~ ~ ~ . . .. .:r mmftr I 
~~ fcrmq-~ ~~ q-.:~ . . . i:rrmfff I c. 

On P. I, r, 50-(~ fcfi' i:rffrit ~~ ... mift~-
=JFf: ... I ) 
~ ~~ ~ ... I ~,~=:i:,Jt ... iU~: I 

On P. I, r, 52-(~~~0'fi:i..-c.qfe.t~O'flfr~~~­
~ar~ I ... ) 

lf~~o1i:i1~=:i:if· ~ ~~ I .... 
The difference of expression between the passages quoted 

from th d" • e 1scuss1ons on P. I, r, r r and 65 on the one hand, and 
from P • I, 1 , 39 and 52 on the other, is particularly instructive, 
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because the questions raised and discussed are in either cases 
exactly the same. 

No reader of the Mahabhashya can have failed to perceive 
that frequently objections are raised to Pal).ini's rules, altera­
tions proposed and additional rules suggested. But it not sel­
dom happens that in the course of the discussion these objections 
are shown to be unfounded, the alterations to be uncalled for, 
or the additional rules to be unnecessary. And here again we 
have to notice a striking difference of expression as between 
the paraphrased sentences and the rest of the Mahabhashya; 
for in the case of the former those objections, &c., are most 
usually refuted in sentences commencing with the words ,r <f1' 
or m;t!J, generally followed by a noun in the ablative case; while 
in the latter the same object is attained by such expressions as 
~ ~:, ~'ij"~ i:i'ffi<>l.V:( I ;:r i:i'ffio~I:(, followed by a complete sen­
tence which takes the place of the ablative case of the para­
phrased sentences. A few examples will suffice to illustrate 
this difference of expression :-

On P. I, r, 39 we have the paraphrased sentence if <ff ~f.M"r­
q~~Qfl' fi:i'fittf.rf~ ~'q'~?;{f~ i on P. I, I, 20 not paraphrased 
~ q~ ef~ ~: I if ~: I "-iirnr <fi'~ ~effff I ~~~r 
~~ ffii"f.ff~4<:41 of ~~. 

On P. VI, 4, I 30 the paraphrased sentence ;:r i:IT Af~­
~~: on P. I, r, 47 and 5 I not paraphrased~isr ~r,;r:l fef~?.£­
i:rr,:r~m ~~ .:r ~f<fQtftr. 

On P. VI, 2, 2 the paraphrased sentence~ !! ~!W'IQMq~­
'ffi'm: qRiq~r'ffi~~ef ~; on P. I, I, r 5 not paraphrased ;:r ~: I 
~~~r: ~fffl~?:f~ ;:r ~('I". 

On P. VI, 1, r, the paraphrased sentence~ !J"l'~F<fm;:rr­
,4l'r'I'~ ~fcti; on P. I, r, 27 not paraphrased~~: I ~Rtft 
~q~~~-

A common artifice of refuting an objection-less frequently 
resorted to in the paraphrased sentences than in the rest of the 
Mahabhashya-is to show that that objection has been indirectly 
guarded against by Pal).ini himself; in other words, to point 
out a Jnapaka. When this is done in the paraphrased sentences, 
we find, so far as I have observed. invariably the noun 
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~ followed by another noun in the genetive case ; in the 
remainder of the Mahabhashya we always have instead some 
such verbal phrase as :i:f~<:"?.U~:, Slr'EffmRl':i:f~- Instances 
of the latter mode of expression are of the most frequent 
occurrence. From the paraphrased sentences I quote : 

On p. I, I' I I-B"H'P'-TT~fot ~ri:re#i" ~I~; 

On P. I, I, 45-fcr~NhMajf.t'Rl~~ ~~~~; 
On P. I, r, 59-~~ ~ mtf<ii' ~~~~; and 

'-!I 

atl": ,TI'~~ ~ ~rtf<ii all' ~~~. 
And this leads me to draw attention generally to the almost 

entire absence of verbal forms from the paraphrased sentences, 
which absence, in my opinion, constitutes one of their chief 
characteristics of style, as compared with the style of the 
unparaphrased portion of the Mahabhashya. In cases where 
in the latter we meet with such verbal forms or expressions as 
srnrmr, ~ :, ofRIJ;mf, ~:, tffi ~~. if <I'~, ~ai' if efi~­
~' ~ ~?;fl'f~J:l• we are sure to meet in the former, nouns 
such as~:, f.r"fl:l':, ~~:, <1'"1:1-f:i:r, Sl<R-fofl{, Sl'tf~; and in TT "" -\ 
many instances it is altogether left to ourselves to complete 
the sentence by supplying some verb or phrase such as ~<l'ft:r, 
~~ftr, ~ ~. i:rnrrnr, ~?,ITT!', .:r ~?;Jrn, efi~e?.1~ <1:.:no?.fl{, {rn 
1'"~ &c. On P. I, 1, 8 where the word ~ of Pal_lini's 
rule is stated to be superfluous, the unparaphrased sentence 
which contains this statement is~~~~; on P. I, 1, 
23 where the same remark is made with reference to the words 
~ &c. of that rule, the paraphrased sentence made use of for 
the purpose reads simply ~frlflJl\ll!!ol'{• On P. I, 1, 36 and 75 

if 
we find the additional or corrective rules ~ft\ q-.fi<>lli:(, '?'~ SfRfi 
~~ ~~~ <1'4fi'~, to which no paraphrase has been 
attached; so far as my knowledge goes, no paraphrased sentence 
ever concludes with the phrase ~ <t"i'fi<>lll(: 

If these considerations should have rendered probable the 
supposition that the paraphrased sentences are not of Patan­
jali's authorship, and that the author of the Mahilbhashya 
has merely commented on them, and supplemented and cor-



rected the statements contained in them, by his oWi:l ongma1 
remarks, that probability will be raised to a certainty, when 
we consider the manner in which Patanjali has referred to them 
and to their author in the uncommented portions of his work. 
The Mahabhashya being a work on Pai;i.ini's grammar, it is 
natural that Patanjali, in such words as q-~rn, <titf@, mm!', 
~TT!', 'he reads', 'he teaches,' &c. should have referred to 
Pai;i.ini, without being under the necessity of telling us that he 
was citing or referring to Pa~iini. Moreover, I have had 
occasion to state elsewhere that wherever reference is thus 
made to Pai:i.ini, the context would show at once and beyond 
doubt that the subject of the verbs !fo@, c.t\tr@ &c. can be no 
other than Pai;i.ini. But there remain very many verbs of this 
kind for which it is impossible to supply the subject ' Pai;iini' ; 
in all these cases the reference made is, so far as my own 
observation goes, z"nvarz"ably to paraphrased sentences. The 
verbal forms belonging to this class which occur in that part of 
the Mahabhashya which treats of the rules of the first Pada, are : 

On page 55b of the Lith. Ben. Ed. croffr; the paraphrased 
sentence referred to follows immediately upon !fo"ffi ; 

P. 59b <l'l~1'; refers to a paraphrased sentence on the 
same page; 

P. 66b <l'l~@; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 47; 
P. 69a <fl?:ITTI'; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page; 
P. 72a <fl~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, I, IOI ; 

P. 77b •n~fu; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I. 4, 14; 
P. 86b ~~rn; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI. I, I ; 

,, <fl~fu; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 3, 59 ; 
P. 88a ~~@; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, I, 72; 

P. 99a <fl~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 
P. 99b ~~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 

,, ~~~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 
P. I02a ~~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 2, 2; 

P. ro6b ~?.ITTr; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2 1 3; 
P. II7a ~~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4 1 72; 

P. I 33a ~~; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, I, 56; 
P. I39b <R?.ffir; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 58; 
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P. t41b ef'°~ffl; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 23; 
P. 146b ~~; to a paraphrased sentence on-P. VII, 3, 54; 
P. 148b ~?.fffl; to a paraphrased sentence on P. IV, 3, 163 ; 
P. I 5 6b ef~?:ITTJ ; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page; 
P. 157b q~~ffi; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 34; 
P. 159b '<il'~~~ffl; toa paraphrasedsentenceonP.Vlll,2,107; 
P. 164a ~~@; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 186. 

It is hardly necessary to tell the reader that the manner in 
which Patanjali here invariably speaks of the author of the 
paraphrased sentences, in no way differs from the manner in 
which other commentators continually speak, not of them­
selves, but of those authors on whose works they happen to be 
commenting, and since there is no doubt that Patanjali has 
commented on those sentences, it is natural to conclude 
that those sentences are not his own, but are the work 
of another. And this conclusion is further strengthened, 
when we find that in such expressions as q-foqf~ ~r:;;r~: e.g. 
on page 7 5 b of the Benares Edn., or i!flt~ffr ~l"q"~: e.g. on pages 
143b and 151a, the author of those sentences* is actually 
spoken of by Patanjali as the A.charya, in the same way in 
which Patanjali elsewhere speaks of the Acharya Pa1_1ini. 

The first part of our enquiry is drawing to a close. Consi­
dering it unlikely that an author in the composition of one 
and the same work should have adopted two methods of dis­
cussion so different as those which Patanjali would seem 
to have adopted in his Mahabhashya, we ventured to assume 
that those portions of the Mahabhashya which have been 
furnished by him with paraphrase and comment, were not his 
own. That assumption we tried to render probable by point­
ing out that the manner in which Patanjali in various passages 
of his work has been paraphrasing and commenting, admits of 
a reasonable explanation only when we assume that he was 
commenting on and paraphrasing the words of another. We 
then showed that the paraphrased portions of the Mahabhashya 
in style and language differ from the rest of that work as we 

* See un P_ VI, I, 129; VI, 4,104; and VI, I, 12. 
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might expect the works of two different authors to differ from 
each other. And we finally pointed out that by the manner 
in which he continually refers to and quotes the paraphrased 
sentences and their author, Patanjali himself has clearly shown 
to us that that author must be another than himself. Fortu­
nately we are not left without the means of ascertaining who 
that author was. For since Patanjali, when e.g. quoting on 
P. I, 1, 34, a paraphrased sentence from the discussion on P. 
VIII, 3, 13, incidentally, but obliged to be more explicit than 
usual because only in the preceding line and for one and the 
same purpose he had been quoting the .A.charya Par;iini, has 
told us that that paraphrased sentence is the Varttikakara's, it 
is clear that that author was called Varttikaklira. And since 
the same Patanjali, after having on P. III, 2, 118, in his usual 
-manner paraphrased a sentence, has in the sequel informed us 
that that sentence is Katyayana's, it is equally clear that the 
name of that Varttikakara was Katyayana. 

The conclusion then at which we have arrived is this, that 
the paraphrased sentences which we meet with in the Maha­
bhashya belong to Katyayana, the author of the Varttikas ; 
and this conclusion furnishes us with a means, in my opinion 
the only means, of reconstructing from the text of the Mahii­
bhashya, as it has been handed down to us in MS., the text of 
the Varttikas of Katyayana. We may as yet consider it 
matter for further enquiry whether all the Varttikas of Katya­
yana have been recorded by Patanjali; but wherever in the 
Mahabhashya we meet with a paraphrased statement, of which 
Patanjali does not tell us explicitly that it belongs to another 
or to others, or of which the context does not prove clearly 
and beyond doubt that it is a quotation from the work of 
another, we shall regard ourselves as bound to assume that 
such statement is Katyayana's, or in other words, that it is a 
Varttika or part of one. On the other hand, we shall not 
allow ourselves to regard as a Varttika of Katyayana any 
statement unless it be accompanied by a paraphrase.* In 

* If in accordance with this principle we examine the passages 
from the Mahabhushya quoted Ly Prof. Gult!~Liicker in note~ qr-JS2 uf 
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applying this principle, we may occasionally find it difficult to 
decide whether a particular statement should be regarded as 
merely paraphrasing another statement by which it is preceded, 
or as an explanatory remark such as an author might think 
it necessary to append to a statement previously made by 
himself. But, on the one hand, to judge from my own expe­
rience, such cases are exceedingly rare; on the other hand, the 
more we become familiar with the manner, the style, and the 
language of Katyf1yana by the study of what undoubtedly is his; 
the easier and the more ready will be our decision in cases 
which at first sight may appear to us doubtful. 

There is yet another difficulty which is intimately connected 
with and which results from the manner in which Patanjali 
has paraphrased the Varttikas of Katyayana. I have found it 
convenient to employ throughout the preceding investigation 
the word paraphrase, but it would have been more correct to 
say that frequently Patanjali does not paraphrase but literally 
repeats the words of the Varttika which he happens to make 
use of. If I might venture to give a reason for his doing so,. 
I would say that Patanjali adopted that practice in order to 
apprise us of the fact that he was giving us not his own argu­
ments but those of Kiityayana; in other words, to save the 
literary property of that scholar. However this may be, there 
can be no doubt that the very practice which he adopted, 
through the carelessness of the copyists, has in many cases led 
to the disappearance of V,'\.rttikas from our MSS., and conse­
quently from the only complete edition of the Mahabhashya 
which has been published up to the present. One example 
will suffice to prove this. 

his Par;i.ini, we find that Prof. Goldstiicker has correctly termed Varttikas 
.,.-;:,.lt,,,.;c;,;- 0 ~ o 
""" "'""' on P. I, 2, 6 (note 141); f<'l"(fg~r(:f on. P. VII, 1, 26 (note 
142 ); lftrsrrrr~0 on•·P. VIII, 4, 45, (note 143); <ff 1lti:ri{J on P. IV, 2, 

129 (note 152). On the other hand, the statements fcrt%-u ~rrf <f'ifi0!.p{_ 
0;1 p • VI, I, 150 ( note 145) ; 3ITT(l{J:fifc'I' ~ftr ;r0 on P. VI, I, 147 ( note 147 );, 
~l:J'J:fl->T=r ·~ ~ 0 -a O ~ O 
IV ..,.,~,l:fri:rr;; <f on P. VII, 3, 69 (note 148); 'l<=<T"-1:frl:f ~Ff tf on P. 
G' 2• 129 (note 152); which also have been termed Varttikas by Prof. 

old5tiicker and other scholars, are no Varttikas, but are Patanjali's. 



On pages 149 a and b of the Lithog. Benares Edn., we read 
as follows :-

~- siq'i-ifii'(l 'Rf Jlq: rijq- I 'Rf {')tcr: ~ rnvr~ I 

. . . . ~ olTcfil~ ~!~ lf'?ff-it ➔ J{_ I . . . . . 
~ffi" ?;fll1" ?.ffit ~ Jp.ff~ I . . . . oWi""rrfa'r~ ~ -
~ $l"?f("~ I . . . . fg:~+.t➔Pflf4 ~ ~➔Tf.l 
.r ~f.t ~ . . . . I cf< lf ~1 qt61 < ~Sill{_ I m­
ffi"t ~ 'q" 61Jiflh611 I 

According to what I have said in the preceding, this passage 
would seem to contain only two Varttikas, vz''z. <R@'T'f, ~ and 
~fq\:q(i!f~'(, for apparently only these two statements have 
been para.phrased by Patanjali. A comparison of other V,'\.rt­
tikas of Katyf1yana (on P. I, 1, 2 I, 39, &c.) would make us 
feel inclined to read the first of these Varttikas ~::iA ~' 
~' and we would willingly recognize Varttikas also in ~1:l S{f­
<Kl<~rq 0 , ~r ~ 0 , ~)q-0 , and Ti'ft'l'f~A0 , were we not forbidden 
to do so by the result of our enquiry. We now turn to Prof. 
Goldstiicker's photo-lithograph copy of the Mahabhashya, and 
find that there the same passage is read thus :-

~ s,-~~ I s,-~~ ~ 'f: tfffi"tr I 4e ('ii q: ~tt 
lf"lft~ I . . . . . ~~ ~, i:fi, (ffi er all"~~~ s,-~ -

I "' • ....r..:. ,::.. ~ "' I ,ij'ifl{_ , • , , . ~f ~JfT ~ I Jf ~'i , ~fifor~ , , • 

a:r~~ftlt {of~~~~ ~ ~~~ I . . . ~'q"­

~ ~ I ft~ 'q" .r qfa ii 0 lt rf4 ~ I ... 
~~Cft61(61~ I ~~pt ~61"t ~ i'.Pil"it~EIT 11 

Here we find that the first Varttika is really read as we 
expected that it should be read, ~ ~: ~' and 
we perceive at once that the first word SJ~Fif,i' has been omitted 
in the Benares edition because it_ was preceded by the same 
word ~~if in fffi ~f3'1'-ri{• We further see from the figure 
~ after ~N and sr~i that the words m lllft lTfir m and STTIIT-
tffarmr ~l•ii-'it~qqi@~ have to be read twice ; and the words 
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~'et::rrijf.t" 'ef' we find actually written twice. Such being the 
case, the result of our enquiry tells us that~~ ?.Jf4 €fir, st'ir­
qfor~') ~11T~T'TlPl'fff'~, and fi:ffirfrf.r =q- which we were in­
clined to regard as Varttikas, are Varttikas, omitted in the 
Benares edition, or in the MSS. from which it has been prepar­
ed, because the paraphrases by which those Varttikas are 
followed commence with identically the same words. And 
having found it proved in this manner, that at least three of 
the four statements which we were inclined to regard as Vartti­
kas, are Varttikas, we shall not I trust be accused of rashness 
when we venture to assume that also the fourth of those state­
ments, ~ SW-fi'R'~flf m~~~, is really a Varttika, omitted 
also in the photo-lithograph copy, because the writer forgot 
to write the figure '< after the word atrf~~~ . The Vartti­
kas which the above passage contains, are therefore not two, 
but six: 

1. Jf?fr~ eRF~q : ~. 

2. ~ ~lcfil(ffi'f ~-

3· ~ffi lf;rr ~ ~. 

4. ~~ ~lfliu.=qJ\qqef~­

s · ft~'rt•tli{if.:t ~-
6 - ~llffiq~?.t(~ 

In a similar manner Varttikas have disappeared on page 
r62a of the Benares edition, on page r68b, r69b, 173b, 177b, 
and elsewhere. Here then our only safeguard is not to trust to 
one or two indifferent MSS., but to compare in every instance 
the best and oldest MSS. which we may be able to lay hold of. 

III. 

There is in my opinion no better way of testing the sound­
ness of the conclusion at which we have arrived in the preced­
ing, than practically to apply the principle with which it has 
furnished us, for the reconstruction of Katyayana's Varttikas. 
But as want of space would forbid such a reconstruction on any 
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large scale, I am obliged to confine my attempt in this direc­
tion to a small portion of the Mahabhashya. I shall choose 
for the purpose first the 7th A.hnika of the first Pada, which 
treats of Pal}-ini's rules I, 1, 45-55. After having pointed out 
the Varttikas which occur in the discussion of each rule, I shall, 
in as few words as possible, point out their tendency, and 
shall show (in italics) what Patanjali's views are in regard to 
them, or whether he has raised any points of discussion re­
garding the rules of Pa~1ini, which have not been noticed by 
Katyayana ; but I shall not think it necessary expressly to 
state in each case that Patanjali has simply commented on or 
adopted a particular Varttika. In notes I shall indicate 
whether any portions of the discussion have incidentally been 
called Varttikas by Kaiyata, NagojibhaHa or BhaHojidikshita 
(in his Sabdakaustubha), and shall also state what Varttikas or 
other remarks from the Mahabhashya the editors of the 
Calcutta edition of Pal}-ini have thought fit to append to their 
gloss. Having, in this manner, gone through the whole of the 
7th A.hnika, I shall subject the discussions on some other rules. 
of the first Pada to a similar examination. 

P. I, 1, 45-~!Jf: 4st~l("Ti{_ l I 
Varttikas: 

(a) ~Jf~ I ( Oj tj ~ qf.Flf~?;f ~~r ~ifr~: II 
(b) cflJ[ffl ~Rf: II 
(c) fchr~fot~f.fl~~ ~~ ~~ It 

(a) and (b) state the objections to which the two possible 
interpretations of Pagini's rule would be liable; (c) shows why 
both interpretations are nevertheless admissible. 

Patanjalz' agrees with Katyayana; and shows subsequently 
how the objections to either interpretation may be refuted 
also in other ways. 

Note.-The Calcutta edition gives no Varttikas, 
nor any remarks of Patanjali's. 
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P. I, I, 46- am:r;:~ ef..fi~ II 
Varttikas: 

(a) ~u~--t11fell:TI";:t Sfclllfli~~: 11 
( b) tr{cr:;;r;rrfc~r~:'{itf~t ¾~I q 6j Ii( eel I<\ 11 

cc) Rr~ !! '-f~~rt ~~ 11 
< d) a:nv-:crfflr '-fa"'if?t~orr~ ~ ~·Sf €4 ii : 11 

Patanjali commences with remarks on the terms of Pa~iini' s 
rule and on A.gamas in general. 

(a) suggests a correction, and (b) obviates an objection that 
might be raised to (a). 

(c) and (d) show in different ways that the correction sug­
gested in ( a) is unnecessary. 

Note.-The Calcutta edition gives the Varttikas 
(a) and (c), but states in the words ~ ~I'{. 

that (c) is a remark of Patanjali's. 

P. I, 1, 47- nti("~ ~i=€41~: II 
Varttikas: 

(a) f+r~-irr ~;:€4"~~: ~~.:rtrDT~~~rqcrrif: 11 
( b) at.=~;u if~~~'-f~~~rtrriir__ 11 . °' ~ ~ 

( C) ~ir~?TT~ 11 

(d) ~ ~&.:iJ'ri:r~11/c61To:r~oIT~~: If 
~ 

(e) m;ft ~crr~~cf~~~~~~=mm~~-
\"-IT: 11 

U) ~~1--'it ~~~~ ~~ 11 
(g) o:r crr ~~~11/c61T~ 11 

(a) states the object of Pa:t;1ini's rule. 
(b) and (c) correct that rule.* 
Patanjali refutes (c). 

* The Varttika (c) presupposes another etymology of lli:ff~ than the 
one given in U ~la<list1tra IV. 70. 
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( d-f) consider the question whether the augment ( 1~) is to 
stand by itself or to be attached to what follows or precedes 
it ; the question is decided in favour of the last alternative, for 
the faults arising on that alternative are refuted in (g). 

Patanjalt' agrees with Katyayana and supports the conclu­
sion at which he has arrived by an argument of his own. 

Note.-(b) is quoted by Patanjali on P. I, 1, 7 
( <A"~'l I ~ 00?.Tfa:rr~ ) ; (b) is called 
a Varttika by Bhattojidikshita; (d) and (e) by 
Nagojibhatta, The Calcutta edition gives 
only the Varttikas (b) and (c), the former 
incorrectly. The Nyaya which it quotes is 
identical in purpose with remarks made by 
Patanjali. 

P. I, 1, 48-Q"'q' ~~611~~ II 
Varttikas: 

(a) Q''q ~hl'614 e 6jOOcfil(A1"\:~ II 
(b) i{ltn!le-!-~ Aai~cf\€611\ II 

1f 
(c) ~-1·~ng.: eE\41 .. €611\ 11 
(d)~II* 

(a) states the objects of Pa.I).ini's rule. 
(b) refutes a possible objection. 
(c) and (d) show that the objects for which the rule has been 

given are attained without it, and that the rule is therefore 
unnecessary. 

Note.-(c) and (d) are quoted on Sivasutra 3 
and 4. The Calcutta edition gives no Vart. 
tikas, nor any remarks of Patanjali's. 

* The short substitute for ff is {, because { forms a larger portion 
of q- than llf. The word arl'«r: of Patanjali's gloss can in my opinion 
only mean ' less in number.' One calls a village a Brahmin-village, 
although some of its inhabitants belong to other castes, because the 
number of Brahmins who live in it, is greater than the number of in­
habitants belonging to other castes. For a different interpretation, see 
lnd. Stud. XIII, p. 333, note. 
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J?. I, r, 49-'feT ~l'.i41•11 II 
Varttikas: 

{a) 'f~ ~i~ II 
(b) o:{i:Mi:f1S1ail1R~i'.tRlt1(11rt ~ an{ ~ II 
(c) ~~eilt-0.:ri 'qf- 11 

(d) ~'al qf 'feT ~~I.J41•11 11 

Patanjali annotates on the term~~­
(a) states the object of Pih;iini's rule. 
(b) suggests the objection that if the object of the rule be 

correctly stated in (a), the rule .is too widely applicable. 
(c) refutes that objection. 
Patanjali supports (c) by additional arguments. 
(d) suggests a different way of obviating the objection 

raised in (b). 

Patanjali shows that tlte rule, in the sense ascribed to it, z's 
supetj!uous, and wilt retain it only because its adoption allows 
us to dispense with the Pari/Jhashd f.t~~"l'iM€il"'lr ~Rf, with 
which Paribhasha he considers it to be identical z'n meani'ng. 

Note.-(c) and (d) are called Varttikas by 
Nagojibhatta.-The Calcutta Edn. gives 
only the Paribhasha ~~"l+IM~qf~,m ~-

P. I, I, 50-~SWf(iilT: II 
Varttikas: 

(a) ~ Qcfici:ff.i(if1.ll(.icfil'i(i(lf4~1$il ~1r~q-
ffll~r-fS.-ft(i1'4i:f4:t4 PP-4¥41~ II 

<b> m~~"A~J~ ~'-frPlf.i'!~: u 
(c) A¼~q~q~ ~Rf: II 
(d) ~~II 
(e) ~ 'SIT 11 

(/) !f~lc&li-.fit.f ~ 11 
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(g) ~ci:ref~-T~Rb'~ ~~:t~~ It 
(h) at--ii(iiJt<f~ ~ i I 
(i) oq:;~-T~olf~ ~ iiccfiidlf~;s.! H 

'I" 
( k) ~ 'qf~cfiel'IJlT~~ 11 
( l) ~11f,..~~ ~ 11 
(m) ':ft'efOf~ ~IJf,..~i ~~~w ~~ 11 

( n) ..- efl' ':ft'~~ ~ (1l~w~or01 ~q, .. ii~'( l I 
(o) ~(~l1'81j-~cfil~6il"( 11 

<Pl ..- 611.}cfil<:-C6it:q ~~lfci:W{6111fr~~~: 11 

( q) ~Ifft efl' '1'!"~cR~ 11 
( r) ~rJJ"~ Sqtfj- ~ff I f4.i) Sq°Oflf'l:TA'~ 11 
(s) ~ i'_W~l .. iiqf'\_ 11 

Patanjali' gz'ves an example for Pd,y,z'ni's rule whz'ch does not 
result from any other rule, and which therefore proves that the 
rule is necessary; he shows why ~r-i', which we read in the 
preceding rule, has been repeated here; and why Pa'f},ini has 
~mployed the superlatz've ~-

(a) shows why Pfu;iini was obliged to give this rule, and 
&tales the ob}ect of the rule. 

Patanjah having accepted tkis, discusses the question whe­
ther the rule should be read ~;rs~"i\' or ~;rs~:, both 
readings being possible when the rules of Sandhi as between 
thz's and the following rule are observed. 

(b-d). Does this rule teach something independently of 
•l!>ther rules, or does it give certain directions regarding sub­
stitutes that have been taught in other rules ? The question is 
decided in favour of the latter alternative, for the objections 
which were raised to that alternative, are iii (e) met by a refer­
ence to a statement made before (Vart. (r) on P. I, 1, 3). 

Patanjalz~ when commenti'ng on (b), brings forward another 
-bJection in addition to the one raised in the Varttika. 
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(/) suggests a correction of Paryini's rule, which correction 
(g) shows to be unnecessary. 

(h) states tha.t Pa1,1ini's rule is unnecessary, because what is 
taught in it results from the ordinary practice of life. If the 
rule be nevertheless adopted, it is liable to the objections stated 
in (£), (k), and (l). 

Patanjali refutes these three objections. 

(m) suggests the desirability of making a rule that should 
teach what the Gurya and Vfiddhi of olt' are; (n) and (q) show 
that no such rule is required. 

Patanjali shows, by giving an addt'tional reason, that such 
a rule i's not required. 

(o) states an objection which the adoption of (n) would gi\'e 
rise to.; (p) refutes that objection. 

(r) raises an objection to Pa7;1ini's rule, regarding the sub­
stitute for~ + Sf; (s) refutes that objection. 

Note.-(l) is ca11ed a Varttika by Nagojibhatt,a ; 
(o), (p), and (q) are called Varttikas by 
Bhattojidiksh1ta. The Calcutta Edn. gives 
no Varttikas; the Paribhasha quoted is 
taken from Patanjali's remarks. 

Varttikas: 

(a) "Zg(11((4(e:f;r~"i:'i~~ll~fin~ ~~r~~ ~'f: tl 
( b) l(" -?: m S"J' {=I" ('If(' ,fif ==hr"J'e:f~~('?fO,ll.f tt1 q R=t : 11 

"',___ ·1~ c:. 

(c) ~~~ (4v611'( 11 
(d) ~ ("q'(' wt ~s{lR.f61~ ~: tl 
(e) ~,=tin~~ 11 

U) ~~~4i'fecl?lli"'f'\ 11 
(g) ~6ill61"1€t 0mTu.c:fitfif ~~,~~ ~q-cr: 11 

(h) ~ ifl ~d ('.6j l( •I ~~~61 ( et di~:~~~: 

~~~II 



-
( 1) 1~ ;p.r,m-at ~~~~~'cil- ~<ITT~ 11 
( k > q("I i( i.-.. cfil (cil ~ ~.-...'.! ¥1 R1 ~~~~~~21 Solfcf­

~?.TP-~~"tf("si-lfafll f{~.-.. (1 ~ :;:;r- 11 
(a) and (b) state the objections to which two possible interpre­

tations of Pal_l.ini' s rule would be liable ; ( c) suggests the correct 
interpretation of that rule. 

(d) and (e) refute the possible objection that Par_1ini should 
have said merely~~: (i. e. nrwr ~ :) instead of '1'{0(_"1\ :. 
(f) demands an additional rule, and (g) obviates an objection 
to that rule. 

Patanjali shows that the additional rule is not required.* 
(h-k)· discuss the same question in regard to the augment f, 
which had been discussed in Varttikas (d-f) on I, 1, 47, with 
regard to the augment :!1{, without distinctly deciding which 
alternative should be adopted. 

Patanjalz" refutes some of the objections raz·sed to the first 
and last alternatives, and all those to which the adoption of 
the view expressed in (£) was stated to be liable. 

Note.-(b) is called a Varttika by Bhattoji­
dikshita, and (d), (h), and (k) are called 
Varttikas by Nagojibhatta. The Calcutta 
Edn. gives the four Varttikas (d-g), the last 
of them incorrectly. 

P. I, ,, 52-atils~w 11 

Varttikas: 

(a) olffi"~':~ ~ ~~1~K: II 
(b) ~ ~e'SJ~:S·: II 

. if 
(c) ~.,~~ !q" 11 

Patanjali discusses the questz'on whether S{~: is a genzHve 
qlfalifying ~. or a nomz·nati've (plural) qualifyz·ng the 
Adesa. 

* Patanjali in his remarks quotes a Varttika on P. VIII, 4, 31 which 
he paraphrases in the usual manner. 
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(a-c) show the correct way of applying Pai;iini's rule. 
Note.-The Calcutta Edn. gives no Varttikas. 

P. I, I, 53-ft-~ II 
Varttika: 

(a) ~ ~~or~ (ifill,.fir~cctlt"«~c1T«:i6ii«J: II 
(a) shows why~ is not substituted for the final only, in 

other words, refutes an objection that might be raised to Pfu;iini's 
rule. 

Patanjali rejects Kdtydyana's explanation, and substitutes 
for it another. 

Note.-The Varttika is given inaccurately in 
the Calcutta Edn. 

P. I, I, 54-alfl: ~~ II 
Varttika: 

(a) ~ s.-i::l( ~ll r~: ~;t"<fif('&-;IJ c\1 ~ ~t1 ell tfct Ii( fol J.f ~ -

~~: 11 
(a) a remark regarding the scope of this rule and of the next. 

Note.-The Calcutta Edn. does not give the 
Varttika. 

P. I, I, SS~i:tilf&-;!Jc(i~~l( II 
No Varttika. 

Patanjali shows that ~ since it would otherwise be super­
fluous, indicates the existence of the Paribhashd 'f''liit .. \.ftiij'filefi1-

~ ~ftir. and he states that that Paribhasha renders two Vart­
tikas (on I I I, 1, 94 and I, 1, 20) unnecessary. 

Note.-The Calcutta Edn. gives the Paribhasha. 
The above are all the rules discussed in the 7th Ahnika; in 

the following I propose to examine the discussions on P. I, 1, 

I; 6; 25; 36; 39; 65; 68; 72; and 75· 

P. 1, 1, 1-~f-[u~II 
Varttikas: 

(a) ~~: ~f(i.l.fclllll~: 11 
(b) {~ 'f~J.fcl(q} ~'-TI" ~II 



(c) ~5.f~fu~ 11 

( d) ol~f~ I (I€(-#.,~ f.{: II 
(e) lfm ffich~f<(~~ II 
(f) ~14#Hi~~~ II 
(g) ~:II 
(h) ~ qf II 
( i) ~ffi" ~~~~ ~~T~FfRf~N?{ ~ft~ ft"( t ~~r~ -

fur~: II 
( k) ~ ~ f.l ell --ll ¾'. <:"-IT~ 11 
(l) ~ ~l(i.fntffl ~~it,_ II 

(m) ~ ~~r~~r,;~ tj~ Pt ij t: II 
(n) ~lfef ~ "-U.PPrR~l{TIT: 11 
( 0) oll C(\ I ( ~ll rf'tf'Dfi (crf ~"-l11fN"it,_ II 

Patanjali justifies the "9: of~; he discusses the question 
whether ~, means every m, it, and atr, or only those which 
are taught in grammar by the term if.a· 

(a) and (b) demand a Sa111jnadhikara, and (c) demands 
besides that it should be stated distinctly what is meant to 
be the Sarµjna, whether 'if.a or mt~ (d-h) refute (a-c). 

Patanjali does not approve of the way in which Katyayan@ 
has refuted (a-c), and he therefore refutes those Varttikas. 
differently. 

(i) raises an objection, which is refuted in (k) ; (l) answers 
a question to which (k) gives rise. 

(m) and (n) refute the possible objection that Par;,.ini should 
have said srri:f~ in this and the next rule. 

Patanjali does not approve of the way in which Katyayana 
has refuted the objection. 

(o) states why Pai;iini has affixed "l: to a:rr. 
Patanjali does not approve of the Varttika, and gives another 

reason for the 9;· 
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Note.-(a) and (b) are called virttikas by Kai­
yata; (£), (k), (l), and (o) by Bhai)tojidik­
shita. The Calcutta Edn. gives the 
Varttikas (a), (c), and (o), the last incor­
rectly ; it also gives as a Varttika srritofi' 
'!lo•tNl.<·ii\ af'ffl:, but this is a remark of Pa­
tanjali's by which he introduces the Vi.rttika 
(m). 

P. I, I, 6-~~~ II 
Varttikas: 

~4) ~~lft.i..3~)fcl"1qc:2'l{e-T3fef~ -,e.@~ffi ~­

~~~ ~ar~ ~-il<(stfit~i,r: 11 
(b) ~?f~ =q- ;i-qroq c:?.17.l '1 IJ 

(a) and (b) show that ~ may be omitted from Pa.1].ini's 
t"ule. 

Patanjalz" states that ~ i's likewise unnecessary. 
Note.-The Calcutta Edn. quotes part of (a) 

but states that it is a remark of Patanjali's. 

P. I, 1, 25-~ 'q° 1) 
No Varttika. 

Patanjalt" shows that either the ::sfff' of I, r, 23 or the :sffr of 
ihis rule may be omitted. 

Note.-The Calcutta Edn. ascribes the remark 
rt -1Rtq,!4i &c., correctly to Patanjali. 

P. I, I, 36-~ q~~{f.'flq4oql'1~: II 
Varttikas: 

(p) ~464Hq~o111.:c~i!ii ◄~~710, f+i€611i1{_ It 
(b) " cfl" ~1ei!fi~•111CJvl~ II 
(c) 'fl4i!fi<it ~ tl·rt(•nh~itt.r~ II 

(b/:t:uggests a correction of Par;iini's rule, which correction 
ws to be unnecessary. 

Patan':J· r _, . . ( ) . th a t auopts the correction proposed in a and re;ects 
erefore the word :rq\\WIM from Pa~ini's rule. 
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Patanjali gives the additional rule ~ ~~1r_. 
(c) suggests an additional_ rule. 

Note.-( b) is called Vart.tika by Kaiya~a and Bhat• 
!ojidikshita. BhaHojidikshita also calls &ll­
fl'Rf ~ a Varttika ; it is given as a 
Varttika also in the Calcutta Edn., hut 
the Calcutta Edn. is wrong when it says 
that it has be~n called a Varttika by Kaiya~a. 
(c) is given as a Varttika in the Calcutta 
Edn., but inaccurately. 

P. I, I, 39-f ... fli!f..-(i: II 
Varttikas: 

ra) ~~clirorfffl": 11 
( b) \$i ... .-lpf et fi1i R:n\ ?ff II 
( c; ;r cfl ef.l q"" d 41'1ft ~ '1 ftlii1r1 t'il"' 11 
(d) Jf41-it..f ~~ ~~d'l{ II 
(e) ~~:II 
(/) ~~ €ci•U~ -eel P-1 f.t gj R,i~ II 
rg> ;rnucil" ~ ~~'!!"'' II 
(h) atRci' Ai-c:c1W1q(i((t(i 11 

(iJ R\~it'1([~ ~~: 11 
(k) ~ ~ qOTNlf: ~ el"JT(€tifld'~ 11 
<l> ~ tr~: st11qitftil 11 

':J 

(m) j•Wti!.1€c4~(<{li(qi{_ 11 
( n) E?.li(((lcfi(O!I~: II 
(o) ~ ?.ffiletl\11 
(P) ~!ii(l "t'I c:-4 t~A"4M ~ 11 
(q) -nftJ~ ~~f.tci'lqtll II 

Patanjati states the objections to whi"clt the two possible 
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interpretations of Pa1J,ini's rule would be liable and shows that 
both interpretations nevertheless are admissible. 

(a) suggests a correction of Pa!).ini's rule, which correction 
is improved on in (b); (c) states that the corrections suggested 
in (a) and (b) are unnecessary as soon as the Sarp.nipata­
paribhasha is adopted; (d-i) give examples for that Pari­
bhasha, and (k.::_q) enumerate exceptional cases in which the 
Paribhasha must not be applied. 

Patanjali shows that the examples for the Paribhasha which 
have been given by Katyayana can be formed without that 
Paribhashd, but shows by giving three different examples 
that the Paribhashfl must be adopted nevertheless. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

Note.~(d) and (k) are called Varttikas by 
Nagojibha~~a in his Paribhashendusekhara. 
The Calcutta Edn. gives (a) and (b), and the 
Paribhasha contained in ( c). 

P. I, I, 65-at&~~;r ~ II 
°' Varttikas: 

• ......_, f.:l~ ' • "--. II ~l:Ti:Tffim~~ ~~q~~t=rmFl'JTT!'fffi:f: 

~~~r~~flf~ ~~~sit~f.f~~?tr­

t=rfireliR' 11 

~ -ff rt it 0 q inR~crr~(f ~ 11 
~ 

;;~ «t~ -t~?tr~IP:.r 11 

atrft im s.its.:rRr 11 
~ al 'TI S~?:f[t=f'~ 11 * 

(g) a,il-s.=c~ci:reffs~.:r~l1t ~ 11 °' ~ 
(h) a,or~1@4-if4~rr.:i1~ 11 

"' 
It might appear as if Par:iini's rule should either be restrict­

ed (a) ; or altered (g). In reality it is quite correct (h). 
(b) shows, by quoting a Paribhasha, how (a) cannot be refuted; 
and (c-:f) give examples for the Paribhasha cited in (b). 

* MS. of I. 0. reads ar;i- ~rfrSPTf~H:1:{ I 31""!" Mflf('H1.ff~lf0 , 
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Patanjali objects to all the examples given in (c-f) and 
rejects therefore the Parz"bhasha cited z"n (b). 

Note.-(g) is called Varttika by Nagojibhatta.­
The Calcutta Edn. gives (a), and the Paribha­
sha contained in (b). 

P. I, 1, 68-~ ~ -;$J&;(t?.tl':(f£;(e·'ijr 11 
Varttikas: 

(a) ~~ •lfl { ;f <fi I~ t?.11 l-f 'i 61 I 't't !(IA '1: tj 'ij Pf fiWt tfri 

~4ctif'1~ 11 

(b) .:f" qf -:t1£;('i~<€1 ~ ~<:4?.l~~itli(qf.:, 1~: 11 
( c) -!ll £;( e'ij ~ 1:11 '1 ~ i-4 ef'q '1!.f1111 ° ?.I 1 ~ II 
(d) i:r--stlitf~ ~-e@llilflf JP,~if: ffi~~ 11 
(e) fft't'l{lajl\llOli ~~~ ll 
(f) fq <=4 414 ?.t if '1 ~'?:f if' ~ 11 
(g) n:t<=q414ctif.:im u~~ 11 
(h) ~~ if" ?ifi aj 1111 arf if' lf~~ II 

Patanjali shows that ~ conveys the sense conveyed by the 
Paribhasha ~~ ~. and renders that Paribhasha 
unnecessary. 

(a) shows why it was necessary for Pal)ini to give this rule ; 
(b-d) show that the rule can be dispensed with. 
(e-h) give additional rules. 

Patanjali corrects the additional rule (h) by addz"ng to it. 
Note.-The Calcutta Edn. gives the Varttikas 

(e-h), and (inaccurately) Patanjali's remark 
on (h). It also cites the Paribhasha mentioned 
by Patanjali. 

P. I, I, 72-~ .~ II 
Varttikas: 

ea> ~ ~~ ~Jfort'ff1'ft'1'r ~q'f~!f~ff? I I 
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(b) ~ ~ ~~OIM~t4~~~ II 
~ 

(c) ~irttfltc:44(61'"~ ~: II 
(d) ~fil"{~Olef~II 
<e) ~~~~: tJ"·~~"' ..... '"' ...... ,-0 4,..,...4 ~'itt11~qti~~ II 
(fJ ~ ~ (1~~1--(ii:i~ 11 
(g) ~~~;~:n'4 ~ riff u ~ 11 
(h) 1f7U~ ~i:rr~tt"~II* 
<i> ~qq~M~ '"141i~1Rq~ari:i:_ 11t 
( k) ;f.rfi'~l:IT~~~Oflf_ I I t 
(l) !f"~~ ~61 (?I I R *~ Of1f_ II t 
< m) atqfti:rrorM f(i 1~ot 'q" ~~ 11 § 

(n) ~: llil 
<0 ) UO?.IT at~ 11 
<P) qBf 'q" 11 
(q) {~#)(i~~ 4"ftift 111 

(r) !i"~~~j~+-~ -if'1q<(f4 II** 
(s) ~~'1"~~ lltt 
(t) aft:'of~ ~41": 11tt 

(u) 1:f&IT~: fl§§ 

* MS. of I. 0. ~tjr:il';f 43~-111-lloll'-l~r ffllr(olj"lj'~'-!'r ~;f. 
t MS. of I. 0. :;rqq~~ •T'-!Tllfl~•rr"f \ ~~-
t Should be read twice both in the Benares edition and in the I. 0. 

MS. 

§ Ms. of I. 0. af·m1!M"~rcrr :;;i- i:rfrr6N" \ ~ II 
II MS of I. 0. M Rlfli-i~of' "-i ~"I{_· Bhattojid. reads~:. 

*~ MS. of I. o. ~~~qr~\ lllflJt-11{_· 

t Ms. of I. 0. ~00~7.TT' ~Bf\ i:p:fl~➔-"l­
+! ~~- of I. O. "llfl'l111~1-lfl~lclcl'-lcll-tr '\ 1.t<itJt-t'{• 
§§ M • of I. 0. o~ ~: '~ml{_-

S. of I. o. ~~: \ 'll'lTT"'l!"-1'1{• 
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(v) q~~t ~ ""l" ~(qi(P-1 ""l" II 

(w) Jfqt~t=(~~~m~r ~~~ 11* 
(x) ~r~ ~~;:n:prrr ~~ 11t 

c. ~ 

(y) 'l~ti:i i:l fff i:l fat, ~,.. ~?t ~~ 11 t 
(z) 1!Jlf~fit~fi1eR<:l-ct~<,..i~sr~tJT~ II§ 

(aa) ~ferftt~~crt ""l" 1111 

(bb) EfOT~ ""l" e-,hr II, 
(cc) l.fc44~of 'cflq~'i:f'-41: II 

,..... ~ "' 1** (dd) ~rfm--ci, eifqi("li:lli:.f~tt~o, I 
Patanjalz' shows, by giving the proper meaning of ~;r, that 

Pa'IJ,ini's rule is not too widely applicable, and that it need not 
be changed to ~ ~ferfq,-

(a) raises an objection, which is refuted in (b). 

(c, d) limit the rule. 

(e) demands an additional rule; (j) shows how Pa:r;iini's rule 
might be altered so as not to necessitate the additional rufe (e); 
(g) shows that in reality no additional rule 1s required. 
(h-cc) teach where and with what limitations or modifica­
tions to apply Pa:r;iini's rule. 

Patanjali rejects (v); he says that Pa!iini's rule is sufficient, 
or even preferable, if the statement ~~~;r .f~-IFl'fflffi 
<Rfi'S?.(3:f:, limited again by the other statement ~f.Mf¥t.-q\ii!°IIH' 
~ffl' 'qf,rqifi,r 'El' ~f.rN' IP{'~~, be adopted. 

(dd) corrects Pa:r;i.ini's rule. 

* Should be read twice in Benares edition and I. 0. MS. 

t MS. of I. 0. ~<fi;;i-,t ~'U'nf-lllllff ?J~fcrcl"r "'-· 
i 

t MS. of I. 0. reads this twice. 

~ MS. of I. 0. Y'1Nl'fM11TI'ij'~~ITTtf{UT "'- 'Sfffil{-

11 MS. of I. 0. ~~~PTT'cflf~rrr~~ar '<I'.__ 'Sf<fflr,l'l{_. 

~ Should be read twice in Benares edition and I. 0. MS. 

** The Benares edition omits ~Of! after 0~. 
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Note.-(p) is called a Varttika by Kaiyata; (a), 
(g), (h), (v-z), (bb) and (cc) are called 
Varttikas by Nagoj'ibhaHa, and (a-d), (h), 
(i), (l-z), and (dd), by Bhattojidikshita; 
Bha~toji also calls ~ a Varttika. 
The Calcutta Edn. gives, not always cor­
rectly, ( c), (d), ( e), (f), (h), (i), ( n~t) and 
(v).-Of the Paribhashas cited in it, (6) is a 
Varttika (dd}, (4) equivalent to Varttika (cc), 
and ( r) similar in purpose to what is stated 
in Varttika (g); (5) and (7) are statements 
of Patanjali; (2) occurs in and (3) is based on 
Patanjali's remarks. 

P. I, I, 75-~ ~~II 
No Varttika. 

Patanjali corrects Patiini's rule. 

Note.-The Calcutta Edn. apparently mistakes 
Patanjali's correction for a Varttika. 

From the above it will appear that by adopting and prac­
tically applying the principle with which the first part of o!-lr 
enquiry had furnished us, we have been enabled to point oat 
in Patarijali's discussions on 20 of Pal,lini's rules 135 Varttikas; 
and l venture to hope that the reader who will examine the 
several Varttikas appended to each of Pa:g.ini's rules, and 
compare the style and phraseology exhibited in all, and the 
manner in which Panini's rules have been discussed in them, 
will grant that these ·varttikas bear the stamp of having been 
composed by one and the same author, and that taken together 
they form part of a work, complete in itself* and independent 

* A very strong argument in favour of the assumption that Patanjali 
has recorded and commented on all the Varttikas of Katyayana, is fur­
nished by the fact that whenever Katyayana in such words as ~ or~ cfT 
refers to another of his Varttikas, the Varttika so instanced or referred 
to is invariably to be found in the Mahabhashya. The same argument 
holds good with regard to the Mahabhashya itself, and deserves perhaps 
some little consideration at the hands of those who maintain that the 



of che rest of the Mahabhashya. Of this, at least, there can be 
no doubt, that the result at which we have arrived accords 
with the views held by the native grammarians. That these 
scholars have not made it their business to point out all 
the Varttikas, but have told us only occasionally and inci­
dentally that a particular statement was regarded by them 
as a Varttika, has been mentioned already. I have also 
shown that out of the 135 statements which I have been led 
to consider as Varttikas in the above, no less than 48 have 
actually been termed Varttikas or ascribed to Katyayana the 
Varttikakara, by Kaiya;a, Nagojibhatta, and Bhattojidikshita, 
and it would be easy to prove that, if these 48 statements 
were regarded as Varttikas by those grammarians, the same 
must necessarily have been the case with many more. On the 
other hand, to the best of my knowledge, the term Varttika 
has, with two exceptions, never been applied to any of those 
remarks which I have considered as Patanjali's; and as regards 
those two exceptions, I feel no hesitation in saying that 
Bhattojidikshita has been in error; for both the statements 
which he terms Varttikas, sr~ITTI q'ffio'-ti( on P. I, 1, 36, and 
srn-<1"~ ~~'{on P. I, 1, 72, end with the 
phrase {Pr q'ffio'-4'( which is foreign to the style of Katyayana,* 
and in the case of the latter of those statements the context of 
the discussion in my op1mon proves beyond doubt that it is 
Patanjali's. 

IV. 

Having fixed on a principle by which to distinguish in the 
Mahabhashya, as it has been handed down to us, between the 

text of the Mahabhashya has been several times reconstructed out of 
fragments. 

* Setting aside those cases in which Patanjali is commenting on 
Varttikas, we find in the Mahabhashya on P. I, I, altogether only 
9 statements which end with~: or~ cl"'rli"'Olfil· Of these, three, on P. I, 
I, 36; 72 ; and 7 5 have been given already above. The remaining ones 
occur on P. I, I, I; 27; 57; 69; and 72; in them Patanjali states clearly 
the objections which are supposed to be refuted in particular Va.rttikas: 
or he states objections which he refutes himself. 
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Varttikas of Katyayana and !he original remarks of Patanjali, 
and having tested the worth of that principle by applying it 
practically for the reconstruction of a portion of the work of 
Katyayana, we now recur to the question which led to this 
enquiry, the question as to the nature and the object of 
Katyayana's Varttikas, and of the work of Patanjali ; and we 
may hope to answer that question the more readily and 
satisfactorily because we already have shown in the case of 20 

of Pa1_1ini's rules, chosen at random, what is the tendency of 
Katyayana's Varttikas in regard to them, and what the relation 
of Patanjali in regard to those Varttikas on the one hand and 
to the Sutras of Par;tini on the other. We begin with the 
Varttikas of Katyayana. 

It is true that the Varttikas are not a commentary on the 
~ules of Pa1,1ini's grammar, and that it was not Katyayana's 
Intention to explain the meaning and the import of those rules, 
as they have been explained, e.g. by the author of the Kasika 
~ritti. But it is in my opinion equally true that Katyayana, 
in composing his Varttikas, did not propose to himself the 
~~sk of finding fault with Pai;iini ; for he justifies the rules of 

15 predecessor as often as he finds fault with them. So far 
from calling Ka.tyayana an unfair antagonist of Pa:r:i-ini, I 
Would rather claim for him the title of a follower and judicious 
a~mirer of Pa:r:i-ini, who dispassionately examines the rules 
laid down by his master, considers the objections which have 
actually been or which might be raised to them, is ever ready 
to defend and justify Pa.i;iini, and corrects, adds to, or aban­
?0 ns the rules propounded by him, only when no other course 
15 left open. It is true, Katyayana states the objects of some 
of PA • ·, 

. a1,1in1 s rules in order to show that those objects are attained 
Wtthout those rules, and that the latter may therefore be dis­
pensed with,-but he also explains to us the object and the 
purport of other rules in order either to show that those rules 
:e not too widely applicable, or to obviate the objection that 

ey_are unnecessary. He states the objections to which the 
~ossible interpretations of a particular rule would be liable, 

ut he also shows that those interpretations are nevertheless 



admissible, or suggests himself a correct interpretation. He 
discusses the several views that might be entertained regard• 
ing the objects of Pa1_1.ini's rules; or their relation to other 
rules, and he states the objections to which those views 
would be open,-but in many instances he also refutes the 
objections advanced, and brings forward arguments in favour 
of one or more of the views propounded. He raises objec• 
tions to whole rules or to particular terms employed in them, 
but he not seldom also proves those objections to be unfound­
ed, and shows the correct way of applying a rule, or explains 
the import of a particular term, for the very purpose of meet­
ing objections that might possibly be raised. If it cannot be 
denied that in many cases he corrects Pa1_1.ini's rules, or sug­
gests additional rules, it must also be admitted that there are 
many instances in which he proves that such corrections or 
additional rules are altogether uncalled for, or rendered un­
necessary so soon as we adopt one or another maxim of inter­
pretation the validity of which is proved by examples covering 
the whole range of Pai;iini's grammar. And if it is true on the 
one hand that some of Pa1_1.ini's rules are declared by him 
unnecessary, it is on the other hand equally true that other 
rules which at first sight might seem to be unnecessary, are 
upheld by him and justified. 

The object of the Varttikas is then no other than this, 
without bias or prejudice to discuss such objections as might 
be raised to the rules of Pai;iini's grammar, and on the one 
hand to justify Par;iini by defending him against unfounded 
criticism, and on the other hand to correct, reject, and 
add to, the rules laid down by him, where defence and 
justification were considered impossible. And this is in my 
opinion the true meaning of the definition of the term qTRhfi, as 
recorded by Nagojibhat~a, ~ ~ 'l':;:fi'~'!''Tfi~--tjiiifi(c1 qTRf~ 
The Varttikas consider whether anythfi.ig has been omitted in 
the Sutras that should have been stated, and whether there is 
in them anything that is superfluous, faulty, or objection­
able. A consideration of this nature would lead either to 
the justification of Pa1_1.ini or to his condemnation, and 
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Katyayana has given us ample proof that he has both justified 
and condemned the Sutras of Pa9ini, the former perhaps even 
more than the latter. And from this point of view it will no 
longer be possible to question whether certain statements in 
the introductory .A.hnika of the Mahabhashya have been cor­
rectly called Varttikas by the native grammarians ; for it must 
be patent to every one that the nature and object of those 
statements in no way differ from those of the rest of Ka­
tyayana's Varttikas. If it is admitted that the words and their 
meanings are fixed and settled by common usage, it may well 
be questioned whether. the rules laid down by Pai:iini are 
at all necessary, and it must therefore be shown that and why 
they are necessary*; and if it is the object of grammar to lay 
down rules for the correct formation of those words which 
people actually use, it does not seem improper to enquire 
whether Pai:iini, in teaching the formation of such words as 
would not appear to be in use, has not laid himself open to 
just censure.t If, moreover, we are promised some trans­
cendent benefit from the study of Pai:iini's grammar, we may 
well ask whether, to secure that benefit, it is sufficient for us 
to know the right words, as they have been taught by Pai:iini, 
or whether we only have to employ them. t It is also fair 
matter for discussion whether the name chosen for the science 
taught by PaJ,1.ini is altogether appropriate and unobjectionable.§ 

* A "' • • "' ~ • ~ ~ "' •r.i ft ~ 
·~ ~~~ <'>l'f\!11 H.flf~ ~'1"1t•t 'ffl'W"I' ~11-1 •Pt <J%1T "'ll'fl'f\-

~~! 11 

t aro'•1>1 g:<K ~fi:r "'I"~ ~I ~\.J ~ tt r"( I 
ar,Pfrrr: ip:jt.rr~ 1 
aflf~ ~~it.I 
iif~~II 

t m;t'efll'~~:I 
~f.:r<:r+r:I 
Sf~ ij<fi-!lcfif<l I 
~r~ ~ s ~~<f~Rf ~ II 

§ ~ ~ !Sf'Zij"?.ITS ,q-q-;;r, I 
~GJlffi:rqRf: I 
~~:I 
qit ~Tfi~"f i'IT~: I 
~~<f~~ clf('!li{!Jfi:c_ I I 
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And finally, when we are told that Pa:r;iini intended to teach 
the correct formation of words actually used, we may well 
raise the question why he should have commenced his grammar 
with an enumeration of the letters.* 

Though I am obliged to differ from Prof. Goldstiicker, I am 
not altogether at a loss to understand what may have led 
him to describe the nature and the object of the Varttikas as 
he has done. The work which first brought the Sutras of 
Pa:r;iini and the Varttikas of Katyayana within the range of 
the studies of European scholars, was the Calcutta Edition of 
Pa.:r;iini. The editors of that work did not consider it neces­
sary to append all the Varttikas to their gloss; and unfortu­
nately they in most cases selected those which contained 
objections and corrections, and omitted those others in which 
the corrections were rejected and the objections refuted t (see 
on P. I, 1, 1; 7; 12; 20; 22; 24; 26; 29, &c). Starting 
frnm such a selection of Varttikas as they had given, it was 
not unnatural to arrive at the conclusion, which Prof. Gold­
stiicker actually has arrived at, a conclusion which not even his 
subsequent profound knowledge of the Mahabhashya could 
induce him to modify. 

We turn to Patanjali. That Patanjali has refuted some of 
the objections, that he has rejected some of the additional 
rules of Katyayana, no student of the Mahabhashya would 
think of denying. But it is altogether contrary to fact to say 
that all the Varttikas have been refuted by Patanjali, or to 
maintain that the Mahabhashya has been composed for the 
justification of Pa:r;iini. In proof of this assertion it would 
suffice to refer the reader to the analysis of part of the Maha­
bhashya which I have given above, and in which I have shown 

* 1Jf..-f('ll.f<llllf~ ~:I 
~~r~I 
ITT~~ ~~T'<'IT:Rf"'<ll-<lf'<nlif-llf'l:ii:ficM9<11•111.1cgq~~I: 1 
atrti•14(~11~ij'~fi:mr ¾,.J~artr;:rt ~~: II 

t To use two terms which have ~een employed, e.g. by Bhattojidik­
shita on P. I, I, IO, the Calcutta editors have given us the Purvapaksha­
varttikas, but they have omitted the Siddhanta-va.rttikas. 
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that more than half of the 135 Varttikas pointed out have 
been unreservedly adopted by Patanjali; _but I will try to 
corroborate it by additional evidence. I have stated already 
that whereas in the case of P. I, I, 6 Katyayana only objects 
to the words W~r of that rule, Patanjali proves the whole 
rule to be superfluous; and that while Katyayana defends P. I, 
1, 36 from an objection, his defence is not accepted, and 
Pal_l.ini's rule altered, by Patanjali. I have also shown that 
Patanjali declares the m either of P. I, I, 23 or 25 to be 
superfluous, and that he rejects the rule I, I, 49, which had 
been justified by Katyayana, in the sense ordinarily ascribed 
to it, altogether. Similarly, while Katyayana thinks it right 
to defend P. I, r, 8 from a possible objection, Patanjali rejects 
the word ~~ from that rule; and while Katyayana on P. J, r, 
41 enumerates three cases as the only ones for which it would 
be necessary to term an Avyayibhava Avyaya, Patanjali 
rejects the rule altogether. In the same way Patanjali refutes 
a Varttika on P. [, r, 56 which shows the purport of that rule, 
and he tries to prove that Pal_l.ini's rule may be dispensed 
With; and he shows on P. I, r, 62 that either the ~~ of 
the preceding rule or the first~ of I, 1, 62 may be omitted. 
Such a proceeding cannot be calledjustifying Pal).ini. 

The Mahabhashya is in the first instance a commentary on 
Katyayana's Varttz'kas. This must be evident from all I have 
had occasion to state in the first part of this enquiry, and this 
too is the view entertained by the native grammarians. Pul_l.ya­
raja informs us that Patanjali composed his work crrf~~­
~:m:'I{, and Jinendrabuddhi, when commenting on the 
Word ~ in the introductory verse of the Kasika-vritti, tells us 
distinctly ~ 4\IHU~-1~ ~;ri' ~w,quHtt•( 

But Patanjali did not rest satisfied with being a mere com­
mentator. Having started as a commentator, he became a 
~ollower and imitator of the man whose work he was explain­
mg. He unreservedly adopted Katyayana's method of dis­
cussing the Sutras of Panini, and like most imitators carried 
that method to extremes·. Finding that Katyayana had left 
unnoticed certain Sil.tras of Pai;iini which were or which might 
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appear to be liable to objection, he drew those rules within the 
range of his discussion, and either refuted the objections to 
which they seemed to be open, or showed that Pa.Qini was really 
in the wrong and that his rules ough( to be corrected. Or 
finding that Katyayana had failed to notice objections to rules 
which had been discussed by him, he thought it necessary to 
do what had been left undone by his master. On the other 
hand, not approving of the way in which certain objections 
had been met by ~tyayana, or finding that the objec­
tions refuted by the latter admitted of different refutations, he 
either substituted his own refutations for those of Katyayana, 
or strengthened the views held by that scholar hy additional 
arguments of his own. Again, believing himself to be in the 
possession of arguments by which to refute objections to 
Pa:r;iini's rules which had been stated by Katyayana, but which 
the latter had been unable to refute, or by which to prove the 
uselessness of corrections or additional rules which Katyayana 
had thought fit to adopt, he. employed those arguments to 
refute those objections, corrections, and additional rules, and 
in doing so he refuted the Varttikas of Katya.yana. On the 
other hand, there are not wanting instances in which he proved 
his superior skill by showing that Ka.tyayana had done wrong 
in defending Pa:r;i.ini, and by supporting the very objection 
which Katyayana had laboured to refute. If by adopting such 
a course of procedure Patanjali has defended Pa.r;iini from some 
of the objections brought against him by Katyayana, it is on 
the other hand equally true that iri many cases his criticism 
is much more thorough-going and destructive than Katyayana's 
and that PB,Q.ini has suffered more at hz"s hands than at thos~ 
of th~ Varttikakara.* 

• Where there is a difference of opinion between Paxpni and Ka.tya.­
yana, or between ~tyAyana an~ Patanjali, or bet~en all the three, 
the native grammarians attach a higher value to the views of KAtyayana 
than to those of Pa\~ini, and a higher val'.1~ again to those of Patanjali than 
to those either of KAtya.yana or of Pfu;i.im. That such should be the 

d . . h case 
is not unnatural, an 1t m1g t appear unnecessary to allude to it h ere, 
were it not that Prof. ~eber has expre~sed a somewhat different view 
when discussing the meamng of the word.Ackdryades~a (Ind. Stud, XIII, 
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The object which Katyayana and Patanjali have in view 
throughout their works, is one and the same; the nature of 
their remarks on Pai:iini's rules is identically one; both differ 
in the form which they have given to their discussions and in 
the extent to which they have carried them, and to which they 
have availed themselves of such artifices as Nipatana, 
Jnapaka, &c. Were we to omit the text of the Varttikas and 
to retain only Patanjali's explanations of them, or were we to 

page 317). Prof. Goldstiicker was of opinion that this word denoted 
Patanjali as the countryman of the Acharya, understanding by Acharya 
Katyayana. Prof. BhaJ?Q_arkar had referred it likewise to Patanjali, but 
had understood it to mean 'AchArya the younger! • Prof. Weber, without 
actually refuting these two interpretations, is apparently inclined to take 
the word, in accordance with Pa:r;i.ini's rules, in the sense of 'an unac­
complished teacher,' and he disposes of the objection that Kaiyata, who 
uses the word .A.charyadesiya, would not have called Patanjali an unac­
complished teacher, by stating, that since Kaiyata once has placed the 
Varttikakara even above the Sutrakara, it would seem even less strange 
that he should have placed the same Varttikakara also above Patanjali, 
• although it would appear curious enough that he should have spoken 
of Patanjali in so disparaging a manner.' Here Prof. Weber appears 
to have overlooked the fact that Kaiyata in another place of his work has 
distinctly told us his views as to the relative value of the teachings of 
Pa:r;i.ini, Katyayana, and Patanjali. For when commenting on a passage 
of the Mahabhashya on P. I, 1, 29, Kaiyata lays down the well-known 
maxim ~"fGf.r'lf~lf '!'.frfrrlfl{_, 'the later the Muni, the greater his autho­
rity;' K~tyayana is a higher authority than Pai;i.ini, and Patanjali a higher 
authority than Katyayana or Pa:r;i.ini. 

The word .4.chdryadcsiya does mean 'an unaccomplished teacher,' and 
it is opposed to Acharya; but it is not synonymous with Patanjali, nor 
does the word .Acharya necessarily denote Katyll.yana. Those who are 
acquainted with the method followed in the Mahabhashya, must be aware 
that in many cases Patanjali does not at once acquaint us with the final 
and correct view (Siddhanta) on the matter under discussion, but leads up 
to it by degrees. While doing so, he not seldom propounds views which 
contain a part of the truth, but which, as they contain truth mixed with 
error, are subsequently abandoned in favour of the Siddhanta. And in 
these cases it is customary with the commentators to consider those views 
which are partly correct and partly incorrect, as views of an Acharyadesfya, 
a disputant who has some idea of the true state of the case but does not 
know the whole truth, and to contrast with them the views of the 
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translate Patanjali's original remarks into the language of 
Ka.tyayana, we should find it an exceedingly hard task, a task 
in most cases altogether impossible of solution, to distinguish 
betwe,en the two grammarians. Of this fact the native com­
mentators were well aware, and hence discussions such as 
those of Nagojibhatta on P. I, 1, 12, as to whether Patanjali is 
giving his own remarks, or is commenting on Varttikas which 
have been omitted in the MSS.* 

It is not seldom that in the works of European scholars we 
meet with the statement that Patanjali has commented on and 
explained the rules of Pa1_1ini ; but that statement can be 
accepted as true only if a meaning be assigned to the words 

Acharya, the disputant whose views are entirely correct and finally adopted. 
They in fact employ the two terms in the same manner in which they also 
use the words Siddhdntyekadesin and Siddhdntin. \Vhere Patanjali 
leads up to a Vdrttika which is finally adopted by him, by stating a view 
which is only partly correct, the view to which he thus gives expression, 
is the view of an Achdryadesiya, and the view taken in the Varttika 
that of the Achdrya. But where the two views, as happens to be the case 
not unfrequently, are both propounded by Patanjali, Patanjali himself 
is both the Acharyadesiya and also the .Acharya. When commenting on 
the Varttika q~J:f«::ti:r«::0 on P. I, 1, 72, Patanjali raises the question 
whether the word ~ of that Va.rt. is an instance for ff~{ or at°fil'tfcfiT{ 

lT 
in the preceding Va.rt. rr<TTWNlfil(0

, In the words er~ if(qNffcfffi i:r<ft:;r;j-

-rmftfi:ro he first states the view that it is an instance for 1Rffffl; but that 

view he afterwards abandons in favour of the correct view that ~ is an 
instance for ~IN'fii't- In this case there is no question between a view 

of Patanjali's and one of Katyayana's; both views are propounded by 
Patanjali. And yet NagojibhaHa contrasts th: two views with each 
other, by calling the view first stated that of the Acharyudeszya. It is the 
view of an A.ch§.ryadesiya, because it is partly correct and partly incorrect ; 
'R. is an instance for the Varttika rr;::~ft0

, but it is an instance for the 

term ~~t of that Vilrttika, and not for 'Rlt'ef1'if{'°. See also for a 

similar example Kaiyata on P. IV, I, 162. 

* The question on P. I, I, 12 is, whether in the words~ J:f1l~o­

~fflrfifftr ( on ~age 79a of ~he Benares Edition) Pantanjali is giving 
his own arguments or 1s commenting on the three Varttikas ~irt-<lllJ 1 
~ 11 lJNf~r~-rt qf II omitted in the MSS. ( cfiii ). 
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explanation and comment, which those words do not convey 
generally. For, so far as my own experience goes, Patanjali 
never tells us the import of a whole rule or of a particular 
term of a rule, he never quotes instances or counterinstances, 
for the simple purpose of explanation, but always does so 
either to show that such rule is absolutely necessary, and that 
the objects for which it has been given are not attained by 
other rules, in other words, to justify Pa9ini ; or he does so 
for the purpose of showing subsequently that such rule or part 
of a rule is not necessary, and that it therefore may be dis­
pensed with. The Bhashyakara, in short, is not a Vrittzka.ra, 
and the functions of both are carefully kept separate by the 
commentators. When Patanjali on P. I, r, 4 asks why Pa1_1ini 
has employed the terms ~ and ;m~~1li in his rule, and when 
he quotes counterinstances, apparently to explain the meaning 
and import of those terms, Kaiyata shows us the real purpose 
of Patanjali's proceeding by saying ili'iM ~l{<S!il•liF!IMf~­
~ '<f ~~or<~ ~~r-N<J?.f~ra,m,r~ ~3~1td)q .. ~1tj:, andN a­
gojibhatta justifies Kaiyata's remark by adding 'll q""(lP-0$1-'ll'EI­
~ "lffi~~ ...- ~l&~iilH~ ~~I dfit<i~l.141$1'il<l"~­
'tiit~: II And when Patanjali on P. I, r, 57 asks why Pa9ini 
has employed the term aR: in his rule, and when in answer 
to that question he quotes a number of counterinstances which 
by the term s;-;;f: would seem to be excluded from Pai;i.ini's 
rule, Kaiyata again considers the occasion worthy of remark 
and tells us that the question has been raised (not to explain 
Pagini's rule, but) to show that for some of the Pratyuda­
harar;ias which are given in the commentaries, the term ar-ef: 
would be unnecessary ('<rr-ifrf.r ~~~h!( 0 iiPI efi"lf.if-ei'i:{§cf~­
:ffflt Sflit .s=q {ffl' fiti"fiffd'.'), and NagojibhaHa again appends to 
Kaiya~a's remark the explanatory statement l.l'iitli!!( 0 11~i"i.:ar 
iRf<fiRTOTmmr if !i ~~ .Sd' sm <ITTfr,:ftRf. When on P. I, I) 

50 Patanjali asks for an example of that rule, Kaiyata shows 
the reason for that question by saying ~ f<Et-af.tf~ 
l.1'1f:; and when Patanjali on I, 1, 56 enquires why Pai;i.ini has 
employed the term ~'{_ instead of saying merely ~' 
Kaiyata informs us of the real import of Patanjali's question 



by stating ~ lJfffrrr ~fflitr ~ ~m'ir ~:. Nowhere 
does Patanjali explain Piu;1.ini for the simple purpose of explan­
ation, but like a second Va.rttikakara, he enquires whether any­
thing has been omitted in the Sutras that should have been 
stated, or whether in them there is anything superfluous, faulty, 
or at all liable to objection. 

Here I conclude. To show in detail the differences between 
KMyayana and Patanjali wo.uld be a task full of interest, and 
highly instructive, as showing the progress which the science 
of grammar had undoubtedly made from the time of Katya.yana 
to that of Patanjali, and as tracing in the work of the latter 
the germs of those failings which have continued growing and 
increasing in the works of the later grammarians ever since. 
But that task does not lie within the scope of this enquiry, 
nor would the materials at my command justify my undertak­
ing it at present. · My purpose is attained if in future it will be 
impossible to stigmatize Katyayana as an unfair antagonist of 
Pa.r;iini, and to speak of Patanjali as refuting the Varttikas of 
Ka.tyayana, or justifying Pa.Qini. 



APPENDIX. 

In order to enable the reader to judge for himself of the 

value of the Varttikapfitha which I have mentioned on page 6, 

I publish below the first chapter of that work from the MS. in 

my possess10n. 

1%~ ~~ ~~ s m~ ~~ ~r~or 
-..:) 

~Af;rll"~ ll"~ 8tf.heti~~~.j I ~i:rr-=rr~ ~ 
"ffq':!.14i-f ~ ~~crr?.TT s n:t~ ~""if f.:l?.fir: II 

vr ~r~ ~~~:II 
;, ~rfti:rr~: ~;mar ~ Ai:4~ ltf.-<1• 11 
'if%B 1-f i:4, ?-t, ~ s :{~''TT~ crofr-:rr~~: I m~ -

~Rt~ ~~or~ ~Rtfll-lqfl(": II 

~f :?!1(_11 

~r'tiffiq~~ll I ~,1-11~l11~ II 

"SF."~~11 
' 

~i:rr;t :;;rr~ ~611 f.4:-t iff s ~II (ii I f.4:-t ii ~lt M i:4 ~ cfil ~~ I 
'IEf ~i:rr;t ~~ W(illt?cc iff s ~ s ~ f.r~ ~~ ~­

~~ II 
~l~(fq 'f(t{RT ~ II 
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"' l:!"~11 

eraf~r er8rtf{~;r i~~ 11 
iffoll"tff=ffi"~~~ ~: 11 
ot?.Terr -=r 1~ 11 

~Q'it ~II 

~'1i"mj'rr~ 66 q(act ~ st ~tt'\ff ef=ffi"°'-1": 11 
rnt1f!Jft w.rarr .r {i"~ 11 
~ dt efilifrorrretn, ~ f I 
01~•1et1~,iff~~~~u: ffl: I ~ ~ 11 
at~ cf"lT em?.f, <0 .riit66 qO'ff"iff~~ If 

at~ 1Wtc1Ji11~i~~~: II 
~ ~cfr.{~~ Qcfiq'O'ff a:f?lq ;:ci) s ;:it s -=r~eli'(" ~ 

~it_ 11 
~tlfie!I{ s ~~ ~{trf~ ;r I 
a:fT'ilT('r~ €et,@ q~ sl ~ ?.t-fl <: II 
otm:- -=r m:- for~~ ~ s ~~ I 
q'1f ~: ~~ ~?l~~ 11 
ervi~u..f ?.11(np..f ~ ?;J";r ~ ~ ar~ I 
~,;-tila- ~~ =ril qft{"ft~ If 

J~~II \II 

u~ctru°'~rfcrr ~ I ~~: ~~--iltlnt ill~: II 
oTtf ~ q-fholf ~ If 
oTr;lPl'oll"~~~~: 11 
t4Y%1tR'1': ffi tftt%1TRttt ~~r 11 
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~ ~ cfiTfiror: ~T~"T ~fel"qolf~ 11 
~~rf;r ~rl$,frfor Jftf r'it rf~rr'ar :;i- ~?;fl'~aftQ' -
~ ~ ~ ·~ 

~rfar :;i-rtit~~ 1~~=ffil ~er~ 11 
'q(ff(I ~~for 'q' cfiP.fffitr .:r ~~ II 
JT~;t cfr-P1trITT1mfit: I ~~~ cfr-f~lffn:rirrfit: 11 

~orr 'i:t'~efi"r: I a:r'i:t'~<fi"r~ I ff'~T~efiT ~er ~i(_ 11 
ffcfiT(: ~lcl"~~orri: 11 

r~r !Jllf~~ II ~ 11 

?t AA JT~~ s .:ri<fi": ~ ~~ lf~ ff'~~~-
~ ~ 

fiRrir'cf .:rrm crrt~'it 11 

~~ s Rl"<fi"rU: 11 
:r m'1'ir:J aJl'l:Tl-lA'~ 11 ij 11 

-.a -.a 

1t (1 -iii~~ 1.:r~~~ ef~~ r.i-1~: 11 
( thfri;fr~~ 11 ~ 11 ) 

{~Tj~.R.~ 11 
g-~r ~ ~~r: {iqrir: 11 ~ 11 

~:zrrfrlfoirofr?t .:rrifr<f~;r 11 
"-

il;Q'f~!ftH:f g-~ufir 11 ~ 11 -.a .... 

'!ift<fi"rt~<fi"rt?:ft: ~ifr~r rt~~r 11 

~crr_ (tft' ~~~ ~trn:~ er-ffi'oirl( 11 
~~g-r iJT'1' I I \ ~ II .... 

~* JT~rsifi-1 ?:ft~t~ ~~lf~ 11 

f:rrrr~ (!etirw:rl'{ 11 \ ~ 11 

~~ fWi"~~ ~~r~~ ;;i- lf: I 
~"' ft.rt feror~~;r('JT~~ff 11 "'· 
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~tC~qf ~ : II ' ' II 
ff o?.llcfi(vl (i(4tc\61 ~~3' ~q"lf('~ lfjff­

~qfimt ~qf.lq€f ~ '1i~(Of ~ ~ ~ ~Ai~ 

~ ~~ ~ ~~(i\ ~ ~: ~ \g'qf­

~ ,g q~-!ln .rrir 11 

~IJ'IJf~fi {I'~ 11 '\ II 
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~ ~~ irfll.sqfit 11 

of\?;f"~'4.iic{(:q (i€?.11(i~ I ~olfl" (:f'irf(:f i:fi Pall~ I ~ 
~~it_ 11 

of~~ '!_(Ulst&-441~: ~@'f~ij" '{ffl° 61¥ti 0 4 (:f'if~-

~~ 11 
81'~ cfi q ~ oi -i:t I~ Ai (:f'&I I «l +i ( ~1~'i1 ~ J{J ~~ =qrq-~ -

~II 
~orr.rrr ~ 11 , '¾ 11 

' 
~il" t01t~ 61iti 0 4Jf., I .:r cfT 11 
~ir~ I~ ~IJf~ ~4~€4~:. 11 

=m-~ f;nIT II,~ II 
c. 

ar■:r~ ~Rt .s fit i:fi I di:fil < i:fi 1 ~fct ~r.:i-~nt 11 
~ ~ ~ 

~!:f~f;t ~£;r1111f.t II ''3 11 

~M ~014fa\~M+1fit 11 
~ f.i q 1ft .. I A 11 

rir~ 'TI'~~ 4ffi"oir: 11 
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ar~ ~..:.q'i, ~'1't1°1~~-ffi~;,;c1~ I ~nr;fi~ 
~~~~~ct~II 

~ ~ftqfmq(-fgqr:Jtrr: II '~ II 

ot,:i {) fii ERfi~ 11 
cf111'~aT- ~~ R-tt(q (:t <..ell I of'{_ I ~~q-r fl 8\~ ~q, ~ ;r 

i:fi~ 0 ttir 11 
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~ ~iffl'~f~: 11 ~r::- 11 

{I;f 11"~ ~rt -1 ~q ii~ ..... I --ii 4::q ffl ~ot " ~ I 
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ff"~ ~ reir~~ :;r 11 
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c. 

ar-r-=~rtt% qf~~ I " crr (:t"r~~~&Hq-r(<t 11 
a{oqq•hner -ei 11 ~\ 11 

~~!!(•H?.:t(lq'ctru: ~~ q(tiror;:f ,:fi~olfit:_ II 
fit~:i'r~;:~{": II ij" II 

~ ~~ ;rrftt l:fitft sti:fil(I: ~(-i"~.sq'ql~~-
°' 

ri qfl~l'irffl" I ~~I atfefiefil ~: I ~ ft ft"-

t?{(it (-i"~ crrcr-t ~ I ?.ftTf ~ mER~?f ~c:lfl« ~ 
(i"~tf ~ WI c( r.:t i{fcl c( 1'14::lf A q ~ cfi ~% 11 

of--€41c:'(~ Ji~(~~lfl•)l~~l'fl~(il~ q"ffioq~ 11 

~-T{~" ..:.tfl.:--€4 I c:i ij q=ifi"o?.f: II 
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~1q {1Ef~ri~ 11 ijc:' 11 

~;r-::s-: lr~~r.:m .• ~-'iffiRr~~lf~~r:r 11 
'-', 

q-g1' ~~r;tqrrrr 11 ij~ 11 
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if~ ~: "' a, i t1c: Ji q~~IJf~ftr ef=iiiS?.fit_ 11 
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:r ~inr~ II G~ II 
~lint Jlftf~q ~<{~~~~~ 1H-i €4 I l=fl{_ 11 
tj 8(1SH'•='~'1f?i ~~~ II 
!f~ ~~ ~ ... ~~~ ~ II 
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