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KATYAYANA AND PATANJALI:

THEIR RELATION TO EACH OTHER AND TO PANINI.

I

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-
bhéshya, than the late Prof. Goldstiicker. His essay on Panini
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-
bhishya, 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 the 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 ‘ Panini’

In an article on the Mahabhashya published in the /zdian
Antiguary, vol. V., page 241, I ventured to express some
doubts as to whether the nature and the object of the Varttikas
of Katyiyana and of the Mahabhashya of Patanjali had been
correctly described by other scholars. 1 would gladly have
deferred discussion on this pc;int to the time when 1 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 Katyiyana and Patanjali, as have led me to
doubt their correctness.

On pp. 119—121 of his essay on Panini, Prof. Goldstiicker
‘has described the nature and the object of the Varttikas of
Kétyayana and of the work of Patanjali in the following para-
graphs :—

¢ “The characteristic feature of a Varttika,” says Nago-
jibhatta, ¢ is criticism in regard to that which is omitted
or imperfectly expressed in a- Satra.” ( Note: Nagoji-
bhatta on Kaiyyata . . ... i gFRaE | i{%&fﬁﬁgﬁﬁ‘-
AT qriawmey ). A Virttika of Katyayana is therefore
not a commentary which explains, but an animadversion
which completes. In proposing to himself to write Varttis
kas on Péanini, Kity4dyana did not mean to justify and to
defend the rules of Panini, 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’ . . . . . . ‘Kéatya-
yana, in short, does not leave the impression of an ad-
mirer or friend of Panini, 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 Pénini, 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 Panini and then of animadverting upon
Katydyana. Therefore, in order to show where he coin-
cided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of
Kétyayana, he had to write a comment on the Virttikas
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 Virttikas of Kditydyana ; while its Ishtis,
on the other hand, are original Varttikas on such Sitras
of Panini as called for his own remarks.’

‘I have already mentioned that Patanjali often refutes

the strictures of KétyAyana and takes the part of Pa-
wini’ ..., ..

‘His object being, like that of Katydyana, 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 Panini or on Katydyana; and, in
consequence, no Varttika could be left unnoticed by him.
Again, independently of Katydyana, he writes his own
Virttikas to Satras not sufficiently or not at all animad-
verted upon by the latter grammarian, because they, too,
are criticisms, viz. on Panini.’

Prof. Weber, in his article on the Mahabhashya (/ndische
Studien, vol. XIII.) has adopted Prof. Goldsticker’'s view
regarding the nature of Katydyana’s Varttikas, but to the same
S?holar’s remarks on the work of Patanjali he appears to have
glven 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 Panint
than like a defender of the latter against the unjust attacks
?f .Kﬁtyéyana, the author of the Varttikas. And this view
1s indeed fully borne out by appearances.’

On page 298 Prof. Weber speaks of Katydyana as

attacking or combating the Satras of Péapini, and of Patanjali
as refuting the VArttikas of Katyéyana.

On page 321 Prof. Weber says :—
‘ The red thread which runs through the work (z.e. the
Mahabhashya) is—and on this Goldsticker was the first to
lay particular stress—the polemic against the Viarttikakara;

and on the same page he speaks of the Sitras as attacked by
Katyayana.
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On page 399 Prof. Weber writes: ‘He (ze. Katyiyana)
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 so2 Prof. Weber asks: ‘What business
have Kiatyayana’s Varttikas, whose object it surely is to attack
Panini’s Stras, in the introduction of the Bhéshya ?’

While, then, according to Prof. Goldstiicker, Patanjali com-
mented on the Varttikas of Katydyana in order to show where
ke coincided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of
that grammarian, frequently attaching, at the same time, to quote
another passage from the essay on Panini, ‘his own critical
remarks to the emendations of Katyayana, often in support of
the views of the latter,’ Prof. Weber maintains, apparently
on the authority of Prof. Goldstiicker, that the Varttikas of
Katyayana have been refufed by Patanjali. And Prof. Weber
is not the only scholar who has given this meaning to Prof.
Goldstiicker’s words. For Dr. Burnell in his essay On t4e
Aindra School, likewise describes the relation to each other of
Katydyana and Patanjali in the following terms (page g1)
‘ Katyayana criticised Panini, and Patanjali replied in justifi-
cation of the latter,” (and on page 92) ‘the Mahabhashya is . . .
a skilful compilation of the views of Panini's critics and 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 Katydyana as an anta-
gonist or, to speak more accurately, as an unfair antagonist
of Panini, and that both these scholars are of opinion that
Katyayana had no other motive in compesing the Varttikas than
to attack, or to find fault with, the Sttras 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. Goldstiicker nor
Prof. Weber has furnished us with a test by which to recog-
nise the Virttikas of Katyayana, that neither scholar has shown
to us a way of reconstructing out of the Mahabhashya, as we
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find it in our MSS, the work of Kéty4yana 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-
bhatta’s definition of the term Frf¥a, but it must be apparent
that that definition, even supposing it to have been rightly under-
stood, can be of but little value in determining what are Kd-
tylyana' s Varttikas, for we find it stated by Prof. Goldstiicker
that the Mahabhashya contains not only Katydyana’s Vérttikas,
but also Varttikas of Patanjali. Moreover, no reader of the
€ssay on Pénini can fail to perceive that practically Prof.
Goldstiicker has little heeded Négojibhatta’s definition, and
that he frequently, and I may add, correctly, has prefixed the
words Vdrttika or Kitydyana to remarks which justify and
teach the proper application of, without in any way taking
exception to, the Sttras 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 Katydyana gf Tvrsqe(;
in reality this phrase appears tq be entirely foreign to the
style of Kétyfiyana, and occurs either in the original remarks
of Patanjali, or in the explanations given by this scholar of
Katydyana's Varttikas. Nor is another statement (in a note on
page 23) that © Kﬁ.tyéyana never gives instances’ less liable to
objection, for there gye Varttikas, on P. I, 1, 39 and other
rules, which lay down general rules and at the same time grve
mnstances.

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 Vérttikas occur in the first Ahnika of the Maha-
bhéshya, 27z, because no Sttras of Panini’s are treated of in
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that Ahnika, and because therefore there is as yet no occasion
for finding fault with Panini. Though I have found reason to
admire their thorough knowledge of the Mahabhéashya, I am by
no means inclined to assert that men like Kaiyata, Bhattojidik-
shita, and Néagojibhatta 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 Négojibhatta, 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 gt SifF®a-
f¥ryg in the first Ahnika are part of a Vérttika, by stating that
the same words in other passages in which they occur (viz. on
pages 285, 452, 1364 of the first volume of the Lith. Ben.
Edn., and on P. VI, 1, 84) are certainly not Varttikas, I can
only reply that the sentence ending with syt %rﬁxm%ﬁz?ﬁg on
page 285 s called a Varttika by Kaiyata, and that I consider
those words as part of Varttikas in the remaining passages
also. On page 399 (/nd. Stud. XI1/.) Prof. Weber states that
on the whole the Virttikas of Kéatylyana are easily detected
in the MahébhAshya, because as @ rule they are followed by a
short paraphrase which ends with the word F=hsa or HJsq.
This would seem to be an improvement on Prof. Goldstiic-
ker’s remark concerning gfg F¥ReFT, but it contains no test by
which to recognize all the Varttikas of Kéatydyana or even
most of them; nor did Prof. Weber infend to lay down a
general rule. Moreover, Prof. Weber, too, has regarded as
Virttikas statements of Patanjali which end with fg TR

So far as we know at present, the Vérttikas of Kéatydyana
do not exist separately in MS. MSS. which profess to give the
ermadbhagavat Katyfyanavirachita-varttikapatha are indeed
to be met with in different and widely distant parts of India, ¥ 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 Vdrtikapithah has also been printed at Benares.
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hesitation in saying, very carelessly compiled from the Mahé-
bhashya at a comparatively modern date. Nor do the commen-
tators on the Mahébhashya, or other scholars who have written
on Panini, 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
Vérttika or belongs to Katydyana. 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
result to which our enquiry may lead should happen to coincide
with their views, such accordance will tend to assure us that
our attempt has not been entirely vain or fruitless. In
this spirit and from this point of view I have examined that
portion of the Mahabhéshya which treats of the rules in the
first Péda of Panini’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
the Mahébhashya, is in my opinion this, that the method of
discussion followed in it, is distinctly two-fold. If we examine



(8)

that part of the work which treats of the rules in the first Pada
of the Ashtddhyayi, 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, or 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. 1, 1, 10, 48, 54,60, and 71; as
instances for the latter P. 1, 1, 14, 25, 28, 30, 32, 35, 37, §5,
74 and 75.

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

(6) gAY AAYT FHRLCAAII sFHeAT_ |
(6) a FEFIA 9 |
(0) fagwa<am |
(@) FTFFTAREATAr ||
On P. 1, 1, 48 in the following :—
(¢) TF Taa FAMFRAITTNA |
(8) ﬁEIQTWC;F‘-_ﬁ fFradwear |
() faghe: e |
(@) FFrereCIIEET ||
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On P. I, 1, 54 in the following single sentence :—

HATAAR: TCEATTRI AR T ATAG (AT (A e -
AR |
On P. 1, 1, 60 in the following sentences :—
N FrATAYFAreH_ |
(5) WATAFH qAEAEAGEA_ |
() AT TAASITACALL: |
On P. 1, 1, 71 in the following :—
() SRT=HAT FRveraTerT: dfvrsAda |
s @Riar a8 aemaeafa a9 |
I'select the discussion on this last rule as an instance to
show that all that has been stated regarding that rule of Pa-
nini’s in the Mahébhéashya is really contained in the three sen-

tences which I have pointed out, and that what we find besides
is paraphrase and explanatory remark. The whole Bhéshya

on P.1 1,7y STITRC=eqT qear runs thus :—
WIRT-AT qEa@ayay: afa=rfFama |
st axaerayer: | # sreor | @i AR -
T & s fadeaes ||
g SIfEF AT a7 =TTt a9 |l
(WEHAT | Fqw | AR G TEAAT: 6T T
T Aewwswea S awea ||
wafarwRat geaw |
AR gerdan | awur | AR At /AR
TIRT=RR | 7 N et aAR aRateTafy
WIS TR Ay e AAr v A€ @A | gafEer-
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R T GARISAN | a7 FIIRaRA o 9w 7
MR T T @ & g0f AA[Q T T §I&A(w ||

To show how this method differs from that which has been
followed on P. I, 1,14 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.L 1, 25:—3f 7 || 3¢ SR 7 (AR w@Ar-
SN TZENCH T | oF germag | w99 | afe an-
EEAEIAT (HI7 CZHACAT T HFAT | w97 | o=
TRAT SHATACTAT | A TTHAEAT (FAX geATHIAT
T HTHR | I JAT dSAEI AT AT ||

P. 1, 1, jo—J ey || a9 @ qqA01 J: THE-
TR0 \FANA | WA THATHATESETAT TAARCTR AA-
AFTUATEINSARRS AW | W T qrearressy
FRAERETE R gHAEWE 7@ | qgaparare-
= qE4% TR0 || AT FA @ AT [T GAE-
TRTSTTRAT AME FA0 AT |« qmg A-
AEATT: HAA | qﬁarr | gfiaranrE aaret aémm
ST 4w | mmaﬁq R} daeECTAT W | AW
SEAE | AFAH A rﬁrwrr. A e T
WA | WA A @ FAET [T A ||

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 Mahébhéishya 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, 1, 14, &c., either to defend PAnini 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 appendedto P. I,1,10, &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 Panini’s rules throughout his whole work in
the manner which he follows, eg. on P. I, 1, 10, I would
admit the possibility of his belonging to that class of authors.
But it appears to me extremely unlikely that the same scholar
in 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 Mahébhéshya, 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, 1, 10, &c., Patanjali
has simply paraphrased and commented on the words of
another scholar, while in those on P.1, 1, 14, &c. he has given
us his own original remarks on Panini’s Satras. In other
words, I would venture to assume that those short sentences
onP. [ 1, 10, &c., by means of which the discussion is car-
ried on from beginning to end, and which we find paraphrased
and explained in the Mahéabhashya, are not of Patanjali’s
own authorship, but form part of the work of another scholar
on which, in these instances, the author of the Mahabhéshya
is merely commenting. And this assumption is rendered the
more probable when we find that the author of the Mahabh4-
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 SYSET: WY TARTCIFAT
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SsgEAT &c., but also quotes, after having done so, the inter-
pretation by another (s1qT) 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 syssraT: TfaYy, &e.
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 (z) and (4) on P. I, 1, 10 are
called Vérttika by Bhattojidikshita in his Sabdakaustubha,
that (¢) and (d) on the same rule are ascribed to the Virttika-
kdra by the same scholar, and that the sentence ¢4/ on P. 1,
1, 71 is called a Vdrttika by Néagojibhatta in his Pratyakhya-
nasamgraha. 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 Varttikaklra. On the contrary, Kai-
yata* distinetly ascribes the statement which we findon P. I,

* That Kaiyata 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, 1, 75 and elsewhere Kaiyata would seem distinctly
to quote from the Kagikd., Nor is it at all certain that the name of the
author of the Ké&gika-vritti was Vdmana Jaydditya. On the contrary, it
clearly follows from a remark of Bhattojidikshita’s in his Sabdakaustubha,
that the Kagika-vritti is the work of the zwo scholars Jayiditya and
Vémana; that it was begun by the former and concluded by the latter.
On page 122a of my MS. of the Sabdakaustubha Bhattojidikshita
writes as follows:—

a1 7 serireafa g3 (1L 2, 139 ) wiiwarfaswy | aeiasy . . . &7
RERE U SrifRediscday | ameeg @iy of o 37w Ty
FGIAAAET (AEAER O 7 Al mreqmEa wedt: G T s
THRRTIT: HY Tq1E 1

Jayéditya’s view is that given in the Kagiki on III, 2, 139 ; and that
view is distinctly refuted, as stated by Bhattojidikshita, by Vé&mana in
the same Kagikd on P. VII, 2, 11 (3T EFRRAEINT THTTDT T07-
g=fteqifE ). It is impossible that the author of the comment on VII, 2, 11
should be the same person who composed the comment on 111, 2, 139. It
will, I think, be possible to show approximately where Jayiditya’s portion
of the work ends and where Vmana’s begins.
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1, 75, to the Bhdshyakdra, notwithstanding the fact that it
ends with the phrase gfq TRsa7.

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 Mah&bhAshya 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. 1, 1, 45 the discussion opens with the paraphrased
sentences :

() SITCOETAT ATFAET GN0 AFOACA: |
(6) FOTEST e |
() FEaREQAETRT IOF EEIEE |

and it concludes with remarks that contain no paraphrased
sentences, but the object of which is identical with that of the
Paraphrased sentence (¢), viz. to defend Panini’s rule from
the objections raised to it in (a) and (3).

On P.1, 1, 6 the discussion opens with the paraphrased
sentences :

(@) drftasfrsrdifrrremeg e ssar -
TR orgarreatany: |
(¢) draAfefa T FreseraT |
which are intended to show that efta4r might have been omit-
ted from Pénini’s rule; and it concludes with remarks in which

no paraphrased sentence occurs, but the purport of which is

similar to that of (z) and (%), viz. to prove thatgz might have
been omitted likewise.
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On P. 1, 1, 11 the discussion opens with lengthy remarks
which consider the propricty of the Anubandha 7 of the terms
#q &c. of Panini’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 Panini’s rule :—

(o) ST AfFTT Fpaw T Yawerer @ |
(6) TRrE AFATIAE Hewer i |

(¢) T aArg=aa<a |

(@) eraes afgEAraty SgfE e |

(e) HWATATAATTOF FTIH TAASINIARYET |

On P. 1, 1, 49 the discussion opens with remarks on the term

®ITARrAr; it is carried on by means of the paraphrased sen-
tences:

() SEtEAATTESA AT |
(6) SEFATTIIEAATE: TOH AT 7l |
() FTFETAEET AAATEATH I |

the purport of which is to show the object of Panini’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 (¢) ; those remarks are in turn followed by the
paraphrased sentence:

(@) FARrer ar 9t raAET |

which suggests a different way of obviating the objection raised
in (6) ; and after that the discussion is wound up with remarks
in which no paraphrased sentences occur, and in which Panini’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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tollow 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 Panini. We
at any rate fail to perceive, why Patanjali on P. I, 1, 11 should
have discussed the possible interpretations of that rule (&qrear
qf’gﬁ'ﬁ#{ or FRrE !Il'g‘qm &c.) in paraphrased and com-
mented sentences, and should not have adopted the same
method on P. I, 1, 39 ( Ty Ar7|: or FEq JAT= ) ; or why he
should have discussed the propriety of the Anubandha g of T
&c,, on P. I, 1, 11 without employing paraphrased sentences,
and should, when considering the same question with regard
tO. the Anubandha g 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
Mahébhéshya in the discussion of Panini’s rules makes use of
Ser{tences to which he attaches a paraphrase and comment, he,
while doing so, is quoting and commenting on the words of
ano.ther scholar, and that those portions of the discussion
which do not consist of paraphrased sentences contain original
remarks 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
Portion 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'- L 1,10) the author of the Mahéabhashya does not merely
gve us his own interpretation of the sentences by means of
which }.1e carries on the discussion, but also quotes the dif-
ferent Interpretation of the very same sentences by another
scholar. | 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
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T STHAATATTAAF AT |
ATF<ATT |
JARTAT TATAARC: |

Patanjali goes on to say: s{qT T8 |

O S TAFT AR AT aAA_|
A0 STARTHACATR | SAF AR AT |
HATATHATHICEATRCE 7 |

ITAFHTA TTAART ¢ |

Here then Patanjali informs us that another scholar has
not only given a different interpretation, but has also adopted
a different reading, of those very sentences which Patanjali
himself has just been making use of. Could we wish for stronger
proof that at any rate #4ese sentences cannot be Patanjali’s
own ?

Again, after having on P. I, 1, 3 paraphrased the sentence
qETIIEgAIFTae in the words gy o SATT=TER AT,
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: ggafg 7 qwageR: | @FEarsF a9 | g
14 =: ( Z.e. the 71 of §@WY) qFq: —In other words, Patanjali
tells us that it would be possible to understand the particle =
of the sentence qfrl{ma%mﬁrﬁam either in its ordinary sense

or in the sense of f§, 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 | of the paraphrased sentence sigdey I does not
stand in its proper place, but should have been placed, or
should at any rate be understood to stand, immediately after
wH. ( STRASH : qiEa: Ay fiderg | ).
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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. 1, 1, 38 the discussion is carried on by
means of the following paraphrased sentences:

(a) SEIEAREARAEREA AT TETAT |
(6) FAfEARREEIE, |

(c) ForEtal SveEae |

(4) sfprRfracacrTeaIfars: )

(e) wr’%?ﬁ'w-:o'arr’#r’?r (|

() @€ g s |

{a—c¢) show that Panini’s rule has to be corrected; (&) and (e)
show that two alterations of the rule which might possibly
be Suggested, can, on account of the objection to which they
would be open, and which has been stated in (d),not be adopted ;
(/) on the other hand states that the corrections mentioned in
{a—c) need not be made, and that the alterations suggested in
{d) and (¢) need not be adopted, as soon as all the Taddhita-
affixes intended in Panini’s rule are put down in the Gapa
Svarddi. The statement made in (/) is opposed to the sugges-
tion made ip (¢), and the particle g in () is in its proper place
and has its usual force. But if we turn to the paraphrase of
(f), we find that there g ‘but’ has been rendered by gr ‘or’
(g ﬁq’\’:’}ﬂ'r()- How are we to account for this rendering ?
By the simple fact that Patanjali, after commenting on (¢}, has
shown that the objection to which the alteration suggested in
(e) Wa? by the author of the paraphrased sentences considered
to be liable, is in reality no objection at all. Patanjali adopts
the definition EIR 'Tm which was objected to in (e)
and for @z’m therefore the course indicated in (f) is only an
all‘;’rnatwe course. His rendering of g by ar is inexplicable
:: hoi:g as we consider the paraphrased sentences (e) and (f)

own; it admits of a reasonable explanation when we
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regard iicm as statements made by another. And that this
is the view held by the commentators, follows from Kaiyata's
gloss ‘g AR | AR 'ﬁﬁr qarsar
AT | AR REATACrHEEI: TREd g Trasaraeq qesr
STEIq: |
On P. I, 1, 61 we find the following paraphrased sentences :
(¢) FAN TATAZTATAAL FIACCEIEA_|
(6) A Al dRTRTEAgF T AF-

AfrEeTa |

() S=w AT |

(@) sHERIrT g |

(0 Ry f szamRR: |

(f) |ERYTT AT FTAHACAT_ |

bject of the whole discussion is to prove the necessity of

the word gesrgey in Pénini’s rule ; one reason for the employ-
ment of yegxex is given in (2-¢), and another a/ternative reason
in (f). Such being the case, the particle gyin () 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 31 by sf¥, a word
which he elsewhere makes use of to paraphrase the particle g.
The reason for this rendering of his is similar to that for his
rendering g on P. I, 1, 38 by g1. After having commented on
(d-€), Patanjali has shown that gegrqrey for the reason stated in
(d-€) would no¢ be necessary ; and to 4im therefore (/) does not
convey an alternative reason for the employment of gezrey.
In his opinion gerzex is not necessary for the reason given in
(d-€), but it is necessary for the reason given in (f). His
rendering of g7 by gf# is explained, as soon as and only when
veassumethat the paraphrased sentences (&—j#) are not his own
but another’s. And here again we are able to quote Kaiyata
in support of the view we have taken; for in commenting on
(/) that commentator remarks : QTR g RuaRafa -
AR FrweqriT qrarsy: 1. . . TSURICE] GEIY ATHEY SATHEI-
or: Salganiel Yoty o
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I have shown in the preceding that the method of discus-
sion followed in the MahAbhéshya is distinctly twofold ; I have
attempted to account for this twofold method by assuming
that those sentences made use of in the discussion of Panini’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 probabie 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-
bhéshya which does not consist of paraphrased sentences were
Patanjali’s, and if the paraphrased sentences themselves had
really to be considered as proceeding from another author, we
might well expect that the two parts of the work, being in
reality works by different authors, should differ as regards
their respective styles and the language employed in either of
them.  So far from regarding such an objection as hostile to the
View which 1 have ventured to express, | gladly avail myself of
it, 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 Mahébhashya. 1 cannot pretend 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-
€T 3 particular term employed in Panini’s rules conveys ane
meaning or another, whether we are to understand a rule in
One sense or ip another, whether a particular term should be
understood to be qualified in this or in that way, whether a
rule should be regarded as teaching something independently
of other rules or as a restrictive rule, &c. In all these cases it is
customary to place before the reader both sides of the ques-
t.lon and to state the objections to which either side would be
liable. Apg here we have to observe that whenever this is
done by means of Paraphrased sentences, the particles employed
are always [ or gy Y, and that when it is done without the
employment of sych sentences the particle used is invariably

th
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1%, generally followed by syq.  In proof of this I adduce from
the paraphrased sentences :

OnP.1, 1, 3—(ff JACANSISTART SARIRATA ST

| S )
FEpIAST SRR ARty 00 agmH |
TTAFEA I . ... T |
On P.1, 1, n—(mt qARE fAgET . ... )
TWERAT 7l A S I %’frﬂw @ |
%?{rarea‘ A gar%ﬁn‘ﬁﬁ Jewe (AT |

e AFTTI=AA gfw T |

On P. I, 45—(‘%\%& TFTST FIRECOENT G .
sEfRagoET | ... )
EIEROTETAT ATFAET EN0 LA |
TR %ﬁféﬁrz |
On P. 1, 1, 51—( fAZqoecaaa@=atag<aay .
ARIRATCAATANT frfaw | ... . )
SORXRATTAA TR AZART AT |
T T WS § TIC I AT TICA (|
On P. 1, 1, 57—( i gacacen @FT 9fy s -
eftaegaaTer | .. ... )
ATATET HRATIART . . gIEET_ |
IIATEAR %gwgreram l
(R greesfreraroat sy enfragaemsieTz @R | . L)
AEAYAT AR ISR ECA: |
ARNY AR IR y: |
OnP. 1 1, 65—(%@'@3’0711’:@’@%6{0[{, ce )
ST A OTR=e (3 AT AT |
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On P. 1, 1, yo—(fF gaRe FeamdamRifeasnT®a | . . )
TICETeRTS e FraamaaE Jdge | .. J9orE |
YAy AgeEaor GagaEa: |

To show how the same or similar questions are discussed

when no paraphrases are employed, I instance—

On P. 1, 1, i—( & 7T swrfaa=gony . . . AEHadr-
dsTer ] .. L)
A aEi{aaggor. . . . T g |
AYTISHITET TS0 . . . AT |
OnP.1, 1, 7—(wufag frsaw | ... . )
AR fAFraR straame o I |
WY @FFEFA S . L. T ey wEf |
OnP. I g, 20——(mﬁ=rc§' EREG I {)
A furEe g gFAE: 9 oF W |
AT ANEAT AT THAT T ... T @ |
OnP.1, 1, 3o—(Fafad A0 FAU AR o Reres-
TR A ] L L)
A FANAT FA AT (... T A |
T AN FI FAAEAAR L L L A
OnP.1, 1, 50-(3’[%!@5@#\[ wafy . . . SRR -
‘-Eﬁr:...l)
AR THf gy . . . | SR . .. A
~\On P.1, 1, se—(frfrasrrara TR AR T -
el ..
TR SRR = w .

f The différence of expression between the passages quoted
from the discussions on P. I, 1, 11 and 65 on the one hand, and
rom P. 1, 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 Panini’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 7 37
or fag g, generally followed by a noun in theablative case ; while
in the latter the same object is attained by such expressions as
A9 31, qAfT Ivhaq | T g¥vq+7, 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, 1, 39 we have the paraphrased sentence 7 31 Hfiqr-
g@erel fafRfAiHsT afgaraeafa; on P. I, 1, 20 not paraphrased
q | QraSar I | T T9heq: | JEAT FEnT 907 | GRTrTEerer
AT eIy T[S

On P. VI, 4, 130 the paraphrased sentence 7 7T fafy=eamra-

3 :on P. L, 1,47 and 51 not paraphrased & 2rg:1 fatezg-
AR JF-rAT T ATy

On P. VI, 2, 2 the paraphrased sentence fag g weyorafaqar-
AT qraqRrTweds geomq; on P. 1 1, 15 not paraphrased 7§ gvp=q: |
FRATAIAIIIRAT: TATITREART T yfrsari.

On P. VI, 1, 1, the paraphrased sentence figg g agorfagTr-
wqTRET &r3; on P I, 1) 27 not paraphrased 39 #r9: |y fE
TEAR AR

A common artifice of refuting an objection—less frequently
resorted to in the paraphrased sentences than in the rest of the
Mahébhishya—is to show that that objection has been indirectly
guarded against by PAnini himself; in other words, to point
out a Judpaka. When thisis done in the paraphrased sentences,
we find, so far as I have observed. invariably the noun
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1Tk followed by another noun in the genetive case; in the
remainder of the Mah&bhéshya we always have instead some
suchverbal phrase as qra=ean=gTa:, AMAMATIAAX@AE.  [nstances
of the latter mode of expression are of the most frequent
Occurrence. From the paraphrased sentences I quote :

On P. 1, 1, [ 1—QAEATHAALO {95 TATASATH(AGIET;

On P. I, 1, 45— ra{~afrRIaid Te] I96 SHAIT;

On P.1, 1, so—3Teo@0ot § (96 EIEANIRCET; and
A A T Jrod o T

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 Mahibhishya. In cases where
in the latter we meet with such verbal forms or expressions as
AT A9 :, FIRqers, Thea T THREAR, T THeAT, T T Fq-
5%, AqwOr Wtraﬁﬁ!{, we are sure to meet in the former, nouns
such as g CICH AT, FHAIH, SITHAL, TR ; and in
many instances it is altogether left to ourselves to complete
the sentence by supplying some verb or phrase such as x3fy,
Tfsafa, &, FRaE, ST, e, T feald, Aasan, wsag 3|
FHsqY, &c. On P. I, 1, 8 where the word gm of Panini's
rule is stated to be superfluous, the unparaphrased sentence
which contains this statement is gEITN W‘Taﬁi{; on P. [ 1,
23 where the same remark is made with reference to the words
aE &c. of that rule, the paraphrased sentence made use of for
t .

€ purpose rea.ds simply qg_-ré‘mmqgup{. On P. 1, 1,36 and 75
we find the additional or corrective rules SIS TheAg, TS S
¥ AMHRafs gveqq, to which no paraphrase has been
attached; so far as my knowledge goes, no paraphrased sentence
ever concludes with the phrase gfq Fvveaw;

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 Mahébhashya
has merely commented on them, and supplemented and cor-
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rected the statements contained in them, by his owi ongial
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 Mahabhishya being a work on Panini’s grammar, it is
natural that Patanjali, in such words as q=fq, ®Trra, AN,

|, ¢ e reads’, ¢ ke teaches,” &c. should have referred to

Pénini, without being under the necessity of telling us that he
was citing or referring to Pdnini. Moreover, I have had
occasion to state elsewhere that wherever reference is thus
made to PAnini, the context would show at once and beyond

doubt that the subject of the verbs qafy, seyfq &c. can be no

other than Panini. But there remain very many verbs of this
kind for which itis impossible to supply the subject ¢ Panini’;
in all these cases the reference made is,so far as my own
observation goes, invariably to paraphrased sentences. The
verbal forms belonging to this class which occur in that part of
the Mahébhéshya which treats of the rules of the first Pada, are :
On page 556 of the Lith. Ben. Ed. q=fq ; the paraphrased
sentence referred to follows immediately upon g3 ;
P. 506 a37fg; refers to a paraphrased sentence on the
same page ;
P. 664 333fg; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 47;
'P. 69a 333y ; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page;
P. 724 333fg; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 101
P. 776 g23fg; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 1. 4, 14;
P. 864 a33fy; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI. 1, 1;
’ 397 ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 3, 59;
P. 88z a7y ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. [, 1, 72;
P. 9oz g37fg ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 11, 2, 35 ;
P. 996 maxfa; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ;

” T33A7q ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 11, 2, 35;
1024 F3(q ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 2, 2;
1064 T3%fy ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 3;
1172 33347F ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 72;

. 1332 SEYsEy ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 56;

- 1396 73%fd ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 58;

TvvTT
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. 1415 F37fq ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VII], 2, 23;
. 1460 T37fq ; to a paraphrased sentence on'P. VII, 3, 54 ;
- 1486 g37fq ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. IV, 3, 163 ;
- 1560 g37fq ; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page;
. 1570 g37f; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 34;

. 1596 |rRlEsafq; to a paraphrased sentence on P.VIII 2,107;
. 1042 337fq ; 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 las
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 qfEsqfg @Arary: c.g.
on page 75 4 of the Benares Edn., or g35fd &frara: ¢.g. on pages
1436 and 1514, the author of those sentences¥ is actually
spoken of by Patanjali as the Ach?n'ya, in the same way in
which Patanjali elsewhere speaks of the Achirya Péanini.

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 Mahéabhashya, we ventured to assume
that those portions of the Mahabhéshya 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 passagcs
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 Mahabhishya
in style and language differ from the rest of that work as we

TRt U

* Seeon P. VI, 1, 129; VI, 4,104 ; and VI, 1, 12,



(26 )

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. 1, 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 Achdrya Pénini, has
told us that that paraphrased sentence is the Varttikakara’s, it
is clear that that author was called Virtfikakdra. And since
the same Patanjali, after having on P. I, 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 Kdtydyana.

The conclusion then at which we have arrived is this, that
the paraphrased sentences which we meet with in the Mahé-
bhashya belong to Katydyana, the author of the Virttikas;
and this conclusion furnishes us with a means, in my opinion
the on/y means, of reconstructing from the text of the Maha-
bhashya, as it has been handed down to us in MS., the text of
the Varttikas of Kéatydyana. We may as yet consider it
matter for further enquiry whether «// the Varttikas of Katya-
yana have been recorded by Patanjali; but wherever in the
Mahédbhashya 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 Kitydyana any
statement unless it be accompanied by a paraphrase.* In

* If in accordance with this principle we examine the passages
from the Mahébhéishya quoted Ly Prof. Goldstiicker in notes 141—152 of
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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 Katyfiyana by the study of what undoubtedly is his,
the easier and the more ready will be our decisionin 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 Kityayana. 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
Iepeats 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 KétyAyana; 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 Varttikas from our MSS., and conse-
quently from the only complete edition of the Mahibhashya.
which has been published up to the present. One example
will suffice to prove this.

his Pnini, we find that Prof. Goldstiicker has correctly termed VArttikas.
TSR on P. 1, 2, 6 (note 141); FATFZA° on P. VI 1, 26 (note
142); TSTARHR oneP. VIIL, 4, 43, (note 143) ; A1 TAXT on P. IV, 2,
129 (note 152). On the other hand, the statements ﬁi‘%ﬁ&rﬁamsm
on P.VL, 1, 150 (note 145) ; 3MT=gAEA 3fw 7 on P. VI, 1, 147 (note 147);.
TISTNATARRT 3° on P. VIL, 3, 69 (note 148) ; TT-r4° 37 3° on P.

s 2, 129 (note I52); which also have been termed Virttikas by Prof,

Goldstiicker ang other scholars, are no Virttikas, but are Patanjali’s,
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On pages 149 « and b of the Lithog. Benares Edn., we read
as follows :—

f TR L FEO: GO | FEATT: g9 Taraa |
. v . . TIMERSIY ARATIF  gATwq] . .
g3 At A% S wiewa | . ., . sEoer @9
TESOAY TR | . .. AT T TR
T gty watta . . . . | adIeiveEeawd | a3T-
g Tt T e |
According to what I have said in the preceding, this passage

would scem to contain only fwo Varttikas, v:z. #gSq: g and
S eqTasty, for apparently only these two statements have
been paraphrased by Patanjali. A comparison of other Virt-
tikas of KityAyana (on P. I, 1, 21, 39, &c.) would make us
feel inclined to read the first of these Varttikas gR(st¥ FH3M:
g3, and we would willingly recognize Virttikas also in g s1r1-
RICHA T THT STEM > and FEIFATHFA°, 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:—

P TS | 9AA FEAT: gy | FEAT: qord
TR | . . . . . T FREHT WERTAAA  Tq-
s ... .. &S AW AW A0 s ...
RSN HATSOIEY R TR | .. . G-
THE T | FATRE T T WA J9
TAFTEACANR | qCASG &&= T ||

Here we find that the first Varttika is really read as we
expected that it should be read, 9« Fg3T: g=g, and
we perceive at once that the first word g&is4 has been omitted
in the Benares edition because it was preceded by the same
word wHIFTA inféﬁq‘q"mm{ We further see from the ﬁgufe

R after &% and myfaq that the words g ami afi g and stEy-
TS SRRy have to be read twice ; and the words
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fAF=ArdifT 7 we find actually written twice. Such being the
case, the result of our enquiry tells us that &&t = aff S¥, ST

FrEr SRSy, and =M 5 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 Virtti-
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, § ATRICH T AMITTGHR, is really a Varttika, omitted
also in the photo-lithograph copy, because the writer forgot
to write the figure R after the word sTfeag e - The VArtti-

kas which the above passage contains, are therefore not two,
but six :

. TR FEHT: FOM.
LN
FY TR RATIA.
I AT AN I,
o -
- EEETEE T
. AT TEATANA,
In a similar manner VArttikas have disappeared on page
1624 of the Benares edition, on page 1684, 1695, 1736, 1776,
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.

-

o v

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 KityAyana’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 Mahébhashya. I shall choose
for the purpose first the 7th Ahnika of the first PAda, which
treats of Panini’s rules I, 1, 45—355. 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 Panini, which have not been noticed by
Kétydyana; 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, Nigojibhatta or Bhattojidikshita
(in his Sabdakaustubha), and shall also state what Vérttikas or
other remarks from the Mahibhashya the editors of the
Calcutta edition of Panini have thought fit to append to their
gloss. Having, in this manner, gone through the whole of the
7th Ahnika, I shall subject the discussions on some other rules
of the first Pida to a similar examination.

P. 1, 1, 45— EHFEE ||
Virttikas :
(o) HTRICOTHTTAT AFAET |0 FEOCA: ||
(6) ToEwT JFREE: ||
(c) AaEREINAETE Trw ST ||
(2) and (b) state the objections to which the two possible

interpretations of Panini’s rule would be liable ; (c) shows why
both interpretations are nevertheless admissible.

Patanjali agrees with Kitydyana ; 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.1, 1, 46— aTrar=at (@At ||

Varttikas :
(2) TERMTE=atr g ||
(6) TTAFeRE A AT ||
(o) g g sz=afamre T |
(d) MG=RAT TAAATTLARSEHTHT: ||

Patanjali commences with remarks on the terms of Pdnind’s
rule and on Agamas in general.

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

(¢) and (d) show in different ways that the correction sug-
gested in (@) is unnecessary.

Note.—The Calcutta edition gives the Vérttikas
(@) and (¢), but states in the words gf& Jrsaq,
that (¢) is a remark of Patanjali’s.

P.1, 1, 47— (AT 7 |
Varttikas :
(a) AT ARIC: TATTICTIAETATE: ||
(8) StEeTegAt AT EATTRETa ||
() nf&rm&fw I
(@) 3TT<h HAITSITECTEATTETIRATET: ||
() TR TR AR TR
gy ||
() A e GTEy ||
@ 7 ar af%rgrwurarr( I

(a) states the object of Panini’s rule.
(8) and (c) correct that rule.¥
Patanjali refutes (c).

* The Varttika (¢) presupposes another etymology of H{3¥ than the
one given in Unédisdtra 1V, 70,
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(d—f) consider the question whether the augment ( q7) 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).

Patanjali agrees with Kitydyana and supports the conclu-
sion at which he has arvived by an argument of his own.

Note—(b) is quoted by Patanjali on P. 1, 1, 5
( Taaredma | syeeamey iy ) 5 (8) is called
- a Vérttika by Bhattojidikshita ; (£) and (e) by
Nagojibhatta. The Calcutta edition gives
only the Vérttikas (4) and (¢), the former
incorrectly. The Nyéya which it quotes is
identical in purpose with remarks made by
Patanjali.

P.1, 1, 48— g g@xearsay ||
Varttikas :

(2) O ToA= FAOTRCATTAA ||
() é’ragrw%'tg e ||

(0 e gerrTad ||

(@) e |1

(@) states the objects of Panini’s rule.

(6) refutes a possible objection.

(¢) 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 Sivasftra 3
and 4. The Calcutta edition gives no Vart.
tikas, nor any remarks of Patanjali’s.

* The short substitute for @ is > because 3 forms a larger portion
of @ than s1. The word 3[q¢T: of Patanjali’s gloss can in my opinion
only mean ‘less in number.”’ Onecalls a village a Brahmin-village,
although some of its inhabitants belong to other castes, because the
number of Brihmins who livein it, is greater than the number of in.
habitants belonging to other castes. For a different interpretation, sce
Ind. Stud. X111, p. 333, note.
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P. I, 1, 49—8t &AW ||

Varttikas :

(o) SfteaTARETa= a1
(6) STAAATGAACTE: ey e 0 ||

)
(c) STAFATFIEAT AT R ||
(2) BRErET ar ¥t @rREeT ||

Patanjali annotates on the term eqRTR-

(a) states the object of Panini's rule.

(6) suggests the objection that if the object of the rule be
correctly stated in (@), the rule. is too widely applicable.

(¢) refutes that objection.

Patanjali supports (c) by additional arguments.

(d) suggests a different way of obviating the objection
raised in (4).

Patanjali shows that the rule, in the sense ascribed to it, is
superfluous, and will retain it only because its adoption allows

us to dispense with the Paribhishd Miszamrearyqr 1qt, with
which Paribhlshd he considers it to be identical in meaning.

Note—(c) and (d) are called Virttikas by
Nagojibhatta.—The Calcutta Edn. gives

only the Paribhashd e yaf=-
P. 11, 50—~Wﬁ5=ﬂl'ﬂ'ﬂ'= Il
Virttikas:
(¢) TN TFReAFE TR AT ﬁwgza-
TR s e ||
(6) TTASATAACEAS FaEqAa: ||
(c) Fg=miEst &R |
(d) s aF = |l
() T=h ar ||
(/) waTeRaEE 7 ||
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(g) TATAITTARY SAATAEEEA |
(/) AFaCaATTT T ||
() sAFHASETAHRA T AeweTag: |
() 3 IAFAMIIA ||
() TorITISAEY T
() FATET AUIRATE FATAEY A |
(») T AT FANET TN rmgraﬁwﬁ{ I
{0) aﬁ%mﬂgmﬁm I
(#) T AR AETHAATCIONLTEEEE: ||
(g) STARR =1 TECAETICAA ||
(») TAXTACRIA ST T STorgarreare ||
(s) g A |l
Patanjali gives an example for Pinini's rule which does not
result from any other rule, and which therefore proves that the
rule is necessary ; he shows why ¥, which we read in the
preceding rule, has been rvepeated heve; and why Pdnini has
employed the superlative ST=aTad.
(@) shows why Phnini was obliged to give this rule, and
states the object of the rule.

Patanjali, having accepted this, discusses the question whe-

ther the rule should be read eQIASATAN o7 VATASTACAR:, botk
readings being possible when the rules of Sandhi as between
this and the following rule are observed.

(6—d). Does this rule teach something independently of
other 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 in (¢) met by a refer-
ence to a statement made before (Vart. (») on P. 1, 1, 3).

Patanjali, when commenting on (b), brings forward another
objection in addition to the one raised in the Virttika.
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(f) suggests a correction of Panini’s rule, which correction
(¢) shows to be unnecessary.

(%) states that Panini’s rule is unnecessary, because what is
taught in it results from the ordinary practice of life. If the
Tule be nevertheless adopted, it is liable to the objections stated
In (7), (£), and (Z).

Patanjali refutes these three objections.

(m) suggests the desirability of making a rule that should
teach what the Guna and Vriddhi of sz are; (#) and (¢9) show
that no such rule is required.

P, atanjali shows, by giving an additional reason, that such
@ rule is not required.

) (0) states an objection which the adoption of (#) would give
rise to; (p) refutes that objection.

(#) raises an objection to Panini’'s rule, regarding the sub-
stitute for o + 37; (5) refutes that objection.

Note—(/) is called a Varttika by Négojibhatta ;
(o), (#), and (g) are called Varttikas by
Bhattojidikshita. The Calcutta Edn. gives
no Varttikas; the Paribhéshd quoted is
taken from Patanjali’s remarks.

P. 1, 1, 5 1—ITOITIT: ||
Varttikas :
(o) SOUTIEATTRACFAAAT JFIARY A: 1|
(6) 7 3: eqrs & TITC T AFTTTACAMAAIT: ||
() R gray T ||
(@) sRYr Tor T JARENY TR ||
() sgremy = ||
) wwRyEvEEE ||
() StEaTRomMRrHE IR T ||
(%) sty HifoeagnIEEceSR: AEATTNIANY:
a7 ||
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() ';eﬁ—e% 9ol FrESAaRaed 7y ||
(k) TORTARTCANATFA T TH S TIE A AT
WRATFS T SAETAREN fFet 7 ||

(2) and (&) state the objections to which two possible interpre-
tations of Panini’s rule would be liable ; (¢) suggeststhe correct
interpretation of that rule.

(@) and (e) refute the possible objection that Pénini should
have said merely ¥ ToT: (7. e. ITFHT WL :) instead of STIIIT -
(/) demands an additional rule, and (g) obviates an objection
to that rule.

Patanjali shows that the additional rule is not required.®
(A—#) discuss the same question in regard to the augment g,
which had been discussed in Varttikas (d—f) on I, 1, 47, with
regard to the augment g, without distinctly deciding which
alternative should be adopted.

Patanjali refutes some of the objections raised to the first
and last alternatives, and all those to which the adoption of
the view expressed in (i) was stated to be liable.

Note—(b) is called a Varttika by Bhattoji-
dikshita, and (&), (%), and (%) are called
Varttikas by Négojibhatta. The Calcutta
Edn. gives the four Vérttikas (d—yg), the last
of them incorrectly.

P. 1, 1, s2—3(@IS+AT ||
Viarttikas:
(o) FARFAR WA ATAEATHER: ||
(6) gaTUr -aﬁwm;g: |
(c) TR 7 ||

Patanjali discusses the question whether w&: is a genitive

qualifving A=gex, or a nominative (plural) qualifying the
4desa.

* Patanjaliin 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 Panini’s rule.
Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives no Varttikas.
P. I) I, 53—@'3 “
Viarttika :
(a) AAE FERToey qEFrIanEIRYeEaRar: ||
(a) shows why gra¥ is not substituted for the final only, in

other words, refutes an objection that might be raised to Pnini’s
rule.

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

Note—The Varttika
the Calcutta Edn.

P.1, 1, 54—3713: 9& ||
Varttika :

(a) ARNSFHATS: TCERATARIST AT TA A -
yregare: ||

(@) a remark regarding the scope of this rule and of the next.

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

P.1, 1, 55—3TsTfeareqaer ||
No Varttika.

Patanjali shows that R, since it would otherwise be super-
Sluous, indicates the existence of the Paribhishd 7 T-
& WA, and he states that that Paribhishd renders two Vdrt-
tikas (on 111, 1, 94 and I, 1, 20) unnecessary.

Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives the Paribhésha.

The above are all the rules discussed in the 7th Ahnika; in
the following I propose to examine the discussions on P. 1, 1,
1; 6525;36; 39; 65; 68; 72; and 75.

P. 1,1, I—a{ﬁ{nﬁn

Varttikas:
(e) wwrfosrc: gsrayerEe: ||
(6) FTATAT WETAT TAT S ||

is given inaccurately in
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() SRrETAEEY ||
(@) SrETErEToETRRE: ||

() Tur AfFFARDY ||
() geE=EEy ||

(g) STATRIA:|]

(b T av

() | FEAMRY FACIATAIHA FACATHTATIT -

e ||

(/) g g Aeraser ||

() @ad qrEaE AREeReeae ||

(m) AT FEATNEINA TOEE: ||

(n) TEEAE T ATFEIETHE: ||

(o) STHTCEA AUCHCN FAMAA ||
Patanjali justifies the 5 of 5“%1; he discusses the question

whether 311%?\ means every 3, T, and 1, or only those which
are taught in grammar by the term grg.-

(a) and (4) demand a Samjnadhikara, and (c) demands
besides that it should be stated distinctly what is meant to
be the Samjn#, whether gfg or sﬂ?ﬁ'\ (d—*4) refute (a—c).

Patanjali does not approve of the way in which Kitydyana
has refuted (a—c), and he therefore refutes those Virttikas
differently.

(7) raises an objection, which is refuted in (#); (/) answers
a question to which (£) gives rise.

(m) and (z) refute the possible objection that Panini should
have said TeqFy in this and the next rule.

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

(0) states why Péanini has affixed q to =T,

Patanjali does not approve of the Virttika, and gives another
reason for the g.
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Note—(a) and (&) are called Vérttikas by Kai-
yata; (7), (£), (/), and (o) by Bhattojidik-
shita. The Calcutta Edn. gives the
Varttikas (a4), (c¢), and (o), the last incor-
rectly ; it also gives as a Varttika weda
IOrFrEgE 1ga:, but this is a remark of Pa-
tanjali’s by which he introduces the Varttika
P. 1, 1, 6—grfafizrey ||

Varttikas :
(@) RfFeqi=g=havaergergfiens swarsiv-
TERE ogrEaaey: ||
6) ARy 5 FF=TAAT |]

I(a) and () show that #fg4t may be omitted from Panini’s
rule,

Patanjali states that ¥Z Is ltkewise unnecessary.
Note—The Calcutta Edn. quotes part of ()
but states that it is a remark of Patanjali’s.

P.1I, 1, 25—=f@ ¥ 1]
No Varttika.
¢ ,Pam”ja/l' shows that either the 2fq of [, 1, 23 or the 3f@ of
'S rvule may be omitted.
Note—~The Calcutta Edn. ascribes the remark
€ gfmesr &c., correctly to Patanjali.

P.1, 1, 36—3=a¢ SfxAIEsEAr ||

Vérttikas :

(@) SveerTIRoTTT Y AT Faer ||

®) 7 a1 gz ||
() TR Ry RregraerTy ||

( b)(a)h Suggests a correction of Pénini’s rule, which correction

s
OWs to be unnecessary.

P o . .
Mer‘:fdnjalz adopts the correction proposed in (a) and rejects

0 . .
fore the word Iy from Pdnini's vule.
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Patanjali gives the additional rule SRS T e E
(c) suggests an additional rule.

Note—(b) is called Varttika by Kaiyata and Bhat-
tojidikshita. Bhattojidikshita also calls s1g-
Ofg gvvsgq a Varttika ; it is given as a
Varttika also in the Calcutta Edn., but
the Calcutta Edn. is wrong when it says
that it has been called a Véarttika by Kaiyata.
(¢) is given as a Varttika in the Calcutta
Edn., but inaccurately.

P. 1, 1, 39—Feasrea: ||
Varttikas:
(a) FEATAARTARTCAFA: ||
(6) srF=prglafef At 0|
(¢) T a7 dFqraseon AR s ||
(@) TR gEae gramAorEa ||
() TG 5{5’&’5}: I
(f) SguvEafHTaer FAgha ||
(¢) AT AT Heersr ||
(h) = Greeaere ||
@ ma Ty ||
(/) TET AT AAA: TAR TONAFE ||
() 3= qRav: FwrAf ||
(m) AT ||
(n) SATGRCEA: ||
(o) FgATTHRTS T afraEr ||
() FPARTTRH AW ||
(¢) ThFEs sgRowe ||

Patanjali states the objections to which the two possible
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interpretations of Pdnind’s rule would be liable and shows that
both interpretations nevertheless are admissible.

(@) suggests a correction of Panini’s rule, which correction -
is improved on in (8); (c) states that the corrections suggested
in (2) and (6) are unnecessary as soon as the Samnipata-
paribhish4 is adopted; (d—i¢) give examples for that Pari-
bhishd, and (£*-g) enumerate exceptional cases in which the
Paribhasha must not be applied.

Patanjali shows that the examples for the Paribhishé which
have been given by Kétydyana can be formed without that
Paribhdshd, but shows by giving three different examples
that the Paribhishi must be adopted nevertheless.

Note—~(d) and (%) are called Varttikas by
Nagojibhatta in his Paribhashendu§ekhara.
The Calcutta Edn. gives (2) and (4), and the
Paribhéshé contained in (c).

P. 1, 1, 65—@ STl ITT ||
Vérttikas :
(a) TOqTERIAHETEOAAS AT AT ||
(0) SFrrgEIRIS AT SIS -
qfaare )] .
(c) TRTAHAHIFCEAE T ||
(@) TERFEATTATH ||
(e) Y Jrar swrsA ||
() ¥t Sy sarerer ||
(g) SSrSTATETANSFINE & ||
(%) STFFTEHCITACTEA_ ||

It might appear as if Panini’s rule should either be restrict-
ed (a); or altered (g). In reality it is quite correct (%).
(6) shows, by quoting a Paribhash4, how (@) cannot be refuted ;
and (c—f) give examples for the Paribhésha cited in (8).

* MS. of 1. O. reads a75 ayfrsiaraey | o515 Srarsaargeyeg’.
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Patanjali objects to all the examples given in (¢c—f) and
rejects therefore the Paribhdshd cited in (5).
Note—(g) is called Varttika by Nagojibhatta —
The Calcutta Edn. gives (a), and the Paribha-
shé contained in (4).

P. I, 1, 68— &9 FrseearIrRawm ||
Varttikas :

(2) TRAATACT  FTAATEHATTENTT:  SHTTEACIR

T ||
(4) T AT TRIARC T dygerenzatra: ||
(c) TRETOMAITTIFE  T=marard ||
(d) FETAARE FesrEETTARETa: &g ||
(o) RN Fawardw ||

(f) FeEETTe 7 = ||
(o) rETAE=TeT T ||

() Rrer T aAFIANOT T AEAIAT ||

Patanjali shows that &qq_conveys the sense conveyed by the
Paribhishd sp}a’g:gﬁr ATTAREH, and renders that Paribhishé
unnecessary.

(2) shows why it was necessary for Pénini to give this rule;

(6—d) show that the rule can be dispensed with.

(e—*) give additional rules.

Patanjali corvects the additional rule (%) by adding to it.

Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives the VArttikas
(e—+), and (inaccurately) Patanjali’s remark

on (%). It also cites the Paribhasha mentioned
by Patanjali.

p. I; I, 72_%'3.&%@ “

Varttikas :

(a) I ARETTAN %rgaaﬁcrrhﬁai arw?wrr’ﬁmg;:ll
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(o) fE 7 AR ||
() FHMETAET qEaT: ||

(d) SRgoEETEAA ||

(e) WHRTHEAT: FAMATAAIG FTFTEEarT ||
() g g ag=araa= ||

(o) ARwTATAE &g || )

) ST FATATEEE e, ||

() oqefrdt wAEeTRer ||t

) Sfrarafrgeor ||}

() 9REY exeER ||}

(n) ATRAMEAERTES 7 7Ry ||
(n) Rf: ||l

(o) Tiogr 3707 ||

(2) 87 7 ||

(¢) Taeharear amdt |9

() gEAIRTIA svEe ||
(5) Ay RemE ey ||t

(t) 3f3adt dearar: ||H

() oSy |99
U —————y
T MS. of 1. O. squafit srarenfzsret & THATL.

1 Should be read twice both in the Benares edition and in the I. O,
MS.

§ MS.of 1. 0, sTaRATTfEIfETe e 7 Sfyed R wHieT
I'MS of 1, . fafer Rrersreet = sgyAAq.  Bhattojid. reads Rf:.
*E MS. of 1. 0, ATy Aty R T
MS. of 1. 0. geatdfazanat wawer } AT
II MS. of 1. 0, TR ] T
W MS. of 1.0, sy e < THATR.
B MS.of 1 0, R ] T
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(v) WAEIARRT q87 7 agweRer 7 ||
(w) TREAAERHRAET FageaRy |1
(x) T AERSERgon At ||F

() wgmwgﬁ T |1}

(o) GIEREAGTEfETCTZRTART 18

(aa) FARRECRTETRETRT 7 ||/
(¢8) ForTEet = gax || T

(cc) TATTZO ATISHALAT: ||

(dd) ACEAtearreaRTaea=or ||**

Patanjali shows, by giving the proper meaning of ¥a, that
Panini’s rule is not too widely applicable, and that it need not
be changed to TR qT=AMATH:—

(@) raises an objection, which is refuted in (4).
(¢, d) limit the rule.

(¢) demands an additional rule; (/) shows how Péanini’s rule
might be altered so as not to necessitate the additional rule (e) ;
(¢) shows that in reality no additional rule is required.
(A—cc) teach where and with what limitations or modifica-
tions to apply Panini’s rule.

Patanjali rejects (v) ; he says that Pénini’s rule is suficient,
or even prefevable, if the statement 31'5531"!‘9131""1' AFATTIRATT

m limited again by the other statement SARTCHHEOT(N
YT TAIART = qEearaiy qA=Tar=q, be adopted.
(dd) corrects Panini’s rule.

* Should be read twice in Benares edition and 1. 0. MS.

T MS. of I O. Tafjaret Fegueraayai Gafndt 3
I MS. of 1. O. reads this twice.

§ MS. of 1. O. gafmiygrirafasgeagheraed R TamTy;
| MS. of L. O. sRrffafr g e Te e 1 ) THTTL,

4 Should be read twice in Benares edition and I. O. MS.

** The Benares edition omits SfFERY after “T=Ag,
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Note—(p) is called a Varttika by Kaiyata; (a),
(g), (%), (v—=z), (&) and (cc) are called
Varttikas by Négojibhatta, and (a—d), (%),
(7), (I—=z), and (dd), by Bhattojidikshita;
Bhattoji also calls sy@araetde a Varttika.
The Calcutta Edn. gives, not always cor-
rectly, (), (), (¢), (f), (b, (i), (n—¢) and
(2).—Of the Paribhéshis cited in it, (6) is a
Virttika (dd), (4) equivalent to Varttika (cc),
and (1) similar in purpose to what is stated
in Virttika (g); (5) and (7) are statements
of Patanjali; (2) occurs in and (3) is based on
Patanjali’s remarks.

P.1, 1, 75—9% qrai 3% ||
No Varttika.
Patanjali corrects Pinini’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 our
enquiry had furnished us, we have been enabled to point oat
In Patanjali’s discussions on 20 of Pénini’s rules 135 Varttikas ;
and I venture to hope that the reader who will examine the
several Varttikas appended to each of Panini’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 Kétyayana, is fur-
nished by the fact that whenever KétyAyanain such words as 3w or Swar
reffers. to another of his Virttikas, the Vérttika so instanced or referred
to i1s invariably to be found in the Mah&bhishya. The same argument
holds good with regard to the Mahébhéshya itself, and deserves perhaps
some little consideration at the hands of those who maintain that the
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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 a//
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 Kétydyana the
Virttikakara, by Kaiyata, 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 Virttika
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, STQE FhegH On P. I, 1, 36, and
STOTFAHT AATYHRafg s on P L 1, 72, end with the
phrase gfq g=wsag 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 opinion proves beyond doubt that it is
Patanjali’s.

IV.

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

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

* Setting aside those cases in which Patanjali is commenting on
Virttikas, we find in the Mahébhdshya on P. I, 1, altogether only
9 statements which end with gersyg: or zfy gwequ. Of these, three, on P. I,
1,365 723 and 75 have been given already above. The remaining ones
occuron P. I, 1, 15 27; 57; 69; and 72; in them Patanjali states clearly
the objections which are supposed to be refuted in particular Vérttikas ;
or he States objections which he refutes himself.
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Varttikas of Katydyana and Ehe 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
Kﬁtyé,yana, we now recur to the question which led to this
€nquiry, the question as to the nature and the object of
Katydyana’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 Panpini’s rules, chosen at random, what is the tendency of
Ké'tyélyana’s Virttikas in regard to them, and what the relation
of Patanjali in regard to those Varttikas on the one hand and
to the Sitras of Panini on the other. We begin with the
Vérttikas of Katyayana.

It is true that the VArttikas are not a commentary on the
tules of Papini’s grammar, and that it was not Katydyana’s
Intention to explain the meaning and the import of those rules,
3s they have been explained, e,g. by the author of the Kasika
_ ritti.  But it is in my opinion equally true that Katydyana,
!N composing his Vérttikas, did no¢ propose to himself the
task of Jinding fault with Panini; for he justifies the rules of

'S predecessor as often as he finds fault with them. So far
fom calling Katydyana an unfair antagonist of Panini, I
Would rather claim for him the title of a follower and judicious
éld.mirer of Panini, 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 Panini, and corrects, adds to, or aban-
i0ns the rules propounded by him, only when no other course
Sleft open. It is true, Kétydyana states the objects of some
Of. Panini’s rules in order to show that those objects are attained
Without thege rules, and that the latter may therefore be dis-
Pensed with,—but he also explains to us the object and the
ap:‘;‘port of other rules in order either to show that those rules
not too widely applicable, or to obviate the objection that
p:sy.;‘re unnecessary. He states the objections to which the
utSlh le Interpretations of a particular rule would be liable,
¢ also shows that those interpretations are nevertheless
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admissible, or suggests himself a correct interpretation. He
discusses the several views that might be entertained regard-
ing the objects of Panini’'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 Panini’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 Panini’s grammar. And if it is true on the
one hand that some of Panini’'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 Pinini's grammar, and on the one
hand to justify Péanini 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 gyfga, as
recorded by Nagojibhatta, g3 s TRGETH AR TARAR,
The Varttikas consider whether anything has been omitted in
the Sitras 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 Panini or to his condemnation, and
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Katyayana has given us ample proof that he has both justified
and condemned the Sttras of Panini, 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 Ahnika 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-
tybyana’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 Pénini 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 Panini, in teaching the formation of such words as
}’Vould 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 Panini’s grammar, we may
well ask whether, to secure that benefit, it is sufficient for us
to %now the right words, as they have been taught by Panini,
or whether we only have to employ them.t Itis also fair
matter for discussion whether the name chosen for the science
taught by Panini is altogether appropriate and unobjectionable.§
L O ey Aw s S7gF qeETR qraer AR 3 St
AR N
t s o Sl e
AT T |

39w ddaeraq |
% e |l
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And finally, when we are told that Panini 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 Sitras of
Panini and the Vérttikas of Kétydyana within the range of
the studies of European scholars, was the Calcutta Edition of
Panini. The editors of that work did not consider it neces-
sary to append a// 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 + (see
on P. I, 1, 1; 7; 12; 20; 22; 24; 26; 29, &c). Starting
from such a selection of Vérttikas 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 Mahﬁbhﬁ,shya 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 Katydyana, no student of the Mahabhishya 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 Panini. In proof of this assertion it would
suffice to refer the reader to the analysis of part of the Mahé-
bhashya which I have given above, and in which I have shown

* gfagmarary saa:|
YT FCNSF |
FEFETIN IR TARAGAH S gararegua: |
ST REE AT SeTAvdr SR |
+ To use two terms which have been employed, e.g. by Bhattojidik-
shita on P. 1, 1, 10, the Calcutta editors have given us the Pérvapaksha-
vérttikas, but they have omitted the Siddkdnta-virttikas. ‘
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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, 1, 6 Katydyana only objects
to the words #fa4r of that rule, Patanjali proves the whole
rule to be superfluous; and that while Katyéyana defends P. I,
I, 36 from an objection, his defence is not accepted, and
Panini’s rule altered, by Patanjali. I have also shown that
Patanjali declares the gfy either of P. 1, 1, 23 or 25 to be
superfluous, and that he rejects the rule I, 1, 49, which had
been justified by Kétydyana, in the sense ordinarily ascribed
to it, altogether. Similarly, while Katyiyana thinks it right
to defend P. I, 1, 8 from a possible objection, Patanjali rejects
the word gg from that rule; and while Katyiyana on P. 1, 1,
41 enumerates three cases as the only ones for which it would
be necessary to term an Avyayibhdva Avyaya, Patanjali
rejects the rule altogether. In the same way Patanjali refutes
a Virttika on P. I, 1, 56 which shows the purport of that rule,
and he tries to prove that Pénini’s rule may be dispensed
With; and he shows on P.1, 1, 62 that either the geseq of
the preceding rule or the first gearr of I, 1, 62 may be omitted.
Such a proceeding cannot be called justifying Péanini.

The Mahabhashya is in the first instance a commentary on

Kétydyana’s Vérttikas. This must be evident from all I have

ad occasion to state in the first part of this enquiry, and this
too is the view entertained by the native grammarians. Punya-
r4ja informs us that Patanjali composed his work grfgssar-
&qMyT:gey, and Jinendrabuddhi, when commenting on the
Word ypeyr in the introductory verse of the Kasika-vritti, tells us
distinctly sred; syreararraoftart st qessRwoRaT:

But Patanjali did not rest satisfied with being a mere com-
Mmentator, Having started as a commentator, he became a
f0|lower and imitator of the man whose work he was explain-
8. He unreservedly adopted Katydyana’s method of dis-
Cussing the Sttras of Pénini, and like most imitators carried
that method to extremes. Finding that Katydyana had left
Unnoticed certain Stitras of Panini 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 Panini was really
in the wrong and that his rules ought to be corrected. Or
finding that Katydyana had failed to notice objections to rules
which /4ad 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 Katyiyana, 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 by additional
arguments of his own. Again, believing himself to be in the
possession of arguments by which to refute objections to
Panini’s rules which had been stated by Kétyayana, 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 Kétyéyana. On the
other hand, there are not wanting instances in which he proved
his superior skill by showing that Katy&yana had done wrong
in defending Pénini, and by supporting the very objection
which Katyayana had laboured to refute. If by :?.dopting such
a course of procedure Patanjali has defended Panini from some
of the objections brought against him by Katyayana, it is on
the other hand equally true that in many cases his criticism
is much more thorough-going and destructive than Katydyana’s,
and that Panini has suffered more at /%is hands than at those

of the Varttikakara.*

# Where there is a difference of opinion between Panini and Katya-
yana, or between Kityhyana and Patanjali, or between all the three,
the native grammarians attach a higher value to the views of KityAyana
than to those of Pénini, anda higher value again to those of Patanjali than
to those either of Katydyana or of Pénini. That such should be the case
is not unnatural, and it might appear unnecessary to allude to it here,
were it not that Prof. Weber has expressed a somewhat different view
when discussing the meaning of the word 4ckdryadeétya (Ind. Stud, X111,
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The object which Katydyana and Patanjali have in view
throughout their works, is one and the same; the nature of
their remarks on Panini’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 Nipdtana,
Fndpaka, &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 Achérya, understanding by Ackdrya
Katyfyana. Prof. Bhidndarkar had referred it likewise to Patanjali, but
had understood it to mean ‘Achirya the younger.” * Prof. Weber, without
actually refuting these two interpretations, is apparently inclined to take
the word, in accordance with PAnini’s rules, in the sense of ‘an unac-
complished teacher,” and he disposes of the objection that Kaiyata, who
uses the word Acharyadesiya, would not have called Patanjali an unac-
complished teacher, by stating, that since Kaiyata once has placed the
Virttikakéra even above the Satrakéra, it would seem even less strange
that he should have placed the same Vérttikakdra 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
Pénini, Kityfyana, and Patanjali. For when commenting on a passage
of the Mahabhishya on P. I, 1, 29, Kaiyata lays down the well-known
maxim FFFFTTET TAPFY. < the later the Muni, the greater his autho-
rity ;> KétyAyana is a higher authority than Panini, and Patanjali a higher
authority than Katydyana or Paunini.

The word Achdryadesiya does mean €an unaccomplished teacher,” and
it is opposed to Achdrya ; but it is not synonymous with Patanjali, nor
does the word Achdrya necessarily denote KatyAyana. Those who are
acquainted with the method followed in the Mah#&bhéshya, must be aware
that in many cases Patanjali does not at once acquaint us with the final
and correct view (Siddhdnta) 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 Siddhdnta. Andin
these cases it is customary with the commentators to consider those views
which are partly correct and partly incorrect, as views of an Achdryadesiya,
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
Katyayana, we should find it an exceedingly hard task, a task
in most cases altogether impossible of solution, to distinguish
between 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 Panini; but that statement can be
accepted as true only if a meaning be assigned to the words

ﬁcha‘rya, 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 Siddhdntyekadebin and Siddhdntin. Where 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 ./{c/za‘ryades’zfya, and the view taken in the Virttika
that of the Ackdrya. But where the two views, as happens to be the case
not unfrequently, are both propounded by Patanjali, Patanjali himself
is both the Achdryadesiya and also the Achdrya. . Whefl commenting on
the Varttika qgsq’{gq{c' on P. I, 1, 7?, Patanjali raises the question
whether the word gz of that Vart. is an instance for qgrHIT or W%
in the preceding Vart. q‘?{l’;ﬁfWi’O~ In the words g ?ﬁ}gl' YR TqaT
Fredifr° he first states the view that it is an instance for 9gfyaT; but that
view he afterwards abandons in favour of the correct view that ¢ is an
instance for . In this case there is no question between a view

of Patanjali’s and one of Katydyana’s; both views are propounded by
Patanjali. And yet Nigojibhatta contrasts the two views with each
other, by calling the view first stated that of the Achdryadesiya. Itis the
view of an Acharyadesiya, because itis partly correct and partly incorrect ;
y< is an instance for the Varttika q{l;‘,"{lﬁﬁl:fo, but it is an instance for the

term ar;;[ﬁﬁ;r’t‘ of that Vérttika, and zot for qIRMHT. See also for a
similar example Kaiyata on P. 1V, 1, 162.

# The questionon P. I, 1, 12 is, whether in the words sppr T —

Feferareiarfufir (on page 79 of the Benares Edition) Pantanjali is giving

his own arguments or is commenting on the three Varttikas THFGTATET |
T \| ArefiAra=ta; ar 1l omitted in the MSS, (=17 ).
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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 Panini; 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 Bkiskyakara, in short, is not a Vrittikara,
and the functions of both are carefully kept separate by the
commentators. When Patanjali on P. I, 1, 4 asks why Panini
has employed the terms yrg and amimgar 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 sw¥or AT ATEATATTH -
& 7 FEARTTE AN I F AT IR TegLeCI-ara:, and Na-
gojibhatta justifies Kaiyata's remark by adding T TIAAA -
=qT FRARICEATHAT T ATSHRTCEAIA HTE HANY | TAQIHATATHOSA-
wA%ey: 1| And when Patanjali on P. I, 1, 57 asks why Panini
has employed the term sy: in his rule, and when in answer
to that question he quotes a number of counterinstances which
by the term syw: would seem to be excluded from Pénini’s
rule, Kaiyata again considers the occasion worthy of remark
and tells us that the question has been raised (not to explain
Pénini’s rule, but) to show that for some of the Pratyuda-
harapas which are given in the commentaries, the term ste:
would be unnecessary (‘ar=ifr TEIECON RIAFT=S FATETIAT-
AMfE w3T s= gfq fwfafg.’), and Nagojibhatta again appends to
Kaiyata’s remark the explanatory statement g

gﬁ‘mmq ﬁwﬁr sa'sﬂ'g‘q’r-ﬂsﬁﬂ‘ﬁ. When on P. I, I,
5o Patanjali asks for an example of that rule, Kaiyata shows
the reason for that question by saying sfygicm=atae fagfmy
w31 :; and when Patanjali on I, 1, 56 enquires why Panini has
employed the term &yTfagq instead of saying merely eurdt,
Kaiyata informs us of the real import of Patanjali’s question
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by stating PFATRT AT aTSST TUT FRFRTE a1 Nowhere
does Patanjali explain Panini for the simple purpose of explan-
ation, but like a second Varttikakéra, he enquires whether any-
thing has been omitted in the Sdtras 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
Kéatyéyana and Patanjali would 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 Katyayana
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 Katydyana as an unfair antagonist of
Panini, and to speak of Patanjali as »efuting the Virttikas of
Katydyana, or justifying Panini.



APPENDIX.

In order to enable the reader to judge for himself of the
value of the Vérttikapdtha which 1 have mentioned on page 6,
I publish below the first chapter of that work from the MS. in

my possession.
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