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ON THE MAHÄBHASHYA.
BY DB. F. KIELHOEN, DECCAN COLLEGE, PUNA.

When last year I wrote for thisjournal (vol. IV. I I had just been reading, later perhaps than I ought
p. 107) a note on a passage of the Hd jataranginl, I to have done so. Prof. Weber s valuable article
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on the Mahäbhdshya (Indische Studien, vol.
XIII. p. 293), and as there I had found some
statements regarding the history of the text of
that work for which there appeared to me to
be little foundation, I deemed it advisable to
conclude my note as follows :—

“ I cannot conclude this short note without
protesting against the statement, which I find
repeated over and over again, that at some
time or other the text of the Mahdbhdsliya had
been lost, that it had to be reconstructed, &c.
All we know at present amounts to this, that
for some period of time Patanjali’s great work
was not studied generally, and had consequently
ceased to be understood. We may perhaps
allow a break so far as regards its traditional
interpretation, but for the present we are bound
to regard the text of the Ilahdbhdshya as given
by our MSS. to be the same as it existed about
two thousand years ago.”

My object in writing these lines was no other
than to induce Professor Weber to reconsider
the grounds for his assertions. From a note on
p. 242 of the second edition of his lectures on
Indische Literaturgeschichte I now learn that he
has done so, but that he has seen no reasons to
change his views. For Professor Weber, in
reply to my remarks, sums up his own views in
the following words :—

“ On the other hand it follows, not only from
the statements of the Rdjatarangini, but also
particularly from those at the end of the second
book of Hari’s Vdkyapadlya........... that the
Bhäshya has suffered manifold fates, that it has
been several times vichchhinna and newly re-
arranged, so that the possibility of considerable
alterations, additions, and interpolations cannot
be denied, and that in every case it remains
a priori uncertain whether a particular example
belongs to Patanjali himself, or is owing only
to these later reconstructions.......... Kielhom,
it is true, has strongly protested against the
statement that ‘ at some time or other the text
of the Mahdbhdsliya had been lost, that it had
to be reconstructed, &c,’ and will only ‘ perhaps
allow a break so far as regards its traditional
interpretation,’ while for the present he con-
siders us bound ‘ to regard the text of the

Mahdbhdshya as given by our MSS. to be
the same as it existed about 2000 years, ago.’
Let us await, then, his proofs ; for the protest
alone might, in opposition to the statements
handed down to us by tradition (on three dif-
ferent occasions the terms vipldvita, bhrashta,
vichchhinna are employed regarding the work),
not be sufficient. It must, besides, be added
that the South-Indian MSS. of the text, accord-
ing to Burnell’s testimony (see Preface to the
Vansabr. p. xxii., note), appear to differ con-
siderably.”

So far as I am aware, the question at issue
between Professor Weber and myself is, clearly
stated, this :—

According to Professor W eber there are grave
reasons for doubting the text of the Mahdbhd-
shya, as we find it in the existing MSS., to be
the original text of that work. At the time of
king Abh imanyu  of Kashmir the original
text of Patanjali’s work existed only in frag-
ments,* from which a new text of the Mahdbhd-
shya was reconstructed by Chandracha rya
and others. This second text underwent in its
turn the same fate as the original, and a new
(third) text was accordingly prepared, under
king J ayäp idao f  Kashmir. This third text
is the one given by our MSS.

According to my own view no evidence has
yet been adduced to prove that the text of the
Mahdbhdshya as known to us from MSS. is not
the original text of that work, and the only one
that ever existed ; and I shall now attempt to
show why the reasons which have been brought
forward to the contrary appear to me invalid.
In the note from his lectures quoted above, these
reasons are clearly implied by Professor Weber
to be the following :—

(1) According to the testimony of Dr.
Burnell, the South-Indian MSS. of the text of
the Mahdbhdshya differ considerably from those
found in other parts of India.

(2) From the verse IV. 487 of the Rdjata-
rangini we learn that a new (what I have called
above third) text of the Mahdbhdshya was pre-
pared, under king Jayäpida of Kashmir.

(3) In another verse (I. 176) of the same
work and in the concluding verses of the
speaks of ‘ remodellations’ (Bearbeitungen), on p. 320 of
‘ reconstructions,’ but on p. 321 distinctly of ‘ fragments’
out of which a new text was constructed. On p. 160 of
vol. V. vipldvita is translated by ‘ devastated’ or ‘ de-
stroyed’ (verwüstet), on p. 161 bhrashta by ' lost,’ and on
p. 167 vichchhinna by ‘ split into pieces.’

* lu his later articles Prof. Weber employs, so far as
I remember, only the Sanskrit words viplavita, bhrashta,
and vichchhinna, but I believe that the above represents
his views correctly. From a note on p. 297 of vol. XIII.
of the Ind. Stud. I infer that the word vichchhinna is taken
in the sense of ‘incomplete;’ on p. 315 Prof. Weber
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second book of Bhartrihari’s Vdkyapadiya
we are told that at the time of king Abh i -
m a n y u of Kashmir all that remained of the
original text of the Mahdbhdshya were frag-
ments, from which Chandrächa rya  and
others reconstructed a new (or second) text.

To the first reason Professor Weber himself
does not appear to attach any very great
importance ; but it may be admitted that if the
South-Indian MSS. really did contain a text
considerably different from that which is given
by MSS. from other parts of India, a fact such
as this might prove, at any rate, the existence
of different recensions of ike Mahdbhdshya. All,
however, I find Dr. Burnell to have stated
regarding the difference of the text in the
South-Indian MSS., is this: that in the intro-
ductory Ahnika the latter “ omit the quotation
from the Atharvaveda moreover, on p. 91
of his essay On the Aindra School of Sanskrit
Grammarians, the same scholar deliberately
states “that the Northern and Southern MSS.
of the Mahabhdshya differ to no great extent,
though various readings occur,” I may add
that in the course of the last ten years I have
examined MSS. from nearly every part of In-
dia, and that I have not been able to discover
any traces of the existence of several recensions
of Patanjali’s great commentary.

I now proceed to verse IV. 487 of the Rdja-
tarangim, which in the Paris edition is given
thus :—

On p. 167 of vol. V. of the Indische Studien
this passage has been translated—“ The king
( Jayäp ida )  caused interpreters to come from
other countries, and set the split Bhäshya again
going in his realm ; ’’ and from the remarks
which immediately follow this translation it
is clear that Prof. Weber, when first quoting
and translating the passage, understood it to re-
late the ‘ introduction' or 1 re-introduction' of
the Mahabhdshya into Kashmi r ,  and not a
‘ reconstruction' of the text of the work. This
view has been abandoned in vol. XIII. of the
Ind. Stud., for in the latter Prof. Weber speaks
on p. 315 of a ‘ remodellation,' and on p. 320
(where the word is rendered by
‘ knowing’ or ‘ expert men’) of a ‘ reconstruction'

of the text, as having been brought about at
the instance of J ayäp ida .

If, for argument’s sake, we were to admit
that the word did convey the sense of
‘ incomplete’ or ‘ existing in fragments,’ which
has been ascribed to it, and that under Jayä-
pida fragments were all that was to be found
of the text of the Mahdbhdshya in Kashmir,
would there be any reason for assuming the
same to have been the case all over India ?
Do we not know of numbers of works of
which fragments only exist in one part of
India, while complete copies are to be found
in others ? And supposing that fragments
only of the text existed in Kashmir, what pos-
sible good could Jayäpida have done when
he desired to encourage the study of the Mahd-
bhdshya by sending for interpreters ? For as to
the meaning of oqpr$|u| there can, I presume,
be no doubt whatsoever.

In reality the context in which the term
is employed in the above passage, as well

as the manner in which and are
used elsewhere, show that the former cannot in
the above convey the meaning which has been
assigned to it. Sanskrit writers frequently
speak of Bjvppjrq and call the study of a
text 5 and in accordance with this
usage I maintain that can only
mean “ the Mahdbhdshya which had ceased to
be studied” and was no longer understood in
Käshmir, and that the whole verse must there-
fore literally be translated thus :—“ The king,
having sent for interpreters from another coun-
try, brought into use in his realm the Mahd-
bhdshya, which had ceased to be studied” (in
Kashmir, and was therefore no longer under-
stood).

Before I proceed, I find it necessary to point
out two slight inaccuracies in Prof. Weber’s
remarks concerning the history of the Mahd-
bhdshya. Prof. Weber has stated more than
once (see above, and this journal vol. IV. p. 247),
and has apparently laid great stress on the fact,
that the Mahdbhdshya on three different occa-
sions has received the epithets vipldvita, bhrash-
ta, and vichchhinna. In reality vichchhinna
occurs in the verse of the Rdjatarangini quoted
above, and the words vipldvita and bhrashta are
found, as will be seen below, in one and the same
sentence of the Vdkyapadiya,although not in one
and the same verse. Moreover, the epithet



244 THE INDIAN ANTIQUARY. [ArGusT, 1876.

bhruslita has been applied by Bhartrihari not to
the text of the Mahabhdshya, but to the vydkara-
ndgama, the traditional knowledge of grammar
as handed down from teacher to pupil,f a fact by
which alone the force of Prof. Weber’s argument
would be considerably lessened. The terms
and are indeed used occasionally with refe-
rence to the text of a work (sr ), and when they
are so used it must be admitted that the writer
who employs them desires to state that such text
is lost, either completely, or at any rate partly.
But it does not follow that because the
i.e. traditional interpretation of a text, has be-
come »fg-, or because a work is no longer studied,
its text must necessarily have been lost too.
Punya rä j  a, J the commentator of the Vdkya-
padiya, when accounting for the fragmentary
state of the third chapter of that work, brings
forward, as one of the probable reasons, the

th e fact that part o fBha r t r i ha r i ’ s
work had ceased to be studied,§ and his doing
so sufficiently proves that although ma y
in course of time lead to ‘ the loss of a text,’ the
former is not equivalent to the latter. There
exist at the present day numbers of works in
the libraries of this country, though their
has been lost, I am afraid, beyond the hope of
recovery.

The passage of the Vdkyapadiya from which
Prof. Weber concludes that (at the time of king
Abhimanyu) fragments only of the original text
of the Mahdbhtishya were in existence, and that
from these a new text of the work was pre-
pared by Chandrächärya and others, was first
pointed out by the late Prof. Goldstiicker ; it was
republished with corrections by Prof. Weber
himself in vol. V. of the Indische Studien, and
subsequently again reprinted, together with the
commentary of Punyaraja,by myself on pp. 285-7
of vol. III. of this journal. After having stated

the reasons which induced Patanjali to compose
his great commentary, and that the latter, on
account of its difficulty, was not generally under-
stood, Bhartrihari proceeds thus :—

.........................n r

TARPIT HA  I KIX: I
H sfrHF F pfntPT: S’T- H

Prof. Weber’s translation of these lines on p.
160 of vol. V. of the Ind. Stud, is this :—
“ Vaiji, Saubhava, and Haryaksha, addicted to
dry reasoning, . . . .  destroyed the Rishi’s
work.

“ The grammar-text, lost to Patanjali’s pupils,
existed for a while among the Däkshinätyas, in
one MS. only.”

“ Thereupon Chandra and others, searching
for the seed (i.e. the original) of the Bhäshya,
received the text from P a r v a t a, and made
many branches of it.”

From the remarks which follow this transla-
tion it appears that the words * destroyed the
Rishi’s work’ are not to be taken literally, but
must be understood to convey the sense (see
p. 163) that Vaiji, &c. “rose up against the
work of Patanjali and caused it to fall into
disuse (verdrängten es) for a while.” Moreover,
from pp. 166 and 167 we learn that Chandra
and the others recovered the Mahdhhdshya, and
that they did not establish a new text. Whether
Prof. Weber was justified by his own transla-
tion in speaking, on p. 168, “ of the reconstruc-
tion (by Chandra and others) of a text which
had been lost for a time,”—a view which, so far
as I am aware, he has upheld in all his later
writings,—I leave for the decision of the reader.
But the translation itself —which was prepared

TT I purposely have omitted the last word of this line, be-
cause both its reading and signification appear to me some-
what doubtful. The Puna, Benares, Lahore, and Dr.
Burnell’s Malayalam MSS. read Cole-
brooke’sMS.has : and Punyaraja appears to have
read % : for he seems to explain it by
‘ enemies of the Samgraha,’ on which, according to Punya-
räja’s statement, the Mahabhashya has been based. If

be correct, it must, as was pointed out
by Prof. Stenzler, be an adjective qualifying and its
meaning may possibly be ‘ preserving the (contents of the)
Samgraha.’ The meaning of the whole passage, so far as
we are concerned with it here, is not affected either way.

f From the way in which Punyaräja subsequently in the
commentary on the verse (see above, vol. III. p.
287), as well as in his resume of the contents of the second
hook of the V&kyapadzya (sprfrit 4
o[|-rpq- employs the term sqfTUTPTH', h is evident that

cannot possibly mean ‘ the text of the Mahd-
bhdshya’ but can only mean ‘ the doctrine or the traditional
knowledge of grammar.’

I The name of this scholar is spelt both Punyardja and
Pzinjardja in my MSS.

: II
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without the assistance of any commentary—is
open to objections, for some of which I may
refer to Prof. Stenzler’s remarks in the Ind.
Stud. vol. V. p. 448. Following Punyaräja’s
commentary I venture to render Bhartrihari’s
words thus :—

“ When the book of the Rishi had been per-
verted by Vaiji, Saubhava, and Haryaksha, be-
cause (in attempting to explain it) they had fol-
lowed their own unaided reasoning,*

“ The traditional knowledge of grammar, lost
to the pupils of Patanjali, in course of time
existed only in books, amongst the Däkshi-
natyas.

“ It was again widely diffused by Chandrä-
chärya and others, who, after they had received
the traditional knowledge from Parvata, followed
(by its means) the principles laid down in the
Bhashya.”

After a careful consideration of Bhartrihari’s
statement and of all that has been written
about it (see also Burnell, loc. cit. p. 91), I am
unable to perceive that it contains any allusion
to the history of the text of the Mahdbhdshya.
What the author of the Vdkyapadiya really
tells us, so far as I understand his meaning, is
this :— There were certain scholars, mentioned
by name, who in the explanation of the Mahd-
bhdshya rejected the assistance of the traditional
interpretation handed d,own to them, and trusted
each to his own unaided reasoning. Their
attempt, as might have been expected, proved
unsuccessful. The meaning of Patanjali’s work
became perverted ; its text, indeed, continued to
exist, but as its true meaning was no longer un-
derstood, this existence was a sham (sjTHTff, as
Punyaraja says,) rather than a reality. The
traditional interpretation having been once neg-
lected ceased to be handed down orally from
teacher to pupil, and remained only written down
in books, which I understand to mean in the
shape of written commentaries,t among the

Dakshinatyas. Chandracharya and others got
hold of these commentaries which gave the tradi-
tional interpretation, and made it again generally
known ; they developed and diffused the science
of grammar after,- by means of the traditional
interpretation, they had mastered the principles
laid down in the Mahdbhdshya.

For the sense in which I understand verse
I. 176 of the Rdjatarangini, I may refer the
reader to p. 108 of vol. IV. of this journal,
and I may add that even according to Prof.
Weber’s own interpretation, as given in Ind.
Stud. vol. V. p. 167, the verse must not be
understood to refer to a ‘ reconstruction,’ or, as
Dr. Burnell, loc. cit. p. 91, has expressed it, a
‘ revision,’ of the text of the Mahdbhashya, but
relates only the ‘ introduction’ of the work into
Kashmi r .

The above are, I believe, all the reasons which
Prof. Weber has ever brought forward to prove
that the text of the Mahdbhashya has been ‘ se-
veral times newly rearranged.’ The more im-
portant of them were examined at length, after
the publication of Prof. Goldstücker’s Pa-
nini, in vol. V• of the Indische Studien, and the
conclusion to which they appeared to point
then was, to use Prof. Weber’s own words (p.
169), “that there existed no cogent reasons to
doubt the authenticity of the text, so far as it
was known,’' fourteen years ago. Since then, it
is true, the whole text of the Mahdbhashya has
been made generally accessible ; but, as I fail
to perceive how thereby its authenticity should
have become more doubtful than it was before,
I consider myself still justified in maintaining
“ that for the present we are bound to regard
the text of the Mahdbhdshya as given by our
MSS. to be the same as it existed about two
thousand years ago.”

But I shall be told that even if all I have
maintained in the preceding were correct, there
would still remain sufficient internal evidence

* Instead of the
in his rdsumd uses
powered by conceit,’ i.e. Vaiji, &c. were too conceited to
follow the traditional interpretation. AxtAff is explained
by , Eterally ‘ reduced to a semblance,’ i.e. after
the treatment which the 2HaJidbh,<5,shi/a had received from
Vaiji, &c. it indeed looked still like the Mahdbhdshya (just
as a Hetvdbhdsa looks like a Hetu), in reality however it
had ceased to be the Mahdbhdshya, because its true mean-
ing had been perverted and was no longer understood.

+ If it be objected that no such commentaries are
known at present, I can only answer that commentaries

epithet 3Hl Prfff 5 Punyaraja
the expression Bffq 31A1 If- ‘ over-

of which we know nothing must have existed even in
Kaiyata’s time, because he frequently introduces interpreta-
tions that differ from his own by And
there is no reason why commentaries on grammatical wor<<s
should not have been lost, as well as others. The comment-
aries on Panini’s Sutras by C h u 11 i b h a 11 i and N a 11 Ü r a,
which are mentioned by J inend rabuddh i ,  are, so
far as I am aware, not known to Sanskrit scholars even by
name. And that commentaries on Kätyayana's Varttikas
were in existence when Patanjali composed his own Ma-
habhashya  no one will deny who is acquainted with
the latter.
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their opinions ? It thus appears to me that the
Mahdbhdshya, as it stands, is rather a skilful
compilation of the views of Panini’s critics, and
of their refutation by Patanjali, than the real
text of the original works, and that it has been
made with a view to practical polemics.”

If I rightly understand these words, Dr.
Burnell maintains that some time before the
7th century A.D. there existed certain works
composed by Kätyayana and others in which
these scholars stated their criticisms on Panini,
assigning full reasons for their own opinions ;
that at the same time there existed another
work by Patanjali which was exclusively devot-
ed to a refutation of those criticisms ; and that
the Mahdbhashya, as it stands, is rather a skil-
ful compilation (prepared during or after the
7th century) of the views of Pänini’s critics,
and of their refutation by Patanjali, than the
real text of the original works of Kätyayana,
Patanjali, Ac. To corroborate this assertion, it
is stated that the Mahdbhdshya looks like a
manual of controversy :—

(1) Because the views of Kätyayana and
other critics of Pänini are given in it in an
abridged form, the reasons which those critics
must have assigned for their views having been
omitted.

(2) Because what we are accustomed to con-
sider as Patanjali’s remarks are not confined
to a refutation of Kätyayana, as may be seen —

(а) From the long argument as to the utility
of grammar, Ac., filling no less than 27 pages ;
this argument is out of place in a refutation of
Kätyayana ; it is not in keeping with Patan-
jali’s date (the second century B.c.), nor in
keeping with his devotion to the study of gram-
mar.

(б) From the whole arrangement and the mat-
ter, which are too systematic and copious for a
mere refutation of Kätyayana.

I have examined these statements with that
care and attention which Dr. Burnell’s scholar-
ship and wide range of reading are always sure
to command from a fellow-worker, but I have
been unable to convince myself of the truth of
his premisses, or the fairness of the conclusion

such work as the Mah&bhäshya which we possess was ac-
tually composed by Patanjali, but had to be reconstructed
when its original text in course of time had been reduced
to fragments. According to Dr. Burnell our Mahabhäshya
has been compiled from several original works, and may
therefore be called an original compilation from works
which have been altogether lost. See below.

to prove that what we are accustomed to call
the Mahdbhdshya is but a modern compilation,
prepared probably during or after the 7th cen-
tury of our era. This at least is the view to which
Dr. Burnell has given expression in his essay On
the Aindra School of Grammarians (p. 91), and
which has been approved of by Prof. Weber in
his review of Dr. Burnell’s book. As it is de-
sirable that the case should be stated to the
reader as fairly as possible, I am obliged to quote
Dr. Burnell’s opinion and arguments in full, the
more so because it would seem as if the views
of that scholar have been somewhat misrepre-
sented by his reviewer. “But,” writes Dr.
Burnell, “ it appears to me that the form of the
Mahdbhdshya is in itself a convincing proof that
the text is not in its original form. That it is
highly controversial has already been noticed,
but I think that, as it now stands, it may be
rather taken as a synopsis of arguments for and
against the details of Panini’s system, and as a
controversial manual. No doubt, Kätyayana
criticized Panini, and Patanjali replied in justi-
fication of the former, but the Mahdbhdshya goes
further than this. The first dhnika, which contains
a long argument as to the utility of grammar,
Ac., and which fills no less than 27 pages in the
splendid India Museum facsimile edition, has
no parallel in the older commentaries, and cer-
tainly is not to be expected in a book of the
second century before our era, but is just
what we find in the controversial literature of
the 7th and the following centuries A.D. How
is it possible to believe that Patanjali himself
found it necessary to furnish arguments which
would justify the study to which'he had devoted
his life ? Again, the whole arrangement and the
matter are too systematic and copious for a mere
refutation of Kätyayana, whereas the epigram-
matic forms of Kätjäyana’s criticisms on Panini
point rather to an abridgment of Kätyayana’s
words than to quotations. It must not be for-
gotten that Värttikas of others besides Katya-
yana are occasionally given. Is it likely that
these critics of Panini merely stated their cor-
rections, real or presumed, in the fewest pos-
sible words, and did not assign full reasons for

X Prof. Weber in quoting from Dr. Burnell’s book
makes the latter say that the Mah&bhashya is not ‘the
real text of the original work,’ whereas in reality Dr. Bur-
nell speaks of original works. This difference between
the singular and plural shows clearly that Prof. Weber’s
and Dr. Burnell’s views regarding the Mah&bh&shya are
by no means the same. According to Prof. Weber some
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which has been derived from them. Whether
the late Prof. Goldstücker was right in describ-
ing the nature and the object of the Värttikas
as he has done, I may have occasion to examine
hereafter ; but allowing for the sake of argument
that the Värttikas contain nothing but criti-
cisms on Panini, and that it was the sole aim of
Kätyäyana ‘to find fault’ with that gramma-
rian, it certainly appears to me that in the Mahd-
bhäshya those ‘ criticisms’ have in every case
been given as fully as could be expected, that
they are supported by reasons whenever their
nature admits of or necessitates such support,§
and that the term ‘ abridgment’ is as little ap-
plicable to them as it would be applicable to the
Sutras of Panini. As regards Patanjali, it has no-
where been shown that he was bound to confine
his remarks to a refutation of Kätyäyana, nor
has it been proved that the justification of Panini

§ A few examples must suffice here. On P. I. 1. 1 the
two first vdrttikas are :—

(a) BurfaYir n
(b) JpTT II

Here the reason for which Kätyäyana demands a Sam-
jnädhikära is given in tjfafa and the fault which
is said to arise from the non-adoption of such an adhi-
A ara is stated in vdrttika (b). It is unnecessary to state
here how Kätyäyana himself subsequently shows that in
reality no Samjnädhikära is required.

On P. I. 1 .4  we read the vdrttika (a) q SR ?J «I M
fafTTT:, the reason for the adoption of which is stated
in (b) "’PV'T

On P. I. 1. 5 the vdrttika (a) cTf TpT -

the reason for which is stated in (b)

On P. 1.1. 9 the vdrttika HT’fajTTTr fa’jfa

tf| where the reason for the objection raised
is given in the last word.

On P. I. 1. 12 in the vdrttika cTPTT-
faA the reason is given in the
words HWRrgy'fFI’

On P. I. 1. 20 in the vdrttika
the reason for the correction is stated in the

word faRVH-
See also the vdrttikas on P. I. 1. 23 :—

(a) sww sw rr’faii
(b)
(c) rnrr rrr li
(d)

II I need quote only Vdkyapadtya, I. 23 :—
rW:  wfafa; i

prr HRrprr T fafa .• n
on which the commentator remarks :

i fa< ?fa u

was the main object of his work. Moreover,
so far from having attempted to bring forward
anything in favour of the assertion that what
we know of Patanjali’s views has been compiled
from a more extensive work of that gramma-
rian, Dr. Burnell appears rather inclined to
regard the copiousness of the matter in the
Mahdbhdshya as inconsistent with the idea of
its being an original work. The long argu-
ment as to the utility of grammar, which to Dr.
Burnell appears to be so much out of place in a
refutation of Kätyäyana, fills in reality by far
the smaller number of the 27 pages of the in-
troductory Ahnika : for as early as the 12th page
we read the words which, by the
unanimous consent of all grammatical works |j
known to me, form the first of Kätyäyana’s
Värttikas. I too am inclined to believe
that the reasons in favour of the study of

and t sva ränanda ’ s  Bhäshyap rad ipav iva rana
’fafW'iTW fat fa 11

The vdrttikas commented on by Patanjali in the first
dhnika are the following :—

fat i
rwfr ssfagt ww rr r i
w rrnfa fafati ii

BTHfafa: q-qfar TtT.. i
arrgt l
nt ifarrfat il
5ffa MV WKW I
VTVfa FHK: I
sfafa fi'iriPKFT I
inrnTt Ttfa 11

sqpRt TOSfaf •• ’
rvfaqfar ■■ I

•• I
nt I
favrcTV i

sqT TT’T’C II
iffaHwrfa 3TOF I
arjspwr’FRhr i

I
vrf Ttsirrfasfafa tfaT rfavi Tfamr.- 11

The so-called rdrttika-pdtha, of which I possess a MS.,
appears to me to be a modern compilation, and does not
decide the question of what are vdrttikas and what not.

ii and <r.- u P to
faifa ’T« That Patanjali has not himself collected
the passages Vs CF *? &c. appears to follow from the fact
that he understands the eighth of them, to indicate
Rigveda, IV. 58. 3, while at the same time he informs us
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times find in it also statements in the first
person . . .  on the other hand, according to
Bhändärkar, we have to understand by the word

in snch phrases as qrqfrT not Patan-
jali at all, but Pan in i !  As regards some pas-
sages, Bhändärkar appears to be strictly cor-
rect ; by no means, however, as regards all :
for on the one hand this would form too
glaring a contrast with N ä g e s a ’s distinct«state-
ment to the contrary ‘ that in the Bhäshya ajr Tq’
denotes onZyiPatanjali,’ aflsiq
HFqmt qr fWfTOh on the other hand, in many
of those cases the reference to the statements
of the Bhäshya (and not to the wording of
Panini’s Sutras) is perfectly clear and distinct.
How matters really stand will still have to be
specially investigated. But, in spite of these
two corrections of my former statements, so much
at any rate remains certain, that on the whole
the cases in which the views of the Bh äshyak ära
are stated in the first person are comparatively
rare, and that, as a rule, his statements, on the
contrary, are made in the third person.”

I was, I confess it, somewhat startled when
first perusing these lines ; for I also had studied
portions at least of the Makdbhdshya, and dur-
ing that study it had always appeared to me
that the word in cases where no other
Achärya was particularly specified, denoted either
Panini or, though much more rarely, Kätyä-
yana ; and, moreover, I could not remember to
have found Patanjali, if I may say so, speaking
in the third person. I was sorry, too, that a
man of Nägojibhatta’s vast learning and scholar-
ship, whom I had found cause to regard as one
of the greatest grammarians of modern times,
should have been thought capable of making
a statement the falseness of which could be
demonstrated from almost every single page of
the Mahdbhdshya. The first thing I had to do
was to examine Nägojibhatta’s remark for
myself, and here I found that it admitted of a
very different explanation.

grammar, by which this Vdrttika is preceded,
have not been invented by Patanjali ; but, so
far from allowing them to be an addition made
during or after the 7th century A.D., I would
rather maintain that those arguments must
have been current long before Patanjali, and
that all he has done himself is to comment on
them, and to quote the interpretation of another
scholar which differs from his own. When
a scholar of Y ä s k a’s antiquity has thought
it desirable to bring forward arguments in
favour of the study of his *,science* the presence
of such arguments cannot, surely, furnish any
just cause for casting doubts on the authenti-
city of a work supposed to have been com-
posed during the second century before our era,
and it is accounted for, rather than rendered
suspicious, by Patanjali’s devotion to the study
of grammar. To my mind the language and
the style in what we are accustomed to call the
Mahubhdshya are a sufficient proof that that
great work must have been composed a very
long time before the 7th century. In the Vd-
kyapadiya native grammarians have given to
us a specimen of such a compilation or con-
troversial manual as has been described by Dr.
Burnell, but I am unable to admit that the
terms used by that scholar are fairly applicable
to what tradition has taught us to regard as the
original work of Patanjali.

And this leads me to touch upon one more
question raised by Prof. Weber,—the question,
namely, whether the Makdbhdshya ought not
to be considered the work of the pupils of Patan-
jali, rather than the work of their master.

“ It is true,” says Prof. Weber on p. 322 of vol.
XIII. of the Ind. Stud., “one of the arguments
which I have brought forward in favour of this
view, viz. that Patanjali in the Mahdbhhslnja
is always spoken of in the third person, and
that his opinions are several times introduced
with or rather with cTOrrö :> is no longer
strictly valid. For, on the one hand, we several

1. 17. TUTOfit nro  il
TOn r TO II
TOTFT ’T I
PIUM WIU II
M 11 (See Patanjali.)

37J H"; II (See Patanjali.)
37T H II

f Nagojibhatta says •

that another understands by it Rv. I. 164. 45. I may
add, too, that by (6) RPTrfT jKqf’rb (11) and
(12) jqpf some other passages appear to have been
intended than those which have actually been quoted by
Patanjali.

* See Nirukta, 1.15. TOffeRTOT q

HI 4 11 (Compare herewith
Patanjali’s explanation of
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Nägojibhatta’s declared object 'in composing
his Bhdshyapradipoddyota was to elucidate Kai-
yata’s Bhdshyapradipa, but he did not thereby
regard himself as prevented from commenting
on the text of the Mahdbhdshya as well, in cases
where he deemed Kaiyata’s commentary insuf-
ficient ; and, to show the student at first sight
that he was explaining the text of the Mahd-
bhdshya, and not that of Kaiyata’s commen-
tary, he adopted the practice of prefixing to
such explanations the word (see Ballan-
tyne’s ed. pp. 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 11, 13, &c.). This
is exactly the case in the passage quoted by
Prof. Weber (loc. cit. p. 36), TT T-

IWTH:- Nägojibhatta consi-
ders that Kaiyata ought to have given a note
regarding the meaning of the word an'qyq in

because in this particular passage
ajrqrq does not appear to him to convey its
ordinary meaning; and to supply this defect
he is good enough to tell us that (in his opi-
nion) denotes, in this particular passage
of the Mahdbhdshya, exceptionally the author
of the Bhashya himself, and not those whom it
denotes generally (Panini or Kätyäyana).

Accurately to determine whether Prof. Weber
was right in maintaining that in the Mahd-
bhdshya ajIRTq.* in su ch phrases as qqqfrT RRTT :
(by which I understand Prof. Weber to mean
the phrases qqqfcT RFTTT, niqqfp-nfjqqR, and
äPPMFnq  :) denotes in the majority of cases
Patanjali, and that the latter, as a rule, is spoken
of in the third person, or whether I was correct
in believing that ajpqrq (with possibly the one
exception pointed out by Nägojibhatta) did not
denote Patanjali, and that the author of the
Mahdbhdshya in the body of the work ascribed
to him (with perhaps the exception of those five
passages in which, according to Professor Weber,
the terms or ’fn iqn'pf occur) was not
spoken of in the third person, I should have had

I This vart. and Patanjali’s remarks on it are of some
importance, for we learn therefrom that at any rate in P.
IV. 1. 160 the word oes not denote former gram-
marians, but has the sense of HTTP • For the different
view taken by Dr. Burnell see his essay On the Aindra
School, pp. 24 and 26.

§ It is hardly necessary to state that we are very often
required to supply the subject Pämini. For instances I
refer to—

p. 22b, qqqR (p - VIII. 4 -
p. 32a, 33a, &c.

to read through the whole of the Mahdbhdshya.
Though I had not the time for doing this, I
thought it right to study once more at least part
of the work, with the view of testing, so far as was
in my power, the truth of Prof. Weber’s state-
ments and of my own impressions. Accordingly
I read through carefully the first 240 pages of
the text of the Mahdbhdshya as given in the
lithographed Benares edition, and the results
at which I arrived by doing so were the fol-
lowing :—

(a) As to the tvord BrpqpT- On the first 240
pages this word is found sixty times, and among
those sixty passages in which it occurs there is
only one, viz. that pointed out by Nägojibhatta,
in which it denotes Patanjali himself, provided
Nägojibhatta’s statement be strictly correct.
The phrase arqrqT fqqiTTqfrr occurs twenty
times, Tqqvqrqrq •. nine times, and qqqpt RHiq~;
seven times, and in them sqqrq- always means
Panini. Besides, Pänini is denoted by aqqrq nine
times (on pp. 11&, 12a, 40a, 46a, 47& twice, 946
twice, and 1126) .

Four times BORf denotes Kätyäyana, viz.
twice on p. 13a, once on p. 18&, and once on
p. 756 (see his vdrt. on P. VI. 1. 129).

The Achärya Säkalya is mentioned on p. 82a.
The Achäryas generally are spoken of six

times ; Achäryas other than Säkalya once ; and
the Achäryas mentioned by Panini likewise once,
viz. in the vdrt. awqVWR T R on
p. 112a.

(b) As to whether Patanjali is, as a rule, spoken
of in the third person. Since Patanjali (with
the possible exceptions already pointed out) is
not mentioned by name, the question to be
decided is really this : whether for verbal forms
such as qqfq, q -qR, in cases where their sub-
ject has not been particularized in the Ma-
hdbhdshya, and where it is impossible to supply
the subject Panini,§ we have ever to supply
the nominative qd'o Rs-: .

p. 24b, q q • • • . .qrrTR p. 25a, 31b, &c.
Do............... s Rqx

p. 3ia, arq qi qr <r-
p. 34b, qqq (p - vn. 4. 39) qsPr

P . 55b, TfcFni qfa (P. 1. 1. 5), &c .
3-

As in all these and similar eases the context would show at
once and beyond doubt that the subject of the verbs
&c. can be no other than P&nini, it was unnecessary for
Patanjali to tell the student that it was Pan in i  who had
taught something by the rule 3L Pän in i  who had
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On the first 240 pages the verbal forms that
have to be considered are the following :—
p. 22a, i supply Kdtydyana. See his vdrt.

on P. 1. 1. 9,
and the way in which it has

been paraphrased by Patanjali on
p. 696.

p. 276, (apf srrt) T3TFT; supply Kdtydyana. His
vdrt. is given immediately after the
word craftf.

p. 30a, supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI. 4. 133.

p. 40a, aR-aRrT; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P. I.
2. 45.

p. 405, supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VIII. 2. 6.

p. 555, (anr supply Kdtydyana ; his
vdrt. follows immediately upon the
word

p. 595, q -qfrT ; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on the
same page.

p. 665, TWrf; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P. I.
1. 47.

p. 69a, supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on the
next page.

p. 72a, -qjrT; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI. 1. 101.

p. 775, «T fcT; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P. I.
4. 14.

p. 865, SR-qßT; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI. 1. I-

„ ; supply Kdtydyana ; see his vdrt.
on P. VIII. 3. 59.

p. 88a, supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. onP.  I.
1. 72.

p. 99a, supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P. II.
2. 35.

p. 995, 1. 3, cR-zrfrT; supply .Kdtydyana, vdrt. on
P. H. 2. 35.

p. 102a, cf qfrT ; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI. 2. 2.

p. 1065, ; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI I I .  2. 3.

prohibited the substitution of Gu$a and Vriddhi by his rule
W, &c.

T
On the other hand, when, as has been shown in the above,

Patanjali speaks <rf Ka ty&yana  without particularizing
him, his doing so is in my opinion accounted for by the fact
that K&tyäyana’s is the work on which he is commenting
(or, as other scholars would say, the work which he is refut-
ing), and in speaking of him in the third person withoat
mentioning his name Patanjali has done what numbers of
commentators have done besides him. On p. 101a, where

p. 117a, -qRF; supply Kdtydyana, vdrt. on P.
VI. 4. 72.

The only verbal forms of this kind which re-
main are T -qfrT on p- 24a, on p. 52a, and on p,
995, line 1. As regards the two latter, it might
indeed at first sight appear as if we had to sup-
ply for them the subject Patanjali ; but to do
so would in my opinion be incorrect. For in
reality the statement which follows upon the
word q -qfrT on p. 52a is not of Patanjali’s inven-
tion, but it must, as we are told by Patanjali on
P. V. 2. 4, be ascribed to Panini; similarly the
statement which follows the word on
p. 995 is not Patanjali’s, but is implied in
Kä tyäyana ’ s  vdrt. on P. H. 2. 35, and be-
longs therefore to him. Finally, not even the one
remaining on p. 24a is likely to support
Prof. Weber’s view, for the best copy of the
Mahabhdshya accessible to me does in this case
not read but (see the lith. ed. of
the India Office, p. 31).

As, then, the perusal of the first 240 pages of
the text of the Mahabhdshya does not appear
to furnish any argument in favour of Prof. We-
ber’s views, it will not, I trust, be thought
unreasonable when for the present I venture to
doubt their correctness, and when I continue to
regard the supposition thatthe Mahabhdshya may
have been composed by the pupils of Patanjali,,
as void of foundation. The longer I study
that great work the more I feel convinced that
from beginning to end it is the masterly produc-
tion of one and the same individual scholar, and
that few works in the whole range of Sanskrit
literature have been preserved to us as com-
plete and intact as the text of the Mahdbhd-
shya.

I may be wrong, and when I find my views
refuted by cogent arguments I shall be the first
to say so. The Mahdbhashya, besides being one
of the most interesting works for the student
of language, is in many respects also one of the
most difficult, and every attempt to facilitate

Patanjali adduces both Paqini and KätyAyana as authori-
ties for one and the same thing, he does consider it necessary
to inform us that he is quoting the V&rttikak&ra : -
ffMWFTfTT........ hSfrT-

That no subject whatever need be supplied for the phrase
when it occurs in such sentences as

, &c., which give answers to
questions that have been previously raised, those who are
acquainted with the style of the Mah&bh&shya need hardly
be reminded of.
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the understanding of it, or to solve the problems
to which it gives rise, must be received by all
scholars with gratitude. But we ought never
to forget that little will be gained by con-
jecture, or by a perusal of the bare text of

Patanjali’s work, and that no attempt at under-
standing the true nature of the Mahäbhäshya
is likely io be successful unless it be based on a
careful study of what the Hindu commentators
themselves have written about it.)|

[I May I venture to request Professor Bhändärkar to
reprint his articles on Goldstiicker’s P&nini which were pub-
lished in Native Opinion, so as to make them more
generally accessible ? Some of Prof. Goldstiicker’s views
are being repeated and used as arguments although they
have been refuted many years ago. I allude particularly to
his explanation of Patanjali’s remarks on P. I. 2. 53.


