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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 Mah4-
bhéishya, 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 Mahébhdshya published in the /ndian
Antiguary, vol. V., page 241, I ventured to express some
doubts as to whether the nature and the object of the Varttikas
of Kitydyana and of the Mahidbhashya of Patanjali had been
correctly described by other scholars. I would gladly have

deferred discussion on this point to the time when I might
A
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have been enabled to subject the whole of the Mah4bhashya 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 Kéitydyana and Patanjali, as have led me to
doubt their correctness.

On pp. 11g—121 of his essay on Pénini, Prof. Goldstiicker
has described the nature and the object of the Vérttikas of
Katydyana 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.” (MNofe: Nagoji-
bhatta on Kaiyyata . . ... TR X STHIERIA-
TR qfAwEs ). A Varttika of Katydyana is therefore
not a commentary which explains, but an animadversion
which completes. In proposing to himself to write Vartti-
kas on Panini, Kityayana 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’ . . . . .. ¢ Katyéa-
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 antagomst ..

‘The position of Patanjali is analogous, though not
identical. Far from being a commentator on Panini, he
also could more properly be called an author of Vérttikas.
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 Pénini and then of animadverting upon
Kéatydyana. Therefore, in order to show where he coin-
cided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of
Kityiyana, he had to write a comment on the Virttikas
of this latter grammarian; and thus the Mahabhéshya
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 Kdtydyana ; 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 KiétyAyana and takes the part of Pa-
pini’ . ... L.
" ‘His object being, like that of Katydyana, merely a criti-
cal one, Patanjali comments upon the Varttikas of Kétyéa-
yana, because such a comment of his implies, of necessity,
criticisms, either on Panini or on Kityéiyana; and, in
consequence, no Vérttika could be left unnoticed by him.
Again, independently of Katydyana, he writes his own
Virttikas to Sdtras not sufficiently or not at all animad-
verted upon by the latter grammarian, because they, too,
are criticisms, viz. on Pagini.’

Prof. Weber, in his article on the Mahébhishya (/ndische
Studien, vol. XIIl.) has adopted Prof. Goldstiicker’s view
regarding the nature of Kétydyana’s Virttikas, but to the same
scholar’s remarks on the work of Patanjali he appears to have
given a meaning, against which Prof. Goldstiicker would seem
to have distinctly and repeatedly guarded himself. On page
297 Prof. Weber writes :—

‘ Through Goldstiicker . . . . we then learnt that Pa-
tanjali behaves much less like a commentator on Pinini
than like a defender of the latter against the unjust attacks
of Kityiyana, the author of the Varttikas. And this view
is indeed fully borne out by appearances.’

On page 298 Prof. Weber speaks of Kétyayana as
attacking or combating the Sttras of Péanini, and of Patanjali
as refuting the Varttikas of Katyédyana.

On page 321 Prof. Weber says:—

‘ The red thread which runs through the work (z.e. the
Mahéibhashya) is—and on this Goldstiicker was the first to
lay particular stress—the polemic against the Varttikakara;’

and on the same page he speaks of the Sttras as attacked by
Katydyana.



( 4 )

On page 399 Prof. Weber writes: ‘He (i.e. Katydyana)
it is to combat whom is the special object of the Bhashya;’
and he tells us that the Bhishya contains the Varttikas ‘toge-
ther with their refutation’ by Patanjali.

Finally, on page 502 Prof. Weber asks: ‘What business
have Kéatyayana’s Varttikas, whose object it surely is to attack
Panini’s Shtras, 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 Kétydyana, often in support of
the views of the latter, Prof. Weber maintains, apparently
on the authority of Prof. Goldstiicker, that the Virttikas of
Kitydyana have been »¢futed 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 the
Aindra School, likewise describes the relation to each other of
Katydyana and Patanjali in the following terms (page g1)
‘ Katyéyana criticised Pénimi, and Patanjali replied in justifi-
cation of the latter,’ (and on page 92) ‘ the Mahébhéshya is . . .
a skilful compilation of the views of Pénini'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. Goldstiicker and’
Prof. Weber are agreed in regarding Kéitydyana as an anta-
gonist or, to speak more accurately, as an unfair antagonist
of Pénini, and that both these scholars are of. opinion that
Katyéyana had no other motive in composing the Vérttikas than
to attack, or to find fault with, the Sdtras of his predecessor.
If we try to examine how far this view of the literary activity of
Kityfiyana 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 Kétydyana, that neither scholar has shown
to us a way of reconstructing out of the Mahébhishya, as we
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find it in our MSS, the work of KéityAyana 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 Katydyana’s Varttikas with Néagoji-
bhatta’s definition of the term Fyfiqaw, 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-
tydyana’s Varttikas, for we find it stated by Prof. Goldstiicker
that the Mahdbhashya contains not only Kéatydyana's Varttikas,
but also Varttikas of Patanjali. Moreover, no reader of the
essay on Pénini can fail to perceive that practically Prof.
Goldstiicker has little heeded Nagojibhatta’s definition, and
that he frequently, and I may add, correctly, has prefixed the
words Vérttika or Kétydyana to remarks which justify and
teach the proper application of, without in any way taking
exception to, the Sitras -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 Kétydyana gff svreas;
in reality this phrase appears to be entirely foreign to the
style of Kétydyana, and occurs either in the original remarks
of Patanjali, or in the explanations given by this scholar of

‘Kétyéyana’s Varttikas. Noris another statement (in a note on
page 23) that ¢ Kétydyana never gives instances’ less liable to
objection, for there are Varttikas, on P.I, 1, 39 and other
rules, which lay down general rules and at the same time grve
instances.

Prof. Weber has adopted Prof. Goldstiicker’s rendering of
the definition of the term Varttika, and on the strength of
that definition so understood, he apparently is inclined to
deny, that Varttikas occur in the first Ahnika of the Maha-
bhiashya, w7z, because no Sitras 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 Pénini. Thongh I have found reason to
admire their thorough knowledge of the Mahébhéshya, | am by
no means inclined to assert that men like Kaiyata, Bhattojidik-
shita, and Négojibhatta 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 Virttika, while at
‘the same time they adhere to the current definition of that term
as recorded by Néigojibhatta, 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 zyt Sifr=a-
in the first Ahnika are part of a Vérttika, by stating that
the same words in other passages in which they occur (v:z. on
pages 285, 45a, 1366 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 ayr Srferaafaarg on
page 284 is called a Virttika by Kaiyata, and that I consider
those words as part of Virttikas in the remaining passages
also. On page 399 (/nd. Stud. XI1I.) Prof. Weber states that
on the whole the Virttikas of Katyfyana are easily detected
in the Mahébhéshya, because as a rule they are followed by a
short paraphrase which ends with the word a=rex or #asy.
This would seem to be an improvement on Prof. Goldstiic-
ker’s remark concerning gfy g¥wsaq, but it contains no test by
which to recognize all the Vérttikas of KétyAyana or even
most of them; nor did Prof. Weber infend to lay down a
general rule. Moreover, Prof. Weber, too, has regarded as
Varttikas statements of Patanjali which end with ¥f =g

So far as we know at present, the Virttikas of Kétydyana
do not exist separately in MS. MSS. which profess to give the
Srimadbhagavat- KatyAyanavirachita-varttikapatha are indeed
to be met with in different and widely distant parts of India,*but
a very superficial examination is sufficient to prove that the Vért-
tikapatha which they contain, has been compiled and, [ have no

* A so-called Virtikapdthah has also been printed at Benares.
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hesitation in saying, very carelessly compiled from the Maha-
bhéshya at a comparatively modern date. Nor do the commen-
tators on the Mahébhéshya, or other scholars who have written
on Pénini, render us any very great assistance in reconstructing
the work of Kétyéyana, 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
Virttika or belongs to Kitydyana. And Patanjali himself,
the author of the Great Commentary, is even more reticent.
In attempting then to determine which are the Varttikas
of Kétylyana, we are mainly left to our own resources. Given
the Mahé&bhéshya, 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 Katydyana 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 Mahébhashya which treats of the rules in the
first Pada 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 -
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that part of the work which treats of the rules in the first Pdda
of the Ashtdhyayt, 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 invartably
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. I, 1, 14, 25, 28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 55,
74 and 75.

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

(¢) r=gar: ARAIY FHICAATI svgear |
() T FAIQ AN: |
() fgaTeET|
(@) arFETIREAEAT ||
On P. |, 1, 48 in the following :—
(6) o T AU |
() feivege Fatae |
() Rgae: e |
(@) oI |
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On P. 1, 1, 54 in the following single sentence:—
TN TAR: IR AT A AT AT e~
aiea: |
On P. ], 1, 60 in the following sentences :—
(a) SreETATHIERAEHA |
(3) wATEFY FrEEIngeE |
() AT TATSROM(EAYY: |
@) AT g EwEATE EweEr ||
On P. I, 1, 71 in the following :—
(¢) WRT-AT FRAFETAT: WirvsFAd |
(%) @ =Rftar g8 F=maRfy == |

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 Mah#bhéshya 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 Bhishya

on P. I, 1, 71 (A=A G¥ar runs thus :—
MRCAT avraaTET: SfFF
WRTAT FRAqaTT: | fF wreony | #fr Adr-
Tl 7 R &FT AdE |
g A fear 8¢ FaraQty =9Il
RTHA | FAY | MRTAT FRAT TOAT: 6T 7
TEF ARHEAAATA A Twe ||
safymRat geaw |l
daaRatl  gerad | aar | ek et Rak
PIRF=RAR | 7 Ty @t wEk |faEain
HIITY TR A7 A AT A 96 QRE | eaf@erer-



(10 )

RTT I FaFIT=AN | a7 dI=IRAx=E 4 A3
WRTH @ T 7A@ 767 qg0t Hal@ & T w Q@A |

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 Bhishya on P. I, 1, 25 and 30.

P.L1, 25—T@ 7 || & SRA9e0r @: @A« d&AT-
drat sIEEE T | o geEwagy | w9 | aik ae-
FErETEl AFa 9ZEErAt T FAs | ®YA_| one_r
TRAT SRATATHR | 99 qTHEAMAT RAR FeqrerrAi
T AR | @ I dErETETA AT ||

P. L, 1, 30:—JRATEAE || §976 T T4 q7: FAE-
TEot (FAIAA | WA TAATHATRY €T MAARKISTR F(eA-
IrraiTEaRaIhe AW | ™ 9 areATarosy
FRATEHETA )R qhRETETE 1@ | agaeArares-
s qeag wrore || Twar gArE ¥ aaent g §ATE-
ﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂ’ﬁ?ﬂ#vﬂwr?w a3 | aﬁ’raﬁw@'!ﬁ-

T w&wﬁlqﬁwlaﬁmaﬁfﬁm

s T wag | AEYEAT R dAewTgET R | AW
SEMY | AEAR T THATT: AR FAHSHT T

Al | AR T R G g 366 |

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 Mahéabhéshya 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 appended to 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 Pénini’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 Mahébhdshya, 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 Sdtras. In other
words, I would venture to assume that those short sentences
on P. I, 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 Mahabhéshya, 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 Mahabhashya
is merely commenting. And this assumption is rendered the
more probable when we find that the author of the Mahabha-
shya in the discussion on one of the rules which I have instanced
above, on P. I, 1, 10, does not merely give us his own in-
terpretation of the sentences sISH®Y: TRANY HRTCTAN
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ssmeery &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 sysgar: gy, &c.
of Patanjali’'s own authorship. Of whose authorship they are,
I will not at present stop to enquire. I content myself with
stating that the sentences (2) and (4} on P. I, 1, 10are
called Varttika by Bhattojidikshita in his Sabdakaustubha,
that (c) and (4} on the same rule are ascribed to the Varttika-
kdra by the same scholar, and thatthe sentence (4} on P. 1,
1, 71 is called a Vérttika by Nagojibhatta in his Pratyakhyé-
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 Vérttikakira. On the contrary, Kai-
yata¥* distinctly 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, 1, 1, 75 and elsewhere Kaiyata would seem distinctly
to quete from the Kasiké. Nor is it at all certain thaf the name of the
author of the KA&4ika-vritti was Vémana Jaydditya. On the contrary, it
clearly follows from a remark of Bhattojidikshita’s in his Sabdakaustubha,
that the K&giki-vritti is the work of the #wo scholars Jayfiditya and
Vémana; that it was begun by the former and concluded by the latter.
On page 1222 of my MS. of the Sabdakaustubha Bhattojidikshita
writes as follows:—

aur 7 siireaty g3 (1L 2, 139 ) sywanfase | FE0T|wT . . . -
RAREY I Sr=itscdam || are eirerder_wr o g qFe TRy
FETAA-AT (ASAqER @ T iy reareT e R T s
THRWTRY: FA §74E 1

Jayéditya’s view is that given in the K&&ikd on III, 2, 139 ; and that
view is distinctly refuted, as stated by Bhattojidikshita, by Vémana in
the same Kagiké on P. VII, 2, 11 (RREY RFFIaH3HT TROTSY ao1-
g=fteify ). It is impossible that the author of the comment on VII, 2, 11
should be the same person who composed the comment on I1I, 2, 139. It
will, I think, be possible to show approximately where Jayfiditya’s portion
of the work ends and where Vimana’s begins.
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1, 75, to the Bhdshyakdra, notwithstanding the fact that it
ends with the phrase ¥fy T=rsa.

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 Mahibhishya would seem to have employed both me-
thods, one by the side of the other. In the case of some rules
the discussion opens with one or more paraphrased sentences,
while it concludes with remarks in which such sentences are
wanting; or on the other hand it opens with remarks that
contain no such sentences, and it is carried on and concluded
by means of paraphrased sentences. Again, there are numer-
ous rules where both methods are continually changing places
with each other.

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

(¢) EITTCOEITAT ATFAET AT AFOFAA: |

(6) avrer ARER: |
() RRrfRRNATTE TTw SEETEe |

and it concludes with remarks that contain no paraphrased
sentences, but the object of which is identical with that of the
paraphrased sentence (¢), vis. to defend Pénini's rule from
the objections raised to it in (2) and (3).

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

(¢) FrfiFArTRRTIARERRAETT <R AY-
TfIgRA oreeRfaRy: |
(¢) faARkfy 5 =g |

which are intended to show that i34y might have been omit-
ted from Panini’s rule; and it concludes with remarks in which
no paraphrased sentence occurs, but the purport of which is
similar to that of (2) and (4), v7z. to prove thatgg might have
been omitted likewise.
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On P. 1, 1, 11 the discussion opens with lengthy remarks
which consider the propriety of the Anubandha & 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 :—

(a) ¥R Ayt wrer I Yeeerer G |
(%) Ww@mﬁﬁ“ﬁwwﬁr&:l

(c) 7 AT |
(@) vt ATt Sgie aR: |
(e) HATATHAYTEU Y& TATSLOIARTET |

On P. I, 1, 49 the discussion opens with remarks on the term
AT ; it is carried on by means of the paraphrased sen-
tences:

() SefreTERNTEE A |
(8) SrErTEvETRAfTEg: T AT T o
(9 WEFENEEAT arAERTeETE YT |

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 ; (¢) is followed by remarks without paraphrase, identical
in purpose with (¢) ; those remarks are in turn followed by the
paraphrased sentence:

(@) Ffrer ar st @A |

which suggests a different way of obviating the objection raised
in (%) ; 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 Mah&bhashya to
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follow one method in preference to the other, for the remarks
which contain no paraphrased sentences are of essentially and
identically the same nature as other remarks conveyed to us by
means of such sentences, the object of both being either to
justify or to find fault with the rules laid down by Panini. We
at any rate fail to perceive, why Patanjali on P. 1, 1, 11 should
have discussed the possible interpretations of that rule ( ¥araar
ﬂ'@!ﬂ?‘l or ¥ ufgquq &c.) in paraphrased and com-
mented sentences, and should not have adopted the same
method on P. I, 1, 39 (FoY a1=q: or FF={ F=w=a% ) ; or why he
should have discussed the propriety of the Anubandha g of 7
&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. 1, 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
Mahabhéshya in the discussion of Pénini’s rules makes use of
sentences to which he attaches a paraphrase and comment, he,
while doing so, is quoting and commenting on the words of
another 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 Mahdbhashya 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.1, 1,10) the author of the Mah&bhashya does not merely
give us his own interpretation of the sentences by means of
which he carries on the discussion, but also quotes the dif-
ferent interpretation of the very same sentences by another
scholar. I may now add a similar instance which occurs in the
discussion on P. I, 1,69. After having paraphrased and com-
mented on the three sentences :
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A ST AR AT ATH AR, |
AT |
MAR(AT GTTARC: |

Patanjali goes on to say: syq¢ s{rg!

AU S TAFOTAN AT AT R (e g e |
A STRUAIRATAH | SFfaagongT=aed wfasqfq |
HAAATHACHRCEATRCH |

IR TTIART ¢ |

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 tkese sentences cannot be Patanjali’s
own? '

Again, after having on P. I, 1, 3 paraphrased the sentence
qETEMEgATAITEg in the words gFi¥ary IO SFAIER AN,
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: g¥afg 7y fivagay: | gﬁﬁrsﬁ IS | &
o1 =: ( 7.e. the 5 of §F3TwN) qf3a:.—In other words, Patanjali
tells us that it would be possible to understand the particle =
of the sentence aﬁi‘qwgqrﬁm either in its ordinary sense

or in the sense of fg, and in dding 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 s of the paraphrased sentence s#¥tdef 5 does not
stand in its proper place, but should have been placed, or
should at any rate be understood to stand, immediately after

W (WRRSE T qR: Wi e | ).
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I will not try the patience of the reader by adducing many
more instances which would all point to the same conclusion,
but I cannot refrain from drawing attention to at least two
others, because they somewhat differ from those which I have
given above. On P. I, 1, 38 the discussion is carried on by
means of the following paraphrased sentences:

(2—-c) show that Pénini’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 (&), not be adopted ;
() on the other hand states that the corrections mentioned in
(a—-¢) need not be made, and that the alterations suggested in
(@) and (e) need not be adopted, as soon as all the Taddhita-
affixes intended in PAnini’s rule are put down in the Gana
svardd:. The statement made in (f) is opposed to the sugges-
tion made in (e), and the particle g in (f) is in its proper place
and has its usual force. But if we turn to the paraphrase of
(), we find that there g ‘but’ has been rendered by ar ‘or’
(areray fAgAag ). 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) was by the author of the paraphrased sentences considered
to be liable, is in reality no objection at all. Patanjali adopts
the definition 3 which was objected to in (e)
and for %im therefore the course indicated in (f) is only an
alternative course. His rendering of g by ar is inexplicable
as long as we consider the paraphrased sentences (¢) and (f)
- as his own; it admits of a reasonable explanation when we
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regard them as statements made by another. And that this
is the view held by the commentators, follows from Kaiyata’s
gloss : fqg fafy | FIAFRACEATANARN: RYq TR gaset
RAYTTTRY: | ST fyaarady: TREw Y qrosardagussy
qrEry: |

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

(a). FAMR TETHEUATAIG AT |
(2) TR aRAgi FfaCTEAgR T Avg-
Rrfreras |

(¢) S<w & |

(@) Tt g | |
() Y R sgamfar: |
() wERE AT FEEEET |

iuc object of the whole discussion is to prove the ‘necessity of
the word ey in Panini’s rule ; one reason for the employ-
ment of gegHEy is given in (4-¢), and another a/fernative reason
in (f). Such being the case, the particle grin (f) 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 #r by aff, a word
which he elsewhere makes use of to paraphrase the particle §.
The reason for this rendering of his is similar to that for his
rendering g on P. I, 1, 38 by q1. After having commented on
(d-¢), Patanjali has shown that qegareg for the reason stated in
(d-e) would not be necessary ; and to %zm therefore ( f) does not
convey an a/ternative reason for the employment of gyeqrzeq.
In his opinion geqzey is not necessary for the reason given in
(d-e), but it is necessary for the reason given in (f). His
rendering of gt by &f¥ is explained, as soon as and only when
we assume that the paraphrased sentences (d—f) 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
(f) that commentator remarks : qetfAgaTdS § RUARIfY TIFA-
W FAFEqTST ATeE: 9gw: | . - . TSR TG qrasy sarar
o: qatfuTdet ety | :
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I have shown in the preceding that the method of discus-
sion followed in the Mahé&bhéshya is distinctly twofold ; I have
attempted to account for this twofold method by assuming
that those sentences made use of im 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 probable by drawing attention to the
manner in which those sentences have been paraphrased and

-commented on in various passages of the MahAbhashya. I
may be told now that, if then only that portion of the MahA-
bhishya which does not consist of paraphrased sentences were
Patanjali’s, and if the paraphrased sentences themselves had
really to be considered as proceeding from anether 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 I have ventured to express, I 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 Mahabhishya. I 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 Mahabhshya whe-
ther a particular term employed in Pénini’s rules conveys one
meaning or another, whether we are to understand a rule in
one sense or in another, whether a particylar 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 itis.
customary to place before the reader both sides of the ques-
tion and to state the objections to which either side would be-
liable. And here we have to observe that whenever this is
done by means of paraphrased sentences, the particles employed
are always g or gfr ¥y, and that when it is done without the
employment of such sentences the particle used is invariably
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ar¥, generally followed by syq. In proof of this I adduce from
the paraphrased sentences :

On P. 1,1, 3—(fF JRANOISEAN ARIRATo s=AT-

R ..., )
gRopradrsaf Iftaf -« - - - o |
SIS T IE (1 SR qfaRy: |

OnP.I 1, n—-(ﬂmﬁmﬂ% l)
mwf;ﬂ#wmsﬁ%mﬁﬁ l
o afyaTff Reer @A |
Wﬂf;ﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁ\'#ﬁﬁml

On P. 1, 1, 45— (R e drameortan haw . . .

SRR | .. . )
WA AT S g |
ToETT AR |
On P. 1, 1, 51—( (FATOERaT ==y . . .
sTRRITTCEATAAT frfigR .. .. )
wmmﬁﬂéﬁﬁ%@wﬁgml

T T WS T TR R AgorTeicaviiaat:|
On P. 1, 1, 57—(fF geeacen ARY afy exfasre an-
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OnP.1 1, 7o—(ﬁr3,=rrttmm§wraml..)
mmﬁﬁmﬂrﬁfﬁﬁ%ﬂ&° . wgore |
MUHAR IgEmen AigRR: |

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

On P. 1, 1, 1—(fF AR awfdaseor . . . Sfear-
e l. . L)
A} awIfeameer . . . . T s |
AAISATER T . . . Ot |
OnP'l’l’7_(wm|Oooo)
I Brras sRrgaEe ¢ - T gt |
wq (@A ST . L. T Qe |
On P.1, 1, zo—(Fufird R . ... 1)
IR AR T TFET: § oF QW |
WY (AW QYT gFaT ... T @
On P. 1, 1, 39—(Fufirt AFR FU AT FenARTT-
Tt gt ... L)
IR A T A . ... T S |
o TR FE TR . L L AT
On P. 1, 1, so—(&T & wfast wafa . . . siRIR-
ga:...|l)
IR} TH@AT . . . | TRFAT . .. QAN |
On P. 1, 1, s2—(frfigwerermaf R R -
el ... )
TR PR & ] .. ..

The difference of expression between the passages quoted
from the discussions on P. I, 1, 11 and 65 on the one hand, and
from P. I, 1, 39 and 52 on the other, is particularly instructive,
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because the questions raised and discussed are in either cases
exactly the same.

No reader of the Mahébhéshya can have failed to perceive
that frequently objections are raised to Phnini’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 Mahabhéshya ;
for in the case of the former those objections, &c., are most
usually refuted in sentences commencing with the words 7 77
or g g, generally followed by a noun in the ablative case ; while
in the latter the same object is attained by such expressions as
& 31, qeifE T<hew | T gvReay, 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. ], 1, 39 we have the paraphrased sentence ¥ g7 gfqr-
gt fafrcRAfT< afyaraedfa; on P. I, 1, 20 not paraphrased
@ qfE qRRYr T9heT: | T Twhe: lgm FEH T | SRraowor
ARt afeaTaeaad T sfasafa

~On P. V], 4, 130 the paraphrased sentence 7 77 frfeTErT-
son P.1, 1,47 and 51 not paraphrased &y 8r9:1 fafyzg-
AR A 1eqd 7 it

On P. VI, 2, 2 the paraphrased sentence fRyg § @aomfagar-
R ﬂﬁl‘!‘i’ﬁﬁaﬁm on P.1, 1, 15 not paraphrased 7 g |
eRTofaT AT AfARrTReqeqy 7 af¥safy.

On P. VI, 1, 1, the paraphrased sentence fad g wgerifgTaT-
mﬁﬁiﬂré’ﬁ.‘ on P.1, 1,27 not paraphrased ﬂqi'm' | el fE
A common artifice of refuting an objection—Iless frequently
resorted to in the paraphrased sentences than in the rest of the
Mahébhéshya—is to show that that objection has been indirectly
guarded against by Pénini himself; in other words, to point’
out a Jndpaka. When thisis done in the paraphrased sentences,
we find, so far as I have observed, invariably the noun
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#raek followed by ancther houn in the genetive case; in the
remainder of the Mahfbhishya we always have instead some
suchverbal phrase as graaram:, straraAgranigaiy. Instances
of the latter mode of expression are of the most frequent
occurrence. From the paraphrased sentences I quote :

On P. 1, 1, 11—§RATAYNRUT WY TAGSRIOTASYer

On P. I, 1, 45— RN g Irva Swaearerer
On P.1, 1, 50—3199%0t § T ETEA(AATAE; an
3 JARY T WO O enfEawTEe.

And this leads me to draw attention generally to the almost
eatire 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 Mahfbhéshya. In cases where
in the latter we meet with such verbal forms or expressions as
AR AT, TG, TR, Y TTREAR, T THTAY, T T FF-
sWY, WEOt UFAAFYY> We are sure to meet in the former, nouns
such as HEE: fafy:, sTTIfe: 977, WT9TY, stweeng; and in
many instances it is altogether left to ourselves to complete
the sentence by supplying some verb or phrase such as sfy,
wftsafy, €ary, FRgY, STy, Real¥, T Reafy, Sy, Tweag,

&c. OnP. 1, 1, 8 where the word ga of Pénini’s
rule is stated to be superfluous, the unparaphrased sentence
which contains this statement is gemeer gFgwgy; on P. I, 1,
23 where the same remark is made with reference to the words
wg &c. of that rule, the paraphrased sentence made use of for
the purpose reads simply agwfhmw On P. 1, 1,36 and 75

we find the additional or corrective rules g Thsa, q’( ot
RY RwfRafy gwwsay, to which no paraphrase has been
attached; so far as my knowledge goes, no paraphrased sentence
ever concludes with the phrase gfq g<hean:

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 Mahébhéashya
has merely commented on them, and supplemented and cor-

~e ~“e

=9
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rected the statements contained in them, by his own original
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 Pipini’s grammar, it is
natural that Patanjali, in such words as gqzfy, ®TIFY, i,
A, ¢ #e reads’, ¢ ke teaches,” &c. should have referred to
Phnini, without being under the necessity of telling us that he
was citing or referring to Pdnpini. Moreover, I have had
occasion to state elsewhere that wherever reference is thus
made to Pénini, the context would show at once -and beyond
doubt that the subject of the verbs qzfy, ¥ &c. can be no
other than Péanini. But there remain very many verbs of this
kind for which it is impossible to supply the subject ‘ Panini’;
in all #kese cases the reference made is,so far as my own
observation goes, invariably to paraphrased semtences. 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=fg ; the paraphrased
sentence referred to follows immediately upon g3y ;

P. 500 g3af@; refers to a paraphrased sentence on the
same page ;

P. 664 g3afy; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 1, 1, 47;

P. 69z g33ie; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page;

P. 72z gx3fy; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 101;

P. 775 s3=fi; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I. 4, 14;

P. 864 qaafy; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VL. 1, 1;

” g3qrq ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 3, 59 ;

P. 88z qaxfy; to a paraphrased sentenceon P. I, 1, 72;

P. 9oz g3afg; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 11, 2, 35 ;

P. 994 :37fq; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 2, 35 ;

» T39(F ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35;

P. 1022 39T ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 2, 2;

P. 1065 gyafy; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 3;

P. 1172 g33fq; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 72;

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

P. 1395 g33fa ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 58;
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1415 T3%fy ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 23;
1466 T37f ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VII, 3, 54 ;
. 485 qafr ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. 1V, 3, 163
1565 37y ; to a paraphrased sentence on the next page;
1576 739f¥ ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 34;

1595 |raf¥safd; to a paraphrased sentence on P.VII,2,107;
. 1642 T3] ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 186.

WYY

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 /Zas
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 gqfssafq arEar: eg.
on page 75 & of the Benares Edn., or q35fq ®mrar& : ¢.g. on pages
1436 and 1514, the author of those sentences¥* is actually
spoken of by Patanjali as the Aché.rya, in the same way in
which Patanjali elsewhere speaks of the Achirya Panini.

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 Mahdbhashya, we ventured to assume
that those portions of the Mah&bhéshya which have been
furnished by him with paraphrase and comment, were not his
own. That assumption we tried to render probable by point-
ing out that the manner in which Patanjali in various passages
of his work has been paraphrasing and commenting, admits of
a reasonable explanation only when we assume that he was
commenting on and paraphrasing the words of another. We
then showed that the paraphrased portions of the Mahéabhashya
in style and language differ from the rest of that work as we

* Seeon P. VI, 1, 129; VI, 4, 104; and VI, 1, 12,
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might expect the works of two different authors to differ from
each other. And we finally pointed out that by the manner
in which he continually refers to and quotes the paraphrased
sentencesa and their author, Patanjali himself has clearly shown
to us that that author must be another than himself. Fortu-
nately we are not left without the means of ascertaining who
that author was. For since Patanjali, when e.g. quoting on .
P. I, 1, 34, a paraphrased sentence from the discussion on P.
VIII, 3, 13, incidentally, but obliged to be more explicit than
usual because only in the preceding line and for one and the
same purpose he had been quoting the Achérya Panini, has
told us that that paraphrased sentence is the Vérttikakéra’s, it
is clear that that author was called Virttikakira. And since
the same Patanjali, after having on P. III, 2, 118, in his usual
manner paraphrased a sentence, has in the sequel informed us
that that sentence is Kéatydyana’s, it is equally clear that the
name of that Virttikakéra 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 Varttikas;
and this conclusion furnishes us with a means, in my opinion
the onl/y means, of reconstructing from the text of the Mahi-
bhéshya, 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 z// the Vérttikas 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 Katydyana any
statement unless it be accompanied by a paraphrase* In

* If in accordance with this principle we examine the passages
from the Mahé&bhéashya quoted by 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 KatyAyana 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 Virttikas of KatyAyana. I have found it
convenient to employ throughout the preceding investigation
the word paraphrase, but it would have been. more correct to.
say that frequently Patanjali does not paraphrase but literally
repeats the words of the Varttika which he happens to make
use of. If I might venture to give a reason for his doing so,.
I would say that Patanjali adopted that practice in. order to.
apprise us of the fact that he was giving us not his own argu-
ments But those of Kétyliyana; 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 Virttikas from our MSS., and conse-
quently from the only complete edition of ther Mahébhashya
which has been published up to the present. One example
will suffice to prove this.

his Panini, we find that Prof. Goldstiicker has correctly termed Vérttikas.
8= on P. L, 2, 6 (note 141); FATTZRA° on P. VII, 1, 26 (note:
142) 5 FUSTATHE" on P. VIII, 4, 45, (note 143); aT Tft‘r?;g onP. IV, 2,
129 (note 152). On the other hand, the statements ARG FF FHeH
on P, VI, 1, 150 (note 145) ; ST&{AZA g~ on P. VI, 1, 147 (note 147);
WSAMGTErAMATT 7° on P. VII, 3, 69 (note 148) ; T=q~arq° 37 ° on P.
IV, 2, 129 (note 152); which also have been termed Varttikas by Prof.
Goldstiicker and other scholars, are no Vérttikas, but are Patanjali’s,
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On pages 149 @ and & of the Lithog. Benares Edn., we read
as follows :—

f waiw | o Jon | FeiT g AT |
c e . TIAEIAT WRIgAR FAeEl ...
T aat 4@ A e ] . ., . AEee @4-

TSRy TR | . . . . RESTIEE T rRee

T R oAt . . . L | SREsiEas | aa-
S Tt T a9 |

According to what I have said in the preceding, this passage
would seem to contain only fwo Virttikas, viz. aa¥: §91¢ and
mmﬂ'ﬁ"{. for apparently only these two statements have
been paraphrased by Patanjali. A comparison of other Virt-
tikas of Kétyayana (on P. I, 1, 21, 39, &c.) would make us
feel inclined to read the first of these Vérttikas gist% s
=1y, and we would willingly recognize Varttikas also in g s1r-
FET> &1 Jq> BT and Rd=ardifA°, 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 :— -

ﬁirm\rmlwﬁa#am?m Y | FOT: FIQ

TRIT | . . . . . T ARRSW AREGIS  T0-
sl .. . . . &S ARTAE A AAE ...

ARIOER SRRy | e | .. G-
TREA | FAITRE T A qRAA A L.

TAITEATTHN | qegart @ | Fwirden ||

Here we find that the first Varttika is really read as we
expected that it should be read, qRr=T FES: g1, and
we perceive at once that the first word g#&istiy has been omitted
in the Benares edition because it was preceded by the same
word &= in f&F qAwTY. We further see from the figure
R after #1F and wffAy that the words g&r =mi af¥ Sg and sTEY-
ST FEATASL]AY have to be read twice ; and the words



( 29 )

frd=rfifr 7 we find actually written twice. Such being thc
case, the result of our enquiry tells us that g ¥F ¥ ST, HET-
gforerdt SRRy, and fd=ATfT 7 which we. were in-

clined to regard as Varttikas, are Varttikas, omitted in the
Benares edition, or in the MSS. from which it has been prepar-
ed, because the paraphrases by which those Varttikas are
followed commence with identically the same words. And
having found it proved in this manner, that at least three of
the four statements which we were inclined to regard as Vartti- .
kas, are Virttikas, we shall not I trust be accused of rashness
when we venture to assume that also the fourth of those state-
ments, §F STTRTCAIT HNATGAR, is really a Varttika, omitted
also in the photo-lithograph copy, because the writer forgot
to write the figure R after the word syrigegde¥. The Vartti-
kas which the above passage contains, are therefore not two,

but six:
1. IS FEOIT: ToN.

2. TF SAERHT MRETES.
3. &3 A AR 3N,

4 AR FRTASTRIAY.
5. AT .

6. FAHTEATANA,

In a similar manner Varttikas have disappeared on page
1624 of the Benares edition, on page 1688, 1698, 1735, 1775,
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.

II.

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 Kétydyana’s Vérttikas.
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 Mahébhdshya. I shall choose
for the purpose first the 7th Ahnika of the first Pada, which
treats of Panini’s rules I 1, 45—55. After having pointed out
the Varttikas which occur in the discussion of each rule, I shall,
in as few words as possible, point out their tendency, and
shall show (in italics) what Patanjali’s views are in regard to
them, or whether he has raised any points of discussion re-
garding the rules of Panini, which have not been noticed by
Katylyana; 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 Virttikas by Kaiyata, Nigojibhatta or Bhattojidikshita
(in his Sabdakaustubha), and shall also state what Varttikas or
other remarks from the Mah#ébhashya the editors of the
Calcutta edition of Pénini 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 Pada to a similar examination.

P.1, 1, 45— a‘!ramn{-ll

Varttikas :
(¢) CTTCOTENTAT ATFAET &0 LORA: ||
(8) FoteaT ARER: ||
() RuFRRRRNFETE TIF ISHTEETEe |}

(a) and (4) state the objections to which the two possible
interpretations of Panini’s rule would be liable ; () 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 Virttikas,
nor any remarks of Patanjali’s.
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P.1, 1, 46— et 2fE ||

Varttikas :
(a) RN TR ||

(5) TCaafE@Af Jurarger ||
() A2 g sewfa a=e |
(d) ATG=ANAT TITAATANASEIAT: ||

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

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

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

Note.—The Calcutta edition gives the Vérttikas

(@) and (¢), but states in the words ¥ff sreay
that (¢) is a remark of Patanjali’s.

P. 1, 1, 47— (=Y semeas: ||
Varttikas :
(a) RATATSTAIT: AT ||
() sreegAl ASTRITFE ARSI ||
(c) swfSmr=aty ||
(d) 3T HESTTETITATTETCTET: ||
() TR  JTTTN T TS IR R I -
SR |l
(/) g TR Ay ||
(@ 7 FfecgwworEr ||

(a) states the object of Panini’s rule.
(4) and (¢) correct that rule.*
Patanjali refutes (c).

* The Virttika (c) presupposes another etymology of A{f¥ than the
one given in Unédisatra IV. 70.
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(d—f) consider the question whether the augment ( g7) 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 Kétydyana and supports the conclu-
sion at which he has arrived by an argument of his own.

Note—(b) isquoted by Patanjali on P. 1, 1, 7
( aeredm | srreg g @ ) 5 (8) is called
a Varttika by Bhattojidikshita ; (¢) and (¢) by
Négojibhatta. The Calcutta edition gives
only the Vérttikas (&) and (¢), the former
incorrectly. The Nyaya which it quotes is
identical in purpose with remarks made by
Patanjali.

P.1, 1, 48— Q9 FweEamey ||

Vérttikas:

(a) T A=t FavEATeraw |
(8) ﬁﬁmrﬁﬁaﬁmﬁl;ll

(0 fgas: e ||

(@) FErErwGEEEE |1*

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

* The short substitute for ¥ is g because § forms a larger portion
of  than ay, The word 3{a¥A: of Patanjali’s gloss can in my opinion
only mean ‘less in number.” Onecalls a village a Brdhmin-village,
although some of its inhabitants belong to other castes, because the
number of Bréhmins who livein it, is greater than the number of in-
habitants belonging to other castes. For a different interpretation, see
Ind. Stud. X111, p. 333, note. :



( 33 )
P. 1, 1, 40—t TragET ||

Varttikas :
(o) SfreaTAETET AEw ||
(8) mwmﬁcaﬁm' Lyl

(e)wmwmmll
(@) ARrer ar gt wReT |

Patanjali annotates on the term eQARAM.

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

(8) 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 (¢) 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 Paribhdshd [iczanrreaiyar yafea, with
which Paribhishd he considers it to be identical in meaning.

Note—(c) and (d) are called VArttikas by
Néagojibhatta.—The Calcutta Edn. gives

only the Paribhashé fAfizmmracariwar sufea.
P. I, 1, so—€qrsaTan: ||
Virttikas :
(a) TR CFERRARRI AT aﬁma'ta-
T SACART = A ||
(5) TTAsACAAMEAAR gaeAAaR: (|
) Gl A ||
(d) a7 ||
(& I ar ||
(f) TTEREEH T |
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(g) TMHATTAREE @A |
(k) StFaCaATET T ||

(/) FAFATETHATARH o RIS il
() STy IAFAMIAY ||

() TorITEIIERY T |

(m) T {;ora!ﬁm@-' a&wa’-"r st I
(n) T a1 KAV T mﬁmn

(0) qar%mwmu

() T aﬁam'r—'arw ARSI AR e |1
() ETAW AT TECHLTICAA ||

() TAANACRY ST EqA sTOTEET ||

(s) R g

Patanjali gives an example for Pdnini’s rule which does not
result from any other rule, and which therefore proves that the
rule is necessary; he shows why eI, which we vead in the
preceding rule, has been repeated here; and why Pdnini has
employed the superliative ST=Tan.

(@) shows why Panini 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 eATASATAN o7 qTASTACAR:, both
readings being possible when the vules 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. I, 1, 3).

Patanjali, when commenting on (8), brings forward another
objection in addition to the one raised in the Virttika.
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(/) suggests a correction of Panini's rule, which cerrection
(g) 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
rule be nevertheless adopted, it is liable to the objections stated
in (7), (#), and (/).

Patanjali refutes these three objections.

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

Patanjali shows, by giving an additional rveason, that such
a rule is not required.

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

(7) raises an objection to Péanini's rule, regarding the sub-
stitute for g7 + s1; (5) refutes that objection.

Note—(!) is called a Varttika by Néagojibhatta ;
(0), (), and (g) are called Virttikas by
Bhattojidikshita. The Calcutta Edn. gives
no Varttikas; the Paribhéishid quoted is
taken from Patanjali’s remarks.

P.1, 1, 51—STOTIC: ||
Varttikas :

() TCLTCATTRAATTAACHR ITIARY AT ||
(6) T T TS & T A AgTTTRCAOAAIS: ||
() (ﬂzgw?r Tt
(@) SRYr TIT T FARANY TRAARY: ||
() SIr=MRY = |l
(f) TR TEET |
(¢) NTATTLMNAOAQ AR T=aAmaaT: ||
() ST Qe IR AR

qeEeaet T |
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() gaTR deurCe AR TRy ||

(#) TR R A A T ITg ey s -
PSS TR f¥ 7 ||

(2) and (4) 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 Panini should
have said merely &% Tq¥: (7. . IUFT WT:) instead of
(/) 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 (&—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 fivst
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
Virttikas by Négojibhatta. The Calcutta
Edn. gives the four Varttikas (/—g), the last
of them incorrectly.

P. 1, 1, s2—3Ta s~ ||
Varttikas:
(a) TABSALYR TN AFTEEATTHE: ||
(4 gaTar Hﬁﬂ'ﬂ'ﬂ%‘ I
() AR 7 ||

Patanjali discusses the question whether 51&%: is a genitive
qftalz_'/_'yz'ng RAE™, or a nominative (plural) qualifying the
4deta. .

* Patanjali in " his remarks quotes a Varttika on P, VIII, 4, 31 which
he paraphrases in the usual manner. '
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(a—c) show the correct way of applying Pénini’s rule.
Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives no Varttikas.
p. I: I, 53_@.5 “
Varttika :
(2) TAFT T FEAFTANETARITEERT: ||
(a) shows why ama€ is not substituted for the final only, in

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

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

Note—The Virttika is given inaccurately in
the Calcutta Edn.

P.1, 1, 54—3T3: & ||

Varttika :
(6) ARSI  [CHATRRISTT AT AN -

yregatea: ||

(@) a remark regarding the scope of this rule and of the next.
Note.—~The Calcutta Edn. does not give the

Vérttika.
P. 1, 1, ss—sTaa@rfeareaae ||
No Varttika.

Patanjali shows that (g, since it would otherwise be super-
Suous, indicates the existence of the Paribhishd -

& qRY, and he states that that Paribhdshé renders two Vdrt-
tikas (on 111, 1, 94 and I, 1, 20) unnecessary.

Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives the Paribhsha.
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; 6;25;36;39; 65; 68; 72; and 75.
P.1, 1, i—gfg= |
Varttikas :
(¢) doYTIC: SR ||
(4) TATAT WETAAT 4T S | |
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@) AR ||

(e) AT zﬁﬁ‘«ﬁfﬁg Il
(f) dwrdEEy ||

(g) 3TTHA:]|
() @7 avi|

(/) Fq FTARY FATAATAIHT FAACTHAATIN~
@i ||

(#) g g Fermsar ||

() @wT graff ARETweeae ||

(m) AT W{m& a‘irrrrtrg;: I

(n) THEAE F FTEAACHAR: ||

(o) STHTEA ARHCH Famra ||

Patanjali justifies the 5 of sni!{ ke discusses the question
whether sﬁi means every S, T, and S, or only those whick
are taught in grammayr by the term gfg.

(a¢) and (4) demand a Samjnadhikéra, and (¢) demands
besides that it should be stated distinctly what is meant to
be the Samjn, whether gRg or s, (d—#) refute (a—).

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

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

(m) and (n) refute the possible objection that Panini should
have said geqr®y in this and the next rule

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

(0) states why Pénini has affixed q to s,

Patanjali does not approve of the Virttika, and gives another
reason for the g.
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Note—(a) and (&) are called Varttikas by Kai-
yata; (7), (&), (/), and (o) by Bhattojidik-
shita. The Calcutta Edn. gives the
Varttikas (2), (c), and (o), the last incor-
rectly ; it also gives as a Varttika wgqedreR
qorgigEs ga:, but this is a remark of Pa-
tanjali’s by which he introduces the Véarttika
(m).

p. Ir I, 6_Wa‘( “
Varttikas :
() RfiEAt=s=RATTagerifiaTT sgar -
TERE reAIEAfasy: ||
¢) frARE ¥ TF=TFA7 ||

(@) and (&) show that #hfi§4t may be omitted from Panini’s
rule.
Patanjali states that TZ is likewise unnecessary.
Note—The Calcutta Edn. quotes part of (a)
but states that it is a remark of Patanjali’s.

P.1, 1, 25—=@ 7 ||
No Varttika.
Patanjali shows that either the fq of I, 1, 23 or the Tfg of
Shis rule may be omitted. ‘
Note.—The Calcutta Edn. ascribes the remark
e erawee &c., correctly to Patanjali.

P.1, 1, 36—3(=a¢ afeArmeEsaTEA: ||

Vérttikas :

(a) ITEATTIRORAAS aRATA Faerd ||
(6) 7 ar qrEmgTwE ||
(c) T foer e ||

(2) suggests a correction of Panini’s rule, which correction
(4) shows to be unnecessary.

Patanjali adopts the correction proposed in (a) and rejects
therefore the word Iogegry from Pdnind's rule.
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Patanjali gives the additional rule sgtifa T=wveaq.
(c) suggests an additional rule.

Note.—(d) is called Varttika by Kaiyata and Bhat-
tojidikshita. Bhattojidikshita also calls syg-
Ofy gwrsqq 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 Vérttika by Kaiyata.
(c) is given as a Varttika in the Calcutta
Edn., but inaccurately.

P. 1, 1, 39—Fasrea: ||
Varttikas :
(a) FEASTAYTRTQRTCTHIA: ||
(8) =gt ar ||
(¢) TaT éﬁmmﬁrﬁrﬁﬁﬂaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁll
(@) AT geret grammoTEe ||
(e) A FEl: ||
(f) SgTIEAtRTIE AR ||
(g) TOTE AT feEr ||
(/) ¥TTH (Faeare ||
(k) T K T TAR AMXTEE ||
() e ghaY: sl ||
(m) TR ||
(n) SRR ||
) vigﬁmmm CiEcicdll

(¢) AFREAREERTISE qaAEEE ||
(¢) ThgEs RIS ||

Patanjali states the objections to which the two possible
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interpretations of Pinini’s rule would be liable and shows that
both interpretations nevertheless ave admissible,

(@) suggests a correction of Panini’s rule, which correction
is improved on in () ; (¢) states that the corrections suggested
in (2) and (4) are unnecessary as soon as the Samnipita-
paribhashi is adopted; (d—7) give examples for that Pari-
bhéshd, and (4—¢) enumerate exceptional cases in which the
Paribhasha must not be applied.

Patanjali shows that the examples for the Paribhishd which
have been given by Kitydyana can be formed without that
Paribhishd, but shows by giving three different examples
that the Paribhdshi must be adopted nevertheless.

Note—(d) and (%) are called Virttikas by
Nagojibhatta in his Paribhashendu$ekhara.
The Calcutta Edn. gives () and (4), and the
Paribhéshé contained in ().

P. 11, 65—&'@'@]’5‘1’\& IHT ||

Virttikas :
(2) VIYTERTAAHLOTAA (A T AT ||
(6) SFEARTTRIEHA AR SSSERTTaT-
afaare ||
(c) TRTTHARIHRCTEAE Tat ||
(@) FERINITESIIY ||
(e) T IrA swrsA ||
(f) ¥ I sarEer |
(¢) STNSTATEAlSTIN@ aT ||
(k) SAFARHATTATCEEH_ ||

It might appear as if Panini’s rule should either be restrict-
ed (a); or altered (g). In reality it is quite correct ().
(%) shows, by quoting a Paribhash4, how (z) cannot be refuted ;
and (c—f) give examples for the Paribhasha cited in (4).

* MS, of 1. O. reads 317 Srdrs:qraey | 37 Srirsaqraed=gq°.
F
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Patanjali objects to all the examples given in (c—f) and
rejects therefore the Paribhishd cited in (5).
Note—(g) is called Vérttika by Nagojibhatta.—
The Calcutta Edn. gives (), and the Paribhé-
shé contained in (8).

P. I, 1, 68—% & IegeqrIrsqE T ||

Vérttikas :

(2) TERTATACH  FASTEHATAANST:  SATIRAIICT

eFETaaT ||
(3) T AT TRYARY G ATETEERACEAY: ||
(c) TREIOEAIETIFE  axTAaTe ||
(d) AT YeoraarATaTa: e ||
() FE=RRraToN Fearard=y ||
(f) RerEmaaTer 5 s ||
(o) Freraiaa=Teda Temad ||
() e T Ao T A ||

Patanjali shows that &I conveys the sense conveyed by the
Paribhdshd su}qﬁ:gar AU RER, and renders that Paribhlshé
unnecessary.

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

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

(e—*%) give additional rules.

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

Note—The Calcutta Edn. gives the Virttikas
(e—#), and (inaccurately) Patanjali’s remark
on (%). It also cites the Paribhsha mentioned
by Patanjali. '

P.1, 1, 72—39 Ar@g=aex ||
Varttikas :

(e) A7 AT %geﬁmﬁai e rEg: ||
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wmgﬁamn%wﬁﬁmn
¢ grTETEAEd afwy: ||
(d ) IfroTEoTae ||
(¢) FTCHEAA: Wﬂl@%‘tﬂ'ﬁmﬁ‘[ll
(p R 7 == |

(b FRT RS

() Ieefard wEEmiRaEer ||t

k) g |1}

() TEARY TeTfREETy ||}

(m) ATRATIEERTE T 9 Ry |)¢
(n) RfE: ""

(o) ToaT 3o ||

() T 7 ||

(¢) TadAERR FrH ll'"

(») gEAIRTIERAAT S9geT ||
(s) Fg Ry ||
() afzaft degran: ||H

(%) R “§§

* MS. of 1. O. TQiTT FITAAFAAT FIAHAFENLT THAT-
_t MS. of L. O. 399z seramfemres X s,

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

MS.

§ MS. of 1. O. syqAmIfrefEsrest & 9wy X sratsrny Il

I MS of I. O. Rf¥ Rfersrevt = sxqiory.  Bhattojid. reads Rf¥:.
T MS. of L. O. ydftarenadr afndt R TRIrTY
** MS. of I. O. gEaldfRFs=nqt ITILE R T,
tt MS. of L. O. waAHRmRaEaaaTi R THITL.
11 MS. of 1. O. 3Gt F&qrAn: R THATH.
§§ MS. of 1. O. wawtersr: } THATH.
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(v) SRR 77 F AgeTeeA 7 |
() FRARERRFEATETT FageRy 11
(x) TR FERwEgge aaEd It
(y) TgATEAEATITER a7 ||}
(2) gw&w@gﬁaﬁﬂgﬁgﬁmm né
(e2) SRR TR 7 ||
(46) TosEet 7 gaw ||
(cc) THTAROT AISTHAT: ||
(dd) TR ||

Patanjali shows, by giving the proper meaning of AR, that
Pinini’s rule is not too widely applicable, and that it need not
be changed to Y qETAfaTY:—

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

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

Patanjali rejects (v) ; ke says that Pinini’s rule is sufficient,
or even preferable, if the statement AIATART AAATTIRATH
qveaT, /imited again by the other statement sHATERTRRONTY
AMIFAT AATRA | qEA(IT ARSTA(4, be adopted.

(dd) corrects Pénini’s rule.

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

 MS. of L. O. i FEgqeraTyat AandY .

1 MS. of 1. O. reads this twice.

§ MS. of 1. O. gaRmiyTRaRI=gEgTaes THIY.

| MS. of 1. O. iRRpIaIg At = X &7y,

4 Should be read twice in Benares edition and I. O, MS,
~#* The Benares edition omits 3[HESY after “qegal,
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Note— (p) is called a Varttika by Kaiyata; (a),
(g), (%), (v—s), (bb) and (cc) are called
Varttikas by Négojibhatta, and (a—d), (%),
(i), ({—z), and (dd), by Bhattojidikshita;
Bhattoji also calls sy@arvi&a a Varttika.
The Calcutta Edn. gives, not always cor-
rectly, (¢), (d), (e), (f), (A), (7), (n—¢) and
(2).—Of the Paribhashas cited in it, (6) is a
Varttika (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— A= 7 ||
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 out
in Patanjali’s discussions on 20 of Panini’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 Véarttikas 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 Vérttikas of Kétyfiyana, is fur-
nished by the fact that whenever Kétyfiyanain such words as 3% or I ar
refers to another of his Varttikas, the Vérttika so instanced or referred
to is invariably to be found in the Mahdbhéshya. 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 the rest of the Mahébhashya. 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 Vérttikas in the above, no less than 48 have
actually been termed Vérttikas or ascribed to Kétyfiyana the
Virttikakdra, 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 Vérttika
has, with two exceptions, never been applied to any of those
remarks which I have considered as Patanjali’s ; and as regards .
those two exceptions, I feel no hesitation in saying that
Bhattojidikshita has been in error; for both the statements
which he terms Varttikas, SR Fvhesqe on P.1, 1, 36, and
SRAFART AR gwwsasg on P. I, 1, 72, end with the
phrase gfy g=weqqg which is foreign to the style of Katydyana,*
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
Mahabhéshya, as it has been handed down to us, between the

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

* Setting aside those cases in which Patanjali is commenting on
Virttikas, we find in the Mahibh8shya on P. I, 1, altogether only
9 statements which end with gwrsg: or gfir gegq. Of these, three, on P. I,
1, 36; 72; and 75 have been given already above. The remaining ones
occuron P. I, 1, 1; 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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Virttikas of Katyiyana and the 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
Katyadyana, we now recur to the question which led to this
enquiry, the question as to the nature and the object of
Katyayana’s Varttikas, and of the work of Patanjali; and we
may hope to answer that question the more readily and
satisfactorily because we already have shown in the case of 20
of Panini’s rules, chosen at random, what is the tendency of
Katyfyana's Varttikas in regard to them, and what the relation
of Patanjali in regard to those Vérttikas on the one hand and
to the Sitras of Panini on the other. We begin with the
Varttikas of Kéatyayana.

It is true that the Varttikas are not a commentary on the
rules of Pénini’s grammar, and that it was not Katydyana's
intention to explain the meaning and the import of those rules,
as they have been explained, e.g. by the author of the Kasika
Vritti. But it is in my opinion equally true that Katyayana,
in composing his Varttikas, did nof propose to himself the
task of finding fault with Pénini; for he justifies the rules of
his predecessor as often as he finds fault with them. So far
from calling KatySyana an unfair antagonist of Pénini, I
would rather claim for him the title of a follower and judicious-
admirer of P#nini, 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-
dons the rules propounded by him, only when no other course
is left open. It is true, Katydyana states the objects of some
of Panini’s rules in order to show that those objects are attained
without those rules, and that the latter may therefore be dis-
pensed with,—but he also explains to us the object and the
purport of other rules in order either to show that those rules
are not too widely applicable, or to obviate the objection that
they are unnecessary. He states the objections to which the
possible interpretations of a particular rule would be liable,
but he 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 Pénini’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 Pénini’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 Panini 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 TRy, as
recorded by Nagojibhatta, g3 S TTREETHAATHRCH AT,
The Varttikas consider whether anything has been omitted in
the Sftras that should have been stated, and whether there is
in them anything that is supcrfluous, 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 Sdtras 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 Mahabhﬁshya 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-
tyyana’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 Panini 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
would not appear to be in use, has not laid himself open to
just censure.t If, moreover, we are promised some trans-
cendent benefit from the study of 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.} Itis also fair
matter for discussion whether the name chosen for the science
taught by Panini is altogether appropriate and unobjectionable.§
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And finally, when we are told that P#nini 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 Vérttikas as
he has done. The work which first brought the Sdtras 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 @// 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 Vhrttikas 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 Mahé&bhéshya 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 Katyfyana, no student of the Mahdbhashya 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 Mahébhishya has been composed for the
justification of Pénini. 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

* gfEwarary |
AFAHRONI | R
IR WA TARAGARF AT garAegaaT: |
MFeTaRMfeTE AT FedTAAT Sferey: ||
+ To use two terms which have been employed, e.g. by Bhattojidik-
shita on P. I, 1, 10, the Calcutta editors have given us the Pirvapaksha-
vérttikas, but they have omitted the SiddAdnta-varttikas.
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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 Kétydyana only objects
to the words ¥i3¥r of that rule, Patanjali proves the whole
rule to be superfluous; and that while Katyéyana defends P. I,
1, 36 from an objection, his defence is not accepted, and
Pénini’s rule altered, by Patanjali. I have also shown that
Patanjali declares the gf§ 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 Katyéyana, in the sense ordinarily ascribed
to it, altogether. Similarly, while Katyadyana thinks it right
to defend P. I, 1, 8 from a possible objection, Patanjali rejects
the word g@ from that rule; and while Kétydyana on P. I, 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. [, 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. I, 1, 62 that either the geqzreq of
the preceding rule or the first gegg of I, 1, 62 may be omitted.
Such a proceeding cannot be called justifying Panini.

The Mahébhashya is in the first instance a commentary on
Kdtyiyana’s Vérttikas. This must be evident from all I have
had occasion to state in the first part of this enquiry, and this
too is the view entertained by the native grammarians. Punya-
rija informs us that Patanjali composed his work grftssar-
TRFIC:HTY, and Jinendrabuddhi, when commenting on the
word yrsy in the introductory verse of the Késiké-vritti, tells us
distinctly syreqt smverasoftaTt qrFarai TassRIOia

But Patanjali did not rest satisfied with being a mere com-
mentator. Having started as a commentator, he became a
follower and imitator of the man whose work he was explain-
ing. He unreservedly adopted Katydyana’s method of dis-
cussing the Sdtras of Panini, and like most imitators carried
that method to extremes. Finding that KatyAyana had left
unnoticed certain Sfitras 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 %ad been discussed by him, he thought it necessary to
do what had been left undone by his master. On the other
band, not approving of the way in which certain objections
had been met by Katyayana, or finding that the objec-
tions refuted by the latter admitted of different refutations, he
either substituted his own refutations for those of Katylyana,
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
Pénini’s rules which had been stated by Katyayana, but which
the latter had been unable to refute, or by which to prove the
uselessness of corrections or additional rules which Katyayana
had thought fit to adopt, he employed those arguments to
refute those objections, corrections, and additional rules, and
in doing so he refuted the Véarttikas of KéatyAyana. On the
other hand, there are not wanting instances in which he proved
his superior skill by showing that KatyAyana had done wrong
in defending PAnini, and by supporting the very objection
which Katydyana had laboured to refute. If by adopting 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 Katyayana’s,
and that Pénini has suffered more at 4:s hands than at those
of the Varttikakara.*

* Where there is a difference of opinion between P#nini and Kétyé-
yana, or between KltyAyana and Patanjali, or between all the three,
the native grammarians attach a higher value to the views of KétyAyana
than to those of Pénini, and a higher value again to those of Patanjali than
to those either of Katydyana or of PAnini. 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 Ackdryadeéiya (Ind. Stud. X111,



( 53 )

The object which Kétydyana 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 Achirya, understanding by Ackdrya
Kétyfyana. Prof. Bhindarkar had referred it likewise to Patanjali, but
had understood it to mean ‘Achérya the younger.” Prof. Weber, without
actually refuting these two interpretations, is apparently inclined to take
the word, in accordance with P#gini’s rules, in the sense of ‘an unac-
complished teacher,” and he disposes of the objection that Kaiyata, who
uses the word Achiryadeéiya, would not have called Patanjali an unac-
complished teacher, by stating, that since Kaiyata once has placed the
Virttikakira even above the Sttrakéra, 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
Panini, Kitviyana, and Patanjali. For when commenting on a passage
of the Mahébhéshya on P. I, 1, 29, Kaiyata lays down the well-known
maxim TRAEFTTTEY TAPYY. * the later the Muni, the greater his autho-
rity ;> Kétyiyana is a higher authority than Pénini, and Patanjali a higher
authority than KétyAyana or Pénini.

The word Ackdryade$iya does mean ‘an unaccomplished teacher,” and
it is opposed to Ackdrya; but it is not synonymous with Patanjali, nor
does the word Achdrya necessarily denote Khtyfyana. Those who are
acquainted with the method followed in the Mahdbhashya, 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 Siddkdnta. And in
these cases it is cystomary with the commentators to consider those views
which are partly correct and partly incorrect, as views of an Achdryadetiya,
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
Katydyana, 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 Vérttikas 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

Achdrya, 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 Siddhdntyckade$in and Siddhintin. Where Patanjali
leads up to a Vdrttika which is finally adopted by him, by stating a view
which is only partly correct, the view to which he thus gives expression,
is the view of an Achdryades$iya, and the view taken in the Vérttika
that of the zichdrya. But where the two views, as happens to be the case
not unfrequently, are b0tk propounded by Patanjali, Patanjali himself
is both the Ackdryadesiya and also the Achdrya. When commenting on
the Vérttika qgsmq{° on P. I, 1, 72, Patanjali raises the question
whether the word g of that Vért. is an instance for qgpferI¢ or a@ﬁg’qﬁ

in the preceding Vart. qm‘ﬁlﬂlm?(). In the words oy Hﬁ'ﬁrf‘qmﬁ' TRAT
ATEATA° he first states the view that it is an instance for qEyfiEre; but that
view he afterwards abandons in favour of the correct view that qg is an
instance for . In this case there is no question between a view
of Patanjali’s and one of Kétyfyana’s; both views are propounded by
Patanjali. And yet Négojibhatta contrasts the two views with each
other, by calling the view first stated that of the Ackdryadediya. Itis the
view of an Achéryadesiya, becauseitis partly correct and partlyincorrect ;
9< is an instance for the Varttika q@ﬁmﬁ°, but it is an instance for the
term awﬁn,ﬁ of that Vérttika, and no# for gqeTfirRIX. See also for a
similar example Kaiyata on P. IV, 1, 162.

* The question on P. I, 1, 12 is, whether in the words 3T STraaaT —
Argrigrayiafy (on page 79a of the Benares Edition) Pantanjali is giving
his own arguments or is commenting on the three Varttikas FoTgrR2ATaT |
TR || AT ATt ar Il omitted in the MSS. (#13 )-
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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 Bkdshyakara, in short, is not a Vrittikéra,
and the functions of both are carefully kept separate by the
commentators. When Patanjali on P. I, 1, 4 asks why Péanini
has employed the terms qrq and sindyigay 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 w3 greareqmraniyTgH-
& 7 SRAYATTE FANeH T F AN QUIEAra egareceng=arg:, and Na-
gojibhatta justifies Kaiyata's remark by adding Y TR -
AT FIRTATCEATIAT T ATRTCEASAA ST HAN | T AT I A-
sAsrery: | And when Patanjali on P. I, 1, 57 asks why Pénini -
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 syq: would seem to be excluded from Panini’s
rule, Kaiyata again considers the occasion worthy of remark
and tells us that the question has been raised (not to explain
Pépini’s rule, but) to show that for some of the Pratyuda-
harapnas which are given in the commentaries, the term sy
would be unnecessary (‘qritfr TegTECN RrfARresFafaraET-
i g3y = ¥ fRfufa.’), and Nagojibhatta again appends to
Kaiyata’s remark the explanatory statement gegerecemf¥R=ar
PRAFRRIOTGIET 7 g ATSAFEr Sq o€ qrawta. When on P. 1, 1,
5o Patanjali asks for an example of that rule, Kaiyata shows
thereason for that question by saying wframarorr-adoe fagffr
ww:; and when Patanjali on I, 1, 56 enquires why Panini has
employed the term e4rfiy instead of saying merely eqvit,
Kaiyata informs us of the real import of Patanjali’s question
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by stating PIAvfr IRAT RIS TUT FRFAE A17:. - Nowhere
does Patanjali explain Pénini for the simple purpose of explan-
ation, but like a second Varttikakara, 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
Katyayana 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 Katylyana as an unfair antagonist of
Panini, and to speak of Patanjali as »efuting the Vérttikas of

- Katyéyana, or justifying Panini.



APPENDIX.

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