STUDIES IN THE PALI GRAMMARIANS

Buddhaghosa’s References to Grammar and Grammarians
Introduction

1t is not known when and under what circumstances a distinct
Buddhist grammatical literature devoted to the description of the language
of the Pali canon originated. It is reasonable to assume that, throughout
the development of the Buddhist tradition, basic knowledge of the mor-
phology and vocabulary of the canonical language was handed down in
some form or another, even though it may never have been based upon
any distinct grammatical tradition. The Niddesa, with its strings of
glosses and morphological substitute forms may be considered an early
instance of the level of sophistication of such basic knowledge.

Strange as it may seem, there is no indication at all in the extant
atthakathas and tikas that the commentators knew of any Pali grammar
prior to the well-known grammar ascribed to Kaccayana.! This would
indicate that Kaccayana’s grammar may well have been the first recorded
instance of a Pali grammar. Although it is not known precisely when it
was written, it is no doubt late. Perhaps it dates from the 7th—=8th
century A.D. since it is not referred to in any of the atthakathas except
for Ap-a, a fairly late commentary.? It is there ascribed to Kaccayana
along with the Mahanirutti and Nett.3

R.O. Franke, who devoted a study — to the best of my
knowledge the only one in existence — to the history and criticism of the

1For the nature of this grammar cf. Franke, Gramm., pp. 14-20 and Norman, Pali
Literature p. 163.

2Cf. Norman, op. cit. pp. 146-147.
3Cf. Ap-a 491,20,
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indigenous Pali grammar and lexicography, claimed that certain of the
grammatical terms found in the commentaries ascribed to Buddhaghosa
reflected an old Pali grammatical system.* This claim is questionable since
the available evidence can hardly be said to justify the assumption of a
full-fledged system of Pali grammar before Kaccayana. Apart from the
fact that Buddhaghosa invariably uses a peculiar terminology for denoting
the individual case relations, and that he uses the term bhavanapumsaka’
to denote the adverb, there is hardly a single grammatical term of any
importance found in Buddhaghosa’s works that does not have a parallel in
Sanskrit grammatical terminology.

Franke® assumed that the following verse which is often quoted
by the Pali grammarians originally belonged to a Pali grammar antedating
Buddhaghosa:

paccattam upayogam ca karanam sampaddniyam
nisakkam samivacanam bhummam alapanatthamam.”

4Cf. Franke, op. cit. pp. 3-5.

5This term is not mentioned among the terms quoted by Franke, op. cit. pp. 3-4.
Aggavamsa has devoted a whole paragraph to it in the Saddaniti [cf. Sadd 717,15
foll.] because, as he says, it is the designation that is used in the scriptures
(s@sane vohdro) in contrast to the term kiriyavisesana [= sa. kriyav iSesana)
which is used in grammar (saddasatthe). The meaning of this peculiar term is
probably “a term in the neuter that qualifies a verbal action”. The term bhdva is
borrowed from Sanskrit grammar.

50p. cit. p. 4.

TCf. e.g. Riip 116,20; Sadd 60,32. In the context of the case terminology it is

interesting to note that the term for the vocative, alapanam, is used in the same
sense in the Niddesa section of the Vinaya [cf. Vin III 73,33]. Unfortunately we
are not in a position to trace the other terms back to the canon. It therefore
remains uncertain when and under what circumstances they came to be an
integral part of the exegetical and grammatical terminology of the Pili.
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On the contrary, according to Buddhapiya’s Riip-t8 it is quoted
from the Mahanirutti which, from the available evidence, appears to be an
old commentary on Kacc.? The verse was probably conceived by the
author of the Mahinirutti as a summary of the terminology used in the
atthakathas.

There is therefore no reason to believe that the few grammatical
terms that have no parallel in Sanskrit grammatical terminology reflect an
old system of Pali grammar. They probably represent part of a
terminology that originated with the attempt to establish a canonical
exegesis. Buddhaghosa and subsequent generations of Theravada scholars
no doubt continued to use this peculiar terminology because it had
become an inseparable part of the Theravada heritage.

An instance of such canonical exegesis is found in the verse that
Buddhaghosa invariably quotes in connection with his interpretation of
the canonical stereotypes “ekam samayam” and “tena samayena’:

tam tam attham apekkhitva bhummena karanena ca
afifatra samayo vutto upayogena so idha 1i.10

With regard to this or that motive [the word] “samaya”
is used elsewhere [in the Pali] in the locative and the
instrumental. In this context, however, it is used in
the accusative.

8Cf. Riip-t Be 1965 127,25.

9An analysis of the available fragments of Mahanirutti will be treated in Studies
in the Pali Grammarians 11.

10CE, Sv 33,27-28; Ps 1 9,31-32; Spk I 11,32-33; Mp 1 13,25-26. In order to make
the verse fit the context, Buddhaghosa quotes it in a slightly edited version in his
comment on “ekena samayena” in Sp 108,13-14.
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Whenever Buddhaghosa quotes this verse, it is followed by a
grammatical quotation which he ascribes to the poranas. In Buddhaghosa
this normally means the atthakathécariyas:

porand pana vannayanti: “tasmim samaye ti va, tena
samayend ti va, tam samayan ti va abhilapamattabhedo
esa. sabbattha bhummam eva attho” ti.11

The old ones, moreover, make the comment that
“tasmim samaye”, or “tena samayena’, or “tam
samayam” is merely a difference of expression. In all
[three] cases the sense is nothing but locative.

This prose fragment is the only instance of a grammatical
reference in Buddhaghosa where he expressly ascribes views on points of
grammar to the atthakathicariyas. This would seem to support the
conclusion that the peculiar case terminology was in use in the lost
atthakathas. But this, of course, cannot be taken as an indication of the
existence of a complete system of Pali grammar. The verse and the prose
fragment are clearly context-bound in the sense that they specifically deal
with the interpretation of certain irregularities of canonical usage.

The fact that Buddhaghosa makes extensive use of this
seemingly archaic terminology contrasts with the fact that his
grammatical terminology in general consists of Pali translations of
Sanskrit technical terms. The Samantapasadika, which may be considered
representative of Buddhaghosa’s grammatical vocabulary,!2 contains

1CE, Sv 33,29-31; Ps 1 10,1-3; Spk 112,1-3; Mp I 13,27-29; Sp 108,15-17.
12¢f, Sp VIII f{indexes]. For unknown reasons the terms bhava and
bhavalakkhana [e.g. at Sp 108,1] are not recorded in the indexes. The terms
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among others the following important technical terms: accantasamyoga =
sa. atyantasamyoga [cf. Pan I1 1 29], adesa = sa. ddesa [cf. Pan 1 1 56],
itthambhiitakkhyana = sa. itthambhutdkhyana [cf. Pan I 4 90],
itthambhiitalakkhana = sa. itthambhitalaksana [cf. Pan 113 21], upapada
[ts.; cf. Pan 112 19 and passim], upasagga = sa. upasarga [cf. Pan 1 459
and passim], nipata [ts; cf. Pan I 1 14 and passim], nimitta [=
nimittasaptam; ts.; cf. Maha-bh ad Pan I 3 36),!3 bhava [ts.; cf. Pan 1 2
21 and passim], bhavalakkhana = sa. bhavalaksana [cf. Pan IT 337), linga
[ts.; cf. Pan 114 26}, lopa [ts.; cf. Pan 11 60], viparinama [ts.], viparyaya
[= vipallasa) = sa. viparya(—-G-)ya, vibhatti = sa. vibhakti.

Examples such as these show clearly that Buddhaghosa’s
grammatical vocabulary was largely made up of terms derived from
Sanskrit grammar with the addition of a few terms which we may deduce
were in use in the atthakathas, the historical background and
development of which remain unknown.

In several instances, however, Buddhaghosa explicitly refers his
readers to grammar (saddasattha = sa. Sabda$astra) or grammarians
(saddalakkhanavidii,"* saddavidii, akkharacintaka) for information about
points of grammar that will justify his own grammatical analyses of the

accantasamyoga and nimitta (v. s.v. nimittattha) have erroneously been omitted
from the index of grammatical terms. They are found, however, in the index of
words and subjects.

13]¢ js interesting that Vjb [Be 1960 57,26-27] on Sp 189,25 (nimittasthe) quotes a
Pali version of a Sanskrit verse which is quoted in Maha-bh ad Pan II 3 36 as an
illustration of nimittasaptami.

1The actual meaning of this term is “those who know the rules of grammar”,
i.e. grammarians. “saddalakkhana” stands for grammar in Buddhaghosa’s works;
cf. the usage of Sabda and laksana in Sanskrit grammar; v. Renou, V ocabulaire s.
vv,
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Pili. This gives rise to the rather interesting problem of trying to identify
the grammatical source or sources to which Buddhaghosa refers.

In the following analysis a number of such references found in
Buddhaghosa’s works will be addressed. Since there is uncertainty about
the actual authorship of some of the works ascribed to Buddhaghosa, the
analysis has been limited to those works for which the authorship is
beyond doubt: Visuddhimagga [Vism], Samantapasadika [Sp], and the
commentaries on the agamas: Sumangavilasini [Sv], Papaficasudani [Ps],
Saratthappakasini [Spk], and Manorathapiirani [Mpl.13 Sp is especially
rich in grammatical references, but the other commentaries also contain
interesting material. In a few instances grammatical statements where
Buddhaghosa does not explicitly refer to grammar have been analysed.
Such instances are included here either because of their general interest or
because they belong to the same set of problems which Buddhaghosa
analyses in similar contexts with reference to grammar or grammarians.

The sources to which Buddhaghosa refers have in almost every
instance been identified as Paninian grammar, and although the present
study does not claim to be exhaustive, it should certainly present
sufficient evidence of the pervasive influence of Sanskrit grammar on
Buddhaghosa’s grammatical analyses. It would thus seem that a
reconsideration of the role of Sanskrit in the formation and history of the
Pili grammatical literature is necessary. This will be addressed further in
the conclusion.

Visuddhimagga

1 [Vism 8,2-6]

I5For an analysis of the works ascribed to Buddhaghosa, v. Norman, Pali
Literature pp. 120-130.
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In the first example from Visuddhimagga, Buddhaghosa
comments upon the meaning of the word “sila” as it is defined by the
grammarians (saddalakkhanavidii), in contrast to those “etymologists”
who derive the word from “siras” (head) and “sitala” (cool).1

ken’ atthena silan ti. silanatthena stlam. kim idam
silanam nama. samadhanam va: kayakammadinam
susilyavasena avippakinnata ti attho; upadharanam va:
kusalanam dhammanam patitthanavasena [so read with
v.1.] adharabhdvo ti attho. etad eva b’ ettha [v.1. hi
ettha) atthadvayam saddalakkhanavidii anujananti. !’

In what sense is it virtue ? It is virtue in the sense of
discipline. What does discipline mean ? It means either
composure (samddhanam), that is, the quality of not
being scattered because the acts of the body, etc., are
well disciplined, or supporting (upadharanam), that is,
being a support due to its being the basis of good
dhammas. These two are the only meanings which the
grammarians admit in this case.

The grammarians to which Buddhaghosa refers here cannot
without further evidence be identified with any particular grammatical
school. But we are probably justified in assuming that they belong to
Panini’s school since the two meanings which Buddhaghosa ascribes to
sil are identical with those recorded in the collection of roots which is

16Ct.: anifie pana “sirattho silattho sitalattho silattho” ti evamadind nayen’ ev’
ettha attham vannayanti, Vism 8,8-10. This is probably a reference to
Vimuttimagga. For a translation of the passage in question see The Path of
Freedom p. 8.

17Qu. Patis-a 15,30-35.
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traditionally ascribed to the Paninians. Cf. sa-Dhatup I 556: sila
samadhau and sa-Dhatup X 332: sila upadharane.!8

2 [Vism 210,21-28]

This interesting passage is part of the paragraph where
Buddhaghosa brings the canonical “etymologies” of the word “bhagavan”
into focus. After closing the first section of the paragraph with a
reference to the Niddesa for detailed information on the method of
analysing (naya) its various derivations and meanings,!® he continues by
quoting a verse that exemplifies an alternative method of analysing (aparo
nayo) the word “bhagavan’:

bhagyava bhaggava yutto bhagehi ca vibhattava
bhattava vantagamano bhavesu bhagava tato ti.

Before he continues discussing each of these “etymologies”,
Buddhaghosa presents a concise description of the rules of derivation
upon which they are based.20 He writes:

tattha, vannagamo vannavipariyayo ti adikam nirutti-
lakkhanam gahetva, saddanayena va pisodaradipak-
khepalakkhanam gahetva, yasma lokiyalokuttara-
sukhabhinibbattakam danasiladiparappattam bhagyam

18 Cf. Sadd 434,30 foll; 435,7 foll; 564,25.

19Cf, Vism 210,19 and Nidd I 142,25 foll.

20Buddhaghosa and other commentators often refer to or quote Vism on this
verse for detailed information on its analysis; cf. Sp 123,13 foll.; Sv 34,10; Ps I
10,15; Spk I 12,16; Mp I 14,13; Ud-a 24,21; It-a 1 6,15; Pj I 107,27 foll.; II 444.8;
Patis-a 532,12; only Nidd-a I 264,7 foll. elaborates on Buddhaghosa’s analysis; cf.
note 23 infra.
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assa atthi, tasmda bhagyava ti vattabbe bhagava ti
vuccatl ti Adtabbam.

In this case it should be known — either by adopting
the rule of etymology (niruttilakkhanam) which runs:
“letter insertion, letter metathesis”, etc., or by
adopting, according to the method of grammar
(saddanayena), the rule that consists in interpolating
[the word in question] in [the word class] beginning
with “pisodara™®! — that since he is blessed with
having been perfected with regard to charity and
morality, etc., which gives rise to mundane and trans-
mundane happiness, he is called “bhagavan”, although
[in actuality] he ought to be called “bhagyavan”.

In this passage Buddhaghosa quotes the beginning of a Pali
version of the first pada of a Sanskrit verse summarizing five principles
of etymological analysis, in order to identify the scope of the rule of
etymology (niruttilakkhanam). The Sanskrit version is found in Kasika ad
Pan VI 3 10922

21Cf, Dhammapala’s commentary: ddikan ti adisaddena vannavikaro, vannalopo,
dhatuatthena niyojanaf ca ti imam tividham lakkhanam sanganhati. saddanayena
ti byakarananayena. pisodaradinam sadddnam Gkatiganabhavato vuttam piso ...

pe ... gahetva ti pakkhipanam eva lakkhanam. tappariyapannatikaranam hi
pakkhipanam [Vism-mht Be 1960 1 253,16-20]. Cf. also Vism-mht Be 1960 II
252,3-4: vannagamaviparyayavikaravinasadhdtuatthavisesayogehi paficavidhassa
niruttilakkhanassa vasena, and see next.

22The original Sanskrit version was identified by H.C. Warren; cf. Vism (ed.
HOS) p. 173,30.
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vamagamo vamaviparyayas ca dvau caparau vama-
vikaranasau dhdatos tadarthatisayena yogas tad ucyate
padicavidham niruktam.

Letter insertion, letter metathesis, and the following
two, namely, letter modification and letter elision,

[plus] connecting the root with a meaning surpassing
its [own] meaning — these are called the five ways of
etymological analysis.23

2The first complete Pali version of this verse is, to the best of my knowledge,
found in Upasena’s commentary on the Niddesa, which often refers to, or
quotes, Buddhaghosa’s Vism. The passage where the verse occurs is nothing but
an elaborate version of the present section of Vism. It is important because it
illustrates how the various principles of etymological analysis were applied to
Pali words. Cp. Nidd-a I 264,7-265,3:

vannagamo, vannaviparyayo,

dve capare vannavikarandsa,
dhatunam atthatisayena yogo,

tad uccate paficavidham niruttan ti

evam vuttaniruttilakkhanam gahetva padasiddhi veditabba. tattha:

“nakkhattaraja-r-iva tarakanan” [=Ja V 148,9; Pj 11 146,6] ti ettha rakaragamo

viya avijjamdnassa akkharassa agamo vanndgamo nama. himsand himso ti
vattabbe siho ti viya vijjamanakkharanam hetthupariyavasena parivattanam
vannavipariy@yo nama. “navacchidake dane diyati” [= Ja 11 288,13 (cf. v.1L.)] ¢i
ettha akarassa ekarapajjanata viya akkharassa aftflakkharapajjanatd vannavikaro

nama. jivanassa miito jivanamiito ti vattabbe jimiito ti vakaranakaranam vindso
asajja mam tvam vadasi kumara” [=Ja1V 47,12} ti ettha pakubbamano-padassa
abhibhavamano ti atthapatipadanam viya tattha tattha yathdyogam
visesatthayogo dhatiinam atthatisayena yogo nama. evam niruttilakkhanam
gahetva, saddanayena va pisodaradipakkhepalakkhanam gahetva yasma
lokiyalokuttarasuk habhinibbattakam danasiladiparappattam bhagyam assa atthi,
tasma bhagyava ti vattabbe bhagava ti vuccati ti iatabbam. The verse is quoted
in Ap-a 102,17-18 (incomplete version), a comparatively late commentary, and is
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The grammatical method (saddanaya) consists in analysing the
word “bhagavan” as if it were a member of the class of word forms
(akrtigana)** belonging to the ganapdtha “prsodaradi”, to which Panini
refers in Pan VI 3 109: “prsodaradini” yathopadistam: [the elision,
insertion and modification of letters that are observed in such cases as]
“prsodara”, etc., follows the way in which they are stated [by the experts
in etymology].

There is clearly no absolute contrast between the two methods
since the words that are members of the ganapdtha are subject to much
the same rules of derivation as those defined in the verse quoted by the
Kasika and Buddhaghosa.2’ The reason why they are contrasted in this
case is probably the fact that “etymology” as such is not within the
scope of Paninian grammar, but belongs to a separate branch of
grammatical Sastra.

It is not possible to identify the source from which
Buddhaghosa quotes, nor are we in a position to decide whether he him-
self is responsible for translating the Sanskrit original into Pali, or
whether he was simply adopting an already existing Pali version. It is
highly unlikely that he should have quoted the verse from the Kasika
since this important commentary is generally supposed to have been
written in the 7th century A.D. All we can safely say is that

often quoted by the Pali grammarians; cf. e.g. Riip 277,13-16; Mogg-p 29,5-8 [cf.
Mogg-p 29,9 foll. and Mogg-pd pp. 38-39 ad loc.]; Sadd 877,9-11.

24The dkrtigana is by definition an open list of words to which other words
undergoing the same operations may be added. Cf. Renou, Vocabulaire and
DSGs.wv.

25Cf. Ka$ ad Pan VI 3 109: prsodaraprakarani sabdariipani, yesu lopagama-
varnavikarah S$astrena na vihitah dr§yante ca, tani yathopadistani sadhiini
bhavanti. yani yani yathopadistani, Sistair uccaritani prayuktani, tani
tathaivanigantavyani; cf. also Maha-bh ad loc.
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Buddhaghosa and the authors of the Kasika were conversant with ‘a
grammatical tradition where the verse was somehow attached to this
specific Panini sttra as part of its commentary. Pataiijali does nc')t. quote
the verse ad loc., but this, of course, does not exclude the possibility that
it belongs to a grammatical tradition antedating Patafijali. ‘

In any case, it clearly appears from Buddhaghosa’s concise
description of the two methods that he was assuming that his readers
would easily be able to identify the full scope of the analytical principles
involved, on the basis of a summary reference.

3 [Vism 310,18-22]

In this example Buddhaghosa discusses briefly the etymology of
the word satta (= sa. sattva) as it occurs in the passage (= Patis II 130,26
foll.: sabbe sattd averd abydpajjhd ... attdnam parihantu, etc.) upon which
he is commenting. First he quotes S III 190,2-626 where the word is
defined in terms of a human being who is attached to (satta = sa. sakta)
and clings to (visatta = sa. visakta) the khandhas. He continues:

riilhisaddena pana vitaragesu pi ayam voharo vattati
yeva, vilivamaye pi vijanivisese talavantavoharo viya.
akkharacintakd pana attham avicaretva namamattam
etan ti icchanti. ye pi attham vicarenti te sattayogena
[so read for Ee satvayogena) sattd ti icchanti.?’

However, because it is a conventional term (ritlhi-
sadda), this designation also applies to those who are

%y7ipe kho Radha yo chando yo rago y nandi ya tanhd tatra satto tatra visatto
tasma satto ti vuccati. vedanaya saRfidya sankharesu vififiane yo chando yo rago
ya nandi ya tanhd tatra satto tatra visatto tasma satto ti vuccati ti.

27Qu. Patis-a 604,36-38 and 57,20-22.
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without desire, just as the word “palm fan” {t@lavanta
= sa. talavrnta) applies to a particular kind of fan, al-
though it is made of split bamboo. But the
grammarians (akkharacintakd) maintain that it is a mere
name (ndmamattam) without considering its meaning.
Some people who take its meaning into consideration
maintain that beings are called “satt@” [ = sa. sattva,
mfn.] because they are possessed of “satta” [= sa.
sattva, n.], intelligence.

It is uncertain which grammarians Buddhaghosa refers to in this
context. The reference is too concise to enable us to trace it to any
specific grammatical work. What is important in this context is that he
contrasts the idea that the term as such can be derived {although it can be
applied in other meanings than the one which is supported by the
etymology] with the grammarians’ claim that it is a mere name for which
no etymology can be adduced. There is no reason to doubt that the origin
of this discussion is to be found in the Sanskrit grammatical tradition.
Unfortunately Dhammapala’s commentary does not offer any clue to
what Buddhaghosa’s sources might have been.

4 [Vism 423,23-25]

In this paragraph Buddhaghosa explains why the “eye of
knowledge” (Adanacakkhu) has the epithet “divine” (dibbam). He presents
inter alia the following two explanations followed by the remark that
they should be known according to grammar:
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alokapariggahena mahdjutikatta pi dibbam, tiro-
kuddadigatariipadassanena mahagatikatta pi dibbam.
tam sabbam saddasasthanusarena veditabbam.28

It is both “divine” because it is of great splendour
(mahdjutikatta) due to its possessing light, and
“divine” because it has an enormous range
(mahagatikatta) due to its seeing objects that are far
removed in space and the like. All this should be
known according to grammar.

As in the first example from Vism, Buddhaghosa’s commentary
deals with a question of semantics: the meaning of the root Vdiv. Since he
uses the terms mahdjutikatta and mahagatikatta in order to define the
meaning of the epithet “dibba”, one would assume that this grammatical
reference too is to sa-Dhatup where the two meanings juti (to light) and
gati (to move), among others, are ascribed to Vdiv. Cf. sa-Dhatup IV 1
divit: kridﬁvijigi;d’vyavahdradyutistutimodanamadasvapnakdntigati;u.
Dhammapila’s tika supports the assumption?”.

5 [Vism 518,27-32]

28An identical passage is found in Sp 163,79 ad Vin III 5,1: so dibbena.

Yeyam viharavijayicchavoharajutigatisankhatanam athanam vasena imassa
abhinfianassa dibbacakkhubhavasiddhito. saddavidii ca tesu eva atthesu divii-
saddam icchanti ti vuttam “tam sabbam saddasatthdnusarena veditabban” ti
[Vism-mht Be II 56,27-57,2 ad loc.]; cf. also mahajutikatta mahagatikattd ti
etesu “saddasatthanusarend” ti vuttam [Vijb Be 1960 51,27-28 ad Sp 163,7-9]; ke
ci pana jutigatiatthesu pi saddavidi divi-saddam icchanti ti mahdjutikattd
mahagatikana ti idam eva dvayam sandhdya vuttam. tasma “saddasatthanusarena
veditabban” ti idam dibbati jotayati ti dibbam [Sp-t Be 1903,10-12 ad Sp 163,79];
Sadd 475,24 foll.
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In this passage Buddhaghosa analyses the meaning of the suffix
—ta, when used in the compound “idappaccayat@’. He writes:

yatha vuttanam [i.e. in S II 25,17] etesam
Jaramaranddinam paccayato va paccayasamiihato va
idappaccayatd ti vutto. tatrdyam vacanattho: imesam
paccaya idappaccayd; idappaccaya eva idappaccayatd;
idappaccayanam va samitho idappaccayata. lakkhanam
pan’ ettha saddasatthato pariyesitabbam .0

The term “idappaccayat@’ is used either in terms of the
conditions of these, or in terms of the collection of
conditions of these, such as they have been explained
[above], namely, old age, death and the rest. The
meaning of the expression in this case is as follows:
“idappaccaya” means “conditions of these”;
“idappaccayat@”’ means “exclusively (eva) conditions of
these”. Or, “idappaccayatd” means “a collection of
conditions of these”. In these cases, moreover, the rule
should be sought in grammar.

The grammatical rules to which Buddhaghosa in this case asks
his reader to refer are two Panini siitras. The one which justifies the first
alternative is Pan V 4 27: devat tal: the suffix “ta@”, when attached to the
word “deva” [means “deva” as such].3! In order to make the delimitative
force of the suffix clear Buddhaghosa uses the particle “eva” to which
Indian grammar traditionally ascribes a delimitative and restrictive force
(avadhéra_mz).32 The second is Pan IV 2 [37+] 43: gramajanabandhu-

30This text is identical with Spk II 41,7 foll., g.v.

3 R
3;Cf. de.va.s‘abdat svarthe talpratyayo bhavati. deva eva devata [Ka$ ad loc].
On this term cf. Renou, Terminologie s.v.
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p-1]

sahdyebhyas tal: the suffix “1a”, when attached to the words “grama’”,
“jana”, “bandhu’, and “sahdya” [denotes “a collection thereof” (tasya
samithah = 37)].3% Dhammapala’s tika corroborates in both cases the
assumption of Paninian grammar as Buddhaghosa’s source with implicit
references to Kasika ad loc.3*

For purely doctrinal reasons Buddhaghosa does not refer his
reader to the well-known Panini siitra V 1 119 defining the other more
general function of the abstract suffixes “tva” and “ta@”: tasya bhave
vatalaw: the abstract suffixes “tva” and “t@” are used in the sense of the
essence or quality of the thing [denoted by the term to which the two
suffixes are attached]. But it is clear that there must have been some
Buddhist scholars who did actually interpret idappaccayata with reference
to this function of the suffix “ta”, because Buddhaghosa refers briefly to
their view, but only to refute it.35

6 [Vism 519,34-520,6]
In this section Buddhaghosa presents and rejects the

interpretation of some Buddhists who maintain that the term
“paticcasamuppada” denotes mere arising (uppadamattam), in the sense

33Cf.. gramadibhyah talpratyayo bhavati, tasya samithah ity etasmin visaye.
gramanam samithah gramatd, janatd, bandhita, sahayaia [Kas ad loc].

34Cf . idappaccayd eva idappaccayatd ti 1-saddena padam vaddhitam; na kifci
atthantaram;, yatha devo eva devatd ti. idappaccayanam va samiiho idappaccayaa
ti. samihattham td-saddam aha, yatha jananam samitho janata ti [Vism-mht Be
1960 II 228,19-22 = Spk-pt Be 1960 II 50,22-26; Be om. na kifici atthantaram and
reads samihattho td-saddo; and adds imam attham sandhdyaha lakkhanam ... pe

.. veditabban ti)). Vism-sn 1250,15-16 refers correctly to Pan IV 2 37 and 43,

but does not identify the other source, i.e. Pan V 4 27.

35Cf.: ye pi manfanti: idappacc@yam bhavo idappaccayatd, bhavo ca nma yo
akaro avijjadinam sankharddipatubhave hetu, so tasm im sankharavikare
paticcasamuppadasamaliia ti, tesam tam na yujjati, Vism 520,15-18.
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that it means arising dependently (paticca) and correctly so (samma), that
is, without reference to such causes as those which the heretics imagine,
namely, Primordial Matter (pakati), The Person (purisa) and the like.36

The final argument of the four which Buddhaghosa presents for
rejecting this idea is that it is not justified because according to their
interpretation the term “paticca” becomes semantically disjointed from
the rest of the compound and is therefore virtually meaningless
(saddabhedato).3" The argument is developed in the following paragraph.
Buddhaghosa does not explicitly refer to grammar in this instance, but the
nature and importance of the argument are such that it would seem
natural to include it among his grammatical references. He writes:

saddabhedato ti paticcasaddo ca pan’ ayam samane
kattari pubbakale payujjamano atthasiddhikaro hoti.
seyyathidam: “cakkhuf ca paticca riipe ca uppajjati
cakkhuvinfianan™ [= S 11 72,4) ti. idha pana bhava-
sadhanena uppddasaddena saddhim payujjamano

36_Cf.: kf'ci pana paticca samma ca titthiyaparikappitapakatipurisddi-
kar@amrapekkho uppado paticcasamuppddo ti evam uppadamattam
paticcasamuppado ti vadanti, Vism 518,33-35. It is not clear to whom
Buddhaghosa refers. The emphasis is on arising as such without particular
reference to its causes and conditions provided that heretical ideas of causes
sth as the prakrti of Samkhya, etc., are excluded. Could it be that Buddhaghos’a
briefly presents the view of SthaviraVasuvarma, which is referred to in
Yasubandhu’s Abhidharmakos$a as follows: ahetunityahetuvadapratisedhdrtham
ity a;:are [= Sthaviravasuvarma, Sphutartha ad loc.]. ndsati hetau bh[ivo bhavati,
na cénutpattimato nityat prakrtipurusddikat kificid wtpadyata iti, AkBhas 47,7-
8? Per.haps Vasuvarma interpreted “pratityasamutpdada” in the light of the otI;er
canonical explanation of arising “asmin satidam bhavati, asyotpadad idam
utpadyat.e", to which the quotation relates. In any case it has this generalised
fopn which appears to be the idea underlying the view which Buddhaghosa
5ict, ph
. Dhammapala’s tika: saddabhedato ti ing. Z i
b Be 1960 11230 30001 ti saddavindsato sadddyogato [Vism-
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samanassa kattu abhavato saddabhedam gacchati, na
ca kifAci attham sadhetl ti saddabhedato pi na
uppadamattam paticcasamuppado ti.

“Because of word disjunction”: again, when the word
“paticca”, provided that the agent is the same (samane
kattari), is used in the sense of [the action expressed by
the verb to which the absolutive suffix is added] being
anterior in time [to the action expressed by the finite
verb], it achieves its meaning (atthasiddhikaro). As,
for instance, [in the following sentence]: “After having
come into contact with the eye and the sense objects,
eye consciousness arises [= S I172,4]”. In the present
case, however, when [the word “paticca”] is used
together with the word “uppada” which is an action
noun (bhavasadhanena),38 it leads to word disjunction
since the agent is not the same, and so it does not
achieve any meaning at all. Therefore, also because of
word disjunction, paticcasamuppada is not mere
arising.

What is important for Buddhaghosa to point out in this
connection is that, in order for the term “paticcasamuppada” to be
meaningful, it is necessary for the two actions expressed by the
absolutive form “paticca” and the action noun “samuppada” to have the
same agent (karta). If this were not the case, there would be no
connection between them in terms of their having the same agent. To
illustrate this point Buddhaghosa quotes a well-known passage from
Samyuttanikaya where cakkhuviffiana, by implication, represents the

330n this technical term of grammar cf. Renou V ocabulaire and DSG swv.
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identical agent of the successive verbal actions expressed by “paticca’” and
“uppajati” 3% The opponent, however, generalizes the scope of meaning
of “paticcasamuppada” to such an extent that it becomes virtually
impossible to interpret it with reference to specific agents and specific
causes and conditions. Consequently, the action expressed by the term
“paticca” would not at all relate, by virtue of identity of agent, to the
action expressed by “uppada”.

In order to clarify this idea he makes an implicit reference to
Panini’s definition of the usage and meaning of the absolutive suffix
(ktva), which is found in Pan Il 4 21: samanakartrkayoh piirvakale:
[when two verbal actions] have the same agent [the absolutive suffix at-
tached to the verb expressing one action] is used in the sense of being
anterior in time [to the action expressed by the other verb].40

Buddhaghosa’s interpretation, of course, entails the obvious
paradox that in order for cakkhuviAfana to arise it must first be
dependent and thus already existent, which makes its arising illogical.
Perhaps the underlying intention of the opponent’s thesis was exactly to
avoid this paradox by emphasising the notion of origination, in which
case Buddhaghosa stands out as a conservative defender of what he
considered to be the correct Theravada tradition, while at the same time
adhering strictly to the original Paninian definition of the semantical
function of the absolutive suffix.

‘We know from a parallel discussion with grammarians recorded
in Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakos$a about the correct interpretation of
“paticcasamuppada”,*! that the Buddhists tried to avoid the unwanted

390n the paradox which this interpretation entails see the following.

40Cf.: samanah kartd yayoh dharvarthayos tatra piirvakale dhatvarthe
vartamandd dhatoh ktva pratyayo bhavati [Ka$ ad loc.].

A1Cf, the grammarians’ objection: na yukta esa paddrthah. kim karanam ? ekasya
hi kartur dvayoh kriyayoh pirvakalayam kriyayam ktvavidhir bhavati. tad
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implications, pointed out by the grammarians, of a strict Paninian in-
terpretation of “paticca”, by taking the absolutive suffix as indicating an
action that takes place simultaneously with the action expressed by the
action noun “samuppdada’”. For this interpretation they could refer to one
of Katyayana’s varttikas on Panini’s sitra, which allows for interpreting
“paticca” as expressing an action that is simultaneous with the action
expressed by “samuppada’.*?

We do not find any trace of this discussion in Buddhaghosa'’s
works, but it was well-known to subsequent generations of Pali
writers.43 Dhammapila, who was conversant with this discussion and
the relevant Sanskrit grammatical literature, as appears from his tika, is
evidently embarrassed by the implications of Buddhaghosa’s criticism and
tries to avoid them by claiming that Buddhaghosa only refers to Panini’s
definition of the usage of the absolutive suffix in general terms
(yebhuyyena), whereas in the present case the term “paticca” can only be
interpreted as expressing an action that is simultaneous with the action

expressed by “samuppada” *

yatha: snatva bhurkta iti. na cdsau piarvam utpadat kascid asti, yah
pratityottarakalam utpadyate. na cdpy akartrkdsti kriye i, AkBhis 454,14,
42Cf.: vyadaya svapitity upasamkhyanam apiirvakalarvat, vart. 5 ad loc. Vasu-
bandhu refers to this varttika in his reply to the grammarians: sahabhdve 'pi ca
ktvdsti dipam prapya tamo gatam; dsyam vyadaya Sete va, pascac cet kim na
samvrte, AkBhas 455,7-8. Cf. Vism-sn p. 1254,12: dipam prapya tamo vigacchati.
43Cf. the following passage from Mahanama'’s [first half of the sixth century
A.D.] commentary on Patis: nimittam patisankha fAidnam uppajjati [Patis II 63,34
35), kaman ca na pathamam janitva paccha fanam uppajjati; vohdravasena pana
“manafl ca paticca dhamme ca uppajjati manoviffianan” ti adini viya evam
vuccati. Saddasatthavidii 'pi ca “adiccam papunitva tamo vigacchari” ti adisu
viya samanakale ’pi imam padam icchanti [= Patis-a 567,12-16 ad loc.]; for the
reference to grammarians cf. the parallel passage from AkBhas quoted supra.
40f .+ samane kattari ti ekasmim yeva kattari uppajjanakiriydya yo kand, tasmim
yeva paccayanakiriyaya ca kattubhilte ti attho. yathd “nhatva bhufijati; bhutva
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It would be interesting to know whether Buddhaghosa relied on
Sanskrit sources for the elaborate discussion of “paticcasamuppada” in
Chapter 17 of Visuddhimagga, which from a doctrinal point of view is
one of the most complex sections of the work. It is not unlikely, but only
a detailed investigation of the chapter as a whole will make it possible to
reach a conclusion on this point.

The present context is sufficient to conclude that the references
to grammar and grammarians in Visuddhimagga clearly indicate that

sayati” ti. pubbakdle ti idaft ca tva-saddanam padanam yebhuyyena
purimakalakiriyaya dipanato vuttam. na idha paticcasaddassa purimakalatthana.
evah hi “cakkhum paticca” ti nidassanavacanam nidassitabbena samsandeyya.
atha va, kamafi ¢’ ettha ubhinnam kiriyanam samakalatd uppajjanakiriyaya
pubbe paccayanakiriydya asambhavato. tathd pi phalakiriyaya hetukiriya
purimakalo viya voharitum yuttda evam ettha hetuphalavavatthanam supakatam
hoti ti upacdrasiddham purimakalam gahetvd vuttam pubbakale ti.
atthasiddhikaro ti vakyatthapativiffiattikaro. paticcasamuppado ti hi ettha
vakyatthavabodho idha atthasiddhi ti adhippeto. payujjamano paticcasaddo
uppadasaddena vuccamanassa samanassa kattu abhavato ti padam anetva
Yojeiabbam. ayafl I ettha attho “cakkhufi ca paticca ripe ca uppajjati cakkhu-
vifiRanan’ ti disu paccayanakiriydya, uppajjanakiriydya ca vifhanam eva katta ti
samanakattujata labbhati. paticcasamuppado ti ettha pana uppadasaddassa
bhavasadhanat@ya kiriya va vuttd ti samanakattulakkhano saddappayogo na
sambhavati ti. tendha “saddabhedam gacchati” ti. apasaddappayogo hoti ti astho.
na ¢’ ettha pardparayogo [# Pan 11l 4 20] “appatva nadim pabbato, atikamma
pabbatam nadi” ti adisu viya; napi lakkhanahetuadipayogo “stham disva bhayam
hoti, ghatam pivitva balam jayate, ‘dhan’ ti katva dando patito” ti adisu viya. n’
ev’' ettha saddabhedo. na hi harthatale amalakam viya sabbaffieyyam
baccakkham katva thitdnam mahesinam vacane akkharacintakdnam vippaldpo
avasaram labhati. labhatu, vakyatthena saddasiddhito “nhatva gamanam, bhutva
sayanan” ti adisu viyda ti. evam pi na ca kifici attham sadheti. yadi pi paccekam
padattho labbhati, vakyatthe pana na yujjati, tasma dasadadimadivakyani viya
asambandhatthatdya niratthakam hoti ti adhippdyo [Vism-mht Be 1960 II
231,18-232,17 ad loc.]; cf. also ibid. p. 238,14: samanakale tava: andhakaram
nihantvara, udito "yam dipakaro ... keci pana “mukham byadaya sayati”, which
is an echo of the discussion in AkBhas, for which v. note 42 supra.
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Buddhaghosa was conversant with the Sanskrit grammatical traditior},
which in all likelihood is identical with Paninian grammar. This
conclusion is furthermore corroborated by the evidence found in the
atthakathas ascribed to Buddhaghosa. In the following a number of
re“ferences to grammar and grammarians found in these works will be

analysed.

Samantapisadika
1 [Sp 204,25-32 ad Vin ITI 13,5-6]

In the Vinaya passage which Buddhaghosa comments upon: na
tvam tata Sudinna kifici dukkhassa janasi i, it would seem natural to
con.strue na ... kifici janasi with dukkhassa, in the sense: “you, good
Sudinna, know nothing of misery”.45 This is apparently what he had in
mind, as is evident from the following paraphrase: tvam tata Sudinna
kifici appamattakam pi kalabhagam dukkhassa na janasi: “you, good
Sudinna, know nothing, i.e., not even the slightest fraction of a fraction,
of misery”. But in addition to this straightforward exegesis, he offers two
more complex alternative interpretations of the clause:

athava kifici dukkhena nanubhosi ti attho: karanatthe
samivacanam anubhavanatthe ca janand. athava kiAci
dukkham na sarasi ti attho: upayogatthe svami-
vacanam saranatthe ca janand. vikappadvaye pi
purimapadassa uttarapadena samanavibhattilopo

45This interpretation presupposes that kifici is used substantivally and is to be
construed with dukkhassa. 1t is, of course, also possible to construe kinci
adverbially, in which case dukkhassa has to be construed with jandsi in the sense
suggested by Buddhaghosa in the following.
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datthabbo. tam sabbam saddasatthdnusarena
Aatabbam.

Either the meaning is: “you do not suffer from any
misfortune”, the genitive (sdmivacanam) being used in
the sense of the instrumental (karanatthe) and v jAd in
the sense of “experiencing, suffering”
(anubhavanatthe), or the meaning is: “you do not
remember any misfortune”, the genitive being used in
the sense of the accusative (upayogatthe) and jAd in
the sense of “remembering, recalling” (saranatthe). In
either alternative (vikappadvaye), however, one should
take into consideration that the case morpheme which
the preceding word (purimapadassa = kifici) has in
common with the subsequent word (utterapadena =
dukkhassa) is elided (samanavibhattilopo). All this
should be known in accordance with grammar
(saddasatthdnusarena).

According to this interpretation, it is obvious that kidci
becomes difficult to construe unless it is assumed that it is in agreement
with dukkhassa. Buddhaghosa therefore postulates that kifici is actually in
agreement with dukkhassa, when it is assumed that kifici = kassaci be-
cause the genitive case morpheme which indicates the agreement has been
elided from kiAci.

It has not been possible to find any justification in traditional
Indian grammar for adding supposedly elided case morphemes in the way
suggested by Buddhaghosa, but the grammar which justifies his
interpretation of VjAd constructed with the genitive in the sense indicated
above can easily be identified. In both cases it is based on the application
of two Panini siitras. The first alternative is undoubtedly based on Pan II
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3 [50+] 51: jio *vidarthasya karane: the verb jfd, when not used in the
sense of “to know”, is constructed with the genitive in the sense of the
instrument karaka.*6 The second is based on the subsequent sutra Pan I
3 [50+] 52: adhigarthadayesam karmani: verbs, when used in the sense of
“remembering” {cf. sa-Dhatup 11 38] ... , are constructed with the
genitive in the sense of the object karaka*?

There is no reason to doubt that the grammar (saddasattha)
Buddhaghosa refers to is identical with Paninian grammar. But the
grammatical source which justifies samanavibhattilopo remains unknown.
If there were any identifiable grammatical tradition justifying
samanavibhattilopo in the way suggested by Buddhaghosa, it is unlikely
that an eminent scholar like Sariputta would have failed to identify it.
Under such circumstances the possibility cannot be excluded that it
represents Buddhaghosa’s own contribution to the grammatical analysis
of the Pali. Sariputta corroborates, however, the assumption of Paninian
grammar as Buddhaghosa’s main source through implicit references to
Kasika ad loc.48

460f. Ka§ ad loc.: janater avidarthasydjaandrthasya karane karake sasthi
vibhaktir bhavati: sarpiso janite, madhuno janite.

410f, Ka$ ad loc.: adhigarthah smarandrthah ... etesam karmani karake Sesatvena
vivaksite sasthi vibhaktir bhavati ... matuh smarati.

48Cf, Sariputta ad loc.: yada jandti-saddo bodhanattho na hoti, tada tassa payoge
“sappino janati, madhuno janar” ti adisu viya karanatthe sGmivacanam
saddasatthavidii icchanti ti @ha. “kifci ... pe... " ti. tendha: “karana-° ...pe ...”"
ti. ettha ca “kifici ... pe ... " ti kenaci dukkhena karanabhiitena visayam
nénubhosi ti evam attho veditabbo. “kiAci” ti etthdpi hi karanatthe
samivacanassa lopo kato. ten’ eva ca vakkhati “vikappa-° ... pe ... ” ti. yada
pana jandti-saddo saranattho hoti, tada saranatthanam dhatusaddanam payoge
matu sarati, pitu sarati, bhatu janasi ti adisu viya upayogatthe samivacanam
saddasatthavidii vadanti ti aha: “athava ... pe ... " 1i. kassaci dukkhassa
ananubhiitatta attand anubhiitam appamattakam pi dukkham pariyesamano pi
abhdvato yeva na sarati ti attho. “vikappadvaye pi”ti anubhavana-
saranatthavasena vutte dutiyatatiyavikappadvaye. “purimapadassad’ ti = kifict ti
padassa. “uttarapadena” ti dukkhassa ti padena. “samanavibhattilopo” ti
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2 [Sp 209,27-210,1 ad Vin III 16,5]

After having quoted the passage in question: atthi nama tata Sudinna
abhidosikam kummasam paribhufjissasi ti: “Is it possible, dear Sudinna,

that you are eating last evening’s barley-gruel ?”, Buddhaghosa
continues:

akkharacintakd pan’ ettha imam lakkhanam vadanti:
anokappand@marisanatthavasena etam atthi-nama-sadde
[so read for Ee atthi nama sadde] upapade
paribhufijissast ti anagatavacanam katam. tassdyam
attho: atthi nama — pe — paribhufjissasi ti idam
paccakkham pi aham na saddahami, na marisayami [s‘o
read with v.1. for Ee parisayami] ti.

In this case, moreover, the grammarians
(akkharacintaka), set forth the following rule
(lakkhanam): according to whether the meaning is that
something is not likely to take place, or is not to be
tolerated (anokappanamarisanatthavasena), the future
paribhufijissasi is employed, when the expression “is it
possible ?” is a sentence complement (atthi-ndma-
sadde upapade). The meaning of the [sentence] “Is it
possible... ?” is as follows: “I do not believe it, even
though it is evident, nor do I tolerate it”.

ut.tarapadenasarr.l&nassa samivacanassa lopo. kassaci dukkhassa ti vattabbe
Vl.kappadvaye pi purimapade samivacanassa lopam katva kifci dukkhassa ti
niddeso kato [Sp-t Be 1960 11 4,17-5,6).
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In this grammatical analysis, Buddhaghosa focuses on a
syntactical peculiarity of the sentence complement (upapada) “atthi”,
which systematically requires construction with the future tense,
whereas, from a semantical point of view, the implied tense in such a
context is to be interpreted as present.*? The grammarians mentioned by
Buddhaghosa in this case are undoubtedly identical with the Paninians

since the analysis is based on Pan I1I 3 [145+] 146: kimkilastyarthesu Irt:

the future (denoted Irt) is used when [the words] “how comes it?”
(kimkila) or [the words] meaning “is it possible?” (asti) [are syntactically
constructed with it, and the action is either not likely to take place, or not
to be tolerated].50

3 [Sp 288,12-15 ad Vin I 42,13-14]

katham hi nama so bhikkhave moghapuriso
sabbamattikamayam kutikam karissati [= Vin I
42,13-14] ti idam atitatthe anagatavacanam akdasi ti
vuttam hoti; tassa lakkhanam saddasatthato
pariyesitabbam.

With regard to the [sentence]: “How can it be, monks,
that this foolish man has made a hut out of nothing

49As noted by Sariputta in his comment, the usage of the future tense in a
construction like this is exclusively present in meaning. Cf. his commentary ad
loc.: anokappanamarisanatthavasend ti ettha anokappanam asaddahanam.
amarisanam asahanam. andgatavacanam andagatasaddappayoge. attho pana vas-
tamanakaliko va. tenaha “paccakkham pi” ti. na marisayami ti na visahami [ Sp-t
Be 1960 11 9,1-3].

S0Cf, Ka$ ad loc.: anavakiptyamarsayoh iti vartate. ... kimkildstyarthesu
upapadesu anavaklptyamarsayoh dhatoh Irt pratyayo bhavaii. ... asti nama
tatrabhavan vrsalam ydjayisyati. ... na Sraddadhe, na marsayami.
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mud ?”, it is explained that the future
(anagatavacanam) is used in the sense of the past
(atitatthe); the rule (lakkhanam) for this should be
sought in grammar (saddasatthato).

The intention of this note is to explain why the future is used in
preference to the tense required by the actual time [= past time] of the
action referred to. In the present case Buddhaghosa refers to Pan III 3
[142+] 144: kimvrtte linirtau: “the {inflections] of the potential mood
(lin) and the future (Irt) are used when [interrogative pronouns like] ‘kim’
occur [as a sentence complement, the meaning implied by the sentence
being that of ‘censure’]”.5!

One would have expected Buddhaghosa to refer to Pan III 3
[142+] 143: vibhasa kathami lin ca: the [inflections] of the potential
mood (lin) [as well as the inflections of the present tense (lat)] are
optionally used, when [the word] “katham” [is used as a sentence
complement, the meaning implied by the sentence being that of
“censure”].52 There are in fact quite a number of instances in the Vin
where “katham” is constructed with the potential mood, but they are not
commented upon by Buddhaghosa.53 It is possible, however, that he
reinterpreted the scope of Pan III 3 144 in order to find a grammatical
justification for the usage in the Pali, which in this case deviates from the
usage described by Panini. Sariputta’s commentary on this passage in Sp

S1Cf. Ka$ ad loc.: kimvrite upapade garhdyam gamyamandyam dhatoh linlrtau
pratyayau bhavatah. sarvalakdranam apavadah. lingrahanam lato ’pari-
grahdrtham.

52Cf. Ka§ ad loc.: kathami upapade garhayam gamyamandyam dhatoh lin

pratyayo bhavati, cakaral lat ca. vibhasagrahanam yathasvam kalavisaye
vihitanam abadhandrtham.

33Cf.: katham hi nama madiso samanam va brahmanam va vijite vasantam

haneyya va badheyya va pabbdjeyya va, Vin 111 44,15-17.
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shows that he identified the reference to saddasattha with Pan III 3
14454

4 [Sp 296,13-14 ad Vin Il 44,19]

Once again Buddhaghosa focuses on a question of semantics: the
meaning of Vpac. The term vipdcenti which he comments upon in this
case is found in the following passage: manussa ujjhayanti khiyanti
vipacenti: “alajjino ime samand sakyaputtiya ... ” [= Vin I1I 44,19 foll.].
He writes:

vipdcenti ti vittharikam karonti, sabbattha pattharanti;
ayan ca attho saddasatthdnusarena veditabbo.

“vipdcenti” means: they disseminate far and wide, they
report in detail everywhere. The meaning, moreover,
should be known according to grammar.

Grammar in this case is, as in the previous examples from
Vism, in all probability identical with sa-Dhatup. Cf. sa-Dhatup X 109:
paci vistaravacane.>>

54Cf, Sariputta ad loc.: saddasatthavidihi kimsaddayoge anagatavacanassa
icchitatta vuttam “tassa lakkhanam saddasatthato pariyesitabban” ti [Sp-t Be
1960 1I 117,14-16].

55Cf. Sadd 528,26: paci vitthare.
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5 [Sp 480,26-481,6 ad Vin III 88,2-4]

The problem which Buddhaghosa addresses this time is how to
interpret the past participle “bhasito” which occurs in the following
passage:

eso yeva kho avuso seyyo yo amhakam gihinam
afiflamafifassa uttarimanussadhammassa vanno
bhasito ti.

The best thing, friends, is if we speak to householders
in praise of one another’s superhuman properties.

It would seem natural in the present case to construe the
genitive “amhakam” [= the agent] with “bhdsito” used in the sense of the
present tense.”® If, however, it is interpreted according to the absolute
tense value of the past participle, and this is clearly how Buddhaghosa in-
terprets the form, it would seem to be in contradiction to the context in
which the enunciation occurs: the Vajji janapada is suffering from the
famine and the monks have difficulties in providing for themselves.
Therefore they decide to speak in praise of one another’s spiritual
attainments in order to ingratiate themselves with householders, hoping
that they, on those grounds, will provide for them. Since the context
makes it impossible to interpret “bhdsito” as referring to the past, Bud-
dhaghosa suggests complementing the sentence in such a way that the
intention becomes unambiguous. He writes:

S6Cf. Pan Il 3 67: ktasya ca vartamane: The past participle in -t [is constructed
with the genitive], when used in the sense of the present tense. Cf. also Pan III
2 187-188; Pan does not mention \/bh&,s among the roots the pp. of which may
be interpreted in the sense of the present tense. In Pili, however, this usage
seems to be extended to include other instances than those described by Panini.
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anagatasambandhe pana asati na etehi yo tasmim
khane bhasito "va yasma [CeBeSe so; Ee tasmal na
yujjati, tasma anagatasambandham katva yo evam
bhasito bhavissati so seyyo ti evam ettha attho ved-
itabbo. lakk hanam pana saddasatthato pariyesitabbam.

Since the [praise they] spoke at that moment would be
unjustified, if there were no connection [of bhasito =
pp. of \bhas] with the future tense (anagatasambandhe
pana asati), by formulating a connection with the
future tense, the meaning is in this case to be
understood as follows: “the best thing would be if we
spoke (bhasito bhavissati) in such and such a way”.
The rule, moreover, should be sought in grammar.

The rule to which Buddhaghosa refers here as a justification for
complementing the verbal form bhdsito with the future form bhavissati
[from Vbhi), is found in Pan I 4 1: dhatusambandhe pratyayah: affixes
are [valid in denoting a time other than the one for which they have been
specifically enjoined] when they are used for [establishing] a relation
between {the meanings of] the roots [in question].

The problem which Panini addresses in this siitra is that the us-
age of a particular suffix is generally restricted to the specific tense value
that is attached to it. For instance, according to Pan III 2 85 a word like
“agnistomayajin” has a past tense value. It denotes a person who already
has performed the agnistoma. But in a sentence like “agnistomaydjy asya
putro janitd@’: “he shall have a son who will perform the agnistoma”, a
word with a past tense value (“agnistomaydjin”) is construed with a word
that has a future tense value (“janita”). In such a case the future tense
value of janita takes precedence over the past tense value of
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agnistomaydjin, which thus assumes a future value. The same is the case
in a sentence like: krzah katah svo bhavita: “the mat will be made to-
morrow”. In this clause the future tense value of bhavita takes precedence
over the absolute tense value of the past participle krtah.5’

Here too, there is no reason for doubting that the grammar to
which Buddhaghosa refers his readers is identical with Paninian grammar.
Sariputta cannot have been in doubt since he quotes the siitra in question.
In addition he presents a slightly edited quotation from the Kasika.s8

6 [Sp 500,18-20 ad Vin III 95,3]

ukkhetito [= Vin III 95,3] ti idam ariyamaggena
uttasitatta ... svayam attho saddasatthatato
pariyesitabbo.

The expression “scared” [ukkhetito] is used because he
is scared of the Noble Path. ... The meaning is to be
sought in grammar.

Here Buddhaghosa is concerned with the meaning of ut + Vkhit.
In this case too, grammar is probably identical with sa-Dhatup. Cf. sa-

S7Cf. Kas ad loc.: dhatvarthanam sambandho viSesanavisesyabhavah. tasmin sati
ayathakalokta api pratyayah sadhavo bhavanti. ... krtah katah $vo bhaviia. ...
tatra bhiitah kalah bhavisyatkalena abhisambadhyamanah sadhur bhavati.
vifesanam gunatvad visesyakalam anurudhyate, tena viparyayo na bhavati.
38Ct.: “anagatasambandhe pana asati” ti bhasito bhavissati ti pathasesam katva
andgatasambandhe asati. bhasito ti atitavacanam katham andgatavacanena
sambandham upagacchati ti aha “lakkhanam pana saddasasthato pariyesitabban”
4. wdise hi thane “dhatusambandhe paccayd” [= Pan 111 4 1] ti imina lakkhanena
dhatvatthasambandhe asati ayathakalavihita pi paccaya sadhavo santi [+ Kas ad
Pan Il 4 1] ti saddasatthavidi vadanti [Sp-t Be 1960 II 278,21-26 ad loc.].
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Dhatup I 324: khit trdase. This assumption is corroborated by Sariputta’s
tika ad loc.%?

7 [Sp 584,16-21 ad Vin III 163,21,30]

It is not clear how we are to interpret Buddhaghosa’s reference
to grammar (saddalakkhanam) in this case. The two words he comments
upon (duttho doso) occur in the following passage: yo pana bhikkhu
bhikkhum duttho doso appatito ... anuddhamseyya: “whatever monk,
offended, indignantm, and ill-tempered, would defame a monk ... ” [=
Vin III 163,21-22]. The niddesa presents the following gloss on the two
words: duttho doso ti kupito anattamano anabhiraddho ahatacitto
khilajato [= Vin III 163,30-31], but this gloss obviously does not clarify
the question of how to construe them. The past participle duttho [from
\/du_s] presents no problem, but doso does. In this particular context it
can only be interpreted as an adjective which in meaning is related to, if
not synonymous with, durtho and derived from the same root.51 This,
apparently, is also the view of Buddhaghosa, who seems to interpret doso
as a derivative of the causative stem of Vdus:

“duttho doso” ti, dusito ¢’ eva ditsako ca, uppanne hi
dose puggalo tena dosena disito hoti: pakatibhdvam

39Ct.: khitasaddam saddasatthavidii uttasatthe pathanii ti Gha “svayam attho

saddasatthatato pariyesitabbo™ ti [Sp-t Be 1960 II 290,19-20]; Sadd 352,11: khita
uttrasane.

60The translation is tentative. It is obvious from the context that corrupted and
corrupting are too strong; doso is probably used epexegetically of durtho in

order to show that is does not mean corrupted, but rather indignant and upset,
which the context would seem to support.

61In Pali dosa normally occurs as a noun. This passage is the only recorded
instance in the canon where it would seem necessary to interpret dosa as an
adjective.
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Jjahapito, tasma duttho ti vuccati. paraft ca diseti
vinaseti, tasma doso ti vuccati. iti duttho doso ti.
ekasss’ ev' etam puggalassa dassitam [v.l
nidassanam], tena vuttam duttho doso ti disito ¢’ eva

disako ca fi. tattha saddalakk hanam pariyesitabbam.

“Offended, offending”, that is, “one who is both
offended and one who offends (ditsito ¢’ eva diisako
ca)”. Because (hi), when an offence has taken place
(uppanne dose), a person is offended on account of this
offence, that is, he is shocked (pakatibhavam jahapito),
therefore he is called “offended”. And because he
causes another [person] to be offended and frustrated
therefore he is called “offending”. Hence (iti) [the
words] “offended, offending”. This is used as an
illustration of a single person according to the
difference in his behaviour (@karananattena). Therefore
it is said [above]: “offended, offending”, that is, “one
who is both offended and one who offends”. One
should consult grammar (saddalakkhanam) on this
point.

The question is whether Buddhaghosa actually wants his reader
to refer to grammar for information on the derivation and meaning of
duttha and doso. It is clear that his purpose is to show that the two terms
are mutually opposed, in the sense that one (duttha) is intransitive
(kammasadhana), whereas the other (doso) is transitive (kattusadhana),
which, of course, is reflected in their respective meanings. This is also
the way in which Sariputta understands Buddhaghosa. But in addition he
points out that the reason why Buddhaghosa says that a person who is
diisito is one who is shocked, is because Vdus is read {in the Dhatupatha}
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in the sense of alteration (vikatiyam pathitatta).52 This remark seems to
point to the fact that we are dealing with yet another reference to sa-
Dhatup, which in view of the other references to sa-Dhatup is likely to
be true. In that case it must be a reference to sa-Dhatup IV 76: dusa
vaikrtye.

8 [Sp 770,33-37 ad Vin IV 38,2-3]

The last instance of explicit reference to grammar in
Buddhaghosa’s Samantapasadika is presumably also to sa-Dhatup. In this
case it is to the meaning of the root ut + Vjhe (= sa. Ydhya). The passage
in which the form occurs presents no problem; it represents one of the
stereotypes that are often met with in the Nikayas.

ujjhapenti [= Vin IV 38,2-3; this reading is recorded as
a variant by the ct., which reads wjjhayanti]; Dabbam
Mallaputtam bhikkhit ujjhayanti ... tam dyasmantam
tehi bhikkhiihi avajanapenti avafifidya olokapenti la-
makato va cintdpenti ti attho. lakkhanam pan’ ettha
saddasatthanusarena veditabbam.

The definition (lakkhanam) is this time found in sa-Dhatup I
957: dhyai cintayam. The identification is, if Sariputta is correct,
confirmed by his explicit reference to the Dhatupatha, with the remark

2Cf. diisito ti dutthasaddassa kammasadhanatam dasseti. disayati param
vinaseti ti didsako; imina dusayati ti doso ti dosasaddassa kattusadhanata vutta.
“pakatibhavam jahapito” ti dusasaddassa vikatiyam pathitatta vuttam [Sp-t Be
1960 11 347,15-18 ad loc.].
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that, since verbal roots have multiple meanings, the root \jhe has also
the meaning of “looking down upon”.63

Sumangalavilasini
1[Sv43,13-15ad D12,9]

In this short passage Buddhaghosa comments upon the
expression “acchariyam avuso”. The subject matter is the etymology of
the word acchariya. First he presents the grammatical derivation
(saddanaya) which he subsequently contrasts with the etymological
derivation presented by the Atthakathas (atthakathanaya). The saddanaya
is explained in this way:

tattha andhassa pabbatdrohanam viya niccam na hoti ti
acchariyam. ayam tava saddanayo.%*

In this case acchariyam means something unusual (na

. niccam), like for instance a blind man who goes
mountain climbing. This, in the first place, is the
grammatical derivation®,

63Ct. tatiye dhatupdthe jhesaddo cintayam pathito ti aha “lamakato va
cintapenti” ti adi. ayam eva ca anekarthana dhatinam olokanattho pi hoti ti
datthabbam [Sp-t Be 1960 II1 24,17-19 ad loc.].

64Cf, Mp I 113,11-13 ad acchariyamanusso.

65Cf. saddasattham anugato nayo saddanayo. tattha hi anabhinhavuttike
acchariyosaddo icchito. ten’ ev’ aha “andhassa pabbatarohanam viy@” ti [Sv-pt 1
67,17-18 ad loc.].
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The saddanaya to which Buddhaghosa refers here is in all
likelihood identical with Pan VI 1 147: dscaryam anitye: the word
‘ascaryam’ [is formed with the augment sut = s-] in the sense of
something unusual %6

2 [Sv 245,16-19ad D 1 87,7-8]

In this case Buddhaghosa selects the following clause for a
grammatical comment: Ukkattham ajjhavasati ti, and continues:

upasaggavasen’ ettha bhummatthe upayogavacanam
veditabbam ... tatth’ [Ee tath’] eva lakkhanam [CeBe
so; Ee na-] saddasatthato [so read with v.1. and Sv-t]
pariyesitabbam.

In the present case it should be understood that the
accusative, because of the preposition, is used in the
sense of the locative. ... The rule for this should be
sought in grammar.67

The definition which Buddhaghosa has in mind in this case is
Pan 14 [45+46+] 48: upanvadhyarn vasah: [the place of the action] of

S8Ct. anityataya visayabhiitaya adbhutatvam iha upalaksyate, tasminn ascaryam
nipatyate [Ka$ ad loc.].

57Ct.: “saddasatthato pariyesitabban” ti etena saddalakkhananuyogato vdyam
saddapayogo ti dasseti. upa, anu, adhi, a iti evampubbake vasanakiriyddhire
upayogavacanam eva papunati ti hi saddavidii icchanti [Sv-pt Be 1960 1376,5-
9]. For an identical analysis cf. Ps II1 414,24-26 ad M 1I 164,6.
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Wvas, when preceded by [the prepositions] upa, anu, adhi, and a (is called
“karma” (= the object karaka)].68

3 [Sv481,3-5ad D I155,3]

Even though Buddhaghosa does not explicitly refer to
grammarians or to grammar in this concise explanation of an apparent
grammatical anomaly, there is good reason for including it among the ex-
amples of his references to grammar. Firstly, Buddhaghosa contrasts this
explanation with the subsequent explanation of the Atthakathicariyas.
Judging from the way in which he normally contrasts the views of the
grammarians on points of grammar with the views represented by the
Atthakathas, one can assume that his explanation is based on the views
of the grammarians. Secondly, in his tika, Dhammapala expressly
identifies Buddhaghosa’s grammatical analysis with the opinion of the
grammarians (akkharacintaka).

tatrdyam anuttanapadavannand. Kuriisu viharati ti,
Kurii nama janapadino rajakumara, tesam nivaso eko
pi janapado rilhisaddena Kurii ti vuccati: tasmim
Kuriisu janapade.®

In this case the following explanation is dealing with
an obscure word. “Was dwelling in the Kuru state™:
[the plural form] Kurii denotes those citizens who are
descendants of the ruling class [of the state]. Although

S8Cf, Ka$ ad loc.: upa, anu, adhi, a ity evampiirvasya vasater adharo yah, tat
karakam karmasafijiam bhavati. Sv-pt ad loc. would seem to represent a slightly
edited version of Ka$. Cf. note 67 supra.

69Qu. Ps I 225,4-6; Cf. the identical passages in Sv 279,47 ad D I 111,2:
Angesu; 294,46 ad D 1 127,2: Magadhesu and 672,38 ad D Il 253,3: Sakkesu.
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their habitation is singular, their state is denoted by the
conventional term “Kurid [in the plural]”.
{Consequently the loc. pl. “kuriisu” means] “in the
Kuru state”.

The grammatical problem which Buddhaghosa briefly identifies
and explains is the fact that the plural form “Kuriz”, which actually
denotes the descendants of the ruling class of a certain state, is used as
the name of this state. Since the state as such is confined to a specific
territory, one would expect it to be denoted by a noun in the singular.
Moreover, when the words “Kurii” and “janapada” are used in apposition
there is no syntactical agreement between them. The reason is, as
Buddhaghosa explains, that the usage of the word “Kuri” is determined
by convention (ritlhisadda), which in the present case means that usage
takes precedence over the general rules of syntactical agreement.

Buddhaghosa’s source in this case is no doubt Paninian
grammar. In his ttka, Dhammapala quotes (in slightly edited Pali
versions) two sitras in which Panini refers to certain views on
grammatical derivation, the necessity and validity of which he is
questioning later on.

The first sutra quoted by Dhammapala is Pan 12 5170 Jupi
yuktavad vyaktivacane’!: In the case where [a taddhita affix] is elided
[provided that the elision is denoted by “lup™], the gender and number [of
the derivative from which they are elided] are the same as when they are

70C£. Sv-pt I 103,6-7 (Ee is utterly confused): akkharacintaka hi idisesu thanesu
yutte viya [so read with Be (= sa. yuktavat), Ee suttesu; cf. v.ll.]
idisalingavacanani {so read with Be; Ee vilinga-; cf. v.1L.] icchanti. In this quote
Dhammapala is replacing the archaic vyaksi with linga.

TCE, vyaktih = stripumnapumsakani. vacanam = ekatvadvitvabahutvani.
Paficalah = ksatriyah pumlinga bahuvacanavisayah. tesam nivaso janapadah.
yatha tesu ksatriyesu vyaktivacane tadvaj janapade bhavatah: Paficalah, Kuravah
[Kas$ ad loc.].

Studies in the Pali Grammarians 1 71

joined [to the original word]. The purpose of this siitra is to explain why
certain words that are considered to be derivatives retain the gender and
number of the word from which they are derived. For example, the word
Paricalah is masculine plural, but applies to a single janapada.

The second siitra quoted by Dhammapala is the subsequent siitra
52: visesananam cdjateh.’? The underlying intention of this rule is to
explain that terms which qualify such derivatives agree with them except
when a qualifier is a class term, e.g. janapada, in which case the class term
is used in the singular, whereas an additional qualifier agrees with the
latter.”3

Finally, Dhammapala might also have been expected to quote
Pan IV 2 81: janapade lup: [the suffixes whose function is defined in IV 2
67-70] are elided [provided that the elision is denoted by “lup”] when [the
dwelling-place that is denoted by the word] is a kingdom.”4

We cannot know, of course, whether Buddhaghosa was actually
thinking of these Paninian siitras when he wrote his commentary.
Dhammapala may be right when he identifies Buddhaghosa’s source with
Pan I 2 51-52. But the possibility cannot be excluded that the actual
sutras Buddhaghosa had in mind were the following sutras 53-55: tad
asisyam samjiapramanatvat. lubyogdprakhyanar. yogapramane ca
tadabhave ’darsanam syat. In these siitras Panini explains why it is
unnecessary to establish those complicated rules of derivation described
in 51-52 in order to explain usages that in the final analysis are based on
convention.’’

72C£, Sv-pt 11 103,11-12: tabbisesane janapadasadde jatisadde ekavacanam eva.
3C. ajateh iti kim ? Paficalah janapadah ... jatyarthasya cayam yuktavadbhava-
pratisedhah. tena jatidvarena yani viSesanani tesam api yuktavadbhavo na
bhavati: Paficalah janapado ramaniyo [Ka$ ad loc.].

74Cf. Paficalanam nivaso janapado Pancalah (Ka$ ad loc.).

75Cf. Ka$ ad 55: drSyate ca samprati vinaiva ksatriyasambandhena janapadesu
paficaladiSabdah, tato avasiyate nayam yoganimittakah. kim tarhi ridhiriipenaiva
tatra pravritah.
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Papaficasiidani
1 [Ps 159,26-28 ad M 16,27]

In this example Buddhaghosa comments upon the derivation of
the city name Savatthi. He explains that it has this specific form because
it is named after the rsi Savattha who lived there.

Savatthi ti Savatthassa isino nivasagthanabhiitd nagari,
yatha K akandi, Makandi, [Ce v.1. adds Kosambi; Ee
om., cf. Ps-pt] ti. evam akkharacintaka.’®

“Savatthi” is a city which has status as the place
where the rsi Savattha was living, as for example
Kikandi and Maikandi. This is the opinion of the
grammarians.

This reference is undoubtedly to Pan IV 2 {67+] 69: tasya
nivasah: [when attached to a word the affix denoted “an” and its
substitutes mean] “dwelling-place of someone”, [the place being named
after the person in question]. Buddhaghosa is probably also thinking of
the preceding siitra 68: tena nivrttam: [an affix attached to a word means]
“constructed by someone”, [the place being named after the person in
question]. The Ka§ika illustrates inter alia this rule with the following
example: Kusambena nirvrtta Kausambi nagari. Dhammapala probably

76Qu. Pj I 110,15-18; Patis-a 532,16-18. Pj I adds after Makandi ti evam
itthilingavasena Savanhi vuccati. Cf. also Ud-a 55,13-16; Ps II 389,30-390,2 ad M
1320,26: Kosambiyam.
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has the same rule in mind in his tika.”” There is no reference to rsis in
this particular context in the Paninian tradition, but this, of course, does
not exclude the assumption that Buddhaghosa is relying on Paninian
tradition for his interpretation.

TICE. yatha K akandi Makandi K osambi ti yatha K akandassa isino nivasatthane

mapita nagari Kakandi;, Makandassa nivasatthane mapita Makandi; K usambassa
nivasarthane mapita K osambi ti vuccati. evam Savatthi ti dasseti [Ps-pt 1 140,15-
18]; cf. Ps II 390,1-2: Kusumbassa nama isino assamato avidiire mapitatta ti pi

eke.
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2 [Ps I129,32-33 ad M124,1]

In this instance Buddhaghosa addresses the question of the
function and meaning of word-repetition (@mendita = sa. amredita) as it
occurs in the clause: abhikkantam bho Gotama, abhikkantam bho
Gotama. In order to define the various semantic properties of amendita,
he quotes the following verse:

bhaye kodhe pasamsayam turite kotithalacchare
hase soke pasade ca kare amenditam budho.™

An intelligent person should use word-repetition in the
following meanings: [1] threat, [2] anger, [3] praise,
[4] haste, [5] excitement, [6] wonder, [7] joy, [8]
sorrow, and [9] satisfaction.”

Even though Buddhaghosa does not refer to grammarians or
grammar in this case, the grammatical interest attached to this verse is
reason enough for including it among his grammatical references.

It has not been possible to identify the source used by
Buddhaghosa. The possibility cannot be excluded, however, that the
verse is a Pali adaptation of a Sanskrit verse, in which case there is good
reason to believe that it represents an old ko$a fragment. The verse was
adopted by the compiler of the Abhidhanappadipika [v. Abh 107] and
shows a structural similarity with many of the verses that constitute
Abh.80

78This verse is found in similar contexts in Sp 170,24-25; Sv 228,11-12 [cf. Sv-pt
1 354,25 foll}; Mp II 105,25-26; Sadd 40,29.

79For examples of the various usages of amendita, cf. Sv-pt 1 354,25-355,7.
80For this Pili dictionary, cf. Norman, Pali Literature pp. 166-167; Franke,
Gramm. pp. 65-83.
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In any case, there is a clear relation between the various
functions which the verse ascribes to amendira and the corresponding
definition of amredita found in Pan VIII 1 [2+] 8: vakydder amantrit-
asydsityasammatikopakutsanabhartsanesu: A vocative in the beginning
of a clause is repeated in the following meanings: [1] envy, [2] praise, [3]
anger, [4] blame, or [5] threat. It is evident from this siitra that the set of
definitions found in the verse quoted by Buddhaghosa merely represents
an elaborate version of the Paninian definition.

3 [Ps 11 389,29-390,1-2 ad M 1 320,27]

In this example Buddhaghosa comments upon the derivation of
the city name Kosambi. This time he does not refer explicitly to the
opinion of the grammarians, but since his comment is intimately
connected in subject-matter with the preceding example there is no
reason to doubt that he is presenting the views of the grammarians. In
addition, the specific grammatical rules upon which his comment is based
can easily be traced to Paninian grammar.

tattha Kosambiyan ti evamnamake nagare. tassa hi [so
read with v.1.; Ee kiral nagarassa aramapokkharaniadisu
tesu tesu thanesu kosambarukkha va ussannd
ahesum, tasma Kosambi ti sankham agamasi.
Kusumbassa nama isino assamato avidiire mapitatta ti
pi eke.

In this case [the locative] “in Kosambi” means in a city
thus named. Because there was an abundance of
Kosamba trees in various places of this city such as in
the parks and by the lotus ponds or the like, it was
called Kosambi. Some [grammarians] are of the
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opinion that [it is called Kosambi] because it was
constructed not far from the hermitage of the rsi
Kusamba”.

There were apparently different views among grammarians
about the correct derivation of Kosambi. Buddhaghosa therefore presents
two alternative explanations, the first of which probably represents his
own view. Both alternatives are based on two Panini siitras. In the first
explanation he analyses Kosambi according to Pan IV 2 67: tad asminn
astiti dese tannamni: [when attached to a word the affix denoted “an” and
its substitutes are used] in the sense of a place having such and such a
name because such and such a thing is found in it. In the second
explanation he presents the view of some scholars who apparently
explained the derivation of Kosambi on the basis of Pan IV 2 70:

adirabhavas ca: and [lastly a place is named after whatever is found in its]
vicinity.

Manorathapiirani
1[MplIl17,12-15ad A11,7]
Buddhaghosa here focusses on the grammarians’ definition of

the meaning of the suffix -u attached to the term bhikkhu [= sa. bhiksu;
derived from the desiderative root \/bhiks]. He writes:

bhikkhavo ti amantandkaradipanam, taf ca bhikkhana-
silatadigunayogasiddhattd vuttam; bhikkhanasilata-
gunayutto pi hi bhikkhu, bhikkhanadhammataguna-
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yutto pi bhikkhu, bhikkhane sadhukaritagunayutto pt
ti saddavidii manfanti 8!

The [vocative] “monks” is an encouragement in the
form of an invitation (Gmantandkaradipanam), and this
[encouragement] is used because they have acquired
such attributes as the habit of begging, etc. For a
mendicant is either one who is in possession of the
attribute that consists of the habit of begging, or one
who is in possession of the quality that consists of the
nature of begging, or one who is in possession of the
attribute that consists of skillfulness in begging. This
is the opinion of the grammarians.

The grammarians to whom Buddhaghosa refers as his source for
this grammatical analysis are definitely Paninians. The three qualities
(silata, dhammata, sadhukarita) which he enumerates in order to define
the scope of meaning of the term bhikkhu are identical with those
mentioned in Pan III 2 134: a@ kveh racchilataddharmatatsadhukarisu:
from this sttra to satra 177 [the affixes that are being described are used]
in the sense [of agents] having such a habit (sila) or such a nature
(dharma) or such a skill (sadhukarin). This rule covers Pan III 2 168
where Panini deals with derivatives from desiderative roots and inter alia
\bhiks: sanasamsabhiksa uh.82 It is obvious that Buddhaghosa must
have had both siitras in mind when he wrote this grammatical comment.

81This text is also found in Ps I 13,20-33 and Spk II 1,19-2,3.
82Ct. sanantebhyo dhdtubhyah asamser bhikses ca tacchiladisu kartrsu uh
pratyayo bhavati [Ka$ ad loc.].
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2 [Mp I 76,1520 ad A II 37,22-23]

In this case Buddhaghosa focusses on the usage of the
preposition “antara” in the following passage: ekam samayam Bhagava
antara ca Ukkattham antard ca Setabbyam addhdanamaggapatipanno hoti:
“Once Bhagava was on his way between Ukkattham and Setabbyam”. He
continues:

antarasaddena pana yuttattd upayogavacanam katam.
edisesu ca thanesu akkharacintaka ‘antara gaman ca
nadif ca yati’ ti evam ekam eva [v.l. ettha]
antarasaddam payufjanti, so dutiyapadena pi
yojetabbo hoti, ayojiyamane upayogavacanam na

papundti. idha pana yojetva eva [v.1. evam] vutto .83

Now the accusative is used because [Ukkattha and
Setabbya] are construed with the word “between”
(antara). In such cases, however, the grammarians use
the word “between” only once, as [e.g. in the following
example]: he is on his way between the village and the
river. The [word “antar@”] is surely to be construed
with the second word, for if it were not construed
[with it], the accusative would not obtain. And in the
present case it is actually used in construction [with
the second word].

83 This text is also found in Sv 35,4-9; Ps II 188,26-30 (v.Il.: idisesu hi ... :
payujjanti). Cf. Ud-a 110,5-9.
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This argument is only understandable on the basis of Pan II 3
[1+] 4: antardntarena yukte: [a word] when constructed with antard or
antarena [stands in the accusative]. When constructed with two nouns
the preposition antara generally precedes and the conjunction ca is put
after each noun.84 This is the basic usage in Sanskrit. In Pili the
situation is slightly different, as appears from the example Buddhaghosa
has chosen to comment upon. He was apparently struck by the fact that
antard is used twice in contrast to normal Sanskrit usage. But he seems to
regard this anomaly as a redundant feature which only emphasises
Panini’s description of the syntactical usage of antara.

Conclusion

The relatively few instances where Buddhaghosa refers to
grammar or grammarians fall into two distinct categories: grammatical
references [a] with emphasis on syntactical, morphological and
derivational problems, [b] with emphasis on questions of semantics.

In the case of [a] it has been shown that practically all the
references can without great difficulty be traced to particular Paninian
sutras. Although the possibility cannot be completely excluded that
Buddhaghosa is referring to another grammar or grammatical system, it
would seem extremely unlikely, in that the Paninian source is well
corroborated by the tikds. Buddhaghosa was obviously conversant with
the Paninian tradition as a whole since his references to such topics as
the usage of the locative case in a causal sense [= nimittasaptami),5 are
only understandable on the basis of Maha-bh [+ varttikas] ad Pan II 3 36.
Panini does not himself address this usage in his grammar.

84Cf.: antard tvam ca mam ca kamandaluh ... yuktagrahanam kim ? antara
Taksasilam ca Pataliputram Srughnasya prakarah [Ka$ ad loc.].
85Ct. Sp 189,25; 727,20; 761,13,
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In the case of [b] it is, of course, an open question whether
Buddhaghosa actually refers to sa-Dhatup. There is good cause to believe
that this is the case since it would be quite natural for him to make
references to the collection of roots that was an indispensable part of the
Paninian grammatical system. It is, however, impossible to prove
definitively that Buddhaghosa knew sa-Dhatup in its present form.

Buddhaghosa’s references to grammar are not a pervasive
feature in his works. Compared with the scope of his collected works
they cannot, in fact, be considered an essential part of Buddhaghosa’s
scholarly work. But in the relatively few cases where he displays his skill
as a grammarian and an interpreter, his analysis is always marked by a
degree of sophistication that makes it reasonable to assume that the
tradition about his elucidating the “ideas of Pataiijali” (Patafjalimata)3® in
one night is founded on fact. Pataiijalimata must be identical, in fact, not
with the yogasiitras as Geiger assumed®’, but rather with the Maha-bh.

Even though Buddhaghosa’s references to grammar are
relatively few and in several instances are applied in a way that leads one
to assume that they represented a stock of grammatical explanations
which he made use of in identical or analogous contexts, it is obvious
that he must have assumed that the Buddhist scholars for whom he was
writing were capable of identifying his references. Otherwise most of his
grammatical analyses and statements about grammar would have been
incomprehensible to them. Thus Buddhaghosa’s references to grammar
indirectly prove that the Sinhalese Buddhist scholars must have been
conversant with Sanskrit and Sanskrit grammar.

It is, in fact, difficult to explain these references to Sanskrit
grammar unless we assume that there was no clearly defined system of
Pali grammar in existence when Buddhaghosa was writing his

86Cf, Mhv XXX VII 217.
87Cf. Geiger, Mhv-Trsl. p. 23 no. 1.
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commentaries. It appears from the way in which he often presents his
analyses that they were conceived as a sort of complement to the
explanations embodied in the atthakathds. In such instances the
grammarians’ statements are sometimes contrasted with the explanations
of the atthakathas. This too seems to prove that there was no full-scale
Pali grammar available to Buddhaghosa as a reference work.

To conclude, it is highly unlikely that Buddhaghosa, whose
respectful attitude towards the tradition is beyond doubt, would have
failed to refer to such a work, had it been in existence. There is therefore
no cogent reason for assuming that there ever existed a comprehensive
Pali grammar or grammatical system prior to Kaccayana’s grammar. The
fact that this, in many ways remarkable, adaptation of the Katantra is
based on a Sanskrit grammar only underlines the dependence of the Pali
grammatical tradition on Sanskrit grammar.

In a subsequent article I shall analyse references to and
fragments from Pali grammars that were presumably written in the
tradition of Kaccayana’s grammar, the importance of which is beyond
doubt in the development of the Sinhalese Pali grammatical tradition.
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