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EXPLORING THE SADDANITI
1. Introduction

Grammars may be considered the absolute fringe of literature.
Nevertheless, they go straight to the core of language — the medium in
which literature is presented — and reveal a great deal about what those
who wrote them thought about their own language, about language in
general, and about their literature. Moreover, if a grammar becomes
influential it will inevitably affect not only the composition of subsequent
literature but also the way in which earlier literature is perceived, in much
the same manner that David Lodge must have had in mind when he had
one of the characters in his novel Small World write a thesis on the
influence of T.S. Eliot on Shakespeare.

Devoted to the study of their canon, Theravada Buddhists
produced a number of grammars of the Pali language. The
Kaccayanavyakarana or Kaccayanappakarana, named after its author
Kaccdyana about whom we know nothing, was composed in Ceylon
some time after Buddhaghosa, who clearly does not know of it, and
before its earliest known commentary, the Mukhamattadipani, written in
probably the eleventh century.! 1t is obviously influenced by the Paninian

* First and foremost I wish to express my gratitude to Prof. K.R. Norman who
asked me to lecture on the Saddaniti during the academic year 1989-90. My
sincere thanks are also due to the other two faithful auditors of those lectures,
Drs M. Cone and J.D. Smith. The three of them provided extremely valuable
criticism, thoughtful suggestions, and indispensable encouragement.
Furthermore, I would like to thank Prof. Norman for patiently and generously
answering the many queries I have had in the course of writing this essay. Last
but not least I gratefully thank Dr J.W. Benson who read through a previous draft
and offered valuable comments. The no doubt numerous errors and inaccuracies
which still remain are of course my own responsibility, as are the interpretations
and views put forward.

I K.R. Norman 1983:164.
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tradition and by’ the Kdtantra.! The Kaccayana grammar triggered off a
long tradition of commentaries, as well as a series of expanded, revised
versions of it such as the Riipasiddhi and the Balavatara.

Later another school emerged in Ceylon, a school separate from
that of Kaccayana, through the work of Moggallana or Moggalayana
who composed his Moggallanavyakarana or Saddalakkhana during the
reign of Parakkamabdhu in Anuradhapura, that is, some time between
1153 and 1186. K.R. Norman (1983:165), referring to G.P. Malalasekara
(1928:186), informs us that the colophon of the work says that it was
composed after Parakkamabahu had purged the Sangha of all heretical
monks, an event which can be dated to 1165. Drawing upon earlier Pali
grammars and the sources built upon by them, the Moggallanavyakarana
is also heavily influenced by Candragomin.

As a third major work on Pali grammar we find the Saddaniti of
Aggavamsa. According to M.H. Bode (1909:16), this Burmese monk
completed his monumental work in the kingdom of Pagan in the year
1154.2 Bode also claims that the work was taken to Ceylon: “A few years
after its completion the thera (‘elder’) Uttarajiva left Pagan and crossed
the sea to visit the celebrated Mahavihara, taking with him a copy of the
Saddaniti, which was received with enthusiastic admiration, and declared
superior to any work of the kind written by Sifihalese scholars”
(ibid.:17).3 It may seem surprising that such a celebrated work did not

1 Gee R.O. Franke 1902:14-20; Norman 1983:163. L. Renou (1957:129), on the
other hand, points out that Kaccayana’s adherence to the Katantra “n’est pas
constante”.

2 M.C. Duroiselle (1905:147, note 1) informs us that Forchhammer gives the
year as 1156 but claims that Aggavamsa himself gives the date as 1154. Recently,
Tin Lwin (1991 ?) has questioned this, claiming that “nowhere in the Saddaniti is
given its dates” and that the introductory gathas are missing in all manuscripts
available to us (p. 124). He concludes, somewhat confusingly, that the Saddaniti
“should be placed towards the end of the reign of Cafist I (1173-1210) or
during the first half of the thirteenth century” (p. 126). Intriguing though it is, this
claim would require a more detailed argumentation to be conclusive.

3 Malalasekara (1928:185) gives the Sasanavamsa as the source for this, and
states (ibid.:196): “It was about this time, somewhere about the beginning of

——
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form a separate school and that no Pali commentary on it is known to us.!
The only thing that resembles a commentary on it is its Burmese nissaya,
a translation type of commentary paraphrasing the Pali text while adding
additional information in Burmese.

While no Pali commentary on the Saddaniti exists, at least the
text itself was made beautifully accessible to modern scholars through the
critical edition of Helmer Smith (1928-30) which he supplemented with
two volumes of tables (1949-66), comprising lists of texts quoted (index
locorum), suttas (index aphorismorum), verbal roots (index radicum),
various elements of word formation (index formantum), the very useful
conspectus terminorum and metricorum, and an index to the whole work
(index verborum), which, however, he did not complete.Z Once again the
Saddaniti was well received and highly praised, this time by modern
scholars. Thus, for example, W. Geiger (1916:37 {[§50]): “Eine
besondere Stellung in der Wertschitzung der Heimischen Uberlieferung
nimmt die Saddaniti des Aggavamsa ein”; B.C. Law (1933:636, note 1):
“It is no doubt a standard work on Pali grammar and philology”; A.K.
Warder (1963:383): “The finest and most comprehensive grammar, and
standard authority on all questions of grammatical analysis”; K.R.
Norman (1983:164): “The greatest of extant Pali grammars is the
Saddaniti”. The only dissident voice in this chorus of unanimous praise
was that of Franke (1902). It is therefore surprising that the Saddaniti has
attracted so little attention among modern scholars, in much the same way

Parakrama’s regime in A.D. 1165, that the Elder Uttarajiva left Pagan to visit the
celebrated Mahavihira, taking with him, as we saw, a copy of Aggavamsa’s great
work, the Pali Grammar, Sadda-niti.”

1 Bode (1909:93) claims that Pafifiasami, author of the Sasanavamsa, “at the

request of ‘many of his hearers’ ... wrote a Pali commentary on the first Pali
work that had brought honour to Burmese scholarship, the Saddaniti”. Nowhere
else have I seen any reference to such a commentary and, in fact, I doubt whether
such a work ever existed since Pafifiasami wrote as late as the latter half of the
19th century. It seems rather unlikely that so late a work should have vanished
without trace.

2 The last part (V:2) was completed by N. Simonsson in 1966 on the basis of
notes left behind by Smith.
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as it failed to produce any Pali commentary or to form any separate
school of grammar.

To my knowledge the only Western work published on the
Saddaniti before Smith’s edition is that of Franke (1902:45-52) who
discussed the author, the character of the work, and its sources. The
obvious limitation of Franke’s work is that it is based on the
akhyatakappa (pariccheda 25) alone.! Working from notes left behind by
" the late Helmer Smith, N. Simonsson completed the last index volume of
Smith’s work in 1966. After that I am aware of only three publications
dealing with the Saddaniti in more than passing. A.K. Warder (1967:66—
68) translated two short passages pertaining to metrical problems, and Y.
Ojihara (1971), with a ‘note préliminaire’ by C. Caillat, compared a
chapter of the Saddaniti (kibbidhanakappa, pariccheda 26) with
‘données paninéennes’. Ojihara’s work deals mainly in equating sitras
or giving text references and contains no discussion of the material.
Recently, my attention was drawn to an article by Tin Lwin (1991 ?)
which gives a brief, general introduction on the Saddaniti, including its
date and authorship.2 I am aware that extensive work on the Saddaniti
has been carried out by G. Gren-Eklund in Uppsala. With character-
istically profound scholarship she has also taken the trouble of mastering
the Burmese nissaya, a source I am not able to make use of myself. It is
to be hoped that she will publish her work in the near future.

That so little work has been done on the Saddaniti is particularly
surprising when one considers how important the text is not only for
determining the state of Pali language and scholarship in twelfth century
Burma but also for diagnosing the effect it may have had on the
transmission of the Pali canon and the composition of subsequent Pali
literature. At the time of Aggavamsa the Atthakathds were written, but
probably not all the Tikas, and certainly not the later Tikas (the

! See Franke 1902:46, note 1. He based his work on a palm leaf Ms. in the India
Office Library which contains just this pariccheda.
2 ¢f. above, p. 2, note 2.
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Navatikas) and the Anutikas. To my knowledge H. Smith was the first to
formulate this point very clearly (1928:VI):

C’est donc dans la conviction que notre pali est une fonction de
celui du 12™€ giécle — et que la connaissance de la philologie
birmane et singalaise de ladite époque est indispensable & qui
voudra remonter, a travers la recension Buddhaghosa-
Dhammapala, a un pali d’intérét linguistique —, que j’ai
entrepris 1’étude de la norme palie enseignée par Aggavamsa
dans les trois volumes qui forment la Saddaniti.!

This requires the assumption that the text is a reasonably
independent work dealing with genuinely existing language from the
canon and that the work was influential. This links up with another
severe problem pertaining to transmission. Sometimes one traces a
quotation to some canonical text only to discover that in our version of
the canon it appears in a slightly different form. It is thus often difficult to
determine what is a quotation and what is not. By implication this leads
on to the problem of determining when Aggavamsa adduces examples of
genuine Pali usage and when he constructs examples to fit a particular
grammatical phenomenon in Sanskrit. If Pali grammarians could twist
language to suit their rules, a detailed study of their grammars would be
important for our studies of Buddhism and its literature.

When 1 first read Otto Franke’s Geschichte und Kritik der
einheimischen Pali-Grammatik und -Lexicographie (Franke 1902) my
reaction to his treatment of Aggavamsa’s Saddaniti was one of slight
irritation. How could he base his evaluation on so small a sample of this
monumental work ? At the time I had read only bits and pieces of the
Saddaniti. Now I have read more, and in what follows I am going to do
something very similar to what Franke did. I shall examine in detail
pariccheda 22, the karakakappa, of the third part of the text, the

1 Quoted also by Caillat 1971:84 and referred to by Norman 1983:6, 165. See
also O. v. Hinliber 1978.



6 E.G. Kahrs

Suttamala. The first part, the Padamala, which presents its material in the
form of an elaborate commentary on bhiz sattaydm, the opening entry of a
Paniniya dhatupatha, deals in considerable detail with the morphology of
Pali. The second, the Dhatumala, is a dhatupdtha in eight ganas with
meaning entries and a commentary with examples of derivatives allegedly
attested in the canon. The Suttamala then is a siatrapatha, giving its
material in the style of Indian grammars, that is, in the form of 1347 short
rules, with a commentary, vreti (vutti). This arrangement means that lots
of the material is given twice or thrice, a circumstance which does not
necessarily imply that the work is three times as good, only that it is
extremely bulky. If the sheer volume of the Saddaniti is taken into
consideration, it goes without saying that I can only deal with a small
sample section here. [ have chosen a chapter from the Suttamala because
this part of the work is more technical and traditional in its presentation
and thus lends itself to a more stringent analysis and comparison with
other works on Sanskrit and Pali grammar. I have chosen the section on
karakas because of its recognised importance in Paninian grammar.

In pursuing this investigation I want to raise one basic question:
What kind of a grammar is the Saddaniti ? Is it a good grammar ? This
immediately triggers the question: What is a good grammar anyway ? |
am inclined, for example, to consider a grammar a good grammar if it
takes into consideration as many facts about a language as possible and
treats them in a systematic and economic way. Smith, who edited the text
and thus no doubt knew it better than any other Western scholar, refers to
‘la systéme de la Saddaniti’ (1928:VI, note 2). Is there such a system ?
Smith also calls it “un cours complet de Palie’ (1928:VI). Is it ? Or is it
an open-ended treatment of linguistic facts from the canon in the form of
a slavish parrotting of Sanskrit grammars and Pali grammars based upon
them so that it basically treats Pali as Sanskrit ? O.H. Pind (1990:217~
18) suggests, with reference to an example offered in the Kaccayanavutti,
that “we are dealing with a tradition which aimed at illustrating the rules
of Pali, not merely by means of Pali translations of examples taken over
directly from Sanskrit grammar, but through genuine canonical
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quotations. This tendency reached its peak with Aggavamsa, who is
claimed, by the author of the Kaccdyanavannana, to have based his
grammar on the Pali” (my emphasis). Once more, the question here is to
what extent they found Pali quotations to suit their rules or whether they
really wrote their grammars on the basis of the Pali canon. And this leads
to the most fundamental question of all: What purpose was the Saddaniti
meant to serve ?

All these questions, moreover, link up with the question of
influence, so I will in what follows also try to investigate in detail
possible sources for the grammatical statements Aggavamsa brings
forward. Already Franke (1902:50) pointed out the strong influence of
Kaccdyana and the fact that Aggavamsa made use of “der in Senart’s
Kacc.-Ausg. mitgedruckte Comm. in seiner ganzen Ausdehnung”.!
Smith (1928:VI), on the other hand, stresses that the Padamala is a
‘critique assez sévére des préceptes de Kacciyana’. But there can be no
doubt that Aggavamsa was strongly indebted to Kaccayana in as much as
he included all of the Kaccayana rules and most of the vutti in the
Suttamala. Franke (ibid.:51) claims influence also from Moggallana, but
this becomes more than doubtful if the Saddaniti was composed in 1154
and Moggallana wrote after 1165.2

Among Sanskrit sources Franke (ibid.:51-52) claims that
Aggavamsa drew on Panini and the Kasikavrtti and that he at least knew
the Katantra, or, in Franke’s own words, ‘das Katantra hat Aggav.
mindestens gekannt’. But that is not certain if Aggavamsa relied heavily
on Kaccayana and Kaccayana knew the Katantra. This, again, brings up
the difficult question of transmission: In what form did Pali authors have
access to previous works ? When they quote a text they sometimes quote

1T take this commentary to be a vrtfi included by the author himself, in the very
same manner as Aggavamsa has written a vrtti on his own rules in the Saddaniti.
Aggavamsa considers the vrtti to be by Kaccayana and thus part of the text. This
is evident from the fact that he quotes from the vr#ti and refers the quotation to
Kaccdyana, e.g. 699,2 (cf. 2.6.1.11 below).

2 See, however, Tin Lwin (1991 ?); p. 2, note 2 above.
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it in a form slightly different from the one in which we have it. Were they
quoting from memory and making mistakes, were they simply sloppy, or
did they have a different text ? And in the case of the grammarians
quoting from Sanskrit works, did they have access to the texts
themselves or to someone around them saying: ‘I read that text twenty
years ago and seem to remember ... °. The attitude towards other
grammarians did not change that much from Buddhaghosa to
Aggavamsa. They both had some knowledge of the works of the
Sanskrit grammarians, but not necessarily any systematic or full know-
ledge. Thus, when C. Caillat (1971:83) points to L. Renou’s invitation ‘a
déterminer exactement comment, et dans quelle mesure, les descriptions
anciennes du sanskrit ont été imitées par les docteurs des écoles
grammaticales palies et prakrites dans les traités qu’ils ont consacrés au
moyen-indien’, she raises a complex issue indeed. And important as this
task is, I can at present see no solution to the problems involved. But a
text should certainly be investigated with these questions in mind.

In the case of the Saddaniti we also have to consider the fact that
the Burmese were probably familiar with Sanskrit before Pali came their
way. Duroiselle (1905:147, note 1) describes the situation as follows:

On a des raisons de penser que le sanskrit fut connu en
Birmanie avant le pali. Le birman du X¢ et du XI® siécles, alors

que le pali venait tout récemment d’&tre importé de Thaton a
Pagan et n’était connu que de I’élite des moines, ne laisse aucun
doute a cet égard: car dans les inscriptions de 1’époque se
rencontrent des mots clairement dérivés du sanskrit, et non pas
seulement des termes techniques, mais des mots qui devaient
étre déja d’un usage courant, tels que, par example, prassad, du
skt. prasada, le pili étant pasada; Sakrd = skt. Sakra (p.

Sakka). Aprés son introduction, le pali fut étudié avec ardeur, et
le premier fruit de ces études, un siécle environ aprés la chute de
Thaton, fut le Saddaniti, une grammaire du Tipitaka est la plus

compréhensive qui existe. ... Il est donc plausible de supposer
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que le sanskrit existait 4 Pagan dés le XI¢ siécle au moins et y
était scientifiquement étudié avant le pali, puisque le premier
ouvrage en cette langue écrit en Birmanie se fonde sur la
grammaire sanskrite pour expliquer quelques formes pélies.

What bearing did this have on their knowledge of vyakarana
and what impact did this have on their analysis of Pali texts and their
composition of grammatical works ?

When I carry out this investigation of the kdrakakappa 1
sincerely hope that my interpretations, conclusions, challenges, and — no
doubt — errors, will instigate future work on the Saddaniti. Quotations
from the text are based upon Smith’s edition but I do not follow him
slavishly with regard to punctuation and the many typographical devices
used by him to indicate how, in his opinion, the text should be read.
Apart from the fact that his indications are sometimes unintelligible, this
is reading too much into the text, and I do not consider that part of an
editor’s duties. Any major deviations will of course be pointed out.
Moreover, Smith quite often marks something as an untraced quotation,
Since he does not indicate whether this is due to his own intuition or
whether they are marked as quotations in the Burmese nissaya, and
because Aggavamsa often constructs examples ad hoc, 1 have for the
most part not indicated these potential quotations but left that to the
judgment of the reader. References are either to page and line or to
paragraph number in Smith’s edition. Since the Saddaniti is difficult to
make sense of in many places I have stuck to a very literal style in my
translations.
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1.1 karaka:

In Paninian grammar the term kdraka (lit.: ‘doer; accomplisher’)
applies to direct participants in actions.! Such participants are assigned to
a set of six kdraka categories which in Panini’s grammar are defined in
the following order:2 apadana ‘stable point when there is movement
away’, sampraddna ‘recipient; indirect goal’,? karana ‘instrument’,
adhikarana ‘locus’, karman ‘object; goal’, and kartr ‘agent’. Moreover,
a subcategory of agent is defined, namely hetu, the causal agent. The
abstract syntactic level at which karakas are introduced in the grammar
serves to mediate between the levels of semantics and morphology. By
this device Panini is able to account for the relationship between possible
semantic choices on the side of the speaker and some basic features of
Sanskrit syntax and morphology. In practice, the advantage is that at the
abstract syntactic level of karakas these structures can be treated as
identical and thus share operations. For example, a passive sentence is in
no way derived from an active sentence. Both are simply alternative
manifestations of what at the underlying abstract kdraka level is
represented as the same idea. This means that in the process of derivation
the starting point is semantics, semantics here including such features as
past, present, and future time, active, passive or stative voice, and the
participants in actions.

Such participants in actions are, at the level of karaka syntax,
assigned to particular karaka-categories. In a similar way the set of la-
kdras, a set of ten suffixes marked with a diacritic L, are introduced after
verbal roots at the same abstract level. At this level all verbal endings can

1 On kdraka in Paninian grammar, see, for example, G. Cardona 1967; 1974;
1976:215-24; 1988:160-62; S.D. Joshi and J.A.F. Roodbergen 1975;
P. Kiparsky 1982.

2 Rules A 1.4.24-55.

3 As G. Cardona has rightly pointed out (1976:340, note 273; 1988:168—69), the
terms apddana and sampradana do not easily lend themselves to any one
translation. The apadana category, for example, includes a stable point when
there is movement away, an object of fear, etc.
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be said to signify agents and objects in relation to activities and can thus
be treated according to what they at this level have in common. By rule
3.4.69 lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah an L-suffix is added to a
verbal root to denote — in addition to the agent (kartari, rule 3.4.67) —
the object, or, in the case of verbal roots which are objectless (akarmaka,
that is, intransitive verbs), the mere activity expressed by the verbal root
(bhava, lit.: ‘being’). Moreover, these L-suffixes serve to mark tenses.
For example, rule 3.2.110 lun teaches that the aorist L-suffix IUN is
added after a verbal root (3.1.91 dhdtoh) when the action refers to the
general past (3.2.84 bhiite). These abstract L-suffixes are subsequently
replaced by finite verbal endings or by participial suffixes.

When the relevant semantic choices have been considered on the
side of the speaker, the abstract syntactic level of karakas and la-karas is
sorted out. The correct distribution of case endings and finite verbal
endings is then accounted for in the surface syntax of a Sanskrit sentence
by means of operational rules. By letting sentences be subject to shared
operations at the abstract syntactic level, Panini is able to account for the
relationship between semantics and case endings, between sentences with
finite verbs in the active, passive or impersonal passive (stative) voice,
and between sentences containing finite verbs and nominal sentences.
Moreover, he succeeds in accounting for syntactic problems pertaining to
such areas as control! and ellipsis.?

An example may serve to clarify this. Consider the following
sentences: puruso vrksam chinatti, ‘the man is cutting the tree’, and
purusena vrksas chidyate, ‘the tree is being cut by the man’. To end up at
one or the other of these surface levels, derivation proceeds through three

1 That is, the problem of accounting for the implied agents and objects of non-
finite verbal form such as absolutives and infinitives. Consider, for example, the
shift of agent in the case of absolutives as illustrated by the two English
sentences: ‘Having arrived in the village, John cooked the rice’, and ‘Having
arrived in the village, the rice was cooked by John’.

2 That is, the problems arising from the fact that words may be elided in
sentences, as for example in sa vrksam chinatti and vrksam chinatiti, both
meaning ‘he cuts the tree’.
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stages. My intention here is simply to give the skeleton of the procedure,
so I do not list the rules which map level (1) onto level (2) or level (2)
onto level (3), nor do I list the conditions which affect these rules at level
(2) and level (3).

(1) Semantic level introducing the participants in the action of cutting:
purusa (svatantra, the independent participant) + vrksa (ipsitatama,

that which is most desired by the agent) 1 \cpig + I4T (vartamana, present
time)
(2) Abstract syntactic level; participants assigned to karaka catlegories:
purusa (kartr) 4 vrksa (karman) 4 \lchid + IAT (kartari)
or.
purusa (kartr) 4+ vrksa (karman) 4 \chid + IAT (karmani)
(3) Surface level of morphology:
purusa + sU + vrksa +am + Nchid + SaP + tiP — puruso
vrksam chinattit
or.
purusa + Ta + vrksa + sU + \chid + yaK + te — purusena
vrksas chidyate

Thus, looking back at given semantic conditions, karakas and
la-karas serve to derive correct Sanskrit sentences by sorting out an
abstract syntax on the basis of which operational rules distribute the
proper morphology at the surface level.

It should be noted, however, that the above two sentences could
equally well appear in the form of corresponding nominal expressions.
2With an agent noun and a genitive construction we get puruso vrksasya
chettd, ‘the man [is] a cutter of the tree’, and with a past participle in a
passive construction and the agent in the instrumental case we get

1 We may at this stage speak of a fourth level of phonetics at which the correct
sandhi rules apply, but that need not concern us here.
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purusena vrksas chidyamanah, ‘the tree [is] being cut by the man’.! Dis-
regarding details of morphology, the derivation procedures would be the
same.

But karakas do not pertain to the derivation of sentences alone.
Any verbal noun derived by a krt-suffix (a primary suffix) is considered
to denote either a participant in an action and thus assigned to one or the
other of the kdraka categories, or the mere activity expressed by the
verbal root and thus assigned to the category of bhava ‘being; state of
action’. In other words, a certain krz-suffix is added to a verbal root when
a particular karaka, participant in the action denoted by the verbal root, is
to be denoted, or when the mere verbal process or state of being (bhava)
is to be denoted. By way of example, the suffix LyuT (-ana with guna
and presuffixal accent) is introduced to form neuter action nouns (bhave)
(by A 3.3.115 lyut ca), but also to derive nouns expressing the
instrument or the locus of the action expressed by the root (by A 3.3.117
karanddhikaranayos ca). This means that when analysing a particular
word alternative interpretations are often possible. For example, the word
sthana can be interpreted as bhdvasadhana, that is to say, as an action
noun (with LyuT by A 3.3.115 byut ca) denoting the mere activity of
standing, as such equivalent to the word sthiti ‘a standing’. But it could
alternatively be interpreted as adhikaranasadhana, that is to say, as a
noun denoting a locus, ‘place’; or even — theoretically — as karana-
sddhana, as a noun denoting a means of standing (the two latter formed
with LyuT by A 3.3.117 karanadhikaranayos ca which teaches that this
suffix is also added to denote the instrument and the locus). This,
roughly, is how karakas work in the Paninian tradition.

It is of course possible to write a grammar without introducing
the notion of kdrakas. Candragomin, the famous Buddhist grammarian,
cut out the level of karakas completely.? For Panini the introduction of

1 For an overview of such core paradigms of Sanskrit syntax, see P. Kiparsky
1982:2-3.

2 For a discussion of what this implies and which is the better procedure,
Panini’s or Candragomin’s, see S.D. Joshi and J.A.F. Roodbergen 1975:xvi-xix.
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karakas is a technical device serving a distinct theoretical purpose. When
this purpose disappears, what then ? This raises the question of why
Aggavamsa retained them when his grammar in this respect is not in any
sense derivational or generative.

2. The kdraka-section of the Suttamala

Aggavamsa deals with kdrakas in several places.! I have chosen
the more formal part which is given in pariccheda 22 of the Suttamala. 1
shall confine myself to the section of this pariccheda which deals with
kdrakas proper, that is, suttas 547-73 (690,30-711,23), but it is
noteworthy that the section on karakas is immediately followed by his
treatment of the functions assigned to the genitive and the vocative, and
by his treatment of case endings.

2.1 Preliminaries

The 22nd pariccheda is introduced by the following verse
(690,30-31):

Ito param sasambandham vibhattippabhavam chadha
karakam vibhajitvana pavakkhami, sunatha me.

This verse is by no means a clear piece of writing and
accordingly it does not lend itself to any one clear interpretation.
Particularly puzzling are some of its statements when compared with
what Aggavamsa has previously said about karakas. I offer the
following tentative translation:

1 In the Padamala karakas and related topics — notably that of bhdva which
Aggavamsa includes in his concept of karaka — are dealt with in three sections
(5,18-11,24,20,29-21,11, and 68,30-69,17).
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In what follows I shall explain the karaka, which has its origin
in case suffixes, along with the [general] relation [denoted by a
genitive case ending], dividing it [= the kdraka] into six, [so]
listen to me.

Under this interpretation I have taken vivbhaj to mean ‘divide’.
One may, however, take it in the slightly more general sense of ‘analyse’.
In that case vibhajitvana would be more exclusively linked to karakam,

¢

and one could translate: ‘... while analysing kdraka, along with the
[general] relation, as something which has its origin in case suffixes
fand] is sixfold, I shall [now] explain {it] ...’. But several problems
present themselves. The first is whether to interpret the absolutive
vibhajitvana as referring to the past or to the present, in other words, to
decide whether Aggavamsa considers himself as having already, in
previous parts of his work, analysed karakas as stated in the verse, or
whether he is now “analysing” them in this way and is about to explain
them in detail. This problem could only be settled if it could be
established that he has previously analysed the concept of kdraka in a
similar way. If not, I think it would be justified to claim that he means to
give a broad definition before explaining it further in what follows.

Three other problems are raised by the three attributes ascribed
to the word karakam in the verse, sasambandham, vibhattippabhavam,
and chadha. The first is how to interpret sasambandham. One possible
interpretation would be that a karaka is something which has a relation.
The relation (sambandha) alluded to under this interpretation I would
take to be the relation of a karaka to an action. That such a relation holds
is stated clearly in the subsequent paragraph (691,5-6): Kiriyabhisam-
bandhalakkhanam karakam, ‘a kiraka is that which is characterized by a
relation! to an action’. This view would be supported also by a passage
such as the following (20,29-30):

1 The terms sambandha and abhisambandha have been discussed by
A. Aklujkar who concludes that “no technical or grammatical distinction of any
kind exists between sambandha and abhisambandha” (1989:303). He goes on:
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Karakam iti kammakattubhava, te hi upacaramukhya-
sabhavavasena karonti karanan ti ca karaka ti [ca) vuccanti; te
ca yathakkamam kiriyanimittatamsadhakatamsabhava ti
veditabba.

‘kdraka’:! that is, the object, the agent, and bhdva (‘being; state
of action; the verbal process’),? for these do® [something] by
force of their being [in relation to the verbal activity] secondary,
primary, or [its] very nature [respectively], and* they are called
[partly] doing® and [partly] kdrakas.® And these should be

“The appearance of, and to some extent the preference for, abhisambandha when
its equally non-technical colleague sarbandha can convey its meaning seems to
be due to the sensitivity which early Sanskrit authors had for the shades of
meaning expressed by the upasargas or prefixes. As the situation was probably
perceived as one in which word ‘X’ turned to thing *x’ or word ‘Y’ for effecting
a connection, it was perhaps felt that an addition of the prefix abhi, which
indicates ‘facing’ or “looking in the direction of,’ was appropriate” (ibid.).

! This passage deals with kdraka as the second of three akhyatappavatti
“functions of a finite verb’, the other two being kala ‘time’ and purisa ‘person’.

2 Aggavamsa gives the following definition of bhava (8,34). Evam sante pi
bhavo nama kevalo bhavanalavanapacanadiko dhatuattho yeva, ‘nevertheless
bhava is nothing but the meaning of the verbal root itself, such as “being”,
“cutting”, “cooking”.” Thus already Yaska (Nirukta 1.1): bhavapradhanam
akhyatam, ‘a verb is that which has bhava as its predominant notion’.

3 karonti seems to be a kartrsadhana analysis of karaka: cf. 691,4.

4 The syntax here is peculiar. Another iti after karonti would yield the inter-
pretation: ‘Because they do something, and because of doing, they are called
kirakas.’ That is, karonti refers to kamma and kattar while karana refers to
bhava.

5 With reference to bhava.

6 Without the ca expurgated by Smith one may translate: ‘and considering (izZ)
[also] “doing” they are called kdrakas’. It seems in any case clear that
Aggavamsa wants to include bhava as one of three kdrakas pertaining to a finite
verb and that he is aware of the problem caused by the fact that bhava does not in
fact do something, it is mere doing. To get around this he says ‘partly doing,
partly karakas’. It might even be possible, taking into consideration
Aggavamsa’s inclination to use words in a technical and non-technical sense side
by side, that karaka here means ‘doer’; that is, the passage would define the three
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known respectively as the target of an action,! its accomplisher,
and its very nature.

The following statement would likewise point in this direction
(712,7-8): Kiriyabhisambandhabhava n’ esa karakata sambhavati, ‘this
property of being a kdraka is not adequate [for the genitive] because there
is no relation (abhisambandha) to an action’.

In accord with this last statement, however, the expression
sasambandha could also be taken to refer to the genitive case; that is to
say, one would have to translate: ‘karaka along with the [general] relation
[denoted by a genitive]’. Basically, the Sanskrit grammarians consider the
genitive to denote a mere relation, sambandhamatra, but Bhartrhari
includes the relations designated by the word Sesa ‘the rest’? in the
sadhanasamuddesa of his Vakyapadiya.? This interpretation is also

kdrakas as partly doing, partly doers. Smith refers in a note to the following
passage (10,23): Evam sante pi so karanamattatta kiarakam; tatha hi ‘karanam
karo kiriya, tad eva karakan’ ti bhavassa kdrakata datthabba, ‘nevertheless, it is
a karaka in as much as it is nothing but doing, for with regard to bhava the
property of being a karaka has to be considered in accordance with [the maxim ?]
“doing, doer, deed — only that is kgraka™’; cf. 691,1-6.
1 The expression kiriydnimitta must refer to kamma in the present context, and so
lends itself to a translation ‘that on which the action is directed; target; goal’, but it
seems worthwhile to point out that the sutta defining karaka in the Suttamala
runs (547): kiriyanimittam karakam, where the sense seems to be ‘cause of
action’.
2 Panini’s rule 2.3.50 sasthi $ese teaches that a genitive case ending is introduced
to denote the rest, Sesa. From the previous rules it is clear that this rest is any
relation, sambandha, which is not a karaka-relation. In other words, a genitive
case suffix is introduced to denote any relation sustained between entities, that is
to say, any non-verbal relation in general, such as father-son, master-servant,
part-whole, etc. The fact that two entities are mutually related by their appearance
in a given context is expressed by the genitive case. But the particular type of
relation is not specified.
3VP3.7.44: samanyam karakam tasya saptadya bhedayonayah |

sat karmakhydadibhedena sesabhedas tu saptami |/
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supported by the fact that the section on kdrakas proper in the Suttamala
is immediately followed by a section on the functions of the genitive case
(§§ 574-75). The same order is followed in Kaccayana. Under this
interpretation, the kdrakas plus the sambandha would cover everything
denoted by case endings. In fact, this would entail that karakas are only a
subset of vibhattis: not all vibhattis are karakas, but all karakas are
vibhattis, the remaining element being the sambandha. On the above
evidence I consider this second interpretation of the word sasam-
bandham the more likely one.

The problem raised by the interpretation of sasambandha as
including the genitive case is linked with the following one. The second
characteristic of a karaka is said in the verse above to be vibhatti-
ppabhava. This expression too lends itself to various interpretations,
depending first and foremost on how we interpret the word pabhava.
Aggavamsa himself gives us the clue in this case in as much as he has
previously interpreted the word as either bhavasadhana, an action noun
in the sense of ‘an originating, producing, production’, or as
apadanasadhana, a noun denoting that from which something
originates.! This would mean that kdrakas are either something ‘of which

karaka is of a general nature; its sources of distinction are seven main
[ones]: six through a division beginning with the one called karman,
the seventh however being the division called the rest (Sesa).

VP 3.7.156: sambandhah karakebhyo 'nyah kriyakarakapirvakah |
$rutayam asrutdyam va kriyayam so 'bhidhivate |/

[By the word Sesa ‘rest’] a relation (sambandha) is denoted which is
different from kdraka[-relations] [but] preceded by an action-[and]-
karaka[-relation] whether the action [in question] has been heard of or
not.

In as much as it involves a prior kriyakaraka relation the Sesa relation is in one
sense included among karakas.

1 68,14-16: pabhavo ti, pabhavanam pabhavo acchinnatd; pabhavati etasma ti va
pabhavo, yato hi yam kifici pabhavati so pabhavo, ‘“pabhava’: originating is
pabhava, by fact of [its] not being cut off; or [it is called] pabhava since
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there is originating in vibhattis’, that is ‘which have their origin in
vibhattis’, or that karakas are something ‘which arise from vibhattis’. It
seems these two interpretations yield more or less the same sense. This
agrees well with one of the six interpretations previously given of vibhatti
(15,4):

kammadayo va karake ekavacanabahuvacanavasena vibhajati ti
vibhatti.

Or: it distributes/divides the karakas [which are] kamma etc.
with regard to singular and plural; hence vibhatti.

This interpretation of vibhatti as kartrsadhana would support
the view that karakas are only treated as a subset of vibhaktis, thus
distorting the whole purpose of introducing karakas as met with in
Paninian grammar. There the abstract level of karakas is introduced to
account for the correct distribution of vibhaktis, case endings and verbal
endings.! It is noteworthy in this respect that the expected interpretation
of vibhatti as karmasadhana, as an object of the action denoted by the
verb vibhajati, is met with as well. In fact, two such interpretations are
given, but with completely different senses of vibhajati (15,5-9):

vibhajitabbd fidnenad ti pi vibhatti, ... atha va sati pi jinasasane
avibhattikaniddese sabbena sabbam vibhattihi vina
atthassaniddisitabbato visesena vividhena va akarena bhajanti
sevanti nam panditd ti vibhatti.

But it can even be distributed/divided (analysed ?), [that is to
say,] with the intellect; hence vibhatti; ... Alternatively: even if

[something] originates from it, in as much as that which originates from which
[=it], that is pabhava’.

!In Paninian grammar the term vibhakti comprises case endings as well as verbal
endings (A 1.4.104 vibhaktis ca).
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in the words of the Buddha there are expressions without
endings, a meaning cannot be expressed altogether without
endings. Therefore [the word vibhatti can be explained in the
following way]: particularly (visesena) or in many ways
(vividhena dkarena) the learned devote themselves to (bhajanti),
that is, occupy themselves with (sevanti)! it; hence vibhatti.

This strengthens one’s suspicion that Aggavamsa does not think
of karakas as distributors of vibhattis. So does the fact that he himself
has named the 22nd pariccheda of his grammar kdrakavibhaga ‘the
division/distribution of karakas’ (740,21).

The third characteristic, that karakas are sixfold, he has stated
before. Still, he seems unable to make up his mind as to what
classification and what number he should settle for. In the passage quoted
above (20,29), he says that karakas are kamma, kattar and bhava. This
he sums up neatly in the continuation of that passage (20,33): Kammam
kattd ca bhdvo ca icc evam karaka tidhd, ‘kamma, kattar, and bhava:
thus karakas are threefold’.

In a later passage of the Padamala, however, he gives a
different classification (68,30-69,2):

Evam ettha bhavakattukammakarandpadanadhikaranavasena
cha sadhanani pakdsitani, tani sampadanasddhanena
sattavidhdani bhavanti, tam pana uttarim avibhavissati ‘dhanam
assa bhavatii ti Dhanabhiiti’ ti adina. Icc evam kitakavasena
sabbathd pi sattavidhani sadhanani honti, yani karakdni ti pi
vuccanti; ito afiiam sadhanam n’ atthi.

Thus, in this context, the six sadhanas? have been promulgated
as bhava, kattar, kamma, karana, apadana, and adhikarana;

1 of. Dhatumala (225): bhaja sevayam.
2 The term sadhana, lit. ‘means; accessory’ (s@dhyate 'nena ‘[something] is
realised/accomplished by means of it”), here equals kdraka. The term occurs in
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they are sevenfold with that sadhana which is the sampadana,
but that will become clear later on by [analytic statements] such
as “ ‘let there be (bhavatu) wealth (dhana) for him (assa)’, thus
[he is called] Dhanabhiiti”.! This being so, through primary
formations there are [these] sevenfold sadhanas in fact on every
occasion,? these which are [hence?] also called kdrakas. Any
sadhana other than this does not exist.

Here he claims karakas to be sixfold, including bhdva but not
sampadana, or sevenfold if the latter is included. In the kdraka-section of
the Suttamala, however, he includes sampadana but not bhava. There
may be a real question about the sampadana in as much as Aggavamsa,
as will become clear later on, does not distinguish between ka@raka and
vibhakti, and further because the confluence of the dative and genitive
suffixes may cause some confusion in this respect. Is Pali case
morphology responsible for the separate mention of a ka@raka which in
Sanskrit is expressed by the dative ? It could also be that the list is given
the way it is for some stylistic reason. The passage is not verse, but could
it be derived from a verse where such an expression as “with X as
seventh” is innocuous ? Be this as it may, the above and the following
passages are still illuminating in as much as they, at least to some extent,
reveal the basis for his diverging classifications (10,19-31):

the Mahabhdsya but is most readily associated with the Vakyapadiya where it is
the term used for kdraka and the name of the section on kdrakas, the
Sadhanasamuddesa.

1 This is equal to ‘let him be the recipient of wealth’. The analysis is repeated
72,22 in the context of the i-karanta (forms ending in the suffix -i). The suffix
seems to be considered as forming bahuvrihi compounds in the masculine in the
sense of assa bhavatu ‘let there be x for him’. Smith indicates that the statement
is a quotation. Whether this is correct or not, it has not been traced as such.

2 That is, ‘in exactly every way; indeed everywhere’, or the idea seems to be that
krt-formations realise all of these sadhanas.

3 That is, the krt-formations are, so to speak, the missing link which explains
why sadhanas can be called kdrakas and vice versa.
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Akhyatikapade bhavakarakavoharo niruttinayam nissaya gato,}!
atthato pana bhdvassa karakatd niipapajjati, so hi na kifici

Jjaneti na ca kiriydya nimittam, kiriyanimittabhavo yeva hi

karakalakkhanam; iti mukhyato va hetuto va bhavassa karakatda

na labbhati. Evam sante pi so karanamattatta karakam; tatha hi
‘karanam karo kiriya, tad eva karakan’ ti bhavassa karakata

datthabba. Yasma pana kiriyanimittabhavo yeva karaka-
lakkhanam, tasma namikapade karakalakkhane bhavakarakan

ti voharam pahdya kattukammakaranasampadandpa-
danadhikarananam channam vatthiinam kattukarakam kamma-
karakan ti adivoharo kariyati veyyakaranehi. Evam nirutti-
nayam nissdya vuttam bhavakarakafi ca dve ca kamma-
kattukarakani ti karakattayam bhavati taddipakan cakhyatika-
padam tikarakam.

The practice of referring to [such a category as] bhavakaraka in
the case of verbal words proceeds? following the conventions of
nirutti,? but in fact the property of being a karaka does not

1 Ce kato.

2 Or: “has come about’. The reading gato seems at first sight a little problematic.
Ce reads kato which would be preferable. But it might well be that various forms
of Skt. Véri lend themselves to periphrastic constructions with various forms of
\/gam; ¢f. the Buddhist tisarana: buddham saranam gacchami, etc.

3 The term niruttinaya is problematic and has to be examined more closely. Smith
(1928:VI, note 2) points out the necessity of studying the notion of naya which
occurs so frequently in the Saddaniti and which, in his words, is ‘fondamentale
pour le systéme de la Saddaniti’. Smith refers in this context to Franke (1902:45,
note 1). Smith has chosen to print the word niruttinaya with an upper case N,
thus apparently indicating that it refers to a particular corpus of Pali grammatical
texts identified in his Conspectus terminorum (= CT) 7.1.2.2 as ‘la doctrine du
Niruttapitaka, etc. (Index A 5.0.1 ... 5.0.4)’. The texts he mentions in Index A
(Index Locorum) are the Niruttipitaka, Cullanirutti, (Maha)nirutti, and'
Niruttima#ijisa. The same four texts are listed by Smith in the bibliography of his
Epilegomena to Vol. I of the CPD as items 5.0.1-5.0.4 (5. Philology; 5..1—5.3
Grammar), but the only references to them are the ones occurring in the
Saddaniti. This fact makes the reasoning here circular, and the references in the
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apply to bhava, for neither does it (= bhdva) produce anything,
nor is it the cause of [any] action, and the property of being the
cause of an action is the one and only defining characteristic of a
karaka.! Therefore the property of being a kdraka does not
apply to bhava, for it is neither the source? nor the cause [of an

Saddaniti to niruttinaya have to be identified before one is able to place within the
grammatical tradition the texts mentioned. Likewise the concept of nirutti has to

be carefully examined. Smith (CT 7.1.2.2) does also give nirukta in the sense of
what I prefer to translate as ‘semantic analysis’ as the meaning of niruttinaya.
The expression niruttinayam nissdya may thus be equivalent to a Sanskrit

niruktyanusarena ‘following the nirukta method’. And indeed it seems to me

more likely that niruttinaya here refers to a particular tradition of grammar or
grammatical method in accordance with a Pali tradition of nairuktas; cf. in this

respect the paricavidham niruttam, Smith CT 7.2.1: ‘phonéme intercalé, échangé,

modifié ou tombé, sens élargi vannagama, vannavipariydya, vannavikara,

vannanasa, atthatisayayoga’. This “fivefold nirukta™ is known also from Sanskrit
sources through a verse quoted by Durga in his commentary on the Nirukta (ed.
Bhadkamkar 1918:32) and in the Kasika on A 6.3.109:

varnagamo varnaviparyayas ca dvau caparau varnavikaranasau |
dhatos tadarthatisayena yogas tad ucyate paficavidham niruktam [/

[Addition of] an augment-sound, sound-metathesis, and the other two:
sound-substitution and sound-elision, [as well as the circumstance that]
a verbal root is connected with an extension of its meaning — that is
called the fivefold nirukta.

Aggavamsa builds on the idea of atthatisaya for one of his interpretations of the
term dhdtu (2,6): atthatisayayogato parattham pi dhareti ti dhdtu, ‘because it is
connected with extension of meaning, [according to the analysis:] “it carries
(possesses; constitutes; dhareti) also the meaning of something else”, hence [it is
called] dhatw’. Pointing out that Buddhaghosa alludes to the above verse in his
Visuddhimagga (210,30) and thus making it clear that it is well established in
exegetical traditions, O.H. Pind (1989:40-42) claims that the first complete Pali
version of it is to be found in Upasena’s commentary on the Niddesa.

1 This reflects the definition of kdraka offered in § 547: kiriyanimittam karakam.
See below.

2 The underlying form of the word mukhyato 1 consider to correspond to Skt
maukhya. The expression here refers back to the first alternative of the preceding
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action)]. Nevertheless, it is a kdraka in as much as it is nothing
but doing,! for with regard to bhava the property of being a
karaka has to be considered in accordance with [the maxim ?]
‘doing,? doer, deed — only that is karaka’. But since the
condition of being the cause of an action is the one and only
defining characteristic of karaka, then, in the case of nominal
words the defining characteristic of which is karaka,? the
grammarians, abandoning the practice of referring to a
bhavakaraka, adopt the practice of referring to kattukaraka,
kammakaraka, etc. for the six entities kattar (agent), kamma
(object), karana (instrument), sampadana (recipient), apadana
(stable point when there is movement away), and adhikarana
(locus). Thus it has been stated, following the conventions of
nirutti, that the bhavakaraka and the two karakas agent and
object constitute a triad of karakas, and the verb with [its] three
karakas illustrates this.

This makes it clear that Aggavamsa has the two main divisions
of karakas in mind, namely karakas as realised by finite verbs and
kdrakas as realised by nouns. A finite verb can only express kattar,
kamma or bhava, while nouns can express all the (normally defined) six
karakas plus bhava. But it is not at all clear to me whether Aggavamsa in
his classification of kdrakas realised by nouns had in mind all nouns,
regardless of their derivation, which participate in the action of a
sentence, or verbal nouns (krt formations) viewed as separate linguistic
entities, or both. His remark that ‘through primary formations (krz

sentence, that is, that bagva does not produce anything nor is the cause of an
action.

1 The word karana here interpreted as bhavasadhana, as an action noun of \/kr.

2 It may be that karana here has the sense of ‘instrument’ and that Aggavamsa’s
interpretation of karana as bhavasadhana is not fully justified. It would be useful
if the quotation — if it is a quotation — could be traced.

3 1 consider an interpretation as a bahuvrihi the only one possible for the
compound karakalakkhane.
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formations) there are [these] sevenfold karakas’ reveals that in that
passage at least he has in mind verbal nouns viewed in isolation.

Aggavamsa includes bhava under the class name karaka, with
regard to both verbs and nouns, but he holds a rather peculiar view of
what constitutes a bhava-construction. For a Sanskrit grammarian, the
bhavaprayoga — the impersonal passive or stative usage — would be
illustrated by a construction such as devadattena supyate, lit. ‘it is being
slept by Devadatta’. Aggavamsa, on the other hand, says that it is a
construction wherein the verb is identical in form with a passive specified
without an object, and then claims that not only can the agent be
expressed by the instrumental or the nominative case but that, in fact, ‘on
the view of the Jina’ the nominative alone is to be used (8,4-9):

Akkharacintaka pana thiyate bhityate ti adisu bhavavisayesu
karanavacanam eva payufijanti “nanu nama pabbajitena
sunivatthena bhavitabbam supdrutena akappasampannend”™! ti
adisu viya; tasma tesam mate tena ubbhaviyate ti karana-
vacanena yojetabbam, jinamate pana “so bhiiyate”™ ti adina
paccattavacanen’ eva. Saccasamkhepappakarane hi Dhamma-
palacariyena, Niddesapaliyam pana Dhammasendpatind,
Dhajaggasutte Bhagavata ca bhavapadam paccatta-
vacandapekkhavasen’ uccaritam.

Now, grammarians® employ only the instrumental case in the
domain of bhava, such as thiyate, bhiiyate, etc., as in: ‘surely a
wandering monk should be* well dressed, properly covered,

! The quotation — if it is a quotation — has not been traced.

2 Sacc 63d.

3 Literally: ‘syllable-ponderers’. It is not clear to me whether this term has any
derogatory connotations, or whether he tries to distance himself from such a
category.

4 Literally: ‘by a wandering monk it should be ... *. It is not surprising that he
resorts to the frequently occurring future passive participle to illustrate a bhava-
construction, here “properly” constructed with the instrumental case.
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suitably attired’, etc. Therefore, in their view, in the expression
tena ubbhaviyate it should only be constructed with the
instrumental case. But in the view of the Jina [it should be
constructed] only with the nominative as in so bhiiyate. For in
the Saccasamkhepappakarana® by the teacher Dhammapila, in
the text of the Niddesa by Dhammasenapati, and in the
Dhajaggasutta by The Blessed One, a bhava-word has been
stated with [a syntactic] expectancy for the nominative case.

He goes on to list these examples, which all illustrate the use of
the nominative case. It goes without saying that this conception of what

I Aggavamsa himself refers the example ‘so bhiiyate’ to the Saccasamkhepa,
further identified by Smith as occurring in 63d, in fact the only occurrence of the
form bhuiyate in this text. The verse, which I would rather abstain from
translating, runs as follows:

opapdtikabhavissa dasaka satta kammaja;

kame ado bhavant’ aggijadi pubbe va bhiiyate.
(Tentative translation: ‘For those who have an existence as opapatikas
(spontaneously born) there are ten kinds of existence (satta, case ?); those who
are produced by kamma (= born in accordance with their kamma) exist first (@do
= Skt. adau, loc. of adi 7) in the desire[-realm]; those who are born from fire
come into existence previously.”)
The Saccasamkhepa belongs to a group of Abhidhamma manuals known in
Burma as Let-than, the Little-finger Manuals (cf. Norman 1983:153). Its author,
Dhammapala, is hard to identify and date (ibid.:152), but it seems clear that he
must be reasonably close to Aggavamsa in time. This makes it likely that the type
of Pali employed by Dhammapala must be reasonably close to that used by
Aggavamsa, and it is therefore surprising that he quotes this bizarre form without
reservations. Normally he sticks to canonical literature for his examples. The
words aggijadi pubbe va bhiiyate one could translate: ‘Those which are born
from fire etc. do indeed (eva) / as it were (iva) come into existence previously’. A
passive form of Vbhii is in any case hard to distinguish from an active one in
meaning, that is, ‘it is being come into existence’ is very close to ‘it comes into
existence’. Another possibility is that Vbhiz here is simply treated as a 4th class
verb, bhiiyate again meaning ‘it comes into existence’.
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constitutes a bhava-construction is very different from the one of the
Sanskrit grammarians.!

To sum up, then, there are in the case of finite verbs three
karakas: kattar, kamma and bhava . This is as much as a finite verb is
able to express on its own. In the case of nouns — be they nominal
words analysed separately, nouns as parts of sentences, or both — there
are six karakas, including bhava but excluding sampadana, or, if the
sampadana is included, there are seven. In the Suttamala, however,
Aggavamsa deals with six karakas, plus the hetu or causal agent as a
subdivision of kattar. Here he includes the sampadana whereas bhava is
completely excluded from the enumeration. In light of this it is somewhat
surprising that he opens his kdraka section with a verse claiming that
kdrakas are sixfold, having seemingly forgotten what he stated
previously. This could be simply because Aggavamsa here slips into the
common way of dealing with kdrakas in Indian grammar. But such a lack
of consistency is not what one wants from a grammarian. One may also
ask whether or not he has inherited the order in which he deals with them
here from some predecessor. They are discussed in the order of kattar,
hetu, kamma, karana, sampadana, apadana, and okasa (= adhikarana).
The order in Kaccayana is apadana, sampadana, okasa, karana,
kamma, kattar, and hetu, that is, the same order as in Panini’s grammar.
This is also the order of the Katantra. The order in the Sddhana-
samuddesa of the Vakyapadiya, however, comes quite close: karman,
karana, karty, hetu, sampradana, apadana, adhikarana, and $esa. If one
simply moves the agent — and thus also the causal agent — to the front,
one gets Aggavamsa’s order.

2.2 Definition of karaka

547 Kiriyanimittam karakam. Yam sadhanasabhdvatta
mukhyavasena va upacaravasena va kiriyabhinipphattiya

1] cannot enter into this intriguing problem here, but intend to do so in a future
publication.
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nimittam, tam vatthu karakam nama bhavati;
mukhyopacaravasena hi kiriyam karoti ti karakam. Tam
chabbidham kattukammakaranasampadanapadan’okasa-
vasena. Kiriyabhisambandhalakkhanam karakam.

‘A karaka is the cause of an action.” That which, in as much as
it is something which has sadhana ‘realising’ as its real nature,
[and] is, primarily or secondarily, the cause of the occurrence of
an action, that thing is known as a karaka; for primarily or
secondarily it brings about an action, hence [it is called] karaka.
[And] it is sixfold by way of kattar, kamma, karana,
sampadana, apadana, and okdsa. A karaka is that which is
characterized by a relation to an action.

Aggavamsa first defines a kdraka as kiriyanimitta ‘the cause of
an action’. It seems reasonable to compare this with some common
definitions of kdraka met with in Indian vyakarana. From a Paniniya
point of view the word kdraka is formed by the addition of the suffix
NvuL (-aka with vrddhi and presuffixal accent) after Vlkr according to rule
A 3.1.133 nvultrcau which teaches that the primary (krt) suffixes Nvul
and #C are introduced after a verbal root. This operation is further
specified by rule 3.4.67 kartari krt which teaches that krt suffixes are
introduced after a verbal root to denote the agent. The word karaka thus
means ‘doer; accomplisher’.

During his discussion of rule 1.4.23 karake, Patafijali suggests
that karaka is sadhaka ‘that which accomplishes, realises’ and nirvartaka
‘that which brings about’ (Mbh 1:323,8-9): sadhakam nirvartakam
karakasamjfiam bhavatiti vaktavyam, ‘it should be stated that that which
accomplishes, that which brings about, is something to which the
technical name karaka applies’. He goes on (324,7) to say that the term is
an anvarthasamja, a term which corresponds to its analytical meaning,
which implies that it corresponds to the nature of that which it denotes,
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and he accordingly comes up with the analysis: karotiti karakam, ‘it does
(= brings about; accomplishes) [something], hence [it is called] karaka’.

The problem then is that only the agent would be a karaka
proper. This is solved by claiming that actions differ according to
different karakas, that is, each kdaraka participates in different ways in
bringing about the action. Kaiyata remarks in this context (MbhP I11:379):
sadhyatvena kriyaiva Sabdat pratiyate iti kriyayd nirvartakasya
kdrakasamjriapadanadisamjia ca pravartate, ‘since it can be
accomplished it is action which can be understood from words, and so
the name kdraka and such a name as apadana apply to something which
accomplishes action’.

Various definitions along these lines prevail throughout the
Sanskrit grammatical tradition, and I shall adduce a few examples. The
Kasikavrtti on rule 1.4.23 states: karakasabdas ca nimittaparyayah |
karakam, hetur ity anarthantaram | kasya hetuh ? kriyayah, ‘and the
word karaka is a synonym of nimitta (cause); karaka, hetu (cause) —
[these terms] do not convey any different sense. The cause of what ? Of
an action (kriya)’. The Jain grammarian Abhayanandin states (JV
1.2.109): karakam nirvartakam hetur va | kasya ? kriyayah, ‘karaka is
something which brings about or [is a] cause. Of what ? Of an action’.
Vasudevadiksita states in his Balamanorama (SK 1:597): kriyajanakam
karakam, ‘a karaka is something which produces an action’. This last
remark employs a form of Vjan in its explanation.

Aggavamsa amplifies his definition of ka@raka with the words
mukhyavasena va upacdravasena va, ‘primarily or secondarily’. This
statement is based on the problem alluded to above, namely, that if the
term kdraka is to be understood according to the analysis karotiti
karakam, ‘it brings about, accomplishes, hence [it is called] karaka’, only
the agent would be a karaka proper. This question was raised and
answered already by Katyayana in varttikas 6 and 7 on A 1.4.23 and by
Patafijali in his commentary. In varttikas 8 and 9 and in the Bhdsya
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discussion of them a distinction is made between the main agent
(pradhanakartr) and the agency ascribed to the other karakas.!

The definition of kdraka as the cause (nimitta) of an action
comes up also in the commentary of Helaraja on Vakyapadiya 3.7 24
(Hel 251,2-3): yat tu kriyapadopattayah kriydya nimittam tat karakam
eva, ‘that which is the cause of an action which is mentioned through an
action word is a karaka’. In the Vakyapadiya context a distinction is
made between nimitta ‘cause’ and laksana ‘sign’, the latter also
interpreted as a cause in the context of Panini’s rule 1.4.84 anur laksane.?
This discussion need not concern us here, but I mention the occurrence of
the kriyanimitta definition since it will later become apparent that there is
some connection between Heldraja’s commentary on the Vakyapadiya
and the Saddaniti.

Aggavamsa’s final remark, that a karaka is that which is
characterized by a relation to an action, I am not familiar with as a
standard phrase. It goes without saying, however, that it is acceptable as a
general statement about kdrakas. It is obviously his own creation, since
he gives similar definitions by way of compounds ending in °lakkhana
for all the kdrakas. Whether he intends these as alternative definitions or
as more precise formulations of the ones he gives in the suttas, I am not
in a position to tell.

2.3 The agent: kattar

548 Yo kurute yo va jdyati, so kattd. Yo attappadhdno
hutva gamanapacanadikam kiriyam kurute yo va jayati, so
kdrako kattd nama bhavati. Vasaddo vikappanattho, tena afifio

1 In the context of the attitude of Indian thinkers to the ‘metaphorical” use of
language and more specifically with regard to the concept of mukhya and
upacara this has been pointed out by G. Gren-Eklund (1986:91) with reference
to the present passage of the Saddaniti.

2 This rule teaches that the technical term karmapravacaniya applies to the
particle anu when a sign or characteristic (laksana) is to be denoted. In this
context laksana is interpreted so as to signify ketu ‘cause’.
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pi attho yojetabbo. Kiriyam karoti ti katta, so tividho:
suddhakatta hetukatta kammakatta ti. Tattha yo sayam eva
kiriyam karoti, so suddhakatta nama, tam yatha: puriso

maggam gacchati, siido bhattam pacati, putto jayati, buddhena

Jito Maro, Upaguttena baddho Maro; yo afiiam kammani

yojeti, so hetukattd nama, so hi parassa kiriydya

karanabhavena hinoti gacchati pavattati ti hetu, hetu ca so katta
ca ti atthena hetukatta: Yaririadatto Devadattam gamayati; yo

pana parassa kiriyam paticca kammabhiito pi sukarattd sayam
eva sijjhanto viya hoti, so kammakatta nama kamman ca tam

kattd ca ti atthena: sayam eva kato kariyati sayam eva paciyati
odano ti — evam tividha bhavanti kattaro. Api ca abhihitakatta
anabhihitakattd ca ti ime dve te ca tayo ti kattiinam
paficavidhattam api icchanti garii. Tattha puriso maggam
gacchati ayam abhihitakatta akhydtena kathitatta, siidena
paciyati odano ahind dattho naro ayam anabhihitakatta
akhyatena kitena va akathitatta. Abhinipphadanalakkhanam
kattukarakam. Kattd icc anena kv attho: “kattari pathama tativa

ca’l

‘The one that acts or [for example?] the one that is being born,
that [karaka] is the kattar “agent”.” The one that has presumed
predominance and performs an action such as a going or a
cooking, or [for example] the one that is being born, that
participant of an action is called the agent. The word va has the
sense of option, and through it even another sense is to be
included. [It is called] agent (kattar) according to [the analysis:]
‘it performs (karoti) [something, namely] an action’; [and] this
[agent] is of three kinds: the pure agent, the causal agent, and the

1§594.
2 This, I think, is how Aggavamsa’s usage of vd is to be understood. See below
and 2.3.2.
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object-agent.! With regard to this, the one that performs an

action all by himself is called the pure agent, as for example: ‘the
man walks the road’; ‘the cook cooks food’; ‘a boy is born’;

‘Mira was conquered by the Buddha’; ‘Mara was bound by

Upagutta’. The one that instigates another to action is called the
causal agent, for he is one that impels (hinoti), moves, conduces

as the reason for another’s action and is therefore called hetu.

From the meaning ‘it is cause (hetu) and it is agent (kattar)’, [it

is called] causal agent (hetukattar): ‘Yajfiadatta makes Devadatta
move’. But even the one occurring as the object, with reference
to the action of another, is accomplished easily by itself, as it

were; it is called kammakattar according to the sense that it is

both object and agent: ‘the mat is made by itself’, ‘the rice is
boiling by itself’; thus agents appear as of three kinds.
Moreover, the agent specified [by a finite verb] and the agent
not specified [by a finite verb], [there are] these two and the
[other] three, [so] the teachers teach also the fivefoldness of
agents. As far as this is concerned, [in the sentence] ‘the man
walks the road’ there is an agent that has been specified
[already] in as much as it has been stated by a finite verb; [in the
sentences] ‘rice is cooked by the cook’ [and] ‘the man is bitten
by a snake’ the agent has not been specified [already] in as
much as it has not been stated by a finite verb or by a primary
suffix. The kdraka which is the agent has as its defining
characteristic the bringing about [of something]. What is the
purpose in calling it the agent ? ‘The first and the third? [case
endings occur] when the agent is to be denoted.”

1 That is, an agent which is treated as an object. See below.

2 The Sanskrit grammarians (and so also the Pali grammarians) refer to case
endings by numbers, not by names. Thus, the nominative is referred to as the
first, the accusative as the second, the instrumental as the third, the dative as the
fourth, the ablative as the fifth, the genitive as the sixth, and the locative as the
seventh. The vocative is treated as a variety of the nominative.
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Kaccayana’s definition runs (143): yo karoti sa katta. This is the
definition met with also in the Katantra (2.4.14). Aggavamsa has taken
over this definition, but obviously feels the need to somehow include
Panini’s definition in rule 1.4.54 svatantrah karta, adding attappadhano
hutva in the vutti. The word pradhana as a gloss of tantra in svatantra
‘the independent one’ occurs already in the Mahabhasya.! The Kasika
(on A 1.4.54) explains svatantra by pradhanabhiita ucyate ‘who [by the
speaker] is spoken of as predominant’ and the word pradhana occurs
also in the Nyasa.Z Haradatta’s explanation of svatantrah, on the other
hand, comes even closer to the wording of the Saddaniti (KasP 583): sva
atma tantram pradhanam asya; so does Helardja’s (Hel 312,2): sva
atma tantram pradhanam asya; and likewise Kaiyata’s (MbhP 11:436):
svasabda atmavdci [ sva atma tantram pradhanam yasya sa ‘svatantra’
ucyate, ‘the word sva means atman “self”; he whose sva, that is, atman
“self” is tantram, that is, pradhanam “predominant”, he is called
svatantra’.

The kartrvyutpatti of the term kattar, that is, its analysis as
agentival, offered in the susta definition is repeated in the vurti (kiriyam
karoti). Such an interpretation is of course reasonable, though
Aggavamsa does not return to the problem brought up already by
Katyayana (vt. 6 on A 1.4.23), namely, whether the interpretation karotiti
karakam, ‘it acts, hence [it is called] karaka’, would make all karakas
agents. The issue was however touched upon under sutta 547 in the
context of mukhya and upacdra.

One characteristic detail is worthy of notice. Here and in the
subsequent suttas which define karakas Aggavamsa lists alternative
definitions, introducing them with the word va. In the vutti he explains
that this term in fact allows other meanings to be recognised. In the
present case his choice of an additional definition, yo va jayati, is not

! Mbh 1:338,19-20: svatantro ’sau brahmana ity ucyate svapradhana ity
gamyate, ‘[for example, when] it is said “that Brahman is independent”, [the
meaning] “having himself as the predominant one” is understood’.

2 Ka$N 583.
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made at random. It goes back to an issue raised in the kartradhikara of
the Sadhanasamuddesa of the Vakyapadiya and developed at length in
the commentary of Helaraja. Bhartrhari’s first verse brings it up in the
following manner (VP 3.7.105):

utpatteh prag asadbhavo buddhyavasthanibandhanah |
avisistah satdnyena karta bhavati janmanah |/

Prior to [its] production the existence of something non-existent
depends upon a state of mind. Not different from anything else
that exists, it is [conceived as] the agent of [the act of] being
born.

The problem is that the agent of the act of being born is a
contradiction in terms if what is born is considered not to exist prior to its
coming into existence. Helaraja remarks (Hel 314,17-22):

‘ankuro jayate’ iti janikartrtvam sato 'sato va [ tatra
yadi saj jayate kasmad athdsaj jayate katham |
ityadina piirvam vastavariipasrayena sadasatpaksabhedendpi
janikartrtvam ayuktam ity uktam | upacdrasattasrayena
tiitpattih siddhantita
upacarya tu kartaram ...
ityading |

[With regard to the expression] ‘the sprout is being born’, the
property of being the agent of being born pertains either to
something which exists or to something which does not exist. In
this respect, it has first been stated, through [the words of VP
3.3.43¢—d:] ‘if it exists, why is it born, and if it does not exist,
how is it born 7’ etc., that the property of being the agent of
being born does not apply because [the expression is thought of
as] resting on [an idea of] external form and also because of the
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dichotomy in viewing [the sprout] as existent and non-existent.
But [its] production is established as true since [the expression]
rests on secondary being, according to [VP 3.3.45a:] ‘but
transferring [the application to include] the agent ...’ etc.

The difficulty raised by verbs such as jayate is thus not the
problem of intransitivity but the problem of ascribing agency to the agent
of the action denoted by them. It is brought up also by Kaiyata in the
context of A 1.4.30 janikartuh prakrtih, ‘[the name apadana is assigned
to] the origin of the agent of being born’. The problem here is really how
the name apdadana applies to the prakyti, the origin or cause of the act of
being born, since no separation takes place once and for all. The
examples commonly offered by the commentators are: Srigdc charo
Jayate, ‘the arrow is produced from hom’; gomayad vriciko jayate, ‘the
scorpion originates from cowdung’. Patafijali concludes that one can do
away with this rule since some sort of separation is taking place, either
because a continuous process is involved (samtatatvat) or because a
succession is implied. In this context Kaiyata brings in also the
expression ankuro jayate ‘the sprout comes into being’, and states that
there is no fault in ascribing agency to the sprout (MbhP 11:399): buddhi-
vyavasthapitasydarthasya kriyayam karakariipopagamat, ‘because the
thing [which is to be produced] conceived of in [our] mind acquires the
form of a participant in the action’. This reflects the view that grammar
deals not with ontology but with things as they are spoken about. The
thing which is to be born is thought of as born.

Aggavamsa’s classification into suddha-, hetu-, and kamma-
kattar is, as far as I know, not common. However it is an obvious one if
one is fond of such classifications, and Aggavamsa truly is. The
examples offered for the suddhakattar are either extremely simple, as
putto jayati ‘a boy is born’, or, they are flavoured by Buddhism, in which
case they are taken from Kaccayana. The way Aggavamsa brings in the
causal agent here is somewhat surprising. The verbs employed to define
it, hinoti, gacchati, and pavattati, are not taken up again in sutta 550
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which deals with the causal agent. It is also surprising that these verbs are
not causatives, but Aggavamsa is probably proceeding in a very
mechanical manner since gati is one of the senses attributed to Vhi in the
Dhatumala (1225). The last three verses of the kartradhikara of the
Vakyapadiya deals with the causal agent. The final verse begins (VP
3.7.124): nimittebhyah pravartante sarva eva svabhiitaye, ‘for [various]
reasons, everyone engages in activity for his own benefit’. Here we meet
with the verb praVvrt and in the commentary of Helardja on this verse the
forms pravartamana and pravrtti occur numerous times. Also in
Kaiyata’s commentary on A 1.4.55 tatprayojako hetus ca, ‘the prompter
of that [agent A 1.4.54] is [called] cause and also [agent A 1.4.54]’, the
word pravartana occurs (MbhP 11:438): evam manyate — praisad
ardhvam prayojyasya svavyapdre pravartandt svatantryam, ‘the thought
is as follows: after being called upon [to act] the one who has been
prompted [keeps] his independence since he engages in his own activity’.
Both pravartana and pravrtti occur also later in the passage. The forms
pravrtta, pravrtti, and pravartana occur also in the Padamafijari in the
context of A 1.4.54. Haradatta here quotes the two opening verses of the
kartradhikara of the Vakyapadiya. The first of these runs (VP 3.7.101):

prig anyatah Saktilabhan nyagbhavapadanad api |
tadadhinapravrttitvat pravrttanam nivartanat ||

[The independence of the agent is claimed] because he gets his
ability [to participate in the action] before any other [participant],
moreover, because of [his] bringing about the subordination [of
others], because of the activity of those subject to him, because
he stops those engaged in activity.

Could it be that one or more of these occurrences inspired
Aggavamsa to include the verb pavattati ?
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The kammakattar, the object-agent, concerns the agent of
actions denoted by what is often referred to as reflexive verbs.! Already
Panini uses the term (A 3.1.62 acah karmakartari), and the karmakartr
construction is taught by rule 3.1.87 karmavat karmana tulyakriyah
which states that an agent (A 3.1.68) that acts like an object is treated like
an object.2 The purpose of the rule is above all to trigger passive
morphology, and the agent may be viewed as parallel to the object of a
transitive sentence. Accordingly, sayam eva kato kariyati and sayam eva
paciyati odano should not be viewed as passive sentences in as much as
one could not specify some agent of these actions without changing the
meaning of the sentences: devadattena paciyati odano would mean that
Devadatta cooks the rice, in contrast to ‘the rice is boiling’. In order to
underline this difference the commentators add svayam eva ‘by itself; on
its own’, though Katyayana (A 3.1.87, vit. 9-10) derives the karmakartr
construction odanah pacyate from odanah pacyata atmand by elision of
atmana ‘by itself’. Does this no longer make it a karmakartr-
construction ? The direct use of an item such as atman to express a
reflexive construction reminds one of Middle Indo-Aryan where this
might be the only available device. The examples offered by Aggavamsa
for the kammakattar construction occur already in the Mahdbhdasya on
A 3.1.87. One wonders whether such constructions occur in Pali at all.

Aggavamsa goes on to expand the threefold classification into a
fivefold one. This enterprise is simply a category error. His including the
abhihitakattar and the anabhihitakattar reflects a device in Panini’s
grammar. The restriction rule A 2.3.1 anabhihite, ‘if not expressed
[already]’, secures a principle underlying karaka theory: a karaka can
only be expressed once. A verbal ending can express kartr, karman, or

1 That this is misleading and that we are not merely dealing with a reflexive agent
in the ordinary sense has been pointed out by P. Filliozat (1983:12). Clearly, a
verb such as pacati ‘is cooking’ is not reflexive but ‘the rice” when we say ‘the
rice is cooking’ is both agent and object.

2 The interpretation of A 3.1.87 has been discussed recently by S.D. Joshi
(1982), P. Filliozat (1983), and M. Deshpande (1985), but I refrain from going
into details here.
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bhava. A choice in this respect determines the further choice of
morphology in the derivational process. For example, in a sentence such
as devadattah pacaty odanam, ‘Devadatta boils rice’, agency is
expressed by the active, finite verb ending. In Paninian derivation this
goes back to the choice that the la-kara IAT signify the agent. The agent
here would thus be an abhihitakaraka and the rules for karakas and case
suffixes then secure that the nominative case ending is assigned to the
nominal stem devadatta-. Rule A 2.3.46 pratipadikarthalinga-
parimanavacanamatre prathama teaches that the first case ending, the
nominative ending, is added merely to denote the gender and number of
the nominal stem! meaning.?2 The nominative ending, then, does not
express any kdraka. If the la-kara IAT had been chosen to express the
object (karman), then the agent would not have been expressed already
and so the instrumental case which expresses the agent would be
assigned to the stem devadatta-: devadattena pacyata odanah, ‘rice is
boiled by Devadatta’. Surely, the terms abhihitakartr and
anabhihitakartr do occur in Sanskrit works on grammar, but this
division has to do with the way the kdraka agent is expressed, that is, it
only triggers morphological rules which depend on whether one has
chosen an active or passive construction, and it can in no way be said to
represent two further fypes of agent in the way the three previous
categories do.

The example ahind dattho naro is offered by Kaccayana under
the kattar rule (143). The definition of the kattukaraka as abhi-
nipphadana is not familiar to me from any source.

1 A 1.2.45 arthavad adhatur apratyayah pratipadikam states that a nominal
stem, pratipadika, is a meaningful linguistic unit which is neither a verbal root,
nor a suffix, nor a form which ends in a suffix. A 1.2.46 krttaddhitasamasas ca
teaches that a derived linguistic unit that ends in a &yt suffix, a taddhita suffix or
is a compound is also a nominal stem, pratipadika.

2 This is one possible interpretation of A 2.3.46. The most common traditional
interpretation takes the rule to teach that the nominative case ending is added
merely to denote the meaning of the nominal stem, its gender, measure, and
number.
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2.3.1 Agency, non-existence, and empty terms

549 Asantam santam va kappiyati, tai ca. Yam
asantam santam viya buddhiyd parikappiyati, taii ca
kattusafiiam bhavati: safifiogo jayati, abhavo hoti,
sasavisanam titthati, udumbarapuppham vikasati, varjhaputto
dhavati.

‘That which is non-existent is considered as if it were existent;
that too [is assigned to the category of the agent].” That which,
though non-existent, is considered by the mind as if it were
existent is also something to which the name kattar ‘agent’
applies: ‘a connection is coming about’; ‘non-existence! exists’;
‘the hare’s horn exists’; ‘the fig-tree flower is blooming’; ‘the
son of the barren woman is running’.

There is no trace of this rule in Kaccayana, and it seems to me
completely superfluous. First of all, the rule seems to reflect —
mindlessly — the wording of an important verse in the Vakyapadiya

where Bhartrhari expresses a fundamental view on k@rakas in general
(VP 3.7.3):

sadhanavyavaharas ca buddhyavasthanibandhanah |
sann asan varthariipesu bhedo buddhya prakalpyate |/

Also the practice of [referring to] the means [of an action] is
dependent on [the speaker’s] frame of mind. Difference in the
form of things, whether it is existent or non-existent, is
conceived by the mind.?

1 Or, possibly, ‘something non-existent’.
2 This concerns the notion of vivaksa ‘the wish to express’, in this context the
freedom of the speaker to choose how to talk about the participants of an action.
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Secondly, the rule reflects the same view that was expressed in
the vutti on the previous rule, namely that grammar deals not with
ontology but with things as they are spoken about. This view is
formulated explicitly by Helardja in his commentary on the kartradhikara
of the Vakyapadiya (Hel 313,16): vyakarane hi $abdartho ’rthah na
vastvarthah, ‘in grammar, meaning/object is the meaning/object conveyed
by words, not real objects’. Later in the same adhikara he states (Hel
316,12): idanim $abdartho ‘rtha iti svasiddhantam nigamayitum aha, ‘in
order to conclude his own view that the object/meaning is the

object/meaning conveyed by words, he [=Bhartrhari] now states: ...".
This introduces the following two verses (VP 3.7.109-10):

bhavesv eva padanyasah prajiidyd vaca eva va |
ndstity apy apade nasti na ca sad bhidyate tatah [/
buddhisabdau pravartete yathabhiitesu vastusu |
tesam anyena tattvena vyavaharo na vidyate [/

Both for knowledge and for speech forms any display of scope
is based on existing things. The [utterance] ‘it does not exist’
does not exist when there is no scope, nor is that which exists
any different from that [which does not exist in this respect].
[Both] cognition and speech function with regard to things as
experienced; through no other principle can there be [scope for
linguistic] usage of them.

It is noteworthy that these verses occur in the very section
where the problem caused by expressions such as ankuro jayate is
discussed. This may account for Aggavamsa’s example safifiogo jayati
which, to me at least, seems peculiar. Consider also the wording of the
sutta and its expansion in the vutti (Asantam santam va kappiyati, tafi ca.
Yam asantam santam viya buddhiya parikappiyati) in the light of the
following passage from Helardja’s commentary on the first of the verses
cited (Hel 316,16-19):
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tatha hi nastity abhavalambanau ka# cana paraparikalpitam
svayam utpreksitam vakaram avalambya jayete yena
sadakaravalambanabhyam jrianasabdabhyam anayor
visesabhavah, svakaravagrahasamyad iti vyavahdre sarvam
eva bhavabhavajatam samanam |

For instance, [when one says] ‘it does not exist’ both non-
existence and cognition arise in dependence upon some form —
be that imagined through something else or itself observed —
since in the case of both [word and cognition] there is non-
existence of something specific, because both word and
cognition are dependent upon some existing form in as much as
it does not matter whether it takes on its own form, [and] thus it
is all equally arising — be that something existing or something
non-existing — when there is linguistic usage [of it].

As for the rest of the examples offered by Aggavamsa, they
illustrate the points made here. The terms chosen for this purpose are the
standard examples in Sanskrit literature for so-called empty terms, terms
which possess meaning but no reference, or Sinn but not Bedeutung, to
use Frege’s terminology.

2.3.2 The causal agent: hetu

550 Yo kareti yo va u[paltthapayati,! so hetu. Idha pi
vasaddo vikappanattho, tena afifie pi attha yojetabba, evam
uttaratrd pi: puriso purisam kammam kareti, dsand
ulpaltthapeti, pasanam u[paltthapayati.

“The one that causes [someone else] to act or [for example] the
one that generates, that [karaka] is the hetu “causal agent”.’

1 Ce Be ns utthap®; Bm upatthap®.
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Here as well the word va has the sense of option and through it
even other senses are to be included, as [seen] also
subsequently: ‘a man makes a man perform an action’; ‘[a man]
makes [a man] lift up a stone’; ‘[a man] makes [a man] arise
from [his] seat’.

Kaccayana’s definition runs yo kareti sa hetu (143). Why
Aggavamsa has chosen just u[pa]tthapayati as the second half of the
definition I am not able to tell, but again he makes it clear how his use of
va is intended. The fact that he repeats here the explanation he gave under
the previous rule makes one wonder whether this is to stress that it is
always the case that va should be understood in this way, or whether it is
uniquely to be understood in this way also here but not when it occurs in
subsequent definitions. I am inclined to believe in the first of these
alternatives.

Kaccayana gives the example so puriso tam purisam kareti,
moving on to treat fam purisam as a variable by giving it also in the
instrumental and genitive case. He then adds evam vihareti, paleti,
patheti, dhareti, paceti, nayeti. This makes it likely that in Aggavamsa’s
examples puriso purisam is to be supplied in the last two cases.

2.4 The object: kamma

551 Yam kurute yam va passati, tam kammam.
Kariyate tam kiriyaya papuniyate ti kammam.
Kiriyapattilakkhanam kammakarakam. Tam tividham
nibbattaniyadivasena, sattavidham api keci icchanti
icchitadivasena. Tattha ratham karoti, sukham janayati, puttam
vijayati, aladdham pattheti ti idam nibbattanivam nama;
kattham angaram karoti, suvannam keyiiram katakam va
karoti, vihayo lunati idam vikaraniyam nama; tam duvidham:
pariccattakdranam apariccattakdranan ti, tattha
pariccattakaranam ndama, yam karanassa vindasena
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sambhiitam, apariccattakiranam nama, yattha karanabhiite

vatthumhi vijjamane yeva gunantaruppattiya voharabhedo
dissati; ubhayam pan’ etam yathddassitapayogavasena
datthabbam; nivesanam pavisati, Adiccam namassati, riipam

passati, dhammam sunadti, pandite payirupdsati, manasa
Pataliputtam gacchati idam papaniyam nama, tatha hi
nivesanam pavisati ti adisu nivesanadinam kiriyaya na koci
viseso kariyati afifiatra sampattimatta; bhattam bhuijati icc
adisu bhattadi icchitakammam nama, visam gilati icc adisu
visam anicchitakammam ndma, gamam gacchanto

rukkhamulam upasamkamati icc adisu rukkhamuladi
nevicchitandnicchitakammam nama; ajam gamam nayati,

Yannadattam kambalam ydacati brahmano, samiddham
dhanam bhikkhati, “rajanam etad abravi™! icc adisu ajadayo

kathitakammam ndma, gaimadayo akathitakammam nama,
tatha hi ajam gamam nayati ti ettha ajo kathitakammam
dvikammikaya nayanakiriyaya pattum icchitataratta, gamo
pana appadhanatta akathitakammam, esa nayo itaresu pi —
puriso purisam kammam kareti icc adisu pana
anattapurisadayo kattukammam nama katta ca so kammari ca
ti atthena; maya ijjate buddho, Yarfiadatto kambalam yaciyate
brahmanena, “nago manim ydcito brahmanena”? icc

evamadisu buddhddayo abhihitakammam nama akhyatena
paccayena va kathitatta;, chattam karoti, ghatam karoti icc adisu
chattddayo anabhihitakammam nama akhyatena akathitatta.

‘What one does or [for example] what one sees, that [karaka] is
the kamma “object”.’ It is done (kariyate), it is attained through
the action, thus [it is called] object (kamma). The karaka which
is the object has as its defining characteristic the reaching
[something] through an action. It is of three kinds: in as much as

1 Sadd 600,28; Ja IV 462,2.
2 Sadd 338,22; 600,25; Vin I 147,22 = Ja I1 285 22.
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it is to be produced etc.; others teach that it is also sevenfold in
as much as it is wanted etc. For example: ‘he makes a chariot’;

‘he makes pleasure arise’; ‘she gives birth to a son’; ‘he longs
for something he has not got’ — this is what we call [the object]

which is to be produced (nibbattaniya); ‘he makes wood [into]

charcoal’; ‘he makes gold [into] a bracelet or a ring’; ‘he cuts
paddy’ — this is what we call [the object] which is to be
modified (vikaraniya). The latter is twofold: the one that has left

[its] (material) cause behind (pariccattakarana) and the one that

has not left [its] cause behind (apariccattakdrana). Among

these we call that the one that has left [its] cause behind which
has come about as a result of destruction of the cause, [and] we
call that the one that has not left [its] cause behind where a
different designation is noticed as a result of the birth of a
different property [pertaining to the object] only when that
which existed as cause is met with in the objects. But this pair is
to be considered according to demonstrated usage. ‘He enters
the abode’; ‘he venerates the Aditya’; ‘he perceives form’; ‘he
hears the doctrine’; ‘he reveres the learned’; ‘he goes to
Pataliputra in his mind’ — this is what we call [the object]
which is to be attained (pdpaniya); for in such a way no
difference is made to the abode etc. by the action in [sentences}
such as ‘he enters the abode’ other than the mere attainment. In
[sentences] such as ‘he eats rice’, rice etc. is what we call the
object which is wanted (icchitakamma); in [sentences] such as
‘he swallows poison’, the poison is what we call the object
which is unwanted (anicchitakamma); in [sentences] such as
‘going to the village he comes to the foot of the tree’, the foot of
the tree etc. is what we call the object which is neither wanted
nor unwanted (nevicchitananicchitakamma). In [sentences] such
as ‘he leads the goat [to] the village’, ‘the Brahman begs
Yajfiadatta [for] a blanket’, ‘he begs the rich [for] wealth’, ‘he
spoke this [to] the king’, the goat etc. is what we call the object
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which is specified (kathitakamma) [and] the village etc. is what
we call the object which is unspecified (akathitakammay); for
thus, with regard to [the sentence] ‘he leads the goat [to] the
village’, the goat is the object which is specified in as much as it
is the object that is most wished to be attained through the action
of leading which has two objects, but the village is the object
which is unspecified since it is subordinate; this principle
{applies] also in the rest [of the examples]. But in such
[sentences] as ‘a man makes a man perform an action’, the man
who is ordered etc. is what we call the agent-object
(kattukamma) according to an analysis [as a karmadhdraya
compound]: ‘it is agent and it is object’. In [sentences] such as
‘the Buddha is honoured by me’, ‘Yajfiadatta is asked [for] a
blanket by the Brahman’, ‘the Naga is asked [for] the jewel by
the Brahman’, the Buddha etc. is what we call the object which
has been expressed already (abhihitakamma) in as much as it is
specified (kathita) by a finite verb or by a suffix. In [sentences]
such as ‘he makes a sunshade’, ‘he makes a pot’, the sunshade
etc. is what we call the object which has not already been
expressed (anabhihitakamma) in as much as it has not been
specified (akathita) by a finite verb.

Kaccayana’s definition runs yam karoti tam kammam but the
vutti is more elaborate (142-43): Yam va karoti yam va passati yam va
sunati tam karakam kammasariniam hoti. Not only does this account for
one possible source of the alternative definition given in the Saddaniti,
but it seems to me also to reveal why Aggavamsa (twice) explained how
he intended the particle va to function when he offers two alternatives in
his definitions: passati, like jayati and u[paltthdapayati in the preceding
rules, stands for other things too. It should be noted, however, that the
particular choice of the verb passati could also be motivated by the fact
that it is dealt with as a special case in the karmadhikara of the Sadhana-
samuddesa of the Vakyapadiya. 1 shall return to this later on.
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Aggavamsa claims that kamma is of three kinds, starting with
the nibbattaniya, or, according to others, of seven kinds, starting with the
icchita. 1t is therefore somewhat surprising to note that one seems to end
up with three plus eight, at least if one counts them as listed. One way to
account for this discrepancy, however, would be to take the first three as
also constituting the first three of the group of seven, then take the
icchita-, anicchita- and necchitananicchita-kamma as the fourth group,
the kathita- and akathitakamma as the fifth, the kattukamma as the sixth,
and the abhihita- and anabhihita-kamma as the seventh. This makes
sense although it is not exactly what Aggavamsa has stated. Otherwise
one would have to conclude that his counting abilities were not too good.
But if one turns to the Vakyapadiya, one will find that there karman is
said primarily to be of three major kinds to which four minor ones are
added. This would give us a classification as three or as seven. Although
Aggavamsa presents us with a distorted version, it is clear that the
Saddaniti classification in some way or other goes back to the one met
with in the Vakyapadiya (VP 3.7.45-46):

nirvartyam ca vikaryam ca prapyam ceti tridhd matam |
tatrepsitatamam karma caturdhanyat tu kalpitam [/
auddsinyena yat prapyam yac ca kartur anipsitam |
samjfantarair anakhyatam yad yac capy anyapiirvakam |/

Among them [= the kdrakas] the object, being what is most
desired, is considered to be of three kinds, as it is to be
produced, modified or attained. Furthermore, it has been
imagined as fourfold: that which is to be attained through
indifference and that which is not desired by the agent, that
which has not been designated by another technical term
[= another kdraka category] and that which previously had
another [kdraka designation].
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To me it seems reasonable to think Aggavamsa was familiar
with the existence of a classification into three and four, adding up to
form seven. It seems, however, that he just pushes all the information he
possesses into this straightjacket without really having a grip on details or
on what exactly constitutes a group. That the Saddaniti classification
doubtlessly goes back to the one met with in the Vakyapadiya will be
clear from the following chart of parallels:

Saddaniti: Vakyapadiya:
nibbattaniya nirvartya
vikaraniya vikarya
papaniya prapya

icchita [ipsitatama)
anicchita anipsita
nevicchitandnicchita audasinyaprapya
kathita / akathita samjriantaranakhyata
o anyapirvaka
kattukamma o

abhihita | anabhihita o

I consider it worthwhile to enter into a more detailed discussion
here:

1. nibbattaniya: This category clearly corresponds to Bhartr-
hari’s nirvartya. I shall discuss some issues pertaining to this pair in the
context of the vikaraniya / vikarya type.

2. vikaraniya: This obviously corresponds to vikarya.
Aggavamsa says this is of two kinds, as the one that has left its material
cause behind (pariccattakdrana) and the one that has not left its material
cause behind (apariccattakarana). There can be no doubt that
Aggavamsa intends this twofold classification to pertain to the vikaraniya
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alone.! Now, in the Vakyapadiya Bhartrhari expands on the nirvartya,
and not the vikdrya, as follows (VP 3.7.47):.

sati vavidyamana va prakrtih parinamini |
yasya nasriyate tasya nirvartyatvam pracaksate |/

The property of being produced is said to belong to that whose
material cause which undergoes transformation — whether it is
existent or not — is not taken into consideration [for the
statement).

That is to say, the property of being nirvartya pertains to that
karman which is not viewed as a transformation of its material cause.
The text continues (VP 3.7.48):

prakytes tu vivaksayam vikaryam kais cid anyatha |
nirvartyam ca vikaryam ca karma $astre pradarsitam [/

But when the speaker intends [to express] the material cause,
then it [is called] vikarya; karman as nirvartya and vikarya has
been defined differently by others in the Sastra.

In other words, where Aggavamsa comes up with a division of
the vikaraniya according to whether it has left its material cause behind or
not, Bhartrhari primarily applies this division as a difference between the
nirvartya and the vikdrya. Note in passing that Helaraja (Hel 268,1)
glosses prakrteh here by karanasya, the word preferred by Aggavamsa
to denote the material cause. Bhartrhari goes on to say that in the Sastra
others have defined the difference between nirvartya and vikdarya
differently (VP 3.7.49-50):

1 ¢f his wording: °idam vikaraniyam nama — tam duvidham: pariccatta-
karanam apariccattakdaranan ti.
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yad asaj jayate sad va janmana yat prakasyate |

tan nirvartyam vikaryam ca karma dvedha vyavasthitam [/
prakrtyucchedasambhiitam kim cit kasthadibhasmavat |
kim cid gunantarotpattya suvarnadivikaravat [/

That [previously] non-existing [object] which is being born or
that existing [object] which becomes manifest through its birth,
that is the nirvartya, and the vikarya is established as of two
kinds: One [kind of vikaryakarman] is that which results from
destruction of the material cause, as ashes from wood etc., [and
another is] the one [that results] from the arising of other
properties, as the modification of gold etc. [into such things as
jewellery].

The first distinction is between the satkarya and asatkarya
views of causality, views which hold that the product exists in its cause
or not, respectively. The latter distinction of two kinds of vikdrya,
however, is clearly what Aggavamsa has in mind when he states that the
vikaraniya kamma is of two kinds. The first (pariccattakarana) has left
its cause behind since it came about as a result of destruction of the cause.
The second (apariccattakarana) has not left its cause behind in as much
as a different name is applied due to the birth of a different property. This
second type of vikaraniyakamma appears only when that which existed
as cause is met with in the objects. Aggavamsa adds cryptically that this
pair is to be considered according to demonstrated usage.

The distinction between nirvartyakarman and vikaryakarman is
met with in the Mahabhasya under rule A 1.4.49 (Mbh 1:332,15-19). In
fact it is met with already in vt. 1 on A 3.2.1 karmany an. The varttika
runs: karmani nirvartyamanavikriyamane ced vedadhyayadinam
upasamkhydnam, ‘when an object is being produced or is being
transformed, inclusion [should be made]} of “study of Veda” etc.’. In the
context of this varttika Kaiyata brings up Bhartrhari’s division of karman
into nirvartya, vikarya, and prapya quoting Vakyapadiya 3.7.47, 50-51.
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3. papaniya: This, of course, corresponds to Bhartrhari’s
prapya ‘to be attained’. The relevant verse runs (VP 3.7.5 1):

kriyakrta visesanam siddhir yatra na gamyate /
darsanad anumanad va tat prapyam iti kathyate |/

That [object] upon which the establishment of differences that
has come about through the action is understood neither by
observation nor by inference, that [object] is called prapya ‘to
be attained’.

In Helardja’s commentary on this verse we meet with the
example dadityam pasyati ‘he looks at the sun’ (Hel 270,9). Whether or
not it is a coincidence that Aggavamsa gives the example Adiccam
namassati in this context is hard to say. I am inclined to believe that this
refers to the gotra or clan name of Sakyamuni’s family, but of course this
is not the only possible meaning of adicca here.

The idea of adducing prapya as a separate category is to
distinguish objects which are merely attained without any effect being
imposed on them by the action. But Bhartrhari here adds that, according
to some, actions such as seeing do have effects on the object of seeing
(VP 3.7.52):

visesalabhah sarvatra vidyate darsanadibhih [
kesam cit tadabhivyaktisiddhir drstivisadisu [/

The attainment of difference [in the object] by such actions as
seeing is observed everywhere, according to some. In the cases
of such that have poison in their gaze a distinction is established
in that [object of such actions].

It may be a common view that snakes should have poison in
their gaze although I am not familiar with it, but the point he wants to
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make is obvious: According to some, all actions, even the act of seeing,
have an effect on their objects, and so the prapya category would be

superfluous. Whether this is the source for Aggavamsa’s choice of ‘what
one sees’ as the second alternative of his kamma definition or whether he
took it straight from Kaccdyana is not possible to tell. I do not, however,

think the Vakyapadiya link is without significance, since Aggavamsa

clearly — through some source or other — is familiar with the divisions
set forth in that work. The act of seeing is brought up again later in the

karmadhikara (VP 3.7.64-65).

So far so good, but with the papaniya any simple one to one
correspondence between Aggavamsa and Bhartrhari comes to an end.
The subsequent categories common to both the Saddaniti and the
Vakyapadiya reflect three rules from the Astadhyayi, namely A 1.4.49
kartur ipsitatamam karma, 50 tathayuktam canipsitam, and 51
akathitam ca. These rules have recently provoked some discussion. The
first of them assigns the name karman to that kGraka which is most
desired to be attained by the agent. Rule A 1.1.50 then adds that also that
which is not desired but is related to the action in a similar manner has the
name karman assigned to it. Finally, to account for ditransitive
constructions, rule A 1.4.51 teaches that the name karman is assigned
also to that karaka which is unspecified, that is, which has not otherwise
been assigned to any specific kdraka category. My rendering of
ipsitatama and of rules 50 and 51 rests on the traditional interpretation.
S.D. Joshi (1976), on the other hand, suggests that ipsitatama should be
understood in the more general sense of ‘(immediate) goal’ and that it is
the subsequent rule A 1.4.50 tathayuktam canipsitam which accounts for
double accusative constructions of the type manavakam panthanam
prechati ‘he asks the boy the way’. This is echoed and developed further
by P. Kiparsky (1982:39 foll.), who suggests that A 1.4.51 akathitam ca,
the rule held by the tradition to account for double accusatives, in fact
accounts for elliptical constructions where the object is omitted from the
sentence and therefore identified as akathita ‘not expressed’. Recently
M.M. Deshpande (1991) has discussed issues pertaining to the problem
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of double accusative constructions, particularly when they are turned into
passives. 1 refrain from entering into a discussion of these matters here,
limiting myself to Aggavamsa’s way of dealing with the issues.

4. icchita, anicchita and nevicchitandnicchita:
Bhartrhari, as we saw, does not include Panini’s ipsitatama in his
enumeration, but adds it as a general characterization of karman which is
then divided further, first into three types and then into four more (VP
3.7.45-46). Aggavamsa, on the other hand, gives icchita as a separate
type of kamma, seemingly on a par with anicchitakamma and
nevicchitananicchitakamma. As noted earlier, it is tempting to see these
three as constituting one group in the Saddaniti enumeration, although
Bhartrhari classifies anipsita and audasinyena prapya as two distinct
types of karman.

The word anipsita reflects rule A 1.4.50 tathayuktam
canipsitam mentioned above. So does the nevicchitananicchitakamma /
audasinyena prapya if anipsita is taken as a negation of ipsita which
encompasses the two other possibilities of being undesired or being the
object of indifference. The example adduced by Aggavamsa for
anicchita, namely visam gilati ‘he swallows poison’, is so frequently met
with in Paniniya literature that it seems fruitless to mention any text in
particular. The word uddsina occurs in Pali but not any derivation
corresponding to audasinya. This could account for Aggavamsa’s choice
of terminology. The audasinya category is, as far as I know, first met
with in the Vakyapadiya classification. In Sanskrit works the standard
example is gramam gacchan vrksamilani upasarpati ‘going to the
village he comes near the roots of a tree’, met with for example in the
Kasika. In Helardja’s commentary on VP 3.7.46 it is given in the form
gramam gantur vrksamiladi where the adi indicates the variety in its
occurrence.

5. kathita and akathita: This draws directly on A 1.4.51
akathitam ca, ‘also that which is unspecified’. Bhartrhari is less
ambiguous in his formulation (VP 3.7.46): samjfiantarair anakhyatam,
‘that which has not been designated by another technical term’, that is,
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which has not already been assigned to any other kdraka category. As is
clear from the examples, Aggavamsa uses this Paniniya rule to account
for the assignment to the category kamma of the second object of a
double accusative construction such as gamam ‘village’ in ajam gamam
nayati, ‘he leads the goat [to] the village’.

In a slokavarttika quoted by Pataiijali in the Bhdsya on A 1.4.51
(Mbh 1:334,1-2) we find that a specific list of verbal roots is given in
order to teach the verbs which are involved in ditransitive constructions
and the objects which are considered akathita. This is a feature very
rarely resorted to by Sanskrit grammarians.! With the roots duh ‘milk’,
yac ‘beg’, rudh ‘obstruct; lock up’, pracch ‘ask’, bhiks ‘beg’, and ci
‘pick’, the cause of the object which is used, for example ‘milk’ with
duh, is called akathita provided that no other designation has been taught
previously; so too are the subordinate objects of briz ‘speak’ and sas
‘instruct’. Patafijali subsequently states that only three of these are valid
examples of ditransitive roots, namely, yac, pracch, and bhiks, and gives
the following examples (Mbh 1:334,15): pauravam gdm ydcate,
manavakam panthanam prcchati, and pauravam gam bhiksate. The
reason for this is probably his interpretation of akathitam ‘unspecified’.
He opens his discussion of the rule as follows (Mbh 1:333,25):
kendkathitam | apadanddibhir visesakathabhih, ‘unspecified by what ?
By special designations such as apadana etc.’. This is quoted also in the
Kasikavrtti, but there we also meet with the verse quoting the whole list
of roots. In as much as double accusative constructions involving other

1 As pointed out by M.M. Deshpande (1991), this might have its background in
the fact that difficulties arise when we try to turn a construction such as gam
dogdhi payah, ‘he milks milk from the cow’ (lit.; ‘he milks the cow milk’) into a
passive construction. We are faced with two possibilities according to whether
the cow or the milk is considered the primary object: gaur duhyate payah, lit.:
‘the cow is milked milk’, or *gam duhyate payah, lit.: ‘milk is milked [from] the
cow’. Deshpande has tried to provide a solution to this anomalous situation by
investigating ideas scattered in commentaries. Aggavamsa does not touch upon
this problem at all, although he does give the passive version of YaAradattam
kambalam yacati brahmano as Yaifiadatto kambalam ydaciyate brahmanena, ‘Y.
is asked a blanket by the Brahman’.
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than these three roots do occur in the Sanskrit language, the later tradition
does not accept the limitation. Important in this respect is the view of
Bhartrhari! that assigning something to a kdraka category is a function of
the speaker’s wish or intention (vivaksa). Pataiijali too recognises that
ditransitive constructions with verbs other than the three listed do occur.
He introduces another Slokavarttika, quoted also by Helargja,? with the

words (Mbh 1:335,18) ke punar dhatiinam dvikarmakah, ‘but which of

the roots are ditransitive ?°. Kaiyata comments on this as follows (MbhP
11:423): duhyadiparigananad anyatra dvikarmakatvam na prapnoti,
drsyate ceti matva prcchati — ke punar iti, ‘the feature of taking two
objects does not obtain elsewhere than [with regard to the roots] in the
list beginning with [the root] duh “milk”, but it is [nevertheless]

observed. With this [fact] in mind, he asks: “but which” [are these
roots] ?° Pataiijali then quotes the Slokavarttika and gives the following
examples (Mbh 1:335,19-22):

nivahyor harates capi gatyarthanam tathaiva ca |
dvikarmakesu grahanam drastavyam iti niscayah |/

ajam nayati gramam [ bharam vahati gramam | bharam harati
gramam | gatyarthandm | gamayati devadattam gramam [
yapayati devadattam gramam [

1t has been settled that among ditransitive verbs one should
observe mention of [the roots] ni ‘lead’, vah ‘carry’, and also of
hr ‘take’, and likewise of [verbs] with the meaning of motion.
[For example:] ‘he leads the goat [to] the village’, ‘he carries the
burden [to] the village’, ‘he takes the burden [to] the village’. Of
verbs of motion: ‘he makes Devadatta go [to] the village’, ‘he
makes Devadatta move [to] the village’.

1 yP 3.7.3, referred to in section 2.3.1 above.
20nVP3.771.
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Aggavamsa’s examples cover only four of the verbs prescribed
by the Paniniya tradition: nayati, yacati, bhikkhati, and briiti. The
examples given are standard, except for rajanam etad abravi which
Aggavamsa seems to have remembered from the canon (Ja IV 462,2). It
is not in Kaccdyana where kamma is dealt with very briefly. Why
Aggavamsa has chosen just these four examples is hard to ascertain. Is
he indicating that these verbs were the only ditransitive ones occurring in
Pali, or is his choice completely arbitrary ? It is noteworthy that Patafijali
brings in causatives when he gives examples for verbs of motion, an
issue I shall return to below.

With regard to Aggavamsa’s identification of principal and
subordinate objects the following verses in the Vakyapadiya are of
interest (VP 3.7.70-71):

sarvam cakathitam karma bhinnakaksyam pratiyate |
dhatvarthoddesabhedena tan nepsitatamam kila [/
pradhanakarma kathitam yat kriyayah prayojakam [
tatsiddhaye kriyayuktam anyat tv akathitam smrtam [/

But every unspecified object is understood to fall under a
different zone; because there is difference in the scope of the
meaning of the root, it is indeed not what is most desired [to be
obtained by the agent}]. The principal object has been specified
as that which prompts the action [to take place], but that which
is connected with the action for attaining it [= the principal
object] is something else, declared to be the unspecified.

6. kattukamma: Aggavamsa’s introduction of the
kattukamma, the object which is also the agent, that is, the agent which is
prompted to do an action and so is the object of the agent of a causative
verb, is peculiar. It does not correspond to Bhartrhari’s category of
anyapiirvaka ‘that which previously had another [karaka designation]’.
The latter is interpreted by Helaraja (on VP 3.7.46) as referring to the



56 E.G. Kahrs

assignment of Devadatta to the category karman in sentences such as

devadattam abhikrudhyati ‘[someone] is angry with D.’, whereas he is
assigned to the category sampradana when there is no preverb, as in

devadattaya krudhyati ‘{someone] is angry with D.’. The Saddaniti text
here becomes rather tricky too. Smith phrases it as follows (Sadd 692,30
31): “... akathitakammam, esa nayo itaresu pi — puriso purisam

kammam kareti icc adisu pana ...”. What did Smith intend by indicating a
phrasing like this ? What is the link between the preceding and the
following passages ? The word pana seems to indicate a contrast to the

preceding, but in what way ? It is hard to translate esa nayo itaresu pi in
any other way than ‘this principle [applies] also in the rest [of the
examples]’. But which are the rest of the examples ? One would
immediately think of the three adduced subsequently as similar to the one
of the goat and the village. When it comes to the contrast indicated by the
word pana it could be that Aggavamsa has in mind the causatives listed
in the slokavarttika quoted in the Mahabhdsya. But let us once again turn

to the Vakyapadiya. Bhartrhari deals with double accusative constructions
at some length (VP 3.7.70-77). Of immediate interest are the following
verses (VP 3.7.72-73):

duhyadivan nayatyadau karmatvam akathasrayam |
akhyatanupayoge tu niyamac chesa isyate [/
antarbhiitanijarthanam duhyadinam nijantavat |
siddham piirvena karmatvam nijantaniyamas tatha [/

As in the case of [the roots] duh etc., the property of being
object [applies also] in the case of [the roots] ni etc. based on the
fact that they lack specification; but when there is no fitness for
the action because of the restrictions [specified in the body of
rules], the rest [= the genitive] is taught. For [roots] such as duh
with the meaning of the causative suffix inherent, as if they
ended in the causative suffix, the property of being object is
previously established [by A 1.4.49]; thus a restriction [has
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been made by A 1.4.52] with regard to [roots] ending in the
causative suffix.

Bhartrhari here suggests a causative solution to the problem of
double accusatives. Instead of saying ajam gramam nayati one could say
ajam gramam gamayati ‘he makes the goat go to the village’. If so, the
goat would be the prayojyakartr, the agent which is prompted, and
accordingly assigned to the category karman by A 1.4.52 gatibuddhi-
pratyavasanarthasabdakarmakarmakanam anikartd sa nau which
teaches that the agent of actions denoted by verbal roots meaning ‘move’,
‘know’, and ‘eat’, or roots the object of which is a word meaning
‘sound’, or intransitive verbs which are not in the causative, is assigned
to the category karman in the causative.

On this view the two objects in a double accusative construction
can no longer be graded as primary or secondary; they are both primary.
Bhartrhari eventually gives up this view (VP 3.7.76-77), but this could
nevertheless — via some channel or other — be the reason why
Aggavamsa (apparently) makes a contrast to the previous division into
primary and secondary objects for constructions like ‘he leads the goat
[to] the village’.

In as much as the text is rather unclear at this point, it is
tempting to speculate a little further. Could it be that when Aggavamsa
talks about itara he has in fact misunderstood the meaning of the word
Sesa ‘rest’ in the Vakyapadiya verse 7 I am not saying that he is not
aware that the word sesa denotes the genitive, only that he could have
misinterpreted or had a badly transmitted version in this particular
context. Moreover, Aggavamsa has clearly moved into the causative
domain, but does he think that is what Bhartrhari indicates by
anyapiirvaka ‘that which previously had another [karaka designation]’,
namely the change from agent to object in the causative ?

7. abhihita and anabhihita: Aggavamsa finally introduces
the abhihitakamma and the anabhihitakamma in the same manner as he
introduced the abhihitakattar and the anabhihitakattar above (2.3), and
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my remarks in that context would be valid also here. He simply talks
about objects in passive constructions as abhihita ‘already expressed’
and thus taking a nominative case ending, and about objects in active
constructions as being anabhihita ‘not expressed already’ and thus taking
an accusative case ending. In other words, we are not really dealing with
different types of objects, only with differences in the morphology that
expresses them. In an attempt at making Aggavamsa’s enumeration add
up I have in the case of kamma treated the abhihita and anabhihita as one
category. True, this does not correspond with what he did for the agent,
where he expanded a threefold classification into a fivefold one by
inclusion of the abhihitakattar and the anabhihitakattar. Some internal
inconsistencies will thus stubbornly remain.

2.5 The instrument: karana

552 Yena kurute yena va passati, tam pi karanam.
Kariyati kiriyam janeti anena kattuno upakaranabhiitena
vatthuna ti karanam. Ettha ca, sati pi sabbakarakanam kiriya-
sadhakatte, ‘yena kurute’ ti adi visesetva vacanam! kattiipa-
karanabhiitesu sadhanesu sadhakatamass’ eva gahanattham.
Kiriyasambharalakkhanam karanakarakam. Tam duvidham
ajjhattikabahiravasena: “cakkhuna riipam passati sotena
saddam sunati ... manasa dhammam vijandti”? hatthena
kammam karoti, pharasund rukkham chindati.

‘That by means of which one acts or [for example] that by
means of which one sees, that too is [the kdraka] karana

“instrument”.” Something is done with it, [or] one accomplishes
an action with it, [that is,] with a thing being an implement for

1 Smith reads visesetva-vacanam with a hyphen. His reason for doing so escapes
me. I take visesetva to be the absolutive of a causative and vacanam, the subject,
to go with gahanattham.

2D 11 338,19-22.
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the agent, thus [it is called] instrument (karana). And with
regard to this, although the property of being a means of
[accomplishing] an action pertains to all kdrakas, [this]
statement, having specified ‘that by means of which’ etc., is
intended for the understanding of only the most effective means
among the means which work as implements for the agent. The
karaka which is the instrument is characterized as the implement
of the action.! It is of two kinds, as internal and external: ‘He
sees shape/colour by means of the faculty of seeing, he hears
sound by means of the faculty of hearing, ... he understands the
doctrine by means of the faculty of thinking’; ‘he performs an
action by means of the hand’; ‘he cuts the tree by means of an

’

axe'.

The Kaccayana definition runs (141): yena va kayirate tam
karanam. The vutti explains: yena va kayirate yena vi passati yena va
sunati tam karakam ... . As Senart points out (142), this is not
necessarily the obvious interpretation of va in Kaccayana’s definition, but
it is in complete agreement with Aggavamsa’s and with the examples the
latter offers. Apart from the final example in the Dighanikiya quotation,
all examples occur in the Kaccdyanavutti,

Aggavamsa obviously felt the need to include the core of
Panini’s definition (A 1.4.42): sadhakatamam karanam ‘the most
effective means [is called] the instrument’. All karakas are instrumental
in bringing about an action. The superlative suffix -fama therefore serves
to point out the means par excellence. The discussion brought up by
Aggavamsa is met with already in the Mahabhasya on A 1.4.42.
Aggavamsa’s treatment of the karana, then, does not bring in any new
material. All he does is to elaborate on the Kaccayana definition in the by
now familiar way of including options, and then link this definition to the
one given by Panini and to a basic issue in the discussion of the

1 Smith (CT 5.1.1.3): ‘Voutillage de I’action’.
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Paniniyas. Aggavamsa’s division into ajjhattika ‘personal; internal’ and

bahira ‘external’, on the other hand, I am not familiar with at all. It is

certainly not met with in the Vakyapadiya from where several of his

divisions stem. The focus of the discussion in that text is on degrees of
instrumentality and on whether one talks about properties or things as
instruments. But the opposition ajjhattika-bahira is familiar from

Buddhist literature, particularly in the context of skandha-, dyatana-, and

dhdtu-analysis.! In the present context of grammar, however, I find it

hard to understand how the division serves any purpose at all.

2.6 The recipient etc.: sampadana

The sampadana is dealt with at length in the Saddaniti. This is
the case also in the Kaccayanavutti. Moreover, the two texts follow an
identical procedure; one rule deals with the more general exposition and
is followed by another rule which points out special cases and which is
elaborated upon at great length with a multitude of examples in the vutti.
Among all the karakas only the apadana is dealt with in the same

extensive manner.

553 Yassa ddatukdmo yassa va ruccati,tam

sampadanam. Yassa va datukamo yassa va ruccati yassa va
khamati yassa va dharayate, tam karakam sampadanasanfiam
hoti: samanassa danam datukamo samanassa civaram dadati,
tassa purisassa bhattam ruccati “gamanam mayham ruccati’
“ma dyasmantinam samghabhedo ruccittha”,3 Devadattassa

suvannacchattam dharayate Yafifiadatto. Samma pakarena
assa daddti ti sampadanam patiggahako. Patiggahana-
lakkhanam sampadanakarakam. Tam pan’ etam sampadanam
tividham hoti anirdkaran’-ajjhesananumativasena; tatha hi

le.g. M161,12; cf. CPD.
2 Ja VI 544,1.
3Vin I 175,21
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kifici diyamanassa anirakaranena sampadanasafiiam labhati
yatha: buddhassa puppham dadati, rukkhassa jalam dadati ti,
kifici ajjhesanena: yacakanam bhojanam dadati ti, kifici
anumatiya: Nardyanassa balim dadati, bhikkhussa bhattam
dadati ti. Ettha ca sdsane yuttito rocanatthe
sampadanavacanani ca upayogavacanar ca dissati: samanassa
rocate saccam, “tassa te saggakamassa ekattam uparocitam”,!
“kiss' assa ekadhammassa vadham rocesi Gotama”?
“purisassa vadham na roceyyam”,? “kim nu jatim na rocesi ™t
adisu, ruccanatthe pana sampadanavacanam eva dissati: “na
me ruccati bhaddante ulitkassabhisecanan™ ti ddisu; tasma
ayam niti sadhukam manasikatabba,

‘[That karakaS] to whom [the agent] has a desire to give, or [for
example] [that kdraka] to whom [something] is pleasing, [is
called] sampadana “recipient™.” One to whom [the agent has] a
desire to give, or one to whom [something] is pleasing, or one
to whom [something] is fitting, or [for example] one to whom
[something] is owed, that kdraka is something to which the
technical name sampadana applies. [For example:] ‘There is a
\jvish to give a gift to the Sramana’; ‘he gives a robe to the
Sramana’; “food pleases this man’; ‘going pleases me’; ‘division
in the Samgha should not please the venerable ones’;
“Yajfiadatta owes Devadatta a golden sunshade’. In the proper
(samma = sam) way (prakarena = pra) one gives to that one,

thus [it is called] sampadana, [that is,] the one who receives.

! Ja V1 64,28.
25 147,9=161,.
3Ja VI 572,2.
4$1132,25 = Thi 190a.
5 Ja 1l 353,1s.
3 Normally animate and most frequently a person.
As noted already, ‘recipient’ is not a fully adequate rendering of sampadana.
See p. 10, note 3 above.
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The karaka which is the sampadana is characterized by
receiving. Now, this sampraddna is threefold in as much as [the
giving is characterized by] non-rejecting (anirdkarana),
requesting (ajjhesana), or approval (anumati). For thus {a
karaka] to whom something is being given through non-
rejection gets the technical name sampadana, as for example:
‘He gives a flower to the Buddha’; ‘he gives water to the tree’;
[likewise] one [to whom] something [is given] by request [as
in]: ‘He gives food to the beggars’; [and likewise] one {to
whom)] something [is given] by approval [as in]: ‘He gives an
offering to Nardyana’; ‘he gives food to the monk’. And here in
the teaching both the statement of sam and the statement of upa
are appropriately taught when the sense is that of approval as in
such [sentences] as: ‘Truth pleases the Sramana’; ‘solitude has
appealed to you who desire heaven’; ‘you find pleasure in the
slaughter of what single thing, Gotama ?’; ‘may I not find
pleasure in the slaughter of a man’; ‘why do you not approve of
birth ?* But in such [sentences] as: ‘I dislike, venerable ones, the
Anointment of the Owl’, only the statement of the sampadana
appears when there is the sense of ruccana ‘to seem good to’.
Accordingly this principle demands keen attention.

The Kaccdyana definition runs (134): yassa datukamo rocate
va dharayate va tam sampaddnam. It is noteworthy that Aggavamsa has
replaced rocate with ruccati, a form based on a weaker grade of the root.
This, it seems, is in agreement with his peculiar subsequent distinction
between rocanatthe and ruccanatthe. As usual Aggavamsa gives only
two alternatives in his definition, but the exclusion of dhdrayate could be
motivated by the fact that this verb is listed separately in the subsequent
rule as it also is in Kaccdyana.

A nirvacana, semantic analysis, of the term sampadana very
similar to the one offered by Aggavamsa is met with in the Ny@sa on the
Kasikavrtti (Kas§N 1:546): samyak prakarsena diyate ‘properly,
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excellently it is given’. The Nydsa is definitely earlier than the 11th
century, maybe as early as the 7th.

The threefold division of the sampadana, on the other hand,
goes back to the Vakyapadiya (3.7.129):

anirakaranat kartus tyagangam karmanepsitam |
prerananumatibhydam ca labhate sampradanatam |/

That element in [the act of] forsaking which is the goal to be
attained by the object [of the action of giving, i.e. the gift,]
attains the property of being the sampradana [either] from not
refusing (anirakaranat) the agent [of giving], or from urging
(preranay) [the giver] or from giving consent (anumateh).

Apart from the replacement of the term prerana with the
synonymous term ajjhesana the classification is the same.

As for the examples, one may be puzzled by the fact that a
Burmese Buddhist comes up with nardayanassa balim dadati, ‘he gives
an offering to Narayana’. It is noteworthy then that Helardja makes the
following statement in his commentary on VP 3.7.129 (Hel 332,8-9):
tatha diyamdnam na nirakaroti balyadi devataditi tad api kriyarngam,
‘thus, such [an entity] as a deity [who] does not decline such [an entity]
as an offering which is being given [to it], that too is an element in the
action [and gets the name sampradana)’. Here we meet with the word
bali ‘offering’ and an unspecified deity as the sampradana.

The final issue to be brought up by Aggavamsa under this rule
find somewhat peculiar. He claims that both the statement of the
sampadana and the statement of the upayoga appears in such sentences
as samanassa rocate saccam, ‘truth pleases the Sramana’. Smith CT
3.3.3) claims that upayoga is a term for the accusative case; so also CPD
(s.v.) where reference is made to the Kasikavreti on A 1.4.51 akathitam
ca. I doubt whether one could claim that this is the whole story. As notéd
already, it is rule 1.4.51 which — if we stick to the traditional
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interpretation — accounts for double accusative constructions. The term
upayoga occurs in the slokavarttika on this rule which specifies a list of
ditransitive verbal roots. More precisely it occurs in the compound
upayoganimitta ‘the cause of the use [of something]’ with reference to
the cow in a sentence such as gam dogdhi payah, ‘he milks the cow
milk’. It is thus not a question of the accusative case but of assigning the
upayoganimitta, i.e. such entities as the cow in constructions of this kind,
to the category karman. This is clear also from the Kasika on 1.4.51
which quotes the §lokavarttika from the Bhasya and remarks on the term
upayoga as follows: upayujyata ity upayogah payahprabhrti, tasya
nimittam gavadi, tasyopayujyamanapayahprabhrtinimittasya gavadeh
karmasamjiia vidhiyate, ‘[according to an analysis as karmasadhana,
i.e., as the object of the act of using, namely:] “it is used”, [it is called]
upayoga, that is, the milk etc.; its cause (nimitta) is the cow etc.; [and] the
technical name karman is allotted [also] to this cause of the milk etc.
which is being used, namely to the cow etc.’. So it is only in the special
case of the principal and subordinate objects in ditransitive constructions
that the terms upayoga and upayoganimitta apply. A similar analysis and
use of vocabulary is met with in Kaiyata’s remarks on the slokavarttika
from the Bhdsya.

It seems worthwhile to mention the paragraph in Kaiyata’s
commentary which introduces this $lokavarttika (MbhP 11:413-14):

kim udaharanam iti | natasya $rnotityadav api karmasam-

JjAidprasahga iti prasnah | atha vapadanadibhih sarvasya
visayasya vyapanad udaharanasambhavam' matvd prcchati |

‘What is the example? ?° The question concerns the possible
application of the term karman even [to the actor etc.] in such
cases as natasya $rnoti, ‘he listens to the actor’. Or else he asks

1 8o read for vyapandduhara®.
2 That is, of something unspecified (akathita) which has not been covered already

by the apadana etc.
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[the question] thinking that an example is impossible since the
whole field has been covered by the apddana etc.

Could it be that Aggavamsa had this discussion in mind ? Could
it also be that he has mixed up a genitive such as natasya with an
imaginary dative in the Pali, thus linking it to the sampadana category
and thinking it equivalent in usage to a kamma ? It may also be the case
that he has taken his inspiration from another part of the discussion of
A 1.4.51 where the sampradana category is directly in the picture. The
discussion at this point concerns sentences such as putram anusdste
dharmam, ‘he instructs his son in dharma’ which would exemplify the
rule stated in the Slokavarttika. Pataiijali rejects them saying (Mbh
1:334,14): naitad asti | kathitatra parva sampradanasamjia, ‘this is no
good; with regard to this the previous name sampradana has been
specified [by rule 1.4.32]’. Kaiyata remarks on this (MbhP 11:417):
kathiteti | dharmena vacananusasanakarmana putrasyabhipreya-
manatvat, ‘[concerning] “has been specified”: because the son is what is
in view! via the dharma which is the karman of the instruction through
words’. Pataiijali here discards all but three verbal roots as ditransitive
and thus leaves matters somewhat vague in as much as constructions
such as gam dogdhi payah do occur. Later grammarians rely here on
Bhartrhari who resorted to the principle of vivaksa, the wish or intention
of the speaker.?

It could well be that Aggavamsa took advantage of this slightly
vague situation to “place” the examples he offers, although they are very
different in as much as they are not double accusative constructions. It is
in any case clear that Aggavamsa is on slippery ground. His example kim
nu jatim na rocesi, ‘why do you not approve of birth ?, is an absurdity
in as much as it is a construction entirely different from the preceding

1 The wording here goes back to Panini’s definition of the sampradana in rule
1.4.32 karmana yam abhipraiti sa sampradanam, ‘that which one aims at
through the karman, that is the sampradana’.

2 VP 3.7.3; cf. the discussion of kathita and akathita in section 2.4 above.
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ones. This links up with his peculiar insistence on a distinction between
rocana ‘approving of”, the “object” of which he claims can be assigned
to both the sampadana and the upayoga categories, and ruccana
‘seeming good to’ which is linked exclusively to the sampadana. The
reason for this is probably due to the possibility of viewing ditransitive
constructions as pseudo-causative constructions. Among the forms
adduced by Aggavamsa rocesi is a causative whereas the others are
middle forms from a different grade of the root.

Although I shall have to leave this mystery partly unsolved, it is
clear that the source for the introduction of Vruc in the first place is A
1.4.33 rucyarthandm priyamanah which assigns the one who is pleased
to the category sampradana in the context of verbal roots with the sense
‘to please’. The standard example is devadattdya modako rocate, ‘sweets
are pleasing to D.’. Moreover, it seems worthwhile to quote VP 3.7.130:

hetutve karmasamjfiayam Sesatve vapi karakam [
rucyarthadisu Sastrena sampradanakhyam ucyate |/

In [the rules] beginning with rucyarthanam etc. the karaka
called sampradana is taught by the Sastra even when the
properties of being hetu, karman, or Sesa are there.

2.6.1 More on the sampadana

The basic sutta dealing with the sampadana is followed by one
which specifies several specific cases and is expanded on at length in the
vutti. I shall therefore split up the text into convenient portions.

554 Silaghahanuthdsapadhdarapihakudhaduh’-
issosuyyaradh’'ikkhapaccasunaanupatiginapubba-
katt’arocanatthatadatthatumatthalamatthamafiiana-
dar’appdnini nayanagatyatthakammani dasimsattha-
sammutitatiyatthadisu ca. Silagha hanu tha sapa dhara
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piha kudha duha issa icc etesam dhdtiinam payoge ca,
usuyyatthanam payoge, radh’ikkhapayoge ca, paccasuna-
anupatiginanam pubbakattari ca, drocanatthayoge tadatthe
tumatthe alamatthapayoge ca, mafifiatipayoge anadare
appanini ca, nayanagatyatthanam kammani ca, asimsattha-
payoge ca, sammutipayoge ca, tatiyatthadisu ca — tam
karakam sampadanasafiiam hoti. Etth’ adisaddena paricami-
chatthisattaminam attho ca, sarattho ca, bahuvidho
akkharappayogo ca gahito; etesu pi catutthi vibhatti bhavati.

‘[The technical name sampadana applies] also in the cases of
[the verbal roots] silagha, hanu, tha, sapa, dhara, piha, kudha,
duha, issa, usuyya, radha, and ikkha, of the agent of the
previous action [of requesting] with regard to [the verbal root]
suna with preverbs pacca or a and [the verbal root] gina with
preverbs anu or pati in the sense of declaring (@rocana!), of
that which is for the sake of something, of the sense of the
infinitive, of the sense of sufficiency, [in the case of the object]
of mafifia “think; consider” when it has the sense of contempt
provided [the object] is inanimate, in the case of the object of [an
action denoted by verbal roots] having the senses of “moving”
or “leading”, in cases where there is the sense of benediction,
[usage of the word] sammuti “permission; consent”, and the
sense of the third [case ending] etc.” Also when there is usage
of the roots silagha, hanu, tha, sapa, dhara, piha, kudha, duha,
and issa; also when there is usage [of a verbal root] in the sense
of ‘finding fault with’ (usuyya); also when there is usage of [the
roots] radha and ikkha; also when there is a previous agent of
[an action denoted by the verbal root] suna preceded by [the
preverbs] pacca and a and [the verbal root] gina preceded by
anu or pati; also when there is usage in the sense of ‘declaring’,

! Smith, Index verborum, gives drocana (£.) for reasons which escape me; CPD
gives arocana (nt.).
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for the sake of something, when there is the sense of the

infinitive, [and] when there is usage in the sense of sufficiency;
also when there is usage of mafifiati when there is contempt and

[it applies] to something inanimate; also in the case of the object
of [an action denoted by verbal roots] with the senses of
‘moving’ or ‘leading’; also when there is usage in the sense of
benediction; also when there is usage of [the word] sammuti

‘permission; consent’; [and] also when there is the sense of the
third [case ending] etc. — that kdraka [too] is something to

which the technical name sampadana applies. As far as this is

concerned, by the word adi ‘etc.’ [is indicated] the meaning of
the fifth, the sixth, and the seventh [case endings], moreover the
meaning sdra ‘advantage; reminder (?)’, and it is accepted that
linguistic usage is of many kinds; in these cases too the fourth
case suffix applies.

Kaccdyana offers an identical rule (135), except that Aggavamsa
has added nayana® to gatyartha® and the Kaccdayana rule has a different
ending, equally obscure, reading °bhiyyasattamyatthesu ca after
sammuti. The rule covers rules from the karaka section of the
Astadhyayi, but also from A 2.3, the section where vibhaktis are
assigned. The above translations of several of the phrases taken over by
Aggavamsa are out of place, and I think syntactically coherent
translations of them are virtually impossible, particularly because many of
the elements are quoted verbatim but deprived of their original syntactic
context. In as much as Aggavamsa comments at length on each and every
one of the elements listed, it seems better for me to reserve further
discussion until an element is brought up anew. Note that in general most
of the examples offered in the commentary on Kaccdyana are met with
also in the Saddaniti where a few more are normally listed.
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2.6.1.1 silagha, hanu, tha, and sapa

(694,20-695,5) Silaghapayoge tava buddhassa silaghate,

sakamupajjhdyassa silaghate icc evamadi ettha ca silaghate ti
katthati, thometi ti attho. Hanupayoge hanute mayham eva,
hanute tuyham eva icc evamadi; ettha ca hanute ti apanayati,
apalapati allapasallapam na karoti ti attho. Thapayoge
upatittheyya Sakyaputtanam vaddhaki icc evamadi; ettha ca
upatthanam ndma upagamanam saddatthavasena,
samketatthavasena pana upatthahanan ti attho, tatha hi garum
“annena panena upatthito 'smi! ti “upagantva thito asmi "\ ti

attham vadanti saddatthavasena, samketatthavasena pana
“matapituupatthanan™? ti adisu viya upatthahanam
adhippetam. Sapapayoge “sapatham pi te samma aham

karomi ™} mayham sapate, tuyham sapate ti; ettha ca sapate ti

sapatham karoti ti attho, sapathafi ca ndma paresam
tosapanattham saccakaranam “alamkatd suvasana malini
candanussadd ekikd sayane setu ya te ambe avahari ™ i adisu
viya, puriso attano verim sapati ti adisu pana paresam
tosapanattham saccakaranam na hoti, tasma tadisesu thanesu
sampadanasafiiia na hoti ti datthabbam.

As for the usage of silagha ‘praise’: ‘He praises the Buddha’,
‘he praises his own preceptor’,? and so on in the same manner.
And in this context sildghate [means] katthati ‘boasts’, that is to
say, thometi ‘praises’. As for the usage of hanu ‘hide’: ‘He
hides from me alone’, ‘he hides from you alone’, and so on in
the same manner. And in this context hanute [means] apanayati

1 Smith, note: ¢f. Pv-a 135,9 (:Ja V 173,26 et Ja V 175,21, Pv 256b).

2Khp V 5a.

3JaV 481,.

4 JaTIl 139,9-10.

5 The wording sakamupajjhdyassa (so Smith) is tricky. It is difficult to take
sakam on its own and difficult to explain it as part of a compound.
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‘leads away’, apalapati ‘conceals [in speech]’, that is to say, he
does not make conversation. As for the usage of tha ‘stand’!:
“The carpenter should do service (upatittheyya) for the sons of
Sakya’, and so on in the same manner. And in this context that
is called upatthana which is upagamana ‘approaching
[someone]’ according to its literal meaning, but in its
conventional meaning [it means] upatthahana ‘standing by
[someone’s side]; serving (= being a servant)’; that is the
meaning. For thus they teach that [when someone says] ‘I
approach the teacher? with food and drink’ it means ‘having
gone up to [him] I stand [there]’, in accordance with the literal
meaning, but according to the conventional meaning [the sense
of] upatthahana ‘standing by; serving’ is intended, as in such

1 Literally, ‘stopping [one’s] movement’. This is the meaning entry given in the
Dhatumala (300; 1113): tha gatinivattiyam, taken verbatim from the Paniniya
dhatupatha (1.975: stha gatinivrttau). This, however, is not the meaning relevant
here. See below.

2 Smith gives the text here as follows: tatha hi garum “annena panena upatthito
‘smi” ti “upagantvd thito asmi ” ti attham vadanti ..., adding the following note
to garum: sic Ce Bem ns (i.e. garti). I do not think that Smith intended this gari
as a nominative plural to be taken with vadanti. In that case one would have to
translate: ‘For thus the teachers teach [that when someone says] “I approach
[someone] with food and drink”, it means “having gone up to [them] I stand
[there]” ...". Rather I think he intended to signal that what we are dealing with
here is a genitive singular, the ending -i being historically correct, and then
shortened to garu. One may refer to the phrase kissa hetu ‘for what reason’. The
form garum, then, is probably a scribal correction by someone who has tried to
make sense of a form he did not recognise by adding an anusvara and thus
making it an accusative singular. Surely, at any time in the history of the Pali
language a long vowel could be replaced by a short nasalised vowel, but hardly in
a genitive case ending. For these reasons I also take garum as part of the
example. This may seem at odds with Smith’s indication of where the example
begins, but if he did not consider it an accusative singular the reason he kept
garum outside the quotation mark could be that the person waited upon is not
stated in the similar constructions he refers to. Finally, a strong reason for taking
it as part of the example and as a genitive form is that otherwise we would in fact
lack a sampadana in Aggavamsa’s example of the same.
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[expressions] as ‘looking after one’s mother and father’. As for
the usage of sapa ‘swear; curse; make an oath’: ‘To you I

properly make an oath as well’, ‘he makes an oath to me’, ‘he
makes an oath to you’.! And in this context sapate means

‘makes an oath (sapatha)’; and that is called sapatha ‘oath’

which is a statement of truth in order to bring about happiness
for others, as in such [sentences] as ‘adorned, well dressed,
garlanded, abundant in sandal perfume — she who took away
these/your mango fruits, let her solitary lie in bed’. But in such
[sentences] as ‘the man curses his enemy’2 there is no statement
of truth in order to bring about happiness for others, and
therefore it should be understood that the technical term
sampaddana does not apply in cases such as these.

The roots dealt with here are given in identical fashion by
Kaccayana. They are taken directly from A 1.4.34 §laghahnunsthasapam
Jhipsyamanah which teaches that the name sampradana is assigned to
someone who is meant to know in the context of the verbal roots slagh
‘praise’, hnu ‘hide’, stha (in a special meaning to which I shall return),
and $ap ‘swear; curse; make an oath’. As for the Saddaniti passage, one
may assume that the meanings intended for these roots are the same as
the ones assigned to them in the Dharumala — which, incidentally, are
identical with the ones given for these roots in the Paniniya dhatupdtha.
But if this is all there is to it Aggavamsa would be simplifying the picture
to the extent of missing the point of introducing the rule.

In the first place, the Panini rule includes the special requirement
that the one who is assigned to the category of the sampradana is to be

! My translation ‘make an oath’ here is a consequence of following Smith’s
reading sapatham karoti in the immediately following clause which explains the
meaning of sapate and of Aggavamsa’s subsequent claim that in the case of these
expressions ‘a statement of truth in order to bring about happiness for others’ is
involved.

2 The form verim creates a slight problem. I take it to be the accusative singular of
verin ‘bearing hostility’, here used as a substantive meaning ‘enemy’.



yoA E.G. Kahrs

informed (jfilpsyamanah) of the activities expressed by these roots. This
seems to have become lost both in Aggavamsa’s treatment, and also, as
noted already by Senart, in the Kaccayanavutti (140):

Les quatre premiers cas prévus par cette régle semblent
empruntés a Panini, I, 4, 34 : “claghahnunsthicapam jiiipsya-
manah”. Mais comme, ni dans le texte de notre régle, ni méme
dans le commentaire, le mot “jiiipsyamanah” ne se trouve
reproduit, il est naturel de penser que le sens particulier que son
addition force 3 attribuer aux quatre racines dans le grammairien
sanscrit ne doit pas &tre transporté aux quatre verbes palis. C’est
ainsi que j’ai traduit “sildghate” non: il se vente a quelqu’un,
mais: il loue quelqu’un, et “sapate mayharh”, non: il me fait
serment de ... mais: il me blime, conformément a Vart. 8 in Pan
I, 3, 21 (capate upalambhane : devadattaya capate).

Aggavamsa’s case is slightly more complex. He does somehow
try to bring in particular meaning nuances for the roots involved albeit not
in any particularly illuminating way and certainly not in a way which
captures the intentions of Panini fully. Moreover, he clearly realises that
there is something odd going on in the case of the root hd and tries,
although erroneously, to make the terrain agree with the map in this case
and in the case of sapa.

According to A 1.4.34 the sentence buddhassa silaghate ought
to mean ‘he praises the Buddha [and shows it to him]’. There is no
evidence that this was Aggavamsa’s intention. Similarly, hanute mayham
eva ought to be translated ‘he hides from me alone [wanting me to know
it]’ as in the Sanskrit gopi krsndya hnute ‘the milkmaid hides from Krsna
[wanting him to know it]’. Aggavamsa indicates the meaning of hanu by
resorting to the meaning entry of the Dhatumala (1284), apanayane,
taken from the Paniniya dhdtupatha. But he curiously glosses apanayati
by apalapati which he must have taken from Sanskrit since there is no
such verb in Pali. The problem is: from where ? It is not found in the
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Kasika on this rule, nor in the commentaries thereupon. The Mahabhasya
does not comment on this rule. It is of course possible that he just took
this verb from his Sanskrit vocabulary, and that the interpretation ‘he
does not make conversation’ is his own innovation.

When we come to the root tha we are facing more trouble. The
meaning alluded to in A 1.4.34 is the one taught by Panini in rule 1.3.23
prakasanastheyakhyayos ca. The rule preceding this one states that
atmanepada suffixes are added to the root sthd when it is preceded by
any one of the preverbs sam, ava, pra, or vi. Rule 1.3.23 then teaches
that @armanepada suffixes are added to this root also when it has the
senses of prakasana ‘revealing one’s intention’ or stheyakhya
‘proclaiming someone an arbitrator’. To give an example, devadattaya
tisthate could mean ‘she reveals herself to Devadatta [wanting him to
know of her desires]’. This has escaped Aggavamsa completely, but he
bravely sets out to find some Pali usage which could possibly be
accounted for by this rule. He settles for the usage of upaVtha. In order to
make his distinction clear here, he then resorts to the circular enterprise of
explaining wupatthana by itself, that is, by another action noun,
upatthahana. This procedure — much as one can sympathise with
Aggavamsa in his difficult task — does leave a few holes and
discrepancies here and there as is bound to be the case when the territory
is forced to agree with the map.

Let me then finally turn to the case of sapa. As pointed out by
Senart, varttika 8 on A 1.3.21 states that Gtmanepada substitutes are
introduced after the root Sap when the swearing is perceived as such by
the recipient of the swearing. This is specified further in the Kasika so as
to involve touching the body ‘with the statement’ (vaca). The situation is
clarified further in the commentaries of Haradatta and Jinendrabuddhi
who both explain that we are dealing with a special kind of oath —
Sapathavisesa. Moreover, Jinendrabuddhi makes a clear distinction in
meaning here between the armanepada and the parasmaipada forms of
the root Sap: Sapatity akrosatity arthah, ‘Sapati, that is to say, “abuses;
curses” [in the parasmaipadal’. It is this distinction which is reflected in
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Aggavamsa’s attempt to distinguish between atmanepada usages of this
verb where ‘a statement of truth for the sake of other people’s happiness’
is involved and parasmaipada usages where this is not the case, as in
puriso attano verim sapati ‘he curses his enemy’, clearly stating that in
the latter case the term sampadana does not apply. Neither Haradatta nor
Jinendrabuddhi are clear on this point, however, and such a claim is
certainly not in complete accordance with Sanskrit usage, where — I
believe — one could say devadattaya Sapati ‘he swears at Devadatta’
with the verb in the parasmaipada voice and the recipient of the abuse in
the dative case. One may therefore be entitled to question Aggavamsa’s
examples for the atmanepada usage of the verb in the sense of making an
oath. These are extremely simplistic and do not necessarily reflect
anything more than a knowledge of what the Sanskrit grammarians claim
and thus are not genuine Pali language usage. It is noteworthy that in the
Dhatumala (557) Aggavamsa lists only the parasmaipada form sapati.
If his example verim sapati is genuine and not constructed by him to fit
the occasion, sapati takes an object in the accusative case.

Four references are given under sapati in the PED. Three of
these reveal relevant information:

1) Mhv 25.113: vina samghena aharam ma bhufijetha kadaci
pi, matapitahare sapimsu dahare va no; clearly parasmaipada with an
unambiguous accusative, so that on the authority of Aggavamsa we
ought to translate: ‘When we were young [our] mother and father cursed
us, saying: “without the Safigha you shall never enjoy a meal”.” But, in
that context, one might consider this as making an oath. The PTS
translation (Geiger) runs: ““Without the brotherhood you shall never take
a meal,” thus our mother and father have caused to swear us in our
boyhood at the meal’. The form sapimsu is certainly not causative, but
the translation may serve to indicate that the construction was considered
problematic.

2) Ja V 104,21: tvam sapasi rajanam; again parasmaipada
with an accusative, and if we follow Aggavamsa we ought to translate:
“You curse the king’.
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3) S 1225: Sapassu ca me Vepacitti adubbhaya ti, clearly an
atmanepada imperative form of the verb, while me could be taken as a
genitive/dative, although, analogous to no above, it is occasionally met
with as an accusative, and, as we shall see below, Buddhaghosa takes it
as a locative. But the genuine dative adubbhdya is crystal clear, and — if
we follow Aggavamsa I hasten to add — we ought to translate: ‘And
make an oath to me, Vepacitti, who am free from violence’. The PTS
translation (Mrs Rhys Davids), on the other hand, runs: ‘Thou mayest
swear, Vepacitti, that I will use no treachery’.

This does not provide us with enough material to draw any
absolute conclusions, but nothing so far contradicts Aggavamsa’s claims.
We have two cases of parasmaipada forms with an accusative, and one
case of an atmanepada form with a genitive/dative. One may, however,
question whether the parasmaipada form sapimsu really makes a case
since dtmanepada forms of aorists are extremely rare, and likewise
whether one can attach much significance to the fact that the imperative
sapassu is an dtmanepada form since dtmanepada imperatives are quite
frequent.

Buddhaghosa’s explanation of sapassu ca me, on the other
hand, is quite informative: mayi adubbhattdya sapatham karohi. Here it
is no longer possible to apply Aggavamsa’s distinction. We do have a
dative form, but he glosses me as mayi which undisputably is a locative. I
can only take this to mean: ‘make an oath on me for the purpose of non-
violence’, with the genuine dative form understood as a dative of
purpose.! Although Aggavamsa’s explanation deviates from Buddha-
ghosa’s and although he may have been inspired by the formulations of
Haradatta and Jinendrabuddhi, it is nevertheless possible that

! This word can either be taken as an abstract noun formation from adubbha in

the sense of ‘non-violence-ness’ or as a compound with atta (= Skt. atman) as

the second member in the sense ‘who is of a non-violent nature’. It is
noteworthy, though, that the Burmese edition reads adubbhatthdya *for the sake
of non-violence’ and indicates that the Sinhalese reads adubbhanatiya with v.L.

adrubbhattaya. The readings have one thing in common: they are all datives of
purpose.
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Buddhaghosa was the direct source for Aggavamsa’s introduction of the
phrase sapatham karoti as the explanation of sapate since Aggavamsa
was no doubt familiar with Buddhaghosa’s works.

It seems to me likely that Aggavamsa here has tried to reconcile
what the Sanskrit grammarians say with actual occurrences in the Pali
canon. In a passage such as sapassu me adubbhdya it is therefore
possible that, unlike Buddhaghosa, he actually considered me as a dative
agreeing with adubbhdya, both words taken to denote the person to
whom the oath was made. But it is clear that this does not reflect genuine
Pili usage. Consider the following passages:

1) Vin 1 347,37: Brahmadatto ca Kasiraja Dighavu ca kumaro
afifiamafifiassa jivitam adamsu panifi ca aggahesum sapathafi ca
akamsu adriibhdya, ‘Brahmadatta, king of Kasi, and the young Dighavu
granted life to each other, and grasped [each other’s] hands, and made an
oath for non-violence’. This is a completely different conception of how
the dative adritbhdya links up with the verbal phrase.

2) Mhv 7.23: Adubbhatthaya sapatham so tam yakkhim
akarayi, ‘he caused the Yaksi to make an oath for the sake of non-
violence’. Here there is no doubt that we are dealing with a dative of
purpose since the element attha has been added.

3) Ja1180,22: ... attano adiibhdya sapatham karetva, ‘having
caused [them] to make an oath for non-violence against him’.

4) Ja VI 460,21: ubho pi afifiamafifiam adiibhaya sapatham
karimsu, ‘and they both made an oath for non-violence to each other’.
Note that the recipients of the oath are indeed expressed in the accusative
case.

All of these datives are datives of purpose as is indeed normal
for genuine datives in Pali. It is clear that Aggavamsa has tried to thrust a
pattern from the Sanskrit language upon the Pali language which the latter
cannot take.

It is equally clear, then, that his clever distinction between
parasmaipada and dtmanepada usages of the verb sapa is untenable,
since the person at whom the oath or curse is directed is expressed in the
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accusative in all the genuine examples, just as in the parasmaipada
example he adduces: puriso attano verim sapati ‘the man curses his
enemy’.

One little detail ought to be mentioned before we leave
Aggavamsa’s representation of A 1.4.34. Could it be that the expression
paresam tosapanattham saccakaranam, ‘a statement of truth in order to
bring about happiness for others’, is Aggavamsa’s idea of jAipsyamanah,
the requirement expressed in A 1.4.34 that the one who is assigned to the
category of the sampradana in connection with the roots mentioned is to
be informed of the activities expressed by these roots ? Although he is
mistaken when it comes to actual facts, Aggavamsa could be seen to
apply such a distinction here. What speaks against the idea is that he
applies this requirement only to the verb sapa.

2.6.1.2 dhara

(695,9-13) Dharayatipayoge “idha gahapati kulaputto na
kassaci kifici dhareti appam va bahum va’,! suvannam
dhdarayate, “tassa rafifio mayam nagam dharayama’™?; tattha
dharayate ti inavasena ganhati, inam katva ganhati i attho,
ettha dhaniko yeva sampadanam.

As for the usage of dharayati ‘owe’: ‘In this case, householder,
a clansman does not owe anyone anything, little or much’, ‘he
owes gold’, ‘we owe this king an elephant’. And in this context
dharayate means ‘incurs a debt’, that is, having created debt he
keeps it; here the creditor is indeed the sampadana.

This reflects A 1.4.35 dharer uttamarnah which teaches that the
name sampradana is given to the creditor in relation to the verb
dhdarayati. This is standard usage in Sanskrit as well as in Pili. Note that

T AT169,26.
2 Smith: ¢f Ja 1l 370,4.



78 E.G. Kahrs

Aggavamsa has left out the sampadana in the example suvannam
dharayate ‘he owes gold’.

2.6.1.3 piha

(695,13-17) Pihapayoge “deva pi tesam pihayanti sam-
buddhanam satimatam”,' buddhassa affiatitthiya pihayanti,
“deva dassanakama te”? icc evamadi — ito icchami bhad-
antassa ti idam pana sar'icchidyoge kammani chatthiyantam
padan ti datthabbam.

As for the usage of piha ‘yearn for; desire; envy’: ‘Even the
gods envy these fully enlightened, mindful ones’, ‘heretics envy
the Buddha’, ‘the gods desire to see you’,3 and so on in the
same manner. But [in the sentence] ‘henceforth I long for
prosperity for you’, it should be understood that the word which
ends in a genitive case suffix is [assigned] to [the category of]
the object in relation to [the activities of] longing and
remembering.

This goes back to A 1.4.36 sprher ipsitah which teaches that the
object desired to be obtained in relation to the verbal root sprh is assigned
to the kdraka category sampradana. The Dhatumald (1676) gives piha
icchayam which no doubt reflects the meaning given in the Paniniya
dhatupatha 10.325 sprha ipsayam so that the meaning intended is that of
ipsd ‘wish to obtain’ and not simply iccha ‘desire’, although the semantic
difference here may in practice be slight. The example given in the
Dhdatumala (1676) is pihaniya vibhitiyo, ‘[various] attainments are to be

! Dhp 181cd.

2Ja VI 104,5.

3 The word fe is ambiguous and three equally strange interpretations are possible:
‘these gods have the desire of seeing you’, ‘the gods are desirers of seeing you’,
or ‘the gods have a desire to see in respect of you’.
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longed for’. As a possible quotation this has not been traced as such.
Now, the most common meaning of piha in Pili seems to me to be

‘envy’, a meaning which clearly applies in two of Aggavamsa’s
examples, that is, if buddhassa afifiatitthiya pihayanti is not merely a

gloss of the preceding example, or coined in analogy with it. But one may
wonder whether at least the last example here really is based on common
usage. The Mahabhasya does not comment upon A 1.4.36, but the

Kasikavrtti does. There, in reply to why Panini says ipsita “desired to be

obtained” in the rule, the sentence puspebhyo vane sprhayati, ‘he longs

for flowers in the forest’ is adduced. Haradatta clarifies this in his
commentary (KasP 1:553):

ipsitamatre iyam samjiia | prakarsavivaksayam tu paratvat
karmasamjiiaiva bhavati — puspani sprhayatiti | yada tv
ipsitam ipsitatamam va Sesatvena vivaksyate, tada sasthi
bhavati ||

This technical term [i.e., sampradana] applies to that which is

only desired to be obtained [i.e., not to the forest, for example].
But when there is a wish to express superiority [in desire] then,
because it follows, only the technical term karman applies [by
rule A 1.4.49, and an accusative case ending is added], as in
puspani sprhayati ‘he wants to obtain flowers’. When,
however, one wishes to express that which is desired to be
obtained or that which is most desired to be obtained by means
of the property of being [one of the relations referred to as] the
rest, then a genitive case ending is added.

One wonders whether this argumentation really holds water,
that is, whether the expression puspani sprhayati would be approved of
by Panini. If by rule 1.4.36 the assignment to the sampradana category
would not overrule the assignment to the karman category in the domain
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of \/sp_rh, then the rule would be niravakdsa, without scope elsewhere.!
Be that as it may. We do, however, have clear examples in Sanskrit of
Vsprh being used with both accusatives and genitives, and what is of
interest here is that it could quite well be that Aggavamsa picked up
Haradatta’s explanation or something similar and transferred it to Pali
when he contrasts the sampadana usage with one where a genitive usage
is explained as an accusative, that is, where a genitive ending is made
applicable through an assignment to the category kamma. Here he takes
the opportunity to include also verbs meaning ‘remember’ to account for
constructions such as the Sanskrit matuh smarati ‘he remembers his
mother’ in distinction to mataram smarati ‘he remembers his mother’.
That, however, has nothing to do with the sampradana. In the
Astadhyayi the usage of the genitive case to express the karman in
relation to verbs meaning ‘remember’ is accounted for by rule 2.3.52
adhigarthadayesam karmani which teaches that a genitive ending
denotes the karman when there is usage of verbs having the sense of
‘remember’ and of day ‘distribute’ and i§ ‘own’.

2.6.1.4 kudha, duha, issa, and usuyya

(695,17-25) Kudhaduhaissausuyyatthanam payoge kujjhati
Devadattassa, “tassa kujjha mahavira”? “yadi 'han tassa
kuppeyyam™ 3 duhayati disanam megho, “yo mittanam na
dubbhati”* keci pana “na dithati ” ti pathanti, titthiyd issayanti
samananam, “deva na issanti purisaparakkamassa”’

affiatitthiya samananam usuyyanti labhagedhena,® dujjand

L Of course, for Haradatta the distinction here rests on the -tama suffix.

2Ja Il 42,7.

3CpI3:4c.

4Ja VI 14,725,

3 JaIll 7,20.

6 Senart (Kacc-v 135) phrases this differently here: titthiyd samandanam
usuyyanti; labhagiddhena dujjana gunavantanam usuyyanti; gunavaddhena kd
usuyya vijanatam.
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gunavantanam usuyyanti gunasamiddhiya, “ka usuyya
vijanatam™! — dutiya ca: “brahmano Vassakarabrahmanam
usuyyati”2

As for the usage of kudha ‘be angry’, duha ‘injure’,? issa
‘envy; not tolerate’, and wusuyya ‘find fault with; feel
resentment’: ‘He is angry with Devadatta’, ‘let there be wrath
toward him, Great Hero’, ‘if I had felt angry with him’, ‘the
cloud gives milk (duhayati) in the quarters’,* *he who does not
injure (na dubbhati) [his] friends’, but some read ‘na dithati’,
‘members of other sects envy (or: do not tolerate ?) the
Buddhists’, ‘the gods do not envy what a man can do’,3 ‘non-
Buddhists feel resentment against the Buddhists out of greed for
the gain [the Buddhists are given]’, ‘bad people feel resentment
against the good because of their wealth of good qualities’,
‘what resentment is there against the wise ?°; also the second
[case suffix occurs]: ‘the Brahman feels resentment against /
finds fault with the Brahman Vassakara’.

Aggavamsa still moves along the tracks of the Astadhyayi and
has now reached rule 1.4.37 krudhadruhersyasiiyarthanam yam prati
kopah which teaches that the one towards whom anger (kopa) is felt is
assigned to the category sampradana in relation to the meanings of the
verbal roots krudh ‘feel angry’, druh ‘injure; harm’, irsy ‘be jealous’, and
astiya ‘find fault with’. In the Mahabhasya discussion of this rule
Patafijali raises the question of whether these roots are synonymous since
their meanings can be summed up by the word kopa ‘anger’. The answer

1vin143,28;S1127.8.

2PsIV 74,1-2ad M1 15,5.

3 Smith (695, note 12) refers to Mmd Ce 224,5 which gives the meaning of duha
as jigimsda ‘wish to injure’. It is not listed in the Dharumala.

4 This is what I think this sentence means, but see below.

5 { e., mere mortal efforts; gods can do much more.
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is that they do have different meanings, but what they have in common is
summed up by the meaning of the word krodha. You are not harming
something or feeling jealous unless you are angry. What is not discussed,
though, is whether the name sampradana would apply when a root
synonymous with one of the roots listed is used. This issue has some
bearing on the Saddaniti passage since Aggavamsa in addition to the
listed root kudha (krudh) brings in also the root kup (kuppati; Skt
kupyate). It seems that the Sanskrit commentators did not understand the
rule to be applicable in such a way, so that most probably Aggavamsa is
just freely adding a root in accordance with the examples that come to his
mind. The Sanskrit commentators do, however, point out that the
specification ‘towards whom anger is felt’ is necessary since one may,
for example, feel jealously protective of one’s wife while one’s anger is
directed against someone else who would then be the sampradana
whereas the wife would not, as in bharyam irsyati ‘he is jealous in
respect of his wife’. Here the sense is that one jealously keeps an eye on
his wife and the word bhdrya ‘wife’ accordingly appears in the
accusative case. Such usage could be Aggavamsa’s reason for stating
towards the end of the passage that the second case also occurs, although
there is another more probable explanation for this to which I shall return.
The root duha in the sense ‘harm’ does not occur in the
Dhatumala. 1t is therefore obvious that Aggavamsa has just taken it over
from the list of verbs in Panini’s rule. Moreover, he seems to have ended
up in a real shambles here in as much as the root duha occurs in the
Dhatumala (1036) in the sense of papiirana. This is the meaning entry
of the root duh ‘milk; extract’ met with in the Sanskrit dhatupdthas.
Aggavamsa’s first example here involves the verb duhayati. This is not a
common verb in Pali. It would most probably be a 10th class verb since
as a causative Pali would strengthen its first syllable: *dizhayati. Smith
(index) takes it as equivalent to Skt druhyati although he points out (with
an exclamation mark) that the Burmese nissaya (quoted Sadd 693, note
17) relates it to dohati, that is, to Skt dogdhi ‘milks’. I believe that this in
fact is the connection and that Aggavamsa and not the nissaya-kara is to
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blame. The idea would in that case be that the cloud gives moisture as if
being milked (cf. papiirana ‘filling up’). But for duhayati we have only
this one example, we do not know where it comes from, and, admittedly,
its meaning is far from clear. It seems to me that Aggavamsa does not
have an example for duha (druh) but has to face the inherited list of
verbs. If we take the forms met with in Aggavamsa’s examples and add
that dubbhati also alternates with dizbhati,! we end up with four different
forms: dubbhati, diibhati, dizhati, and duhayati. This provides a striking
example of the difficulties facing lexicographers of Pali.

The examples for issa and usuyya do not present particular
difficulties apart from determining the exact nuances of meaning.?
Notably, though, the root usuyya is not listed in the Dhatumala. But
Aggavamsa’s final remark, exemplified with usuyya, offers more
interesting information. First of all, he mixes up the notions of karaka
and vibhakti, case suffix. He refers to the alternative usage of the second
case ending. Now, as mentioned above, this claim could have been
triggered by the fact that in Sanskrit a root like irsy is constructed with an
accusative when the form to which that ending is added does not denote
the sampradana. 1 do, however, believe that Aggavamsa has
mechanically followed in Panini’s footsteps. The immediately following
rule is A 1.4.38 krudhadruhor upasrstayoh karma which teaches that
when the roots krudh and druh occur with preverbs, then the one
towards whom anger is felt is no longer assigned to the category
sampradana but to the category karman and thus appears with an
accusative case ending, as for example devadattam abhikrudhyati ‘is
angry at Devadatta’ and yajfiadattam abhidruhyati ‘harms Yajfiadatta’.
This assumption is strengthened by the fact that any such distinction
between the roots kudha and duha with or without preverbs seems not to
exist or is at least blurred in Pali. A good example is provided by a

1 ¢f. Ja VI 14,7-25 (ed. Fausbell) which reads dibhati.

2 The root issa is explained by itself in the Dhdtumdla (872): issa issayam. In the
Paniniya dhatupdtha the entry irsyarthah specifies the meaning of the three roots
irks, siirks, and irsy.
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quotation offered by Aggavamsa himself, namely the Cariyapitaka
phrase yadi "ham tassa kuppeyyam ‘if I had felt angry with him’. But the
edition of Jayawickrama (PTS, 1973) reads pakuppeyam in all
occurrences of this phrase.! A similar formulation also occurs with the
sampadana in the dative/genitive plural (Cp 11 1.8, 10): yadi "ham tesam
pakuppeyyam. Now this provides metrical difficulties, so not surprisingly
the variant reading kuppeyyam occurs in all instances, but not
systematically in any one edition (Morris, Burmese, Thai, Sinhalese,
etc.). It is perhaps too simple to say that pa has been added and that that
is how the metrical problem arose. The atthakatha explains the phrase
(Cp-a 157): tassa manatthaddhassa kiitajatilassa aham yadi kujjheyyam,
‘if I were to be angry with him, that is, with Manatthaddha Kutajatila’.
Here pakuppeyyam is glossed by kujjheyyam, without a preverb but in
exactly the same construction.

2.6.1.5 radha and ikkha

(695,25-696,6) Radha ikkha icc etesam dhdtiinam payoge,
yassa vipucchanam kammavikhyapanattham, tam karakam
sampadanasafifiam hoti; tattha ca dutiya: aradho 'ham rafvio
aradho ham rajanam, “ky aham ayyanam aparajjhami’* ky
dham ayye aparajjhami,} dyasmato Upalissa upasam-
padapekho Upatisso ayasmantam Updlim va, “cakkhum

Jjanassa dassandya tam viya manifie” *

Radha *satisfy’S and ikkha ‘look’: when there is usage of these
roots, one about whom there is an inquiry which has the aim of

1Cp (ed. Jayawickrama) 11 3.4, 5.8, 7.4, 8.6.

2VinIII 162,11.

3 Smith: ¢f Vin I 56,11; but he has not marked it as a quotation.

4 Smith: ¢f M II 121,14 (Ps).

5 This root is not listed in the Dhdtumala; Mmd Ce 224,7 gives radha himsa-
samradhesu. The meaning ‘injure’ clearly does not apply here and the author
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clarifying an action,! that karaka is assigned the name
sampadana; but likewise the second [case suffix]: ‘I am a
homager of the king’, [or:] ‘T am homaging the king’, ‘do I
offend against the masters ?°, [or:] ‘do I offend the masters ?°,
‘Upatissa has an expectation of ordination from the venerable
Upali’, or ‘[Upatissa looks] to the venerable Upali [for
ordination]’, ‘the eye is for the seeing of people, like that I
think’.

The rule is in this case A 1.4.39 radhiksyor yasya viprasnah
which states that the name sampradana is assigned to one about whom
there is an inquiry in relation to the roots radh ‘satisfy; propitiate’ and iks
‘look’. Aggavamsa is moving on very slippery ground here. First of all,
the Sanskrit commentaries reveal that we are dealing with very specific
usages here; so for example the Kasika: yasya Subhasubham prcchyate |
devadattaya radhyati | devadattayeksate | naimittikah prstah san
devadattasya daivam paryalocayatity arthah. This makes the context
clear: ‘He about whom good and bad is being asked: “He makes
prophesies for Devadatta.” “He looks into Devadatta.” That is to say, a
fortune-teller being asked considers the fate of Devadatta.” The Nyasa
adds: daivam iti Subhasubham karma, ‘daiva (fate), that is, good or bad
karma’.

On the authority of the Sanskrit grammarians, then, we ought to
translate kammavikhyapanattham: ‘which has the aim of clarifying
[somebody’s] karma’. But it seems doubtful that this is what Aggavamsa
had in mind when one looks at his examples. The first one, aradho "ham
rafifio, can hardly mean that he investigates the fortune of the king.
Aggavamsa’s claim that it is equally possible to use the accusative is also
obscure. The CPD lists @radha with both dative and accusative but the
references are only to the Pali grammarians. The Kaccayanavutti (136)

seems to have confused Vradh with Vradh, cf. dhp 4.84 radha himsa-
samraddhyoh while we are dealing with 5.16~17 radha sadha samsiddhau.
1 For this translation of kammavikhyapanattham, see below.
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has aradho me rafino / rajanam. The Padamafijari on the Kasika
passage cited above states that the form yasya in the rule is an objective
genitive, karmani sasthi. It could be that Aggavamsa has had some such
statement in mind, and since his usages are clearly genitives and not
datives he could have considered it possible to use the accusative for the
genitive, but I do not find this explanation very convincing. But his
examples are not very convincing either. In fact, I doubt whether his
accusative examples are genuine. Only the genitive ones are attested. The
“accusative version” of the Upali example seems outrightly strange,
whereas in his last example he does not give an accusative equivalent
although an action noun in -ana such as dassana could take an accusative
in Pali. It is also noteworthy that the verbs or verbal nouns adduced as
examples of the roots rddha and ikkha in all instances occur with
preverbs. In the last example he uses \dr$ instead of Viks. One seems
forced to conclude that again Aggavamsa slavishly follows the
Astadhyayr and parrots lists of verbs he has not even included in his own
Dhatumala and for which he can only produce dubious examples, so that
again he tries to force upon the Pali language an unsuitable mould from
the Sanskrit.

2.6.1.6 paccasuna and anupatigina

(696,6-22) Sunotissa dhatussa paccayoge, yo etassa kammuno
kattd, so sampadanasaniio hoti, tam yatha: “Bhagava bhikkhii
amantesi: ‘bhikkhavo’ ti, ‘bhadante’ ti te bhikkhii Bhagavato
paccassosum”™,! ettha ca Bhagava amantanakiriyavasena
kammabhiitanam bhikkhitnam katta hutva paccasavana-
kiriyavasena sampadanam hoti — evam akkharacintakanam
matavasena attho veditabbo, dgamika pana ‘Bhagavato
vacanam paccassosun’? ti chatthipayogam icchanti. Sunotissa
dhatussa payoge dvisu kammesu yam kammam pubbam

1AT168.
2 Smith: ¢f Mp I 18,25 = Ps 1 14,34 (Sv ad D 11 263 21).
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kathitakammatta, tassa kammuno pubbassa yo katta, so
sampadanasafifio hoti, tam yatha: bhikkhu janam dhammam
saveti tassa bhikkhuno jano anuginati tassa bhikkhuno jano
patiginati, sadhukaradandading tam ussahayati ti attho; ettha ca
janan ti akathitakammam, dhamman ti kathitakammam,
bhikkhu pana savanakiriyavasena kammabhiitassa kattd hutva
anugdyanapatigayanakiriyavasena sampadanam hoti ti
datthabbam.

When [the preverbs] pacca or a are attached to the verbal root

sunoti, the one who [was] the agent of that [previous] act, [that
participant in the subsequent action] is assigned the name
sampadana, as for example: ‘The Noble One addresses the
monks saying “Monks”, [and] these monks replied
(paccassosum)! “Venerable One” to the Noble One’; and here
the Noble One, having been the agent in relation to the monks
who were the objects due to the act of addressing, is the
sampadana due to the act of replying — thus the meaning is to
be understood according to the view of the grammarians; those
versed in scripture, on the other hand, teach the usage of the
sixth [case suffix], [saying that it really means] bhagavato
vacanam paccassosum, ‘they reply to the statement of the

Noble One’. When there is usage of the verbal root sunoti with
two objects, it is the agent of the previous object which was the
previous object in as much as it was the object that was
specified, that receives the name sampadana; as for example: A
monk makes people listen to the Doctrine, [and] people
encourage this monk, people respond to this monk. That is to
say, they incite him by giving their acclamation. And here
‘people’ is the unspecified object, while ‘the doctrine’ is the
specified object; the monk, on the other hand, having been the

1 Most translators render paccassosum ‘assented’, but I prefer to translate it
simply as ‘reply’ here.
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agent in relation to that which was the object! due to the activity
of hearing, is the sampadana due to the activities of praising

(anugayana) and responding (patigdyana); thus it should be
understood.

The first rule underlying this is A 1.4.40 pratyanbhyam sruvah
piirvasya kartd. This rule teaches that when the root sru ‘listen; hear’ is
preceded by the preverbs prati or 4, thus meaning ‘promise’, then the one
who was the agent of the previous act of requesting and is now the one to
whom the promise is made is assigned to the category of the
sampradana. 1 doubt whether one would be able to make sense of
Aggavamsa’s wording without this information.2 Moreover, he applies
Panini’s rule to a different context and provides an example with a verbal
form that, as far as I can see, has a different meaning. The standard
example in Sanskrit is devadattdya gam pratisrnoti / asrnoti, ‘[on
request] he promises a cow to Devadatta’. The situation in the Pali
example is clearly one of address and return of address. Aggavamsa
seems to have felt a bit uncomfortable here, so he dismisses the
grammarians (“syllable-ponderers”) saying that those who know their
scripture understand that the word vacanam has been left out. Thereby he
betrays confusion between what is a historical genitive and datives which
have been taken over in the form of genitives. Moreover, we are never
certain whether he means the sampadana or the dative case.

The second rule of relevance here is A 1.4.41 anupratigrnas ca,
‘also in the case of the root g7 preceded by anu or prati [is the agent of
the previous action assigned to the category of the sampradana]’. This
refers to the specific context of Vedic ritual. The Kasika gives the
example hotre ‘nugrnati, ‘he responds to the Hotr reciting’. The Hotr, the
priest who recites from the Rgveda, is in many ways the prima donna of
Vedic ritual, and is encouraged by the Adhvaryu priest who repeats his

1 Note that he does not say which one.
2 The Kaccayanavutti, by comparison, is quite clear in its formulation (136):
Paccasunaanupatiginanam pubbakattari ca.
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recitation. The verbs anugrndti and pratigrndti thus mean to answer or

respond in recitation, to encourage by repeating. Although he was
probably not too familiar with these verbs, Aggavamsa still feels he has
to account for this rule as well. The result is peculiar. First of all, he
introduces sunoti again, not gindti.1 Then, oddly, he brings in the

causative of this verb, saveti, and the ditransitive construction that goes
with it. One may be allowed to question the purpose of introducing the
akathita- and kathita-kamma distinction here. To me it makes no sense

whatsoever. One may also question the authenticity of Aggavamsa’s
example. According to the CPD, anuginati is attested only here and in the
parallel text of the Kaccayanavutti as well as in the 13th century

grammatical work Payogasiddhi. The assumption that the example is

fabricated is strengthened by the fact that for the verbal noun Aggavamsa
uses anugayana ‘singing after; praising’ presumably because anugayati
is the verb that actually occurs. When the CPD gives the meaning of
anuginadti as ‘to say after, repeat [the word of another]; to approve or
assent’, this is probably due to an attempt at mediating between the
Sanskrit meaning of the verb and what the context in Aggavamsa’s
example requires. But who knows, maybe people did repeat in chorus to
encourage a monk who was teaching the doctrine by reciting from the
canon ?

2.6.1.7 arocanattha, tadattha, tumattha, alamatthappayoga,
and manfatipayoga

(696,22-697,6) Arocanatthe: “arocemi kho te mahdrdja
pativedemi kho te maharaja”™® — amantanatthe dutiyd yeva na
catutthi: “handa dani bhikkhave amantayami vo”,3
“dmantayassu vo putte”® icc evamadi. Tadatthe: “unassa

Y of. Dhatumala 1208 Ge sadde. Ginoti, gindti.
251101,2.

3D11120,13.

4 Ja VI 544,79.
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paripuiriya”,! buddhassa atthaya jivitam pariccajami, atthaya

vata me Bhadda sunis@ gharam agata. Tumatthe: “lokdanu-
kampaya” 2 lokam anukampitun ti attho, bhikkhiinam phasu-

vihardya, phasu viharitun ti attho. Alamatthappayoge ca
sampadanasafina; ettha ca alamsaddassa attho araha-
patikkhepa, tattha arahatthe: alam me buddho, alam me rajjam,

alam bhikkhu pattassa, alam mallo mallassa arahati mallo
mallassa, patikkhepe: “alam te idha vasena”,® alam me
hirafifiasuvannena, “kim te jatahi dummedha” * Marifiatipayoge
anddare apanini: katthassa tuvam mafifie, kalingarassa tuvam
mafifie; anddare ti kimattham: suvannam tam manfie, apanini ti
kimattham: gadrabham tuvam marifie.

When there is the sense of Grocana® ‘announcing; declaring’: ‘I
announce to you, king, I make known to you, king’. When there
is the sense of amantana ‘addressing; inviting® only the second
[case suffix applies], not the fourth: ‘Well now, monks, I
address you’; ‘call your children’, and so on in the same
manner. When there is [the sense of] ‘for the purpose of it’6:
‘For the sake of making up the deficiency’; ‘I abandon my
livelihood/living/life for the sake of the Buddha’; ‘certainly for
the sake of me, Bhadda, the daughter-in-law, has come to the
house’. When there is the sense of fum (the infinitive suffix):
‘For the mercy upon the world’, that is to say, to commiserate
the world; ‘for the comfort of the monks’, that is to say, to dwell

1'Vin I11 203,36.

IMI21,27.

3 Vin 111 184,16.

4 Dhp 394a.

5 CPD lists this as a neuter action noun. Smith (Index verborum) gives drocana,
feminine. His reason for doing so escapes me.

6 Aggavamsa is obviously sticking to his set phrase °atthe out of habit. This
makes the expression elliptical and quite difficult to translate accurately.
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comfortably.! Also when there is usage in the sense of alam
‘enough’ the term sampadana [applies]; and here the meaning
of the word alam is araha ‘capable [of]; worthy [of]; fit [for]’
and patikkhepa ‘rejection [of]; enough [of]’. When the sense is
araha, then: ‘The Buddha is sufficient for me’; ‘kingship is
sufficient for me’; ‘a monk is worth his begging-bowl’; ‘one
wrestler is enough for the other’, that is to say, ‘one wrestler is
worthy of [= equal to] the other’. When the sense is patikkhepa:
‘Enough of living here for you’; ‘enough of gold and glitter? for
me’; ‘what with [= what’s the point of] matted locks for you,
you fool’. When there is the usage of madriati ‘thinks;
considers’ in the sense of contempt, except in the case of
animates: ‘I consider you a stick of wood’; ‘I consider you a
mere piece of wood’. What is the point in stating ‘in the sense of
contempt’ ? [Compare:] ‘I consider this [to be] gold’. What is
the point in stating ‘except in the case of animates’ ? [Compare:]
‘I consider you a donkey’.

The introduction of arocanattha is peculiar. It is, however, met
with also in Kaccdyana. But so far things have proceeded along an exact
parallel to the treatment of the sampradana in the Astddhyayi. This is the
deviation. The reference is clearly to the meaning of arocana, not the
usage of that particular word. The word @rocana itself is not common in
Sanskrit, but cf. BHSD. A 1.4.33 introduces the sampradina in
connection with Vruc, but in the sense ‘to be pleasing’, and Aggavamsa
included this in his main definition of the sampadana. Moreover, it is not

1 'Unless one assumes that the word phasu has a cognate accusative suppressed,
then it is an accusative used adverbially. According to the PED it is an adjective
which “never occurs by itself in form phasu”. This is certainly not the case; cf,
Th 537-38. Etymologically connected with \/sp_r.s‘ ‘touch’; Turner (1973) claims
it is < *sparsu as a vrddhi derivation, not < *sparsu. Its basic meaning (cf.

C. Caillat 1960 and 1961) is ‘touchable’, that is, ‘ritually free to be touched’,
hence ‘comfortable; all right’.

2 Normally translated ‘gold coined and uncoined’.
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very helpful of him to give as his example here an enclitic which can
represent five different cases. Admittedly, there is a debate on whether te
can be accusative. It is then even more puzzling when Aggavamsa claims
that vo must be accusative and cannot be dative.

Once again it becomes clear that Aggavamsa does not
distinguish between karaka and vibhakti. This is evident from the fact
that he now leaves the kdraka section of the Astadhyayi and moves on to
incorporate rules from the vibhakti section, the section which teaches the
addition of case suffixes to nominal stems. The rules covering the dative
case suffix are A 2.3.12-17, and Aggavamsa incorporates all of them,
directly or indirectly, in the remaining part of the passage cited above.

First in this sequence is the expression fadatthe which is clearly
intended to cover the dative of purpose. Although it is not clear where
Aggavamsa has this expression from, it is evident that he quietly moves
in the shadows of A 2.3.13—14. In Pali the dative has lost its donative
usage, and so the dative of purpose is by far its most common usage,
with some occurrences of datives of place and time. In Sanskrit the
situation is different, and the dative of purpose is by no means the
exclusively prominent one. In the 4stadhyayi, rule 2.3.13 caturthi
sampradane is a general rule which teaches that the dative case suffix is
added to a nominal stem when the sampradana is to be denoted and has
not already been expressed otherwise. This is followed by rule 2.3.14
kriyarthopapadasya ca karmani sthaninah which teaches that a dative

case ending is added to denote the object (karman) of a substituend, an
original that has been replaced, which served as an attendant word in
expressing the purpose of the action. For example, in edhebhyo vrajati
‘he goes for firewood’ the dative suffix is added to what was the object
of the action expressed by the infinitive in the construction edhan
ahartum vrajati ‘he goes to fetch firewood’. Clearly, the wording of
A 2.3.14 is too complex for Aggavamsa’s purpose, since it appears in a
network of rules involving among other things the unstated substitution
of the infinitive suffix fumUN which is added by rule 3.3.10
tumunnvulau kriyayam kriyarthayam. This rule need not concern us here
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in any detail. It states that the action denoted by the root to which the
suffix tumUN is added must be the purpose of the action denoted by
another verb. This sense of being for the purpose of another future action
is referred to as tadarthya in the tradition.

In Sanskrit grammatical works the expression tadarthya comes
up in the first varttika on A 2.3.13, caturthividhane tadarthya upasam-
khyanam which states that when the caturthi is being taught one should
state additionally that it is also added when there is the sense of ‘for the
purpose of that’, tadarthye. This is clearly intended to refer to a material
used for a particular purpose. Patafijali offers the examples yipaya daru
‘wood for a sacrificial post” and kundaldaya hiranyam ‘gold for an ear-

s

ring’.
The same expression and the same examples come up also in the
context of A 2.1.36 caturthi tadartharthabalihitasukharaksitaih. The
first part of this rule states that a word in the dative case ié optionally
compounded with a word denoting a thing which is for the purpose of
what the first member of the compound signifies. The first varttika on
this rule raises the question of whether compounds should be made with
any word denoting a thing for the sake of something else. The answer is
that only when there is a relation between material and product should a
compound be made. Thus, from yipaya diaru ‘wood for a sacrificial
post’ and kundaldya hiranyam ‘gold for an ear-ring’ one can make the
compounds yipadaru and kundalahiranyam, but one cannot make such a
compound from randhandya sthali ‘a pot for cooking’. The discussion
moves on to the second word artha in the rule and whether one should
form a nityasamasa, an obligatory compound, with this word. An
example is brahmanartham payah ‘milk for the Brahman’. Details in this
need not concern us here. Suffice it to say that Aggavamsa does not seem
to include such datives of purpose that are covered by the varttika on
A 2.3.13, by A 2.3.14, or by A 2.1.36 under his tadattha formulation.
Next we have the word tumatthe. This is most likely taken over
from the subsequent rule in the Astadhyayi, namely 2.3.15 tumarthac ca
bhavavacanat which teaches that a dative case suffix is also added to a
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stem expressing bhava, that is, to the stem of an action noun denoting the
mere activity of whatever the verbal root signifies, and having the sense
of the suffix fumUN, the infinitve suffix. Examples are yagaya vrajati ‘he
goes to sacrifice’ in the sense of yastum vrajati. This does not fit in too
well with the examples adduced by Aggavamsa. The presumption that he
follows the progression of the Astadhyayi here is strengthened by the
next item introduced, the dative used alamattha, in the sense of alam
‘enough’.
In this case there can be no doubt that Aggavamsa has drawn on
A 2.3.16 namahsvastisvahasvadhalamvasadyogic ca. This rule teaches
that a dative case ending is introduced also after a nominal stem that co-
occurs with any of the words listed. Why Aggavamsa has picked out
only alam remains a mystery. That he finds no usage of the Vedic ritual
interjection vasat is hardly surprising, but namah is common in all Pali
Suttas. More alarming is the fact that Aggavamsa has mixed up two
usages of the word alam here. The one he wants is ‘enough’ in the sense
of ‘equal to; a match for; sufficient for’, which Aggavamsa indicates by
the meaning araha ‘capable [of], etc.”. Even here one might claim that
there is a distinction between the examples ‘the Buddha is sufficient for
me’ and ‘a monk is worth his begging-bow!’. But clearly he errs when
introducing the sense of patikkhepa ‘rejection; enough of” which involves
neither the sampaddna nor the dative case suffix at all.

This raises several issues. One may note that Aggavamsa uses
here the expression alamatthappayoge ‘when there is usage in the sense
of alam’ and not simply alamatthe ‘when there is the sense of alam’, as
in the previous grocanatthe, tadatthe, and tumatthe. This, I believe, is
quite revealing. In the Astadhyayi rule 1.1.68 svam riipam Sabda-
syasabdasamjfia sets down the principle that in the grammar a word
denotes its own form except in the case of a word which is a technical
term of grammar. The inclusion of synonyms, then, have to be provided
for by special statements. With regard to alam in A 2.3.16, the Sanskrit
grammarians have a long discussion which goes back to the Mahabhasya
and the second varttika on this rule: alam iti paryaptyarthagrahanam
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‘[by the word] alam there is mention of the meaning “being a match for”
(pa.rydpti)’. This, according to Pataiijali, is to exclude the usage of the
dative in sentences such as alam kurute kanyam ‘he adomns his daughter’
which requires the accusative case ending. Patafijali brings in the example
mallo mallaya ‘one wrestler is a match for the other’ in the sense that
they are equals. But he also adduces other examples fitting the paryapti
requirement: prabhur mallo mallaya ‘one wrestler is a lord for the other’
and prabhavati mallo mallaya ‘one wrestler is overpowering for the
other’. This is the first sign that Aggavamsa may have understood the
application to be restricted not only to the occurrence of the word alam
but to any usage where there is the sense of alam. This, of course, is z;
gross misunderstanding. The varttika and the necessity of stating it is
brought up again in several subsequent Sanskrit works, for example the
Kasikavrtti and its commentaries. The reason is that the paribhasa
general rule of interpretation, upapadavibhakteh kdrakavibhakti;
baliyasi! is considered to make the varttika superfluous. Briefly, the
paribhasa states that a vibhakti signifying a kdraka supersedes a vibl,mkti
occas%oned by an upapada ‘attendant word’, that is, a syntactically co-
occurm.g word such as alam. This would account for the usage of the
accusative in alam kurute kanyam where A 2.3.2 karmani dvitiya teaches
the application of the accusative as a karakavibhakti while the dative
ending taught by A 2.3.16 would be an upapadavibhakti and thus
superseded by the ending taught by A 2.3.2.

Whether Aggavamsa had seen this particular passage or not, the
remarks of Kaiyata ad locum may serve to illustrate my point (MbhP
II:788): tena tatparydyanam api grahanam sidhyati | anyatha sva-
ripasyaiva grahanam syat | atha valam ityarthagrahanam vyakhyeyam
ity arthah, ‘Thereby [that is, by stating only the wording paryaptyartha
“with the sense of being a match for”] understanding also of synonyms
of alam would be established. Otherwise there would be understanding
of the own form [of the word alam] alone. Or else, the interpretation [of

1 . s .
191:8(:; a detailed exposition of this paribhdsd and its needlessness, see Cardona
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the varttika is that by the word] alam there is understanding of [its]

meaning’. Both of these solutions open the way for the inclusion of
synonyms of alam which then is to be taken to mean ‘in the sense of
alam’, alamatthe, Aggavamsa’s wording in his rule.

It is clear that Aggavamsa, if he did not understand the situation

here fully, could have taken this or a similar passage as a green light to
include any usage of alam and any synonym of alam, including even kim
occurring with a form in the instrumental in a construction such as kim te
Jjatahi ‘what is the sense of matted locks for you” where the pronoun fe
occurs as a genitive/dative form but with no relevant relation to the
construction in question. One may note that the example with kim is not
met with in the Kaccayanavutti.

That I have gone into such detail here may seem unneccesary.
But to me it is significant that none of the subtleties alluded to above have
been grasped or included by Aggavamsa while he includes constructions
which miss the point completely. To me this serves to illustrate the
crudeness and superficiality with which he handles karaka as a
grammatical device.

The expression mafifiatipayoge removes any doubt that in the
present section Aggavamsa is following the sequence of rules in the
Astadhyayi. In this case he is dealing with A 2.3.17 manyakarmany
anddare vibhasapranisu which teaches that optionally a dative ending is
introduced after a stem which is the object of the verb man ‘to consider’
when this has the sense of contempt except in the case of animates.
Aggavamsa accounts well for this rule. The question remains, however,
whether we are dealing with genuine Pili usage here or whether
Aggavamsa has construed examples to fit Panini’s rule. None of the
examples have been traced as quotations. This calls for considerable
caution. The word kastha *stick of wood’ occurs in a verse cited in the
Kasika: manye kastham uliikhalam ‘1 consider a mortar to be a piece of
wood’. Here there is no sense of contempt, so the accusative case ending
is added. To illustrate the requirement that animates have to be excluded,
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the Sanskrit authors give examples including dogs and jackals. Would it
not be easy to substitute a donkey for these ?

2.6.1.8 nayanagatyatthakammani

(697,6-12) Nayanagatyatthakammani: “yo mam gahetvana
dakaya neti”,! gamassa padena gato, “appo saggaya
gacchati” ? “saggassa gamanena va”,’ “miilaya patikasseyya’™
— kassa gatiyan ti dhatu, patikasseyya ti akaddheyya,
bhikkhum dpattimilam aneyya ti attho; dutiya ca: dakam neti,
gamam padena gato, appo saggam gacchati, miilam
patikasseyya.

In the case of the object [of an action denoted by a verb] with
the senses of nayana ‘leading’ or gati ‘movement’: ‘He who,

having taken me, leads me to water’; ‘he has gone on foot to the
village’; ‘few go to heaven’; ‘or by going to heaven’; ‘he should
drag back to the root’. The verbal root here is ‘kassa in the

sense of movement’>: ‘patikasseyya’, he should drag back, that

is to say, he should lead the monk back to the root of his
offence. And also the second [case ending]: ‘He leads to
water’%; ‘he has gone on foot to the village’; ‘few go to heaven’;

‘he should drag back to the root’.

The sequence of rules A 2.3.13-17 which deals with the dative
case ending is preceded by the rule 2.3.12 gatyarthakarmani
dvitiydcaturthyau cestiyam anadhvani. This is the last rule in the

1 Ja II1 296, 20-21.

2 Dhp 174d.

3 Dhp 178b.

4Vin I 320,3s.

5 Dhatumala 955.

6 This is what it “ought” to mean.
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sequence dealing with the assignment of cases when the karaka karman
is to be denoted. As I understand it, the rule states that the second or
fourth case suffixes are used to signify the object (karman) of verbs

having the sense of gati ‘going’ provided movement actually occurs and
the object is not a path. So far so good; Aggavamsa has acceptably
accounted for the usage of both the dative/genitive and the accusative in
the case of objects of verbs of motion. But he has included this rule in his
sampadana section, not in the section dealing with kamma. Moreover, it
is not clear whether these objects of verbs of motion are assigned to the
category kamma when there is an accusative ending and to the category
sampadana when there is a dative/genitive ending. It seems at first easy
to say that this confusion is due to the fact that Aggavamsa does not
distinguish clearly between karaka and vibhakti. This, however, is too

simple in as much as the problem was not entirely clear to the Sanskrit
grammarians either. The discussion of how to interpret A 2.3.12 goes
back all the way to the Mahabhasya. Questioning the purpose of this
rule, Patafijali states (Mbh 1: 448,18-21):

kim artham punar idam ucyate | caturthi yatha syat | atha
dvitiya siddha | siddha karmanity eva | caturthy api siddha |
katham | sampradana ity eva | na sidhyati | karmand yam
abhipraiti sa sampradanam ity ucyate kriyaya casau gramam
abhipraiti | kaya kriyaya | gamikriyaya | kriyagrahanam api
tatra codyate |

Now, for what purpose is this [rule] stated ? So that the fourth
[case suffix] would be applicable. Is the second established,
then ? It is indeed established by [rule 2.3.2] karmani dvitiya
‘the second [case suffix] when the object is to be denoted’.
[But] the fourth [case suffix] has been established too. How ?
By [rule 2.3.13 caturthi] sampradane ‘[the fourth case suffix]

when the sampradana [is to be denoted]’. [No,] it has not been
established. [Rule 1.4.32] states that ‘what [the agent] aims at
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through the karman, that is [called] the sampradana’, but [here
the agent] aims at the village through the action [and not through
the karman]. Through what action ? Through the action of
going. There [i.e., in the discussion of rule 1.4.32] mention of
[the word] kriya ‘action’! is also urged.

If I understand Pataiijali correctly here, he is proposing that one
can do without rule 2.3.12. In that case, one could simply assign the
village to the category karman, add the accusative case suffix according
to A 2.3.2 karmani dvitiya, and thus get a sentence like gramam gacchati
‘he goes [to] the village’. Likewise one could assign it to the category
sampradana by A 1.4.32, including the reading kriyaya ‘through the
action’, add the dative case suffix according to A 2.3.13 caturthi
sampradane, and thus get the sentence gramaya gacchati ‘he goes to the
village’. Rule 2.3.12 would thus be superfluous. It is worthy of notice,
though, that Patafijali rejects the inclusion of the word &7iyd in rule 1.4.32
in his discussion of that rule.? It seems then reasonable to assume that
Pataiijali would be forced to retain rule 2.3.12.3 And if rule 2.3.12 is
retained, it seems clear that the village would be assigned to the category
karman and one has a choice with regard to the accusative or the dative
case suffix. The Kasikavrtti accepts the rule.?

Nevertheless, the Bhasya discussion seems to have created quite
a bit of havoc and is obviously at the core of certain issues raised in the
Vakyapadiya in explaining the varieties of sampraddna. The entire

! That is, kriyaya ‘through the action’ as well and not only “through the karman’.

2 Mbh I: 330,23-331,2.

31 am not quite certain about this, though, since Patafijali at A 1.4.32 accepts the
interpretation of karmand = kriyaya.

4 However, the Kasika raises the question of why the word dvitiya, seemingly

redundant because of A 2.3.2, is included in the wording of the rule. The reason
given is that it is to block A 2.3.65 kartrkarmanoh krti from taking effect, and the
subsequent addition, for example, of the genitive case suffix and not the
accusative to the stem grama- in an expression like gramam ganta ‘a goer to the

village’. Details are of no interest here.
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discussion of the sampradana there covers only seven verses (VP
3.7.129-35). The first of these gives the general definition, the second
brings in the usage accounted for by A 1.4.33 which Aggavamsa
incorporates in his main definition of the sampadana, and the remaining
five deal with issues pertaining to A 2.3.12. Roughly, Bhartrhari
suggests that the issue depends on whether an action is thought about as
a unity or as consisting of parts (VP 3.7.133-34):

bhedabhedavivaksa ca svabhavena vyavasthita |

tasmad gatyarthakarmatve vyabhicaro na drsyate [/
vikalpenaiva sarvatra samjhie syatam ubhe yadi [
arambhena na yogasya pratyakhyanam samam bhavet [/

And the wish of the speaker [of whether to express the action]
as having parts or as a whole depends on its own nature.
Therefore there is no error in the case of objects of [verbs]
having the sense of motion. If the technical terms [karman and
sampradana] were both to appear everywhere according to
option alone, the rejection of the rule would not be the same as
its statement [that is, would not have the same effect].

One has to adopt some principle in order to determine when an
action is to be considered as a whole or as having parts, but clearly both
the karman and the sampraddna are considered possible with regard to
verbs of motion. The Vakyapadiya may thus be Aggavamsa’s source for
including A 2.3.12 in the sampadana section and for not making it very
clear whether, when there is usage of the accusative case, the object of the
act of going is assigned to the category kamma.

One final but significant point remains to be considered, namely
Aggavamsa’s inclusion of the word nayana ‘leading’ in his rule. This is
obviously done on his own initiative in as much as it is absent in
Kaccayana and the vutti. His exact source for this is difficult to trace, but
there can be no doubt that it is one or more of the Sanskrit grammarians.
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The word appears already in the third varttika on rule 2.3.12: cestayam
anadhvani striyam gacchaty ajam nayaty atiprasangah, ‘[the
expression] “provided movement [actually occurs] and [the object is] not
a path” would cause overapplication, as in “he approaches the woman”
and “he leads the goat”.” The point here is that both gacchati and nayati
are verbs of motion and the objects stated are not a road and movement
does actually occur. But the expressions striyai gacchati and ajayai
nayati are not acceptable. The solution is offered by vt. 4: siddham tv
asampraptavacanat, ‘it is established, however, if we state “[an object]

which has not been reached [yet]” °. Kaiyata explains (MbhP 11:784):

stri tu samprapteti caturthyabhdvah | ajam nayatity atrapy
ajayah samprapandc caturthyabhavah | atha va nayatir
gatyartha eva na bhavati | pratiyate hy atra gatih, na hy asau
nayater arthah, tasya prapanavacitvad ity ahuh |

But the woman has been reached, therefore a fourth [case
ending] is lacking. Also in the case of ‘he leads the goat’ the
fourth is lacking since there is reaching (delivery) of the goat.
Or else, the verb ni is not only a verb of motion. For here
‘going’ is understood, but that is not the meaning of i, since it
expresses [the sense of] prapana ‘conveying; transporting’,
they say.

In other words, the verb ni is not simply to be considered a verb
of motion and ought therefore to be mentioned separately. Whether
inspired by this Kaiyata passage or some similar passage — Helaraja
discusses the samprapta varttika under VP 3.7.134 — it is clear that
Aggavamsa’s inclusion of nayati has been triggered by the Sanskrit
grammatical tradition. He remembers the genuine example dakaya neti
‘he leads [me] to water’ but does not seem to bother about the samprapta
problem. I wonder whether the accusative version, dakam neti, would be
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genuine Pali, though, or whether it would simply mean ‘he leads the

water’.!
2.6.1.9 asimsattha and sammutipayoga

(697,12-15) Asimsatthe ca: dyasmato dighayu hotu, bhaddam
bhavato hotu, kusalam bhavato hotu, svagatam bhavato hotu
icc evamadi. Sammutipayoge: sadhusammuti? me tassa
Bhagavato dassanaya.

Also when there is the sense of benediction (dsimsd):‘May long
life (dighayu) befall the Venerable One’; ‘may good fortune
(bhadda) befall you’; ‘may welfare (kusala) befall you’; ‘may
there be welcome/welfare for you’, and so on in the same
manner. When there is usage of sammuti ‘approval; consent’:
“There is approval of the Sangha for me to see the Noble One’.

Asimsattha incorporates A 2.3.73 caturthi casisyayusya-
madrabhadrakusalasukharthahitaih. This rule teaches that instead of a
genitive (A 2.3.50 sasthi Sese) a dative case suffix is optionally
(anyatarasyam, A 2.3.70) added after a nominal stem when it co-occurs
with the words ayusya ‘long life’, madra ‘joy’, bhadra ‘good fortune’,
kusala ‘welfare’, sukha ‘happiness’, artha ‘prosperity” and hita ‘good’
when asisi ‘benediction; blessing’ is intended. Apart from A 2.3.62
which teaches a certain usage of the dative in Vedic, this is the only rule
after A 2.3.17 concerning the usage of the dative case suffix. But it has
nothing to do with the sampradana. Note that Aggavamsa’s examples,
presumably to the extent he has been able to find some, follow the
progression of the words mentioned in A 2.3.73. This rule is the final
rule in the section assigning case suffixes in the Astadhyayi so

1 ¢f. Dhp 80a: udakam hi nayanti nettika, ‘for irrigators lead water’. ‘ .
2 Ce sammat®; cf. also sadhusammata D 148; S IV 398; Sn 92,1 et passim; Mil
4.21.
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Aggavamsa has by now taken what he thinks he can use from that text on
the sampradana and the fourth case suffix. The rest of his sampadaina
passage deals more directly with issues brought up by the Pili itself.

Quite problematic is the first issue of this kind: sammutipayoga
‘when there is usage of sammuti’. I presume one has to add ‘the term
sampaddna applies’. As far as I know, this has no parallel in Sanskrit
grammar. Aggavamsa offers one single example which is not without
ambiguity as to its translation. First of all, I take sadhusammuti to be a
tatpurusa or a karmadhdraya compound, to be interpreted as ‘approval
by good ones’ or ‘approval as good’. Moreover, there are variant
readings here. For example, sadhusammata is translated by K.R.
Norman as ‘well-thought of by the general public’! which would imply
‘approved of as sddhu by those who are s@dhu’. This implication might
well have been intended. Then there are two possible dative forms, me
‘for me; of me’ and dassandya ‘to see’; ‘approval/agreement for me of
the seeing’ would be a dative of purpose. Kaccayana has sammuti® with
the variant sammati°®. The vutti, incidentally, offers one more example,
afifiatra sanghasammutiyd bhikkhussa vippavattum na vattati, which
Senart translates “il n’est pas permis au religieux de s’absenter autrement
que du consentement de la communauté”.

2.6.1.10 tatiyatthadi

(697,15-698,17) Tatiyatthe: “asakkatid ¢’ asma Dhanar-
Jjayaya”2 mayam Dhanafjayena rafifid asakkatda bhavama ti
attho. Adisaddena paficamiyatthe ca: “bhiyyoso mattaya”,’
ayam hi bhiyyoso mattdya ti payogo paficamipayogo “yo ca
sitafl ca unhafi ca tina bhiyyo na mafifiati™* ti payogo viya,

1 The group of discourses 11, Sn 92,1 etc.
2 Ja 11 98, 16.

3 Smith: ns cir. S 1124221,

4 DIII 185,15-16 = Th 232.
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tattha bhiyyoso ti idam bhiyyosaddena atirekatthavacakena!
nipdtena samanattham nipatapadam “aham bhikkhave yavade
akamkhami vivicc’ eva kdmehi vivicca akusalehi dhammehi™ t
ettha yavadevasaddena samdnattham yavade ti nipatapadam
viya; na ¢’ ettha vattabbam: ‘bhiyyoso ti nipatapadam nama
atthi ti acariyehi niddittham na ditthapubban’ ti dcariyehi
‘nipata namad’ ti anidditthanam pi bahitnam nipatanam sasane
dissanato, “mamkate Sakka kassaci 3 ti ettha hi man ti
amhatthe upayogavacanam sabbanamikapadam, kate ti
nipdtapadam; tasma samsayam akatva bhiyyoso mattdya ti
ettha ‘mattato bhiyyo’ ti attho gahetabbo ‘tina bhiyyo’ ti ettha
tinato* bhiyyo ti attho viya, imam attham yeva sandhdya porana
‘bhiyyoso mattdya ti atirekappamanend’ ti tatiyavibhattivasena
attham kathayimsu, paficamivibhatti hi katthaci tatiydya

samdnattha “mattasukhapariccagd™ ti ettha viya, appamatti-
kassa sukhassa pariccagena® ti hi attho. Keci pan’ ettha
vadeyyum: ‘mattasukhapariccagd’ ti adisu yasma mattasaddo
itthilingo, tasmd ‘bhiyyoso mattdyd’ ti etthd pi mattaya ti idam
itthilingam tatiyekavacanantam, ten’ eva hi ‘atirekappamanend’
ti vivaranam katan ti. Tan na; kifica pi ‘mattasukhapariccaga
ti adisu mattasaddo itthilingo, tatha pi mattan ti
napumsakalingam pi bahusu thanesu dissati; tasma
napumsakalingato mattasaddato catutthekavacanassa Gyadese
kate mattaya ti riipam bhavati, tafi ca bhiyyoso ti
nipatapadayogato paficamiyatthe catutthi ti vififiayati. Keci
pana ‘bhiyyoso mattaya’ ti ettha ‘so puggalo mattaya madana-

1 This is Buddhaghosa’s exegesis; cf. Smith: Spk ad S 149,11: Spk ad S 124,19
=SvadDI1211,12.

2¢f. SI1210,25.

3ralv 14,2

4 Smith: Sv ad D 1II 185,16: tinato pi uttarim.

5 Dhp 290a.

6 Dhp-a I1I 449,5.
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tayal bhiyyo’ ti attham vadanti. Tam sdasane paharadana-
sadisam ativiya na yujjati.

[When the fourth occurs] in the sense of the third? [case suffix
the term sampadana may apply]: ‘But we are not honoured in
respect of Dhanafijaya’, that is to say, we are not honoured by
queen Dhanaiijaya. By the word adi “etc.’ [is indicated that the
technical term sampadana applies] also [when the fourth
occurs] in the sense of the fifth [case suffix], for this usage
‘bhiyyoso mattaya’ is a usage of the fifth, like in the usage: ‘But
he who considers cold and hot as no more than grass’. There
this [word] bhiyyoso is a particle (nipata) synonymous with the

linguistic item bhiyyo which is a particle expressing the sense of
atireka ‘surplus; excess; remains’, just like the particle yavade is
synonymous with the linguistic item yavadeva here in: ‘I,

monks, as much as indeed (ydvade) I strive to separate myself
from desire, separate myself from bad phenomena’. But in this
respect one should not say that it has not been seen before that
the teachers have taught explicitly that bhiyyoso is indeed a

particle, because, with regard to numerous particles which have
not even been taught explicitly, it has been attested in the Sastra
by the teachers that they are indeed particles. For in the case of
*[there should not be harm,] O Sakka, to anyone on my account
(mamkate)’ mam is a pronominal word expressing the thing

used in the sense of [the pronominal stem] amha- [while] kate is

a particle. Therefore, without creating doubt — in the case of
bhiyyoso mattaya the meaning is to be understood as mattato

bhiyyo ‘more than so much’, just as in the case of tina bhiyyo

1 Bm madanatthaya.

2 This is how I understand Aggavamsa’s intention here, although the phrasing is
admittedly extremely ambiguous. One may as well translate ‘when there is the
sense of the third’ or ‘in the sense of the third’. Panini uses the expression
A 1.4.85 trtiyarthe, ‘when there is the sense of the third [case suffix]’.
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the meaning is tinato bhiyyo ‘more than grass’ — ancient
authors explain the meaning by means of the third case suffix as
in bhiyyoso mattaya, that is, ‘through extraordinary measure’,
with reference to this meaning alone, for the fifth case ending
sometimes has the same sense as the third, as in the case of
mattasukhapariccaga (ablative) ‘from renouncing small
pleasure’, for the meaning is ‘through (instrumental) the
renouncing of small-measured pleasure’. [Objection:] Some,
however, would say about this that in [expressions] such as
mattasukhapariccaga, since the word matta has feminine
gender, so also in the case of bhiyyoso mattdya this [form]
mattdya has feminine gender and ends in a singular third case
suffix; and that is why he explains it by atirekappamanena
‘through extraordinary measure’. [Reply:] No. [For] although
the linguistic item matta has feminine gender in such
[expressions] as mattasukhapariccaga, [the form] mattam with
neuter gender is still seen in many instances; therefore, in as
much as the substitute -@ya is made for the singular fourth case
suffix after the word matta with neuter gender, the form
mattdya occurs, and so the fourth case suffix [occurs] in the
sense of the fifth due to the construction with the particle
bhiyyoso — thus it is to be understood. [New objection:] But
with regard to bhiyyoso mattdya some declare that the meaning
is so puggalo mattaya madanatdya bhiyyo ‘he (so0), that is, the
individual, is more than matta, that is, [more than]
intoxication’.! [Reply:] This is highly unacceptable in this
$astra, [and] just like giving a slap [in the face].

Aggavamsa now ventures to show that words with a fourth case
ending appearing in the sense of another case ending can assign what
they signify to the category sampadana. In general, Aggavamsa here

1 Or, with v.I. madanatthaya, ‘for the intoxicating’ (dative of purpose) ?
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tries to account for problematic usages, normally not more than one, by
basically saying that anything can stand for anything and loosely talking
about one case suffix occurring in the sense of another.

First is the instrumental, and his example may indeed call for an
assignment to the sampadana category, although I can see no problem in
a karana assignment. Incidentally, the commentary partly incorporated in
Fausbell’s Jataka edition states (Ja 11l 98,16): Dhanarijayayd’ ti
karanatthe sampadanam. To say that the sampadana occurs in the sense
of the karana is a peculiar juggling with categories and shows how
loosely some Pali authors dealt with these notions.

Next Aggavamsa turns to the word adi ‘etc.’. He says that by
including this word in the rule he meant to indicate that the name
sampadana applies also when there is the sense of the ablative case
suffix. His whole issue here is the expression bhiyyoso mattaya.
Notably, Kaccayana here reads only bhiyya, followed by sattamyatthe
‘when there is the meaning of the seventh [case suffix]’, a term which is
taken up by Aggavamsa later. All the vutti has to say on the issue is:
Bhiyyappayoge: bhiyyo somattdya [sic]; iccevamadi, ‘when there is usage
of bhiyya [as in] “bhiyyoso mattdya”, and so on in the same manner’.
Aggavamsa’s inclusion of adi and, as will be clear later, the fifth and
sixth as well as the seventh case ending thus seems to be his own project.

Now my view here is that it is definitely of more interest to find
out what Aggavamsa thinks bhiyyoso mattdya means than to state
reasons for what we may think it means. Still, this is such a tour de force
that it seems necessary to clear the ground a little bit. The form bhiyyoso
is roughly translatable as ‘for the most part’, in some places ‘to a greater
extent’. As for the expression bhiyyoso mattdya, two solutions
immediately present themselves. If we take bhiyyoso as a genitive of the
corresponding Sanskrit bhiiyas, we may translate ‘to the measure of
something greater’. If we take it as an adverb formed with the suffix -sas,
commonly added to numeral or quantitative stems, and thus equivalent to
Sanskrit bhityasas, we may translate ‘to a measure in a greater way’.
Edgerton remarks (BHSD): “bhiiyasya, °sya, °so, bhiiyosya, with (in
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Mv rarely without) matraya (instr. of Skt. méatra), or once matram, = Pali
bhiyyoso-mattiya, adv. or adverbial phrase, in specially high degree. The

common BHS expression is bhiiyasya (instr. fem. of Skt bhiuyas-)
matraya, e.g. SP 23.1; LV 321.17; Mv ii.345.2 (vs, prob. read with v.1.
°sya m.c.); exceptionally bhilyasya (a m.c. ?) matram (so mss., Senart
em. °am) Mv ii.338.13 (vs.); ... in SP 71.10 (prose) ed. with Nep. mss.
has the usual bhiiyasya matraya, but Kashgar rec. bhuiyaso (intending
Skt. °$o0; cf. Pali bhiyyoso) matraya.”. It could, of course, be an
instrumental, and we would have to translate something like ‘for the most
part with respect to measure’, but I doubt whether this is genuine
Sanskrit usage and not a back-formation from Pali or some other Middle
Indo-Aryan dialect. J. Brough, with reference to Dhp 290a mattasukha-
pariccagd quoted by Aggavamsa above, remarks (1962:229): “In

addition to its more usual meanings, matra is widely recognized by the
Sanskrit lexicographers in the sense of ‘property, household goods,
worldly possessions (paricchade, dhane).” 1 abstain from speculating on

the possible implications this could have for the interpretation of the
forms in question here, since it was obviously not in Aggavamsa’s mind.

Aggavamsa himself proceeds as follows. He first identifies
bhiyyoso as a nipdta ‘particle’, synonymous to the particle bhiyyo, just as
the contracted form yavade is synonymous to yavadeva. From this he
proceeds to suggest that bhiyyoso mattdya is to be understood as mattato
bhiyyo ‘more than so much’, thus assuming an ablative case ending for
mattaya. Why he suggests this solution I am not able to tell. It is of
course possible, but not terribly convincing.

To this the objection is raised that elsewhere we meet with the
feminine mattd, so that in bhiyyoso mattdya the word mattdya is in the
instrumental case. It is not clear what case ending he would ascribe to
bhiyyoso under this alternative, but it might be thought of as instrumental
as well. This would accord with the forms attested in BHS and thus
represent an apparently common interpretation. Aggavamsa refutes this
objection, though, claiming that the neuter mattam is also met with, as
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attested also in BHS, and so, he says, the fourth case suffix -@ya occurs
in the sense of the fifth after bhiyyoso. This is Aggavamsa’s final view.

The second objection put forward consists in the fanciful
nirvacana analysis so madanatdya bhiyyo which implies that mattd is
taken to be an abstract feminine noun derived from Vmad ‘be
intoxicated’. This is rejected by Aggavamsa straight away as no more
than a slap in the face, a view with which one is inclined to agree.

Aggavamsa’s view, then, is that in the expression bhiyyoso
mattaya, mattaya is a dative form where, in construction with bhiyyoso
which he conceives of as a particle, the fourth case suffix occurs in the
sense of the fifth. This problem occurs only because he takes matta- as
neuter. If it is taken as feminine, there would be no problem. Also, he has
a problem with the tinabhiyyo example where there is no dative. In sum,
it seems that Aggavamsa has not quite understood the construction, and
the whole exercise is the result of that.

2.6.1.11 chatthiyattha, sattamiyattha, etc.

(698,17-699,2) Chatthiyatthe ca: “mahato' ganaya bhatta me”2
Sattamiyatthe ca: tuyhadi ¢’ assa avikaromi, tassa me Sakko
patur ahosi. Saratthe ca vattabbe catutthi vibhatti bhavati,
sarattho nama uttamattho cintapanattho va: desetu bhante
Bhagava dhammam bhikkhiinam, tesam phdsu, etassa
pahineyya, yatha no Bhagava vyakareyya, tatha tesam
vyakarissami, kappati samananam dyogo, amhakam manina
attho, “bahiipakara bhante Mahapajapati Gotami Bhagavato™,?
“bahiipakdrd bhikkhave matapitaro puttanam™ icc evamadi.
Tatha adisaddena bahusu akkharappayogesu catutthiya pavatti

1 Smith 133,7: ita Bm h.L et Ce Bm Sd § 554 (Ce 613,26), ¢f. 135,12 [= gandya
bhatta ti]; Ce Be ns J maha-.

2Ja V 363,12.

3 M 111 253,20.

41t 110,10.



110 E.G. Kahrs

veditabba, tam yathd: “upamam te karissami”,! dhammam vo

... desissami,? “ko attho supanena te” 3 kim attho me buddhena,

kathinassa dussam, agantukassa bhattam icc evamadi.
Tatiyatthadisu ca ti casaddaggahanam avuttattha-
samuccayatthafi ¢’ eva sampadanagahanatthan ca; Kaccayane
pana sattamyatthesu cd ti casaddaggahanam
vikappanatthavaggahananukaddhanattham* eva.

Also [when the fourth occurs] in the sense of the sixth [case
suffix the term sampadana may apply]: © Supporter of my great
flock’.5 Also [when the fourth occurs] in the sense of the
seventh [case suffix the term sampadana may apply]: ‘And
indeed I show it to you’; ‘for me here the $akya has become
manifest’. Also when the sense of sara ‘most excellent bit’ is to
be expressed, the fourth case suffix occurs, the meaning of sara
namely being the meaning ‘best’ or the meaning ‘reminding’:
‘Venerable Noble One, make the monks think about the
doctrine’; “for their best’; ‘one should send to him’; ‘just like the
Noble One would explain to us, in the same way I shall explain
to them’; *practice is the essential thing for Sramanas’; “for us
there is need of a jewel’; ‘O venerable one, Mahapajapati
Gotami is of much service to the Noble One’; ‘monks, a mother
and father is of much service to their children’ — and so on in
the same manner. Thus, by the word adi “etc.’, the function of
the fourth [case suffix] is to be understood in many a linguistic
usage, as for example: ‘I shall make you a parable’; ‘[monks,] I
shall teach you the doctrine’; ‘what need have you for sleep’;
‘what need have I for the Buddha’; ‘cloth for a Kathina-cloth’;

1 M1148,35.

2¢f MII37,11.

3JalIv 84,22,

4 Kace: vikappanattham va°.

5 This example and the translation will be discussed below.
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‘food for those who have arrived’ — and so on in the same
manner. The mention of the word ca ‘also’ in the phrase
tatiyatthadisu ca does indeed serve the purpose of adding the
sense of something that has not been stated as well as the
purpose of mentioning the sampadana. But in Kaccayana,
when he says sattamyatthesu ca ‘also in the sense of the
seventh’, the mention of the word ca is only for the sake of
referring back to a previous mention in rules through the word
va in the sense of option.

Aggavamsa’s first example, mahato ganaya bhatta me,
intended to illustrate a dative used in the sense of the genitive, is
problematic. I strongly suspect that he has put this in only to make the
number of cases complete. The Ja edition reads mahdgandya as a
compound, and one might have suspected that the vigraha giving mahato
was done by Aggavamsa himself to find an example which contrasts, but
the variant reading indicated in the notes above more or less rules out this
possibility. Earlier in the Saddaniti (133,7) Aggavamsa has explained the
phrase as mama mahato hamsaganassa bhatta ‘supporter of my mighty
flock of geese’. Moreover, one may ask why ganaya is stated when
ganassa would scan perfectly ? One may also wonder whether ganaya is
a feminine form. If it were, that would alter the situation considerably.

The sense of sdra, as much of the material here, has been taken
over from the Kaccayanavutti. This includes also the example desetu
bhante Bhagava dhammam bhikkhiinam, which at first does not seem to
fit any of the two meanings he has outlined for sdra. But I think there is a
way out if one takes desetu in the sense of cintdpana ‘causing someone
to think [about something}; reminding’. Several of these are marginal
usages of the dative, and many of them may be summed up as usages of
an “ethical” dative, that is, ‘for the sake of the best’. It is also conceivable
in some of these examples to take sdra in the sense of ‘advantage; profit’.
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We also re-encounter an old problem here, in that so many of
the examples include pronominal forms such as me, fe, vo, etc. which can
stand for a number of cases.

That Aggavamsa draws heavily on the Kaccayanavutti here is
especially obvious from the fact that he quotes from it by name. It is,
incidentally, noteworthy that he refers to it as Kaccayana. Now, in that
text we read (137): Atthaggahanena bahiisu akkharappayogesu dissati,
‘by mentioning the word attha [the function of the fourth case suffix] is
to be understood in many a linguistic usage’. Aggavamsa has a
completely parallel construction, though using adi and not attha. Does
this indicate that the author of the Kaccayanavutti thinks of sattamy-
atthesu in the rule as sattamylatthe] and atthe ? That is to say, does he
take these datives as datives of purpose ? Finally, the word ca in
Kaccayana, according to Aggavamsa, pulls in a previous va which
signifies option. Kaccayana’s use is only to do this, Aggavamsa’s use is
“only” (= especially) to this and that.

2.6.1.12 Excursus

(699,2—701,15) Ettha pana thatva kivici vadama: saddasattha-

vidiinam matavasena hi rajakassa vattham dadati, Yafifiadatto
Devadattassa inam dadati ti dadisu sampadanasafifiaya na
bhavitabbam, saddasatthesu hi yassa samma piijabuddhiya
anuggahabuddhiya va diyate, tam sampaddnan ti vuttam,
rajakassa vatthadanafl ¢’ eva Devadattassa inadanafii ca
plijavasena va anuggahavasena va na hoti, accantavacanafi ca
na hoti, tasma samma pakarena assa dadati ti sampadanan ti
atthena virodha[nalto! sampadanasafifia na hoti ti tesam

laddhi, ten’ eva rajakaya, Devadattdya ti ca catutthi vibhatti tehi
na vihitd; chatthi yeva vihita: rajakassa ti adina ti. Ettha

asmakam vinicchayo evam veditabbo: yadi rajakasaddo vattha-

1 Ce Bm virodhanato; Be ns virodhato.
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saddena sambandhaniyo siya, rajakassa vattham anfiassa
kassaci dadati ti attho siya, rajako ca sami siya; yadi pana
dhovapanatthaya vattham rajakassa dadati ti danena rajako
sambandhaniyo siya, so rajako katham sampadanam nama na
siya danakiriyaya patiggahanabhave thitatta, tatha hi ‘yassa
datukamo’ ti ca acittikatva asakkatva bhikkhussa bhattam adast
ti ca adisu pi datukamatamattena va asakkaccadanamattena va
yo danam ganhissati yo ca danam ganhati, te sabbe sam-
padana honti yeva sa@sanayuttivasena; api ca sasane “atthdya
hitaya”! ti tadatthapayogam thapetva, “dakdya neti”? “saggaya
gacchati” )} “asakkata ¢’ asma Dhanafjayaya”,* “bhiyyoso
mattaya”,’ “gandya bhattad ti payogesu vibhattivipallasanayani
ca thapetva namoyogadanayogadisu catutthekavacanassa
dyadeso na labbhati, tena sangitittayarilhe pavacane buddhaya

” 7«

adas’ aham™,” “namo karohi nagassa’® ti evariipani yeva

ayadesarahitani padani dissanti, tasma yam Atthasdliniya
agatam “eko puriso kilittham vattham rajakassa adasi ™ ti
padam, tattha rajakassa ti catutthiyd bhavitabbam
catutthichatthinam sabbapakarena sanamvibhattinam sariipato
thitatthane sadisattd. Tatha hi “aggassa datd medhavi ™ ti
imissd paliya attham vadantehi gariihi “aggassa data ti
aggassa ratanattayassa dadata, atha va aggassa
deyyadhammassa data’'° ti catutthichatthinam attho vutto. Iti

IMI21,27.

2 Ja 111 296,21

3 Dhp 1744.

4 Ja IT 98, 16.

5 Smith: ns cit. STI 242,21.

6Ja'V 363,12.

7 Ap 286,23,

§MI 143,12,

9 As 243,10. .
10 1t 89,5 and It-a (PTS ed. Bose) II 11,5. Ed. Bose reads deyyadhammassa
danam [ulavam katva).
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saddasatthayuttito rajako sami hotu chatthivibhattivasena
vuttatta, sasanayuttito pana sampadanam hotu catutthi-
chatthinam avisesena vuttattal; katthaci katthaci thane
yebhuyyena palinayasaddasatthanayanam anfiamariiiam
accantaviruddhatta ca, tatha hi saddasatthe apasaddo bahu-
vacanantam itthilingam Bhagavata ahacca bhasite pullingam
ekavacanantam; tathd saddasatthe darasaddo bahuvacanantam
pullingam, pavacane vacanadvayayuttam pullingam; sadda-
satthe dhatusaddo ekantapullingam, pavacane ekanta-
itthilingam, evamadayo afinamafifiam viruddhasaddagatiyo
dissanti. Kifica bhiyyo: saddasatthe Devadattdya ti catutthi, tad
eva Devadattayd ti padam palinayam patva vibhattivi-
pallasavasena tatiyapaficamichatthinam atthe catutthi siyd na
suddhacatutthi, Yajiiadatto Devadattdya asakkato ti adina
yojetabbatta “asakkatd ¢’ asma Dhanafijayaya™ ti adisu viya;
kifica bhiyyo: guno assa atthi gunava ti ettha sadda-
satthanayena assa ti padam chatthiyantam bhavati, palinaye
atthakathanaye ca olokiyamane atthisaddayogato catutthi-
yantam yeva bhavati; katham: “udet’ ayam cakkhuma
ekardja’,’ “asavati nama lata jata Cittalatavane tassa
vassasahassena ekam nibbattate phalam tam deva
payirupdsanti ™* ti ima dve paliyo assa ti padassa catutthi-
yantattam sadhenti; tattha “cakkhumad ti, sakalacakka-
valavasinam andhakaram vidhametvd cakkhupatilabha-
karanena yan tena tesam dinnam cakkhu, tena cakkhuma
suriyo”, atr’ idam nibbacanam: cakkhu etassa atthi cakkhuma,
cakkhii ti ca kassa cakkhu: alokadassanasamattham maha-
Jjanassa cakkhu, tam mahdjanassa cakkhu etassa suriyassa

1T deviate considerably from Smith’s punctuation in this passage.
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atthi, tena dinnattd ti atthavasena suriyo sampadanam bhavati,
na sami, dvinnam saminam ettha anicchitabbatta; tath@ asa
etissd atthi ti asavati, evamnamika lata, asa ti ca kassa asa:
devinam dsd, sa devanam asa etissd lataya atthi, tam paticca
uppajjanato ti atthavasena lata sampaddinam bhavati, na sami,
dvinnam sdminam elthd pi anicchitabbatta — evamadike
palinaye atthakathanaye ca upaparikkhiyamane yathavutto
attho yeva pasamso, kim saddasatthanayo karissati. Atha va
rajakassa vattham dadati ti ettha saddasatthanayena chatthi
hotu, rajakassa hatthe vattham dadati ti attham eva mayam
ganhama, vacanasesanayassa pi dassanato; evan ca sati
ubhinnam nayanam na koci virodho.

But at this point in the argument we have something to say; for
according to the view of the grammarians, in such [sentences] as
‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’, ‘Yajfiadatta gives a
loan to Devadatta’ the name sampadana does not apply; for in
the science of grammar it has been stated that that to which
[something] is properly (sam = samma) given with an intention

of worship or with an intention of kindness, that is the [karaka]
sampadana. [But] neither the giving of the clothes to the
washerman nor the giving of the loan to Devadatta is by
worship or by kindness; moreover, it is not a complete
statement.! Therefore — because it is conflicting with the sense
of [the term] sampadana [arrived at by the analysis] ‘in the

proper (sam = sammd) way (pa = pakdrena) one gives to it” —

the name sampadana does not apply, such is their view, [and]
for that very reason they do not teach the genuine fourth case
suffix in rajakdya and Devadattdya; only the sixth is taught by

way of such [forms] as rajakassa. In this respect one should

2 Ja 111 98,16.

3 Jall 33,22,

4 2 : 1 Complete statements would be something like ‘I’'m giving my clothes to the
JalIll 251,7-9, Ap 41,29-42,1. , O i

5313413 washerman, but I want them back clean’ and ‘I'm giving a loan to Devadatta, but

1 want it back with twelve percent interest’.
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know that our opinion is as follows: If the word rajaka
‘washerman’ were to be related to the word vartha ‘clothes’,
then the meaning would be ‘he gives the washerman’s clothes to
someone else’, and the washerman would be [assigned to the
category of] owner (sami). If, on the other hand, the washerman
were to be connected with [the act of] giving as in ‘he gives the
clothes to the washerman for the purpose of making [them]
clean’, why then would not this washerman be the sampadana
in as much as he has been established in the state of receiving
with regard to the act of giving, for thus, in [phrases] such as ‘to
whom there is a desire to give’ and even ‘without regard,
without consideration, he gave food to the monks’, whether by
fact of a desire to give or by fact of giving inconsiderately, he
who is to take possession of the gift and he who takes
possession of the gift, both of them are indeed [to be assigned to
the category of] the sampadana because [that] is proper with
regard to the Pali canon. And also in the Pali canon, except for
the usage for the purpose of something as in ‘for the sake of, for
the benefit of”, and except for the convention of exchanging case
suffixes (substitution) in usages such as ‘he leads to water’,
‘[few] go to heaven’, ‘but we are not honoured in respect of
Dhanafijaya’, ‘for the most part/to a greater extent’, and
‘supporter of the flock’, the substitute -aya in the place of the
singular fourth [case suffix -(as)sa] does not occur in

connection with [actions such as] honouring, giving, and the
like. Therefore, in the [canonical] teaching approved of by the
three councils, statements such as ‘he gives to the Buddha

(buddhdya)’ or ‘homage to the Buddha (buddhaya)’ do not

exist. Only statements of such a form as ‘I gave to the best
(°setthassa) among Buddhas’, ‘do reverence to the snake

(ndagassa)’, lacking the substitute -dya, are met with.

Accordingly, such a statement as ‘a certain man gave dirty
clothes to the washerman (rajakassa)’ is met with in the
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Atthasalini; with respect to that, there must be the fourth [case

suffix] in rajakassa, since the fourth and the sixth are identical

in every way in every place where they occur because the case
endings -sa and -nam have the same form. For thus has the

meaning of the fourth and the sixth been declared by the
teachers when stating the meaning of the canonical passage ‘he
who gives to the best / of the best is a sage’ to be ‘he who gives
to the best, that is, to the three jewels (the Buddha, the Dhamma,
the Sangha)’, or else, ‘he who gives! of that which has the
property of being such that it can be given’. Thus, let the
washerman be the owner (sami)? by way of fitness in the

science of grammar in as much as [the word rajakassa] has
been stated with a sixth case ending, but let it be the sampadana
by way of fitness in the canon in as much as it has been stated
without distinction between the fourth and the sixth. Moreover,
we get this endless opposition between the conventions of the
canonical texts and the conventions of the science of grammar.
For example: In the science of grammar the word apa ‘water’ is
something which has a plural ending and feminine gender,
[whereas] it has actually been uttered by the Noble One with
masculine gender and a singular ending?; likewise the word

dara ‘wife; womenfolk’ is something which has a plural ending
and masculine gender in the science of grammar, [while] in the
[canonical] teaching it has masculine gender [but is] constructed
with both numbers; in the science of grammar the word dhartu
‘element’ is something with exclusively masculine gender,
[while] in the [canonical] teaching it is of exclusively feminine

! Or, reading with Bose danam, ‘a giving’.

2 That is, the owner in an owner-owned relationship expressed by a genitive case
ending.

3 of. Sadd 107,2t: Apasadde dcariyanam lingavacanavasena matibhedo vijjati,
... ‘concerning the word dpa we meet with a difference in opinion among the
teachers when it comes to stating the gender, ... .
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gender; onwards in the same manner we meet with verbal
patterns which are opposed to one another. What’s more: In the
science of grammar devadattaya is [a word ending in] a fourth
[case suffix], [but] that very word devadattaya, having received
the conventions of the [canonical] teaching, would be [a word
ending in] a fourth case suffix in the sense of the third, fifth, or
sixth [case endings] by force of the exchange of case suffixes,
[and] not a genuine fourth [case suffix], in as much as it is to be
related to such [expressions] as ‘Devadatta is not honoured by
Yajiftadatta’ just as in [canonical statements] such as ‘but we are
not honoured by Dhanafijaya’. What’s more: With regard to [the
grammatical rule] saying that a quality pertains to it (assa),
hence it is quality-possessing,! assa is a word ending in a sixth
[case suffix] according to the conventions of grammar, but if
you look at the conventions of the canon and the Atthakathas it
is simply [something] which ends in the fourth [case suffix]
from being connected with the word atthi ‘is’. How ? [For
example:] ‘He rises, [he who] possesses sight (cakkhuma?), the
supreme ruler’; ‘in the Cittalata grove a creeper grows by name
of Asavati’; of it (fassa, cf. Skt asya asti) a fruit is produced

once in a hundred years; the gods sit closely around it’. These
two canonical statements establish that the word assa ends in
the fourth [case suffix]. In this respect [it has been stated]:

1 What he hints at here goes back to A 5.2.94 tad asydsty asminn iti matup,
which teaches that the possessive suffix matUP (unaccented -mat, under certain
conditions to be replaced by -vat) is added to form derivatives in the sense of
‘that is pertaining to it” or ‘that is located in it’. A varttika quoted by Patafijali
under this rule states that the suffix can only be added when certain meanings,
such as censure or abundance, are to be expressed. By rule 8.2.9 madupadhayas
ca mator vo 'yavadibhyah the initial of the taddhita suffix matUP is replaced by
v when the stem to which the suffix is added either ends in or has the sounds m
or a as penultimate, except for members of the gana beginning with yava
‘barley’.

2 Formed with the suffix matUP.

3 Formed with the suffix matUP, v replacing m by A 8.2.9.
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‘cakkhuma “possessing sight”, that is, having scattered darkness
for those who live in the entire range of spheres, since by him
sight was given to them (tesam) by causing them to obtain sight,
because of that! [he is called] cakkhuma, that is, the sun’. [In
accordance with A 5.2.94] the semantic analysis (nirvacana)
here is: ‘sight pertains to it, thus [it is called] cakkhuma’. But
[when you are] talking about sight, whose sight [are you talking
about] ? Sight is the faculty of sight pertaining to the entire
populace, [and] the sun has got that sight which pertains to
people, [and] because of this property of having been given [it],
for this very reason the sun is the sampaddna, not the sami
‘possessor’, since it would be undesirable with two possessors
here. Likewise [according to A 5.2.94]: ‘hope (dsa) pertains to
it (etissa), hence asavati ’, that is, the creeper so named. But
[when you are] talking about hope, whose hope fare you talking
about] ? This hope pertaining to the gods is [directed] towards
that creeper; [and] since [the hope] arises towards it, for that
very reason the creeper is the sampadana, not the sami
‘possessor’, since it would be undesirable with two possessors
also in this case. In these and other cases when you examine the
conventions of the canon and the Atthakathas, only the meaning
as it has been stated [there] is praiseworthy, [so] what will the
science of grammar do [= who cares about the grammarians] ?
Or else, let the sixth [case ending] apply according to the
conventions of the grammarians with regard to [a sentence such
as] ‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’, [so that] we
understand only the sense ‘he gives the clothes in the hands of
the washerman’ from which also the remainder of the [elliptical]
statement is seen. And when it is like this, there is no opposition
between the two conventions.

1 Or, following the v.L of Ja, tena cakkhund cakkhuma, we could translate: ‘what
sight was given, by that sight [he is called] cakkhuma’.
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In this quite informative excursus Aggavamsa first and foremost
contrasts the science of grammar with the word of the Buddha. He begins
by bringing up an issue discussed by the Sanskrit grammarians, namely
that in a sentence such as ‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’ the
washerman should not be assigned to the category of the sampadana
because the clothes are not given with an intention of worship or out of
kindness. They are handed over to get clean. The washerman would
therefore be the sami ‘possessor’ in an owner-owned relationship, and
the word rajaka- would take the genitive case suffix in accordance with
A 2.3.50 sasthi $ese which teaches that a sixth triplet ending, a sasthi, is
introduced to denote the rest, Sesa. From the previous rules it is clear that
this includes any relation, sambandha, which is not a karaka-relation.

Since Aggavamsa relied on a threefold classification of the
sampaddna suggested in the Vakyapadiya 3.7.129, the following section
of Helaraja’s commentary on that very verse is worthy of notice (Hel
332,14):

‘rajakasya vastram dadati,” ‘ghnatah prstham dadati’ itydadau
tu daddtyartho ndsti | tyago hi sah | tena ca handtmakena
mamatavicchedasydksepdd eva paropayogdabhisamdhina
parasvatvapadanam api svikytam [ atra ca tadabhdva iti gauno
"yam dadateh prayogah |

But in such [statements] as ‘he gives the clothes to the
washerman (genitive)’ or ‘he turns his back to the murderer
(genitive)’ there is no sense of giving. For that (= giving) is
surrender [of ownership]. And it is because the latter, whose
nature is abandoning, implies the cutting off of the sense of
‘mine’ that one who intends service to another agrees even to
the establishment of another’s ownership. In this case there is
no such thing, and therefore this is a metaphorical usage of [the
verb] ‘give’.
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Consider also the following passage from the Nydsa on the
Kasika at A 1.4.32. The Kasika states: anvarthasamjhiavijianad dadati-
karmaneti vijidyate, ‘because [the name sampradanal is to be
understood as a term which corresponds to its analytical meaning, [the
rule] should be understood to mean [that which the agent aims at]
through the action/object of giving’. The Nydsa comments (Ka$N 1:546):

tena dadateh karmana yam abhipraiti tat sampradanam iti
vijiidyate | nanv evam api rajakasya vastram dadati, ghnatah
prstham dadatity atra prapnoti, naitad asti; danam hi nama
piijanugrahakamyayd svakiyadravyaparityagah parasvatva-
pattih, tac ceha nasti, ato na bhavisyati |

Therefore (i.e., since sampradana is an anvarthasamjia), one

should understand ‘that which one aims at through the
action/object of giving, that is the sampradana’. But it applies in
the case of ‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’ and ‘he turns
his back to the murderer’ as well. This is not so. For giving is
indeed an abandonment of one’s own property incurring
ownership by someone else with a desire of worship or
kindness. But there is no such thing here [and] therefore it will
not be [like that].

1t seems to me extremely likely that this passage was known to
Aggavamsa. Not only is this evident from the phrase saddasatthesu hi
yassa sammd pujabuddhiya anuggahabuddhiya va diyate, ‘for in the
science of grammar it has been stated that that to which [something] is
properly (sam = samma) given with an intention of worship or with an
intention of kindness, that is the [kd@raka) sampadana’. Note that the
Nyasa here plays on the fact that sampraddna is an anvarthasamjia.!
Aggavamsa’s reliance on the Nydsa is, however, also evident from the

1 ¢f. section 2.6 above.
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fact that Jinendrabuddhi seems to stick to the argument that since
sampradana is an anvarthasamjia it is applicable only in connection

with verbs denoting giving, and the verb ‘give’ entails transfer of
ownership to someone else (parasvatvapattih, parasvatvapadanam), and
the washerman can therefore not be assigned to the category of the
sampradana. But this is not the view held by other Sanskrit
grammarians. Compare, for example, Kaiyata on the Bhdsya statement
(Mbh 1:331,3) evam api karmanah karanasamjiia vaktavya
sampradanasya ca karmasamjia | pasund rudram yajate | pasum

rudraya dadatity arthah, ‘even so it should be stated that the term karana
pertains to the karman, and that the term karman to the sampradana as

in “he sacrifices to Rudra with a sacrifical animal”, that is to say, he gives
a sacrificial animal to Rudra’. Kaiyata comments (MbhP 11:403):

kais cid anvarthasamjiiavijianad dadativisaya eva sampra-
danasamjiiety abhyupagatam | danam ca svatvanivrttih para-
svatvapattiparyanteti pratyajiiayi | tadubhayam apy ayuktam |
anyatrdpi bhasyakdrena samjfiaya abhyupagamat | tatha ca
kriyagrahanasya gatyarthakarmaniti siitrasya ca praty-
akhydanam krtam | tatha svatvanivrttyabhave ’pi daddteh
prayogo drsyate — na siadraya matim dadyad iti | khandi-
kopadhyayas tasmai capetam dadatiti ca |

Since [the term sampradana] is understood to be an
anvarthasamjia, it is agreed by some [authors] that the term
sampradana is [applicable] in the domain of the verb ‘give’
only. Moreover, it is recognised [by them] that ‘giving’ is a
cessation of ownership which entails the transfer of ownership
to someone else. However, both of these [views] are wrong
because Patafijali has agreed [to the application] of the term
[sampradana] also in other places. And thus [he] has rejected
[the possible] mention of [the word] kriya ‘action’ [in rule
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1.4.32]! as well as the rule [2.3.12] gatyarthakarmani [dvitiya-
caturthyau cestdyam anadhvani].? Likewise, even when there is
no cessation of ownership, usage of [the verb] ‘give’ is met
with, as in ‘one should not give instruction to a $tidra’ and ‘the
khandika- teacher gives him a slap’.

Kaiyata thus denies that the analysis of sampradana as an
anvarthasamjfia can form a part of any argument claiming that the name
is valid only in the context of giving and that a transfer of ownership has
to take place. He relies on Patafijali for this view, and adduces two
examples to buttress it. Of course it does not follow from this that
Aggavamsa did not know Kaiyata’s Pradipa and indeed the present
passage, but it strengthens the assumption that he did know the Nyasa
and probably also Helaraja’s commentary on the Vakyapadiya and that he
made at least the Nydsa discussion the basis for his claim that this is the
view of the grammarians.

Aggavamsa does not accept this view and says that if we are
dealing with a genitive relation, then the sentence rajakassa vattham
dadati would mean that the clothes belonging to the washerman are being
given away to someone else. Instead, Aggavamsa claims, the washerman
is the sampradana because he receives what is given. He supports this
argument by quoting his definition of the sampradana as one ‘to whom
there is a desire to give’, taken over from Kaccdyana, and a sentence
from the canon, ‘without regard, without consideration, he gave food to
the monks’ where there is no engagement in the act of giving. This gives
him his first, though not quite well-founded, opportunity to contrast the
view of the Sanskrit grammarians with what is ‘proper with regard to the
Pali canon’.

Lef. above, p. 99 (2.6.1.8).

2 ¢f. above, p. 99 (2.6.1.8). Kaiyata obviously understands Patafijali to have
rejected the rule, cf. MbhP 11:400: tasya pratyakhyatatvad ity adosah, ‘[but] there
is no fault because this [rule 2.3.12] has been rejected’.
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He goes on to buttress this claim, first by saying that all the
genuine dative usages are exceptions and that the substitution of the
suffix -@ya in the place of the singular fourth case suffix -(as)sa does not
occur in the domain of actions such as honouring and giving. Therefore,
he says, there are no statements in the canon where the receiver in the act
of giving or honouring takes a genuine dative ending. So, when we meet
with the form rajakassa in the Atthasalini, we know it has a fourth case
ending because, he says, the fourth and the sixth are identical wherever
they occur since they have the genitive endings -sa and -nam. He thus
distinguishes between a fourth and a sixth, although they are identical in
form.

Aggavamsa concludes that in the science of grammar it is
suitable to assign the washerman to the category of the sami ‘possessor’,
since the word rajakassa has been stated with a sixth case ending, while
in the canon it is suitable to assign it to the category of the sampadana,
since there is no distinction between the fourth and the sixth. This is a
weak argument indeed. All it amounts to in fact is a claim that since there
is no difference between the fourth and the sixth, we can do as we please,
and it pleases us to deviate from the Sanskrit grammarians and decide that
we are dealing with a fourth case suffix.

Obviously this whetted Aggavamsa’s appetite. Claiming that
there is an endless opposition between the science of grammar and the
canon, he goes on to cite random examples of words which show
differences in gender and number, differences no historical linguist
would find troublesome, and which, if detected by them, the Sanskrit
grammarians would have recorded as varieties of usage and dealt with as
such.

Further arguments are adduced to substantiate his claim. First he
comes up with the form devadattaya which, he says, ends in a fourth
case suffix. In other words, it is a genuine dative form. But when it is
analysed according to the conventions of the canon, Aggavamsa tells us,
then it becomes a word still ending in a fourth case suffix, but a fourth
case suffix in the sense of the third, fifth, or sixth case endings in as
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much as case endings are substitutable. His one and only example is
Yajfiadatto Devadattaya asakkato, which is a mere copy of the canonical
example asakkatd ¢’ asma Dhanarfijayaya ‘but we are not honoured by
Dhanaiijaya’. Indeed, a feminine Dhanarijayaya can be an instrumental,
dative, ablative, or genitive form. But Aggavamsa has made it clear
before that the name sampadana applies also when there is the sense of
the third, fifth, sixth, and seventh case suffixes.!

Secondly, Aggavamsa launches a peculiar attack on Panini’s
rule 5.2.94 tad asyasty asminn iti matup which accounts for the
possessive suffixes -mat and -vat.2 He claims that assa is a word ending
in the sixth according to the conventions of grammar, but on the evidence
of the canon and the Atthakathas it ends in the fourth. He brings in two
examples, cakkhuma ‘possessing sight’ and asavati ‘possessing hope’
according to an analysis ‘sight pertains to it’ and ‘hope pertains to it’
respectively, and claims that these words cannot have possessive
meanings. His strategy is to ask whose sight and hope we are talking
about. Of course, philosophically speaking there is a problem here. Sight
involves the faculty of seeing, an agent of seeing, an object of seeing, and
the seeing itself. But Aggavamsa’s argument for cakkhuma is
nevertheless awkward. He claims the sun has been given sight and so
becomes the sampaddina and not the sami ‘possessor’, that is, he makes
the point that the form assa, which stands for suriyassa, is a dative
(donative) and not a genitive. But the Jataka-atthakatha, from which the
example is taken, says ‘sight was given to them (tesam)’. This may
become a little clearer by the second example where the creeper asavati is
said to be so called not because it possesses hope, but because hope is
directed towards it. Thus hope pertains to the gods but is directed
towards the creeper which then becomes the sampaddana, in as much as it
is not desirable to have two possessors here. One may ask, why not ?
One may also compare the English ‘Cape of Good Hope’.

1 ¢f. above, 2.6.1.10.
2 ¢f. above, p- 118, note 1.
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Needless to say, these attacks are not terribly convincing, but
they are nevertheless quite significant in as much as they seem sufficient
for Aggavamsa to make his claim that there is an opposition between the
science of grammar and the canon. He concludes by saying that the sole
authority is the canon and the Atthakathas, and that grammar is practically
useless. He admits, though, that if the by now familiar example of the
washerman were rephrased ‘he gives the clothes in the hand of the
washerman’ there would be no opposition between grammar and canon
since the washerman would then be unambiguously the sami ‘possessor’
of the hand.

2.7 The stable point when there is movement away, etc.:
apadana

555 Yato apeti yato va dagacchati, tad apadanam.
Yato va apeti yato va agacchati, tam karakam apdadanasafnifiam
hoti; apecca ito adadati ti apadanam, ito vatthuto kayavasena
cittavasena va apagantva afifiam ganhati ti attho. Keci pana
apanetva ito adadati ti apadanan ti vadanti; tesam mate ito
attanam cittam va apanetva ti attho. Ayam pi sanfia
sampadanasafifia viya anvatthato riilhito ca kata ti datthabbam.
Tam pana apadanam duvidham kayasamyogapubbakacitta-
samyogapubbakapagamavasena, tatha calavadhiniccalavadhi-
vasena; atha va [ti]} pana tividham calavadhiniccalavadhi-
nevacaldvadhinaniccaldvadhivasena, tathd nidditthavisaya-
uppattivisaya*-anumeyyavisayavasena; tam sabbam pabhedam
upari ekato pakasessama. Gama apenti munayo, nagara
niggato rajd, bhiimito niggato raso, hatthikkhandhd otarati,
geha nikkhamati, Savatthito dgacchati. Apadanam icc anena kv
attho: ‘apadane paficami .

1 Bm #i; Ce Be ns (coni.) tam. .
2 Ce upattavisaya®; VP 3.7.136, on which this classification undoubtedly is

based, reads upattavisayam.
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“That from which something moves away, or [for example] that
from which something comes, that [karaka) is the apadana.’

That from which something moves away, or [for example] that
from which something comes, that karaka is something to
which the technical name apddana applies. ‘Moving away
{apecca) from it something takes (adadati)’, thus [it is called]

apadana. That is to say, moving away from it, [that is,] from
some thing, physically or mentally, one attains something else.
Some, however, say that [it is called] apadana [according to the
analysis:] ‘leading away (apanetva) from it one takes (adadati)’.
On their view the meaning is ‘having led oneself or the mind
away from it’. One should understand that just like the technical
name sampaddna, this name [apadana] too is made in
accordance with [both its] analytical meaning and [its]
conventional meaning. Now, this apadana is of two kinds,

according to whether the moving away is preceded by physical
contact or whether it is preceded by mental contact; likewise
according to whether the starting point is moving or whether the
starting point is not moving. Or rather it is of three kinds,
according to whether the starting point is moving, whether the
starting point is not moving, or whether the starting point is not
only moving or the starting point is not not moving; likewise
according to where [the movement away] has been directly
stated, where it is comprised, or where it has to be inferred. All
these subdivisions we shall explain one by one below. [Some

examples:] ‘“The sages go away from the village’; ‘the king has
proceeded from the city’; ‘liquid has come out of the earth’; ‘he
descends from the elephant’s shoulder’; ‘he emerges from the
house’; ‘he comes from Savatthi’. What is the use of this thing
called the apadana ? ‘The fifth [case suffix is added to a

nominal stem] to express the apadana’.
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Aggavamsa here deviates from the Kaccayana definition which
runs (125) yasmad apeti bhayam adatte va tad apadanam, ‘that from
which something moves away or becomes afraid is the apadana’.
Panini’s definition runs (A 1.4.24) dhruvam apdye ‘padanam, ‘the stable
point when there is movement away [is called] the apadana’.
Aggavamsa’s way of phrasing alternative definitions is here almost
meaningless.

The source of the twofold division of the apadana, depending
on whether the moving away is preceded by physical contact or by
mental contact, is uncertain. Note, however, that Kaiyata, commenting
upon the Bhdsya at A 1.4.24 states (MbhP I11:388): jugupseti | samslesa-
piirvako visleso 'payah [ sa catra nasti | buddhikalpitas tu gauna iti
bhdvah, ‘[on] jugupsa “disgust™: apdya “moving away” is disjunction
preceded by conjunction, and that does not apply here.2 However, [a
moving away] imagined by the mind is metaphorical; that is the
meaning’. The compound samslesapiirvakah and the idea of an imagined
moving away is certainly reminiscent of kdya- and citta-samyoga-
pubbako. The whole context of the discussion is, however, lacking.

The threefold division, on the other hand, stems from the

Vakyapadiya (VP 3.7.136):

nirdistavisayam kim cid upattavisayam tatha |
apeksitakriyam ceti tridhapadanam ucyate [/

The apadana is said to be of three kinds: sometimes [it is the
one] where the moving away? is directly expressed, likewise

1 This stems from the first varttika on A 1.4.24 which suggests that verbs
denoting among other things jugupsa should be incorporated.
2 That is, in the examples adduced by Patafijali, such as adharmaj jugupsate, ‘he

is disgusted by adharma’.
3 visaya ‘domain’ here refers to the topic under discussion, namely the moving

away.
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where the moving away is included, and also where the action
[of moving away] is implied.

Kaiyata too brings in this threefold division in his commentary
on the Bhasya at A 1.4.24 (MbhP 11:389):

trividham cedam apadanam — nirdistavisayam upattavisayam
apeksitakriyam ceti | tatra nirdistavisayam, — yatra

dhatunapdyalaksano visayo nirdistah | yatha — gramad
dgacchatiti | upattivisayam, — yatra dhatur dhatv-

antararthangam svartham aha | yathd ca ‘balahakad vidyotata’
iti | nihsaranange dyotane 'tra dyutir! vartate | yatha va
‘kusuldt pacati’tyadau | .adanange? pake pacir vartate |
apeksitakriyam yatra kriyavaci padam na sriiyate, kevalam
kriya pratiyate | yath@ — sankdsyakebhyah pataliputraka
abhiriipatara’ iti |

And this apadana is of three kinds: where the moving away is
directly expressed (nirdistavisaya), where it is included
(upattavisaya), and where the action [of moving away] is
implied (apeksitakriya). Among these, nirdistavisaya is where

the domain which is defined as apdya ‘moving away’ has been
directly expressed through a verbal root, as for example ‘he
comes from the village’; updttavisaya is where the verbal root

expresses its own meaning to which is subordinated the
meaning of another verbal root, as for example ‘it is lightening
from the cloud’; here [the verbal root] dyus ‘shine’ occurs in the
sense of dyotana ‘a flashing’ to which is subordinated [the

action of] niksarana ‘going forth’3; or, for example, in

1 Corrected from dyutivartate.

2 So read for odandrge.

3 That is, bal@hakad nihsrtya jyotir vidyotate, “having gone forth from the cloud,
the lightening flashes’ (cf. Helaraja on VP 3.7.136).
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[sentences] such as ‘he cooks from the granary’, where the root
pac ‘cook’ is used in the sense of paka ‘a cooking’ to which is
subordinated [the action of] ddana ‘taking out’!; apeksitakriya
is where the word expressing the action is not heard, the action
is only understood, as for example ‘the inhabitants of Pataliputra
are more handsome than those of Samkasya’.

Of course, this threefold division is dealt with also by Helaraja
in his commentary on VP 3.7.136, but he does not add anything in
particular to what Kaiyata has stated, with the exception of one small but
significant detail: He talks about the apddana with regard to an
avadhivisesa ‘a particular starting point’.

Whereas the examples provided for each of the three categories
by Kaiyata and Helaraja are perfectly to the point, Aggavamsa’s are not.
In fact, as far as I can see, they illustrate only the first category.
Incidentally, the first two examples are from the Kaccayanavutti on the
basic apddana rule, the third from the same text under the following rule.

The final remark, apadane paficami, is Panini’s rule 2.3.28,
repeated as 607 in the Saddaniti, where, incidentally, Aggavamsa cites
the third example from the Kaccayanavutti on this basic apadana rule
(Kacc-v 125).

2.7.1 The cause of fear etc.

556 Bhayaduppattihetu. Yam bhayadinam uppattiya hetu
hoti, tafi ca karakam apadanasaiifiam hoti: cord bhayam jayati,

39 2 ¢

“kdmato jayate bhayam”,* “tanhdya jayati soko™ ti.

1 That is, kusizldd adaya pacati, ‘having taken the rice grains out of the granary,
he cooks [them]’ (cf. Heldraja on VP 3.7.136).

2 Dhp 215b.

3 Dhp 216a.

Exploring the Saddaniti 131

“The cause of the arising of fear etc.” That which is the cause of
the arising of fear etc., that karaka too is one to which the name
apadana applies: ‘Fear arises from a thief’; ‘fear arises from

love’; ‘sorrow arises from desire’.

This goes back to A 1.4.25 bhitrarthanam bhayahetuh which
teaches that the name apadana applies to the cause of fear in connection
with verbal roots meaning ‘fear’ or ‘protect’. Aggavamsa’s use of adi
*etc.” is accounted for by the word soka ‘sorrow’ in the last example.

2.7.2 Cooking from the granary and shining from the clouds

557 Yato pacati vijjotati va. Yato niharitva pacati yato va
niggamma vijjotati, tam pi karakam apadanasaffiam hoti:
kusiilato pacati, valahaka vijjotati cando.

‘That from which [one] cooks or [for example, from which
something] flashes.” That from which one takes something out
and cooks, or [for example] that from which something goes out
and flashes, that kdraka too is one to which the name apadana

applies: ‘He cooks from the granary’; ‘the moon shines forth
from the clouds’.

This short passage is quite revealing. Aggavamsa has here made
a special rule out of the two examples provided by Kaiyata (MbhP
I11:389), discussed above (2.7). They are also brought forward by
Helaraja on VP 3.7.136 (Hel 338,13 foll.), and by Haradatta (KasP
1:537). Aggavamsa does not include the context in which these examples
are discussed, nor does he add anything. The case may serve as an
illustration of how the Saddaniti came to be so voluminous. To me a
good grammar is a grammar which does not make special rules out of
material that can be perfectly well covered by a general rule.



132 E.G. Kahrs

2.7.3 Paradipubbaji etc.

558 Paradipubbajidhatadippayoge. Yatharaham para
icc adiupasaggapubbanam jidhdtadinam payoge ca tam
karakam apadanasafifiam hoti; tatha hi ji icc etassa dhatussa
pardapubbassa payoge yo asayho,' so apadanasafiio hoti, tam
yatha: buddhasma pardjenti afifatitthiya; bhii icc etassa
dhdatussa papubbassa payoge yato acchinnapabhavo, so
apddanasafifio hoti, tam yatha: Himavatd pabhavanti parica
mahanadiyo, Anotattamha mahdsara pabhavanti, Aciravatiya
pabhavanti kunnadiyo.

‘When there is usage of the roots ji “conquer; overwhelm” etc.

preceded by para etc.” Also when there is usage of the roots ji
etc. preceded by [the preverbs] para etc. as appropriate, that
karaka is something to which the name apadana applies. So

indeed when there is usage of the root ji preceded by para he

who cannot be resisted is someone to whom the name apadana
applies, as for example: ‘Heretics are overwhelmed by the
Buddha’. When there is usage of the root bhiz ‘be’ preceded by
pa, that from which the source is not cut off, that is something
to which the name apadana applies, as for example: ‘Five major
rivers arise from the Himavat mountain’; ‘the great lakes
originate from the Anotatta lake’; ‘small rivers arise from the
Aciravati river’.

The rule itself incorporates A 1.4.26 pardjer asodhah which
teaches that the name apadana applies to that which cannot be endured or
overcome in connection with the verbal root ji preceded by para. Note
that there is no adi ‘etc.” here. Aggavamsa has fashioned the previous
rule in the Saddaniti from two examples adduced by Sanskrit authors. In

1 g read for Smith’s asaho, which I take to be a mere misprint. The
Kaccayanavutti (126) reads asayho.
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the present passage he has included a rule from the Astadhyayi in the
vutti. This is A 1.4.31 bhuvah prabhavah which teaches that the name
apdadana is assigned to the prabhava ‘source’ of the agent of taking
place, appearing (bhii), as for example in himavato ganga prabhavati,
‘the Ganga arises from the Himavat mountain’. In the Bhdsya on this rule
Patafijali raises the question of how we can talk of apadana here when
there is no complete separation. He replies that either a continuous
process or a succession is implied, and concludes that this rule can be
done away with since the instances which seem to require it are in fact
covered by the general rule A 1.4.24.

The whole section ji icc etassa dhdatussa ... pabhavanti
kunnadiyo is taken verbatim from the Kaccayanavutti (126). There the
rule and vutti speak in general about verbal roots and nouns preceded by
preverbs. The omission of this may account for the fact that the whole
passage seems repetitive and a bit misplaced in the Saddaniti. As it
stands, Aggavamsa seems simply to include A 1.4.31 on the basis of a
similarity to A 1.4.26 where there is assignment of the name apddana in
a context where a verbal root is preceded by a preverb. Neither
Aggavamsa nor Kacc@yana bring up any of the questions raised by the
Sanskrit grammarians and their reasons for including or rejecting this
rule.

2.7.4 afna etc.
559 ArAfiadinamapayoge. Afifiasaddadinam namanam
payoge ca tam karakam apadanasafifiam hoti: tato kammato

arifiam kammam, tato aparam.

‘When there is usage of nouns such as afifia “other [than]”.’
Also when there is usage of nouns like the word afifia, that
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kdraka is something to which the name apadana applies: ‘An
action other than that action, different from that.”!

Aggavamsa seems again to have jumped into the vibhakti-
section of the Astadhyadyi. A 2.3.28 apadane paficami is the general rule
which teaches that a fifth case suffix is added to a nominal stem when the
apddana is to be denoted. A 2.3.29 anydraditarartedik$abdariciittara-

padajahiyukte then teaches that a fifth case suffix is added also after
stems co-occurring with anya ‘other than’, grat ‘near to; remote from’,
itara ‘different from’, rte ‘without’, words denoting directions,
compounds with -afic as the final member, and words ending in the
suffixes -dc or -dhi. In the Katantra (2.4.21) this list is reduced to dis,
itara, rte, and anya (digitararte nyais ca). Aggavamsa refers to the list as
‘anya etc.’, but cf. 2.7.11 and 2.7.16.4 below.

2.7.5 apa and pari in the sense of exclusion

560 Vajjanatthapapariyoge. Vajjanatthehi apa pari icc
etehi yoge ca tam karakam apadanasafifiam hoti: apa salaya
dyanti vanija, upari pabbata devo vassati. Ettha ca
suddhandmanam upasaggehi yogo upasaggayogo nama ti
gahetabbo, na gunanamanam upasaggehi yogo; tathd hi
ubhato sujato putto ti adisu upasagge vijjamane pi
upasaggayogo nama na bhavati.

“When there is construction with apa ‘away from’ and pari
‘around’ in the sense of exclusion.” Also when there is
construction with apa and pari in the sense of exclusion, that
karaka is something to which the name apadana applies: ‘The
merchants withdraw from the hall’; ‘the deity rains (= it rains)
up high from (= on) the mountain’. And with regard to this one

1 This may be a quotation, but it has not been traced.

Exploring the Saddaniti 135

should understand that the construction of nouns pure and
simple with preverbs! is indeed upasaggayogo ‘preverb-
construction’, not the construction of quality-expressing nouns
with preverbs. For example, in [a sentence] such as ‘the boy is
nobly born (of noble birth) on both sides’, although a preverb
(su-) is met with, there is indeed no construction with the
preverb.

This is an odd passage. It clearly links up with the second
apadana rule in Kaccayana, dhatunamanam upasaggayogadisv api ca,
in particular with the compound upasaggayoga ‘construction with a
preverb (upasarga)’. The phrasing of the Saddaniti rule, however, so
much reflects A 1.4.88 apapari varjane that it must be more than a
coincidence. This rule assigns apa and pari to the category karma-
pravacaniya when they are used in the sense of exclusion. They are
assigned to this category by A 1.4.83 karmapravacaniyah which is valid
up to and including A 1.4.97. The technical term karmapravacaniya
denotes particles (nipata) that operate as governing prepositions with
regard to both nouns and verbs under conditions specified in each rule.
A 2.3.10 paficamy apanparibhih teaches that a fifth case suffix is added
after a nominal stem co-occurring with any of the karmapravacaniyas
apa, aN, or pari. Aggavamsa’s examples apa saldya ayanti vanija and
upari pabbata devo vassati seem reminiscent of this rule. Rule A 1.4.88
is also related to A 2.1.12 apaparibahiraficavah paficamya. This rule
teaches that apa ‘away’, pari ‘around’, bahis ‘outside’ and forms ending
in -afic optionally combine with nominal words ending in a fifth case
suffix to form avyayibhava compounds. For example, pari trigartebhyah
combine to form the adverbial compound paritrigartam ‘around the
Trigarta country’.

In any case, Aggavamsa’s odd example reflects some
acquaintance with the examples of raining known from the Kasika on

1 Although in what follows the technical term upasagga in some places is better
translated ‘preposition’, I shall keep the translation ‘preverb’ throughout.
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both A 1.4.88 and A 2.1.12, such as paritrigartam vrsto devah ‘the god
rained (= it rained) all around the Trigarta country’. These examples are
also met with in the Candravrtti on Candravyakarana 2.1.82!
paryapabhyam varjane which clearly could have been Aggavamsa’s
source as well. His own example upari pabbata devo vassati is odd since
upari is normally constructed with a genitive in Pali. Moreover, the
Sanskrit rule speaks about pari, not upari.

2.7.6 u and pari in the senses of upwards and around

Uddhamsamantatatth'upariyoge.? U icc upasaggena
pari icc upasaggena cd ti dvihi upasaggehi yathakkamam
uddham samantato ti atthavantehi yoge ca tam karakam
apadanasafifiam hoti: upari pabbata devo vassati, pabbatassa
uddham samantato devo vassati ti attho. Atrayam viniccayo: u
iti ca pari ti ca upasaggadvayam vuttam, upari ti nipatapadam
pi atthi; yadi pana upari pabbata devo ti ettha upari ti
nipatapadam siya, pabbata ti avatva pabbatassa ti va pabbate ti
va vattabbam siyd, evam avacanena vififidyati: upari ti idam
upasaggadvayavasena vuttan ti. Uddhamsamantatatth ‘upari’t
kimattham: “vividhani phalajatani asmim upari pabbate™ ti
ettha uparisaddo nipatatta uddhan ti atthamattam eva dipeti na
uddham samantato t atthan ti idpanattham.

‘When there is construction with u and pari in the senses of
uddham “upwards; above”’ and samantato *“all around;

! All references are to the edition of B. Liebich 1918.

2 Be ns uddhamsamantatthupari®.

3 Smith reads °samanta<ta>tth’-upari. He uses the sign <x> to indicate an
‘élément de texte considéré superflu par 1’éditeur’. Ce Bem ns all read
samantatthupari as they do in the rule itself. Why Smith has not bracketed the ta
there I do not understand. I suggest that the brackets be ignored.

4Ja V1 564,13.

5 Of course uddham has many semantic nuances; cf. CPD.
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completely”.” Also when there is construction with the two
preverbs (upasagga) that are the preverb u and the preverb pari
and they are, respectively, meaningful as ‘upwards; above’ ‘all
around; completely’, that kdraka is something to which the
name apddana applies: ‘The deity rains (= it rains) up high from
(= on) the mountain’, that is to say, ‘above the mountain, all
around, it rains’. This is the judgment here: u and pari are said
to be a pair of preverbs, but there is also the particle (nipata)
upari ‘on; upon; with regard to’. If, however, upari is [taken to
be] a particle in [the sentence] upari pabbata devo [vassati] ‘the
deity rains (= it rains) high up from (= on) the mountain’ instead
of uttering! pabbata, pabbatassa (genitive/dative) or pabbate
(locative) should be stated. Since it is not stated thus it is
understood that u-pari is proclaimed as a pair of preverbs. For
what purpose [has] upari [been specified] in the senses of
uddham samantato 7 In order to make known that the word
upari, being a particle, as in ‘all different sorts of fruit grow
upon that mountain’, explains only the sole meaning ‘uddham’,
not the meaning ‘uddham samantato’.

Again the underlying rule is A 2.3.10 paficamy apanparibhih
which teaches that a fifth case suffix is added after a nominal stem co-
occurring with any of the karmapravacaniyas apa, aN, or pari. 1t is
clear, however, that Aggavamsa includes this section on » and pari or
upari on the basis of Kaccayana and the vutti thereon. As mentioned
above (2.7.5), Kaccayana’s second rule on the apadana includes the
requirement that there has to be upasaggayoga ‘construction with a
preverb (upasagga)’, and the vutti (126) offers the example upari
pabbata devo vassati ‘the deity rains (= it rains) up high from (= on) the
mountain’. Apparently ignoring the adi ‘etc.” in Kaccayana, Aggavamsa
wants to account for the upasagga-requirement and the form pabbata in

11 take avatva to be a negated absolutive of vac ‘speak’.
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the vutti. His problem, though, is that even though u and pari are taken as
a pair of upasargas, we also have the nipata ‘particle’ upari, and, con-
sequently, if we had recognised upari as a nipata here we should not
have the ending -a but the locative -e or the dative/genitive ending -assa.
This goes without saying.
The passage is nevertheless illuminating in that it gives us an
indication that Aggavamsa feels he has to explain Kaccayana and the
' vutti, reasoning something like ‘I have to explain the canon; Kaccayana
and the vutti explained the the canon, so whatever is in there I too have to
explain’.

2.7.7 a and yava signifying exclusive or inclusive limit

562 Mariyadabhividhatthaayavayoge. Mariyadabhi-

vidhiatthena d icc upasaggena yava iti nipdtena ca yoge tam
karakam apadanasafifiam hoti: @ pabbata khettam, d nagara

khadiravanam, @ Brahmaloka saddo abbhuggacchati, yava

Jetuttaranagara maggam alamkari,' “yava Brahmaloka saddo
abbhuggarichi” 2 yava Brahmaloka ekakolahalam Jjatam.3 Ettha

ca a pabbata ti adayo payoga saddasatthanayavasena vutta,
yava Jetuttaranagard ti ddayo pana palinayavasend ti
veditabba.

“When there is construction with g or yava signifying exclusive
(mariyada) or inclusive (abhividhi) limit.” When there is
construction with the upasagga ‘preverb’ d or the nipata
‘particle’ ydva signifying exclusive or inclusive limit, that
karaka is something to which the technical name apadana
applies: ‘The field up to [but excluding] the mountain’; ‘the
acacia-forest up to the city’; ‘word spreads right up to

1 Smith: ¢f Ja V1592,5.
2vin 111 19,5; Sp 1 78,23.
3 Smith: ¢f Sp195,12.
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Brahmaloka’; ‘he adorned the road as far as the city of
Jetuttara’; ‘word spread as far as Brahmaloka’; ‘utter tumult
arose as far as Brahmaloka’. And here usages such as 4
pabbatd ‘up to the mountain’ have been stated by force of the
conventions of the science of grammar, [those] such as yava
Jetuttaranagara ‘as far as the city of Jetuttara’, on the other
hand, by force of the conventions of the canon — thus it should
be understood.

A 2.3.10 paficamy apanparibhih is still in the picture, this time
with regard to the karmapravacaniya aN (a). But once again it is obvious
that Aggavamsa has taken his wording from another rule, namely
A 2.1.13 an maryadabhividhyoh. Also, A 1.4.89 an maryadavacane is
taken by the Kasika as including exclusive or inclusive limit as in @
pataliputrad vrsto devah, ‘it rained up to Pataliputra’. The purpose of
A 2.1.13, however, is to allow for optionally making an avyayibhava
compound with aN as the first member signifying exclusive or inclusive
limit. For example, @ pataliputrdt ‘up to Pataliputra® — where,
incidentally, the ablative case suffix is assigned by A 2.3.10 — can
optionally be made into the adverbial compound apdtaliputram in the
same sense. But rule 2.1.13 has nothing directly to do with karakas or
the assignment of case suffixes.

The example @ Brahmaloka saddo abbhuggacchati has been
taken over from the Kaccayanavutti. From what Aggavamsa says it is
clear that he is willing to include things on the basis of the grammarians.
That he has added yava to the rule is hardly surprising since yava is much
more common than 4 in Pali.
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2.7.8 pati signifying proxy or barter

563 Patinidhipatidanatthapatiyoge. Patinidhipatidanat-
thena [va)! pati icc upasaggena yoge ca tam karakam
apadanasafifiam hoti: buddhasma pati Sariputto dhamma-
desandya alapati temdsam, ghatam assa telasma pati dadati,
uppalam assa padumasma pati dadati, kanakam assa
hirafifiasma pati dadati.

‘When there is construction with pati signifying patinidhi
“proxy; substitute” or patidana “barter; exchange”.” Also when
there is construction with the preverb (upasagga) pati
signifying proxy or barter, that karaka is something to which
the technical name apddana applies: ‘For a season Sariputta
spoke for the teaching of the doctrine (= taught the doctrine) as
proxy of the Buddha’; ‘he gives him ghee in return for sesame
oil’; ‘he gives him a blue lotus in return for a red’; ‘he gives him
molten gold in return for wrought gold’.

Aggavamsa is now probably back in the vibhakti section of the
Astadhyayi. The rule is A 2.3.11 pratinidhipratidane ca yasmat which
teaches that also when there is construction with a karmapravacaniya
(A 1.4.83, 2.3.8) a fifth case ending is added after a nominal stem
signifying pratinidhi ‘proxy’ or pratidana ‘barter’. But one should also
consider A 1.4.92 pratih pratinidhipratidhanayoh which teaches that the
term karmapravacaniya (A 1.4.83) applies to the particle prati when it
signifies proxy or barter. When the particle prati has these senses it is
constructed with an ablative (A 2.3.11) as in masan asmai tilebhyah
prati yacchati, ‘he gives him masa beans in return for sesame oil’. Note
that in all the Pali examples pati, defined as an upasagga, is a

1 Smith: Ce Bm ns va; Be om. (ns comp. fecit).
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postposition with a dental ¢. All of the examples occur in the
Kaccayanavutti (126).

2.7.9 visum and puthu

564 Visumputhuyoge. Visum puthu icc etehi nipatehi yoge
ca tam karakam apadanasaniiam hoti: tehi visum, tato visum,
ariyehi puthag evayam jano.

‘When there is construction with visum “separate(ly)” or puthu
“separate(ly); various”.” Also when there is construction with
the particles (nipdtas) visum and puthu, that karaka is
something to which the technical name apddana applies:
‘Separate from them’; ‘separate from that’; ‘this person is

indeed separate from the Aryas’.

I can see no obvious source for this rule. The Kaccayanavutti
attempts to account for the word api in the rule, and in doing so says
(126): Apiggahanena nipatappayoge pi paficami vibhatti hoti dutiya ca
tatiya ca, ‘by the mention of api, [is taught that] the fifth as well as the
second and third [case suffixes] apply also (api) when there is
construction with a particle (nipata)’. Now the fact that Aggavamsa has
moved on to deal with two nipatas as well as the fact that the
Kaccayanavutti very soon after this goes on to deal with ving ‘without’
and nand ‘without; different from’ may have inspired Aggavamsa to
make a separate case for puthu (Skt prthak). He classifies this word as a
nipata, since in the Astadhyayi prtak, vind, and nana are dealt with in the
same rule, namely A 2.3.32 prthagvinanandabhis trtiyd ‘nyatarasyam.
This rule teaches that in addition to the fifth case suffix a third or second
(A 2.3.31) may optionally be added after a nominal stem when there is
construction with prthak ‘separate(ly)’, vind ‘without’, or nana ‘without;
different from’. The Kaccayanavutti (126-27) deals with vind and nana.
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Aggavamsa deals with vind later on (566). Note that tehi and ariyehi of
the examples can be instrumental as well as ablative forms.

2.7.10 andatra

565 Afifiatrayoge paficami, tatiya ca. Anfiatra icc etena
nipatena yoge paficami vibhatti hoti tatiya ca: “ndfifiatra
sabbanissagga sotthim passami paninam”,! afifiatra
buddhuppada lokassa saccabhisamayo n’ atthi, “tadantaram

ko janeyya affiatra Tathagatena”?

“When there is construction with afiflatra “apart from; other
than; except; without” the fifth as well as the third.” When there
is construction with the particle (nipata) afifiatra, [then] the fifth
case ending applies, and also the third: “Except by abandonment
of everything, I do not see any safety for living beings’; ‘there is
no comprehension of the truth for the world except by the birth
of the Buddha’3; ‘who would know the difference of/from it,
apart from the Tathagata 7’4

There is no rule corresponding to this in the Astadhydyi, nor in
Kaccayana(-vutti), Candravyakarana, or Katantra, and I have found no
other source for it. The fact that Aggavamsa stresses that we are dealing
with a particle (nipdta) strengthens the assumption made under the
previous rule that he has moved on to deal with nipata-words inspired by

181544
2 A 111 350,3. Smith reads tadantaram, so also CPD (s.v. 2 antara), for A tad-

anantaram. i ‘ .
3 Or: Buddhas (pl.): cf. Dhp 194 buddhanam uppado, ‘the birth of the

Awakened Ones’. . o ’
4 PTS transl.: ‘But who save the Tathagata can judge this difference’. I prefer to

take tadantaram as a compound. One may translate as a karmadharaya, ‘that
difference which is it’ = ‘that difference’.
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the Kaccayanavutti. The inclusion of afifiatra would in that case be on
his own initiative.

2.7.11 rite and vina

566 Ritevinayoge dutiyd ca. Rite vina icc etehi nipdtehi
yoge paricami tatiya dutiya ca hoti: rite saddhamma kuto
sukham bhavati rite saddhammam rite saddhammena va, vind
saddhamma n’ atth’ afifio koci natho loke vijjati vina
saddhammam vind saddhammena va, vinG buddhamha vina
buddham vina buddhena va.

‘Also the second [as well as the fifth and the third case endings]
when there is construction with rite “without; except” or vina
“without; except”.” When there is construction with the particles
rite or vind, the fifth, the third, and the second [case endings]
apply: ‘Except for the true doctrine (saddhamma [ablative], sad-
dhammam [accusative], or saddhammena [instrumental]), from
what is there happiness ?°; ‘except for the true doctrine
(saddhamma [ablative], saddhammam [accusative], or
saddhammena [instrumental}), there is no other! leader in the
world’; ‘without the Buddha (buddhasma [ablative], buddham
[accusative], or buddhena [instrumental])’.

This brings us back to A 2.3.29 anyaraditarartedik-
sabdaricuttarapadajahiyukte which teaches that a fifth case ending is
added also after nominal stems constructed with, among other words, rte

1 The text here is problematic in that we have a negation and both atthi and vijjati.
We can translate both ‘there is not; there does not exist’ but one verb would do,
and the line scans badly. Smith lists the following v.IL.: ita Bm (ns: vijjati hil so
akhyat katta® phrac safi || va | n’atthi vijjati | ma rhi | natthinipat patisedhattha);
Be n’atthi 'fifio; Ce nanfio. Kaccayanavutti (126) reads: natthafirio koci natho
loke vijjati. Note the natthinipat of the nissaya. The problem does not affect the
point under discussion, though.
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‘without’, and to A 2.3.32 prthagvinananabhis trtiya ’'nyatarasyam
which teaches that a third, second, or fifth (A 2.3.31) case suffix is
optionally added after a nominal stem when there is construction with
prthak ‘separate(ly)’, vina ‘without’, or nana ‘without; different from’.

As noted above, the Kaccayanavutti (126-27) deals with vina and nana.

Why Aggavamsa has not included nana is hard to tell, but it may be

worth noticing two rules from the Candravyakarana. Rule 2.1.84 rte

dvitiya ca with the vrtti explanation rtesabdena yoge dvitiya bhavati

paficami ca, teaches that when there is construction with the word rte, the
second case suffix applies, and also the fifth, and 2.1.85 vina trtiya ca,
teaches that in construction with vina the third case suffix also applies in
addition to the second and the fifth. The succession of these rules is
suggestive, and so is the fact that we meet with only rze and vina. The
problem is that rre is taught only with an accusative or an ablative and
that the examples are very different. Aggavamsa’s examples for vind
occur in the Kaccayanavutti.

2.7.12 pabhuti

567 Pabhutyadyatthe tadatthappayoge ca. Pabhuti-
adiatthe ca tadatthappayoge ca tam karakam apadanasafiiam

hoti: “yato ’ham bhagini ariydya jatiya jato”,! “yato sarami

»

attanam yato patto 'smi vifiiutam ", yato pabhuti,? “yato

LI 2 5« 2 6 ¢

patthaya”* “tato patthaya”,® “ito patthaya”,® “ajjato patthaya”.!

‘Also when there is the sense of pabhuti “beginning; starting”
etc. and when there is usage that has that sense.” Also when

1M II 103,19.

25a VI 79,2

3 Smith: ¢f Vv-a 158,2.
4Ja VI 79,11.
5Jal78,s.

6 Vy-a 157,30.

7 Vv-a 246,22
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there is the sense of pabhuti etc. and when there is usage in that
sense, that karaka is something to which the technical name
apadana applies. ‘Since when I, sister, was born of noble
birth’; ‘since when I remember myself, since when 1 am one
who had reached the age of discretion’; ‘beginning since when’;
‘starting out since when’; ‘starting out since then’; ‘starting out
from here’, ‘starting out from today’.

I am not quite confident about my translation of this rule. Does
he intend to say ‘when there is the sense of pabhuti or adi’ 7 What is the
meaning of ca here ? Is it to be read twice, so to speak, or does it only
connect the two requirements for the name apadana to apply ? Does he
mean to say ‘when there is construction with pabhuti and adi, and when
there is usage of words in that sense’ ? Admittedly, ‘when there is the
sense of X and when there is usage in that sense’ does not make too
much sense (or, rather, that is exactly what it does). The first examples
have the sense of pabhuti; yato pabhuti has the very word form, and the
last four examples have a synonym, pafthdya ‘taking X as starting point;
beginning with X’. My guess is that the last examples are tadattha-
ppayoge but I am not at all sure.

There is no rule corresponding to this in the Astadhyayi,
Candravydkarana, or Katantra. Several of the examples occur in the
Kaccayanavutti, triggered by the word ca in the rule itself. The vusti
explains (127,1-2): casaddaggahanena afifiatthapi pasicami vibhatti hoti,
‘the fifth case ending applies also in other senses by force of the mention
of the word ca [in the rule]’.

It is interesting to note, however, that Patafijali brings up the
word prabhrti in the Mahabhdsya under vt. 6 on A 2.3.28 apddane
paricami (Mbh 1:455,24-456,2): karttikya agrahdyani masa iti | idam
atra prayoktavyam san na prayujyate karttikyah prabhrty agrahayani
masa iti, ‘[take the statement] “Agrahayani is in a month from Karttiki ”;
here what should be used is not used: “starting (prabhrti ) from Karttiki
Agrahayani is in a month”.” Kaiyata elaborates on this usage of prabhrti
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in his Pradipa (MbhP 11:800): kartikyah prabhrtiti | tata arabhyety
arthah | bhasyakaravacanat prabhrtiyoge parnicami, “kartikydh
prabhrti”, that is to say, beginning from that; on [the authority of] the
statement of the author of the Bhdsya a fifth [case ending is added] when
there is construction with prabhyti’. From this it is clear that the usage of
an ablative in construction with prabhrti was well established usage
among the Sanskrit grammarians.

2.7.13 The time or distance between two kdrakas or actions

568 Karakakiriyanam majjhattha kaladdha ca. Attha-
yojanakkamavasena pana dvinnam apadanakammakdrakanam
vd pubbaparakiriyanam va majjhe thita kaladdha ca
apadanasafiia honti: pakkhasma vijjhati migam, kosa vijjhati
kufijaram, masasma bhufjati bhojanam. Tatra luddako ito
pakkhasma migam vijjhati ti atthayojanakkamo karakavasena,
kiriyavasena pana luddako ajja migam vijjhitva pakkhasma
vijjhati ti; esa nayo itaratra pi.

*And also time and distance which stands between kdrakas or
actions.” Also, however, by force of the order of explaining a
meaning,! [words] that signify time or distance [and] occur
between the two kdrakas apadana and kamma or [between] a

prior and a posterior action, are such to which the technical
name apddana applies: ‘He kills the deer after a fortnight’; ‘he
hits the elephant from [the distance of] a krosa’; ‘he consumes
food after a month’. As far as this is concerned, [in] ‘the hunter
kills the deer after a fortnight hence’, there is an order of
explaining a meaning by force of karakas, but by force of action
[in] ‘having killed a deer today, the hunter kills [another] one

1 This is not clear to me. Is it because apparent sequence in reality requires an
“order” of explanation ?
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after a fortnight’. This principle applies also in the other
[examples].

Aggavamsa has here incorporated two rules from the
Astadhyayi, or at least their wording. A 2.3.5 kaladhvanor
atyantasamyoge teaches that a second case suffix (A 2.3.2) is added to a
stem signifying time or distance to indicate absolute connection with an
action. A 2.3.7 saptamipaficamyau karakamadhye then teaches that a
seventh or a fifth case suffix is added to a stem signifying time or
distance (A 2.3.5) when they occur between one participant of an action
and another. The question remains as to the source of Aggavamsa’s
compound karakakiriyanam, which brings in the alternative of occurence
between two actions. This, and his whole conception of what is at stake
here, goes back to the Bhasya discussion at A 2.3.7 (Mbh 1:446,9-13):

kriyamadhya iti vaktavyam [ ihdpi yathd syat [ adya devadatto
bhuktva dvyahad bhokta dvyahe bhokta | karakamadhya itiyaty
ucyamana ihdiva syat [ ihastho 'yam isvasah krosal laksyam
vidhyati krose laksyam vidhyati | yam ca vidhyati yatas ca
vidhyaty ubhayos tan madhyam bhavati [/ tat tarhi vaktavyam |
na vaktavyam | nantarena sadhanam kriyayah pravrttir
bhavati | kriyamadhyam cet karakamadhyam api bhavati tatra
karakamadhya ity eva siddham [/

[The wording] kriyamadhye ‘occurring between two actions’
should be stated so that [the rule] would apply also here:
‘Having eaten today, Devadatta is going to eat after two days
(ablative), [or] is going to eat in two days (locative)’. If only as
much as ‘between two actions’ is being stated, [the rule] would
apply only here: ‘Standing here, the archer hits the target from
[the distance of] a krosa (ablative), [or] at [the distance of] a
krosa (locative)’. That which is between the two, [namely, the
distance between] that which he hits and that [place] from where
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he hits, is madhya ‘between’. Then need this statement be
made ? It need not be. There is no engagement in an action
without something effecting [it]. If there is an interval between
two actions, then there is also an interval between the two
participants [of it]. In that case, it is fully established by [the
wording] karakamadhye ‘between two karakas’ alone.

As is clear from this, Patafijali considers the addition of
kriyamadhye ‘between two actions’ unnecessary. It is clear, however,
that the formulation karakamadhye ‘between two karakas’ caused the
Sanskrit grammarians some difficulties. Turning to the Kasika on
A 2.3.7, we find that, with regard to the example adya bhuktva devadatto
dvyahe bhoktd dvyahad va bhoktd, ‘having eaten today, Devadatta is
going to eat in two days, or is going to eat after two days’, karaka-
madhye is understood as kartrsaktyor madhye kalah, ‘the time between
two capacities as agent’. Whether Aggavamsa thought he faced a problem
here and therefore consciously included the element kiriyanam
majjhatthd, or whether he erroneously thought it ought to be included on
the basis of the wording kriyamadhye from the Mahabhasya discussion,
is a question that remains open.

2.7.14 rakkhanattha

569 Rakkhanatthanam icchitam anicchitai ca.
Rakkhanatthanam dhatinam payoge, yam icchitam yafi ca
anicchitam, tam karakam apadanasafiiiam hoti: kake rakkhanti
tanduld, ucchiihi gaje rakkhanti, mantino mantena darakehi.
pisdce rakkhanti, yava patisedhenti gavo, nanarogato va nand-
upaddavato va arakkham ganhantu,! akusalehi dhammehi

manasam nivireti, “papa cittam nivaraye”.?

1 Considered by Smith an untraced quotation.
2Dhp 116b.

Exploring the Saddaniti 149

‘In relation to [verbal roots] meaning “protect; ward off”, that
which is desired and that which is not desired.” When there is
usage of verbal roots meaning ‘protect; ward off”, that which is
desired as well as that which is not desired is a kdraka to which
the technical name apddana applies: ‘They ward off crows from
the rice’; ‘they ward off elephants from the sugar-cane’;
‘enchanters ward off goblins from children with a spell’; ‘they
ward off cows from the corn’; ‘let them take protection from all
kinds of diseases or from all kinds of misfortunes’; ‘keep the
mind from unwholesome phenomena’; ‘one should keep the
mind from evil’.

In Kaccayana (128) this rule appears in the form
rakkhanatthanam icchitam, in the Katantra (2.4.9) as ipsitam ca
raksarthanam, but Aggavamsa adduces a larger number of examples.
The corresponding rule in the Astadhyayi is 1.4.27 varandrthanam
ipsitah, ‘in relation to [verbal roots] meaning “warding off; keeping
back”, that which is wanted to be obtained [receives the name apddana]’.
It is therefore clear that Aggavamsa prefers the Katantra/Kaccayana
wording. The additional anicchitafi ca, ‘also that which is undesired’, is
apparently Aggavamsa’s own invention, though it seems based on the
issues raised in Paniniya grammar when the karman is defined
(A 1.4.49) as kartur ipsitatamam, ‘that [karaka] which is most desired to
be attained by the agent’. Rule A 1.1.50 tathayuktam canipsitam then
adds that also that which is not desired but is related to the action in a
similar manner is assigned to the category karman.

2.7.15 Concealment, wishing not to be seen

570 Yassadassanam iccham antaradhayati. Yassa
adassanam icchanto koci antaradhdayati tattha tattha
paticchannatthane bhayena niliyati, tam karakam apadana-
safifiam hoti: upajjhaya antaradhdyati sisso, matard ca pitard
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ca antaradhdyati putto. Idam lakkhanam bhayena antara-
dhanam sandhdya vuttam, iddhiya adassanagamanasamkhate
antaradhane pana sattami vibhatti hoti, tassa ca lakkhanam
upari bhavissati.

“The one in relation to whom [someone] hides wishing not to be
seen.” The one in relation to whom someone hides wishing not
to be seen, in such circumstances keeping [oneself] hidden out
of fear in a concealed place, that kgraka is something to which
the technical name apadana applies: ‘The pupil hides from the
master’; ‘the son hides from! the mother and the father’. This
definition has been stated with reference to concealment out of
fear, but in the case of that concealment named ‘going to
invisibility’ through magic power, [then] the seventh case
ending applies and the definition of this will take place further
on.?2

A 1.4.28 antardhau yenadarsanam icchati assigns the name

apadana to the one by whom (yena) the agent desires not to be seen
when concealment is involved. In Kaccdyana (128) the rule is formulated

yena vadassanam, ‘or the one by whom there is non-seeing’. I find

myself unable to explain why Aggavamsa has replaced yena with yassa.

The va in Kaccayana is in the vutti said to be there to account for usages

of the locative case, as in Jetavane antaradhdyati bhagava, ‘the Noble
One vanishes in the Jeta grove’. This is a straightforward locative usage.

Aggavamsa, on the other hand, confines the locative usage to a form of
disappearance through magic. More disturbing is the fact that matara and
pitara are clearly instrumental forms. Aggavamsa takes them as ablatives.
Both examples have been taken over from the Kaccayanavutti.

1 See comment below.
2§ 573 below.
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2.7.16 More on the apadana

As in the case of the sampadana, there is also for the apddana a

lengthy rule which lists several specific cases and is expanded on at
length in the vutti. I shall again split up the text into convenient portions.

571 Dur’antik’addhakalanimmanatvalopadisayoga-
vibhatt’ara'ppayogasuddhapamocanahetuvivittapa-
manapubbadiyogabandhanagunavacanapafihakath-
anathokakicchakatipaydkattusu ca. Diratthe antikatthe
addhanimmane kalanimmane tvalope disayoge vibhatte dra-
ppayoge suddhatthe pamocane hetutthe vivittatthe pamane
pubbadiyoge bandhane gunavacane parihe kathane thoke kicche
katipaye akattari ca icc etesv atthesu payogesu ca tam karakam
apadanasarifiam hoti.

‘[The technical name apadana applies] also when [there is
usage of} diira or antika, when there is measurement of distance
or time, when there is elision of the absolutive-suffix, when
there is construction with disa, when [something] is completely
separated, when there is usage of ara, when there is
construction with [a word signifying] pure, liberation, cause,
separated, measure, or [construction with] pubba etc., when
there is [usage in the sense of] binding, expressing a property,
question, answer, a little, difficult, a few, or no agent.” When
there is the sense of diira, when there is the sense of antika,
when there is measurement of distance, when there is
measurement of time, when there is elision of the absolutive-
suffix, when there is construction with disa, when [something]
is completely separated, when there is usage of dra, when there
is the sense of pure, when there is liberation, when there is the

1 Smith proposes to read drati presumably because this is the form used by
Aggavamsa when he discusses this part of the rule in detail (706,20).
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sense of cause, when there is the sense of separated, when there
is measure, when there is construction with pubba etc., when
there is binding, when there is the expressing a property, when
there is a question, when there is an answer, when there is a
little, when there is difficulty, when there are a few, or when
there is no agent, when there are [any of] these meanings and
usages, that kdraka is something to which the name apadana
applies.

There is an identical rule in Kaccdayana (128), except that
Aggavamsa has added an adi after pubba and inserted kicchakatipaya
before akattusu. The sutta covers mainly rules from the vibhakti section
of the Astadhyadyi, but draws also on other sources. As in the case of the
corresponding sampaddna rule discussed earlier, the words in the rule
appear out of context and are therefore difficult to translate in any
coherent and fully satisfactory manner. Each element will be given a more
detailed treatment below.

2.7.16.1 diira and antika

(705,8-24) Diratthappayoge tava: kivadiiro ito Nalakdragamo,
“tato ha ve dirataram vadanti”,} gamato natidire, “draka te
moghapurisa imasma dhammavinayd araka tehi Bhagava”?
diratthe: dirato vcigamma,3 “ditrato va namassanti”’,* “addasa
... Bhagavantam diirato va dgacchantam™ —— diratthappayoge
dutiyd ca tatiya ca: dilram gamam agato, diirena gamena
dgato, diirato gama agato ti attho, didram gamena va, araka-
saddayoge dutiya tatiya ca chatthi ca: draka imam

1JaV 483 21.

2 Smith: ¢f S 1V 43,15 (ns cit. et Dhp 253d); contra It 91,5.
3 Indicated as an untraced quotation by Smith.

4DIM 197,15 ... 202,21,

SDI1179,s.
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dhammavinayam, anena dhammavinayena, “draka
mandabuddhinam™! icc evamadi. Antikatthappayoge: antikam
gama, dsannam gama, samipam gama — gamassa samipan ti
attho, yathdasambhavam dutiya ca tatiya ca chatthi ca: antikam

gamam antikam gamena, dsannam gamam asannam gamena,
samipam saddhammam samipam saddhammena, “nibbanass’
eva santike”? — “araka ca vijanatam™ ettha pana arakasaddo
samipavacako datthabbo, Bhagava hi vijanatam santike ti attho.

When there is usage [with a word] in the sense of diira ‘distant;
far’, then: ‘How far from here is the village of Nalakara ?°; ‘they
say it is indeed further from here’; ‘not too far from the village’;
“far are those foolish men from this doctrine and the discipline,
far from them is the Noble One’. When there is the sense of
diira: ‘Having come from very far away’; ‘they pay homage
from very far away’; ‘he saw the Noble One approach from
very far away’. When there is usage in the sense of diira
‘distant; far’, also the second and the third [case suffixes may
apply]: “Come afar to the village (accusative)’, ‘come from afar
by the village (instrumental)’, that is to say, ‘come from the
village from afar (ablative)’; or: ‘come afar (accusative) by the
village (instrumental)’.* When there is construction with the
word araka ‘far from; away from’ the second, the third, and the
sixth [case suffixes may apply, as well as the fifth]: ‘away from
this doctrine and discipline (accusative)’; ‘far away with this
doctrine and discipline (instrumental)’; ‘far away in relation to
the slow-witted (genitive)’, and so on in the same manner.

! Vism-mht ad 201,23-25.

28133,14.

3 Vism-mht ad 201,23-25.

4 It seems to me impossible to give adequate translations of these examples. They
will be discussed below. In particular I do not think the instrumentals should be
translated as above, which is also odd English. I have done it in this way only to
achieve a contrast.
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When there is usage [with a word] in the sense of antika ‘near;
proximate’: ‘Near to the village’, ‘close to the village’,
‘proximate to the village’ (ablative), that is to say, ‘proximate in
relation to the village (genitive)’. According to circumstances,
also the second, the third, or the sixth [case suffixes may apply]:
‘near to the village (accusative)’, ‘near with the village
(instrumental)’; ‘close to the village (accusative)’, ‘close with
the village (instrumental)’; ‘proximate to the true doctrine
(accusative)’, ‘proximate with the true doctrine (instrumental)’;
‘in the vicinity of the very Nirvana (genitive)’. But in ‘and
arakd in relation to those who know’, the word draka must be
understood to mean ‘near’! for the Noble One is in the vicinity
of understanding, that is the meaning.

This is ultimately based on two rules in the vibhakti section of
the Astadhyayi. A 2.3.34 darantikarthaih sasthy anyatarasyam teaches
that a sixth, as well as a fifth (2.3.28) case ending, is optionally added to
a nominal stem in construction with words meaning diira ‘far; distant’ or
antika ‘near; proximate’. The standard examples (e.g. Kasika) are diiram
gramat ‘far from the village’, diiram gramasya ‘far in relation to the
village’, antikam gramat ‘near from the village’, and antikam gramasya
‘near in relation to the village’. The instrumental is here precluded.
A 2.3.35 dirantikarthebhyo dvitiyd ca then teaches that the second case
ending is also added after words meaning diira or antika. The ca is
understood by the Kasika to include the instrumental by anuvrtti from

! This is odd indeed. In the commentary on the Visuddhimagga (devanagari ed.
p. 423) we meet with a verse, quoted also Sadd 580,11-12, which begins: draka
mandabuddhinam araka ca vijanatam. 1 would translate this: ‘Far away from
those of slow wit and far away from those who know’. I find it hard to believe
that an author would use one and the same word with opposite meanings within
the same line of a verse. The reason for Aggavamsa’s claim seems to be that the
Visuddhimagga commentary here is proposing various nirvacana analyses of
araha; cf. Vism-mht, devanagari ed. p. 421,6 where araka seems to be equal to
dsanne ‘near’.
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A 2.3.32. The requirement from A 2.3.33 that the words in question do
not denote a substance (sattva) is also understood here. This gives us the
examples ditram gramasya, diirena gramasya, and diirad gramasya, all
meaning ‘far away in relation to the village’, and similar examples for
antika.

Not only can one have an ablative in construction with diira or
antika, but one can also have ablatives of them, that is, dizrat and antikat.
This seems to be the motivation behind Aggavamsa’s expressions
diratthappayoga and diirattha, where the first accounts for an ablative,
and eventually also for an accusative or an instrumental case suffix,
added to a nominal stem syntactically connected with ditra, and the
second accounts for an ablative added to words meaning diira.

It seems Aggavamsa has .combined the two rules from the
Astadhydyi somewhat inaccurately. This is evident from the examples
adduced, some of which are rather peculiar. The parallel passage in the
Kaccayanavutti (129) begins: Diratthappayoge tdva: kivadiro ito
nalakaragamo; durato vagamma; draka te moghapurisa imasma
dhammavinaya. This is all incorporated into Aggavamsa’s text, but the
Kaccayanavutti continues: Dutiya ca tatiya ca: dilram gamam dgato
diirena gamena va; araka imam vinayam anena dhammavinayena va,
iccevamadi. This is limited to the usage of the second and the third case
suffixes, while the inclusion of the genitive seems to be Aggavamsa’s
attempt at incorporating A 2.3.34. Since ditram gamam agato diirena
gamena va are taken from the Kaccayanavutti, it seems likely that the
subsequent diirato gdma dagato is stated to elucidate the meaning of all
these expressions. It seems that gamam, gamena, and gama are meant to
be in syntactic agreement with diiram, diirena, and diirato, respectively.
Aggavamsa seems to revolt against this when he adds dizram gamena va.
I very much doubt that this is based on textual evidence, but of course I
cannot prove this. For the syntactic agreement, on the other hand, there is
some justification. In the Mahabhdsya on A 2.3.35 this question is raised
by the first varttika. The entire discussion of this rule runs as follows
(Mbh 1:457,17-23):
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darantikarthebhyah paficamividhane tadyuktat paficami-
pratisedhah [[ 1 |/

diarantikdarthebhyah paficamividhane tadyuktat paficamyah
pratisedho vaktavyah [ dirad gramasya [/

na va tatrapi darsanad apratisedhah [/ 2 [/

na va [ tatrapi darsanat paficamyih pratisedho ‘narthakah |
tatrapi paficami drSyate | diardd avasathan mitram durat
padavasecanam | ! dirdc ca bhavyam dasyubhyo dirac ca
kupitad guroh [/

‘With regard to the teaching of the fifth [case suffix] after
[nominal stems] meaning diira “far” or antika “near” [there
should be] a prohibition of the fifth after that with which it is
[syntactically] constructed.” With regard to the teaching of the
fifth [case suffix] after [nominal stems] meaning diira “far” or
antika “near” a prohibition should be stated of the fifth after that
with which it is [syntactically] constructed, [as in:] diirdd
gramasya ‘far away in relation to the village’. ‘Or not. No
prohibition [need be stated] because [a fifth case suffix] is
observed there t00.” A prohibition of the fifth is meaningless
because it is observed there too: ‘urination [should be done] far
away from a dwelling-place, [and] washing [one’s] feet [should
be done] far away [from a dwelling-place]’, ‘one should stay far
away from Dasyus, and far away from an angry teacher’.

The first varttika, then, claims that if we want to say ‘far from
the village’ we can only say diirad gramasya, with a genitive case
ending. This is rejected by the second varttika which claims that usage of
the ablative is observed as well. Pataiijali provides two examples in
evidence of this claim. But no examples are adduced for the usage of two
accusatives or two instrumentals.

1 Manusmyti 4.151ab.
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Another source possibly made use of by Aggavamsa here is
Candragomin. In the Candravrtti on rule 2.1.87 stokalpakrcchra-
katipayad asattvarthat karane' we meet with the following passage:

duram gramat, antikam gramad ity avadher eva paficami.
ditram gramasya, antikam gramasyeti sambandhe sasthi.
diiram gatah, antikam gata iti kriyapye dvitiya. diarena gatah,
antikena gata iti karane trtiya.

[In] ditram gramat ‘far from the village’ [and] antikam gramat
‘near to the village’ [we have] indeed the fifth [case suffix
added] after [a word denoting] a limit.2 [In] dizram gramasya
“far in relation to the village’ [and] antikam gramasya ‘near in
relation to the village’ [we have] the sixth [case suffix] to
express a relation. [In] dizram gatah ‘gone far’ [and] antikam
gatah ‘gone near’ [we have] the second [case suffix] to express
that which is to be reached by the action. [In] dizrena gatah
‘gone by far’ [and] antikena gatah ‘gone by near’ [we have] the
third [case suffix] to express the instrument.

Candragomin thus firstly accounts for dizram and antikam in
construction with words ending in the ablative as well as the genitive,
secondly for words in construction with the accusative and the
instrumental forms of diira or antika, with diiram or antikam, and
diirena or antikena assigned to the categories karman and karana,
respectively. The latter solution I find difficult to embrace.

2.7.16.2 addha and kdla

(705,25-28) Addhakalanimmane: ito Madhuraya catusu
yojanesu Samkassam, Rajagahato paficacattalisayojana-

1 This is A 2.3.33 which will be dealt with later on.
2 Candravyakarana 2.1.81 avadher paficami.
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9 2

matthake Savatthi, “ito kho! bhikkhave ekanavutikappe”,” “ito
tinnam masanam accayena parinibbayissami”™ icc evamadi.

When there is measurement of distance or time: ‘From here,
Madhura, Samkassa is at four yojanas’; ‘Savatthi is at the

distance of forty-five yojanas from Rajagaha’; ‘at ninety-one
kalpas before now (= ninety-one kalpas ago), monks’; ‘by the

end of three months from now I shall enter nibbana’, and so on
in the same manner.

The fourth varttika on A 2.3.28 apadane paficami (Mbh
1:455,11), yatas cadhvakalanirmanam, states that *[a fifth case suffix is
added] also [after a stem] from which there is measurement of distance or
time’. Pataiijali eventually rejects all the varttikas on this rule, showing
that the examples are in fact accounted for by A 2.3.28. In the case of the
fourth varttika, he explains the examples as elliptical constructions. Thus,
gavidhumatah samkasyam catvari yojanani, ‘Samkasya is four yojanas
from Gavidhumat’, is explained by supplying words as follows (Mbh
1:456,4-5): gavidhumato nihsrtya yada catvari yojandni gatani bhavanti
tatah samkdsyam, ‘having departed from Gavidhumat, when four
yojanas have passed, then Samkasya [is there]’. These usages are thus
covered by A 2.3.28. So are the usages exemplified under vt. 5 tadyuktat
kale saptami, ‘the seventh [case suffix is added] after that which is
connected with that [from which there is measurement of time] when time
[is expressed]’, and vt. 6 adhvanah prathama ca, ‘also the first [case
suffix, in addition to the seventh, is added] after [a word denoting]
distance’.

What is of immediate interest here, however, is that the sixth
varttika makes Patafijali (Mbh 1:455,17-18) allow for the locative forms
catursu yojanesu as well as the nominative catvari yojanani. In

1 Bm vo.
2D 11 2,15: Ito so bhikkhave ekanavuto kappo®.
3D 11 106,19-20: ®ito tinnam masanam accayena Tathagato parinibbdyissati 1i.
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discarding the vdrttika he rephrases the locative construction as an
absolute locative (Mbh 1:456,5): catursu yojanesu gatesu samkasyam,

‘[having departed from Gavidhumat,] when four yojanas have passed,

[then] SamkaSya [is there]’. Aggavamsa’s first example, ito Madhuraya
catusu yojanesu Samkassam, is a close rewording of the Bhasya example
with the locative construction. But he has based his whole rule on a
varttika rejected by Patafijali. If he had this from the Bhdsya, one would

then have to assume that he has either ignored Pataiijali’s rejection of it or
not understood what was going on. This could of course more easily
have happened if Aggavamsa’s source was not the Bhdasya itself but the
Pradipa of Kaiyata where the examples are discussed. There is another
possibility, though. The varttikas appear in the Kasika on A 2.3.28,

together with some of the examples provided by Patafijali. There the
legitimacy of the varttikas is not questioned and the rephrasings which do
away with the varttikas are not met with. But the examples involving the

locative construction are not met with either. These do, however, occur in
the Padamanjari (KasP 11:186) and the Nyasa (KasN I1:186).

Aggavamsa’s source could thus have been one or both of the

commentaries on the Kasika.

2.7.16.3 tvalopa

(705,28-706,6) Tvalope kammadhikaranesu: “pasada
samkameyya”,! “hatthikkhandha samkameyya”? asana
vutthaheyya icc evamddi; ettha ca tvalopo nama atthasambhave
pi sati tvapaccayantassa saddassa avijjamdanatd, tatha hi
“pdsada samkameyya” ti ettha pasadam abhirithitva tamha
pasada afifiam pasddam samkameyyd ti attho; esa nayo
“hatthikkhandha samkameyya” ti ettha pi, asand vutthaheyya ti
ettha pana dasane nisiditva tamhd dsana vutthaheyya ti attho;
evam kammadhikaranesu paricami vibhatti bhavati, kammadhi-

18195 30.
28195,2.
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karanabhiitani yeva vatthiini tvalopavisaye apadanam nama
honti ti attho.

When there is elision of [the absolutive-suffix] -tva, [the fifth

case suffix applies] to denote the object or the location [of the
action denoted by the elided verb]: ‘[Just as] someone might

shift from one platform [to another]’; ‘[just as] someone might
shift from one elephant’s back [to another]’; ‘[just as] someone
might get up from [his] seat’, and so on in the same manner. But
here there is elision of -tvd even though there is the arising of
[its] meaning, because no word ending in the suffix -fva is met
with; for thus, in the case of ‘[just as] someone might shift from
one platform [to another]’, the meaning is ‘having mounted one
platform, from that platform he might shift to another platform’.
This principle [applies] also in the case of ‘[just as] someone
might shift from one elephant’s back [to another]’, but in the
case of ‘[just as] someone might get up from [his] seat’, the
meaning is ‘having sat down on [his] seat he might get up from
that seat’. Thus the fifth case suffix applies to denote the object
or the location [of the action denoted by the elided verb], that is
to say, things are indeed the apddana in the domain of elision of
-tva but only when they have the form of the object or the
location [of the action].

Just as in the preceding case of addha and kala, this is
ultimately based on varttikas on A 2.3.28 apadane paficami. The first
varttika on this rule, paficamividhane lyablope karmany upasam-
khydnam, states that an addition to the rule should be made that the fifth
case suffix applies to express the sense of the object of the action when a
word ending in the absolutive suffix LyaP (-ya) has been elided. The
second varttika, adhikarane ca, then adds that, in addition to the object,
inclusion should be made also of the location. Patafijali gives the example
(Mbh 1:455,5) prasadam aruhya preksate prasadat preksate, making it
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clear that the clause ‘he looks out from the platform’ is short for ‘having
mounted the platform he looks out’. The point in stating the first varttika
is that this example cannot be accounted for by A 1.4.24 and A 2.3.28 in
as much as the platform is not the stable point (dhruva) from which there
is movement away. This applies also to the examples offered under the
second varttika (Mbh 1:455,8), dsanat preksate, ‘he looks out from [his]
seat’, and Sayandt preksate, ‘he looks out from [his] bed’. As in the
preceding case, however, Patafijali rejects these two varttikas, claiming
that the examples are in fact accounted for by A 2.3.28 itself. In the case
of the examples offered under the first varttika, Patafijali claims that we
can say it is the sight which moves away (Mbh 1:455,20). The question
raised in the Mahabhasya is how you can talk about movement away
here since the sight does not move away once and for all. Patafjali
answers that there is movement away, either because a continuous
process is implied (samtatatvar) or, alternatively, because a succession is
implied (atha vanydnyapradurbhavat, ‘or else, [because] they become
visible one after the other’) (Mbh 1:455,21). We face, then, the same
problems in tracing Aggavamsa’s sources as we did in the case of the
previous passage. The varttikas and the examples appear in the Kdsika.

The examples from the Mahdbhdasya occur also in the
Candravrtti under rule 2.1.81 avadheh paficami which teaches that a fifth
case suffix is added after a word denoting a limit. Candragomin
expresses himself briefly: prasadam aruhya preksate, prasadit preksata
ity avadher eva paficami. evam dsane upavisya preksate, dsanat
preksate, ‘[the clause] “he looks out from the platform” [is in fact short
for] “having mounted the platform he looks out”, [and] thus a fifth [case
suffix] is indeed [added] after [a word denoting] a limit; likewise, [the
clause] “he looks out from [his] seat” [is short for] “having sat down on
[his seat] he looks out” .’

All the examples adduced in the Saddaniti occur in the
Kaccayanavutti (129). Obviously, the authors have looked for examples
containing such words as pdsada and dsana, familiar from the Sanskrit
grammatical tradition. But the examples offered are still a bit strange. On
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the analogy of forms such as pappuyya, vineyya, or vitareyya, which may
be taken as absolutives as well as optatives,! samkameyya and
vutthaheyya might even be taken as absolutives, in which case one would
have a strange situation indeed, but the context in which samkameyya
appears (S 1 94-95) makes this possibility very unlikely. One may note,
however, that in the Saddaniti passage there is movement from one
elephant-back to another, etc. This may involve the problem as to whether
an elephant, if moving, can be called dhruva ‘the stable point’, but it
means that the problems raised in the Bhdsya as to whether there is apaya
‘movement away’ do not really arise in the case of the Saddaniti
examples. These could perfectly well have been accounted for by rule
555, the main rule on the apadana. In other words, in Aggavamsa’s case
there is no need to account for fvalopa. In his case the procedure consists
in creating a difficulty, explaining it, and calling it grammar. This,
however, gives a clear indication of how heavily he relies on his
predecessors, including Kaccayana.

2.7.16.4 disayoga

(706,6-15) Disayoge ca paficami bhavati, tattha disa ca
disayogo ca disd@yogo sariipekasesanayena, tasmim disayoge;
ettha ca disavacanena disattho gahito, disayogavacanena
disatthavacihi yogo. Tattha disatthavacihi yoge tava “ito sa
purima disa ... ito sd dakkhind disa ... ito sa pacchima disa ...
ito sa uttard disa”,? Avicito upari Bhavaggam antare, “uddham

padatala adho kesamatthaka” 3 “yato khemam tato bhayam”/*

yato assosum Bhagavantam. Disatthe: puratthimato dakkhinato.

ti adi, ettha pana sattamiyatthe topaccayo bhavissati.

1 ¢f, e.g., PED under vitarati.
2D I 197,1; 198,1; 198,37; 202,7.
3IMI57,14.

4Jalll 513,21
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The fifth [case suffix] applies also when there is disayoga
‘construction with a direction’; but in this respect, disayoga
‘construction with a direction’ [means] both [a word signifying]
direction and construction with [a word signifying] direction,
through the principle of single remainder of [elements] which
are of the same form!; when there is that, disayoge. And in this
respect, the meaning of disa ‘direction’ is understood by the
enunciation of disa, [while] by the enunciation of disayoga [one
understands] construction with [words] expressing the meaning
of disa ‘direction’. As far as this is concerned, then, when there
is construction with [words] expressing the meaning of
direction: ‘This direction is east from here, this direction is south
from here, this direction is west from here, this direction is north
from here’; ‘from Avici up to Bhavagga, [namely,] in between’;
‘from the soles of the feet up, from the top of the hair down (=
from head to toe)’; ‘from whatsoever thing you have safety,
from that there is fear’; ‘whence they heard the Noble One’.
When there is the sense of direction: ‘In the east, in the south’,
etc. But in this case the suffix -to will be [a fifth case suffix] in
the sense of the seventh.

After the little detour involving the varttikas on A 2.3.28 we
now return to A 2.3.29 anydraditarartedikiabdariciittarapadajahiyukte
which teaches that a fifth case suffix is added, among other things, after
stems co-occurring with words denoting directions.2 The examples are
reasonably straightforward, with the exception of yato khemam tato
bhayam which lacks any word meaning direction and which I can only
translate ‘from whatsoever thing you have safety, from that there is fear’.
All the examples occur in the Kaccayanavutti (129), including
puratthimato and dakkhinato which are there followed by pacchimato
and uttarato, thus providing the explanation for Aggavamsa’s usage of

1 A 1.2.64 sariipanam ekasesa ekavibhaktau. See below.
2 For a full rendering of the rule, cf. 2.7.4 above.
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adi ‘etc.’. But Aggavamsa has singled out this latter group, wanting to
distinguish between disattha and disatthayoga. That is to say, when there
is disatthayoga, an ablative form such as ito is used with a word
signifying direction. When there is disattha, we have an ablative form of
a word signifying direction. Why he has not resorted to his previous
device of distinguishing, for example, between d#rattha and
ditratthappayoga and has instead resorted to the ekasesa principle, is
hard to tell. A 1.2.64 sariipindm ekasesa ekavibhaktau teaches that
among series of linguistic elements having the same form, only one of
them occurs as a single remainder if a single case suffix is used. This is
the ekasesa principle. For example, one cannot say *vrksavrksau or
*yrksavrksavrksah, one has to say vrksau and vrksah with only one
occurrence of the stem. Aggavamsa’s application of this principle in the
present case is more than dubious.

2.7.16.5 vibhatti

(706,15-20) Vibhatte paficami bhavati chatthi ca, ettha
vibhattam nama sayam vibhattass’ eva tadafifiato gunena
vibhajanam: yato panitataro va visitthataro va n’ atthi,
Madhura Pataliputtakehi abhiriipatara, “attadanto tato

9 ] <

varam”,! “channavutinam pasandanam dhammanam pavaram

yadidam sugatavinayo™ icc evamadi.

When something is separated (vibhatta), the fifth [case suffix]

applies, and also the sixth. Here vibhatta ‘separated’ is as much
as separation, which pertains only to that which is itself
separate, through some quality, [and the separation is] from
something other than that: ‘Something more exquisite or more
distinguished than it does not exist’; ‘the people of Mathura are
more handsome than those of Pataliputra’; ‘a self-controlled self

1 Dhp 322d.
2 Mmd Ce 219,15.

Exploring the Saddaniti 165

is better than that’; ‘this very doctrine of the Sugata is better than
the ninety-six heretical views’.

This is A 2.3.42 paficami vibhakte which teaches that the fifth
case suffix is added to a nominal stem which denotes something from
which something else is set apart (A 2.3.41 yatas ca nirdharanam)
provided there is separation. The Kasika explains: yasmin
nirdharanasraye vibhaktam asyasti tatah paficami vibhaktir
bhavati, ‘a fifth case suffix applies after [a nominal stem denoting]
that which is the foundation for setting apart with regard to which
something is separated’. The example provided is the Mathuri one,
where the people of Mathura are completely distinct from and set apart
from those of Pataliputra. Aggavamsa has taken the genitive instance
from the Kaccayanavutti. In Paniniya grammar there is a distinction here.
A 2.3.41 yata$ ca nirdharanam teaches that a genitive or locative ending
is added to that which is set apart, for example the doctrine of the Buddha
from the ninety-six heretical views. A 2.3.42 requires total separation, but
that may have been the very intention of Kaccayana with regard to
singling out the doctrine of the Buddha from the heretical ones, implying
that they do not all belong to the class of all doctrines. In that case we are
dealing with religious propaganda, not with grammar.

2.7.16.6 aratippayoga
(706,20-22) Aratippayoge: gdmadhamma vasaladhamma
asaddhammd arati virati pativirati, “pandtipata veramani ! icc

evamadi.

When there is usage of arati ‘abstinence’; ‘Abstaining from,
leaving off, shrinking from country-matters, the ways of the

IKhpIIl.
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morally low, the ways of the untrue’; ‘disgust from destruction
of life’, and so on in the same manner.

This is problematic. Kaccayana reads arappayoga, and not
aratippayoga. So does the vutti (130) which Aggavamsa has otherwise
copied verbatim with the same examples. This in itself would not present
a problem, were it not for the fact that the word drati, as well as the
~ approximately synonymous virati and pativirati met with in the example,
and the word dra or ara do not seem to mean the same thing. There are
several similar words here. I list the immediately relevant ones with their
meaning entries from CPD: dra = araka (mfn.) ‘distant, far from, away
from’; araka (ind.) [= Skt arakat] ‘far from, far off, away from’ which
according to CPD is used either as an adverb or as a preposition with
accusative, instrumental, ablative or genitive!; ara (ind.) ‘far off, far
from, remote, distant’; @rata (mfn.) ‘keeping away from, abstaining
from’; arati (f.) ‘leaving off, shrinking from, abstinence’.

There can be several explanations of how this confusion came
about. I strongly suspect that as a grammatical issue this is ultimately
based on A 2.3.29 anyaraditarartedikiabdaricuttarapadajahiyukte. This
rule, as we have seen, permits a fifth case suffix to be added after a stem
that co-occurs with the word arat ‘near to; far from’. Senart, in his
translation of Kaccayana, takes the word to be ara ‘loin de’, translating
(132) ara imasma dhammavinaya as ‘loin des prescriptions de la
religion’. He translates this example only. As far as I can see, we are left
with at least the following possibilities: 1) This has nothing at all to do
with A 2.3.29 and is an original rule made by Kaccayana and retained by
Aggavamsa to account for the usage of dra/dral/arati, all meaning
‘abstinence’. 2) Kaccayana thought he was dealing with ara/ara in the
sense ‘far from’, and Aggavamsa, who has already dealt with arakd in

1¢f 2.7.16.1 above.
2 For a full rendering of the rule, cf. 2.7.4 above.
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the context of diira,! also covered by A 2.3.29, replaces this with the
word drati, either in order to avoid repeating himself or in order to
include conveniently this word and its usage with an ablative. 3) Both
Aggavamsa and Kaccayana are wrong, thinking that arat is synonymous
with the words used in their examples. They seem in any case to think
not of the word arat in itself but of any word with the same meaning.

4) 1t is the case that arati and, one would be forced to assume, virati and
pativirati all mean ‘far away from’, or, at least, that Kaccayana and
Aggavamsa thought these words meant ‘far away from’.

2.7.16.7 suddha- and pamocanatthappayoga

(706,22-26) Suddhatthappayoge: lobhaniyehi dhammehi
suddho asamsattho icc evamadi. Pamocanatthappayoge:
“parimutto dukkhasma ti vadami”,? mutto ‘smi mara-
bandhand,? na te muccanti maccuno,* “mokkhanti mara-
bandhana™ icc evamadi.

When there is usage of [a word] meaning suddha ‘pure’:
‘Purified from, not in contact with, things which are to be lusted
for’, and so on in the same manner. When there is usage of [a
word] meaning pamocana ‘liberation’: ‘I declare that he is
liberated from suffering’; ‘I am liberated from the bonds of

1705,15-17; cf. 2.7.16.1 above. The Kasika on A 2.3.29 gives the meanings of
arat as diira and antika. One may then ask why Panini included it in his rule in
the first place. The answer, which has evidently passed Aggavamsa by, is that
A 2.3.34 durantikarthaih sasthy anyatarasyam teaches that optionally a sixth
case suffix is used with words meaning diira or antika. Now, this would
undesirably include arat were it not blocked by A 2.3.29.

2 S 10T 31,23,

3 Smith: ¢f Th 680f.

4 Ce Be maccund.

3 Dhp 37d.
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Death’; ‘these are not liberated from Death’; ‘they are liberated
from the bonds of Death’, and so on in the same manner.

1 do not know of any parallel to this in Sanskrit sources, but a
similar passage is met with in Kaccdyana. Apart from minor variant
readings, the Kaccayanavutti (130) differs in offering the example matito
ca pitito ca suddho, ‘purified motherwise and fatherwise’. This is

" evidently an adverbial use of the ablative, and Aggavamsa was maybe
wise in leaving it out.

2.7.16.8 hetuatthe

(706,26-707,13) Hetuatthe: kasma hetuna, “kasma nu tumham
dahara na miyare”,! kasma idh’ eva maranam bhavissati,
“yasma aniyata keci’,2 yasma-t-iha bhikkhave ... tasma-t-iha
bhikkhave, yamkarana tamkarana,® “kimkarana amma tuvam
pamajjasi”* — afifiehi pana lakkhanehi hetutthe pathama ca
tatiya ca chatthi ca bhavati, ta ca kho kiriyabhisambandhe
datthabbd, na pana “ko nu kho bhante hetu ko paccayo mahato
bhiimicalassa patubhdvaya”® ti adisu kiriyabhisambandha-
rahitesu payogesu — “na attahetu alikam bhananti ” 6 ““kim nu
jatim na rocesi”,’ “yafi ca putte na passami”® “tam tam
Gotama pucchami”? kena karanena vadesi, yena karenena,
tena kdranena, “atha tvam kena vannena kena va pana hetuna

1 Ja IV 52,31.

2 Abhidh-av 17,10.

3 ¢f. Sadd 731,13-16.

4 Dhp-a I1 268,38, cf. Thi-a 111,25.
5 ATV 312,14, D11 107,19.

6 Ja'V 146,15.

78113225,

8 Ja VI 561,20.

9§113,19, Vism 2,2.
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anuppatto braharafnam™ — “saddhaya tarati ogham’? ettha
ca saddhaya ti ayam saddo hetuattho ti garithi vuttam — “kena
Kassapa balassa dassanam nabhikamkhasi”,? “yena-m-idh’
ekacce satta”* tena nimittena, “tena vuttam”,5 “tam kissa
hetw” 8 kissa tumhe kilamatha.

When there is the meaning of hefu ‘cause; reason’: ‘For what
reason ?’; ‘why indeed do your young ones not die ?°; ‘why
shall there be death on earth ?°; ‘because of which some
undetermined’; ‘since here, monks ... because of that here,
monks’; ‘for the cause of which, for the cause of that’; ‘for what
reason, mama, are you careless’. According to other rules,
however, the first, the third, and the sixth [case suffixes] may
apply when there is the sense of cause. Moreover, these [case
suffixes] are understood when there is a relation to the action,
but not when there is usage bereft of relation with the action in
such [sentences] as: ‘What, venerable ones, is the reason, what
is the cause, for the manifestation of the great earthquake’.
‘They do not speak’ a lie for their own sake’; ‘why is it that
[re-]birth does not please you ?°; ‘since I do not see children’;
‘therefore [ ask you this, Gotama’; ‘why did he say [it] ?°; ‘for
which reason’; ‘for this reason’; ‘now, by what kind, or rather,
for what reason, have you reached this vast forest ?°; ‘by faith
one crosses the flood’ — and in this respect the word saddhaya
‘by faith’ has the sense of cause, thus it has been stated by the
teachers — ‘why, Kassapa, can you not stand the sight of a

fool 7°; ‘wherefore some people [say ...]"; ‘for that reason’;

1Ja VI 543,1-2.

2 $n 184a.
31aIV 24

1,2.

4 ATI159,35.

5Jal3,s,
SMI1,17.
7 Be ns bh

Sv126,10.

aneti, Ja 'V 146,15 bhanati.
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‘therefore it has been stated’; ‘this is from the cause of what (=
why is this) ?’; ‘of what (= why) are you tired 7°

The basis for this is A 2.3.23 hetau. This rule teaches that the
third case suffix (A 2.3.18 kartrkaranayos trtiyd) is added to a nominal
stem when it denotes a cause, hetu. The Kasika offers the examples
dhanena kulam, ‘a family lineage on account of wealth’, kanyaya sokam,
‘grief on account of a daughter’, vidyayd yasah, ‘fame on account of
learning’. This is straightforward, but when it comes to the usage of the
ablative Panini restricts the optional use of the fifth case suffix to
instances where the cause is a property, except in the feminine. The
subsequent rule A 2.3.24 akartary rne paficami teaches that a fifth case
suffix is added to a nominal stem signifying a debt which acts as a cause
(A 2.3.23) but not as an agent. The Kasika offers the example satad
baddhah, ‘imprisoned because of [a debt of] a hundred’, as against
$atena bandhitah, ‘thrown into prison because of [a debt of] a hundred’,
implying that the debt has thrown him into prison and thus is to be
considered an agent. A 2.3.25 vibhdsa gune 'striyam then teaches that a
fifth case ending is optionally — or, following Kiparsky (1979),
marginally — added to a nominal stem denoting a cause which is a
property, except in the feminine. This, in other words, applies to non-
feminine abstract nouns. The Kasika offers the example jadyad baddhah,
‘imprisoned because of stupidity’, as against dhanena kulam where the
instrumental is used since the stem does not denote a property, and
prajiiayd muktah, ‘released by knowledge’, where choice is restricted to
the instrumental since the feminine gender is involved.

Panini is thus quite strict when it comes to adding a fifth case
suffix to a stem denoting a cause. It is interesting therefore to note a
remarkable change in attitude already with Katyayana and Patafijali. The
varttika on A 2.3.23 hetau runs: nimittakaranahetusu sarvasam praya-
darsanam, ‘a general seeing of all [case suffixes] when [there is usage of
the words) nimitta, kdrana, or hetu’. All three words have meanings
within the semantic sphere of ‘cause’, nimitta maybe more clearly
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distinguishable as the final cause for the sake of which an action occurs,
thus tending towards such meanings as ‘purpose’ (prayojana) or
‘motive’. Patafijali comments on this varttika as follows (Mbh 1:454,19—
455.2).

nimittakaranahetusu sarva vibhaktayah prayena drsyanta iti
vaktavyam | kim nimittam vasati | kena nimittena vasati | kasmai
nimittdya vasati | kasman nimittad vasati | kasya nimittasya
vasati | kasmin nimitte vasati |/ kim kdaranam vasati | kena
karanena vasati | kasmai karandaya vasati | kasmat karanad
vasati | kasya karanasya vasati | kasmin kdrane vasati [ ko
hetur vasati | kam hetum vasati | kena hetund vasati | kasmai
hetave vasati | kasmad dhetor vasati | kasya hetor vasati |
kasmin hetau vasati [

It should be stated that all the case suffixes are generally
observed when [there is usage of the words] nimitta, karana, or
hetu.

It does not make much sense to translate the rest of the passage,
in that all the examples could be translated ‘what is the reason he is
staying ?° or ‘for what reason is he staying ?” with minor variations. But
Patafijali’s point is clear. One can use the nominative, accusative,
instrumental, dative, ablative, genitive, or locative case suffixes to ask this
question. This passage is Patafijali’s entire comment on A 2.3.23. He
does not comment at all upon A 2.3.24 and 25.

Now Aggavamsa claims that according to other rules, in
addition to the fifth case suffix, the first, the third, and the sixth may also
apply when there is the sense of cause. Obviously, there is a lot of laxity
here, but the Katantra 2.4.30 hetvarthe allows only for the instrumental,
and one may note that the rule there is formulated exactly as in
Kaccdayana and the Saddaniti. Maybe more interesting is Aggavamsa’s
statement that these case suffixes are understood when there is a relation
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to the action, but not when there is usage bereft of relation with an action.
Helaraja (Hel 250,22-23, on VP 3.7.24) points out that the third case
suffix taught to denote the hetu is an akarakavibhakti, a case suffix which
does not express a karaka. He also says (250,23) that in the example
adhyayanena vasati, ‘he is staying because of study’, adhyayana ‘study’
is the cause (hetu) and vasa ‘the staying’ is the effect (hetumat, lit.
‘cause-possessing’). He adds (ibid.): tayoh sambandhe Sesasasthyam
praptayam hetau trtiyd, ‘one would expect a Sesa-sasthi (a genitive
prescribed according to A 2.3.50 sasthi Sese) to express the relation
between them, [but in fact what we have here is] a third [case suffix] to
express [the sense of] cause’. Could a statement like this one have
prompted Aggavamsa to include the genitive kissa as a pronoun meaning
“for what reason’ in its own right and illustrating genitive usage ?

2.7.16.9 vivecanappayoga and pamanattha

(707,13-20) Vivecanappayoge: vivitto papaka dhamma, “vivicc’
eva kamehi vivicca akusalehi dhammehi”! icc evamadi.
Pamanatthe: dyamato ca vittharato ca yojanam gambhirato ca
puthulato ca yojanam Candabhagaya pamanam, “parikkhepato
navasatayojanaparimano Majjhimadeso™,? “dighato nava vi-
datthiyo sugatavidatthiya pamanika karetabba; tatiya ca:
yojanam ayamena yojanam vittharena yojanam ubbedhena

sasaparasi.

When there is usage of [a word in the sense of (?)] vivecana ‘a
setting apart; separation’: ‘Set apart from evil things’; ‘[ strive]
separating [myself] from desire, separating [myself] from bad
phenomena’, and so on in the same manner. When there is the
sense of pamdna ‘measure; measuring’: ‘A yojana long and

1D 173,23; Ja 398,16; cf. 2.5.1.10 above.
2Ja149,16.
3 of Vin III 149,12; IV 279,11.

Exploring the Saddaniti 173

broad, a yojana deep and wide, [that] is the measure of the

Candabhaga [river]’; ‘the Midlands measure nine hundred
yojanas in circumference’; ‘[a hut!] having the measure of nine
spans according to the span-measure of the Sugata is to be
made’. Also the third [case suffix is used]: ‘A heap of mustard
seeds a yojana long (lit. “by length™), a yojana broad, a yojana

high’.

In the siitra text Aggavamsa reads vivitta and not vivecana. This
is the reading also in Kaccayana (128) and the vurti (130). Why
Aggavamsa has changed it, I am not able to tell. I can see no source for
the two usages dealt with here apart from Kaccayana. The wording of the
vivitthatthe section is identical with the one in the Kaccayanavutti, while
the pamana one presents slight variations in readings, such as the
addition of sugatasanghati after karetabba. Most notably, the mention of
an instrumental usage is not met with in Kaccdyana and is therefore
probably Aggavamsa’s own observation.

2.7.16.10 pubbadiyoga

(707,20-25) Pubbadiyoge: pathamatthavicakena pubbasaddena
yogo pubbayogo, ettha pubbadigahanam adisatthavuttinam
pubbadinam gahanattham, tatha hi visum disayogo gahito:
“pubbe va me bhikkhave sambodha”,* “ito pubbe nahosi’,?

! The context (Vin III 149,12; IV 279,11) says: ‘{a monk is having a hut (koti)]
made which is to be constructed (karitabba) with the [proper] measure
(pamanika, Buddhaghosa ad loc.: pamdnayutta): in length nine viddhatis ...".
Aggavamsa seems, oddly, to have taken one sentence and added the words
feminine without the word koti.

2 A1258.4.

3 Smith: ¢f. Sn 955a.
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“tato param paccantimd janapad 7"} tato aparena samayena,
tato uttari? icc evamadi.

Also when there is construction with pubba etc. [The
compound] pubbayoga [means] construction (yoga) with the
word pubba expressing the sense of pathama ‘previous; first
prior to’, [and] in this respect the mention of pubbadi serves the
purpose of mentioning words such as pubba which function in
a non-directional sense, for thus construction with disd has been
mentioned separately?: ‘Before my enlightenment, monks’;
*prior to this it did not exist’; ‘beyond that are the border
countries’; ‘in the course of time from then (= later on)’; ‘more
than that’, and so on in the same manner.

This is met with in Kaccdyana but only the first example occurs
in the vutti. I am not aware of any direct parallel in Sanskrit sources, but
the fact that Aggavamsa here distinguishes this usage of pubba in the
sense of ‘prior to’ from the meaning ‘east’, which would fail under
dis@yoga, brings us back to A 2.3.29 anyaraditarartedik$abdancittara-
padajahiyukte. Immediately after diksabda ‘words denoting directions’
we find aficiittarapada ‘[compounds] with -aric as the final member’.
Clearly this is not what Aggavamsa is talking about, but it may
nevertheless be worthwhile to consider the following remark on this in
the Mahabhasya, which in fact is all Patafijali has to say on the entire rule
(Mbh 1:456,7-8):

1vin1197,22; Sv1173,11.

2 Smith reads uttari<m> and indicates that this is a quotation from Vin IV 80,18.
Vin IV 80,18, however, reads: tato ce uttari patiganheyya, ‘if he (a monk) were
to accept more [food] than that ...".

3 ¢f 2.7.16.4 above.
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afciattarapadagrahanam kim artham na diksabdair yoga ity
eva siddham | sasthy atasarthapratyayena [2.3.30] iti vaksyati
tasydayam purastad apakarsah [/

What is the point in mentioning aficiittarapada ‘[compounds]

with -afic as the final member’ ? Is this not in fact established by
dik$abdair yoge ‘when there is construction with words
denoting directions’ ? [No.] He (= Panini) is going to state [rule
2.3.30] sasthy atasarthapratyayena ‘a sixth [case suffix is
added to a nominal stem] co-occurring with [another stem
ending in] a suffix with the sense of atasUC (A 5.3.28)’. This
[statement, namely, aficiittarapada} is a prior removal! of that

[rule].

Since many words ending in -afic denote direction, Patafijali
asks if we cannot manage by the expression diksabda alone. The answer
is negative in as much as the subsequent rule A 2.3.30 accounts for the
fact that words ending in suffixes with the sense of atasUC, for example
prak or daksinatah, are constructed with words taking a genitive ending:
daksinato gramasya ‘south of the village’. Kaiyata makes a relevant
point in his commentary on the above passage from the Bhdsya (MbhP
11:800):

atha sadhryan devadattenety adiksabdartham aficiittarapada-
grahanam kasman na vijidyate ? ucyate — diksabdasdaha-
caryad afcuttarapadasyapi diksabdasyaiva grahanam
nanyasya [/

Now, why is it not recognised that the mention of
aficiittarapada is for the sake of [words] which are not
direction-denoting words, as in sadhryan devadattena ‘together

L Lit. ‘a drawing away; removal’. There is a v.l. apavadah ‘exception’.
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with Devadatta’ ? It is replied that because of its association
with [the word] direction-denoting words, one understands
aficiittarapada words as well, only if they are direction-
denoting words and not other.

Could it be that a mere awareness that words which also have
senses other than ‘direction’ have been dealt with under a separate
‘ heading made Kaccayana include pubbayoga separately and that then
Aggavamsa, using his skills and his knowledge of the canon, elaborated
on this by inserting an adi ‘etc.’ and adducing several more examples ?

2.7.16.11 bandhanatthappayoga

(707,25-27) Bandhanatthappayoge bandhanahetumhi ine:
satasma baddho naro raffia; tatiya ca: satena baddho naro

rafifid icc evamadi.

When there is usage in the sense of bandhana‘binding;
imprisonment’, [that is,] when there is debt which is the cause
(hetu) of imprisonment: ‘Because of a hundred [pieces] the man
was imprisoned by the king’. Also the third [case suffix is
used]: “Through [debt of] a hundred the man was imprisoned by
the king’, and so on in the same manner.

This is A 2.3.24 akartary rne paficami. As mentioned above
(2.7.16.8), this rule teaches that a fifth case suffix is added to a nominal
stem signifying a debt which acts as a cause (A 2.3.23) but not as an
agent. It is obvious that Aggavamsa has merely elaborated on the
standard examples known from the Sanskrit tradition, such as Satad
baddhah, ‘imprisoned because of [a debt of] a hundred’. With slightly
less elaborate examples Kaccayana (130) states in a similar fashion:
satasma bandho naro and tatiyd ca: satena va bandho. This is a clear
example of how cautious one must be in assuming that what we read in
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Kaccayana and the Saddaniti is genuine Pali usage. Not only have the
rule and the examples been taken over from the Sanskrit tradition, the rule
has also been distorted. The word akartari in the rule serves the purpose
of contrasting the ablative usage against the instrumental: Satena
bandhitah, ‘thrown into prison because of [a debt of] a hundred’. This
usage implies that the debt has thrown the man into prison and
accordingly is to be considered an agent. The usage of the instrumental
would thus have nothing to do with the apdddna on the view of the
Sanskrit grammarians.

2.7.16.12 gunavacana

(707,27-708,1) Gunavacane: pafifidya vimuttimano,!
issariya[ya)? janam rakkhati raja, silato nam pasamsanti.

When there is expression of a property: ‘With his mind set on
release because of [the fact that he has] wisdom’; ‘because of
[his] being the lord, the king protects the people’; ‘they praise
him because of [his] virtuous conduct’.

Again, Aggavamsa follows the order in Kaccdyana. This brings
us back to A 2.3.25 vibhdsa gune ’striyam, mentioned above (2.7.16.8).
This rule allows for the optional — or, following Kiparsky (1979),
marginal — addition of a fifth case suffix (A 2.3.24) to a nominal stem
that denotes a cause (A 2.3.23) and expresses an attribute or property
(guna), except in the feminine. According to Panini, then, this applies to
non-feminine abstract nouns. The Kasika offers the example jadyad
baddhah, ‘imprisoned because of stupidity’, as against dhanena kulam
where the instrumental is used since the stem does not denote a property,
and prajiiaya muktah, ‘released by knowledge’, where choice is
restricted to the instrumental since the feminine gender is involved. This,

1 Kacc-v vimutta®.
2Bemns issariyaya, Ce Kacc-v issariya.
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however, does not prevent Aggavamsa from adducing the example
pafifidya vimuttimano which contains the very same feminine noun
pa#nid. Whether one ought to conclude from this that in Pali, as indeed in
classical Sanskrit, there is no such restriction, or that Aggavamsa and
Kaccayana before him simply had not fully understood their Sanskrit
sources is hard to tell.
‘ Of more interest is the odd fact that under the heading hetuattha
(2.7.16.8, above) Aggavamsa seems to deal very strictly with heru, the
sole exception possibly being saddhaya, whereas under gunavacana he
includes all other causal ablatives. In the Astadhyayi they go together:
optionally or marginally one adds an ablative case suffix to a stem
expressing a hetu when there is a guna. The principle according to which
Aggavamsa has selected his examples seems also a bit dubious. He has a
thousand examples of ablatives in Pali, but takes some and says they are
ablatives because he is dealing with properties. In other words, he forces
the map on to the terrain, the map being given by the Sanskrit
grammarians.

2.7.16.13 parihakathana

(708,1-15) Pafihakathanesu: kuto ’si tvam, kuto bhavam —

Pataliputtato; ettha ca kathanam nama vissajjanam, yam pana

Kaccayanappakarane paiithe tvalope kammadhikaranesi ti
arabhitva abhidhammam sutva abhidhamma pucchanti
abhidhammam abhidhammena va, vinayam sutva vinaya
pucchanti vinayam vinayena va, evam suttd geyyd veyyakarand
gathaya udana itivuttaka jataka abbhutadhamma vedalla icc
evamadi ti ca vuttam, tathd kathane tvalope kammadhikaranesii
ti arabhitva abhidhammam sutva abhidhamma kathayanti
abhidhammam abhidhammena va, vinayam sutvd vinaya
kathayanti vinayam vinayena va, evam suttd geyya veyyakarand
gathaya icc evamadi ti ca vuttam, tam tvalope yeva vattabbam,
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pafihe ti ca kathane ti ca tvaloparahitappayogavasena visum
vattabbam idha pana visum vuttam.

In the case of questions and answers: ‘From where [have] you
[come] ?° ‘From Pataliputra.” And in this respect [the word]
kathana “telling’ [does] in fact {[mean] ‘answer’. But since in the
Kaccayanappakarana — after it is first stated that ‘when there
is elision of [the absolutive-suffix] -#va in a question [the fifth
case suffix applies] to express the object or the location [of the
action denoted by the elided verb]” — it has been stated that
‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he asks from Abhidhamma
(ablative), or about Abhidhamma (accusative), or by way of
Abhidhamma (instrumental); having listened to Vinaya, he asks
from Vinaya (ablative), or about Vinaya (accusative), or by way
of Vinaya (instrumental); likewise, from Sutta, from Geyya,
from Veyyakarana, from Gatha, from Udana, from Itivuttaka,
from Jataka, from Abbhutadhamma, [and] from Vedalla,! and
so on in the same manner’; likewise — after it is first stated that
‘when there is elision of -tvd in an answer, [the fifth case suffix
applies] to express the object or the location [of the action
denoted by the elided verb]’ — it has also been stated that
‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he answers from
Abhidhamma (ablative), or about Abhidhamma (accusative), or
by way of Abhidhamma (instrumental); having listened to
Vinaya, he answers from Vinaya (ablative), or about Vinaya
(accusative), or by way of Vinaya (instrumental); likewise, from
Sutta, from Geyya, from Veyyakarana, from Gatha, and so on
in the same manner’, then one should only state tvalope ‘when
there is elision of -tva’, and pafihe ‘when there is a question’

and kathane ‘when there is an answer’ should be stated

1 e., the nine divisions of canonical scriptures.



180 E.G. Kahrs

separately by force of usage free from the elision of -tva; but
here [in the Saddaniti] it is stated separately.

Aggavamsa here accuses Kaccayana of having muddled things
up by introducing the issue of tvalope, elision of -tva, where it does not
belong, that is, by stating panhe tvalope and kathane tvalope in the vutti
under the heading panhakathana from the rule. This criticism may be
~ just, but it is easy to see how Kaccdyana’s reasoning came about. First of
all, Kaccayana has already dealt with tvalopa separately, so the
formulation of Aggavamsa’s criticism is not entirely accurate. Moreover,
the fact that Kaccayana reintroduces it in the context of ablatives in
questions and answers is, as will be clear in a moment, fully logical
although it rests on a misconception of what sort of questions and
answers we are meant to be dealing with.

The whole pafihakathana issue has its basis in the third varttika
on A 2.3.28 apadidne paficami. Kaccayana and, following him,
Aggavamsa have previously dealt with the fourth and then the first and
the second varttikas.! Why these appear in such a random order is hard to
say. Now, the third varttika on this rule states (Mbh 1:455,9):
prasnakhyanayos ca, ‘also when there is a question or an answer’.
Patafijali remarks (455,10): prasnakhyanayos ca paficami vaktavya [/
kuto bhavan | pataliputrat, ‘the fifth [case suffix] should be taught also in
the case of a question or an answer: “From where [have] you [come] ?
From Pitaliputra”.’ Patafijali later rejects this varttika, as we have already
seen him do with the others.

Turning, then, to the criticism levelled against Kaccayana, let us
first of all consider a statement from Kaiyata’s commentary on the
Mahabhasya here (MbhP 11:798): kuto bhavan iti | kriyaya abhavad
anapaddanatvam manyate, ‘[with regard to the example] kuto bhavan,
“from where [have] you [come] ?”, [the author of the varttika] thinks that
because there is no [verb denoting an] action [here] there is no property

1¢f 2.7.16.2 and 3 above.
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of being the apadana [either]’. So, because a verb denoting an action is
lacking, these instances of question and answer cannot be accounted for
by A 2.3.28 apadane paficami since the apadana definition (A 2.3.24)

contains the requirement apdye ‘when there is movement away’. This,
according to Kaiyata, is why Katyayana has formulated the varttika. This

also implies that in order to do away with the varttika all that is needed is

to imagine that a verbal form has been elided. Patafjali does this by
means of assuming the elision of a finite verb (Mbh 1:455,22-23): idam
atra prayoktavyam san na prayujyate kuto bhavan agacchati
pataliputrad agacchamiti, ‘here that which should have been used is not
used: “From where do you come ?” “I come from Pataliputra” [would be
the complete statement]’.

Instead of using a finite verb Kaccayana solves his problem by
supplying an absolutive form.! It may in fact be the case that Kaccayana
has really understood Katydyana’s intention with regard to these
varttikas. The problem is that Kaccayana tries to account for a usage of
the ablative in a completely different type of question and answer, such as
abhidhamma pucchanti ‘they ask from (about) Abhidhamma’. But if he
wants to use the idea of the varttika to account for this, and to explain the
construction as one where a verbal form has been elided, it seems to me
perfectly logical that he supplies an absolutive form: abhidhammam
sutva abhidhamma pucchanti, ‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he asks
from (about) Abhidhamma’.

To sum this up, although Kaccayana has failed to account for
the type of question and answer intended by the author of the varttika, he
has tried to account for a type of question and answer where usage of the
ablative, as well as the accusative and instrumental, occurs. It may even
be dubious whether the ablative forms in his examples could be said to
express the apadana. The Mahabhdsya passage is quoted verbatim in the

1 In his edition Senart gives sutva and akaddhitva only as variant readings.
Aggavamsa quotes Kaccdyana with the absolutive sutvd. Whether absolutive
forms are actually stated or not does not make much difference since their
inclusion is obviously Kaccayana’s idea anyway.
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Kasika where the varttika is not rejected. The example kuto bhavan etc.

occurs in the Saddaniti but not in Kaccayana, so Aggavamsa has most

likely taken it over from some Sanskrit source and fashioned a similar
example himself. This leaves us with a peculiar situation where
Kaccdyana has made an attempt to account for a grammatical feature in
the Pali language by means inherited from the Sanskrit grammarians,
whereas Aggavamsa, although he may in one sense be on firm ground in
his criticism of Kaccayana, has merely taken over a rule and an example
from the Sanskrit and not adduced or explained anything that has to do
with Pali at all.

2.7.16.14 thokatthadi (thokakicchakatipaya)

(708,15-21) Thokatthadisu appatthavacane paficami tatiyd ca;
yada hi dhammamattam adhippetam na dabbam, tada
thokadinam asatvavacanata, yada pana thokena visena mato ti
adina dabbam adhippetam, tada tesam satvavacanatd: thokd
muccati, appamattaka muccati, “kiccha laddho piyo putto™,!
katipaya mutto, thokena appamattakena kicchena katipayena,

icc evamadi.

When there are the senses of thoka “a little’, etc., the fifth [case
suffix] and also the third [apply] to express the sense of alpa ‘a
little’. For when a quality alone is intended, not substance, then
the property of denoting a non-substance pertains to thoka etc.,
but when a substance is intended by such a sentence as ‘killed
from a little poison’, then the property of denoting a substance
pertains to these [words]: ‘Is released easily’; ‘is released by a
mere trifle’; ‘[our] dear son, obtained with difficulty’; ‘got off
narrowly’; [or with instrumental case endings:] easily, with a

! Ja VI 87,15 and 19.
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mere trifle, with difficuity, narrowly, and so on in the same
manner.

This is based on A 2.3.33 karane ca stokalpakrcchra-
katipayasydsattvavacanasya which teaches that to the stems stoka ‘a
little’, alpa ‘a little’, krcchra ‘difficult’, and katipaya ‘some’ when they
do not denote a substance, the third case suffix is optionally (A 2.3.32
prthagvinanandabhis trtiyanyatarasyam) added as well as the fifth
(A 2.3.28) when it expresses the karaka karana ‘instrument’. The rule
occurs also in the Candravyakarana (2.1.87): stokalpakrcchrakatipayad
asattvarthdt karane. Aggavamsa has obviously borrowed from the
Kasika here (Ka$ 11:190): yada tu dharmamatram karanataya vivaksyate
na dravyam, tada stokadinam asattvavacanata, ‘but when there is a wish
to express a mere quality and not a substance through the property of
being the instrument, then the property of expressing a non-substance
pertains to stoka etc.’. This is followed by the examples stokan muktah,
stokena muktah, ‘released easily’, etc. With regard to the requirement that
these words be asattvavacana ‘expressing a non-substance’ for the third
and the fifth to express the karana, the Kasika offers the example stokena
visena hatah, ‘killed by a little poison’. Here only the instrumental case is
applicable. Aggavamsa has borrowed the example, but failed to
understand its implication. He has also failed to take in the fact that the
rule concerns the words mentioned when the fifth or the third case
suffixes express the kdraka karana and not the apadana. Aggavamsa
instead formulates the requirement that when there are the senses of thoka
etc., the fifth case suffix as well as the third apply to express the sense of
alpa. This does not exactly betray any deep understanding of what is at
stake for the Sanskrit grammarians, nor does it convincingly account for
anything genuinely characteristic of the Pali language.
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2.7.16.15 akattari

(708,21-23) Akattari akarake Adpake hetumbhi: katattd upacitatta
ussannatta vipulatta uppannam hoti cakkhuvifiianam' icc
evamadi.

[A fifth case suffix is added] provided [it is] not expressing the
agent, [that is,] provided [it is] not expressing a kdraka, being
[merely] something which serves to indicate, when [it is]
expressing a hetu ‘cause’: ‘Visual cognition comes into being
from the fact that [something (kamma ?)] is performed, heaped
up, lofty, and extensive’, and so on in the same manner.

This is obscure, and I am not fully confident of my translation
here. Kaccayana has only the word akattari followed by the same
example. Aggavamsa follows suit, but adds a few words with a
morphology and a syntax which are not immediately clear. I am inclined
to believe, however, that Kacciyana felt he was left with ablatives of
cause he has to account for and a bit of a Panini rule, namely A 2.3.24
akartary rne paficami. As mentioned before, this rule teaches that a fifth
case suffix is added to a nominal stem signifying a debt which acts as a
cause (A 2.3.23 hetau) but not as an agent.2 Indeed, Kaccayana is not
talking about debts here, but he could easily have taken over the non-
agency requirement and the implied hetau ‘when it expresses a cause’,
which one necessarily has to read also into his own rule. It seems to me,
then, that Kaccdyana and after him Aggavamsa must have reasoned
something like this: We find usages of the ablative where it expresses a
cause; but where it merely gives us an indication, there the cause does not
participate as an agent in bringing something about and so the case suffix
cannot be added to express a kdraka. It serves merely to explain that there

! Indicating this example as a quotation, Smith adds the following note: ¢f. (D III
146,1 +) Vibh 297,28 Dhs § 556.
2¢f£.2.7.16.8 and 11 above.
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are things which seem to have no direct cause but still come into being
and that is indicated by the things which act as causes. There is no
question of something being a kdaraka or an agent, but rather of
explaining that something comes into being. The framework provided by
A 2.3.23-24 could easily be taken over to account for this.

Obviously Aggavamsa did not think the single word akattari
made the picture sufficiently clear. To improve on this he heaps up certain
key-words. The word hetumhi certainly refers to A 2.3.23 hetau. The
words akdrake and jiapake are strongly reminiscent of the vocabulary
used by Helardja in discussing the hetu and the difference between hetu,
karaka, and laksana. Vakyapadiya 3.7.24ab defines the hetu: andsrite tu
vyapare nimittam hetur isyate, ‘the final cause (nimitta) which is
independent of [any particular] operation is accepted as the hetu’. In his
commentary on this verse, Helaraja twice! uses the word akarakavibhakti
‘a case ending which does not express a kdraka’. This is in any case how
1 think the word akarake in the Saddaniti passage should be understood.
The words jiidpaka and jiapakatva each occur twice,? and Helaraja’s
commentary on this verse ends (Hel 255,11): svariipabhedena
kriyanirvartakam karakam, samdnyena janako hetuh, jiiapake laksanam
iti, ‘a kdraka is that which brings about an action by taking on different
forms, that which is a progenitor in general is the hetu, {and] when it
[merely] serves as an indicator (jidpaka) it is a sign (laksana)’. The
word jAdpaka ‘something which serves to indicate’ is a technical term in
vydkarana. Based on supposed implications which result from internal
analysis of the rules of grammar, a jfidpaka is a structural argument
through which a valid interpretation can be inferred and justified. In other
words, when seemingly conflicting features occur in the grammar, one
should look for some other feature which indicates the valid interpretation
on the basis of consistency and a unified system. I am not sure that the
technical jAidpaka is all that relevant here; the question of laksana, hetu
etc. has to do with interpreting A 1.4.84 etc. All I want to point out is the

1 Hel 250,22; 251,2.
2 Hel 251,8; 255,11 and 251,16; 253,1, respectively.
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similarity in vocabulary between the Saddaniti here and Helaraja. Of
course I do not claim that Aggavamsa has necessarily taken his words
directly from Helardja, I only try to illustrate that these words occur
frequently in discussions of issues similar to those which Aggavamsa
tries to raise.

2.7.16.16 Final remarks on the apadana

(708,23-709,18) Adisaddena ye amhehi anupaditthd
apadanapayoga, te payogavicakkhanehi yojetabba. Idani tesam
apadananam kayasafiiogapubbakddivasena pabhedam
kathayama: gama apenti munayo ti adisu hi kdyasannoga-
pubbakassa apagamanassa vijjamanattd gamadi apadanam
kdyasafifiogapubbakam nama, pandtipata viramati ti adisu
pana cittasafiiogapubbakassa apagamanassa vijjamanatta
panatipatadi apadanam cittasanifiogapubbakam nama; tatha
dhavata hatthimha patito amkusaggaho ti adisu hatthiadi
apadanam calamariyadabhiitatta calavadhi nama calafi ca tam
avadhi ca ti atthena, pabbatd otaranti vanacard ti adisu
pabbatadi apadanam niccalamariyadabhiitattd niccalavadhi
ndma niccalafi ca tam avadhi ca ti atthena, imehi dvihi pakarehi
vinimmuttam buddhasma pati Sdriputto, “kdmato jayate
bhayan”! ti ca adisu buddhadi apadanam
n'evacalavadhinaniccalavadhi* nama avadhibhavena
agahetabbatta, evam apadanam duvidham tividhafi ca bhavati.
Puna tam tividha#i ca nidditthavisayadivasena; tattha gama
apagacchati ti adi nidditthavisayam nama apadanavisayassa

1 Dhp 215b.

2 Smith gives the text here as n'eva calavadhi na niccalavadhi, but compare this
with 701,24-25 where he gives the three divisions as calavadhiniccalavadhi-
nevacalavadhinaniccalavadhivasena as a syntactic compound. If in the present
passage we are not dealing with a compound, there are no problems, but the
whole parallelism with the preceding would be lost.
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kiriyavisesassa nidditthatta; kusiilato pacati, abhidhamma
kathayati, valahaka vijjotati ti upattavisayam nama, valahaka
niggamma vijjotati ti adind updadeyyo ettha kiriydviseso;
Madhura Pataliputtakehi abhiriipatard ti anumeyyavisayam
nama, Madhura Pataliputtakehi ukkamsiyanti kenaci gunena ti
anumeyyo ettha kiriyaviseso, upattavisayo viya na nfyato koci ti
ayam assa upattavisayato bhedo ti.

By the word adi ‘etc.’ [is everywhere indicated] that those

usages of the apadana which have not been taught by us should
be included by people who are skilied in usage. Now, among
these apadanas we proclaim a division according to [whether
the going away] is preceded by physical contact, etc.! For in
such [sentences] as ‘the sages go away from the village’ such an
apadana as the village is indeed preceded by physical contact
since the moving away is found to be preceded by physical
contact. But in such [sentences] as ‘he abstains from killing
living creatures’ such an apadana as shooting living creatures is
indeed preceded by mental contact since the moving away is
found to be preceded by mental contact. Likewise, in [sentences)
such as ‘the elephant-driver has fallen from the running
elephant’ such an apadana as the elephant is indeed the moving
starting point since it appears as an exclusive limit which is
moving, in accordance with [its] meaning [as a karmadharaya
compound]: ‘it is moving and it is a starting point’. In such
[sentences] as ‘the forest-dwellers come down from the
mountain’ such an apddana as the mountain is indeed the non-

moving starting point since it appears as a non-moving
exclusive limit, in accordance with [its] meaning [as a
karmadharaya compound]: ‘it is non-moving and it is a starting
point’. Not included under these two categories is an apadana

1 ¢f 701,23 foll,, 2.7 above.
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such as the Buddha in [sentences] such as ‘Sariputta [taught the
doctrine] as proxy of the Buddha’ and ‘fear arises from love’
which is indeed [the apadana] where the starting point is neither
exclusively moving nor non-moving because of the fact that it
cannot be grasped as a starting point. Thus the apadana is of
two kinds and of three kinds. But it is also of three kinds
according to whether the scope (i.e., the moving away) is
directly stated, etc. In this respect, such [a sentence] as ‘he
moves away from the village’ has indeed the scope (i.e., the
moving away) directly stated because of the fact that a specific
action which has the [particular] scope of the apadana [namely,
moving away,] is directly stated. [In such sentences as] ‘he
cooks from the granary’, ‘he asks from (about) Abhidhamma’,
[and] ‘the lightning flashes from the cloud’ it is indeed the one
where the scope (i.e., the moving away) is comprised. In this
case a specific action must be comprised through such [a
statement] as ‘having gone forth from the cloud the lightning
flashes’. [In such a sentence as] ‘the people of Mathura are
more handsome than those of Pataliputra’ it is indeed the one
where the scope (i.e., the moving away) has to be inferred. In
this case a specific action must be inferred [through such a
statement] that ‘by some quality the people of Mathura are
elevated (ukkamsiyanti) from those of Pataliputra’; nothing is
specified as in the case of the one where the scope (i.e., the
moving away) is comprised, [and] that is where this one differs
from the one where the scope is comprised.

In these last remarks on the apadana Aggavamsa first of all
covers himself by pointing out that the word adi ‘etc.’, so frequently
resorted to, serves to indicate usages of the apadana which he may have
omitted but which should be included by people who know of such
usages. To look for unknown usage is a sound principle in linguistics,
explicitly resorted to by Patafijali among others. But to talk of usages of
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the apadana again betrays and indeed epitomizes the fact that he does not
discern between the karaka apadana and the ablative case suffix.

The rest of the passage is devoted to repeating the various
classifications of the apddana and to fulfilling the promise he gave at the
beginning that he was going to explain all these subdivisions one by one
below (tam sabbam pabhedam upari ekato pakasessama). He has not
mentioned them in the meantime, and although he gives some adequate
examples one may wonder where he would fit in a lot of the material he
has discussed in the meantime. The categories he makes fall in three
groups: The first according to whether the apaddna has been preceded by
physical or by mental contact (kayasamyogapubbaka and cittasamyoga-
pubbaka), the second according to whether the starting point is moving,
non-moving, or neither exclusively moving nor non-moving (calavadhi,
niccalavadhi, and nevacaldvadhinaniccalavadhi), and the third according
to whether the scope, the moving away, is directly stated, is comprised,
or has to be inferred (nidditthavisaya, uppattivisaya, and anumeyya-
visaya). These divisions and their possible origins have been discussed
above (2.7), so I shall not repeat myself here.

2.8 The location: okdsa (adhikarana)

572 Yo adharo tam okdasam. Yo kattukammasamavetinam
karakam okdsasarifiam hoti. Bhuso kiriyam dhareti ti adharo,
so eva tasam kiriyanam patitthanatthena okasattd okdasam
nama ti vuccati, tatha hi kate nisidati Devadatto ti ettha kato
Devadattam dharento tamsamavetam dsanakiriyam dhareti,
thaliyam odanam pacati ti ettha thali tandulam dharenti!
tamsamavetam pi pacanakiriyam dhareti. Yajj evam
kattukammanam eva padhanavasena kiriyadharasambhavato
tesam eva okasasanfidya bhavitabban ti. Na bhavitabbam.

1 Ce Be ns dharayanti.
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Kasma. Patiladdhavisesanamatta, tasma parampardya pi
kiriyadharakam katadikam yeva okdsasarifiam labhati ti
avagantabbam. So 'yam okaso catubbidho: vyapiko opasilesiko
samipiko vesayiko ti. Tattha vyapiko nama sakalo pi adhara-
bhiito attho adheyyena patthato hoti, tam yatha: tilesu telam,
ucchusu raso, dadhimhi sappi ti; opasilesiko ndma pacceka-
siddhanam bhavanam yattha opasileso upagamo hoti, tam
yatha: kate nisidati ti; samipiko nama yattha samipe samipika-
voharam katva adharabhavo vikappiyati, tam yatha:
“Savatthiyam viharati”,' Gangayam vajo ti. Patafijalina® pi
vuttam?: catithi pakarehi atattha so ti bhavati, katthaci tam-
thanavasena: maficd ukkutthim karonti ti, katthaci samipa-
vasena: Gangayam ghoso, Kurusu vasati ti, katthaci tamsaha-
carabhavena: yatthi pavesaya, kunte pavesaya ti, katthaci tam-
kiriyacaranena: Abrahmadatte Brahmadatto ’yam iti; vesayiko
nama yattha afifiatthabhavavasena desantaravacchedavasena
va adharaparikappo, tam yatha: bhiimisu manussa jalesu
maccha akdse sakunad ti. Sabbo pi cayam padhdnavasena va
patikappitavasena va kiriydya patitthd bhavati ti okdso ti vutto.
Yam pan’ ettha vuttam kattukammasamavetanam kiriyanam
adhadro ti, tam bhiyyo khaggamhi obhdso ti ettha katham yujjati
ti ce. Yujjat’ eva; yathd hi bhitmisu manussa ti etasmim payoge
vasanti ti kattusamavetd vasanakiriya avijjamana pi
vacanasesanayena aharitabba hoti, evam etam* bhiyyo
khagamhi obhdso ti etthd pi ahosi ti kattusamaveta kiriya
avijjamdnd pi vacanasesanayena daharitabba va hoti, loke hi

katthaci katthaci vohdravisaye sesam katva vacam bhanati;

1AT1,1,etc.

2 Smith reads Patafijalind indicating that this is the reading met with Ce Bem ns.
I do not find this reading convincing, though, particularly since the correct vrddhi
form of the name would be padtarijala. | have therefore emended to patafijaling.

3 ¢f. Mbh 11:218,14-19; cf. also Mbh I:332,1-3.

4 Smith: ita Ce Be; ns evam esa; Bm evam eta > evam eva ?
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tatha hi koci ekam gehe patiyattam khiram payetukamo tvam
geham pavisa, pavisitva khiram piva ti vattabbe vacanasesam

katva pavisa khiran ti dha, sdasane pi dissati “yesam ayyanam

sticiya attho, aham siiciyd@* ti ca yassa paithena attho, so mam

paiihena aham veyyakaranend ti; tasma ettha samsayo na
katabbo.

“That which is the support [in time and space], that [karaka] is
the okdsa.” That which is the support (@dhdra), in the sense of
that which is a supporter (@dharaka) of actions such as sitting
down or cooking which are inherent in the agent or the object,
that karaka is something to which the technical name okasa
applies. ‘Strongly (bhuso = a)? it supports (dhareti) the action’,

thus [it is called] ddhara, [and] that very [adhara] is called the
okasa ‘occasion’ because it actually is an occasion {where
something happens] in the sense of support of these actions,
thus it is stated. For thus, with regard to [the sentence]
‘Devadatta sits down on the mat’, the mat supporting Devadatta
supports the action of sitting which is inherent in him, [and]
with regard to [the sentence] ‘he cooks rice in the pot’, the pot
supporting the rice supports the action of cooking which is also
inherent in it (= the rice). If so, since the possibility of
supporting the action [exists] in a primary way only for the
agent and the object, the name okdsa should be applied only to
these ? It should not be applied [only to these]. Why ? Because

1 Smith: vide Vin IV 167,4 (¢f. supra 344 note ).

2 The word bhuso is a problem. One thing is certain, namely that it is part of a
nirvacana, semantic analysis, where it explains the preverb a of adhara. This is

clear from the Saddaniti itself: aggho ti ¢’ ettha asaddo bhusatthe upasagga-

padam (689,26-27), and @kdro pana rasso hoti, @ bhuso caritabban ti accharam

(861,20-21). This implies that it ought to be an adverb, but it looks like a

nominative adjective. I have taken it to be the equivalent of Skt bhrsa ‘strong;
powerful’. One could explain it as bhusaso with a syllable lost, but this is not
very convincing.
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it is being used in a technical sense. Therefore, although
indirectly, the mat etc. which is something that supports is
indeed something with regard to which the technical name okasa
obtains; thus it should be understood. This okasa is of four

kinds: vydpika ‘pervading; in absolute contact’, opasilesika

‘caused by [close] contact’, samipika ‘caused by nearness’,

[and] vesayika ‘belonging to a [particular] domain’. In this

respect, vyapika is indeed [where] the whole thing which is the

support is coterminal with the thing to be supported, as in ‘the
oil [is] in the sesame seeds’, ‘the juice is in the sugar cane’, ‘the
butter is in the curds’; opasilesika is indeed where there is
contact, that is, going near, of entities which are established
individually, as in ‘he sits on the mat’; samipika is indeed
where, making up this term samipika in the sense of samipa

‘near; nearness’, the state of being the support is imagined, as in
‘he dwells in (= in the vicinity of) Savatthi’, ‘a cattle-fold on (=
in the vicinity of) the Ganga’. It has been stated also by
Pataiijali: In four different ways does [this word] so ‘this; that’
apply to something which is not that: [1] sometimes by force of
[the relation of] standing in it, as in ‘the cots/benches are making
a cry’; [2] sometimes by force of [the relation of] neamess, as in
‘the cow-shed is on (= in the vicinity of) the Ganga’, ‘he dwells
among (= in the vicinity of) the Kurus’; [3] sometimes through
the condition of association with it, as in ‘fetch the sticks, fetch
the spears’!; [4] sometimes by doing the actions of it, as in the
case of someone who is not Brahmadatta “this is Brahmadatta’?;

! 1 take kunta to mean “spear; lance’, not ‘bird’ as in PED. Here the sticks and
spears are used to indicate those who carry them.

2 There are several discrepancies between this passage and Mbh 11:218,14-19. By
way of example, instead of Kurusu vasati Patafijali offers the example kiipe
gargakulam, ‘the Garga family lives on the well’, for tamkiriydcaranena
Patafijali has taddharmyat ‘by the relation of the quality of it and offers a slightly
more subtle example: jati brahmadattah ‘the man with the matted hair is
Brahmadatta’, meaning that he is like Brahmadatta and worthy of the same
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vesayiko is indeed where there is imagination of a location,
either by force of the condition of not existing elsewhere, or by
force of being cut off from another region, as in ‘human beings
are [located] on the earth’, ‘fish are [located] in the water’,
‘birds are [located] in space’. Nevertheless, all this is said to be
okdsa, because there is support of an action either by force of its
being primary or by force of its being imagined. But since in
this respect it has been stated that it is the support of actions that
are inherent in the agent or the object, then how does that obtain
in the case of [a sentence such as] ‘more splendour in a
sword’ ? It does indeed obtain. For just as in the usage ‘human
beings are on the earth’ the action of dwelling, even though it is
not met with [in the statement], is to be taken according to the
convention that the rest of a statement [is to be supplied] as
inherent in the agent [of the verb] vasanti ‘are dwelling’,

likewise [in] this [statement] ‘more splendour in a sword’ here
too! the action inherent in the agent {of the verb] ahosi ‘was’,
even though it is not met with, is to be taken according to the
convention that the rest of the statement [is to be supplied]. For
here in this world, in whatsoever domain of usage, one utters

treatment. The well-known example is simho manavakah, ‘the boy is a lion’.

G. Gren-Eklund (1986) has pointed out the difference between the Aristotelian
and Indian conceptions of metaphor. According to Aristotle, the word a meaning
A is used in the meaning B. The Indian view is roughly that for the thing A is
used not the word a but the word b. The transfer takes place in the denotation,

that is, on the side of words. With regard to the passage from the Mahabhasya, in
a sentence such as maricah krosanti, ‘the cots are crying’, maficah ‘the cots’ are

tat ‘it’ and the children who are the ones really crying are atat ‘not it’, not with
regard to reality, only with regard to the expressions used. As pointed out by
Gren-Eklund (ibid.:91), Aggavamsa makes use of the Mahabhasya passage on

tat/atat not to show upacdra, transfer of meaning, but in connection with the

okasa.

1] take etam to refer to the statement but it does not link up syntactically with the

rest. It is almost as if he has changed construction before and after the quotation
(evam etam ... ettha pi). It is of course possible to emend, but nothing falls in
place easily; cf. v./. indicated in the text above.
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speech constructing the remainder (sesa). As for example,
someone wishing to make [someone] drink some milk made
ready in a house, when he should state ‘you go into the house
{and] having entered drink the milk’, does state, constructing the
remainder, ‘go in to the milk’. This is indicated also in the
teaching [of the Buddha]: ‘Those noble ones for whom there is
use for a needle, I [supply] with a needle’! and ‘he who is in
need of [asking] a question, he [supplies] me with a question,
[and] T [supply him] with an explanation’. Therefore, doubt
need not be raised in this respect.

First of all, one may wonder why he uses the term okdsa here
and not adhikarana which is the term he has been using earlier in the
work.3 The answer seems obvious in that the parallel rule in Kaccayana
(141) runs: yo dharo tam okasam. The second puzzling feature is that
after the definition of okdsa has been given, Aggavamsa offers a
nirvacana, semantic analysis, not of okdsa but of adhara, the word used
to define it. This peculiarity has in fact been taken over from the Sanskrit
grammarians.* The word adhdra was firmly established in the context of
the adhikarana by Panini’s definition A 1.4.45 adharo 'dhikaranam.

The discussion of whether the adhikarana can really be called a
karaka in that it does not directly participate in the action but is only
connected with it by being the location of the agent or the object, goes
back at least to the Vakyapadiya. Pataiijali does not comment on
A 1.4.45, The relevant verses read as follows (VP 3.7.148-49):

1Vin IV 1674 siicigharena ‘needle-case’ (of an ivory worker).

2 That is, since one has to supply the remainder even in these cases.

3 e.g. Sadd 10,28; 68,30.

4 Thus the Kasika on A 1.4.45 gives adhriyante 'smin kriya gunah ity adharah,
reflected in the Padamanijari (Ka$P 1.560) adhriyante 'smin kriya ity adhara iti
and the Nyasa (Ka$N 1:560) adhriyante kriyaguna asminn ity adhara iti.
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kartrkarmavyavahitam asaksad dharayat kriyam |
upakurvat kriyasiddhau sastre 'dhikaranam smrtam [/
upaslesasya cabhedas tilakasakatadisu |

upakaras tu bhidyante samyogisamavayinam [/

That which [both] indirectly supports the action separated [from
it] by the agent or the object, [and] assists in accomplishing the
action is called adhikarana in the science of grammar. And there
is no difference in [the type of] contact with regard to the
sesame seeds, space, or the mat. But the ways of assisting [in
bringing about the action] differ in [the contact being] samyoga
‘conjunction’ or samavdya ‘inherence’.

Helaraja offers the examples kate dste ‘he sits on the mat’ and
sthalyam pacati ‘he cooks in the pot’, which are met with in the
Saddaniti as well. In fact, there are striking similarities between what
Helaraja says here and bits and pieces of the Saddaniti discussion. There
is nothing like a quotation, nothing like a coherent identical statement, just
a large number of identical words and a general flavour of similarity. This
of course makes it hard to come up with any solid claims. By way of
example, the Saddaniti has paramparaya pi kiriyadharakam, while
Helaraja has paramparaya kriyadharake (Hel 348,13). Helaraja (Hel
349,1) defines upaslesa as adharasyadheyena sambandhah, ‘the relation
of the support with that which is to be supported’. Discussing the
vaisayikam adhikaranam he states (349,8): ananyatrabhavas! catra
visayarthah | evam jale matsyd ity adharapradesapeksaya caitad
aupaslesikam adhikaranam, ‘and the sense of visaya “domain” here is:
being in that [domain] and in no other; thus “fish are in the water”, with
regard to the place of support this is an aupasiesika-adhikarana’. This is
similar to vesayiko nama yattha afdfatthabhdvavasena
desantaravacchedavasena va ddharaparikappo, tam yatha: bhiimisu

! Emended from ananyatra bhavas. 1 prefer to read this as a compound.
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manussa jalesu maccha®, ‘vesayiko is indeed where there is imagination
of a location, either by force of the condition of not existing elsewhere, or
by force of being cut off from another region, as in “human beings are on
the earth”, “fish are in the water” [etc.]’. Helardja even makes a
distinction between a real contact and a mental or imagined one, referring
to the latter as kalpita (349,7). Other significant terms occur as well, such
as samaveta (Hel 348,10), samavayin (Hel 349,2), and, not to forget, the
term samipya (349,11-12): garigaydm gava iti gangasabdah samipyat
pradesavrttir® ity aupaslesikam adhikaranam, ‘in “the cows are [located]
on the Ganga”, the word gariga functions in the sense of place because of
neamness, and thus [it is] an aupaslesika-adhikarana’.

This leads directly to the fourfold classification of the okasa
suggested by Aggavamsa. Clearly it seems to have been taken over from
Kaccayana. Most Sanskrit sources suggest only three, leaving out
samipya. Thus Patafijali on A 6.1.72 samhitayam states (Mbh I11:51,8):
adhikaranam nama triprakaram vyapakam aupaslesikam? vaisayikam
iti, ‘the adhikarana is indeed of three kinds, vyapaka, aupaslesika, [and]
vaisayika’. The same classification is met with in the Padamarijari (KasP
1:561) and the Nydsa (KasN 1:562), with abhivyapaka for vyapaka. 1t is
also met with in later works such as the Siddhantakaumudi (on A 2.3.36)
and its commentaries, the Bdlamanorama and the Tattvabodhini. But
Tiianendrasarasvati,? the author of the Tattvabodhini, remarks (SK 1:694):
nadyam dsta ityadyartham samipikam adhikaranam caturtham api ke
cid icchanti, ‘for the sake of such [statements] as “he sits on the river”
some teach also a fourth [type of adhikarana, namely,] the samipika-

1 S0 read for °vrtir. _
2 S0 read for aupaksepikam in the third edition of Mbh, revised etc. by K.V.
Abhyankar. This must be a mere misprint since Kielhorn’s original edition reads
as above with no v.l.

3 Probably early 18th century, although tradition has it that he was requested by
Bhattoji Diksita, the author of the Siddhantakaumudi, to write a commentary
upon it. Were this the case, Jiianendra would of course be a contemporary of
Bhattoji.
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samipika-adhikarana’. The Prakriyakaumudi of Ramacandra! gives this
fourfold classification (PK 80): aupaslesikah samipiko visayo vyapta ity
adharas caturdha. This could be what Jiianendra had in mind since
Bhattoji heavily attacked Ramacandra and therefore Jiianendra was most
probably familiar with his work. As noted above, Helaraja merely brings
up the notion of samipya ‘nearness’ in the context of aupaslesika. The
Riipavatara of the pre-Aggavamsa Sinhalese Buddhist Dharmakirti?
suggests a fourfold classification of the adhikarana (ed. M. Rangacharya
1916:162,12-13): sa adharah aupaslesika-vaisayikavyapaka-pratyasatti-
bhedatvan caturvidhah, ‘this adhara “support” is of four kinds, by being
divided into aupaslesika, vaisayika, vyapaka, and pratyasatti
“proximity”’. He adds (162,17-18): pratyasattih samipyam —
gangdyam ghosah, ‘pratyasatti, that is to say, samipya ‘nearness’, [as
in] “a cow-shed on the Ganga”.” The term samipika seems to have
caused Aggavamsa some unease, since he comes up with the rather
peculiar statement samipe samipikavoharam katvd, ‘making up this term
samipika in the sense of samipa “near; neamess” .’

Of linguistic importance is the fact that Aggavamsa interprets
Savatthiyam viharati not as ‘he dwells in Savatthi’ but as ‘he dwells in
the vicinity of Savatthi’, and Kurusu vasati not as ‘he dwells among the
Kurus’ but as ‘he dwells in the land where the Kurus live’. Helaraja (Hel
349,11-12) ascribes the Ganga in gangdyam gavah, ‘the cows are
[located] on the Ganga’, to the category of aupaslesika but gives samipya
‘nearness’ as the reason for this. Aggavamsa’s latter example may have
been inspired by Helaraja (Hel 349,9) gurau vasati, ‘he lives with the
teacher’, where the teacher is ascribed to the vaisayika category.

11 ate 14th or early 15th century.

2 Cardona (1976:285) brings forward facts which suggest a date of about 1100
for Dharmakirti. Certain inscriptional evidence could push the date back even
further. Dharmakirti was thus certainly earlier than Aggavamsa.
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2.8.1 Magic locations

573 Yatth’ iddhiy’' antaradhdyati. Yasmim thane koci
iddhiyd antaradhayati, tam thanabhiitam karakam okasa-
safiiam hoti: “sd devatd antarahita pabbate Gandha-
madane”,! Jetavane antarahito Bhagava,* “tato so dummano
yakkho tatth’ ev’ antaradhdyatha”,® app ekacce mam
abhivadetva antaradhayimsu.® Adharanalakkhanam okasa-
karakam.

‘Where one disappears through magic powers.” That location
where someone disappears by magic powers, that karaka which
consists in the location is something to which the technical name
okasa applies: ‘That deity has vanished on the Gandhamadana
mountain’; ‘the Noble One has vanished in the Jeta grove’;
‘then that discouraged Yaksa vanished on that very spot’; ‘and
again, having saluted me, they vanished on that very spot’.’
And the okdsa-karaka has as its defining characteristic
adharana ‘supporting’.

This is a peculiar little rule. Most probably it springs out of a
misunderstanding which goes back to sutta 570 (2.7.15 above). A 1.4.28
antardhau yenadarsanam icchati assigns the name apddana to the one
the agent does not wish to be seen by when concealment is involved.
This is straightforward, and so are, as far as I can see, the locative usages
in the examples here which do not call for any special attention
whatsoever in as much as they are highly ordinary instances of the
adhikarana and of the locative case suffix. But Aggavamsa thinks

1Javi92,1m.

2 Smith: vide A 164,32.

3 Sn 449c¢d.

4 Smith: ita suppl. D 111 206,12, cf. D I 205,23-24.
5 See below.
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otherwise, probably puzzled by the word antardhi ‘concealment;
disappearance’ in Panini’s rule and the usage of antardhayati in all the

examples. The semantic range of this verb should not make these difficult
to distinguish, but Aggavamsa seems to reason that since in the
Astadhyayi antardhi is mentioned only in connection with the apadana a

special rule should be stated to account for the occurrence of the verb
antaradhdyati in an adhikarana context.

The example app ekacce mam abhivadetva antaradhdyimsu
calls for a brief remark in that it seems at first hand more natural to take
ekacce as plural of ekacca in the sense of ‘some’ and not as a locative
singular. The text of the Digha referred to by Smith (D III 205,24 foll.),
however, adds several times the words tatth’ eva ‘on that very spot’. But
one should note that the example given above is not identical with the
Digha reference. Moreover, according to the PTC the form antara-
dhayimsu occurs only here and at S T 148,10-11 in the entire canon. So
who made the changes, or how do we account for the discrepancy ?

Here ends the karaka-section proper. The rest of the
karakappakarana deals first with what is expressed by the vocative and
the genitive, and then with the assignment of case suffixes in a manner
somehow similar to the vibhakti section of the Astadhyayi. But I should
like to include also as a final passage the one immediately following
Aggavamsa’s discussion of the apddana in which he groups karakas
according to common ranges of applicability.

2.9. Common domains of applicability

(711,5-23) Iti chakdrakam pakasitam hoti.! Idani
samanavisayam karakachakkam vuccate: Yo yattha yena yam
va karoti, tani kattuokasakaranakammani: puriso arafifie
hatthena kammam karoti, sabbattha kattd netabbo. Yam yassa
yattha va deti, tani kammasampadan’okasdani: danam

1 Smith has kept this sentence with the preceding paragraph. I think it should be
read together with the following sentence.
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bhikkhussa adasi,! danam bhikkhumhi deti,?2 “yattha dinnam
mahapphalam” 3 Yato yattha jayati, tani apadan’okdsani:
“yasmd so jayate 'gini”’,* cora bhayam jayati, “yattha so jayati
dhiro”.5 Yam yattha yato va ganhdati, tani

26

hatthe gahetvana”® “ndgam gahetva sondaya”,’ acariyassa

santike sippam ganhati,? acariyupajjhdayehi sikkham ganhati.
Garii pana sattamivisaye purisassa bahasu gahetva, bodhi-
sattassa muddhani cumbitva ti udaharitva kammani sattami-
vibhattuppattim vadanti. Tam Maddim hatthe gahetvana ti
adikaya paliya dassanato purisam bodhisattan ti ca vibhattim
viparinametva thane yeva sattami ti gahetabbam. Iti samdsato
samanavisayam karakachakkam pakasitam hoti.

Thus the group of six karakas has been explained. Now it is
stated that the set of six kagrakas have common domains of
applicability: The one which, where, by which, or on which one
acts, those are the kattar, okasa, karana, and kamma: ‘The man

does an act in the forest with his hand’. Everywhere [here] the
kattar is to be applied.” That which, to whom, or where one
gives, those are the kamma, sampadana, and okdsa: ‘He gave a

gift to the monk’; ‘he bestows a gift on the monk’; ‘where,
when given, [a gift] bears great fruit’. That from which [or]
where [something] arises, those are the apadana and okasa:

‘That from which that fire arises’; ‘fear arises from a thief’;

1 Smith: (Cp1 2:7c).

2 Smith: (Cp I 4:9b).

38n191d.

4JalV 26,17.

5 Dhp 193c.

6JaVI570,9; Cp19: 50a.

7Cpl3:5a;9: 20a.

8 Smith: (Ja I285,15).

9 i.e. puriso karoti, puriso arafifie karoti, etc.; cf. ns quoted Sadd 711, note 6.
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‘where that wise one is born’. That which, where, or from
which one takes, those are the kamma, okdsa, and apadana:
‘He takes a Brahman by the hand’; ‘taking Maddi by the hand’;
‘taking the elephant by the trunk’; ‘take the skills in the vicinity
of the teacher’; ‘he takes the precepts from the Master and
Preceptor’. But in the domain of the seventh [case suffix] the
teachers proclaim the occurrence of the seventh case suffix to
express the kamma, adducing the examples: ‘taking by the
man’s arm (= taking the man by the arm)’; ‘kissing on the head
of the Bodhisattva’. Now, since a canonical teaching such as
‘taking Maddi by the hand’ is seen, and by first changing the
case ending [in] purisam (accusative) and bodhisattam
(accusative) [to purisassa and bodhisattassa], the seventh [case
suffix] is understood to express location only. Thus, in a
summary way, the set of six kdrakas with common domains of
applicability has been explained.

Aggavamsa here suggests a grouping of karakas according to
their common domains of applicability. They fall into four groups, but, as
far as I can judge, in a rather arbitrary way. Is he talking about types of
actions, like Vi, when those four karakas especially appear, the agent
always being present ? The first group consists of the kattar, okasa,
karana, and kamma. Probably all he wants to say here is that the kattar
‘agent’ is always there. Otherwise one would have to assume that he
points out four karakas as basic and therefore belonging to one and the
same group. I find this rather unlikely. I think this highlighting principle
applies also in the three remaining instances. The second group is formed
when one is giving to or bestowing on, involving the sampadana and the
okdsa, as well as the kamma which I take to refer to the thing given here,
and, of course, always the agent. Thirdly, things can arise from
something or in a place, involving the apadana and the okasa. And
fourthly, one can take something, the thing which participates as the
kamma, in or from a place, involving the okdsa and the apadana. This
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must imply that he takes sonda ‘the trunk’ in the example nagam gahetva
sonddya, ‘taking the elephant by the trunk’, to be either the apadana or
the okasa. One wonders whether such classifications were common in
more popular grammatical works such as the kdrakacakra literature.

According to Aggavamsa, then, there are alternatives.
Sometimes you can have an ablative, sometimes a locative. He then
points out a disagreement with the teachers, which I take to refer to earlier
‘grammarians, Sanskrit or other. Someone says that you can have a
locative case suffix to express the kamma ‘object’, because there are
instances where the item we regard as the object is in the locative. The
difference amounts to ‘kiss the head’ as against ‘kiss on the head’, or,
more precisely, ‘kissing the Bodhisattva on the head’ as against ‘kissing
on the head of the Bodhisattva’. Aggavamsa says we have to assume
purisassa and bodhisattassa are accusatives, only someone has changed
the case endings. This is not exactly being attentive to varieties in usage.
There is a considerable difference between explaining a phenomenon and
explaining it away.

3. Conclusions

It hardly needs to be stated that drawing conclusions on the
basis of a detailed examination of only a small part of the Saddaniti is
hazardous. Still, some conclusions seem unavoidable. Since I have gone
into considerable detail above, I shall limit myself here to some
observations of a rather general nature.

What kind of a grammar is the Saddaniti, then ? Judging on the
basis of the karaka-section, I find it hard to join the chorus of
unrestrained praise. The technical framework of this section is
unconvincing. There is no attempt at economy, and no rule here has any
effect on any other rule so that material can be added endlessly. In this
way it is open-ended and little distinction is made between what is really
important and what is not. The situation may be different in sections
dealing with morphology, where one would expect rules to feed each
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other so that stems are building up gradually. The kdraka-section, at any

rate, does not betray much of a system. Aggavamsa has superimposed at
random terminology, techniques, and material from the Sanskrit
grammarians, more often than not in a rather confused and confusing
manner. One need only point to the way he deals with the bhavaprayoga,
the impersonal passive construction, which Aggavamsa claims requires a
construction with a word in the nominative case, to the term karaka itself
and his confusing divisions of it, or to his vain attempt at providing
examples of atmanepada usages of the verb sapa ‘curse’ in order to

conform to a distinction made by the Sanskrit grammarians.

For Panini the introduction of karakas is a technical device
serving a distinct theoretical purpose in the derivation of correct linguistic
forms. For Aggavamsa they serve no such purpose. The karaka concept
serves to give names to the various participants in actions as expressed in
a sentence and in this way it could work as a useful tool in sentence
analysis. This possibility, however, breaks down when Aggavamsa
constantly blurs the distinction between karaka and vibhakti. In fact, he
treats karakas as a subset of vibhaktis. In the Astadhyayri the abstract
syntactic level of karakas is introduced in the derivational process to
secure the correct distribution of vibhaktis, case endings and verbal
endings. Aggavamsa’s lack of distinction here reflects his absolutely
mechanical way of proceeding.

It is quite clear that the material presented in the Saddaniti is not
very original, with the exception of instances where there is an apparent
conflict with what the grammarians say and usages met with in the canon.
The term original may in many of these instances be synonymous with
peculiar.

This leads us to the question of sources. In addition to the non-
Vedic rules of the Astddhyayi, Aggavamsa has incorporated not only all
the Kaccdyana rules but also most of the material from the Kaccdyana-
vutti. His outspoken criticism of Kaccayana (2.7.16.13, above) seems off
the mark and shows that for all his erudition Aggavamsa was not a very
creative thinker. In this context he refers to the Kaccayanappakarana by
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name, and later also to Patafijali (2.8, above). Did he in fact have access
to the whole of the Mahdbhasya, though failing, as he did, to make good
use of that storehouse of material ? It seems quite likely that he did since
he makes use of very different sections of that text for varying purposes,
and incorporates several of the varttikas into his own rules. Whether he
knew the commentary of Kaiyata is a more difficult question. He seems
to have known some parts of it or of a very similar commentary. But
there are problems here. Bhartrhari wrote a commentary on the
Mahabhasya. Only a small part of this Mahabhasyadipika has survived,
and that in a single manuscript. We do not even know whether it was
ever completed. But it is clear that Kaiyata knew it and that he stood in a
tradition intimately connected with Bhartrhari’s work. So, did
Aggavamsa know of Bhartrhari’s commentary, did he know of it through
Kaiyata, etc. ?

The influence of Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya, though, has been
established beyond doubt. Aggavamsa draws heavily on this source,
particularly, as we have seen, when he can make use of it for the purpose
of classifications. But when that is said, one should remember that the
Vikyapadiya is a storehouse of other people’s opinions. We therefore
face the problem of what is original in the Vakyapadiya anyway. It seems
clear, however, that Aggavamsa had access to the Vakyapadiya itself.
This is evident from the fact that he knew of and made use of Helaraja’s
commentary.

Aggavamsa was definitely familiar with a tradition going back
to the Kasikavrtti. It seems likely that he knew of the Nydsa, possibly
also of the Padamanijari.

Although Aggavamsa seems to have known of the
Candravyakarana of Candragomin, it is clear that he did not rely upon
Buddhist Sanskrit grammars in any significant way. It should be kept in
mind, however, that the Katantra is said to have left traces on
Kaccayana. A much heavier task is to establish whether or not he was
influenced by less known — or, for that matter, lost — works, as for
example the Karakasambandhoddyota by the tenth century Buddhist
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grammarian Rabhasanandin. Such random works might have come to
him by coincidence, or views and ideas may even have been transmitted
to him orally by his fellow monks.

Now it is impossible not to have some sympathy for
Aggavamsa’s position, namely the fact that he had to cope with the
expressions met with in a given corpus of texts, including postcanonical
works. Aggavamsa knew his canon quite well, and the strength of his
work is the vast supply of examples he provides. Still, we meet with the
problem that many of his examples are constructed or taken over from the
Sanskrit grammarians. In fact, he incorporates whatever he can from
Sanskrit sources, be it grammatical problems or examples. He goes as far
as making a rule out of two examples which occur in Helaraja’s Vriti, in
Kaiyata’s Pradipa, and in Haradatta’s Padamarijari (2.7.2, above). Rich
in material though it is, this makes the Saddaniti a dubious source for ‘un
pali d’intérét linguistique’ (Smith 1928:VI).

Instead of summing up, let me present my view of the situation
by contrasting two passages, one from the Mahabhdsya and one from the
Saddaniti. Both passages deal with the relationship between words and
meanings. For the Sanskrit grammarian Patafijali meaning determines
usage, and grammar deals not with ontology but with things as they are
spoken about (Mbh 1:464,15-21):

nanu ca naitenaivam bhavitavyam | na hi Sabdakrtena
namarthena bhavitavyam | arthakrtena nama Sabdena
bhavitavyam | tad etad evam drSyatam arthariipam evaitad
evamjatiyakam yenatrantarenapi purusasabdaprayogam rdjani
so 'rtho gamyate | kim punas tat [ svamitvam [ kimkrtam punas
tat [ svakrtam [ tad yatha | pratipadikarthanam kriyakrta visesa
upajayante tatkrtas cakhyah pradurbhavanti karma karanam
apadanam sampraddnam adhikaranam iti [ ta$ ca punar
vibhaktinam utpattau kada cin nimittatvenopadiyante kada cin
na/
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But now this need not be like that.! For meaning should indeed
not be fashioned by words, words should indeed be fashioned
by meaning.2 Let it be viewed like this: The very nature of
meaning? is of such a kind that even without usage of the word
purusa ‘man’, that meaning [namely, rajfiah ‘of the king’} is
understood with regard to [the word] r@jan ‘king’. What, then,
is that [meaning] ? Ownership. [And] what, then, is that
fashioned by ? [It is] fashioned by sva ‘itself’. The reason is that
special qualities of the meanings of nominal stems come into
being fashioned by actions, and fashioned by those [qualities]
designations arise, [namely,] karman, karana, apadana,
sampradana, and adhikarana. And these, again, are sometimes
offered as the cause for the arising of case suffixes, {and]
sometimes not.

Aggavamsa’s task, on the other hand, is to derive meaning from
the usage encountered in a corpus of texts by analysing constructions on
the basis of sadhanas (= karakas) (69,2-11):

Idha payogesv atthesu ca vififiinam padtavattham
sadhananamam pakdasitam; tath@ hi dunnikkhittasadhanehi
padehi yojita saddappayoga dubbodhattha honti, sunikkhitta-
sadhanehi pana padehi yojita subodhattha honti. Tasma
payoga sadhanamiilakd; attho ca payogamiilako. Payoganu-

1 The specific context is the claim that in the phrase rajiiah purusah, ‘the king’s
man’, one should add a genitive ending also after the word purusa ‘man’ just as
it is added to rajan ‘king’. The genitive case suffix indicates that r@jan is the

visesana ‘qualifier’ in a ‘qualifier—qualified’ relationship. Details need not

concern us here.

2 ¢f. also Mbh 1:362,17-19. In that context Kaiyata remarks (MbhP II:510):

pratydyayisitarthapratipadandya sabdaprayogat, ‘[“words should be due to

meaning”:] because words are used to communicate the meaning which is desired
to be conveyed’.

3 The word arthariipa, lit. ‘the form of meaning’ is glossed arthasvabhava ‘the

nature of meaning’ by Kaiyata (MbhP II:510).
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riipam hi aviparitam katva attham kathanasila “ydcito va
bahulam civaram paribhufijati appam ayacito™! ti evamadisu
sadhanavasena gahetabbesu atthesu afifiesu c’atthesu
patutarabuddhino pandita yeva ekantena Bhagavato pariyatti-
sasanadhara nama honti ti veditabbam.

Here the term s@dhana has been promulgated for the sake of the
skill of the learned with regard to usages as well as meanings.
For it is the case that linguistic usages have meanings that are
hard to understand when they are constructed with words
whose sddhanas are badly laid down, while they have meanings
that are easy to understand when they are constructed with
words whose sadhanas are neatly laid down. Therefore usages
are rooted in sddhanas, and meaning is rooted in usage. For
those [learned] who are in the habit of analysing the meaning in
that they make [it] adequate according to usage — only those
learned, whose intellect is very sharp with regard to meanings
that can be grasped by means of sadhana[-analysis] such as in
‘only he who is invited receives a robe often, he who is not
invited, rarely’? and even with regard to other meanings,’ [only

1 A 11 87-88, 90-91; I1I 33, 130-31.

2 This seems to be the sense, bahulam going either with civaram in the sense of
‘plenty of” or as an adverb with paribhufijati, and so the sddhana expressed
would be kamma, that is, yacito is to be interpreted as the object of the action
denoted by the verb ydcati, although he appears as the agent of the action
expressed by the finite verb paribhufijati with regard to the rest of the sentence.
The idea seems to be that only someone asked or invited enjoys or accepts
something, whereas someone who is not invited or asked does not. The rather
odd example — odd in the sense that kamma would be the interpretation of yacito
which certainly comes to mind first — is probably chosen by Aggavamsa either
because he simply wants to say that past participles are to be interpreted as
kammasddhana in general, or because yacito is kammasdadhano but seems to
have no bearing on the rest of the sentence in as much as it appears as kattar with
regard to paribhufijati, or because past participles often have to be interpreted as
active in late Pali and hence as kattusadhana.



208 E.G. Kahrs

those] are completely in possession of the teaching of the
doctrine of the Blessed One; thus one should know.

Here Aggavamsa makes it quite clear that he has a canon to
account for and that in fact one’s ability to do so determines the degree to
which one is in possession of the Buddha’s doctrine. Aggavamsa’s
relationship to the canon and what he considers the word of the Buddha
is made even more explicit in the long excursus at the end of the
sampadana section (2.6.1.12, above). There, through a series of attacks
on the views of the Sanskrit grammarians, Aggavamsa attempts to
contrast the science of grammar with the word of the Buddha. These
attacks are not terribly convincing, but nevertheless quite illuminating.
They provide Aggavamsa with sufficient ammunition for him to make his
claim that there is an opposition between the science of grammar and the
canon. His conclusion is that the sole authority is the canon and the
Atthakathis, and that grammar is practically useless.

So, if this is his attitude, why does Aggavamsa slavishly follow
the Sanskrit grammarians when the issues they deal with do not really
suit the Pali language at all, when he has to hunt high and low in the
canon to find something he can use, and when he discards grammar
completely in favour of what is stated in the canon and in the
Atthakathas ? Indeed, such slavish parroting is not the ideal way of
writing a grammar of the Pali language. But here, I think, we have a clue
to the question of what purpose was served in composing the Saddaniti.

Aggavamsa’s purpose is to show that the language of the
Buddha, for him Pili, is every bit as organised as the prestigious
Sanskrit. But by applying the framework of rules developed by the

3 That is, the meanings of words which are not susceptible of sadhana analysis.
The nissaya as quoted by Smith (69, note 2) gives the example yevapana
‘whatever else’, an adjective formed as a syntactical or irregular compound from
the phrase ye va pana (ye as Magadhism for yam), that is, ‘those who go around
saying ye vd pana’.
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Sanskrit grammarians he tried to force a mould onto his Buddha-
language which that language is not able to sustain.

Cambridge E.G. Kahrs
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WHY IS A KHATTIYA CALLED A KHATTIYA ?
THE AGGANNA SUTTA REVISITED

In a recent article! I have argued that the myth of the origin of
society presented in the Aggafifia Sutta® (AS) is satirical, and that the
satire is based on Vedic texts. There is another instance of this which
unfortunately I noticed too late to include it in that article.

The myth purports to account for the names of the four vanna,
using etymological derivations which, I argued, parody the etymologies
(nirukti) found in the brahminical texts (where they reveal to initiates
the hidden nature of things). The word khattiya is said (p. 93, para. 21)
to originate from the expression khettanam pati, “lord/owner of the
fields”. This seems a less than perfect fit to the story that has led up to
it: the first ruler has been agreed on (sammata) to keep order, in
exchange for which service he is to receive a share of the rice crop, but
there is no suggestion that he will own the fields.

In the brahminical ceremony of royal consecration, the
rajasiiya, the anointing (abhiseka) of the king is performed to the
accompaniment of several mantras. One of these sacred formulae is
either ksatranam ksatrapatir asi, “Thou art the power-lord of the
powers”, or the same in the imperative: ksatranam ksatrapatir edhi, “Be
thou the power-lord of the powers”. The AS has parodistically turned
ksatra, powers, into ksetra, fields: further evidence for my theory that
the Buddhist text is based on knowledge of brahminical texts, and
satirises them.

The rdjasitya mantra is found in at least five brahminical texts
which might be as old as the AS: the Taittiriya Samhita,? the Taittiriya

1 “The Buddha’s Book of Genesis ?”, Indo-Iranian Journal 35, 1992, pp. 159-
78.

2 Digha Nikdya sutta xxvii, in the PTS edition Vol. III, pp. 80-98. )

3 1,8,14h. Taittiriva Samhitd with the commentary of Bhatta Bhaskara Misra,
ed. A. Mahadeva Sastri and K. Rangacharya, Delhi 1986 (original ed. Mysore
Govt. Oriental Library Series 1895), Vol. III, p. 183.
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