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1. This new volume of the veteran Nirukta scholar contains eleven numbered notes (X
- XX) and one article which carries no number.! All of them had been, or were about to be,
published elsewhere. Together they contain interesting new points of view on quite a
number of the problems connected with the Nirukta. I shall briefly describe them, with
comments where necessary.

Note X (‘Anupa’) argues convincingly that Yaska knew the derivation of pracina (<
pra-c-ina < pra-ac-ina; in the Nirukta parallel to anilpa < anu-p-a < anu-ap) also found in
Panini's Astadhyayi. (Cf. § 4, below.)

Note XI (‘Ardhanaman’) shows that ardhanaman (Nir. 1.7) does not mean
"synonym of ‘half’" (Sarup) but is rather a technical grammatical term which was used by
‘some’, apparently not for long, to designate the few words? which share with namans the
property of declension, but not of accentuation.

Note XII (‘Vibhakti’) attempts to clarify the hitherto obscure sentence yathartham
vibhaktih samnamayet (Nir. 2.1). The solution lies in the word vibhakti which must not
here mean ‘case termination’ but ‘division’. The sentence now comes to say that "They
[i.e., the divisions of a word into syllables or letters] (vibhaktih) ... should be interpreted [?]
(samnamayet) according to the sense (yathartham) of the words to be derived".

Note XIII (‘Brahman’) deals with the meaning of brahman in Nir. 4.6: tatra
brahmetihasamisranm® rimisram gathamisram bhavati. The Aitareya Brahmana (33.6)
contains a similar sentence at the end of the Sunahsepa story: tad etat pararksatagatham
Saunahsepam akhyanam. Mehendale concludes that here brahman = akhyana. He does not
seem to be aware that the same two episodes had been compared by Oldenberg (1883: 79-
80 (466-67)) in an article dedicated to ‘das altindische Akhyana’, who did not however go

* Madhukar Anant Mehendale: Nirukta Notes, Series II. Pune: Deccan College, 1978. 80 pages. Price Rs.
20/=, $ 7.1 thank the Netherlands Organization for the Advancement of Pure Research (ZWO) for
financial assistance. Dr. Eivind Kahrs was kind enough to make helpful comments, and made the
Dasapadi accessible to me.

11t does in the ‘Contents’, no doubt by mistake.
2 tvaand sama.

3 Mehendale dissolves the sandhi: brahma itihasamisram, thus excluding the possibility that there is here
question of one compound; see below, n. 5.
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to the extent of saying that brahman and akhyana are synonymous here.* Geldner's (1889:
285 n. 2; cf. Thieme, 1952: 119 (128)) suggestion to take brahman = brahmana, seems
more acceptable than Mehendale's proposal. Another recent interpretation of the Nirukta
sentence has been given by Horsch (1966: 314): "Dieser Hymnus ist vermischt mit Gebet
(brahman) und Erzéhlung (itihasa),” er besteht (ndmlich) aus Rk- und Liedstrophe."

(2]

Note XIV (‘Jami and ajami in the Nirukta 4.20’) gives a plausible new
interpretation of the line jamy atirekanama balisasya vasamanajatiyasya vopajanah (Nir.
4.20).

Note XV (‘Aikapadika in the Nirukta 1.14°) tries to find the meaning of aikapadika
in santy alpaprayogah krto py aikapadika yatha vratatir® damina jatya atnaro jagariko
darvihomiti (Nir. 1.14). Mehendale argues that of all the words here enumerated "either the
prakrti or the pratyaya turns out to be of unique occurrence". These words therefore "are
aikapadika in this sense". This proposal, I think, is not acceptable because it confronts us
with insuperable difficulties. The most serious one is no doubt that the word aikapadika —
which occurs twice in the Nirukta (1.14 and 4.1) and further nowhere in Sanskrit literature,
it seems — cannot in Mehendale's interpretation both times be given the same, or similar,
meanings. Also the related word ekapada is given two meanings in two of its contexts by
Mehendale (p. 29 n. 20). Another difficulty is that Mehendale cannot substantiate his claim
that either the prakrti or the pratyaya of the enumerated words are of unique occurrence.
Since Yaska presents these words as being of known derivation, we are entitled to look for
them in Panini's Astadhyayi and in the Unadi Sutra, where we find several of them.
Damiinas is indeed derived (Un 4.234)7 with a pratyaya (iinasI) which is not used anywhere
else. The same may be true of homin® which seems to get the unique pratyaya minin Un
3.84.7 But jagariika shares the ending uka with yayajika, jafijapika and dandasika
according to P. 3.2.165-66,' and with marika, kanitka, valiika, uliika, Saliika, manditka and

other words according to Un 4.40-43. Darvi'! shares the ending viN with varvi according to

4 Surprisingly, Mehendale (1979) compares the two episodes again in an article which supports
Oldenberg's akhyana theory.

S brahmetihasamisram is here obviously taken as a compound.

6 Mehendale (p. 26 n. 8) observes that "Durga does not explain the formation of vratati." This is not
correct, as Dr. Kahrs pointed out to me. Durga explains: vratatir vrinateh.

7 Strictly speaking Un 4.234 derives damunas; damiinas is derived in the Dasapadi (9.95), the other, later,
version of the Unadi Sitra edited by Yudhishthira Mimansaka.

8 1 follow here Mehendale in taking darvihomito be two words, darvi and homin. Note that darvihomin
occurs JB 3.123-24 and in the lost Satyayani Brahmana (Ghosh, 1935: 27) in the sense "die (nur) am
Darvi-opfer Anteil hatten" (Caland, 1919: 255).

9 Un 3.84 is a nipatana sutra, so that the suffix is not made explicit.

10 Mehendale's remark that only in jagariika the ending iTka comes after an unreduplicated stem (in the
opinion of the ancient grammarians) is irrelevant.

11 See note 8 above.
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Un 4.53. We must conclude that another interpretation of aikapadika is called for. See § 2,
below.

In Note XVI (‘Sattvanaman and karmanaman’) an attempt is made to show that
sattvanaman and karmanaman are two sub-classes of naman. Examples of sattvanaman are
vrajya (‘a going’) and pakti (‘a cooking’); examples of karmanaman are said to be purusa,
asva and trna. I must confess that I am not convinced by Mehendale's argument. The two
passages which must support his contentions can be more satisfactorily explained without
the assumption that sattvanaman and karmanaman are technical terms. What is meant by
sattva, Yaska informs us, includes cows, horses, people and elephants (gaur asvah puruso
hasti): these words are therefore certainly sattvanaman.'? The word karmanaman,
Mehendale admits, does not by itself occur as a grammatical term in the Nirukta. Its
derivative karmanamika occurs once (Nir. 1.13). But this passage, and the word
karmanamika in it, does not deal with the words purusa, asva, trna, etc., as Mehendale
thinks; it rather is about the artificial words *purisaya, *astr, *tardana, etc., which should be
used instead of purusa etc. These artificial words are nouns expressive of the action
inherent in the objects denoted, and therefore the word karmanamika [3] could be used
here. The point is not that karmanaman is a grammatical term, but that in the passage under
consideration an opinion is represented according to which nominal words (naman), if they
were indeed derived from verbs, would be more clearly recognizable as such. I translate:
"[People] would use [words] of which the formation is regular, giving rise to nominal
words which express the action [concerned], in such a way that the meaning is understood;
they would use purisaya instead of purusa, astrinstead of asva, tardana instead of trna." (...
ya esam nyayavan karmanamikah samskaro yatha capi pratitarthani syus tathainany
acaksiran/ purusam purisaya ity acaksiran/ astety asvam/ tardanam iti trnamy/)

Note XVII (‘Some technical terms used by Yaska in the Nirukta IT 1 and 2’) studies
the important section which describes the methods of ‘etymological explanation’. (Cf. § 4
below.)

Note XVIII (‘Aditya : aditeya’) proposes a slight transposition of sentences in Nir.
2.13 whereby the discussion about the ‘etymological explanation’ of aditya makes more
sense. (Cf. n. 23, below.)

In Note XIX (“Yaska's definition of the karmopasangraha nipata’) Mehendale
proposes two interpretations of the obscure sentence (Nir. 1.4) atha yasyagamad

arthaprthaktvam aha vijAayate na tv auddesikam iva vigrahena prthaktvat sa

12 The complete passage leaves no room for doubt (Nir. 1.1): tatraitan namakhyatayor laksanam
pradisanti/ bhavapradhanam akhyatam/ sattvapradhanani namani/ tad yatrobhe bhavapradhane bhavatah
purvaparibhiitam bhavam akhyatenacaste/ vrajati pacatiti/ upakramaprabhrty apavargaparyantam mirtam
sattvabhiitam sattvanamabhih/ vrajya paktir iti/ ada iti sattvanam upadesal/ gaur asvah puruso hastiti/
bhavatiti bhavasya/ aste Sete vrajati tisthatiti/
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karmopasarigrahah.'3 The difficulty of this sentence is compounded by the fact that a
number of particles is enumerated after it which have all kinds of meanings. Mehendale
therefore suggests as first interpretation: "karmol pasarigraha) nipata is that nipata by the
use of which separateness of meaning (i.e. a separate meaning for the different particles
comprising this groups and not the same meaning for all of them) is indeed understood, but
not as if it were directly stated, because the separate meaning is understood on account of
the special or distinct comprehension (vigraha) of that nipata." In short: these particles have
all kinds of meanings which must be understood. Clearly this interpretation is not
convincing. Mehendale's second interpretation runs: "a karmol pasarigraha) nipata is that
nipata by the use of which separateness of objects, ideas etc. is no doubt understood, but
not as in the case of a simple enumeration of the objects by which also separateness of the
objects enumerated is understood." But Mehendale himself must admit that this
interpretation "will be applicable mainly to the particle ca", i.e. not to the other particles
following this heading. In other words: this interpretation too is not satisfactory.

I have elsewhere (1979) argued that a number of features of Yaska's discussion
appear to indicate that particles were meant to fall into four groups, not three as always
maintained. The particles listed after the obscure sentence under consideration fall in two
groups: one in which ‘separateness of items’ (arthaprthaktvam) is clearly recognizable, and
indeed emphasized in the Nirukta itself; and one where this is not the case.!# I would have
simply referred the reader to this article, were [4] it not that recently Falk (1982) has
attacked my least important argument on rather flimsy grounds!> and concluded that
"Bronkhorst's ingenious solution loses credibility and we have to start again to search for
the clue." Falk's proposed interpretation of the sentence under consideration is: "Now, (that
particle) for which by tradition a separateness of meaning is known, but not one connected
with the (usual) explanation (but one derived) from the separateness (resulting) from
(contextual) analysis, that is an ‘adoption of meaning’-(particle)." Unfortunately for Falk,
this interpretation forces him to say that the first particle enumerated after this sentence,
viz. ca, "is not karmopasamgraha"! Other particles which, though listed as
karmopasarigraha (one would think), are not karmopasargraha, are aha, ha, sasvat. And of

the remaining particles some may be anekakarman or "we may have thought of its use in

13 This sentence and the related problem of Yaska's classification of nipatas have been repeatedly
discussed. To the publications referred to in Bronkhorst, 1979, must be added Prasad, 1975; Falk, 1982;
Thieme, 1935: *24%* (531) n. 1.

14 This distinction into two groups had already been noted by the commentators Durga and Skanda-
Mahes$vara; see Mehendale, pp. 55-56.

15 Falk notes that "api can be found in the Brahmana-language preceding all parts of an enumeration but
the first (1 ... api 2 ... api 3), but in classical Sanskrit we expect an api with the first item also (api 1 ... api
2 ... api3)." Since the Nirukta follows the second practice at one place, Falk thinks it cannot follow the
first one somewhere else. We may compare Yaska's double negative in Nir. 2.3 (naikapadani nirbriiyat/
navaiyakaranaya/ ...; see § 2, below); are we to draw far-reaching consequences from this too?
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Sanskrit only, forgetting that in the Veda it is used differently"; to both categories, Falk
admits, the title of ‘functiontaking’ (karmopasarigraha) does strictly speaking not apply. We
must conclude that also Falk's interpretation cannot be accepted.

Note XX (“Yaska's second rule of derivation’) explains the sentence athananvite
rthe pradesike vikare rthanityah parikseta kenacid vrttisamanyena (Nir. 2.1) as follows:
"in cases of difficult words — i.e. words, the accent and the grammatical formation of
which are not regular (ananvite arthe)'® or in cases of words where the word to be derived
is not indicative of any action (apradesike vikare), e.g. a word like indra, — in such cases
one should first take a root similar in (sound and) meaning (arthanityah) with the word to
be derived and derive it from that root on the basis of the commonness of behaviour in
undergoing a phonetic change, that is he should try to see if the phonetic change implied in
such a derivation has any similarity with a phonetic change accepted by the grammarians
for the explanation of some other forms in the grammar." In view of the preceding sentence
tad yesu padesu svarasamskarau samarthau pradesikena vikarenanvitau syatam tatha tani
nirbriiyat (translated below, § 2) it seems better to translate ananvite rthe "when the
meaning is not accompanied [by the right accent and formation]" and apradesike vikare
"when the modification is not such as fits the [grammatical] derivation".!” Mehendale's
interpretation of vrttisamanya (‘commonness of behaviour in undergoing a phonetic
change’, i.e. ‘similarity with a phonetic change accepted by the grammarians for the
explanation of some other forms in the grammar’) may be correct, because the Nirukta
continues: "When not even such a samanya is present, one should explain on the basis of
similarity in a syllable or in a single sound" (avidyamane samanye py
aksaravarnasamanyan nirbruyat). It is in this connection that the remark is made "one
should not heed the grammatical formation" (na samskaram adriyeta); that is, one should
not heed grammar where the meaning to be expressed does not tally with the grammatical
derivation.

[5]
A short discussion of the final article “The science of etymology (niruktasastra)’

will be given in § 5, below.

2. A solution of the aikapadika problem (Note XV) may become possible if we recall
the objection which Yaska tries to answer. A critic charges that if all nominal words

(naman) were derived from verbs, they should have a form from which the sense and the

16 A footnote reads: "Or, when the meaning of the word does not agree with the meaning of the root
apparent in it, e.g. the meaning of the root has ‘smile’ does not agree with the meaning of the word hasta
‘hand’."

17 For the translation of pradesa ‘derivation’ and pradesika ‘derivational’ see Scharfe, 1977: 121-22.
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action would be understood:!'® purusa should be purisaya, asva should be astr, trna should
be tardana. That is to say, these words should have taken the regular krf endings which their
senses demand. Yaska admits the irregularity, but points out that the reverse irregularity
exists as well: there are words with regular krt endings which do not have the meanings
demanded by those endings and the roots to which they are attached. Krt endings normally
express one of the karakas with respect to the activity represented by the verbal root, or that
activity itself.!® In the words enumerated by Yaska they do nothing like it. The meaning of
damiinas (‘devoted to the house’) has little to do with the root dam (upasame; DhP 1V.94)
from which it is derived;? jagarika means ‘wakeful’, not ‘who wakes up’ or ‘who
awakens’ as one might expect on the basis of the root jagr (nidraksaye; DhP 11.63); darvi
should mean something like ‘what tears asunder’ (cf. dr vidarane; DhP 1X.23), but actually
means ‘ladle’. (The remaining words cannot be taken into account here, partly because we
do not know the intended derivation, partly because we are not sure if Yaska wanted homi
or homin in his list.)

If we now understand Yaska correctly, his sentence santy alpaprayogah krto py
aikapadika[h] must convey the meaning that there are words, of rare occurrence, which,
though ending in krt suffixes,?! must be treated as grammatically unanalyzed words. Recall
that Yaska's business is to find the meanings of words (Bronkhorst, 1981a: 9-12). Normally
grammatical analysis (including the analysis of the Unadi sutras) helps him in his
endeavour; in the case of the words damiinas etc. it does not. These words are aikapadika
‘belonging to the unanalyzed words (ekapada)’.

This interpretation well fits Yaska's own procedure. Of the enumerated aikapadika
words, he discusses damiinas in Nir. 4.4: damiina damamana va/ danamana va/ dantamana
va/ api va dama iti grhanama/ tanmanah®* syat/. Yaska here goes about as if he does not
know the derivation of damiinas from the root dam. Also vratati is discussed (Nir. 6.28:
vratatir varanac ca/ sayanac ca/ tatanac ca/); we do not know how this word is derived as a
krt formation, but we can be sure that the etymology of this word given in the Nirukta
deviates from that derivation.

Also the sense which we now ascribe to the word ekapada (‘unanalyzed word’, i.e.,
a word where grammar does not help to reach at the meaning) is in agreement with Yaska's

use of this term elsewhere. In Nir. 2.1 we hear: "Words in which [6] accent and formation

18 gee above, § 1, on Note XVI.

19 Unadi suffixes in particular are said to be expressive of karakas other than sampradana and apadana in
P. 3.4.75: tabhyam anyatronadayah.

20 1n Nir. 2.2 Yaska tells us that the Vedic word damiinas is a krt derivative from a bhasa root. This fits
the derivation from dam.

21 Yaska, like sometimes Patafijali, uses the word krt for krdanta (Abhyankar and Shukla, 1977: 126, s.v.
krt).

22 Sarup reads tanmana; Roth tanmanah.
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agree with the meaning [to be expressed] and have been modified in a way which fits the
derivation,? [such words] should be explained thus (i.e., in agreement with their regular
derivation)." (tad yesu padesu svarasamskarau samarthau pradesikena vikarenanvitau
syatam tatha tani nirbriiyat.) The text then turns to words which do not have such a regular
derivation, gives a number of hints how such words must be ‘explained’, and concludes
(Nir. 2.2): "In this way the unanalyzed words (ekapada) should be explained" (evam
ekapadani nirbriyat). The Nirukta (2.2-3) subsequently explains that taddhita formations
and compounds must first be split up into their (grammatical) parts before ‘etymological
explanation’ can be applied. In short, we see that grammatical analysis must precede
‘etymological explanation’. Where and when no grammatical analysis is possible, Yaska
speaks of ekapada ‘unanalyzed words’.

We turn to Yaska's use of aikapadika in Nir. 4.1. Its citation in context supports our
interpretation: "Now we shall turn to the words which have several meanings but only one
word form; and to Vedic words of which the grammatical formation is not known. They
call this [the section] dealing with unanalyzed words (aikapadika)." (atha yany anekarthany
ekasabdani tany ato nukramisyamah/ anavagatasamskarams ca nigaman/ tad aikapadikam
acaksate/.) I am not quite sure what the first sentence means. Probably we must think of
words which have one or more meanings besides the meaning which agrees with their
grammatical formation.?* Certain is that Yaska is going to discuss words where
grammatical formation does not or not always help to get at their meaning. The name
aikapadika for this section emphasizes this lack of help from grammar.

It goes without saying that it is in the field of ekapadas that Yaska's method goes
beyond grammar.?> It cannot therefore surprise us that the explanation of ekapadas is only
understandable to someone who has already studied grammar. "One should not explain
ekapadas neither to a non-grammarian, nor to a non-resident pupil, or to someone who is
not conversant with it; for the scorn of the ignorant for knowledge is eternal." (naikapadani
nirbrilyat/ navaiyakaranaya/ nanupasannaya/ anidamvide va/ nityam hy avijiatur vijiiane
suya/.)(Nir. 2.3)

Because then ‘etymological explanation’ follows grammar as long as possible and

does not come into action until grammar has played its role, it is a complement of grammar

23 See note 17 above.

24 Examples may be Sarya (Ngh. 4.2.23) which means ‘finger’ (ariguli) besides regular ‘arrow’ (isu; Nir.
5.4); arka (Ngh. 4.2.24) which is derived from arc (so Un 3.40) and thus given three meanings, and which
in addition is given the sense ‘tree’ (vrksa). We may also think of the ‘etymological explanations’ given
of aditya (Nir. 2.13) as understood by Mehendale (Note X VIII): the grammatical derivation aditeh putrah
is assigned a secondary role because it does not well fit the sense ‘sun’.

25 Elsewhere ‘etymological explanation’ follows grammatical analysis: "Where accent and formation
agree with the meaning [to be expressed] and have been modified in a way which fits the derivation, so
that everything fits the derivation, there there is no disagreement [with those who think that only such
words should be ‘etymologically explained’]" (yatra svarasamskarau samarthau pradesikena
vikarenanvitau syatam sarvam pradesikam ity evam saty anupalambha esa bhavati; Nir. 1.14).
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(vyakaranasya kartsnyam; Nir. 1.15), not its substitute or alternative. ‘Etymological
explanation’ discards grammar only in exceptional cases, as in the case of words which
"though krt formations, belong to the unanalyzed words, such as vratati, daminas, jatya,
atnara, jagaruka, darvi and homi(n?)" (krto py aikapadika yatha vratatir damina jatya

atnaro jagariuko darvihomil ?]ti).?¢

3. In the preceding section I have done as if Yaska certainly knew the Astadhyayi and
the Unadi Sutra. This is an assumption which cannot of course be taken for [7] granted. But
if we cannot at this point be certain that Yaska knew the Astadhyay1 and the Unadi Sutra,
we must accept that he knew grammatical works which accounted for the derivation of
numerous words. In the preceding section we saw that Yaska explicitly designates vratati,
damunas, jatya, atnara, jagaruka, darvi and homi(n?) as krt formations. One of these
(jagaruka) 1s derived in Panini's grammar, three (damunas, darvi and homin) are dealt with
in the Unadi Sutra. This means that the remaining three (vratati, jatya and atnara) were
analyzed in works which no longer survive, works moreover which were most likely of the
kind of the surviving Unadi Sutra. This suggests that, if Yaska knew the historical
predecessor of the present Unadi Sutra, this work contained in certain respects more than at
present. The fact that Yaska mentions darvi and homin (?) side by side, like in the present
Unadi Sutra (3.84), makes it plausible that our Unadi Sutra preserves at least some traces of
the work(s) known to Yaska.

We can go one step further by again paying attention to the objection which Yaska
tries to answer. This objection is that if nominal words were derived from verbs, they
would have a regular grammatical formation and their senses would be understood
therefrom; purusa would be purisaya, asva astr, trna tardana. The fact that Yaska replies
that reversely some nominal words with a regular derivation, such as vratati, damiinas, etc.,
have irregular meanings, shows that in Yaska's opinion the words purusa, asva and trna are
no regular krt formations. But these three words are derived in the present Unadi Sutra
(4.74; 1.151; 5.8 resp.)! We must conclude that at least these sutras, and most probably
many others with them, were not known to Yaska.

More positive evidence regarding the Unadi Sutra-like work(s) known to Yaska can
be gathered from Nir. 2.1-2, where the methods of ‘etymological explanation’ are justified
with the help of accepted grammatical derivations. These derivations are taken to be
known, so that again we cannot avoid the conclusion that they had been laid down in
grammatical works. Some of these are of the kind we are accustomed to find in the Unadi

Sutra. In four there is modification of the initial sound: jyotis, ghana, bindu, vatya; there is

26 1t is in cases like these that "one should not heed the grammatical formation". See above, § 1, on Note
XX.
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inversion of the initial and final sounds in stoka, rajju, sikata and tarku; substitution?’ of the
final sound has taken place in ogha, megha, nadhas, gadha, vadhu, madhu; a sound has
been added in dvar, bharija; Samprasarana has taken place in uti, mrdu, prthu, prsata,
kunaru; Vedic words derived from classical (bhasika) roots are damunas, ksetrasadhas;
usna and ghrta are classical words derived from Vedic roots; sava is derived from Savati,
datra from dati.

A fair number of these words is derived in the present Unadi Sutra precisely in the
way indicated in the Nirukta. Jyotis is derived from dyut,”® with substitution of j for d (Un
2.111); tarku is derived from krt with inversion of initial and final sounds (Un 1.17: krter
adyantaviparyayas ca); vadhi is derived from vah, with [8] substitution of dh for final h
(Un 1.85); madhu is in a similar fashion derived from man (Un 1.19); mrdu and prthu are
derived from mrad and prath respectively, with Samprasarana (Un 1.29); prsata is derived
from the root prs which has the present tense parsati, so that here too we can speak of
Samprasarana — the sutra (Un 3.111) indicates this by specifying that the suffix is kif;
damunas is derived from dam, as we know; usna from us (Un 3.2); ghrta from ghr (Un
3.89); datrafrom da (Un 4.169).?° In these cases the agreement between the work(s)
presupposed by Yaska and the present Unadi Sutra is perfect.

It appears that Katyayana and Patafjali derived bharija from bhrj with an Unadi
suffix, adding an infix M (Mbh on vt. 3 on P. 1.1.47).

There is no agreement in two cases. The Unadi Sutra (1.16) derives rajju from srj,
so that there is here no inversion of initial and final sounds;30 sava is derived from the root
svi (Un 4.192), not sav. Another major point of difference is of course that more than half
of the words enumerated by Yaska are not dealt with at all in the present Unadi Sutra.

All this seems to support the conclusion that Yaska may have known some of the
present Unadi sutras, or earlier versions of them. A number of those known to us were
certainly not known to him, but it appears that he knew others which have not survived. He
looked upon all of them, and upon the derivations enjoined by them, as belonging to

grammar (vyakarana), not to ‘etymological explanation’ (nirukta).

27 Mehendale (p. 41-43) tries to find the differenc between vyapatti (‘substitution’) and viparyaya
(‘modification, inversion’) with no convincing results. Bhate (1975) points this out land proposes to
follow Skanda-Mahe$vara in reading adivyapatti for adiviparyayain Nir. 2.1. Viparyaya can thus keep
the sense ‘metathesis’, and only vyapatti means ‘transformation of a phoneme into another phoneme’.
28 Mehendale (p. 39-40) rightly points at the existence of a root jyut from which jyotis might have been

derived. The fact that both Yaska and Unadi Sutra prefer the root dyut, strengthens our suspicion that
Yaska knew some of our Unadi sutras or their precursors.

29 Ditra can also be derived from the same root by P. 3.2.182.

30 The derivation is: srj > rj > r-as-j > rajj-u. Mehendale (p. 40-41) proposes another derivation from srj:
sarj > rasj > rajj-u, and observes in a footnote (n. 16): "This example will ... show that anta does not
necessarily mean the final letter of the root, but the one occurring in the final syllable."
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4. It was relatively easy to find out in how far Yaska was acquainted with the present
Unadi Sutra. After all, the derivations given in the Unadi sutras are not always self-evident
and may even be far-fetched. If therefore Yaska knew the same derivations, he is likely to
have known the same, or historically related Unadi sutras. Ordinary grammar, on the other
hand, often deals with obvious derivations which any grammar would contain. In order to
find out if Yaska knew Panini's grammar we need therefore more information than, say,
from which root a certain word was considered to be derived.

Some such information is discussed by Mehendale in Note X: the grammatical
derivation of pracina known to Yaska was in an essential way identical with its derivation
in Panini's grammar; both have elision of a in a(7i)c and lengthening of a in pra, where
another derivation would have been conceivable. This suggests that Yaska knew the
Astadhyay1.

Further evidence of this kind is found in Nir. 2.1-2, where in explaining the methods
of ‘etymological explanation’ examples are given of peculiarities in grammatical
derivations. These grammatical derivations and their peculiarities are taken to be known
and therefore presuppose some grammatical system, and most probably one or more
grammatical works. This passage has been discussed [9] by Mehendale (Note XVII), while
Thieme (1935: *23*-*24%* (530-31)) has studied the question if the derivations here
presupposed agree with Panini's grammar. They do to a remarkable degree, so that Thieme
— on the basis of this and some other evidence — accepts the posteriority of Yaska with
respect to Panini as a likely working hypothesis (‘Arbeitshypothese’).

There is one more piece of evidence which has not until now been made use of in
this connection. Mehendale (1965: 8-16 = Nirukta Note II ‘The use of /in the speech of
Yaska’) has convincingly argued that Yaska used the sound /, both in his own speech and
in the Rgveda. This sound, which is late, must have made its appearance in Vedic and
classical Sanskrit after Panini (Bronkhorst, 1981b: 90). There is only one possible objection
against the corollary that Yaska came a considerable time after Panini. It is conceivable that
1 entered into the text of the Nirukta long after its composition, as a result of a process of
‘Sakalization’, a process which also left its mark on the Rgveda-PratiSakhya (Bronkhorst,
1982b: § 4) and the Rgveda Padapatha (Bronkhorst, 1982a: 186). But this seems unlikely,
because the Nirukta has no particularly close relationship with the Rgveda Samhita, as do
the Rgveda-PratiSakhya and Padapatha, as well as the Rgveda Brahmanas, which also have
1

If then it is true that Yaska knew and used the Astadhyayi — which now seems
likely —, we can no longer assume that he found all the grammatical derivations to which

he refers in some other grammar which also derived words like vratati, damiinas, etc. We
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rather have to assume that Yaska knew, besides a grammar (Panini's grammar), something

like our Unadi sutras.

5. We are now in a position to come to grips with some of the questions discussed in
Mehendale's final article ‘The science of etymology (niruktasastra)’. I do not wish to
comment on the useful summary of etymologies in the Samhitas, Brahmanas, and
Upanisads. Nor do I wish to criticize the comparison of ancient Indian niruktasastra and
modern historical linguistics, which I have elsewhere (1981a) shown to be mistaken.3! I
shall rather focus on the relation between grammar (vyakarana) and ‘etymological
explanation’ (nirukta).

Mehendale depicts grammar and ‘etymological explanation’ as sharing the same
aim: "Their principal aim is to analyze the ‘words’ (padas) of the language into stem and
suffix (prakrti and pratyaya)." Yet there is a difference: "In the Indian tradition, nirukta
considers itself to be complementary to grammar (vyakaranasya kartsnyam; Nirukta 1.15).
The reason is this. Nirukta teaches us the principles of analysing the words, considered by
the grammar as unanalysable, from the roots."

One would expect that this last sentence implies that niruktais to some extent
opposed to grammar, rather than complementary to it. Mehendale confirms this (p. 71):
"Most of the words dealt with by [Yaska] are those which the [10] grammarians have set
aside as avyutpanna." Also the Unadi sutras are said to be concerned with words which are
underivable according to grammar, so that (p. 71) "the subject of study of both the
Nairuktas and the Unadisutras is the same. Both look upon the avyutpanna words as
derivable from verbs."

We now know that all this is not correct. ‘Etymological explanation’ does not look
upon itself as a better kind of grammar which supposedly corrects the mistaken view of the
grammarians that not all nominal words can be derived from verbs. Rather, grammar is
taken to be correct, not built on false assumptions, and not incomplete in any essential
way.>? ‘Etymological explanation’ is something besides grammar, a way to find the
meanings of words where grammar is of no avail. The Unadi sutras, be it noted, appear to
belong in Yaska's opinion squarely in the field of grammar, not of ‘etymological

explanation’.33 They, like grammar, analyze words into stems and suffixes. The Nirukta

31 ¢f. also Kabhrs, 1980; 1983; 1987. Note that historical linguistics did not fail to be influenced by the
ancient Indian ‘etymologists’; see Gonda, 1971: 199.

32 It is true of course that some grammarians think that all nominal words are derived from verbs,
whereas others don't; see Nir. 1.12.

33 [Added:] That later authors did not all share this position is shown by that fact that the astronomer
Bhaskara I, in his commentary on Aryabhatiya 2.6ab (ed. K. S. Shukla, New Delhi 1976, p. 55 1. 13-15),
proposes an Unadi derivation for the word bhuja in a sense different from the one given ("hand") in P.
7.3.61: atra ganite bhujasabdah aunadikah pratipattavyah, anyatha hi "bhujanyubjau panyupatapayoh” (P.
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does not usually do so.3* Note that Nir. 4.1 announces that ‘etymological explanation’ will
be given of words ‘of which the grammatical formation is not known’
(anavagatasamskara); this confirms that ‘etymological explanation’ is different from

‘grammatical formation’.

6. It may be useful to recall what is known about the relation of Panini, Katyayana and
Patanjali to the Unadi sutras.

Panini refers on two occasions (P. 3.3.1; 3.4.75) to Unadi suffixes. What is more, P.
6.4.55, 97 and 7.2.9 mention suffixes which have nowhere been taught in the Astadhyayi,
but occur in the Unadi Sutra (Renou, 1956: 158-159; Sarma, 1941: 399). Panini must
therefore have known some Unadi suffixes, and probably also some Unadi sutras. It is at
the same time clear that he did not know all the present Unadi sutras. An indication to this
effect may be that a number of words are derived both in the Astadhyay1 and in the Unadi
Sutra (Renou, 1956: 164). A clearer indication is that many late words are derived in the
Unadi Sutra (Renou, 1956: 165). Moreover, P. 3.4.75 teaches that the Unadi suffixes come
in senses other than those of the dative and ablative. These last two senses are expressed by
dasa and goghna, and bhima etc. (P. 3.4.73-74). Apparently these words were in Panini's
opinion not formed with Unadi suffixes. But several of them are in the surviving Unadi
Sutra. We must conclude that the Unadi sutras which prescribe the formation of these
words were not known to Panini (cf. Sarma, 1941: 398-399). Panini's work does not allow
us to find out if perhaps he knew Unadi sutras which no longer exist.

Katyayana too refers to Unadi sutras (or merely suffixes?) in some varttikas (vt. 3
onP.7.1.2; vt. 2 on P. 7.3.50; vt. 2 on P. 8.2.78). It seems that Katyayana used Unadi
suffixes to derive bharuja from bhrj, marici from marc (vt. 3 on P. 1.1.47; cf. Renou, 1957:
113 n. 518). These derivations are not found in the Unadi Sutra. Katyayana may therefore
have known Unadi sutras which no longer [11] exist. It has been shown that at least one
Unadi sutra (2.58) is later than, and draws upon, a varttika (vt. 2 on P. 3.2.178) of
Katyayana (Sarma, 1941: 400).

Pataiijali often refers to Unadi sutras.’> Many of the words which he gives as being
derived with their help are also derived by surviving Unadi sutras; some however are not:
sala, malla (Mbh on vt. 3 on P. 3.4.77; cf. Pade, 1951: xv-xvi), vantha, santha (Mbh on vt. 2
on P. 7.3.50; cf. Pade, 1951: xvi). We must conclude that Patafijali, like Katyayana and

Yaska, knew at least some Unadi sutras which no longer exist. (Note that Kaiyata still may

7.3.61) iti bhujasabdasya panav arthe nipatitatvat ksetraparsve na labhyate. Be it noted that P. 7.3.61
normally reads: bhujanyubjau panyupatapayoh.

34 It is dubious if the namakaranas which Yaska gives on six occasions (enumerated by Mehendale, p.
78-79) and the upabandhas (Nir. 1.7; 6.16; cf. Bhate, 1968: 121) were meant to be the same as pratyayas
in grammar.

35 See Tatacharya, 1972: 22 f.
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have known an Unadi sutra needed for the derivation of sala and malla, as well as mala.)
Some of the now existing Unadi sutras, on the other hand, were not known to Patafijali
(Sarma, 1941: 400-401). The fact that Patafijali appears to have known an Unadi sutra (jive
radanuk; Mbh I, p. 28, 1. 9) which only survives in the Dasapadi version (1.163) — which
is later than the more usual Paficapadi version (Mimansaka, 1943: 28-29; Cardona, 1976:
170-171) — supports the view that individual Unadi sutras could live a life more or less on
their own, which would end by their being incorporated into one of the surviving
collections, or by their simply being forgotten.

A noteworthy feature of Patafijali's remarks about the Unadis is that he often labels
them ‘underived words’ (avyutpannani pratipadikani). It is true that at other occasions he
appears to represent the opposite opinion (Tatacharya, 1972: 26-27), but the former one —
which predominates — is of more interest to us. By considering Unadis underived words,
he takes a position opposed to Yaska's. For Yaska these words were as much derived by

grammar as words with more transparent derivations; for Patafijali they usually were not.

7. We return in conclusion to the question: What is the exact difference between
grammar (vyakarana) and ‘etymological explanation’ (nirukta)? We noticed already that
‘etymological explanation’ makes a serious start where grammar leaves off, where no
grammatical derivations are available, or where they are of no help for finding the meaning.
But if the Unadi sutras were part of grammar, as Yaska thought, one might think that the
introduction of enough new Unadi sutras would make ‘etymological explanation’ virtually
superfluous, would force it to yield all of its terrain to grammar. Sakatayana, the
grammarian to whom the Unadi sutras are often ascribed by tradition, shared with the
nairuktas the view that all nominal words are derived from (‘born from”) verbs (Nir. 1.12);
there is therefore not even in this respect theoretical opposition between grammar (at any
rate this grammarian) and ‘etymological explanation’. What then is the difference?

The difference appears to be one of emphasis rather than principle. Grammar was
too much concentrated on form to be always of help for finding the meaning, at least in the
eyes of Yaska.?¢ The ‘etymologists’ opined that the restrictions imposed by grammar
excluded much that might be used for finding the meaning [12] of a word. Damunas, for
example, is grammatically derived from the root dam, but this does not give us much
insight into its meaning; Yaska therefore proposes other ‘etymologies’ which are more

enlightening in this respect (above, § 2). And anna ‘food’ is obviously connected with the

36 . already Thieme, 1930: 1035: "Das Nirukta will im wesentlichen die unbekannte oder
ungewohnliche Bedeutung vedischer Worte durch etymologische Spekulation feststellen oder sichern und
erklidren. Die Unadisutras wollen dunkle Wortbildungen ohne Riicksicht auf die Bedeutung analysieren,
und zwar in grammatisch korrekter Weise."
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root ad ‘eat’ and may even be grammatically derived from it,3” yet the connection with a-
nam shed further light on its meaning (Bronkhorst, 1981a: 7). Grammar therefore is fine as
far as it goes. Where the study of meaning is concerned it does not always go far enough.
This is done by ‘etymological explanation’.

[14]
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