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Sarvadarsanasamgraha and Vakyapadiya

JOHANNES BRONKHORST

Abstract: The Sarvadarsanasamgraha claims that Bhartrhari has
shown that reflection on accents justifies the presence of a set of
sutras in Panini’s Astadhyayr that deal with compound forma-
tion, viz. A. 2.2.10-16. Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya does no such
thing, not even the passage of its Vrzti that seems most relevant
in this context. My research strongly suggests that the Sarva-
darsanasamgraha is in reality misled by a passage in Puruso-
ttamadeva’s Bhasavrtti that it mistakenly believes to be based
on Bhartrhari’s work. No solution to the problem had so far
been proposed. Indeed, the problem had not been identified in
scholarly literature.

Keywords: Sarvadarsanasamgraha, Bhartrhari, Vakyapadiya-Vr-
tti, Purusottamadeva, Bhasavrtti, accent, compounds

The Sarvadarsanasarmgraha (14" century CE) quotes a number of
verses from Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya and refers several times to that
text and its author in Chapter 13 on “Panini’s philosophy” (Paninida-
rsana). Usually the references are unproblematic, but in one case it is
enigmatic. It occurs in the following line:

Tesam svaracint@yam upayogo vakyapadiye harina prada-

rsi. (Abhyankar 1978: 291, 1. 33-34)

This line occurs in the middle of a discussion on the justification of sii-
tras that prohibit compound formation with a preceding genitive, and
means:

The use of those sutras in the reflection on accents has been
demonstrated by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya.
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298 BRONKHORST

There is no clarification, and no specification what part of the Vakyapa-
diya is concerned. We depend on the context of this brief remark in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha to understand it.

The chapter on “Panini’s philosophy” contains a discussion of the
compound Sabdanusasana ‘word-teaching’ that is used by Patafijali at
the beginning of his Mahabhdasya. The discussion raises the objection
that this compound is prohibited. It begins as follows:

Atra kecit paryanuyufijate: anuSasikriyayah sakarmaka-
tvat karmabhiitasya Sabdasya kartrbhiitasydcaryasya pra-
ptau satyam Ubhayapraptau karmani (A. 2.3.66) ity anu-
Sasanabalat karmany esa sasthi vidhatavya. Tathd ca Ka-
rmani ca (A. 2.2.14) iti samasapratisedhasambhavac cha-
bdanusasanasabdo na pramanapatham avataratiti. (Ab-
hyankar 1978: 289, 1. 15-19)

Some ask: The verb ‘teach’ (anu-sdas) is transitive. Its ob-
ject ‘word’ (Sabda) and its agent ‘the teacher’ are both
present, so that by the teaching ubhayapraptau karmani
(A. 2.3.66) a genitive case ending should be prescribed for
the object. And thus the expression ‘word-teaching’ can-
not be warranted because the compound can be prohibited
by the rule karmani ca (A. 2.2.14).

A. 2.3.66 Ubhayapraptau karmani states: “A sasthi [genitive case-
ending] occurs to express only the karman [object], when both kartr
[subject] and karman [object], if not expressed otherwise, are to be ex-
pressed by introducing sasthi [a genitive case-ending] after stems used
in conjunction with an item ending in kr¢ [a primary nominal suffix]”
(R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: II1.165). The rule implies that the ver-
bal phrase acaryah Sabdan anusasti ‘the teacher teaches words’ can
give rise to the nominal phrase Sabdanam anusasanam dacaryena ‘the
teaching of words (genitive) by the teacher (instrumental)’. A. 2.2.14
(karmani ca) states: “A pada [word] which ends in sasthi [a genitive
case-ending] and denotes karman ‘object’ also does not combine, in a
tatpurusa compound, with a syntactically related pada which ends in
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sUP [a nominal case-ending]” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: II1.80). The
rule implies that the words Sabdanam anusasanam ‘teaching of words’
cannot be compounded into Sabdanusasanam ‘word-teaching’.

The above objection is answered in the immediately following pas-
sage. The answer begins as follows:

Atrayam samadhir abhidhiyate yasmin krtpratyaye kartr-
karmanor ubhayoh praptir asti tatra karmany eva sasthi-
vibhaktir bhavati na kartariti bahuvrihivijiianabalan niya-
myate. Tad yathascaryo gavam doho ’Siksitena gopalake-
neti. (Abhyankar 1978: 289, . 19-22)

To this the following answer is given: In the case of a pri-
mary suffix (krtpratyaya) where both the agent and the ob-
ject can be expressed, the genitive case-ending will only
be used for the object, not for the agent. This restriction
results from understanding the compound ubhayapraptau
as a bahuvrihi.! An example is ‘The milking of the cows
(genitive) by the inexperienced cowherd (instrumental) is
amazing’.

This passage is similar to the Kasika on A. 2.3.66.

However, in the case of Sabdanusasana the agent is not expressed,
so that A. 2.3.66 Ubhayapraptau karmani does not apply. As a result
A. 2.2.14 Karmani ca does not apply either:

Sabdanusasanam ity atra tu Sabdanam anusasanam
narthanam ity etavato vivaksitasyarthasyacaryasya ka-
rtur upadanena vinapi supratipadyatvad® acaryopadanam
akimcitkaram. Tasmad ubhayaprapter abhavad ubhaya-
praptau karmanity esa sasthi na bhavati. Kim tu Kartr-
karmanoh krti (A. 2.3.65) iti krdyoge kartari karmani ca

Yubhayapraptau karmani is now analyzed as yasmin (krtpratyaye kartrkarmanor)
ubhayoh praptir asti tatra karmani.

2Kasika on A. 2.3.66: Ubhayapraptav iti bahuvrihih. Ubhayoh praptir yasmin krti so
*yam ubhayapraptih, tatra karmany eva sasthi vibhaktir bhavati, na kartari. Ascaryo
gavar doho ’gopalakena.

3Reading supratipadyatvad for supratipadatvad.
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sastht vibhaktir bhavatiti krdyogalaksana sastht bhavisya-
ti. Tatha cedhmapravrascanapalasasatanadivat samaso
bhavisyati. (Abhyankar 1978: 289 1. 22-290 1. 22)

In the compound ‘word-teaching’, on the other hand, the
intended meaning, viz. ‘teaching of words only, not of
meanings’, is clearly conveyed without mentioning the
agent, i.e. the teacher. Mentioning the teacher is therefore
irrelevant. Since, then, the agent and the object do not both
come into the picture, the genitive case-ending prescribed
in the rule ubhayapraptau karmani (A. 2.3.66) does not ap-
ply. It is rather the genitive case-ending prescribed by ka-
rtrkarmanoh krti (A. 2.3.65) for the agent and the object
in connection with the primary suffix so that it is a geni-
tive case-ending characterized by a connection with a word
ending in a primary suffix. In this way, ‘word-teaching’
will be a compound like idhmapravrascana ‘fuel-cutter,
hatchet’, palasasatana ‘tree-cutting’.

A. 2.3.65 Kartrkarmanoh krti prescribes a genitive case-ending for
words expressive of agent or object in connection with a word end-
ing in a primary suffix: “A sasthi [genitive case-ending] occurs after a
stem to express kartr [subject] and karman [object], when the stem is
used in conjunction with an item which ends in k7t [a primary suffix]
(2.1.93 krd atin), and when kartr and karman are not expressed other-
wise” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: 1I1.164). The immediately following
sttra A. 2.3.66 (Ubhayapraptau karmani; see above p. 298) limits the
genitive case-endings to words expressive of the object when both agent
and object are expressed. Since in Sabdanam anusasanam the agent is
not expressed, the genitive Ssabdanam is due to the general rule A. 2.3.65
rather than to its restriction A. 2.3.66. And the compound Sabdanusa-
sana can be formed with the general rule A. 2.2.8 Sasthi.* According
to our passage, Sabdanusasana ‘word-teaching’ falls in the same cat-

4A. 2.2.8 Sasthi: “A pada which ends in sasthi ‘sixth triplet of sUP’ optionally com-
bines, in a tatpurusa compound, with a syntactically related pada which ends in sUP”
(R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: II1.74).
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egory as idhmapravrascana ‘fuel-cutter, hatchet’, palasasatana ‘tree-
cutting’.’

To complete this part of its presentation, the Sarvadarsanasamgra-
ha points out that A. 2.3.66 Ubhayapraptau karmani is not universally
valid according to some:

Kartary api sastht bhavatiti kecid bruvate. Ata eva evo-
ktam kasikavrttau: kecid avisesenaiva vibhasam iccha-
nti Sabdanam anuSasanam dcaryendcaryasya veti. (Ab-
hyankar 1978: 290, 1. 28-30)

Some say that the genitive can also be used to denote the
agent. That is why it has been stated in the Kasikavrtti:
“Some accept an option without distinction: teaching of
words by the teacher or of the teacher”

The quotation from the Kdasika (on A. 2.3.66) is exact. The relevance of
this quotation to the formation of Sabdanusasana, on the other hand, is
not clear.

At this point the Sarvadarsanasamgraha tries a completely differ-
ent approach, stating:

Atha va Sesalaksaneyam sasthi. Tatra kim api codyam na-
vataraty eva. (Abhyankar 1978: 290, 1. 31)

Alternatively, this is a genitive defined by the rule sasthi
Sese (A. 2.3.50) “genitive in the remaining cases”. In that
case no criticism applies.

A. 2.3.50 (sasthi sese) prescribes a genitive case-ending in different
meanings.® The Kasika specifies what these different meanings are by
stating, “different from an object and so on” (karmadibhyo ’nyah), and
adds that ownership and other such relationships are meant (svasvami-
sambandhadih). The present passage proposes to take Sabdanam in one
of those different meanings. Since then the word now no longer carries

SThese are also the examples given in the Kasika under A. 2.2.8 Sasthr.
6A. 2.3.50 Sasthi Sese: “A sasthi occurs after a nominal stem when the remainder (Sesa)
is to be expressed” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: II1.153).
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the meaning ‘object’, A. 2.2.14 Karmani ca cannot prevent compound
formation.
Unfortunately, this simple solution raises new problems:

Yady evam tarhi Sesalaksanayah sasthyah sarvatra suva-
catvat sasthisamasapratisedhasitranam anarthakyam pra-
pnuyad iti cet (Abhyankar 1978: 290 1. 31-291 1. 33)
Objection:

If it is like this, given that a genitive characterized by ‘re-
maining cases’ can be stated in all circumstances, the stras
that prohibit composition with a genitive would be point-
less.

One of the siitras prohibiting composition with a genitive is A. 2.2.14
Karmani ca, as we have seen (p. 298). It is part of a set of sutras,
A. 2.2.10-16, all of which prohibit composition with a genitive that
expresses a certain meaning. All these silitras become pointless if the
genitive ending can be added in a sense different from the ones indicated
in these sutras.

This objection is answered in the now following lines:

Satyam. Tesam svaracintadyam upayogo vakyapadiye ha-
rind pradarsi. Tad aha mahopadhyayavardhamanah:

Laukikavyavaharesu yathestam cestatam janah.
Vaidikesu tu margesu visesoktih pravartatam..
Iti paninisitranam arthavattvam asau yatah.
Janikartur iti briite tatprayojaka ity api..

iti. (Abhyankar 1978: 291, 1. 33-38)

Response:

True! The use of those siitras in the reflection on accents
has been demonstrated by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapa-
diya. The great teacher Vardhamana expresses it like this:
In worldly usage people can behave as they wish. In Vedic
practice special ways of speaking must prevail. The siitras
of Panini have in this way a purpose, because he himself
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uses the compounds janikartuh and tatprayojakah (which
he should not use).

The interpretation of this passage is difficult, as will become clear in
what follows. It is about the use of the siitras that prohibit composition
with a genitive. Before trying to identify the passage in Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya here referred to, let us look at the verses attributed to “the
great teacher Vardhamana”.’

These verses indicate a difference between Vedic usage and worldly
usage. Rules must be strictly applied in Vedic usage, while in worldly
usage “people can behave as they wish”. Panini himself uses the com-
pounds janikartuh and tatprayojakah, in A. 1.4.30 and A. 1.4.55 respec-
tively, even though these compounds are forbidden by A. 2.2.16 Kartari
cal

Haradatta, the author of the Padamaiijari commentary on the Kasi-
ka, says the following about janikartuh under A. 1.4.30:

Janeh karta janikarteti karmani sasthya samasah. Ayam
eva nirdeSo jiiapayati: Kartari ca iti pratisedho ’nitya iti.
‘Producing-agent’ (janikartr) in the meaning ‘agent of pro-
ducing’ (janeh kartr) is a compound with a genitive in the
sense ‘object’. This instruction makes known that the pro-
hibition kartari ca (A. 2.2.16) is not universally valid.

And the author of the Kasika himself explains, under A. 1.4.55 Tatpra-
yojako hetus ca, that the compound tatprayojaka is here used by way
of exception (nipatanat). Jinendrabuddhi, the author of the Nyasa com-
mentary on the Kasika, explains that this form is in conflict with the
same prohibition kartari ca (A. 2.2.16).

How can the use of sttras that prohibit composition with a genitive
be demonstrated with the help of rules on accent, as the Sarvadarsana-
samgraha claims? Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar has an answer, which he

7I have not been able to trace these verses. Vardhamana may be the author of the
Ganaratnamahodadhi, but the verses here cited do not appear to occur in that text.

8A.2.2.16 Kartari ca: “A genitive is not compounded with a word ending in tre or aka
that denotes an agent.” Contrast R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: I11.84 which is based on
the Siddhantakaumudr as he explains under A. 2.2.15.
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explains in his commentary on the relevant passage of the Sarvadarsa-
nasamgraha (1978: 291). T paraphrase his remarks freely as follows:’

If, in any situation, we do not wish to express the object,
a genitive may still be justified by the rule A. 2.3.50 Sastht
Sese. Composition is in that case not forbidden by A. 2.2.14
Karmani ca. So what are those prohibiting rules good for?

Consider godohah ‘cow-milking’, composed out of gavam
dohah ‘milking of cows’. Composition is possible because
the prohibition is circumvented with the help of A. 2.3.50
Sasthi Sese. In other words, ‘cows’ is not expressive of the
object of ‘milking’. This compound will have the acute
accent (udatta) on its final syllable: godohdh by A. 6.1.220
Samasasya.'”

If, on the other hand, gavam is expressive of the object of
milking, compound formation is not possible, on account
of A. 2.2.14 Karmani ca. Suppose now that A. 2.2.14 did
not exist so that here too compound formation would be
possible. The resulting compound godohah would now —
because the former part (go) is a karaka (it is expressive
of karman), and the latter part (doha) is a krt-formation

9 Abhyankar’s remarks read: Anarthakyam iti. Saty api samasanisedhavidhayake $a-
stre gavam doha ity atra yadi karmatvasyavivaksaya gavam iti Sese sasthi kriyate
tarhi samase godoha iti prapnoty eveti kim samasanisedheneti. svaracintayam iti.
Godoha ity atra Sesasasthya samase samdasasya (A. 6.1.220) iti sitrenantodatto bha-
vati. Etadapavadabhiutam gatikarakopapadat krt (A. 6.2.139) iti tu na pravartate.
purvapadasya gatyadyanyatamatvabhavat. sato 'pi karmakarakasya goh karmatve-
navivaksitatvat. Gateh karakad upapadac ca paribhiitasya krdantasyottarapadasya
prakrtisvaro bhavatiti tadarthah. Samasanisedhabhave tu karmasasthyantasyapi go-
padasya dohasabdena saha samasah syat. Tatra ca pirvapadasya karakatvad anena
sitrena doha ity uttarapadasya prakrtisvarah syat. Doha iti ghafipratyayantam fini-
tyadir nityam (A. 6.1.194) iti siitrenadyudattam. Gatikarakopapadat krd iti prakrti-
svarena tasyaivavasthane godohah iti madhyodattam samastari padam syat. Tac ca
nesyate. Atah samasanisedha avasyakah.

104, 6.1.220 Samasasya: “The final constituent of a compound is marked with udarta

at the end.” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: V.193).
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— have the natural accent of doha, by A. 6.2.139 Gatika-
rakopapadat krt.'! The accent of doha is determined by
A. 6.1.194 Nnityadir nityam,'? because it has been formed
with the suffix ghafi. This gives déha for the word, and
would give godéhah for the compound. This is incorrect,
and is avoided by the prohibition of compound formation
in this specific case.

Abhyankar’s explanation is taken over by Uma Shankar Sharma
‘Rishi’ (1964) in his Hindi translation of the text. Neither Abhyankar
nor Sharma indicate where in the Vakyapadiya [Bhartr-]hari is sup-
posed to give this demonstration.

The only relevant passage that I have been able to spot occurs in the
Vrtti on Vakyapadiya 2.198, and we may provisionally assume that this
is the passage to which the Sarvadarsanasarmgraha refers. (If so, this
then shows that it looked upon the Vrtti as part of the Vakyapadiya.)

The passage concerned invokes the example matuh smaranam ‘re-
membering one’s mother’ and wonders whether these two words can
form a compound, either with the help of A. 2.3.50 Sasthi sese, or by
ignoring the prohibition. Here a critic objects:

Nanu ca svaro bhidyate. Sesalaksanayah samase samasa-
ntodattatvena bhavitavyam. Krdyogayam tu krdantasvara-
tvena.

Objection: the accent will be different. If one forms a com-
pound with a genitive justified by A. 2.3.50 Sasthi Sese,
there must be an acute accent at the end of the compound.
But in the case of a genitive [expressive of the object] that
is connected with the krt-formation [smarana], then there

1A, 6.2.139 Gatikarakopapadat krt: “The constituent of a tatpurusa compound which
ends in an affix termed k7t and combines to follow a constituent termed gati, karaka
and [sic! for ‘or’] upapada, retains its original accent.” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003:
V.284).

124, 6.1.194 Nnityadir nityam: “The initial of a form is marked udatta when that which
has N or N as an it follows.” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: V.179).



306 BRONKHORST

must be the accent of the word ending in a krt-suffix (i.e.
smdrana).

We recognise the reasoning we came across in connection with the com-
pound godoha. However, the Vrtti does not accept this objection, stat-
ing:

Krdyogayam api Ano bhavakarmavacanah ity antodatta-
tvam iti nasti bhedah.

There is no difference in accent, because also in the case of
a genitive that is connected with a krt-formation, there is
an acute accent at the end of the compound by A. 6.2.150
Ano bhavakarmavacanah.

The rule invoked, A. 6.2.150 Ano bhavakarmavacanah, states: “A con-
stituent which ends in the affix ana, signifies bhava ‘root-sense’ or ka-
rman ‘object’, and combines in a compound after a word denoting a ka-
raka, is marked udatta at the end” (R. N. Sharma 1987-2003: V.293).
Since smarana ends in the suffix ana, the compound matrsmarand will
have an acute accent on its last syllable, the same accent it would have
if the genitive were to be justified by A. 2.3.50 Sastht sese.

The Vrtti then discusses some other examples, none of which show
the difference in accentuation that the passage should demonstrate ac-
cording to the Sarvadarsanasarmgraha. It does not discuss the example
godoha which, as we have seen, does demonstrate this difference.

We are here confronted with a difficulty. Did the author of the Sa-
rvadarsanasamgraha read this part of the Vrrti differently? Or did he
merely base himself on secondary information?

A passage in Purusottamadeva’s Bhdasavrtti supports the second
possibility. This commentary reads, under A. 2.2.16 Kartari ca:

Nisedhaparicasitriyam svararthd, Sesasasthisamasasyani-
varanat. Tena rajasammatah, ramamahitah, bhavadasi-
tam, bhavadasika, godohah. ‘Tatkarta phalabhag yatah’
iti bhartrharih. ‘Kriyavisesako jativacakas tatprayoja-
kah’ ityadyasamkhyah sasthisamasa bhavanty eva. Tasmat
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kevalam karakasasthisamase sati Gatikarakopapadat krt
ity uttarapadaprakrtisvarenaudanabhojakadayo madhyo-
datta ma bhivan. Se;a;a_sfhz’samdse sati samasantodattah
yatha syur iti nisedha arabhyate.

These five siitras that prohibit compound formation are
there for the purpose of accent, because one cannot avoid
the compounds concerned with the help of a genitive de-
fined by the rule sasthi sese (A. 2.3.50) “genitive in the
remaining cases”. For this reason the compounds raja-
sammata, ramamahita, bhavadasita, bhavadasika, godoha
[are possible]. As Bhartrhari said: “Since its agent enjoys
the fruit ...” (VP 3.12.9d). Innumerable genitive com-
pounds exist, such as kriyavisesaka, jativacaka, tatprayo-
jaka, etc. It follows that compounds like odanabhojaka
with an acute accent in the middle should not exist, be-
ing compounds that would result from giving the natural
accent of the second member of the compound to the com-
pound as a whole by A. 6.2.139 Gatikarakopapadat krt, a
rule which only applies when there is a compound with a
genitive expressive of a karaka. The prohibition is made to
make sure that there will be an acute accent at the end of
the compound, given that it is a compound with a genitive
defined by the rule sasthi sese.

The five sutras referred to are A. 2.2.12-16, all of which prohibit com-
pound formation.

Here, then, we find a partial justification for the Sarvadarsanasari-
graha’s claim, “the use of those sitras in the reflection on accents has
been demonstrated by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya”. That is to say,
the use of the prohibiting sttras can be demonstrated when reflecting on
accents. Purusottamadeva’s passage may have been known to the au-
thor of the Sarvadarsanasarmgraha, since the former lived well before
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the latter.!> Purusottamadeva must have lived in the twelfth century
CE (Mimamsaka 1973: 1.400-401), which is well before the fourteenth
century in which the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was composed. What is
more, Purusottamadeva refers in this context to Bhartrhari, as does the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha. The question that remains is: does the passage
in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya referred to by Purusottamadeva demon-
strate the usefulness of the siitras that prohibit compound formation, as
the Sarvadarsanasargraha claims?

The line quoted by Purusottamadeva is part of Vakyapadiya 3.12.9:

Kartrabhiprayata sitre kriyabhedopalaksanam. Tatha-
bhiita kriya ya hi tatkarta phalabhag yatah..

Subramania Iyer (1974: 97) translates:

The mention of the siitra (A. 1.3.72) of the fruit coming
to the agent implies a difference in the action, because it
is only when the action is accompanied by the making of
arrangements by the agent that the latter enjoys the fruit.'

Clearly this verse has nothing to do with the use of sitras that pro-
hibit compound formation. Helaraja’s commentary does not help either.
However, the line cited by Purusottamadeva contains the word ratkarta
‘that-doer’, a compound that should be prohibited by A. 2.2.16 Kartari
ca.

It now becomes clear that Purusottamadeva cites this line to illus-
trate Bhartrhari’s use of a compound that should be forbidden, not be-
cause Bhartrhari demonstrates here the use of siitras that prohibit com-
pound formation (which he doesn’t).

13Mattia Salvini draws my attention to some passages in Purusottamadeva’s Karaka-
cakra that are similar to passages in the chapter on the philosophy of Panini in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha.

14Rau (2002: 284) has: “Wenn nach Siitra 1,3,72 das Ergebnis der Handlung dem
Agens zu Gute kommen muss, deutet dies auf eine Verschiedenheit in den Handlun-
gen hin. Weil ja nur wenn die Handlung so beschaffen ist, ihr Agens der Nutzniesser
wird.”
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Where does all this leave us? It makes most sense to assume that
the author of the Sarvadarsanasarigraha or his informers knew a pas-
sage such as the one in Purusottamadeva’s Bhasavrtti, and concluded
that Purusottamadeva’s reasoning hailed from Bhartrhari. Looking for
confirmation of this assumption, he (or they) came across the passage
in the Vrrti in which the accentual consequences of different ways to
create compounds are discussed. Unfortunately, the author of the Vr-
1ti did not use these to prove the need for siitras that forbid compound
formation.

Who then invented the argument based on accents to prove that
these forbidding siitras are not superfluous? Was it Purusottamadeva?

There is at least one passage in the Mahabhasya that claims differ-
ent accents for compounds depending on the way they are formed. As
in the Vakyapadiya-Vrtti, that claim is put in the mouth of an opponent,
and is subsequently shown to be mistaken. It occurs under A. 2.1.36
vt. 5, and concerns compounds like asvaghdsa ‘horse-fodder’. The
opponent considers that they can be a dative compound or a genitive
compound, and fears that there will be a difference in accentuation:

Nanu ca svarabhedo bhavati. Caturthisamdse sati pii-
rvapadaprakrtisvaratvena bhavitavyam sasthisamdse pu-
nar antoddattatvena. (MBh. 1.389.13-14)

But isn’t there a difference in accentuation? When we
have a dative compound, the first member will retain its
accent (by A. 6.2.43),'5 but when we have a genitive com-
pound, the final member will be accented (by A. 6.1.220
304) (Joshi and Roodbergen 1969: 209).

Patafijali disagrees:

Nasti bhedah. Caturthisamdse ’pi saty antodattatvenaiva
bhavitavyam. (MBh. 1.389.15)

15A. 6.2.43 Caturthi tadarthe: “The initial constituent of a compound which ends in ca-
turtht ‘fourth triplet of nominal ending’ retains its original accent when a constituent
with the signification of fadartha ‘intended for that’ follows” (R. N. Sharma 1987-
2003: V.226).
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There is no difference. Even in the dative compound the fi-
nal member will be accented (Joshi and Roodbergen 1969:
209).

There is no need to study the rather complicated reason that Patafijali
adduces to justify the rejection of his critic. All that counts for us at
present is that he does not, here at least, accept different accents as an
argument to choose between different compound formations.

It seems, then, that we are justified in thinking that the accent-based
argument to prove the usefulness of the siitras that prohibit compound
formation with a genitive was invented after Bhartrhari, perhaps by Pu-
rusottamadeva. The Sarvadarsanasamgraha knew the argument but at-
tributed it to Bhartrhari. Was its author (or his informers) perhaps more
comfortable with the thought that the argument went back to Bhartrha-
ri, whom he held in high esteem, rather than to Purusottamadeva, who
was a Buddhist?

Abbreviations

MBh. MahaBhasya Kielhorn 1962-1972

VP.  Vakyapadiya Rau 1977, Subramania Iyer
1983

vt.  varttika of Katyayana Kielhorn 1962-1972
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