4. Does Paninian grammar have (a) history?

Johannes Bronkhorst

If one were to ask a modern Pandit to give a brief outline of the history of Paninian
grammar, he is likely to mention primarily three names: Panini, Katyayana, and
Patarijali.! These three scholars, he will add, were held in high regard by subse-
quent tradition, which gave the highest authority to the last of these three, and
somewhat less to each preceding one: yathottaram munitrayasya pramanyam “the
later the Muni, the greater his authority”.? After these three, there are many names
but little of substance that changes.?

This traditional understanding leaves place for something like historical change
from Panini to Patafijali, and virtually none for the period after Patafijali. There
have been modern scholarly studies trying to show that Patafijali’s understanding
of Panini was not always correct, implying that some kind of historical develop-
ment had indeed taken place between the two. I think here primarily of Paul Ki-
parsky’s (1979) discovery that Panini’s terms for optionality (mainly va, vibhasa,
and anyatarasyam) are not synonyms but express different preferences for certain
derived forms. I also mention the new interpretation, or rather interpretations,
of Panini’s term asiddha.* Furthermore, I myself have argued that Katyayana and
especially Patafjali, most probably under the influence of new developments in
Buddhist scholasticism, tried to fit grammatical derivations into an altogether dif-
ferent straitjacket, very different from what Panini had intended.® In these and oth-

1 JanE.M. Houben (2015: 149) observes: “To my knowledge, all major current specialists
of Paninian grammar, in India and in the ‘West’, go back, directly or indirectly, to a
single school within the tradition of Paninian grammar, the one founded by Bhattoji
Diksita in the early seventeenth century — ca. 2000 years after Panini — and completed
and perfected by Nagesa in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth century.”

2 KieLHORN 1876: 53 n. *, referring to Kaiyata on P. 1.1.29 (I p. 217).

3 The most complete presentation of Sanskrit grammarians (though with sometimes

doubtful dates assigned to them) is still YupHisTHIRA MIMAMSsAKA’s Samskrta Vyakarana-

Sastra ka Itihasa (1973; in Hindji).

BronkHORST 1980; 1984 ; 1989; Kiparsky 1982; 1987.

5 BronkHORsT 20044a; 2016: § 111.3.2.

W



84 Johannes Bronkhorst

er cases, it is claimed that the understanding of Panini’s grammar had changed
at the time of Patafjali.

There are also claims that Patafijali no longer knew Panini’s text as originally
pronounced, and that he was no longer acquainted with its original accentuation.
As I have shown elsewhere (BronkHORST 2009; 2016: Appendix VII), these claims
are not based on firm evidence.

According to the traditional picture, nothing much changed after that. In my
opinion, this picture is not correct. For perhaps as many as one thousand years,
grammatical thought in the Paninian tradition explored various directions. Gram-
marians did not feel bound to accept the authority of Patafijali and went their own
ways. This rich and varied grammatical culture did, however, die out over time
so that by the time of Kaiyata — who perhaps was the first to state yathottaram mu-
nitrayasya pramanyam “the later the Muni, the greater his authority” — grammar in
the tradition of Patafijali had gained the upper hand; grammar in the tradition of
Patafijali had become the orthodox tradition of Paninian grammar. This was about
one thousand years ago. From that date onward, there was, it seems (but see be-
low), no interest any longer in unorthodox grammar, and the texts produced by
unorthodox grammarians were no longer copied with the result that virtually
none of their literary productions have survived.

If there are hardly any surviving texts, how can we find information about these
“unorthodox” grammarians? As so often in historical studies, we depend on bits
and pieces that have survived. In the case of grammar, these bits and pieces take
the shape of changes in Sttrapatha, Dhatupatha and Ganapatha, variant readings,
irregular additions, critical remarks about grammarians who follow their bare rea-
soning, and other such data. I have collected a number of these in various articles.
Some are presented and analysed in my article “On the history of Paninian gram-
mar in the early centuries following Patafijali”, which came out in 1983.° When I
wrote that article, I still believed that the activity of unorthodox grammarians had
largely ceased by the time of Bhartrhari (5" century CE) and certainly before the
Kasika (end of the seventh century; see below), even though the Kasika still contains
traces of earlier unorthodox activity and occasionally disagrees with Katyayana
and Patafijali. Indeed, I argued that there were grammatical commentaries in the
Paninian tradition before the Kasika, and even before the Candravrtti, a Buddhist
grammatical text that extensively drew upon the Paninian tradition.” Subsequent
research showed that also Udbhata, who lived around the year 800 CE, was an
unorthodox grammarian in the Paninian tradition (BronksORsT 2008a). This sug-

6 See also BRONKHORST 2002; 2004; 2008; 2009; 2009a; 2014.
7  See also GornaLL 2011.



Does Paninian grammar have (a) history? 85

gests that unorthodox grammar had not disappeared at the time of Bhartrhari but
was still alive and kicking more than three centuries after him.

In this paper, I wish to look at another bit of information that supports the gen-
eral picture I have been evoking above.® It occurs in Sabara’s Mimamsabhasya on
sttras 3.4.12-13 and Kumarila’s Tantravarttika thereon; this is the co-called Kartr-
adhikarana “the section on the agent”. The question discussed is whether verbal
forms like vadet “one should speak™ are expressive of the agent, as the opponent
claims, or rather of bhavana “productive energy”. This last term, bhavana, is a key
term of Mimamsa, and it does not surprise that Sabara and Kumarila take the po-
sition that bhavana is what verbs express, rather than “agent” (kartr).

The opponent in this discussion is a grammarian, and Kumarila says so ex-
plicitly, even going to the extent of putting the words “I, Panini” (in the genitive:
paniner mama; Tantravarttika on stitra 3.4.13, p. 373, ) in his mouth. This grammar-
ian points out that the verbal suffix in forms like vadet is expressive of “agent”
as indicated by grammatical rules such as lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah (P.
3.4.69). Then there is a maxim that states that “a stem and a suffix together ex-
press the meaning of the suffix” (prakrtipratyayau pratyayartham saha britah), about
which Kumarila’s grammarian says, “that we find neither reasoning (nyaya) nor
a grammarians’ tradition (smarana) that would provide an exception (apavada) to
this general (autsargika) maxim.” Combined, grammatical rule and maxim justify
the position that the whole word vadet is expressive of “agent”.

Both Sabara and Kumarila disagree that Panini’s rules ascribe the meaning
“agent” to the verbal suffix, but both accept the maxim. Sabara and Kumarila ob-
viously assume that the followers of Panini, too, accepted it. This, however, is
problematic. The maxim is explicitly rejected in the Kasika on P. 1.2.56. Indeed,
the maxim and this siitra seem to contradict each other, and the Kasikd maintains
that the stitra was formulated by Panini precisely to reject the maxim. The pas-
sage looks like this:

pradhanapratyayarthavacanam arthasyanyapramanatvat (P. 1.2.56)

asisyam iti vartate | pradhanam samdse kimcit padam, pratyayas tavyadadih, tabhyam
arthavacanam arthabhidhanam anena prakarena bhavatiti parvacaryaih paribhasitam:
pradhanopasarjane pradhandrtham saha britah, prakrtipratyayau sahdartham briita
iti | tat paninir dcaryah pratydcaste | aisyam etad, arthasyanyapramanatoad iti |

8  For details, see YosHmizu 2012.

9 Yosumizu 2012: 556 n. 13 rendering of Tantravarttika on sttra 3.4.12, p. 324, .- na
hy asyautsargikasya nyayasya smaranasya vapavadabhiitam nyayantaram smaranantaram
copalabhyate | tena krttaddhitantavad eva pratyayarthapradhanyam prapnoti ||.
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anya iti $astrapeksaya loko vyapadisyate | sabdair arthabhidhanam svabhavikam na
paribhasikam, asakyatvat, lokata evarthavagatel |

“[Nor should it be taught (53 asisyam)] that the meaning [of a word] is ex-
pressed by the principal member [when the word is a compound] or by the
suffix [when it is a word that consists of a stem and a suffix], because [what
a word means is] determined by something else (i.e., conventional usage).
The word asisyam (‘should not be taught’) is carried over [from stitra 53]. The
principal member (pradhana) is a [constituent] word in a compound; a suffix is
[an ending] such as tavyaT. Earlier preceptors have laid down that the meaning
[of a word] is expressed by these two, in this manner: ‘the principal member
and the subordinate one express the principal meaning together’ and ‘a stem

and a suffix express the meaning together’. The pr tor Panini rejects this [in
this sitra], with the words ‘this should not be taught’ ‘because [what a word

means is] determined by something else’. The ‘something else’ with respect to
the discipline of grammar is said to be conventional usage. The expression of
meaning by words is natural, not laid down [by teachers], because [such arti-
ficial meanings] are not denoted [by words], and because we learn meanings
from conventional usage only.”

It is clear from this passage that the authors of the Kasika thought that the max-
im according to which stem and suffix together express the meaning of the suffix
predated Panini, inducing him to reject it in this stitra.

However, it is more likely, not that the maxim predates Panini, but rather that
this stitra postdates him. P. 1.2.56 belongs to a group of five sttras, about which
ScHAREE (1977: 89 n. 10) says: “The enigmatic sttra-s I 2 53-57 with their argumen-
tative style must be an interpolation, and their tenets point to a different school
of thought. As only the first of them is commented on and mentioned in the
Mahabhasya (Patafijali only), it is likely that the others got into the text later; Patafi-
jali could otherwise hardly have avoided any comment on them.”

We have seen that the Kasika belongs to the revived “orthodox” tradition of
Paninian grammar, even though it preserves some traces of the preceding “unor-
thodox” period. This means that authors who entered into discussion with gram-
marians of the Paninian tradition — if they belonged to a period preceding the
Kasika or perhaps even the first centuries following it — may have discussed with
“unorthodox” Paniniyas. Sabara and Kumarila appear to belong to this category.

Kumarila can be dated to the seventh century.'’ If Yijing’s mention of Jayaditya
as author of what he calls the Vritisiitra is a reference to the Kasika (which is not

10 Crark 2006: 110-111 n. 26; Taser 2005: 163 n. 2.
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certain)," the Kasika existed not only before Yijing’s departure from India in 685,
but presumably before the death of Jayaditya, which, according to Yijing, took
place in 661. Kumarila and the Kasikda may therefore have been roughly contempo-
raneous, which means that Kumarila may have discussed (literally, as Yoshimizu
suggests, or figuratively, through reading and reacting to their works) with gram-
marians who did not in all respects agree with the Kasika, grammarians who still
accepted the maxim that stem and suffix jointly express the meaning of the suf-
fix, and who did not yet know (or recognize) stitra 1.2.56.

To sum up: It appears that preceptors in the Paninian tradition, at some point
in time, taught the maxim that “a stem and a suffix together express the mean-
ing of the suffix”. Other Paniniyas were not pleased and added P. 1.2.56 to the
Astadhyayi. Kumarila was still in discussion with followers of the “earlier precep-
tors” who did not recognize P. 1.2.56.

Interestingly, the maxim rejected in the Kasikd occurs in Patafijali’s Mahabhasya,
in exactly the same form: prakrtipratyayau pratyayartham saha briita[h] (ed. KiIELHORN
vol. I, p. 58,,, ,, under P. 3.1.67 vt. 2). Yosammizu (2012: 558 n. 21) correctly explains
that “Patafijali quotes this maxim to lend support to his opinion that it is impos-
sible for two suffixes applied in succession after one and the same verbal root to
denote two incompatible meanings” and concludes (p. 558) that “he applies it in
a manner different from that of the Mimamsakas.” This does not imply, however,
that Patafijali understood the maxim differently, and I see no reason to think that
he did." This, then, would mean that Patafijali lived and wrote before P. 1.2.56
was inserted into the text of the Astadhyayi.

Why did later Paniniyas, including the authors of the Kasika, give up this max-
im? If it did not give rise to problems before, why should it give rise to problems
afterwards?

I think the answer must be as follows. Accepting the maxim of the semantic
predominance of the suffix meant for the grammarians that in the analysis of a
verb like pacati “he cooks”, “agent” would be the principal meaning, for -ti is pre-
scribed in Panini’s grammar in the sense “agent”. This is indeed the opinion of
Kumarila’s opponent, who even claims to provide proofs for this position."* How-
ever, Bhartrhari and those who follow him do not look upon “agent” as the prin-

11  See BronNkHORST 1990: 140-142.

12 Patafjali appears to attribute to someone else the idea that the verb is the main part of
the sentence. See Mahabhasya (ed. KieLnorn) vol. I, p. 367, (on P. 2.1.1 vt. 9): apara aha
| akhyatam savisesanam ity eva | sarvani hy etani kriyavisesanani |. “Others say: ‘A [finite]
verb with qualifications [makes a sentence]’, simply. For all these [qualifying words]
are qualifications to the action.” (tr. Kanrs 1986: 142 n. 2).

13 See Yosumizu 2012: 566ff.
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cipal meaning of a verb; they rather consider “operation” (vyapara) to be its prin-
cipal meaning, and “operation” is not expressed by the verbal suffix.!* We do not
know whether Bhartrhari was the first to propose this semantic interpretation of
verbs, but it will be useful to recall that this author played a central role in estab-
lishing the “orthodox” tradition of Paninian grammar. If orthodox grammarians
wanted to accept Bhartrhari’s semantic interpretation of verbal forms (whether
introduced by him or by others), they had to abandon the maxim according to
which the suffix provides the principal meaning of a verbal form. The author(s)
of the Kasika, and presumably other orthodox grammarians, did so. Kumarila, on
the other hand, was in discussion with Paniniyas who had not taken this step."
Does this mean that the maxim that stem and suffix together express the mean-
ing of the suffix had now disappeared? This may be true of grammar, but certainly
not of other indigenous traditions. Mimamsa and other schools of thought contin-
ue to invoke the maxim in more recent writings. One example must suffice. The
Sarvadarsanasamgraha, a text from the fourteenth century CE, presents the maxim
in slightly modified form in its chapter on Ramanuja’s philosophy (ch. 4), stating
that a stem and a suffix are jointly expressive with the meaning of the suffix being
more important, excepting the suffix san.'® The suffix saN is added to verbal roots
to form desideratives, and this statement does indeed occur in the discussion of

scribes knowledge, not desire.
Further examples could no doubt be found, but not, perhaps, in grammatical
literature. It appears that unorthodox grammarians had really succeeded in elim-

14  See Vakyapadiya (ed. Rav) 3.8.40—41: bahinam sambhave ‘rthanam kecid evopakarinah |
samsarge kascid esam tu pradhanyena pratiyate || sadhyatvat tatra cakhyatair vyaparah
siddhasadhanah | pradhanyenabhidhiyante phalenapi pravartital || “Where there are many
meanings, some are subsidiary; one, however, is understood to be the principal one
when they are intimately related. (40) In that [situation] activities are expressed, by the
verbs, as principal, because they are what is to be accomplished (sadhya), even though
[the activities themselves], whose means of accomplishment (sddhana) are [already]
accomplished (siddha), are urged forward by the result. (41)”.

15 Note that Kumarila’s Tantravarttika on sttra 3.4.13 (p. 352
Patanjali’s Mahabhasya.

16 Sarvadarsanasamgraha (ed. ABHYANKAR) p. 121,,. 313-315: prakrtipratyayau pratyayartha-
pradhanyena saha brita itah sano ‘nyatreti vacanabalad icchaya isyamanapradhanatoad
isyamanam jiianam iha vidheyam “By force of the statement ‘A stem and a suffix are
jointly expressive with the meaning of the suffix being most important, excepting
this suffix san’, the knowledge that is being desired is here prescribed, not the desire,
because in a desire the desired item is most important.”

,s.0) 15 acquainted with
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inating this maxim from grammatical literature, and in this way left an important
mark on the further development of grammatical philosophy.

The case just discussed illustrates that new developments that find expression
in the Kasika were sometimes ignored in grammatical discussions that took place
after the composition of that text. The opposite also happened, where a position
maintained in the Kasika is adopted in spite of its being in contradiction with the
Mahabhasya. One example must suffice to show this.

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha makes the following remarks in connection with the
word anusayin (ed. ABHYANKAR p. 363, .. 317-321):
supy ajatau ninis tacchilye (P. 3.2.78) ity atra supiti vartamane punah subgrahan
asyopasarganivrttyarthatvena sopasargad dhator niner anutpatteh | yathakathamcit
tadangikare ‘py aco finiti (P. 7.2.115) iti vrddhiprasaktav atisayyadipadavad
anusayipadasya prayogaprasangat |
“The suffix Ninl cannot be added after a verbal root that is accompanied by a
preverb (as in anu-$7), because the repeated use of suP in the grammatical rule
supy ajatau ninis tacchilye’” even though suP is here also valid from an earlier
stitra,' has the purpose of excluding the use of a preverb. If you accept that
Ninl can somehow be added to a root with preverb, there would be substitu-
tion of vrddhi for the vowel by the rule aco 7initi,"* so that the word used would
be anusayin rather than anusayin, like atisayin.”

This passage shows the influence of the Kasika on P. 3.2.78, which reads: supiti
vartamane punah subgrahanam upasarganivrttyartham. However, this goes against
the interpretation provided by the Mahabhiasya, which gives examples that in-
volve preverbs: pratyasarinyah, udasarinyah. Kaiyata under P. 3.2.78 shows this
disagreement with the Kasika, saying: etena subgrahanam upasarganivrttyartham iti
vrttikaroktam apastam.

The above-quoted remarks in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha are not refuted. This
means that its author accepted their validity, thus implicitly siding with the Kasika
against the Mahabhasya.

17  Panini, Astadhyayi 3.2.78: “Affix Ninl occurs to denote ticchilya ‘one’s nature’ after
verbal roots used in conjunction with a pada which ends in a sUP and does not denote
jati ‘class’.” (tr. SHARMA).

18 Viz., Panini, Astadhyayr 3.2.4.

19 Panini, Astadhyayi 7.2.115: “A vowel termed vrddhi comes in place of the vowel denoted
by iK of an afiga which ends in aC, when an affix marked with N and N follows.” (tr.
SHARMA).
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One final question: When did this tradition of “unorthodox” Paninian gram-
mar - i.e., Paninian grammar that does not take Patafijali as the highest authori-
ty — come to an end? Or perhaps rather, did it ever come to an end? We saw that
Udbhata represented this tradition around the year 800. It is possible that the
Prakriya-Sarvasva of Narayana Bhatta of Melputtiir, a text from around 1600, be-
longs to this same tradition. This is a text to which Jan Houben has drawn attention
in some recent publications (Housen 2012; 2015). As Houben explains, Narayana
protests against the role of authority attributed to Panini, Katyayana, and Patafi-
jali, and is even unwilling to lend more authority to Panini than to other gram-
marians such as Candra and Bhoja. The lack of evidence so far does not allow me
to state with confidence that Narayana continued the unorthodox tradition dis-
cussed above. Perhaps he did, or perhaps he rather acted independently.

Appendix

By way of conclusion, I wish to draw attention to some consequences of our reflec-
tions. On some occasions, scholars have tried to date a text on the basis of assumed
quotations from the Kasika. Wezler and Motegi, for example, in their edition of the
Yuktidipika, date this text to around 700 CE because, they claim, it quotes a pas-
sage from the Kasika. However, the quoted sentence does not mention the Kasika
by name and is so short, and so general, that all one can conclude from it is that
the Yuktidipika quoted a line from a commentary in the Paninian tradition. Since
I have already pointed out that such commentaries existed before the Kasika, it
can no longer be concluded with certainty that the Yuktidipika is more recent than
that text (BRonkHORST 2003).

Something similar happens in a recent reflection on the date of Jajjata, the earli-
est known commentator on the Carakasamhita. In support of a date in the seventh-
eighth century CE, Zysk and Yamashita (2018: 4) show that Jajjata’s commentary
contains a quoted verse that is found in both the Kasika and the Candravrtti. They
state that “it would appear that Jajjata’s verse derives from one or the other gram-
matical works” (sic), and, given that the Candravrtti was composed in about the fifth
century or a little later, they conclude that “[i]t confirms that Jajjata cannot be be-
fore the fifth century.” They go further, saying: “given the general Brahmanic ori-
entation of his commentary, it would seem most likely he was familiar with [the]
Kasikavrtti, placing his date earliest in the seventh century or slightly thereafter.”

I do not deny that Jajjata may have lived in the seventh century or later, but
the arguments here provided suggest nothing of the kind. If there was a commen-
tary (or several of them) on Panini’s grammar from which both the Kasika and the
Candravrtti borrowed the verse concerned, then Jajjata may have borrowed the
verse from that same source. He must then have lived after that commentary. Since
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that commentary was composed, ex hypothesi, before the time of the Candravrtti,
and therefore before the fifth century, nothing compels us to believe that “Jajjata
cannot be before the fifth century.”

References

Primary sources

Bhartrhari (Vakyapadiya): Vakyapadiya. WiLHELM Rau. [Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde
des Morgenlandes. XLII, 4]. Wiesbaden 1977.

Kaiyata (Mahabhasyapradipa). See Patafjali (2).

Kumarila Bhatta (Tantravarttika): Tantravarttika. KASINATHA VASUDEVASASTRI
AsHYAMKARA and GANESASASTRI Josl. Second edition. [Anandasrama Sanskrit Se-
ries. 97]. Pune 1971-1981. 7 parts.

P.: Paninian sutra.

Panini, Astadhyayt with the Kasika commentary. BaLa SasTri. Benares 1898.

Patanjali (Vyakarana-Mahabhasya):

(1) Vyakarana-Mahabhasya. F. KieLnorN. Third edition. Poona 1962-1972.
(2) Vyakarana-Mahabhasya with Kaiyata’s Pradipa and Nagesa Bhatta’s Uddyota.
(No name of editor). Vol. 1. Delhi 1967.

Sabara (Mimamsabhasya): For the edition, see Kumarila Bhatta: Tantravarttika.

Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Sarva-darsana-samgraha of Sayana-Madhava, edited with
an original commentary in Sanskrit by ... MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA VASUDEV SHAS-
TRI ABHYANKAR. (First published in 1924.) Third edition seen through the press
by T. G. Mamkar. [Government Oriental Series. Class A, No. 1]. Poona 1978.

Secondary sources

BrONKHORST 1980: JoHANNES BRONKHORST, Asiddha in the Astadhyayl: a misunder-
standing among the traditional commentators? Journal of Indian Philosophy 8
(1980): 69-85.

— 1983: »., On the history of Paninian grammar in the early centuries following
Patanjali. Journal of Indian Philosophy 11 (1983): 357-412.

— 1984: ., Review of Kiparsky 1982. Indo-Iranian Journal 27 (1984): 309-314.

—1987: ., Three Problems Pertaining to the Mahabhasya. [Post-Graduate and Re-
search Department Series. No. 30. “Pandit Shripad Shastri Deodhar Memorial
Lectures” (Third Series)]. Poona 1987.

— 1989: b., What is asiddha? Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 70
(1989): 309-311.

— 1990: ., Varttika. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 34 (1990): 123-146.



92 Johannes Bronkhorst

— 1994: 0., A note on Patafjali and the Buddhists. Annals of the Bhandarkar Orien-
tal Research Institute 75 (1994): 247-254.

— 2002: D, The Candra-vyakarana: some questions. In: Indian Linguistic Studies:
Festschrift in Honor of George Cardona. Ed. by Mapnav M. DesHpANDE and PE-
TER E. Hook. Delhi 2002: 182-201.

— 2002a: 0., Patafijali and the Buddhists. In: Buddhist and Indian Studies in Hon-
our of Professor Sodo Mori. Hamamatsu 2002: 485-491.

— 2003: ., Review of Yuktidipika: The Most Significant Commentary on the
Samkhyakarika, critically edited by ALsrecHT WEZLER and SHUJUN MotecL. Vol.
L. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 153.1 (2003): 242-247.

—2004: 1., More on the sources of the Kasika. In: Problems in Vedic and Sanskrit
Literature. Ganesh Umakant Thite Felicitation Volume. Ed. by MAITREYEE DEsh-
PANDE. Delhi 2004: 47-54.

— 2004a: ., From Panini to Patafijali: the search for linearity. [Post-graduate and
Research Department Series. 46]. Pune 2004.

— 2008: m., A note on Kashmir and orthodox Paninian grammar. In: Linguistic
Traditions of Kashmir. Essays in memory of pandit Dinanath Yaksha. Ed. by
MRiNAL KaurL and AsHok AkLUJKAR. New Delhi 2008: 271-280.

— 2008a: ., Udbhata, a grammarian and a Carvaka. In: Linguistic Traditions of
Kashmir. Essays in memory of pandit Dinanath Yaksha. Ed. by MrinaL KauL
and AsHok AkLUJKAR. New Delhi 2008: 281-299.

— 2009: ., Critique et transmission textuelles dans la tradition paninéenne. In:
Ecrire et transmettre en Inde classique. Ed. Gerarp Coras and Gerpr GERSCH-
uEmMER. [Etudes thématiques. 23]. Paris 2009: 269-286.

— 2009a: ., The importance of the Kasika. In: Studies in the Kasikavrtti. The Sec-
tion on Pratyaharas: Critical Edition, Translation and Other Contributions. Ed.
by PascaLe Haag and VINCENZO VERGIANL Firenze 2009: 129-140.

— 2014: ., Deviant voices in the history of Paninian grammar. Bulletin d’Etudes
indiennes 32 (2014): 47-53.

— 2016: ., How the Brahmins Won: From Alexander to the Guptas. [Handbook
of Oriental Studies. 2/30]. Leiden 2016.

CrLark 2006: MATTHEW CLARK, The Dasanami-Samnyasis. The integration of ascetic
lineages into an order. [Brill’s Indological Library. 25]. Leiden 2006.

GornaLL 2011: A. M. GornaLL, Some remarks on Buddhaghosa’s use of Sanskrit
grammar: Possible hints of an unknown Paninian commentary in Buddha-
ghosa’s grammatical arguments. Journal of the Oxford Centre for Buddhist Stu-
dies 1 (2011): 89-107.

Housen 2012: JaN E. M. HouseN, On the bahiranga-rule in Paninian grammar: Nagesa
and Narayana. In: Devadattiyam: Johannes Bronkhorst Felicitation Volume.



Does Paninian grammar have (a) history? 93

Ed. by Francors VOEGELI, VINCENT ELTSCHINGER, DANIELLE FELLER, MARIA P1ERA CAN-
poTTI, BoGpDAN Diaconescu and MALHAR KuLkarnt Bern 2012: 79-105.

— 2015: ., Paninian grammar of living Sanskrit: features and principles of the
Prakriya-Sarvasva of Narayana-Bhatta of Melputtar. Bulletin d ’Etudes Indiennes
32 (2015): 149-170.

Kanrs 1986: Evino Kanrs, Durga on bhava. In: Kalyanamitraraganam. Essays in
Honour of Nils Simonsson. Ed. by Evinp Kangs. [The Institute for Comparative
Research in Human Culture. Series B: Skrifter 70]. Oslo 1986: 115-144.

KieLnorn 1876: Franz KieLHORN, Katydyana and Patanjali. Their relation to each
other, and to Panini. Bombay 1876 (= KieLHorN 1969: 1-64).

— 1969: ., Kleine Schriften. Vol. I. Ed. by WiLaELM Rau. [Glasenapp-Stiftung.
Band 3,1]. Wiesbaden 1969.

Kiparsky 1979: PauL Kiparsky, Panini as a Variationist. Edited by S. D. JosHr. [Pub-
lications of the Centre of Advanced Study in Sanskrit. Class B, No. 6]. Poona
1979 (the date on the cover is 1980).

— 1982: »., Some Theoretical Problems in Panini’s Grammar. [Post-graduate and
Research Department Series. 16]. Poona 1982.

—1987: »., What is siddha? Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 68 (1987)
(Ramakrishna Gopal Bhandarkar 150" Birth-Anniversary Volume): 295-303.
Kutikov 2013: Leonb KuLikov, Language vs. grammatical tradition in Ancient In-
dia: How real was Paninian Sanskrit? Folia Linguistica Historica (Acta Societatis

Linguisticae Europaeae) 34 (2013): 59-91.

MiMAMSAKA 1973: YUDHISTHIRA MIMAMSAKA, Samskrta Vyakarana—ééstra ka Itihasa.
3 volumes. Bahalagadha 1973 (Samvat 2030).

ScHARFE 1977: HARTMUT ScHARFE, Grammatical Literature. [A History of Indian Lit-
erature. 5/2]. Wiesbaden 1977.

SuarMA 1987-2003: Rama Nata SuarMa, The Astadhyayi of Panini. 6 vols. New
Delhi 1987-2003.

TaBer 2005: Joun TaBer, A Hindu Critique of Buddhist Epistemology: Kumarila on
Perception. The “Determination of Perception” chapter of Kumarila Bhatta’s
Slokavarttika. Translation and commentary. London 2005.

Yosumizu 2012: Kiyoraka Yosumizu, Tradition and reflection in Kumarila’s last
stand against the grammarians’ theories of verbal denotation. In: Samskrta-
sadhuta: Goodness of Sanskrit. Studies in Honour of Professor Ashok N. Ak-
lujkar. Ed. by Crixarumt WATANABE, MICHELE DEsMARAIS, and YosHICHIKA HONDA.
New Delhi 2012: 552-586.

Zysk and YamasHITA 2018: KeNNeTH G. Zysk and Tsutomu YaMasHITA. Sanskrit med-
ical scholasticism — Jajjata’s Nirantarapadavyakhya and other commentaries on
the Carakasamhita, Cikitsasthana 2.1. efournal of Indian Medicine 10 (2018): 1-113.



Jianaprasamsa



Studia Indologica Universitatis Halensis

Band 22

Herausgegeben von

Petra Kieffer-Piilz und Andreas Pohlus, Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle-Wittenberg

unter Mitwirkung von Katrin Einicke



Alastair Gornall (ed.)

Jiianaprasamsa

In Praise of Knowledge:
Essays in Honour of E. G. Kahrs

Universitatsverlag Halle-Wittenberg UVHW



Gedruckt mit Mitteln des Seminars fiir Indologie und Stidasienkunde
der Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle-Wittenberg

Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in
der Deutschen Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische
Daten sind im Internet tiber http://dnb.d-nb.de abrufbar.

© Universitatsverlag Halle-Wittenberg, Halle an der Saale 2022

Printed in Germany. Alle Rechte, auch die des Nachdrucks von Ausziigen, der photomechanischen
Wiedergabe und der Ubersetzung, vorbehalten.

Umschlaggestaltung: Horst Stollger — pixzicato, Hannover
Satz und Layout: Computus Druck, Satz & Verlag Dr. Jérn Kobes

ISBN 978-3-86977-254-7



E. G. Kahrs

(Photograph courtesy of Sudeshna Guha)






Tabula Gratulatoria

Anuja Ajotikar
Tanuja Ajotikar
James Benson
George Cardona
Giovanni Ciotti
Whitney Cox
Daniele Cuneo
Hugo David
Mahesh Deokar
Michael S. Dodson
Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern
Studies, University of Cambridge
Marco Ferrante
Camillo Formigatti
Jessica Frazier
Jonardon Ganeri
Gunilla Gren-Eklund
Oskar von Hintiber
Sarah Beth Hunt
Harunaga Isaacson
Stephanie W. Jamison
Yato Kawamura

Varun Khanna

Petra Kieffer-Piilz

Nigel Leask

Julius Lipner

Sir G. E. R. Lloyd

James McHugh

Nina Mirning

Pali Text Society

Alessandra Petrocchi

Queens’ College, University of Cam-
bridge

Kapil Raj

Ulrike Roesler

Martin A. Ruehl

Alexis Sanderson

Mark Singleton

Mishka Sinha

Peter Skilling

Prods Oktor Skjeerve

Rebecca Small

Péter-Déniel Szant6

Vincent Tournier



