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EXPLORING THE SADDANITI

1. Introduction

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

Devoted to the study of their canon, Theraväda Buddhists
produced a number of grammars of the Pali language. The
Kaccäyanavyäkarana or Kaccäyanappakarana, named after its author
Kaccäyana about whom we know nothing, was composed in Ceylon
some time after Buddhaghosa, who clearly does not know of it, and
before its earliest known commentary, the Mukhamattadlpam, written in
probably the eleventh century.1 It is obviously influenced by the Päninian

* First and foremost I wish to express my gratitude to Prof. K.R. Norman who
asked me to lecture on the Saddaniti during the academic year 1989-90. My
sincere thanks are also due to the other two faithful auditors of those lectures,
Drs M. Cone and J.D. Smith. The three of them provided extremely valuable
criticism, thoughtful suggestions, and indispensable encouragement.
Furthermore, I would like to thank Prof. Norman for patiently and generously
answering the many queries I have had in the course of writing this essay. Last
but not least I gratefully thank Dr J.W. Benson who read through a previous draft
and offered valuable comments. The no doubt numerous errors and inaccuracies
which still remain are of course my own responsibility, as are the interpretations
and views put forward.
1 K.R. Norman 1983:164.
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E.G. Kahrs2

tradition and by the Kätantra) The Kaccäyana grammar triggered off a
long tradition of commentaries, as well as a series of expanded, revised
versions of it such as the Rüpasiddhi and the Bälävatära.

Later another school emerged in Ceylon, a school separate from
that of Kaccäyana, through the work of Moggalläna or Moggaläyana
who composed his Moggallänavyäkarana or Saddalakkhana during the
reign of Parakkamabähu in Anurädhapura, that is, some time between
1 153 and 1 186. K.R. Norman (1983: 165), referring to G.P. Malalasekara
(1928:186), informs us that the colophon of the work says that it was
composed after Parakkamabähu had purged the Sangha of all heretical
monks, an event which can be dated to 1165. Drawing upon earlier Pali
grammars and the sources built upon by them, the Moggallänavyäkarana
is also heavily influenced by Candragomin.

As a third major work on Päli grammar we find the Saddaniti of
Aggavamsa. According to M.H. Bode (1909:16), this Burmese monk
completed his monumental work in the kingdom of Pagan in the year
1 154.1 2 Bode also claims that the work was taken to Ceylon: “A few years
after its completion the thera (‘elder’) Uttaräjiva left Pagan and crossed
the sea to visit the celebrated Mahävihära, taking with him a copy of the
Saddaniti, which was received with enthusiastic admiration, and declared
superior to any work of the kind written by Sinhalese scholars”
(z'WJ.:17).3 It may seem surprising that such a celebrated work did not

1 See R.O. Franke 1902:14-20; Norman 1983:163. L. Renou (1957:129), on the
other hand, points out that Kaccäyana’s adherence to the Kätantra “n’est pas
constante”.
2 M.C. Duroiselle (1905:147, note 1) informs us that Forchhammer gives the
year as 1156 but claims that Aggavamsa himself gives the date as 1154. Recently,
Tin Lwin (1991 ?) has questioned this, claiming that “nowhere in the Saddaniti is
given its dates” and that the introductory gäthäs are missing in all manuscripts
available to us (p. 124). He concludes, somewhat confusingly, that the Saddaniti
“should be placed towards the end of the reign of Cansu II (1173-1210) or
during the first half of the thirteenth century” (p. 126). Intriguing though it is, this
claim would require a more detailed argumentation to be conclusive.
3 Malalasekara (1928:185) gives the Säsanavamsa as the source for this, and
states (ibid. A96): “It was about this time, somewhere about the beginning of



Exploring the Saddaniti 3

form a separate school and that no Päli commentary on it is known to us.* 1

The only thing that resembles a commentary on it is its Burmese nissaya,
a translation type of commentary paraphrasing the Pali text while adding
additional information in Burmese.

While no Päli commentary on the Saddaniti exists, at least the
text itself was made beautifully accessible to modem scholars through the
critical edition of Helmer Smith (1928-30) which he supplemented with
two volumes of tables (1949-66), comprising lists of texts quoted (index
locorum), suttas (index aphorismorum), verbal roots (index radicum),
various elements of word formation (index formantum), the very useful
conspectus terminorum and metricorum, and an index to the whole work
(index verboruiri), which, however, he did not complete.2 Once again the
Saddaniti was well received and highly praised, this time by modem
scholars. Thus, for example, W. Geiger (1916:37 [§50]): “Eine
besondere Stellung in der Wertschätzung der Heimischen Überlieferung
nimmt die Saddaniti des Aggavamsa ein”; B.C. Law (1933:636, note 1):
“It is no doubt a standard work on Päli grammar and philology”; A.K.
Warder (1963:383): “The finest and most comprehensive grammar, and
standard authority on all questions of grammatical analysis”; K.R.
Norman (1983:164): “The greatest of extant Päli grammars is the
Saddaniti”. The only dissident voice in this chorus of unanimous praise
was that of Franke (1902). It is therefore surprising that the Saddaniti has
attracted so little attention among modem scholars, in much the same way

Paräkrama’s regime in A.D. 1165, that the Elder Uttarajiva left Pagan to visit the
celebrated Mahävihära, taking with him, as we saw, a copy of Aggavamsa’s great
work, the Pali Grammar, Sadda-ntti.”
1 Bode (1909:93) claims that Pannäsämi, author of the Säsanavamsa, “at the
request of ‘many of his hearers’ ... wrote a Pali commentary on the first Pali
work that had brought honour to Burmese scholarship, the Saddaniti”. Nowhere
else have I seen any reference to such a commentary and, in fact, I doubt whether
such a work ever existed since Pannäsämi wrote as late as the latter half of the
19th century. It seems rather unlikely that so late a work should have vanished
without trace.
2 The last part (V:2) was completed by N. Simonsson in 1966 on the basis of
notes left behind by Smith.
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as it failed to produce any Pali commentary or to form any separate
school of grammar.

To my knowledge the only Western work published on the
Saddanlti before Smith’s edition is that of Franke (1902:45-52) who
discussed the author, the character of the work, and its sources. The
obvious limitation of Franke’s work is that it is based on the
äkhyätakappa (pariccheda 25) alone.1 Working from notes left behind by
the late Helmer Smith, N. Simonsson completed the last index volume of
Smith’s work in 1966. After that 1 am aware of only three publications
dealing with the Saddanlti in more than passing. A.K. Warder (1967:66—
68) translated two short passages pertaining to metrical problems, and Y.
Ojihara (1971), with a ‘note preliminaire’ by C. Caillat, compared a
chapter of the Saddanlti (kibbidhänakappa, pariccheda 26) with
‘donnees pänineennes’. Ojihara’s work deals mainly in equating sütras
or giving text references and contains no discussion of the material.
Recently, my attention was drawn to an article by Tin Lwin (1991 ?)
which gives a brief, general introduction on the Saddanlti, including its
date and authorship.2 1 am aware that extensive work on the Saddanlti
has been carried out by G. Gren-Eklund in Uppsala. With character-
istically profound scholarship she has also taken the trouble of mastering
the Burmese nissaya, a source 1 am not able to make use of myself. It is
to be hoped that she will publish her work in the near future.

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

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

C’est done dans la conviction que notre pali est une fonction de
celui du 1 2me siecle — et que la connaissance de la philologie
birmane et singalaise de ladite epoque est indispensable ä qui
voudra remonter, ä travers la recension Buddhaghosa-
Dhammapäla, ä un pali d’interet linguistique —, que j’ai
entrepris l’etude de la norme palie enseignee par Aggavamsa
dans les trois volumes qui forment la Saddaniti.1

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

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

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



E.G. Kahrs6

Suttamälä. The first part, the Padamälä, which presents its material in the
form of an elaborate commentary on bhü sattäyäm, the opening entry of a
Päniniya dhätupätha, deals in considerable detail with the morphology of
Päli. The second, the Dhätumälä, is a dhätupätha in eight ganas with
meaning entries and a commentary with examples of derivatives allegedly
attested in the canon. The Suttamälä then is a sütrapätha, giving its
material in the style of Indian grammars, that is, in the form of 1347 short
rules, with a commentary, vrtti (yutti). This arrangement means that lots
of the material is given twice or thrice, a circumstance which does not
necessarily imply that the work is three times as good, only that it is
extremely bulky. If the sheer volume of the Saddanlti is taken into
consideration, it goes without saying that I can only deal with a small
sample section here. I have chosen a chapter from the Suttamälä because
this part of the work is more technical and traditional in its presentation
and thus lends itself to a more stringent analysis and comparison with
other works on Sanskrit and Pali grammar. I have chosen the section on
kärakas because of its recognised importance in Päninian grammar.

In pursuing this investigation I want to raise one basic question:
What kind of a grammar is the Saddanlti ? Is it a good grammar ? This
immediately triggers the question: What is a good grammar anyway ? I
am inclined, for example, to consider a grammar a good grammar if it
takes into consideration as many facts about a language as possible and
treats them in a systematic and economic way. Smith, who edited the text
and thus no doubt knew it better than any other Western scholar, refers to
Ta Systeme de la Saddanlti’ (1928:VI, note 2). Is there such a system ?
Smith also calls it ‘un cours complet de Palie’ (1928:VI). Is it ? Or is it
an open-ended treatment of linguistic facts from the canon in the form of
a slavish parrotting of Sanskrit grammars and Pali grammars based upon
them so that it basically treats Päli as Sanskrit ? O.H. Pind (1990:217-
18) suggests, with reference to an example offered in the Kaccäyanavutti,
that “we are dealing with a tradition which aimed at illustrating the rules
of Päli, not merely by means of Päli translations of examples taken over
directly from Sanskrit grammar, but through genuine canonical



7Exploring the Saddaniti

quotations. This tendency reached its peak with Aggavamsa, who is
claimed, by the author of the Kaccäyanavannanä, to have based his
grammar on the Päli” (my emphasis). Once more, the question here is to
what extent they found Päli quotations to suit their rules or whether they
really wrote their grammars on the basis of the Päli canon. And this leads
to the most fundamental question of all: What purpose was the Saddaniti
meant to serve ?

All these questions, moreover, link up with the question of
influence, so I will in what follows also try to investigate in detail
possible sources for the grammatical statements Aggavamsa brings
forward. Already Franke (1902:50) pointed out the strong influence of
Kaccäyana and the fact that Aggavamsa made use of “der in Senart’s
Kacc. -Ausg. mitgedruckte Comm, in seiner ganzen Ausdehnung”.1

Smith (1928:VI), on the other hand, stresses that the Padamälä is a
‘critique assez severe des preceptes de Kaccäyana’. But there can be no
doubt that Aggavamsa was strongly indebted to Kaccäyana in as much as
he included all of the Kaccäyana rules and most of the vutti in the
Suttamälä. Franke (z7>z'J.:51) claims influence also from Moggalläna, but
this becomes more than doubtful if the Saddaniti was composed in 1154
and Moggalläna wrote after 1165.2

Among Sanskrit sources Franke (z7>zW.:51-52) claims that
Aggavamsa drew on Pänini and the Käsikävrtti and that he at least knew
the Kätantra, or, in Franke’s own words, ‘das Kätantra hat Aggav.
mindestens gekannt’. But that is not certain if Aggavamsa relied heavily
on Kaccäyana and Kaccäyana knew the Kätantra. This, again, brings up
the difficult question of transmission: In what form did Päli authors have
access to previous works ? When they quote a text they sometimes quote

1 1 take this commentary to be a vrtti included by the author himself, in the very
same manner as Aggavamsa has written a vrtti on his own rules in the Saddaniti.
Aggavamsa considers the vrtti to be by Kaccäyana and thus part of the text. This
is evident from the fact that he quotes from the vrtti and refers the quotation to
Kaccäyana, e.g. 699,2 (cf. 2.6.1.11 below).
2 See, however, Tin Lwin (1991 ?); p. 2, note 2 above.
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it in a form slightly different from the one in which we have it. Were they
quoting from memory and making mistakes, were they simply sloppy, or
did they have a different text ? And in the case of the grammarians
quoting from Sanskrit works, did they have access to the texts
themselves or to someone around them saying: ‘I read that text twenty
years ago and seem to remember The attitude towards Other
grammarians did not change that much from Buddhaghosa to
Aggavamsa. They both had some knowledge of the works of the
Sanskrit grammarians, but not necessarily any systematic or full know-
ledge. Thus, when C. Caillat (1971:83) points to L. Renou’s invitation ‘ä
determiner exactement comment, et dans quelle mesure, les descriptions
anciennes du Sanskrit ont ete imitees par les docteurs des ecoles
grammaticales palies et prakrites dans les traites qu’ils ont consacres au
moyen-indien’, she raises a complex issue indeed. And important as this
task is, I can at present see no solution to the problems involved. But a
text should certainly be investigated with these questions in mind.

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

On a des raisons de penser que le Sanskrit fut connu en
Birmanie avant le päli. Le birman du Xe et du XIe siecles, alors
que le päli venait tout recemment d’etre importe de Thaton ä
Pagan et n’etait connu que de 1’elite des moines, ne laisse aucun
doute ä cet egard: car dans les inscriptions de 1’epoque se
rencontrent des mots clairement derives du Sanskrit, et non pas
seulement des termes techniques, mais des mots qui devaient
etre dejä d’un usage courant, tels que, par example, prassad, du
skt. präsäda, le päli etant päsäda', Sakra = skt. Sakra (p.
Sakka). Apres son introduction, le päli fut etudie avec ardeur, et
le premier fruit de ces etudes, un siede environ apres la chute de
Thaton, fut le Saddaniti, une grammaire du Tipitaka est la plus
comprehensive qui existe. ... Il est done plausible de supposer
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que le Sanskrit existait ä Pagan des le XIe siecle au moins et y
etait scientifiquement etudie avant le päli, puisque le premier
ouvrage en cette langue ecrit en Birmanie se fonde sur la
grammaire sanskrite pour expliquer quelques formes pälies.

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

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

In Päninian grammar the term käraka (lit.: ‘doer; accomplisher’)
applies to direct participants in actions.1 Such participants are assigned to
a set of six käraka categories which in Panini’s grammar are defined in
the following order:2 apädäna ‘stable point when there is movement
away’, sampradäna ‘recipient; indirect goal’,3 karana ‘instrument’,
adhikarana ‘locus’, karman ‘object; goal’, and kartr ‘agent’. Moreover,
a subcategory of agent is defined, namely hetu, the causal agent. The
abstract syntactic level at which kärakas are introduced in the grammar
serves to mediate between the levels of semantics and morphology. By
this device Panini is able to account for the relationship between possible
semantic choices on the side of the speaker and some basic features of
Sanskrit syntax and morphology. In practice, the advantage is that at the
abstract syntactic level of kärakas these structures can be treated as
identical and thus share operations. For example, a passive sentence is in
no way derived from an active sentence. Both are simply alternative
manifestations of what at the underlying abstract käraka level is
represented as the same idea. This means that in the process of derivation
the starting point is semantics, semantics here including such features as
past, present, and future time, active, passive or stative voice, and the
participants in actions.

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

1 On käraka in Paninian grammar, see, for example, G. Cardona 1967; 1974;
1976:215-24; 1988:160-62; S.D. Joshi and J.A.F. Roodbergen 1975;
P. Kiparsky 1982.
2 Rules A 1.4.24-55.
3 As G. Cardona has rightly pointed out (1976:340, note 273; 1988:168-69), the
terms apädäna and sampradäna do not easily lend themselves to any one
translation. The apädäna category, for example, includes a stable point when
there is movement away, an object of fear, etc.
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be said to signify agents and objects in relation to activities and can thus
be treated according to what they at this level have in common. By rule
3.4.69 Iah karmani ca bhäve cakarmakebhyah an L-suffix is added to a
verbal root to denote — in addition to the agent (kartari, rule 3.4.67) —
the object, or, in the case of verbal roots which are objectless (akarmaka,
that is, intransitive verbs), the mere activity expressed by the verbal root
(bhäva, lit.: ‘being’). Moreover, these L-suffixes serve to mark tenses.
For example, rule 3.2.110 lun teaches that the aorist L-suffix IUN is
added after a verbal root (3.1.91 dhätoh) when the action refers to the
general past (3.2.84 bhüte). These abstract L-suffixes are subsequently
replaced by finite verbal endings or by participial suffixes.

When the relevant semantic choices have been considered on the
side of the speaker, the abstract syntactic level of kdrakas and la-käras is
sorted out. The correct distribution of case endings and finite verbal
endings is then accounted for in the surface syntax of a Sanskrit sentence
by means of operational rules. By letting sentences be subject to shared
operations at the abstract syntactic level, Panini is able to account for the
relationship between semantics and case endings, between sentences with
finite verbs in the active, passive or impersonal passive (stative) voice,
and between sentences containing finite verbs and nominal sentences.
Moreover, he succeeds in accounting for syntactic problems pertaining to
such areas as control1 and ellipsis.2

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

1 That is, the problem of accounting for the implied agents and objects of non-
finite verbal form such as absolutives and infinitives. Consider, for example, the
shift of agent in the case of absolutives as illustrated by the two English
sentences: ‘Having arrived in the village, John cooked the rice’, and ‘Having
arrived in the village, the rice was cooked by John’.
2 That is, the problems arising from the fact that words may be elided in
sentences, as for example in sa vrksam chinatti and vrksam chinatti, both
meaning ‘he cuts the tree’.
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stages. My intention here is simply to give the skeleton of the procedure,
so I do not list the rules which map level (1) onto level (2) or level (2)
onto level (3), nor do I list the conditions which affect these rules at level
(2) and level (3).

(1) Semantic level introducing the participants in the action of cutting:
purusa (svatantra, the independent participant) 4. V rksa (fpsitatama,

that which is most desired by the agent) 4. chid + IAT (yartamäna, present
time)

(2) Abstract syntactic level; participants assigned to karaka categories:
purusa (-karlr ) + vrksa (hrmari) + -Jchid+IAT (kartari)

or.
purusa r) + vrksa (karman) 4. slc hid+lAT (karmani)

(3) Surface level of morphology:
purusa + sU + vrksa + am + de hid + SaP + tiP —> puruso

vrksam chinatti)
or

vrksas chidyate

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

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

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

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

It is of course possible to write a grammar without introducing
the notion of kärakas. Candragomin, the famous Buddhist grammarian,
cut out the level of kärakas completely.2 For Panini the introduction of

1 For an overview of such core paradigms of Sanskrit syntax, see P. Kiparsky
1982:2-3.
2 For a discussion of what this implies and which is the better procedure,
Panini’s or Candragomin’s, see S.D. Joshi and J.A.F. Roodbergen 1975:xvi-xix.
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kärakas is a technical device serving a distinct theoretical purpose. When
this purpose disappears, what then ? This raises the question of why
Aggavamsa retained them when his grammar in this respect is not in any
sense derivational or generative.

2. The kär aka -section of the Suttamälä

Aggavamsa deals with kärakas in several places.1 1 have chosen
the more formal part which is given in pariccheda 22 of the Suttamälä. I
shall confine myself to the section of this pariccheda which deals with
kärakas proper, that is, suttas 547-73 (690,30-71 1,23), but it is
noteworthy that the section on kärakas is immediately followed by his
treatment of the functions assigned to the genitive and the vocative, and
by his treatment of case endings.

2.1 Preliminaries

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

Ito param sasambandham vibhattippabhavam chadhä
kärakam vibhajitväna pavakkhämi, sunätha me.

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

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

Under this interpretation I have taken vribhaj to mean ‘divide’.
One may, however, take it in the slightly more general sense of ‘analyse’.
In that case vibhajitväna would be more exclusively linked to kärakam,
and one could translate: ‘ ... while analysing käraka, along with the
[general] relation, as something which has its origin in case suffixes
[and] is sixfold, I shall [now] explain [it] ...’. But several problems
present themselves. The first is whether to interpret the absolutive
vibhajitväna as referring to the past or to the present, in other words, to
decide whether Aggavamsa considers himself as having already, in
previous parts of his work, analysed kärakas as stated in the verse, or
whether he is now “analysing” them in this way and is about to explain
them in detail. This problem could only be settled if it could be
established that he has previously analysed the concept of käraka in a
similar way. If not, I think it would be justified to claim that he means to
give a broad definition before explaining it further in what follows.

Three other problems are raised by the three attributes ascribed
to the word kärakam in the verse, sasambandham, vibhattippabhavam,
and chadhä. The first is how to interpret sasambandham. One possible
interpretation would be that a käraka is something which has a relation.
The relation (sambandha) alluded to under this interpretation I would
take to be the relation of a käraka to an action. That such a relation holds
is stated clearly in the subsequent paragraph (691,5-6): Kiriyäbhisam-
bandhalakkhanam kärakam, ‘a käraka is that which is characterized by a
relation1 to an action’. This view would be supported also by a passage
such as the following (20,29-30):

1 The terms sambandha and abhisambandha have been discussed by
A. Aklujkar who concludes that “no technical or grammatical distinction of any
kind exists between sambandha and abhisambandha” (1989:303). He goes on:
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Kärakam iti kammakattubhävä, te hi upacäramukhya-
sabhävavasena karonti karanan ti ca käraka ti [ca] vuccanti', te
ca yathäkkamam kiriyänimittatamsädhakatamsabhävä ti
veditabbä.

‘käraka’:* 1 that is, the object, the agent, and bhäva (‘being; state
of action; the verbal process’),2 for these do3 [something] by
force of their being [in relation to the verbal activity] secondary,
primary, or [its] very nature [respectively], and4 they are called
[partly] doing5 and [partly] kärakas.6 And these should be

“The appearance of, and to some extent the preference for, abhisambandha when
its equally non-technical colleague sambandha can convey its meaning seems to
be due to the sensitivity which early Sanskrit authors had for the shades of
meaning expressed by the upasargas or prefixes. As the situation was probably
perceived as one in which word ‘X’ turned to thing ‘x’ or word ‘Y’ for effecting
a connection, it was perhaps felt that an addition of the prefix abhi, which
indicates ‘facing’ or ‘looking in the direction of,’ was appropriate” {ibid ).
1 This passage deals with käraka as the second of three äkhyätappavatti
‘functions of a finite verb’, the other two being käla ‘time’ and purisa ‘person’.
2 Aggavarnsa gives the following definition of bhäva (8,3—4): Evam sante pi
bhävo näma kevalo bhavanalavanapacanädiko dhätuattho yeva, ‘nevertheless
bhäva is nothing but the meaning of the verbal root itself, such as “being”,
“cutting”, “cooking”.’ Thus already Yaska {Nirukta 1.1): bhävapradhänam
äkhyatam, ‘a verb is that which has bhäva as its predominant notion’.
3 karonti seems to be a kartrsädhana analysis of käraka: cf. 691,4.
4 The syntax here is peculiar. Another iti after karonti would yield the inter-
pretation: ‘Because they do something, and because of doing, they are called
kärakas.' That is, karonti refers to kamma and kattar while karana refers to
bhäva.
5 With reference to bhäva.
6 Without the ca expurgated by Smith one may translate: ‘and considering {iti)
[also] “doing” they are called kärakas’. It seems in any case clear that
Aggavarnsa wants to include bhäva as one of three kärakas pertaining to a finite
verb and that he is aware of the problem caused by the fact that bhäva does not in
fact do something, it is mere doing. To get around this he says ‘partly doing,
partly kärakas’. It might even be possible, taking into consideration
Aggavamsa’s inclination to use words in a technical and non-technical sense side
by side, that käraka here means ‘doer’; that is, the passage would define the three
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known respectively as the target of an action,* 1 its accomplisher,
and its very nature.

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

In accord with this last statement, however, the expression
sasambandha could also be taken to refer to the genitive case; that is to
say, one would have to translate: 'käraka along with the [general] relation
[denoted by a genitive]’. Basically, the Sanskrit grammarians consider the
genitive to denote a mere relation, sambandhamätra, but Bhartrhari
includes the relations designated by the word sesa ‘the rest’2 in the
sädhanasamuddesa of his Väkyapadiya.3 This interpretation is also

kärakas as partly doing, partly doers. Smith refers in a note to the following
passage (10,23): Evam sante pi so karanamattattä kärakam-, tathä hi ‘karanam
käro kiriyä, tad eva kärakan' ti bhävassa kärakatä datthabbä, ‘nevertheless, it is
a käraka in as much as it is nothing but doing, for with regard to bhäva the
property of being a käraka has to be considered in accordance with [the maxim ?]
“doing, doer, deed — only that is käraka"'-, cf. 691,16.
1 The expression kiriyänimitta must refer to kamma in the present context, and so
lends itself to a translation ‘that on which the action is directed; target; goal’, but it
seems worthwhile to point out that the sutta defining käraka in the Suttamälä
runs (547): kiriyänimittam kärakam, where the sense seems to be ‘cause of
action’.
2 Panini’s rule 2.3.50 sasthi sese teaches that a genitive case ending is introduced
to denote the rest, sesa. From the previous rules it is clear that this rest is any
relation, sambandha, which is not a fcäraZra-relation. In other words, a genitive
case suffix is introduced to denote any relation sustained between entities, that is
to say, any non-verbal relation in general, such as father-son, master-servant,
part-whole, etc. The fact that two entities are mutually related by their appearance
in a given context is expressed by the genitive case. But the particular type of
relation is not specified.
3 VP 3.7.44: sämänyam kärakam tasya saptädyä bhedayonayah I

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

The problem raised by the interpretation of sasambandha as
including the genitive case is linked with the following one. The second
characteristic of a käraka is said in the verse above to be vibhatti-
ppabhava. This expression too lends itself to various interpretations,
depending first and foremost on how we interpret the word pabhava.
Aggavamsa himself gives us the clue in this case in as much as he has
previously interpreted the word as either bhävasädhana, an action noun
in the sense of ‘an originating, producing, production’, or as
apädänasädhana, a noun denoting that from which something
originates.1 This would mean that kärakas are either something ‘of which

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

VP 3.7.156: sambandhah kärakebhyo 'nyah kriyäkärakapürvakah /
srutäyäm asrutäyäm vä kriyäyäm so 'bhidhiyate //

[By the word sesa ‘rest’] a relation (sambandha) is denoted which is
different from käraka[-re\ations] [but] preceded by an action-[and]-
fcjrafaz[-relation] whether the action [in question] has been heard of or
not.

In as much as it involves a prior kriyäkäraka relation the sesa relation is in one
sense included among kärakas.
1 68,14-16: pabhavo ti, pabhavanam pabhavo acchinnatä; pabhavati etasmä ti vä
pabhavo,yato hi yam kinci pabhavati so pabhavo,‘“pabhava”: originating is
pabhava, by fact of [its] not being cut off; or [it is called] pabhava since
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there is originating in vibhattis', that is ‘which have their origin in
vibhattis' , or that kärakas are something ‘which arise from vibhattis' . It
seems these two interpretations yield more or less the same sense. This
agrees well with one of the six interpretations previously given of vibhatti
(15,4):

kammädayo vä kärake ekavacanabahuvacanavasena vibhajati ti
vibhatti.

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

This interpretation of vibhatti as kartrsädhana would support
the view that kärakas are only treated as a subset of vibhaktis, thus
distorting the whole purpose of introducing kärakas as met with in
Päninian grammar. There the abstract level of kärakas is introduced to
account for the correct distribution of vibhaktis, case endings and verbal
endings.* 1 It is noteworthy in this respect that the expected interpretation
of vibhatti as karmasädhana, as an object of the action denoted by the
verb vibhajati, is met with as well. In fact, two such interpretations are
given, but with completely different senses of vibhajati (15,5-9):

vibhajitabbä nänenä ti pi vibhatti, . . . atha vä sati pi jinasäsane
avibhattikaniddese sabbena sabbam vibhattlhi vinä
atthassäniddisitabbato visesena vividhena vä äkärena bhajanti
sevanti nam panditä ti vibhatti.

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

[something] originates from it, in as much as that which originates from which
[= it], that is pabhava .
1 In Päninian grammar the term vibhakti comprises case endings as well as verbal
endings (A 1.4.104 vibhaktis ca).
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in the words of the Buddha there are expressions without
endings, a meaning cannot be expressed altogether without
endings. Therefore [the word vibhatti can be explained in the
following way]: particularly (visesena) or in many ways
(viyidhena äkärend) the learned devote themselves to (bhajanti),
that is, occupy themselves with (sevun/z)1 it; hence vibhatti.

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

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

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

Evam ettha bhävakattukammakaranäpadänädhikaranavasena
cha sädhanäni pakäsitäni, täni sampadänasädhanena
sattavidhäni bhavanti; tarn pana uttarim ävibhavissati ‘dhanam
assa bhavatü ti Dhanabhüti’ ti ädinä. Icc evam kitakavasena
sabbathä pi sattavidhäni sädhanäni honti,yäni kärakäni ti pi
vuccanti; ito annam sädhanam n ' atthi.

Thus, in this context, the six sädhanas2 have been promulgated
as bhäva, kattar, kamma, karana, apädäna, and adhikarana',

1 cf. Dhätumälä (225): bhaja seväyam.
2 The term sädhana, lit. ‘means; accessory’ (sädhyate 'nena ‘[something] is
realised/accomplished by means of it’), here equals käraka. The term occurs in
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they are sevenfold with that sädhana which is the sampadäna,
but that will become clear later on by [analytic statements] such
as “ ‘let there be (bhavatii) wealth (dhana) for him (assa)’, thus
[he is called] Dhanabhüti”.* 1 This being so, through primary
formations there are [these] sevenfold sädhanas in fact on every
occasion,2 these which are [hence3] also called kdrakas. Any
sädhana other than this does not exist.

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

the Mahäbhäsya but is most readily associated with the Vakyapadiya where it is
the term used for käraka and the name of the section on kdrakas, the
Sädhanasamuddesa.
1 This is equal to ‘let him be the recipient of wealth’. The analysis is repeated
72,22 in the context of the i-käranta (forms ending in the suffix -i). The suffix
seems to be considered as forming bahuvrihi compounds in the masculine in the
sense of assa bhavatu ‘let there be x for him’. Smith indicates that the statement
is a quotation. Whether this is correct or not, it has not been traced as such.
2 That is, ‘in exactly every way; indeed everywhere’, or the idea seems to be that

/-formations realise all of these sädhanas.
3 That is, the /-formations are, so to speak, the missing link which explains
why sädhanas can be called kdrakas and vice versa.
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Äkhyätikapade bhävakärakavohäro niruttinayam nissäya gato, [

atthato pana bhävassa kärakatä nüpapajjati, so hi na kind
janeti na ca kiriyäya nimittam, kiriyänimittabhävo yeva hi
kärakalakkhanam-, iti mukhyato vä hetuto vä bhävassa kärakatä
na labbhati. Evam sante pi so karanamattattä kärakanr, tathä hi
‘karanam käro kiriyä, tad eva kärakan' ti bhävassa kärakatä
datthabbä. Yasmä pana kiriyänimittabhävo yeva käraka-
lakkhanam, tasmä nämikapade kärakalakkhane bhävakärakan
ti vohäram pahäya kattukammakaranasampadänäpä-
dänädhikaranänam channam vatthünam kattukärakam kamma-
kärakan ti ädivohäro kariyati veyyäkaranehi. Evam nirutti-
nayam nissäya vuttam bhävakärakan ca dve ca kamma-
kattukärakäni ti kärakattayam bhavati taddipakan cäkhyätika-
padam tikärakam.

The practice of referring to [such a category as] bhävakäraka in
the case of verbal words proceeds1 2 following the conventions of
nirutti,3 but in fact the property of being a käraka does not

1 Ce kato.
2 Or: ‘has come about’. The reading gato seems at first sight a little problematic.
Ce reads kato which would be preferable. But it might well be that various forms
of Skt. 'Isri lend themselves to periphrastic constructions with various forms of
'I gam; cf. the Buddhist tisarana: buddham saranam gacchämi, etc.
3 The term niruttinaya is problematic and has to be examined more closely. Smith
(1928:VI, note 2) points out the necessity of studying the notion of naya which
occurs so frequently in the Saddanlti and which, in his words, is ‘fondamentale
pour le Systeme de la Saddaniti’. Smith refers in this context to Franke (1902:45,
note 1). Smith has chosen to print the word niruttinaya with an upper case N,
thus apparently indicating that it refers to a particular corpus of Pali grammatical
texts identified in his Conspectus terminorum (= CT) 7.1.2.2 as ‘la doctrine du
Niruttapitaka, etc. (Index A 5.0.1 ... 5.0.4)’. The texts he mentions in Index A
(Index Locorum) are the Niruttipitaka, Cullanirutti, (Maha)nirutti, and
Niruttimahjüsä. The same four texts are listed by Smith in the bibliography of his
Epilegomena to Vol. I of the CPD as items 5.0.1-5.0.4 (5. Philology, 5.1-5.3
Grammar), but the only references to them are the ones occurring in the
Saddaniti. This fact makes the reasoning here circular, and the references in the
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apply to bhäva, for neither does it (= bhäva) produce anything,
nor is it the cause of [any] action, and the property of being the
cause of an action is the one and only defining characteristic of a
käraka! Therefore the property of being a käraka does not
apply to bhäva, for it is neither the source2 nor the cause [of an

Saddanlti to niruttinaya have to be identified before one is able to place within the
grammatical tradition the texts mentioned. Likewise the concept of nirutti has to
be carefully examined. Smith (CT 7.1.2.2) does also give nirukta in the sense of
what I prefer to translate as ‘semantic analysis’ as the meaning of niruttinaya.
The expression niruttinayam nissäya may thus be equivalent to a Sanskrit
niruktyanusarena ‘following the nirukta method’. And indeed it seems to me
more likely that niruttinaya here refers to a particular tradition of grammar or
grammatical method in accordance with a Pali tradition of nairuktas', cf. in this
respect the pancavidham niruttam, Smith CT 7.2.1: ‘phoneme intercale, echange,
modifie ou tombe, sens elargi vannägama, vannavipariyäya, vannavikära,
vannanäsa, atthätisayayoga’. This “fivefold nirukta" is known also from Sanskrit
sources through a verse quoted by Durga in his commentary on the Nirukta (ed.
Bhadkamkar 1918:32) and in the Käsikä on A 6.3.109:

varnägamo varnaviparyayas ca dvau cäparau varnavikäranäsau /
dhätos tadarthätisayena yogas tad ucyate pancavidham niruktam //

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

Aggavamsa builds on the idea of atthätisaya for one of his interpretations of the
term dhätu (2,6): atthätisayayogato parattham pi dhäretl ti dhätu, ‘because it is
connected with extension of meaning, [according to the analysis:] “it carries
(possesses; constitutes; dhäreti) also the meaning of something else”, hence [it is
called] dhätu’. Pointing out that Buddhaghosa alludes to the above verse in his
Visuddhimagga (210,30) and thus making it clear that it is well established in
exegetical traditions, O.H. Pind (1989:40-42) claims that the first complete Päli
version of it is to be found in Upasena’s commentary on the Niddesa.
1 This reflects the definition of käraka offered in § 547: Jariyänimittam kärakam.
See below.
2 The underlying form of the word mukhyato I consider to correspond to Skt
maukhya. The expression here refers back to the first alternative of the preceding
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action]. Nevertheless, it is a käraka in as much as it is nothing
but doing,* 1 for with regard to bhäva the property of being a
käraka has to be considered in accordance with [the maxim ?]
‘doing,2 doer, deed — only that is käraka' . But since the
condition of being the cause of an action is the one and only
defining characteristic of käraka, then, in the case of nominal
words the defining characteristic of which is käraka,3 the
grammarians, abandoning the practice of referring to a
bhävakäraka, adopt the practice of referring to kattukäraka,
kammakäraka, etc. for the six entities kattar (agent), karma
(object), karana (instrument), sampadäna (recipient), apädäna
(stable point when there is movement away), and adhikarana
(locus). Thus it has been stated, following the conventions of
nirutti, that the bhävakäraka and the two kärakas agent and
object constitute a triad of kärakas, and the verb with [its] three
kärakas illustrates this.

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

sentence, that is, that bhäva does not produce anything nor is the cause of an
action.
1 The word karana here interpreted as bhävasädhana, as an action noun of 'Ikr.
2 It may be that karana here has the sense of ‘instrument’ and that Aggavarnsa’s
interpretation of karana as bhävasädhana is not fully justified. It would be useful
if the quotation — if it is a quotation — could be traced.
3 I consider an interpretation as a bahuvrlhi the only one possible for the
compound kärakalakkhane.
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formations) there are [these] sevenfold kärakas' reveals that in that
passage at least he has in mind verbal nouns viewed in isolation.

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

Akkharacintakä pana thiyate bhüyate ti ädisu bhävavisayesu
karanavacanam eva payunjanti “nanu näma pabbajitena
sunivatthena bhavitabbam supärutena äkappasampannenä” 1 ti
ädisu viyw, tasmä tesam mate tena ubbhaviyate ti karana-
vacanena yojetabbam,jinamate pana “so bhüyate”2 ti ädinä
paccattavacanen’ eva. Saccasamkhepappakarane hi Dhamma-
päläcariyena, Niddesapäliyam pana Dhammasenäpatinä,
Dhajaggasutte Bhagavatä ca bhävapadam paccatta-
vacanäpekkhavasen’ uccäritam.

Now, grammarians3 employ only the instrumental case in the
domain of bhäva, such as thiyate, bhüyate, etc., as in: ‘surely a
wandering monk should be4 well dressed, properly covered,

1 The quotation — if it is a quotation — has not been traced.
2 Sacc 63d.
3 Literally: ‘syllable-ponderers’. It is not clear to me whether this term has any
derogatory connotations, or whether he tries to distance himself from such a
category.
4 Literally: ‘by a wandering monk it should be ... ’. It is not surprising that he
resorts to the frequently occurring future passive participle to illustrate a bhäva-
construction, here “properly” constructed with the instrumental case.
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suitably attired’, etc. Therefore, in their view, in the expression
tena ubbhaviyate it should only be constructed with the
instrumental case. But in the view of the Jina [it should be
constructed] only with the nominative as in so bhüyate. For in
the Saccasamkhepappakarana1 by the teacher Dhammapäla, in
the text of the Niddesa by Dhammasenäpati, and in the
Dhajaggasutta by The Blessed One, a b/itzvu-word has been
stated with [a syntactic] expectancy for the nominative case.

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

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

opapätikabhävissa dasakä satta kammajä;
käme ädo bhavant" aggijädi pubbe va bhüyate.

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



Exploring the Saddaniti 27

constitutes a h/iäva-construction is very different from the one of the
Sanskrit grammarians.1

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

2.2 Definition of käraka

547 Kiriyänimittam kärakam. Yam sädhanasabhävattä
mukhyavasena vä upacäravasena vä kiriyäbhinipphattiyä

1 I cannot enter into this intriguing problem here, but intend to do so in a future
publication.
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n imi t t am  , tarn vatthu kärakam näma bhavati;
mukhyopacäravasena hi kiriyam karoti ti kärakam. Tarn
chabbidham kattukammakaranasampadänäpadän ’okäsa-
vasena. Kiriyäbhisambandhalakkhanam kärakam.

‘A käraka is the cause of an action.’ That which, in as much as
it is something which has sädhana ‘realising’ as its real nature,
[and] is, primarily or secondarily, the cause of the occurrence of
an action, that thing is known as a käraka-, for primarily or
secondarily it brings about an action, hence [it is called] käraka.
[And] it is sixfold by way of kattar,  kamma,  karana,
sampadäna, apädäna, and okäsa. A käraka is that which is
characterized by a relation to an action.

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

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

The problem then is that only the agent would be a käraka
proper. This is solved by claiming that actions differ according to
different kärakas, that is, each käraka participates in different ways in
bringing about the action. Kaiyata remarks in this context (MbhP 11:379):
sädhyatvena kriyaiva sabdät pratiyate iti kriyäyä nirvartakasya
kärakasamjnäpädänädisamjnä ca pravartate, ‘since it can be
accomplished it is action which can be understood from words, and so
the name käraka and such a name as apädäna apply to something which
accomplishes action’.

Various definitions along these lines prevail throughout the
Sanskrit grammatical tradition, and I shall adduce a few examples. The
Käsikävrtti on rule 1.4.23 states: kärakasabdas ca nimittaparyäyah I
kärakam, hetur ity anarthäntaram / kasya hetuh ? kriyäyäh, ‘and the
word käraka is a synonym of nimitta (cause); käraka, hetu (cause) —
[these terms] do not convey any different sense. The cause of what ? Of
an action (kriyä)'. The Jain grammarian Abhayanandin states (JV
1.2.109): kärakam nirvartakam hetur vä I kasya 1 kriyäyäh, ‘‘käraka is
something which brings about or [is a] cause. Of what ? Of an action’.
Väsudevadiksita states in his Bälamanoramä (SK 1:597): kriyäjanakam
kärakam, ‘a käraka is something which produces an action’. This last
remark employs a form of 'ijan in its explanation.

Aggavamsa amplifies his definition of käraka with the words
mukhyavasena vä upacäravasena vä, ‘primarily or secondarily’. This
statement is based on the problem alluded to above, namely, that if the
term käraka is to be understood according to the analysis karotiti
kärakam, ‘it brings about, accomplishes, hence [it is called] käraka'', only
the agent would be a käraka proper. This question was raised and
answered already by Kätyäyana in värttikas 6 and 7 on A 1.4.23 and by
Patanjali in his commentary. In värttikas 8 and 9 and in the Bhäsya
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discussion of them a distinction is made between the main agent
(pradhänakartr) and the agency ascribed to the other kärakas.1

The definition of käraka as the cause {nimitta) of an action
comes up also in the commentary of Heläräja on Väkyapadiya 3.7.24
(Hel 251,2-3): yat tu kriyäpadopättäyäh kriyäyä nimittam tat kärakam
eva, ‘that which is the cause of an action which is mentioned through an
action word is a käraka' . In the Vakyapadiya context a distinction is
made between nimitta ‘cause’ and laksana ‘sign’, the latter also
interpreted as a cause in the context of Panini’s rule 1.4.84 anur laksane.2

This discussion need not concern us here, but I mention the occurrence of
the kriyänimitta definition since it will later become apparent that there is
some connection between Heläräja’s commentary on the Vakyapadiya
and the Saddaniti.

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

2.3 The agent: kattar

548 Yo kurute yo vä jäyati, so kattä. Yo attappadhäno
hutvä gamanapacanädikam kiriyam kurute yo vä jäyati, so
kärako kattä näma bhavati. Väsaddo vikappanattho, tena anno

1 In the context of the attitude of Indian thinkers to the ‘metaphorical’ use of
language and more specifically with regard to the concept of mukhya and
upacära this has been pointed out by G. Gren-Eklund (1986:91) with reference
to the present passage of the Saddaniti.
2 This rule teaches that the technical term karmapravacaniya applies to the
particle anu when a sign or characteristic {laksana) is to be denoted. In this
context laksana is interpreted so as to signify hetu ‘cause’.
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pi attho yojetabbo. Kiriyam karoti ti kattä, so tividho:
suddhakattä hetukattä kammakattä ti. Tattha yo sayam eva
kiriyam karoti, so suddhakattä näma, tarn yathä: puriso
maggam gacchati, südo bhattam pacati, putto jäyati, buddhena
jito Maro, Upaguttena baddho Märo; yo aniiam kammani
yojet i ,  so hetukattä näma, so hi parassa kiriyäya
käranabhävena hinoti gacchati pavattatl ti hetu, hetu ca so kattä
cä ti atthena hetukattä'. Yannadatto Devadattam gamayati;yo
pana parassa kiriyam paticca kammabhüto pi sukarattä sayam
eva sijjhanto viya hoti, so kammakattä näma kamman ca tarn
kattä cä ti atthena: sayam eva kato kariyati sayam eva paciyati
odano ti — evam tividhä bhavanti kattäro. Api ca abhihitakattä
anabhihitakattä cä ti ime dve te ca tayo ti kattünam
pancavidhattam api icchanti garü. Tattha puriso maggam
gacchati ayam abhihitakattä äkhyätena kathitattä', südena
paciyati odano ahinä dattho naro ayam anabhihitakattä
äkhyätena kitena vä akathitattä. Abhinipphädanalakkhanam
kattukärakam. Kattä icc anena kv attho: “kattari pathamä tatiyä
ca”.1

‘The one that acts or [for example2] the one that is being born,
that [käraka] is the kattar “agent”.’ The one that has presumed
predominance and performs an action such as a going or a
cooking, or [for example] the one that is being bom, that
participant of an action is called the agent. The word vä has the
sense of option, and through it even another sense is to be
included. [It is called] agent (kattar) according to [the analysis:]
‘it performs (karoti) [something, namely] an action’; [and] this
[agent] is of three kinds: the pure agent, the causal agent, and the

1 § 594.
2 This, I think, is how Aggavamsa’s usage of vä is to be understood. See below
and 2.3.2.
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object-agent.1 With regard to this, the one that performs an
action all by himself is called the pure agent, as for example: ‘the
man walks the road’; ‘the cook cooks food’; ‘a boy is born’;
‘Mära was conquered by the Buddha’; ‘Mära was bound by
Upagutta’. The one that instigates another to action is called the
causal agent, for he is one that impels (hinoti), moves, conduces
as the reason for another’s action and is therefore called hetu.
From the meaning ‘it is cause (hetu) and it is agent (kattar)', [it
is called] causal agent (hetukattar)-. ‘Yajnadatta makes Devadatta
move’. But even the one occurring as the object, with reference
to the action of another, is accomplished easily by itself, as it
were; it is called kammakattar according to the sense that it is
both object and agent: ‘the mat is made by itself,  ‘the rice is
boiling by i tse l f ;  thus agents appear as of three kinds.
Moreover, the agent specified [by a finite verb] and the agent
not specified [by a finite verb], [there are] these two and the
[other] three, [so] the teachers teach also the fivefoldness of
agents. As far as this is concerned, [in the sentence] ‘the man
walks the road’ there is an agent that has been specified
[already] in as much as it has been stated by a finite verb; [in the
sentences] ‘rice is cooked by the cook’ [and] ‘the man is bitten
by a snake’ the agent has not been specified [already] in as
much as it has not been stated by a finite verb or by a primary
suffix. The käraka which is the agent has as its defining
characteristic the bringing about [of something]. What is the
purpose in calling it the agent ? ‘The first and the third 2 [case
endings occur] when the agent is to be denoted.’

1 That is, an agent which is treated as an object. See below.
2 The Sanskrit grammarians (and so also the Pali grammarians) refer to case
endings by numbers, not by names. Thus, the nominative is referred to as the
first, the accusative as the second, the instrumental as the third, the dative as the
fourth, the ablative as the fifth, the genitive as the sixth, and the locative as the
seventh. The vocative is treated as a variety of the nominative.
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Kaccäyana’s definition runs (143): yo karoti sa kattä. This is the
definition met with also in the Kätantra (2.4.14). Aggavamsa has taken
over this definition, but obviously feels the need to somehow include
Panini’s definition in rule 1.4.54 svatantrah kartä, adding attappadhäno
hutvä in the vutti. The word pradhäna as a gloss of tantra in svatantra
‘the independent one’ occurs already in the Mahäbhäsya.12 The Käsikä
(on A 1.4.54) explains svatantra by pradhänabhüta ucyate ‘who [by the
speaker] is spoken of as predominant’ and the word pradhäna occurs
also in the Nyäsa? Haradatta’s explanation of svatantrah, on the other
hand, comes even closer to the wording of the Saddaniti (KäsP 583): sva
ätmä tantram pradhänam asya; so does Heläräja’s (Hel 312,2): sva
ätmä tantram pradhänam asya', and likewise Kaiyata’s (MbhP 11:436):
svasabda ätmaväcl I sva ätmä tantram pradhänam yasya sa ‘svatantra’
ucyate, ‘the word sva means ätman “seif’; he whose sva, that is, ätman
“self’ is tantram, that is, pradhänam “predominant”, he is called
svatantra'.

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

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

1 Mbh 1:338,19-20: svatantra ’sau brähmana ity ucyate svapradhäna ity
gamyate, ‘[for example, when] it is said “that Brahman is independent”, [the
meaning] “having himself as the predominant one” is understood’.
2 KäSN 583.
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made at random. It goes back to an issue raised in the kartradhikära of
the Sädhanasamuddesa of the Väkyapadiya and developed at length in
the commentary of Heläräja. Bhartrhari’s first verse brings it up in the
following manner (VP 3.7.105):

utpatteh präg asadbhävo buddhyavasthänibandhanah /
avisistah satänyena kartä bhavati janmanah //

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

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

‘ahkuro jäyate ' iti janikartrtvam sato 'sato vä I tatra
yadi saj jäyate kasmäd athäsaj jäyate katham /

ityädinä pürvam västavarüpäsrayena sadasatpaksabhedenäpi
janikartrtvam ayuktam ity uktam / upacärasattäsrayena
tütpattih siddhäntitä

upacarya tu kartäram .. .
ityädinä /

[With regard to the expression] ‘the sprout is being bom’, the
property of being the agent of being bom pertains either to
something which exists or to something which does not exist. In
this respect, it has first been stated, through [the words of VP
3.3.43c-d:] ‘if it exists, why is it bom, and if it does not exist,
how is it bom ?’ etc., that the property of being the agent of
being bom does not apply because [the expression is thought of
as] resting on [an idea of] external form and also because of the



35Exploring the Saddaniti

dichotomy in viewing [the sprout] as existent and non-existent.
But [its] production is established as true since [the expression]
rests on secondary being, according to [VP 3.3.45a:] ‘but
transferring [the application to include] the agent . . .’ etc.

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

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

präg anyatah saktiläbhän nyagbhäväpädanäd api I
tadadhinapravrttitvät pravrttänäm nivartanät II

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

Could it be that one or more of these occurrences inspired
Aggavamsa to include the verb pavattati ?
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The kammakattar, the object-agent, concerns the agent of
actions denoted by what is often referred to as reflexive verbs.1 Already
Pänini uses the term (A 3.1.62 acah karmakartari), and the karmakartr
construction is taught by rule 3.1.87 karmavat karmanä tulyakriyah
which states that an agent (A 3.1.68) that acts like an object is treated like
an object.2 The purpose of the rule is above all to trigger passive
morphology, and the agent may be viewed as parallel to the object of a
transitive sentence. Accordingly, sayam eva kato kariyati and sayam eva
paciyati odano should not be viewed as passive sentences in as much as
one could not specify some agent of these actions without changing the
meaning of the sentences: devadattena paciyati odano would mean that
Devadatta cooks the rice, in contrast to ‘the rice is boiling’. In order to
underline this difference the commentators add svayam eva ‘by itself; on
its own’, though Kätyäyana (A 3.1.87, vtt. 9-10) derives the karmakartr
construction odanah pacyate from odanah pacyata ätmanä by elision of
ä tmanä  ‘by i tse l f .  Does this no longer make it a karmakartr-
construction ? The direct use of an item such as ätman to express a
reflexive construction reminds one of Middle Indo-Aryan where this
might be the only available device. The examples offered by Aggavamsa
for the kammakattar construction occur already in the Mahäbhäsya on
A 3.1.87. One wonders whether such constructions occur in Pali at all.

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

1 That this is misleading and that we are not merely dealing with a reflexive agent
in the ordinary sense has been pointed out by P. Filliozat (1983:12). Clearly, a
verb such as pacati ‘is cooking’ is not reflexive but ‘the rice’ when we say ‘the
rice is cooking’ is both agent and object.
2 The interpretation of A 3.1.87 has been discussed recently by S.D. Joshi
(1982), P. Filliozat (1983), and M. Deshpande (1985), but I refrain from going
into details here.
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bhäva. A choice in this respect determines the further choice of
morphology in the derivational process. For example, in a sentence such
as devadattah pacaty odanam, ‘Devadatta boils rice’, agency is
expressed by the active, finite verb ending. In Päninian derivation this
goes back to the choice that the la-kära IAT signify the agent. The agent
here would thus be an abhihitakäraka and the rules for kärakas and case
suffixes then secure that the nominative case ending is assigned to the
nominal stem devadatta-. Rule A 2.3.46 prätipadikärthalinga-
parimänavacanamätre prathamä teaches that the first case ending, the
nominative ending, is added merely to denote the gender and number of
the nominal stem1 meaning.2 The nominative ending, then, does not
express any käraka. If the la-kära lATXad been chosen to express the
object (karmari), then the agent would not have been expressed already
and so the instrumental case which expresses the agent would be
assigned to the stem devadatta-. devadattena pacyata odanah, ‘rice is
boiled by Devadatta’. Surely, the terms abhihi takar tr  and
anabhihitakartr do occur in Sanskrit works on grammar, but this
division has to do with the way the käraka agent is expressed, that is, it
only triggers morphological rules which depend on whether one has
chosen an active or passive construction, and it can in no way be said to
represent two further types of agent in the way the three previous
categories do.

The example ahinä dattho naro is offered by Kaccäyana under
the kattar rule (143). The definition of the kattukäraka as abhi-
nipphädana is not familiar to me from any source.

1 A 1.2.45 arthavad adhätur apratyayah prätipadikam states that a nominal
stem, prätipadika, is a meaningful linguistic unit which is neither a verbal root,
nor a suffix, nor a form which ends in a suffix. A 1.2.46 krttaddhitasamäsäs ca
teaches that a derived linguistic unit that ends in a krt suffix, a taddhita suffix or
is a compound is also a nominal stem, prätipadika.
2 This is one possible interpretation of A 2.3.46. The most common traditional
interpretation takes the rule to teach that the nominative case ending is added
merely to denote the meaning of the nominal stem, its gender, measure, and
number.
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2.3.1 Agency, non-existence, and empty terms

549 Asantam santam va kappiyati, tan ca. Yam
asantam santam viya buddhiyä parikappiyati, tan ca
kat tusannam bhavati: sannogo jäyati,  abhdvo  hoti ,
sasavisänam titthati, udumbarapuppham vikasati, vahjhäputto
dhävati.

‘That which is non-existent is considered as if it were existent;
that too [is assigned to the category of the agent].’ That which,
though non-existent, is considered by the mind as if it were
existent is also something to which the name kattar ‘agent’
applies: ‘a connection is coming about’; ‘non-existence1 exists’;
‘the hare’s horn exists’; ‘the fig-tree flower is blooming’; ‘the
son of the barren woman is running’.

There is no trace of this rule in Kaccdyana, and it seems to me
completely superfluous. First of all, the rule seems to reflect —
mindlessly — the wording of an important verse in the Vakyapadiya
where Bhartrhari expresses a fundamental view on kärakas in general
(VP 3.7.3):

sädhanavyavahäras ca buddhyavasthänibandhanah /
sann asan värtharüpesu bhedo buddhyä prakalpyate 11

Also the practice of [referring to] the means [of an action] is
dependent on [the speaker’s] frame of mind. Difference in the
form of things, whether it is existent or non-existent, is
conceived by the mind.2

1 Or, possibly, ‘something non-existent’.
2 This concerns the notion of vivaksä ‘the wish to express’, in this context the
freedom of the speaker to choose how to talk about the participants of an action.
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Secondly, the rule reflects the same view that was expressed in
the vutti on the previous rule, namely that grammar deals not with
ontology but with things as they are spoken about. This view is
formulated explicitly by Heläräja in his commentary on the kartradhikära
of the Väkyapadiya (Hel 313,16): vyäkarane hi sabdärtho ’rthah na
vastvarthah, ‘in grammar, meaning/object is the meaning/object conveyed
by words, not real objects’. Later in the same adhikära he states (Hel
316,12): idänim sabdärtho 'rtha iti svasiddhäntam nigamayitum aha, 1,in
order to conclude his own view that the object/meaning is the
object/meaning conveyed by words, he [=Bhartrhari] now states: ...’.
This introduces the following two verses (VP 3.7.109-10):

bhävesv eva padanyäsah prajnäyä väca eva vä I
nästity apy apade nästi na ca sad bhidyate tatah II
buddhisabdau pravartete yathäbhütesu vastusu I
tesäm anyena tattvena vyavahäro na vidyate //

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

It is noteworthy that these verses occur in the very section
where the problem caused by expressions such as arikuro jäyate is
discussed. This may account for Aggavamsa’s example sannogo jäyati
which, to me at least, seems peculiar. Consider also the wording of the
sutta and its expansion in the vutti (Asantam santam va kappiyati, tan ca.
Yam asantam santam viya buddhiyä parikappiyati) in the light of the
following passage from Helaräjä’s commentary on the first of the verses
cited (Hel 316,16-19):
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tathä hi nästity abhävälambanau kah cana paraparikalpitam
svayam utpreksitam väkäram avalambya jäyete yena
sadäkärävalambanäbhyäm jnänasabdäbhyäm anayor
visesäbhävah, sväkärävagrahasämyäd iti vyavahäre sarvam
eva bhäväbhävajätam samänam /

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

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

2.3.2 The causal agent: hetu

550 Yo käreti yo vä u\pa\tthäpayati, x so hetu. Idhä pi
väsaddo vikappanattho, tena anne pi atthä yojetabbä, evam
uttaraträ pi: puriso purisam kammam käreti, äsanä
u[pa]tthäpeti, päsänam u\pa]tthäpayati.

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

1 Ce Be ns utthap0: Bm upatthäp°.
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Here as well the word vä has the sense of option and through it
even other senses are to be included, as [seen] also
subsequently: ‘a man makes a man perform an action’; ‘[a man]
makes [a man] lift up a stone’; ‘[a man] makes [a man] arise
from [his] seat’.

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

Kaccäyana gives the example so puriso tarn purisam käreti,
moving on to treat tam purisam as a variable by giving it also in the
instrumental and genitive case. He then adds evam vihäreti, päleti,
pätheti, dhäreti,päceti, näyeti. This makes it likely that in Aggavamsa’s
examples puriso purisam is to be supplied in the last two cases.

2.4 The object: kamma

551 Yam kurute yam vä passati, tam kammam.
Kariyate tarn kiriyäya päpuniyate ti kammam.
Kiriyäpattilakkhanam kammakärakam. Tam tividham
nibbattaniyädivasena,  sattavidham api keci icchanti
icchitädivasena. Tattha ratham karoti, sukham janayati, puttam
vijäyati, aladdham pattheti ti idam nibbattaniyam näma;
kattham angäram karoti, suvannam keyüram katakam vä
karoti, vihayo lunäti idam vikaraniyam näma', tarn duvidharrr.
pariccattakäranam apariccattakäranan ti, t a t t ha
pariccattakäranam näma, yam käranassa vinäsena
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sambhütam, apariccattakäranam näma, yattha käranabhüte
vatthumhi vijjamäne yeva gunantaruppattiyä vohärabhedo
dissati; ubhayam pan ’ etam yathädassitapayogavasena
datthabbam; nivesanam pavisati, Ädiccam namassati, rüpam
passati, dhammam sunäti,  pandite payirupäsati, manasä
Pätaliputtam gacchati idam päpaniyam näma, tathä hi
nivesanam pavisati ti ädisu nivesanädinam kiriyäya na koci
viseso kariyati annatra sampattimattä; bhattam bhunjati icc
ädisu bhattädi icchitakammam näma, visam gilati icc ädisu
visam anicchitakammam näma, gämam gacchanto
rukkhamülam upasamkamati icc ädisu rukkhamülädi
nevicchitanänicchitakammam näma; ajam gämam nayati,
Yaniiadattam kambalam yäcati brähmano,  samiddham
dhanam bhikkhati, "räjänam etad abravi”1 icc ädisu ajädayo
kathitakammam näma, gämädayo akathitakammam näma,
tathä hi ajam gämam nayati ti ettha ajo kathitakammam
dvikammikäya nayanakiriyäya pattum icchitatarattä, gämo
pana appadhänattä akathitakammam, esa nayo itaresu pi —
puriso purisam kammam käreti icc ädisu pana
änattapurisädayo kattukammam näma kattä ca so kamman cä
ti atthena; mayä ijjate buddho, Yannadatto kambalam yäciyate
brähmanena ,  “nägo manim yäcito brähmanena" 2 icc
evamädisu buddhädayo abhihitakammam näma äkhyätena
paccayena vä kathitattä; chattam karoti, ghatam karoti icc ädisu
chattädayo anabhihitakammam näma äkhyätena akathitattä.

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

1 Sadd 600,28; Ja IV 462,2.
2 Sadd 338,22; 600,25; Vin III 147,22 = Ja II 285,22.
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it is to be produced etc.; others teach that it is also sevenfold in
as much as it is wanted etc. For example: ‘he makes a chariot’;
‘he makes pleasure arise’; ‘she gives birth to a son’; ‘he longs
for something he has not got’ — this is what we call [the object]
which is to be produced (nibbattaniya); ‘he makes wood [into]
charcoal’; ‘he makes gold [into] a bracelet or a ring’; ‘he cuts
paddy’ — this is what we call [the object] which is to be
modified (yikaraniya). The latter is twofold: the one that has left
[its] (material) cause behind (pariccattakärana~) and the one that
has not left [its] cause behind (apariccattakärana). Among
these we call that the one that has left [its] cause behind which
has come about as a result of destruction of the cause, [and] we
call that the one that has not left [its] cause behind where a
different designation is noticed as a result of the birth of a
different property [pertaining to the object] only when that
which existed as cause is met with in the objects. But this pair is
to be considered according to demonstrated usage. ‘He enters
the abode’; ‘he venerates the Aditya’; ‘he perceives form’; ‘he
hears the doctrine’; ‘he reveres the learned’; ‘he goes to
Pätaliputra in his mind’ — this is what we call [the object]
which is to be attained (papaniya)', for in such a way no
difference is made to the abode etc. by the action in [sentences]
such as ‘he enters the abode’ other than the mere attainment. In
[sentences] such as ‘he eats rice’, rice etc. is what we call the
object which is wanted (icchitakamma)', in [sentences] such as
‘he swallows poison’, the poison is what we call the object
which is unwanted (anicchitakamma)-, in [sentences] such as
‘going to the village he comes to the foot of the tree’, the foot of
the tree etc. is what we call the object which is neither wanted
nor unwanted (nevicchitanänicchitakamma'). In [sentences] such
as ‘he leads the goat [to] the village’, ‘the Brahman begs
Yajnadatta [for] a blanket’, ‘he begs the rich [for] wealth’, ‘he
spoke this [to] the king’, the goat etc. is what we call the object
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which is specified (kathitakamma) [and] the village etc. is what
we call the object which is unspecified (akathitakamma)', for
thus, with regard to [the sentence] ‘he leads the goat [to] the
village’, the goat is the object which is specified in as much as it
is the object that is most wished to be attained through the action
of leading which has two objects, but the village is the object
which is unspecified since it is subordinate; this principle
[applies] also in the rest [of the examples]. But in such
[sentences] as ‘a man makes a man perform an action’, the man
who is ordered etc. is what we call the agent-object
(kattukamma) according to an analysis [as a karmadhäraya
compound]: ‘it is agent and it is object’. In [sentences] such as
‘the Buddha is honoured by me’, ‘Yajnadatta is asked [for] a
blanket by the Brahman’, ‘the Näga is asked [for] the jewel by
the Brahman’, the Buddha etc. is what we call the object which
has been expressed already (abhihitakamma) in as much as it is
specified (kathita) by a finite verb or by a suffix. In [sentences]
such as ‘he makes a sunshade’, ‘he makes a pot’, the sunshade
etc. is what we call the object which has not already been
expressed (anabhihitakamma) in as much as it has not been
specified (akathita) by a finite verb.

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

nirvartyam ca vikäryam ca präpyam ceti tridhä matam /
tatrepsitatamam karma caturdhänyat tu kalpitam //
audäsinyena yat präpyam yac ca kartur anipsitam I
samjnäntarair anäkhyätam yad yac cäpy anyapürvakam //

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

Saddanlti'. Väkyapadiya:
nibbattanlya nirvartya
vikaraniya vikärya
päpaniya präpya
icchita [ipsitatama\
anicchita anipsita
nevicchitanänicchita audäsinyapräpya
kathita / akathita samjnäntaränäkhyäta
0 anyapürvaka
kattukamma 0
abhihita / anabhihita 0

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

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

2. vikaraniya'. This obviously corresponds to vikärya.
Aggavamsa says this is of two kinds, as the one that has left its material
cause behind (pariccattakärana) and the one that has not left its material
cause behind (apariccattakärana). There can be no doubt that
Aggavamsa intends this twofold classification to pertain to the vikaraniya
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alone.1 Now, in the Vakyapadiya Bhartrhari expands on the nirvartya,
and not the vikärya, as follows (VP 3.7.47):

sati vävidyamänä vä prakrtih parinämini I
yasya näsriyate tasya nirvartyatvam pracaksate //

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

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

prakrtes tu vivaksäyäm vikäryam kais cid anyathä /
nirvartyam ca vikäryam ca karma sästre pradarsitam //

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

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

1 cf. his wording: °idam vikaraniyam näma — tarn duvidharrr. pariccatta-
käranam apariccattakäranan ti.
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yad asaj jäyate sad vä janmanä yat prakäsyate I
tan nirvartyam vikäryam ca karma dvedhä vyavasthitam //
prakrtyucchedasambhütam kirn cit kästhädibhasmavat I
kim cid gunäntarotpattyä suvarnädivikäravat //

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

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

The distinction between nirvartyakarman and vikäryakarman is
met with in the Mahäbhäsya under rule A 1.4.49 (Mbh 1:332,15-19). In
fact it is met with already in vt. 1 on A 3.2.1 karmany an. The värttika
runs: karmani nirvartyamänavikriyamäne ced vedädhyäyädinäm
upasamkhyänam, ‘when an object is being produced or is being
transformed, inclusion [should be made] of “study of Veda” etc.’. In the
context of this värttika Kaiyata brings up Bhartrhari’s division of karman
into nirvartya, vikarya, and präpya quoting Vakyapadiya 3.7.47, 50-51.
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3. päpaniya: This, of course, corresponds to Bhartrhari’s
präpya ‘to be attained’. The relevant verse runs (VP 3.7.51):

kriyäkrtä visesänäm siddhiryatra na gamyate /
darsanäd anumänäd vä tat präpyam iti kathyate //

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

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

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

visesaläbhah sarvatra vidyate darsanädibhih I
kesäm cit tadabhivyaktisiddhir drstivisädisu II

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

It may be a common view that snakes should have poison in
their gaze although I am not familiar with it, but the point he wants to
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make is obvious: According to some, all actions, even the act of seeing,
have an effect on their objects, and so the präpya category would be
superfluous. Whether this is the source for Aggavamsa’s choice of ‘what
one sees’ as the second alternative of his kamma definition or whether he
took it straight from Kaccäyana is not possible to tell. I do not, however,
think the Väkyapadiya link is without significance, since Aggavamsa
clearly — through some source or other — is familiar with the divisions
set forth in that work. The act of seeing is brought up again later in the
karmädhikära (VP 3.7.64-65).

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

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

The word anipsita reflects rule A 1.4.50 tathäyuktam
cänlpsitam mentioned above. So does the nevicchitanänicchitakamma /
audäsinyena präpya if anipsita is taken as a negation of ipsita which
encompasses the two other possibilities of being undesired or being the
object of indifference. The example adduced by Aggavamsa for
anicchita, namely visam gilati ‘he swallows poison’, is so frequently met
with in Päniniya literature that it seems fruitless to mention any text in
particular. The word udäsina occurs in Pali but not any derivation
corresponding to audäsinya. This could account for Aggavamsa’s choice
of terminology. The audäsinya category is, as far as I know, first met
with in the Väkyapadiya classification. In Sanskrit works the standard
example is grämam gacchan vrksamüläni upasarpati ‘going to the
village he comes near the roots of a tree’, met with for example in the
Käsikä. In Heläräja’s commentary on VP 3.7.46 it is given in the form
grämam gantur vrksamülädi where the ädi indicates the variety in its
occurrence.

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

In a slokavärttika quoted by Patanjali in the Bhäsya on A 1.4.51
(Mbh 1:334,1-2) we find that a specific list of verbal roots is given in
order to teach the verbs which are involved in ditransitive constructions
and the objects which are considered akathita. This is a feature very
rarely resorted to by Sanskrit grammarians.1 With the roots duh ‘milk’,
yäc ‘beg’, rudh ‘obstruct; lock up’, pracch ‘ask’, bhiks ‘beg’, and ci
‘pick’, the cause of the object which is used, for example ‘milk’ with
duh, is called akathita provided that no other designation has been taught
previously; so too are the subordinate objects of brü ‘speak’ and säs
‘instruct’. Patanjali subsequently states that only three of these are valid
examples of ditransitive roots, namely, yäc, pracch, and bhiks, and gives
the following examples (Mbh 1:334,15): pauravam gäm yäcate,
mänavakam panthänam prcchati, and pauravam gäm bhiksate. The
reason for this is probably his interpretation of akathitam ‘unspecified’.
He opens his discussion of the rule as follows (Mbh 1:333,25):
kenäkathitam I apädänädibhir visesakathäbhih, ‘unspecified by what ?
By special designations such as apädäna etc.’. This is quoted also in the
Käsikävrtti, but there we also meet with the verse quoting the whole list
of roots. In as much as double accusative constructions involving other

1 As pointed out by M.M. Deshpande (1991), this might have its background in
the fact that difficulties arise when we try to turn a construction such as gäm
dogdhi payah, ‘he milks milk from the cow’ (lit.: ‘he milks the cow milk’) into a
passive construction. We are faced with two possibilities according to whether
the cow or the milk is considered the primary object: gaur duhyate payah, lit.:
‘the cow is milked milk’, or *gäm duhyate payah, lit.: ‘milk is milked [from] the
cow’. Deshpande has tried to provide a solution to this anomalous situation by
investigating ideas scattered in commentaries. Aggavamsa does not touch upon
this problem at all, although he does give the passive version of Yannadattam
kambalam yäcati brähmano as Yannadatto kambalam yäciyate brähmanena, ‘Y.
is asked a blanket by the Brahman’.
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than these three roots do occur in the Sanskrit language, the later tradition
does not accept the limitation. Important in this respect is the view of
Bhartrhari1 that assigning something to a käraka category is a function of
the speaker’s wish or intention (vivaksä). Patanjali too recognises that
ditransitive constructions with verbs other than the three listed do occur.
He introduces another Slokavärttika, quoted also by Heläräja,2 with the
words (Mbh 1:335,18) ke punar dhätünäm dvikarmakäh, ‘but which of
the roots are ditransitive ?’. Kaiyata comments on this as follows (MbhP
11:423): duhyädiparigananäd anyatra dvikarmakatvam na präpnoti,
drsyate ceti matvä prcchati — ke punar iti, ‘the feature of taking two
objects does not obtain elsewhere than [with regard to the roots] in the
list beginning with [the root] duh “milk”, but it is [nevertheless]
observed. With this [fact] in mind, he asks: “but which” [are these
roots] ?’ Patanjali then quotes the slokavärttika and gives the following
examples (Mbh 1:335,19-22):

nivahyor harates cäpi gatyarthänäm tathaiva ca /
dvikarmakesu grahanam drastavyam iti niscayah II
ajäm nayati grämam I bhäram vahati grämam / bhäram harati
grämam I gatyarthänäm / gamayati devadattam grämam I
yäpayati devadattam grämam /

It has been settled that among ditransitive verbs one should
observe mention of [the roots] ni ‘lead’, vah ‘carry’, and also of
hr ‘take’, and likewise of [verbs] with the meaning of motion.
[For example:] ‘he leads the goat [to] the village’, ‘he carries the
burden [to] the village’, ‘he takes the burden [to] the village’. Of
verbs of motion: ‘he makes Devadatta go [to] the village’, ‘he
makes Devadatta move [to] the village’.

1 VP 3.7.3, referred to in section 2.3.1 above.
2 On VP 3.7.71.
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Aggavamsa’s examples cover only four of the verbs prescribed
by the Päninlya tradition: nayati, yäcati, bhikkhati, and brüti. The
examples given are standard, except for räjänam etad abravi which
Aggavamsa seems to have remembered from the canon (Ja IV 462,2). It
is not in Kaccäyana where kamma is dealt with very briefly. Why
Aggavamsa has chosen just these four examples is hard to ascertain. Is
he indicating that these verbs were the only ditransitive ones occurring in
Pali, or is his choice completely arbitrary ? It is noteworthy that Patanjali
brings in causatives when he gives examples for verbs of motion, an
issue I shall return to below.

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

sarvam cdkathitam karma bhinnakaksyam pratiyate /
dhätvärthoddesabhedena tan nepsitatamam kila //
pradhänakarma kathitam yat kriyäyäh prayojakam I
tatsiddhaye kriyäyuktam anyat tv akathitam smrtam //

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

6. ka t tukamma:  Aggavamsa’s introduction of the
kattukamma, the object which is also the agent, that is, the agent which is
prompted to do an action and so is the object of the agent of a causative
verb, is peculiar. It does not correspond to Bhartrhari’s category of
anyapürvaka ‘that which previously had another [käraka designation]’.
The latter is interpreted by Heläräja (on VP 3.7.46) as referring to the
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assignment of Devadatta to the category karman in sentences such as
devadattam abhikrudhyati ‘[someone] is angry with D.’, whereas he is
assigned to the category sampradäna when there is no preverb, as in
devadattäya krudhyati ‘[someone] is angry with D.’. The Saddaniti text
here becomes rather tricky too. Smith phrases it as follows (Sadd 692,SO-
31): “... akathitakammam, esa nayo itaresu pi — puriso purisam
kammam käreti icc ädisu pana . . What did Smith intend by indicating a
phrasing like this ? What is the link between the preceding and the
following passages ? The word pana seems to indicate a contrast to the
preceding, but in what way ? It is hard to translate esa nayo itaresu pi in
any other way than ‘this principle [applies] also in the rest [of the
examples]’. But which are the rest of the examples ? One would
immediately think of the three adduced subsequently as similar to the one
of the goat and the village. When it comes to the contrast indicated by the
word pana it could be that Aggavamsa has in mind the causatives listed
in the slokavärttika quoted in the Mahäbhäsya. But let us once again turn
to the Väkyapadiya. Bhartrhari deals with double accusative constructions
at some length (VP 3.7.70-77). Of immediate interest are the following
verses (VP 3.7.72-73):

duhyädivan nayatyädau karmatvam akathäsrayam I
äkhyätänupayoge tu niyamäc chesa isyate //
antarbhütanijarthänäm duhyädinäm nijantavat I
siddham pürvena karmatvam nijantaniyamas tathd //

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

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

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

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

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

2.5 The instrument: karana

552 Yena kurute yena vä passati, tam pi karanam.
Kariyati kiriyam janeti anena kattuno upakaranabhütena
vatthunä ti karanam. Ettha ca, sati pi sabbakärakänam kiriyä-
sädhakatte, '’yena kurute' ti ädi visesetvä vacanam 1 kattüpa-
karanabhütesu sädhanesu sädhakatamass’ eva gahanattham.
Kiriyäsambhäralakkhanam karanakärakam. Tam duvidham
ajjhattikabähiravasena: “cakkhunä rüpam passati sotena
Saddam sunäti ... manasä dhammam vijänäti",2 hatthena
kammam karoti, pharasunä rukkham chindati.

‘That by means of which one acts or [for example] that by
means of which one sees, that too is [the käraka] karana
“instrument”.’ Something is done with it, [or] one accomplishes
an action with it, [that is,] with a thing being an implement for

1 Smith reads visesetvä-vacanam with a hyphen. His reason for doing so escapes
me. I take visesetvä to be the absolutive of a causative and vacanam, the subject,
to go with gahanattham.
2 D II 338,19-22.
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the agent, thus [it is called] instrument (karana). And with
regard to this, although the property of being a means of
[accomplishing] an action pertains to all kärakas, [this]
statement, having specified ‘that by means of which’ etc., is
intended for the understanding of only the most effective means
among the means which work as implements for the agent. The
käraka which is the instrument is characterized as the implement
of the action.1 It is of two kinds, as internal and external: ‘He
sees shape/colour by means of the faculty of seeing, he hears
sound by means of the faculty of hearing, ... he understands the
doctrine by means of the faculty of thinking’; ‘he performs an
action by means of the hand’; ‘he cuts the tree by means of an
axe’.

The Kaccäyana definition runs (141): yena vä kayirate tarn
karanam. The vutti explains: yena vä kayirate yena vä passati yena vä
sunäti tarn karakam ... .As  Senart points out (142), this is not
necessarily the obvious interpretation of vä in Kaccäyana’s definition, but
it is in complete agreement with Aggavamsa’s and with the examples the
latter offers. Apart from the final example in the Dlghanikäya quotation,
all examples occur in the Kaccäyanavutti.

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

1 Smith (CT 5.1.1.3): Toutillage de 1’action’.
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Päniniyas. Aggavamsa’s division into ajjhattika ‘personal; internal’ and
bähira ‘external’, on the other hand, I am not familiar with at all. It is
certainly not met with in the Väkyapadiya from where several of his
divisions stem. The focus of the discussion in that text is on degrees of
instrumentality and on whether one talks about properties or things as
instruments. But the opposition ajjhattika-bähira is familiar from
Buddhist literature, particularly in the context of skandha-, äyatana-, and
JÄätu-analysis.1 In the present context of grammar, however, I find it
hard to understand how the division serves any purpose at all.

2.6 The recipient etc.: sampadäna

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

553 Yassa dätukämo yassa vä ruccati, t am
sampadänam. Yassa vä dätukämo yassa vä ruccati yassa vä
khamati yassa vä dhärayate, tarn kärakam sampadänasannam
hoti: samanassa dänam dätukämo samanassa civaram dadäti,
tassa purisassa bhattam ruccati “gamanam mayham ruccatr,2

“mä äyasmantänam samghabhedo ruccittha",3 Devadattassa
suvannacchattam dhärayate Yannadatto. Sammä pakärena
assa dadäti ti sampadänam patiggähako. Patiggahana-
lakkhanam sampadänakärakam. Tam pan ’ etam sampadänam
tividham hoti aniräkaran '-ajjhesanänumativasena', tathä hi

1 e.g. M 1 61,12; cf.CPD.
2 Ja VI 544,1.
3 VinIII 175,21.
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kinci diyamänassa aniräkaranena sampadänasanham labhati
yathä:. buddhassa puppham dadäti, rukkhassa jalam dadäti ti,
kinci ajjhesanena: yäcakänam bhojanam dadäti ti, kind
anumatiyä: Näräyanassa balim dadäti, bhikkhussa bhattam
dadäti ti. Ettha ca säsane yut t i to  rocanatthe
sampadänavacanan ca upayogavacanan ca dissati: samanassa
rocate saccam,“tassa te saggakämassa ekattam uparocitam” ,'
“kiss ’ assa ekadhammassa vadham rocesi Gotama",12 

“purisassa vadham na roceyyam”,34 “kirn nu jätim na rocesi ”* ü
ädisu, ruccanatthe pana sampadänavacanam eva dissati: “na
me ruccati bhaddante ulükassäbhisecanan”5 ti ädisu; tasmä
ayam niti sädhukam manasikätabbä.

‘[That käraka6 ] to whom [the agent] has a desire to give, or [for
example] [that käraka] to whom [something] is pleasing, [is
called] sampadäna “recipient”.7’ One to whom [the agent has] a
desire to give, or one to whom [something] is pleasing, or one
to whom [something] is fitting, or [for example] one to whom
[something] is owed, that käraka is something to which the
technical name sampadäna applies. [For example:] ‘There is a
wish to give a gift to the Sramana’; ‘he gives a robe to the
Sramana’; ‘food pleases this man’; ‘going pleases me’; ‘division
in the Samgha should not please the venerable ones’;
‘Yajnadatta owes Devadatta a golden sunshade’. In the proper
(sammä = sam) way (prakärena = pro) one gives to that one,
thus [it is called] sampadäna, [that is,] the one who receives.

1 Ja VI 64,28.
2 S 147,9 =161,4.
3 Ja VI 572,23.
4 SI 132,25 = Thi 190a.
5 Ja II 353,15.
6 Normally animate and most frequently a person.
7 As noted already, ‘recipient’ is not a fully adequate rendering of sampadäna.
See p. 10, note 3 above.
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The käraka which is the sampadäna is characterized by
receiving. Now, this sampradäna is threefold in as much as [the
giving is characterized by] non-rejecting (aniräkarana) ,
requesting (ajjhesana), or approval (anumati). For thus [a
käraka] to whom something is being given through non-
rejection gets the technical name sampadäna, as for example:
‘He gives a flower to the Buddha’; ‘he gives water to the tree’;
[likewise] one [to whom] something [is given] by request [as
in]: ‘He gives food to the beggars’; [and likewise] one [to
whom] something [is given] by approval [as in]: ‘He gives an
offering to Näräyana’; ‘he gives food to the monk’. And here in
the teaching both the statement of sam and the statement of upa
are appropriately taught when the sense is that of approval as in
such [sentences] as: ‘Truth pleases the Sramana’; ‘solitude has
appealed to you who desire heaven’; ‘you find pleasure in the
slaughter of what single thing, Gotama?’; ‘may I not find
pleasure in the slaughter of a man’; ‘why do you not approve of
birth ?’ But in such [sentences] as: ‘I dislike, venerable ones, the
Anointment of the Owl’, only the statement of the sampadäna
appears when there is the sense of ruccana ‘to seem good to’.
Accordingly this principle demands keen attention.

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

A nirvacana, semantic analysis, of the term sampadäna very
similar to the one offered by Aggavamsa is met with in the Nyäsa on the
Käsikävrtti (KääN 1:546): samyak prakarsena diyate ‘properly,



Exploring the Saddaniti 63

excellently it is given’. The Nydsa is definitely earlier than the 11th
century, maybe as early as the 7th.

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

aniräkaranät kartus tyägähgam karmanepsitam /
prerandnumatibhydm ca labhate sampradänatäm II

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

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

As for the examples, one may be puzzled by the fact that a
Burmese Buddhist comes up with näräyanassa balim dadäti, ‘he gives
an offering to Näräyana’. It is noteworthy then that Heläräja makes the
following statement in his commentary on VP 3.7.129 (Hel 332,8-9):
tathä diyamänam na niräkaroti balyädi devatäditi tad api kriyängam,
‘thus, such [an entity] as a deity [who] does not decline such [an entity]
as an offering which is being given [to it], that too is an element in the
action [and gets the name sampraddna]’ . Here we meet with the word
ball ‘offering’ and an unspecified deity as the sampraddna.

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

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

kirn udäharanam iti I natasya srnotityädäv api karmasam-
jnäprasanga iti prasnah I atha väpädänädibhih sarvasya
visayasya vyäpanäd udäharanäsambhavam x matvä prcchati I

‘What is the example1 2 ?’ The question concerns the possible
application of the term karman even [to the actor etc.] in such
cases as natasya srnoti, ‘he listens to the actor’. Or else he asks

1 So read for vyäpanäduhara° .
2 That is, of something unspecified (akathita) which has not been covered already
by the apädäna etc.
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[the question] thinking that an example is impossible since the
whole field has been covered by the apädäna etc.

Could it be that Aggavamsa had this discussion in mind ? Could
it also be that he has mixed up a genitive such as natasya with an
imaginary dative in the Pali, thus linking it to the sampadäna category
and thinking it equivalent in usage to a kamma 2 It may also be the case
that he has taken his inspiration from another part of the discussion of
A 1 .4.51 where the sampradäna category is directly in the picture. The
discussion at this point concerns sentences such as putram anusäste
dharmam, ‘he instructs his son in dharma' which would exemplify the
rule stated in the slokavärttika. Patanjali rejects them saying (Mbh
1:334,14): naitad asti / kathitätra pürvä sampradänasamjnä, ‘this is no
good; with regard to this the previous name sampradäna has been
specified [by rule 1.4.32]’. Kaiyata remarks on this (MbhP 11:417):
kathiteti / dharmena vacanänusäsanakarmanä putrasyäbhipreya-
mänatvät, ‘[concerning] “has been specified”: because the son is what is
in view1 via the dharma which is the karman of the instruction through
words’. Patanjali here discards all but three verbal roots as ditransitive
and thus leaves matters somewhat vague in as much as constructions
such as gam dogdhi payah do occur. Later grammarians rely here on
Bhartrhari who resorted to the principle of vivaksä, the wish or intention
of the speaker.2

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

1 The wording here goes back to Pänini’s definition of the sampradäna in rule
1.4.32 karmanä yam abhipraiti sa sampradänam, ‘that which one aims at
through the karman, that is the sampradäna’.
2 VP 3.7.3; cf. the discussion of kathita and akathita in section 2.4 above.
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ones. This links up with his peculiar insistence on a distinction between
rocana ‘approving of, the “object” of which he claims can be assigned
to both the sampadäna and the upayoga categories, and ruccana
‘seeming good to’ which is linked exclusively to the sampadäna. The
reason for this is probably due to the possibility of viewing ditransitive
constructions as pseudo-causative constructions. Among the forms
adduced by Aggavamsa rocesi is a causative whereas the others are
middle forms from a different grade of the root.

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

hetutve karmasamjnäyäm sesatve väpi kärakam I
rucyarthädisu sästrena sampradänäkhyam ucyate //

In [the rules] beginning with rucyarthänäm etc. the käraka
called sampradäna is taught by the Sästra even when the
properties of being hetu, karman, or sesa are there.

2.6.1 More on the sampadäna

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

554 Siläghahanuthäsapadhärapihakudhaduh
issosuyyarädh ‘ikkhapaccäsunaanupatiginapubba-
katt'ärocanatthatadatthatumatthälamatthamannänä-
dar’appänini nayanagatyatthakammani äsimsattha-
sammutitatiyatthädisu ca. Silägha hanu thä sapa dhära



67Exploring the Saddaniti

piha kudha duha issa icc etesatn dhätünam payoge ca,
usuyyatthänam payoge, radh’ikkhapayoge ca, paccäsuna-
anupatiginänam pubbakattari ca, ärocanatthayoge tadatthe
tumatthe alamatthapayoge ca, manhatipayoge anädare
appänini ca, nayanagatyatthänam kammani ca, äsimsattha-
payoge ca, sammutipayoge ca, tatiyatthädisu ca — tarn
kärakam sampadänasannam hoti. Etth ' ädisaddena pancami-
chatthisattamlnam attho ca, sära t tho  ca, bahuv idho
akkharappayogo ca gahito; etesu pi catutthi vibhatti bhavati.

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

1 Smith, Index verborum, gives ärocana (f.) for reasons which escape me; CPD
gives ärocana (nt.).
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for the sake of something, when there is the sense of the
infinitive, [and] when there is usage in the sense of sufficiency;
also when there is usage of mannati when there is contempt and
[it applies] to something inanimate; also in the case of the object
of [an action denoted by verbal roots] with the senses of
‘moving’ or ‘leading’; also when there is usage in the sense of
benediction; also when there is usage of [the word] sammuti
‘permission; consent’; [and] also when there is the sense of the
third [case ending] etc. — that käraka [too] is something to
which the technical name sampadäna applies. As far as this is
concerned, by the word ädi ‘etc.’ [is indicated] the meaning of
the fifth, the sixth, and the seventh [case endings], moreover the
meaning sära ‘advantage; reminder (?)’, and it is accepted that
linguistic usage is of many kinds; in these cases too the fourth
case suffix applies.

Kaccäyana offers an identical rule (135), except that Aggavamsa
has added nayana° to gatyartha0 and the Kaccäyana rule has a different
ending, equally obscure, reading °bhiyyasattamyatthesu ca after
sammut i .  The rule covers rules from the käraka section of the
Astädhyäyi, but also from A 2.3, the section where vibhaktis are
assigned. The above translations of several of the phrases taken over by
Aggavamsa are out of place, and I think syntactically coherent
translations of them are virtually impossible, particularly because many of
the elements are quoted verbatim but deprived of their original syntactic
context. In as much as Aggavamsa comments at length on each and every
one of the elements listed, it seems better for me to reserve further
discussion until an element is brought up anew. Note that in general most
of the examples offered in the commentary on Kaccäyana are met with
also in the Saddaniti where a few more are normally listed.
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2.6.1.1 silägha, hanu, (hä, and sapa

(694,20-695,5) Siläghapayoge täva buddhassa sildghate,
sakamupajjhäyassa sildghate icc evamädi; ettha ca sildghate ti
katthati, thometi ti attho. Hanupayoge hanute mayham eva,
hanute tuyham eva icc evamddv, ettha ca hanute ti apanayati,
apalapati alldpasalldpam na karoti ti attho. Thdpayoge
upatittheyya Sakyaputtdnam vaddhaki icc evamddv, ettha ca
upatthdnam ndma upagamanam saddatthavasena,
samketatthavasena pana upatthahanan ti attho, tathd hi garum
“annena pdnena upatthito ’smV x ti “upagantvd thito asmi” v ti
attham vadanti saddatthavasena, samketatthavasena pana
“mdtdpituupatthdnan”1 2 ti ddisu viya upatthahanam
adhippetam. Sapapayoge “sapatham pi te samma aham
karomi”,3 mayham sapate, tuyham sapate ti; ettha ca sapate ti
sapatham karoti ti attho, sapathan ca ndma paresam
tosdpanattham saccakaranam “alamkatd suvasand mdlini
candanussadd ekikd sayane setu yd te ambe avdhari ”4 ti ddisu
viya, puriso attano verim sapati ti ddisu pana paresam
tosdpanattham saccakaranam na hoti, tasmd tddisesu thdnesu
sampaddnasannd na hoti ti datthabbam.

As for the usage of silägha ‘praise’: ‘He praises the Buddha’,
‘he praises his own preceptor’,5 and so on in the same manner.
And in this context sildghate [means] katthati ‘boasts’, that is to
say, thometi ‘praises’. As for the usage of hanu ‘hide’: ‘He
hides from me alone’, ‘he hides from you alone’, and so on in
the same manner. And in this context hanute [means] apanayati

1 Smith, note: cf. Pv-a 135,9 (:Ja V 173,26 et Ja V 175,21, Pv 256b).
2 Khp V 5a.
3 Ja V 481,2.
4 Ja III 139,9-10.
5 The wording sakamupajjhäyassa (so Smith) is tricky. It is difficult to take
sakam on its own and difficult to explain it as part of a compound.
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‘leads away’, apalapati ‘conceals [in speech]’, that is to say, he
does not make conversation. As for the usage of thä ‘stand’1:
‘The carpenter should do service (upatittheyya) for the sons of
Sakya’, and so on in the same manner. And in this context that
is called upatthäna which is upagamana ‘approaching
[someone]’ according to its literal meaning, but in its
conventional meaning [it means] upatthahana ‘standing by
[someone’s side]; serving (= being a servant)’; that is the
meaning. For thus they teach that [when someone says] T
approach the teacher2 with food and drink’ it means ‘having
gone up to [him] I stand [there]’, in accordance with the literal
meaning, but according to the conventional meaning [the sense
of] upatthahana ‘standing by; serving’ is intended, as in such

1 Literally, ‘stopping [one’s] movement’. This is the meaning entry given in the
Dhätumälä (300; 1113): thä gatinivattiyam, taken verbatim from the Paniniya
dhätupätha (1.975: sthä gatinivrttaü). This, however, is not the meaning relevant
here. See below.
2 Smith gives the text here as follows: tathä hi garum “annena pänena upatthito
’smi” ti “upagantvä thito asmi ” ti attham vadanti ..., adding the following note
to garum: sic Ce Bem ns (z.e. garü). I do not think that Smith intended this garü
as a nominative plural to be taken with vadanti. In that case one would have to
translate: ‘For thus the teachers teach [that when someone says] “I approach
[someone] with food and drink”, it means “having gone up to [them] I stand
[there]” ...’. Rather I think he intended to signal that what we are dealing with
here is a genitive singular, the ending -w being historically correct, and then
shortened to garu. One may refer to the phrase kissa hetu ‘for what reason’. The
form garum, then, is probably a scribal correction by someone who has tried to
make sense of a form he did not recognise by adding an anusvära and thus
making it an accusative singular. Surely, at any time in the history of the Pali
language a long vowel could be replaced by a short nasalised vowel, but hardly in
a genitive case ending. For these reasons I also take garum as part of the
example. This may seem at odds with Smith’s indication of where the example
begins, but if he did not consider it an accusative singular the reason he kept
garum outside the quotation mark could be that the person waited upon is not
stated in the similar constructions he refers to. Finally, a strong reason for taking
it as part of the example and as a genitive form is that otherwise we would in fact
lack a sampadäna in Aggavamsa’s example of the same.
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[expressions] as ‘looking after one’s mother and father’. As for
the usage of sapa ‘swear; curse; make an oath’: ‘To you I
properly make an oath as well’, ‘he makes an oath to me’, ‘he
makes an oath to you’.1 And in this context sapate means
‘makes an oath (sapatha)'; and that is called sapatha ‘oath’
which is a statement of truth in order to bring about happiness
for others, as in such [sentences] as ‘adorned, well dressed,
garlanded, abundant in sandal perfume — she who took away
these/your mango fruits, let her solitary lie in bed’. But in such
[sentences] as ‘the man curses his enemy’2 there is no statement
of truth in order to bring about happiness for others, and
therefore it should be understood that the technical term
sampadäna does not apply in cases such as these.

The roots dealt with here are given in identical fashion by
Kaccäyana. They are taken directly from A 1.4.34 släghahnunsthäsapäm
jhipsyamänah which teaches that the name sampradäna is assigned to
someone who is meant to know in the context of the verbal roots slägh
‘praise’, hnu ‘hide’, sthä (in a special meaning to which I shall return),
and sap ‘swear; curse; make an oath’. As for the Saddaniti passage, one
may assume that the meanings intended for these roots are the same as
the ones assigned to them in the Dhätumälä — which, incidentally, are
identical with the ones given for these roots in the Päninlya dhätupätha.
But if this is all there is to it Aggavamsa would be simplifying the picture
to the extent of missing the point of introducing the rule.

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

1 My translation ‘make an oath’ here is a consequence of following Smith’s
reading sapatham karoti in the immediately following clause which explains the
meaning of sapate and of Aggavamsa’s subsequent claim that in the case of these
expressions ‘a statement of truth in order to bring about happiness for others’ is
involved.
2 The form verim creates a slight problem. I take it to be the accusative singular of
verin ‘bearing hostility’, here used as a substantive meaning ‘enemy’.
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informed (jnipsyamänah) of the activities expressed by these roots. This
seems to have become lost both in Aggavamsa’s treatment, and also, as
noted already by Senart, in the Kaccäyanavutti (140):

Les quatre premiers cas prevus par cette regie semblent
empruntes ä Panini, I, 4, 34 : “?läghahnuhsthä?apäm jnipsya-
mänah”. Mais comme, ni dans le texte de notre regie, ni meme
dans le commentaire, le mot “jnipsyamänah” ne se trouve
reproduit, il est natural de penser que le sens particulier que son
addition force ä attribuer aux quatre racines dans le grammairien
Sanscrit ne doit pas etre transports aux quatre verbes pälis. C’est
ainsi que j’ai traduit “siläghate” non: il se vente ä quelqu’un,
mais: il loue quelqu’un, et “sapate mayham”, non: il me fait
serment de . . . mais: il me bläme, conformement ä Vart. 8 in Pän
I, 3, 21 (tjapate upälambhane : devadattäya Qapate).

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

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

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

Let me then finally turn to the case of sapa. As pointed out by
Senart, värttika 8 on A 1.3.21 states that ätmanepada substitutes are
introduced after the root sap when the swearing is perceived as such by
the recipient of the swearing. This is specified further in the Käsikä so as
to involve touching the body ‘with the statement’ (yäcä). The situation is
clarified further in the commentaries of Haradatta and Jinendrabuddhi
who both explain that we are dealing with a special kind of oath —
sapathavisesa. Moreover, Jinendrabuddhi makes a clear distinction in
meaning here between the ätmanepada and the parasmaipada forms of
the root sap-, sapatity äkrosatity arthah, 'sapati, that is to say, “abuses;
curses” [in the parasmaipada}' . It is this distinction which is reflected in



E.G. Kahrs74

Aggavamsa’s attempt to distinguish between ätmanepada usages of this
verb where ‘a statement of truth for the sake of other people’s happiness’
is involved and parasmaipada usages where this is not the case, as in
puriso attano verim sapati ‘he curses his enemy’, clearly stating that in
the latter case the term sampadäna does not apply. Neither Haradatta nor
Jinendrabuddhi are clear on this point, however, and such a claim is
certainly not in complete accordance with Sanskrit usage, where -— I
believe — one could say devadattäya sapati ‘he swears at Devadatta’
with the verb in the parasmaipada voice and the recipient of the abuse in
the dative case. One may therefore be entitled to question Aggavamsa’s
examples for the ätmanepada usage of the verb in the sense of making an
oath. These are extremely simplistic and do not necessarily reflect
anything more than a knowledge of what the Sanskrit grammarians claim
and thus are not genuine Pali language usage. It is noteworthy that in the
Dhätumälä (557) Aggavamsa lists only the parasmaipada form sapati.
If his example verim sapati is genuine and not constructed by him to fit
the occasion, sapati takes an object in the accusative case.

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

1) Mhv 25. 113: vinä samghena ähäram mä bhunjetha kadäci
pi, mätäpitähäre sapimsu dahare va no; clearly parasmaipada with an
unambiguous accusative, so that on the authority of Aggavamsa we
ought to translate: ‘When we were young [our] mother and father cursed
us, saying: “without the Sangha you shall never enjoy a meal”.’ But, in
that context, one might consider this as making an oath. The PTS
translation (Geiger) runs: “‘Without the brotherhood you shall never take
a meal,” thus our mother and father have caused to swear us in our
boyhood at the meal’. The form sapimsu is certainly not causative, but
the translation may serve to indicate that the construction was considered
problematic.

2) Ja V 104,21: tvam sapasi rajänam; again parasmaipada
with an accusative, and if we follow Aggavamsa we ought to translate:
‘You curse the king’.
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3) S I 225: Sapassu ca me Vepacitti adubbhäyä tv, clearly an
ätmanepada imperative form of the verb, while me could be taken as a
genitive/dative, although, analogous to no above, it is occasionally met
with as an accusative, and, as we shall see below, Buddhaghosa takes it
as a locative. But the genuine dative adubbhäya is crystal clear, and — if
we follow Aggavamsa I hasten to add — we ought to translate: ‘And
make an oath to me, Vepacitti, who am free from violence’. The PTS
translation (Mrs Rhys Davids), on the other hand, runs: ‘Thou mayest
swear, Vepacitti, that I will use no treachery’.

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

Buddhaghosa’s explanation of sapassu ca me, on the other
hand, is quite informative: mayi adubbhattäya sapatham karohi. Here it
is no longer possible to apply Aggavamsa’s distinction. We do have a
dative form, but he glosses me as mayi which undisputably is a locative. I
can only take this to mean: ‘make an oath on me for the purpose of non-
violence’, with the genuine dative form understood as a dative of
purpose.1 Although Aggavamsa’s explanation deviates from Buddha-
ghosa’s and although he may have been inspired by the formulations of
Haradatta and Jinendrabuddhi, it is nevertheless possible that

1 This word can either be taken as an abstract noun formation from adubbha in
the sense of ‘non-violence-ness’ or as a compound with atta (= Skt. ätman) as
the second member in the sense ‘who is of a non-violent nature’. It is
noteworthy, though, that the Burmese edition reads adubbhatthäya ‘for the sake
of non-violence’ and indicates that the Sinhalese reads adubbhanatäya with v.l.
adrubbhattäya. The readings have one thing in common: they are all datives of
purpose.
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Buddhaghosa was the direct source for Aggavamsa’s introduction of the
phrase sapatham karoti as the explanation of sapate since Aggavamsa
was no doubt familiar with Buddhaghosa’s works.

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

1) Vin I 347,37: Brahmadatto ca Käsiräjä Dighävu ca kumäro
annamannassa jivitam adamsu pänin ca aggahesum sapathan ca
akamsu adrübhäya, ‘Brahmadatta, king of Käsi, and the young Dighävu
granted life to each other, and grasped [each other’s] hands, and made an
oath for non-violence’. This is a completely different conception of how
the dative adrübhäya links up with the verbal phrase.

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

3) Ja 1 180,22: ... attano adübhäya sapatham karetvä, ‘having
caused [them] to make an oath for non-violence against him’.

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

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

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

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

2.6.1.2 dhära

(695,9-13) Dhärayatipayoge “idha gahapati kulaputto na
kassaci kinci dhäreti appam vä bahum vü”,1 suvannam
dhärayate,“tassa ranno mayam nägam dhärayämd”2', tattha
dhärayate ti inavasena ganhäti, inam katvä ganhäti ti attho,
ettha dhanikoyeva sampadänam.

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

This reflects A 1.4.35 dhärer uttamarnah which teaches that the
name sampradäna is given to the creditor in relation to the verb
dhärayati. This is standard usage in Sanskrit as well as in Pali. Note that

‘A l l  69,26.
2 Smith: cf. Ja II 370,4.
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Aggavamsa has left out the sampadäna in the example suvannam
dhärayate ‘he owes gold’.

2.6. 1.3 piha

(695,13-17) Pihapayoge “deva pi tesam pihayanti sam-
buddhänam satimatam” ,* buddhassa ahhatitthiyä pihayanti,
“devä dassanakämä te”1 2 icc evamädi — ito icchämi bhad-
antassä ti idam pana sar 'icchäyoge kammani chatthiyantam
padan ti datthabbam.

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

This goes back to A 1.4.36 sprher ipsitah which teaches that the
object desired to be obtained in relation to the verbal root sprh is assigned
to the käraka category sampradäna. The Dhätumälä (1676) gives piha
icchäyam which no doubt reflects the meaning given in the Päniniya
dhätupätha 10.325 sprha ipsäyäm so that the meaning intended is that of
ipsä ‘wish to obtain’ and not simply icchä ‘desire’, although the semantic
difference here may in practice be slight. The example given in the
Dhätumälä (1676) is pihaniyä vibhütiyo, ‘[various] attainments are to be

1 Dhp 181cd.
2 Ja VI 104,5.
3 The word te is ambiguous and three equally strange interpretations are possible:
‘these gods have the desire of seeing you’, ‘the gods are desirers of seeing you’,
or ‘the gods have a desire to see in respect of you’.
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longed for’. As a possible quotation this has not been traced as such.
Now, the most common meaning of piha in Pali seems to me to be
‘envy’, a meaning which clearly applies in two of Aggavamsa’s
examples, that is, if buddhassa annatitthiyä pihayanti is not merely a
gloss of the preceding example, or coined in analogy with it. But one may
wonder whether at least the last example here really is based on common
usage. The Mahäbhäsya does not comment upon A 1 .4.36, but the
Käsikävrtti does. There, in reply to why Panini says ipsita “desired to be
obtained” in the rule, the sentence puspebhyo vane sprhayati, ‘he longs
for flowers in the forest’ is adduced. Haradatta clarifies this in his
commentary (KäSP 1:553):

ipsitamätre iyam samjnä f prakarsavivaksäyäm tu paratvät
karmasamjnaiva bhavati — puspäni sprhayatiti / yadä tv
ipsitam ipsitatamam vä sesatvena vivaksyate, tadä sasthi
bhavati //

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

One wonders whether this argumentation really holds water,
that is, whether the expression puspäni sprhayati would be approved of
by Panini. If by rule 1.4.36 the assignment to the sampradäna category
would not overrule the assignment to the karman category in the domain
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of ysprh, then the rule would be niravakäsa, without scope elsewhere.1

Be that as it may. We do, however, have clear examples in Sanskrit of
'Isprh being used with both accusatives and genitives, and what is of
interest here is that it could quite well be that Aggavamsa picked up
Haradatta’s explanation or something similar and transferred it to Pali
when he contrasts the sampadäna usage with one where a genitive usage
is explained as an accusative, that is, where a genitive ending is made
applicable through an assignment to the category kamma. Here he takes
the opportunity to include also verbs meaning ‘remember’ to account for
constructions such as the Sanskrit mätuh smarati ‘he remembers his
mother’ in distinction to mätaram smarati ‘he remembers his mother’.
That, however, has nothing to do with the sampradäna. In the
Astädhyäyi the usage of the genitive case to express the karman in
relation to verbs meaning ‘remember’ is accounted for by rule 2.3.52
adhigarthadayesäm karmani which teaches that a genitive ending
denotes the karman when there is usage of verbs having the sense of
‘remember’ and of day ‘distribute’ and is ‘own’.

2.6. 1.4 kudha, duha, issa, and usuyya

(695,17-25) Kudhaduhaissausuyyatthänam payoge kujjhati
Devadattassa,“tassa kujjha mahävira”,2 “yadi 'han tassa
kuppeyyam" ,3 duhayati disänam megho, “yo mittänam na
dubbhati”,4 keci pana“na dühati ” ti pathanti; titthiyä issayanti
samanänam,  “devä na issanti purisaparakkamassa" ,5

annatitthiyä samanänam usuyyanti läbhagedhena,6 dujjanä

1 Of course, for Haradatta the distinction here rests on the -tama suffix.
2 Ja III 42,7.
3 Cp II 3: 4c.
4 Ja VI 14,7-25.
5 Ja IH 7,20.
6 Senart (Kacc-v 135) phrases this differently here: titthiyä samanänam
usuyyanti; läbhagiddhena. dujjanä gunavantänam usuyyanti; gunavaddhena kä
usuyyä vijänatam.
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gunavantänam usuyyanti gunasamiddhiyä, “kä usuyyä
vijänatam"' — dutiyä ca: “brähmano Vassakärabrähmanam
usuyyati”.1 2

As for the usage of kudha ‘be angry’, duha ‘injure’,3 issa
‘envy; not tolerate’, and usuyya ‘find fault with; feel
resentment’: ‘He is angry with Devadatta’, ‘let there be wrath
toward him, Great Hero’, ‘if I had felt angry with him’, ‘the
cloud gives milk (duhayati) in the quarters’,4 ‘he who does not
injure (na dubbhati) [his] friends’, but some read ‘na dühati',
‘members of other sects envy (or: do not tolerate ?) the
Buddhists’, ‘the gods do not envy what a man can do’,5 ‘non-
Buddhists feel resentment against the Buddhists out of greed for
the gain [the Buddhists are given]’, ‘bad people feel resentment
against the good because of their wealth of good qualities’,
‘what resentment is there against the wise ?’; also the second
[case suffix occurs]: ‘the Brahman feels resentment against /
finds fault with the Brahman Vassakära’.

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

1 Vin 1 43,28; S 1 127,8.
2 Ps IV 74,1-2 adM III 15,5.
3 Smith (695, note 12) refers to Mmd Ce 224,5 which gives the meaning of duha
as jigimsä ‘wish to injure’. It is not listed in the Dhätumälä.
4 This is what I think this sentence means, but see below.
5 i.e., mere mortal efforts; gods can do much more.
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is that they do have different meanings, but what they have in common is
summed up by the meaning of the word krodha. You are not harming
something or feeling jealous unless you are angry. What is not discussed,
though, is whether the name sampradäna would apply when a root
synonymous with one of the roots listed is used. This issue has some
bearing on the Saddaniti passage since Aggavamsa in addition to the
listed root kudha (krudh) brings in also the root kup (kuppati\ Skt
kupyate). It seems that the Sanskrit commentators did not understand the
rule to be applicable in such a way, so that most probably Aggavamsa is
just freely adding a root in accordance with the examples that come to his
mind. The Sanskrit commentators do, however, point out that the
specification ‘towards whom anger is felt’ is necessary since one may,
for example, feel jealously protective of one’s wife while one’s anger is
directed against someone else who would then be the sampradäna
whereas the wife would not, as in bhäryäm irsyati ‘he is jealous in
respect of his wife’. Here the sense is that one jealously keeps an eye on
his wife and the word bhäryä ‘wife’ accordingly appears in the
accusative case. Such usage could be Aggavamsa’s reason for stating
towards the end of the passage that the second case also occurs, although
there is another more probable explanation for this to which 1 shall return.

The root duha in the sense ‘harm’ does not occur in the
Dhätumälä. It is therefore obvious that Aggavamsa has just taken it over
from the list of verbs in Panini’s rule. Moreover, he seems to have ended
up in a real shambles here in as much as the root duha occurs in the
Dhätumälä (1036) in the sense of papürana. This is the meaning entry
of the root duh ‘milk; extract’ met with in the Sanskrit dhätupäthas.
Aggavamsa’s first example here involves the verb duhayati. This is not a
common verb in Pali. It would most probably be a 1Oth class verb since
as a causative Pali would strengthen its first syllable: *dühayati. Smith
(index) takes it as equivalent to Skt druhyati although he points out (with
an exclamation mark) that the Burmese nissaya (quoted Sadd 695, note
17) relates it to dohati, that is, to Skt dogdhi ‘milks’. I believe that this in
fact is the connection and that Aggavamsa and not the nissaya-kara is to
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blame. The idea would in that case be that the cloud gives moisture as if
being milked (cf. papürana ‘filling up’). But for duhayati we have only
this one example, we do not know where it comes from, and, admittedly,
its meaning is far from clear. It seems to me that Aggavamsa does not
have an example for duha (druh) but has to face the inherited list of
verbs. If we take the forms met with in Aggavamsa’s examples and add
that dubbhati also alternates with dübhati,1 we end up with four different
forms: dubbhati, dübhati, dühati, and duhayati. This provides a striking
example of the difficulties facing lexicographers of Päli.

The examples for issa and usuyya do not present particular
difficulties apart from determining the exact nuances of meaning.2

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

1 cf. Ja VI 14,7-25 (ed. Fausboll) which reads dübhati.
2 The root issa is explained by itself in the Dhätumälä (872): issa issäyam. In the
Päniniya dhätupätha the entry irsyärthäh specifies the meaning of the three roots
irks, sürks, and irsy.
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quotation offered by Aggavamsa himself, namely the Cariyäpitaka
phrase yadi ’ham tassa kuppeyyam ‘if I had felt angry with him’. But the
edition of Jayawickrama (PTS, 1973) reads pakuppeyam in all
occurrences of this phrase.1 A similar formulation also occurs with the
sampadäna in the dative/genitive plural (Cp II 1.8, 10): yadi ’ham tesam
pakuppeyyam. Now this provides metrical difficulties, so not surprisingly
the variant reading kuppeyyam occurs in all instances, but not
systematically in any one edition (Morris, Burmese, Thai, Sinhalese,
etc.). It is perhaps too simple to say that pa has been added and that that
is how the metrical problem arose. The atthakathä explains the phrase
(Cp-a 157): tassa mänatthaddhassa kütajatilassa aham yadi kujjheyyam,
‘if I were to be angry with him, that is, with Mänatthaddha Kütajatila’.
Here pakuppeyyam is glossed by kujjheyyam, without a preverb but in
exactly the same construction.

2.6. 1.5 rädha and ikkha

(695,25-696,6) Rädha ikkha icc etesam dhätünam payoge,
yassa vipucchanam kammavikhyäpanattham, tarn kärakam
sampadänasannam hoti; tattha ca dutiyä'. ärädho ’ham raniio
ärädho ’ham räjänam,“ky äham ayyänam aparajjhämi"23 ky
äham ayye aparajjhämi,2 äyasmato Upälissa upasam-
padäpekho Upatisso äyasmantam Upälim vä, “cakkhum
janassa dassanäya tarn viya manne”.4

Rädha ‘satisfy’5 and ikkha ‘look’: when there is usage of these
roots, one about whom there is an inquiry which has the aim of

1 Cp (ed. Jayawickrama) II 3.4, 5.8, 7.4, 8.6.
2 Vin III 162,11.
3 Smith: cf. Vin I 56,11; but he has not marked it as a quotation.
4 Smith: cf. Mil 121,14 (Ps).
5 This root is not listed in the Dhätumälä', Mmd Ce 224,7 gives rädha himsä-
samrädhesu. The meaning ‘injure’ clearly does not apply here and the author
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clarifying an action,* 1 that käraka is assigned the name
sampadana', but likewise the second [case suffix]: ‘I am a
homager of the king’, [or:] ‘I am homaging the king’, ‘do I
offend against the masters ?’, [or:] ‘do I offend the masters ?’,
‘Upatissa has an expectation of ordination from the venerable
Upäli’, or ‘[Upatissa looks] to the venerable Upäli [for
ordination]’, ‘the eye is for the seeing of people, like that I
think’.

The rule is in this case A 1.4.39 rädhiksyor yasya viprasnah
which states that the name sampradäna is assigned to one about whom
there is an inquiry in relation to the roots rädh ‘satisfy; propitiate’ and Iks
‘look’. Aggavamsa is moving on very slippery ground here. First of all,
the Sanskrit commentaries reveal that we are dealing with very specific
usages here; so for example the Käsikä: yasya subhäsubham prcchyate I
devadattäya rädhyati I devadattäyeksate / naimittikah prstah san
devadattasya daivam paryälocayatity arthah. This makes the context
clear: ‘He about whom good and bad is being asked: “He makes
prophesies for Devadatta.” “He looks into Devadatta.” That is to say, a
fortune-teller being asked considers the fate of Devadatta.’ The Nyäsa
adds: daivam iti subhäsubham karma, ‘daiva (fate), that is, good or bad
karma’.

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

seems to have confused drädh with 'Iradh, cf. dhp 4.84 radha himsä-
samräddhyoh while we are dealing with 5.16-17 rädha sädha samsiddhau.
1 For this translation of kammavikhyäpanattham, see below.
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has ärädho me ranno I räjänam. The Padamanjarl on the Käsikä
passage cited above states that the form yasya in the rule is an objective
genitive, karmani sasthi. It could be that Aggavamsa has had some such
statement in mind, and since his usages are clearly genitives and not
datives he could have considered it possible to use the accusative for the
genitive, but I do not find this explanation very convincing. But his
examples are not very convincing either. In fact, I doubt whether his
accusative examples are genuine. Only the genitive ones are attested. The
“accusative version” of the Upäli example seems outrightly strange,
whereas in his last example he does not give an accusative equivalent
although an action noun in -ana such as dassana could take an accusative
in Pali. It is also noteworthy that the verbs or verbal nouns adduced as
examples of the roots rädha and ikkha in all instances occur with
preverbs. In the last example he uses 'idrs instead of 'iiks. One seems
forced to conclude that again Aggavamsa slavishly follows the
Astädhyäyi and parrots lists of verbs he has not even included in his own
Dhätumälä and for which he can only produce dubious examples, so that
again he tries to force upon the Pali language an unsuitable mould from
the Sanskrit.

2.6. 1.6 paccäsuna and anupatigina

(696,6-22) Sunotissa dhätussa paccäyoge, yo etassa kammuno
kattä, so sampadänasanno hoti, tarn yathä: “Bhagavä bhikkhü
ämantesi: ‘bhikkhavo' ti, ‘bhadante' ti te bhikkhü Bhagavato
paccassosum" ,' ettha ca Bhagavä ämantanakiriyävasena
kammabhütänam bhikkhünam kattä hutvä paccäsavana-
kiriyävasena sampadänam hoti — evam akkharacintakänam
matavasena attho veditabbo, ägamikä pana ‘Bhagavato
vacanam paccassosun'1 2 ti chatthipayogam icchanti. Sunotissa
dhätussa payoge dvisu kammesu yarn kammam pubbam

1 AI  1,6-8.
2 Smith: cf. Mp 1 18,25 = Ps 1 14,34 (Sv adD II 263,21).
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kathitakammattä, tassa kammuno pubbassa yo kattä, so
sampadänasanno hoti, tarn yathä: bhikkhu janam dhammam
saved tassa bhikkhuno jano anuginäti tassa bhikkhuno jano
padginäti, sädhukäradänädinä tarn ussähayati ti attho', ettha ca
janan ti akathitakammam, dhamman ti kathitakammam,
bhikkhu pana savanakiriyävasena kammabhütassa kattä hutvä
anugäyanapatigäyanakiriyävasena sampadänam hoti ti
datthabbam.

When [the preverbs] pacca or ä are attached to the verbal root
sunoti, the one who [was] the agent of that [previous] act, [that
participant in the subsequent action] is assigned the name
sampadäna, as for example: ‘The Noble One addresses the
monks saying “Monks”, [and] these monks replied
(paccassosum “Venerable One” to the Noble One’; and here
the Noble One, having been the agent in relation to the monks
who were the objects due to the act of addressing, is the
sampadäna due to the act of replying — thus the meaning is to
be understood according to the view of the grammarians; those
versed in scripture, on the other hand, teach the usage of the
sixth [case suffix], [saying that it really means] bhagavato
vacanam paccassosum, ‘they reply to the statement of the
Noble One’. When there is usage of the verbal root sunoti with
two objects, it is the agent of the previous object which was the
previous object in as much as it was the object that was
specified, that receives the name sampadäna-, as for example: A
monk makes people listen to the Doctrine, [and] people
encourage this monk, people respond to this monk. That is to
say, they incite him by giving their acclamation. And here
‘people’ is the unspecified object, while ‘the doctrine’ is the
specified object; the monk, on the other hand, having been the

1 Most translators render paccassosum ‘assented’, but I prefer to translate it
simply as ‘reply’ here.
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agent in relation to that which was the object1 due to the activity
of hearing, is the sampadäna due to the activities of praising
(anugäyana) and responding (patigäyana)', thus it should be
understood.

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

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

1 Note that he does not say which one.
2 The Kaccäyanavutti, by comparison, is quite clear in its formulation (136):
Paccäsunaanupatiginänam pubbakattari ca.
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recitation. The verbs anugrnäti and pratigrnäti thus mean to answer or
respond in recitation, to encourage by repeating. Although he was
probably not too familiar with these verbs, Aggavamsa still feels he has
to account for this rule as well. The result is peculiar. First of all, he
introduces sunoti again, not ginatij Then, oddly, he brings in the
causative of this verb, saved, and the ditransitive construction that goes
with it. One may be allowed to question the purpose of introducing the
akathita- and kathita-kamma distinction here. To me it makes no sense
whatsoever. One may also question the authenticity of Aggavamsa’s
example. According to the CPD, anuginäti is attested only here and in the
parallel text of the Kaccäyanavutti as well as in the 13th century
grammatical work Payogasiddhi. The assumption that the example is
fabricated is strengthened by the fact that for the verbal noun Aggavamsa
uses anugäyana ‘singing after; praising’ presumably because anugäyati
is the verb that actually occurs. When the CPD gives the meaning of
anuginäti as ‘to say after, repeat [the word of another]; to approve or
assent’, this is probably due to an attempt at mediating between the
Sanskrit meaning of the verb and what the context in Aggavamsa’s
example requires. But who knows, maybe people did repeat in chorus to
encourage a monk who was teaching the doctrine by reciting from the
canon ?

2.6.1.7 ärocanattha, tadattha, tumattha, alamatthappayoga,
and maiiiiatipayoga

(696,22-697,6) Ärocanatthe: “ärocemi kho te maharaja
pativedemi kho te maharaja"1 2 — ämantanatthe dutiyä yeva na
catutthi:  “handa däni bhikkhave ämantayämi vo”, 3

“ämantayassu vo putte"4 icc evamädi. Tadatthc. “ünassa

1 cf. Dhatumälä 1208 Ge sadde. Ginoti, ginäti.
2 SI  101,20.
3 DU 120,13.
4 Ja VI 544,7,9.
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päripüriyä",x buddhassa atthäya jlvitam pariccajämi, atthäya
vata me Bhaddä sunisä gharam ägatä. Tumatthe-. “lokänu-
kampäya”,1 2 lokam anukampitun ti attho, bhikkhünam phäsu-
vihäräya, phäsu viharitun ti attho. Alamatthappayoge ca
sampadänasannä', ettha ca alamsaddassa attho araha-
patikkhepä, tattha arahatthe: alam me buddho, alam me rajjam,
alam bhikkhu pattassa, alam mallo mallassa arahati mallo
mallassa,  patikkhepe: “alam te idha väsena”,34 5 alam me
hirannasuvannena,“kirn te jatähi dummedha".* Mannatipayoge
anädare apänini: katthassa tuvam manne, kalingarassa tuvam
manne-, anädare ti kimattham: suvannam tarn manne, apänini ti
kimattham: gadrabham tuvam manne.

When there is the sense of ärocana3 ‘announcing; declaring’: ‘I
announce to you, king, I make known to you, king’. When there
is the sense of ämantana ‘addressing; inviting’ only the second
[case suffix applies], not the fourth: ‘Well now, monks, I
address you’; ‘call your children’, and so on in the same
manner. When there is [the sense of] ‘for the purpose of it’6:
‘For the sake of making up the deficiency’; ‘I abandon my
livelihood/living/life for the sake of the Buddha’; ‘certainly for
the sake of me, Bhaddä, the daughter-in-law, has come to the
house’. When there is the sense of turn (the infinitive suffix):
‘For the mercy upon the world’, that is to say, to commiserate
the world; ‘for the comfort of the monks’, that is to say, to dwell

1 Vin III 203,36.
2 M 121,27.
3 Vin III 184,16.
4 Dhp394a.
5 CPD lists this as a neuter action noun. Smith (Index verborum) gives ärocanä,
feminine. His reason for doing so escapes me.
6 Aggavamsa is obviously sticking to his set phrase °atthe out of habit. This
makes the expression elliptical and quite difficult to translate accurately.
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comfortably.1 Also when there is usage in the sense of alam
‘enough’ the term sampadäna [applies]; and here the meaning
of the word alam is araha ‘capable [of]; worthy [of]; fit [for]’
and patikkhepa ‘rejection [of]; enough [of]’. When the sense is
araha, then: ‘The Buddha is sufficient for me’; ‘kingship is
sufficient for me’; ‘a monk is worth his begging-bowl’; ‘one
wrestler is enough for the other’, that is to say, ‘one wrestler is
worthy of [= equal to] the other’. When the sense is patikkhepa'.
‘Enough of living here for you’; ‘enough of gold and glitter2 for
me’; ‘what with [= what’s the point of] matted locks for you,
you fool’. When there is the usage of manhat i  ‘thinks;
considers’ in the sense of contempt, except in the case of
animates: ‘I consider you a stick of wood’; ‘I consider you a
mere piece of wood’. What is the point in stating ‘in the sense of
contempt’ ? [Compare:] ‘I consider this [to be] gold’. What is
the point in stating ‘except in the case of animates’ ? [Compare:]
‘I consider you a donkey’.

The introduction of ärocanattha is peculiar. It is, however, met
with also in Kaccäyana. But so far things have proceeded along an exact
parallel to the treatment of the sampradäna in the Astädhyäyi. This is the
deviation. The reference is clearly to the meaning of ärocana, not the
usage of that particular word. The word ärocana itself is not common in
Sanskrit, but cf. BHSD. A 1.4.33 introduces the sampradäna in
connection with Iruc, but in the sense ‘to be pleasing’, and Aggavamsa
included this in his main definition of the sampadäna. Moreover, it is not

1 Unless one assumes that the word phäsu has a cognate accusative suppressed,
then it is an accusative used adverbially. According to the PED it is an adjective
which “never occurs by itself in form phäsu”. This is certainly not the case; cf.
Th 537-38. Etymologically connected with '•Isprs ‘touch’; Turner (1973) claims
it is < *sparsu as a vrddhi derivation, not < *sparsu. Its basic meaning (cf.
C. Caillat 1960 and 1961) is ‘touchable’, that is, ‘ritually free to be touched’,
hence ‘comfortable; all right’.
2 Normally translated ‘gold coined and uncoined’.
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very helpful of him to give as his example here an enclitic which can
represent five different cases. Admittedly, there is a debate on whether te
can be accusative. It is then even more puzzling when Aggavamsa claims
that vo must be accusative and cannot be dative.

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

First in this sequence is the expression tadatthe which is clearly
intended to cover the dative of purpose. Although it is not clear where
Aggavamsa has this expression from, it is evident that he quietly moves
in the shadows of A 2.3.13-14. In Pali the dative has lost its donative
usage, and so the dative of purpose is by far its most common usage,
with some occurrences of datives of place and time. In Sanskrit the
situation is different, and the dative of purpose is by no means the
exclusively prominent one. In the Astädhyäyi, rule 2.3.13 caturthi
sampradäne is a general rule which teaches that the dative case suffix is
added to a nominal stem when the sampradäna is to be denoted and has
not already been expressed otherwise. This is followed by rule 2.3.14
kriyärthopapadasya ca karmani sthäninah which teaches that a dative
case ending is added to denote the object (karman) of a substituend, an
original that has been replaced, which served as an attendant word in
expressing the purpose of the action. For example, in edhebhyo vrajati
‘he goes for firewood’ the dative suffix is added to what was the object
of the action expressed by the infinitive in the construction edhän
ähartum vrajati ‘he goes to fetch firewood’. Clearly, the wording of
A 2.3.14 is too complex for Aggavamsa’s purpose, since it appears in a
network of rules involving among other things the unstated substitution
of the infinitive suffix tumUN which is added by rule 3.3.10
tumunnvulau kriyäyäm kriyärthäyäm. This rule need not concern us here
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in any detail. It states that the action denoted by the root to which the
suffix tumUN is added must be the purpose of the action denoted by
another verb. This sense of being for the purpose of another future action
is referred to as tädarthya in the tradition.

In Sanskrit grammatical works the expression tädarthya comes
up in the first värttika on A 2.3.13, caturthlvidhäne tädarthya upasam-
khyänam which states that when the caturthi is being taught one should
state additionally that it is also added when there is the sense of ‘for the
purpose of that’, tädarthye. This is clearly intended to refer to a material
used for a particular purpose. Patanjali offers the examples yüpäya däru
‘wood for a sacrificial post’ and kundaläya hiranyam ‘gold for an ear-
ring’.

The same expression and the same examples come up also in the
context of A 2.1.36 caturthi tadarthärthabalihitasukharaksitaih. The
first part of this rule states that a word in the dative case is optionally
compounded with a word denoting a thing which is for the purpose of
what the first member of the compound signifies. The first värttika on
this rule raises the question of whether compounds should be made with
any word denoting a thing for the sake of something else. The answer is
that only when there is a relation between material and product should a
compound be made. Thus, from yüpäya däru ‘wood for a sacrificial
post’ and kundaläya hiranyam ‘gold for an ear-ring’ one can make the
compounds yüpadäru and kundalahiranyam, but one cannot make such a
compound from randhanäya sthäli ‘a pot for cooking’. The discussion
moves on to the second word artha in the rule and whether one should
form a nityasamäsa, an obligatory compound, with this word. An
example is brähmanärtham päyah ‘milk for the Brahman’. Details in this
need not concern us here. Suffice it to say that Aggavamsa does not seem
to include such datives of purpose that are covered by the värttika on
A 2.3.13, by A 2.3.14, or by A 2.1.36 under his tadattha formulation.

Next we have the word tumatthe. This is most likely taken over
from the subsequent rule in the Astädhyäyi, namely 2.3.15 tumarthäc ca
bhävavacanät which teaches that a dative case suffix is also added to a



E.G. Kahrs94

stem expressing bhäva, that is, to the stem of an action noun denoting the
mere activity of whatever the verbal root signifies, and having the sense
of the suffix tumUN, the infinitve suffix. Examples areyägäya vrajati ‘he
goes to sacrifice’ in the sense of yastum vrajati. This does not fit in too
well with the examples adduced by Aggavamsa. The presumption that he
follows the progression of the Astädhyäyi here is strengthened by the
next item introduced, the dative used alamattha, in the sense of alam
‘enough’.

In this case there can be no doubt that Aggavamsa has drawn on
A 2.3.16 namahsvastisvähäsvadhälamvasadyogäc ca. This rule teaches
that a dative case ending is introduced also after a nominal stem that co-
occurs with any of the words listed. Why Aggavamsa has picked out
only alam remains a mystery. That he finds no usage of the Vedic ritual
interjection vasat is hardly surprising, but namah is common in all Pali
Suttas. More alarming is the fact that Aggavamsa has mixed up two
usages of the word alam here. The one he wants is ‘enough’ in the sense
of ‘equal to; a match for; sufficient for’, which Aggavamsa indicates by
the meaning araha ‘capable [of], etc.’. Even here one might claim that
there is a distinction between the examples ‘the Buddha is sufficient for
me’ and ‘a monk is worth his begging-bowl’. But clearly he errs when
introducing the sense of patikkhepa ‘rejection; enough of which involves
neither the sampadäna nor the dative case suffix at all.

This raises several issues. One may note that Aggavamsa uses
here the expression alamatthappayoge ‘when there is usage in the sense
of alam' and not simply alamatthe ‘when there is the sense of alam', as
in the previous ärocanatthe, tadatthe, and tumatthe. This, I believe, is
quite revealing. In the Astädhyäyi rule 1.1.68 svam rilpam sabda-
syäsabdasamjnä sets down the principle that in the grammar a word
denotes its own form except in the case of a word which is a technical
term of grammar. The inclusion of synonyms, then, have to be provided
for by special statements. With regard to alam in A 2.3.16, the Sanskrit
grammarians have a long discussion which goes back to the Mahäbhäsya
and the second värttika on this rule: alam iti paryäptyarthagrahanam
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‘[by the word] alam there is mention of the meaning “being a match for”
(paryäpti)'. This, according to Patanjali, is to exclude the usage of the
dative in sentences such as alam kurute kanyäm ‘he adorns his daughter’
which requires the accusative case ending. Patanjali brings in the example
mallo malläya ‘one wrestler is a match for the other’ in the sense that
they are equals. But he also adduces other examples fitting the paryapti
requirement: prabhur mallo malläya ‘one wrestler is a lord for the other’
and prabhavati mallo malläya ‘one wrestler is overpowering for the
other’. This is the first sign that Aggavamsa may have understood the
application to be restricted not only to the occurrence of the word alam,
but to any usage where there is the sense of alam. This, of course, is a
gross misunderstanding. The värttika and the necessity of stating it is
brought up again in several subsequent Sanskrit works, for example the
Käsikävrtti and its commentaries. The reason is that the paribhäsä,
general rule of interpretation, upapadavibhakteh kärakavibhaktir
baliyasi1 is considered to make the värttika superfluous. Briefly, the
paribhäsä states that a vibhakti signifying a käraka supersedes a vibhakti
occasioned by an upapada ‘attendant word’, that is, a syntactically co-
occuring word such as alam. This would account for the usage of the
accusative in alam kurute kanyäm where A 2.3.2 karmani dvitiyä teaches
the application of the accusative as a kärakavibhakti while the dative
ending taught by A 2.3.16 would be an upapadavibhakti and thus
superseded by the ending taught by A 2.3.2.

Whether Aggavamsa had seen this particular passage or not, the
remarks of Kaiyata ad locum may serve to illustrate my point (MbhP
11:788): tena tatparyäyänäm apt grahanam sidhyati I anyathä sva-
rüpasyaiva grahanam syät / atha välam ityarthagrahanam vyäkhyeyam
ity arthah, ‘Thereby [that is, by stating only the wording paryäptyartha
“with the sense of being a match for”] understanding also of synonyms
of alam would be established. Otherwise there would be understanding
of the own form [of the word alam] alone. Or else, the interpretation [of

1 For a detailed exposition of this paribhäsä and its needlessness, see Cardona
1980.
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the värttika is that by the word] alam there is understanding of [its]
meaning’. Both of these solutions open the way for the inclusion of
synonyms of alam which then is to be taken to mean ‘in the sense of
alam', alamatthe, Aggavamsa’s wording in his rule.

It is clear that Aggavamsa, if he did not understand the situation
here fully, could have taken this or a similar passage as a green light to
include any usage of alam and any synonym of alam, including even kirn
occurring with a form in the instrumental in a construction such as kim te
jatahi ‘what is the sense of matted locks for you’ where the pronoun te
occurs as a genitive/dative form but with no relevant relation to the
construction in question. One may note that the example with kim is not
met with in the Kaccäyanavutti.

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

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

2.6.1.8 nayanagatyatthakammani

(697 ,6-12) Nayanagatyatthakammani: “yo mam gahetväna
dakäya neti", 1 gämassa pädena gato, “appo saggäya
gacchatf',2 “saggassa gamanena vä",3 “müläya patikasseyya"4

— kassa gatiyan ti dhätu,  patikasseyya ti äkaddheyya,

bhikkhum äpattimülam äneyyä ti attho\ dutiyä ca: dakam neti,
gämam pädena gato, appo saggam gacchati, mü lam
patikasseyya.

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

having taken me, leads me to water’; ‘he has gone on foot to the
village’; ‘few go to heaven’; ‘or by going to heaven’; ‘he should

drag back to the root’. The verbal root here is ‘kassa in the
sense of movement’5: 'patikasseyya' , he should drag back, that
is to say, he should lead the monk back to the root of his
offence. And also the second [case ending] :  ‘He leads to
water’6; ‘he has gone on foot to the village’; ‘few go to heaven’;

‘he should drag back to the root’.

The sequence of rules A 2 .3 .13-17  which deals with the dative
case ending is preceded by the rule 2 .3 .12 ga tyar thakarman i

dvitiyäcaturthyau cestäyäm anadhvani. This is the last rule in the

1 Ja III 296,20-21.
2 Dhp 174d.
3 Dhp 178b.
4 Vin 1 320,35.
5 Dhätumälä 955.
6 This is what it “ought” to mean.
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sequence dealing with the assignment of cases when the käraka karman
is to be denoted. As I understand it, the rule states that the second or
fourth case suffixes are used to signify the object (karman) of verbs
having the sense of gati ‘going’ provided movement actually occurs and
the object is not a path. So far so good; Aggavamsa has acceptably
accounted for the usage of both the dative/genitive and the accusative in
the case of objects of verbs of motion. But he has included this rule in his
sampadäna section, not in the section dealing with kamma. Moreover, it
is not clear whether these objects of verbs of motion are assigned to the
category kamma when there is an accusative ending and to the category
sampadäna when there is a dative/genitive ending. It seems at first easy
to say that this confusion is due to the fact that Aggavamsa does not
distinguish clearly between käraka and vibhakti. This, however, is too
simple in as much as the problem was not entirely clear to the Sanskrit
grammarians either. The discussion of how to interpret A 2.3.12 goes
back all the way to the Mahäbhäsya. Questioning the purpose of this
rule, Patanjali states (Mbh I: 448,18-21):

kim artham punar idam ucyate / caturthi yathä syät / atha
dvitiyä siddhä / siddhä karmanity eva / caturthy api siddhä /
katham / sampradäna ity eva / na sidhyati / karmanä yarn
abhipraiti sa sampradänam ity ucyate kriyayä cäsau grämam
abhipraiti / kayä kriyayä / gamikriyayä / kriyägrahanam api
tatra codyate /

Now, for what purpose is this [rule] stated ? So that the fourth
[case suffix] would be applicable. Is the second established,
then ? It is indeed established by [rule 2.3.2] karmani dvitiyä
‘the second [case suffix] when the object is to be denoted’.
[But] the fourth [case suffix] has been established too. How ?
By [rule 2.3.13 caturthi] sampradäne ‘[the fourth case suffix]
when the sampradäna [is to be denoted]’. [No,] it has not been
established. [Rule 1.4.32] states that ‘what [the agent] aims at
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through the karman, that is [called] the sampradäna’, but [here
the agent] aims at the village through the action [and not through
the karman]. Through what action ? Through the action of
going. There [i.e., in the discussion of rule 1.4.32] mention of
[the word] kriyä ‘action’1 is also urged.

If I understand Patanjali correctly here, he is proposing that one
can do without rule 2.3.12. In that case, one could simply assign the
village to the category karman, add the accusative case suffix according
to A 2.3.2 karmani dvitiyä, and thus get a sentence like grämam gacchati
‘he goes [to] the village’. Likewise one could assign it to the category
sampradäna by A 1.4.32, including the reading kriyayä ‘through the
action’, add the dative case suffix according to A 2.3.13 caturthi
sampradäne, and thus get the sentence grämäya gacchati ‘he goes to the
village’. Rule 2.3.12 would thus be superfluous. It is worthy of notice,
though, that Patanjali rejects the inclusion of the word kriyä in rule 1.4.32
in his discussion of that rule.2 It seems then reasonable to assume that
Patanjali would be forced to retain rule 2.3.12.3 And if rule 2.3.12 is
retained, it seems clear that the village would be assigned to the category
karman and one has a choice with regard to the accusative or the dative
case suffix. The Käsikävrtti accepts the rule.4

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

1 That is, kriyayä ‘through the action’ as well and not only ‘through the karman’.
2 MbhI: 330,23-331,2.
3 1 am not quite certain about this, though, since Patanjali at A 1.4.32 accepts the
interpretation of karmanä = kriyayä.
4 However, the Käsikä raises the question of why the word dvitiyä, seemingly
redundant because of A 2.3.2, is included in the wording of the rule. The reason
given is that it is to block A 2.3.65 kartrkarmanoh krti from taking effect, and the
subsequent addition, for example, of the genitive case suffix and not the
accusative to the stem grama- in an expression like grämam gantä ‘a goer to the
village’. Details are of no interest here.
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discussion of the sampradäna there covers only seven verses (VP
3.7.129-35). The first of these gives the general definition, the second
brings in the usage accounted for by A 1.4.33 which Aggavamsa
incorporates in his main definition of the sampadäna, and the remaining
five deal with issues pertaining to A 2.3.12. Roughly, Bhartrhari
suggests that the issue depends on whether an action is thought about as
a unity or as consisting of parts (VP 3.7.133-34):

bhedäbhedavivaksä ca svabhävena vyavasthitä I
tasmäd gatyarthakarmatve vyabhicäro na drsyate //
vikalpenaiva sarvatra samjne syätäm ubheyadi /
ärambhena na yogasya pratyäkhyänam samam bhavet //

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

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

One final but significant point remains to be considered, namely
Aggavamsa’s inclusion of the word nayana ‘leading’ in his rule. This is
obviously done on his own initiative in as much as it is absent in
Kaccäyana and the vutti. His exact source for this is difficult to trace, but
there can be no doubt that it is one or more of the Sanskrit grammarians.



Exploring the Saddaniti 101

The word appears already in the third värttika on rule 2.3.12: cestäyäm
anadhvani striyam gacchaty ajäm nayaty atiprasangah, ‘[the
expression] “provided movement [actually occurs] and [the object is] not
a path” would cause overapplication, as in “he approaches the woman”
and “he leads the goat”.’ The point here is that both gacchati and nayati
are verbs of motion and the objects stated are not a road and movement
does actually occur. But the expressions striyai gacchati and ajäyai
nayati are not acceptable. The solution is offered by vt. 4: siddham tv
asampräptavacanät, ‘it is established, however, if we state “[an object]
which has not been reached [yet]” ’. Kaiyata explains (MbhP 11:784):

stri tu sampräpteti caturthyabhävah / ajäm nayatity aträpy
ajäyäh sampräpanäc caturthyabhävah / atha vä nayatir
gatyartha eva na bhavati / pratlyate hy atra gatih, na hy asau
nayater arthah, tasya präpanaväcitväd ity ähuh /

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

In other words, the verb ni is not simply to be considered a verb
of motion and ought therefore to be mentioned separately. Whether
inspired by this Kaiyata passage or some similar passage — Heläräja
discusses the sampräpta värttika under VP 3.7.134 — it is clear that
Aggavamsa’s inclusion of nayati has been triggered by the Sanskrit
grammatical tradition. He remembers the genuine example dakäya neti
‘he leads [me] to water’ but does not seem to bother about the sampräpta
problem. I wonder whether the accusative version, dakam neti, would be
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genuine Päli, though, or whether it would simply mean ‘he leads the
water’.1

2.6.1.9 äsimsattha and sammutipayoga

(697,12-15) Äsimsatthe ca: äyasmato dlghäyu hotu, bhaddam
bhavato hotu, kusalam bhavato hotu, svägatam bhavato hotu
icc evamädi. Sammutipayoge: sädhusammuti  2 me tassa
Bhagavato dassanäya.

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

Äsimsattha incorporates A 2.3.73 caturthi cäsisyäyusya-
madrabhadrakusalasukhärthahitaih. This rule teaches that instead of a
genitive (A 2.3.50 sasthl sese) a dative case suffix is optionally
(anyatarasyäm, A 2.3.70) added after a nominal stem when it co-occurs
with the words äyusya Tong life’, madra ‘joy’, bhadra ‘good fortune’,
kusala ‘welfare’, szzMa ‘happiness’, artha ‘prosperity’ andAzta ‘good’
when äsisi ‘benediction; blessing’ is intended. Apart from A 2.3.62
which teaches a certain usage of the dative in Vedic, this is the only rule
after A 2.3.17 concerning the usage of the dative case suffix. But it has
nothing to do with the sampradäna. Note that Aggavamsa’s examples,
presumably to the extent he has been able to find some, follow the
progression of the words mentioned in A 2.3.73. This rule is the final
rule in the section assigning case suffixes in the Astädhyäyi so

1 cf. Dhp 80a: udakam hi nayanti nettikä, ‘for irrigators lead water’.
2 Ce sammat°; cf. also sädhusammata D I 48; S IV 398; Sn 92,1 et passim', Mil
4,21.
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Aggavamsa has by now taken what he thinks he can use from that text on
the sampradäna and the fourth case suffix. The rest of his sampadäna
passage deals more directly with issues brought up by the Päli itself.

Quite problematic is the first issue of this kind: sammutipayoga
‘when there is usage of sammuti' . I presume one has to add ‘the term
sampadäna applies’. As far as I know, this has no parallel in Sanskrit
grammar. Aggavamsa offers one single example which is not without
ambiguity as to its translation. First of all, I take sädhusammuti to be a
tatpurusa or a karmadhäraya compound, to be interpreted as ‘approval
by good ones’ or ‘approval as good’. Moreover, there are variant
readings here. For example, sädhusammata is translated by K.R.
Norman as ‘well-thought of by the general public’1 which would imply
‘approved of as sadhu by those who are sadhu'. This implication might
well have been intended. Then there are two possible dative forms, me
‘for me; of me’ and dassanäya ‘to see’; ‘approval/agreement for me of
the seeing’ would be a dative of purpose. Kaccäyana has sammuti0 with
the variant sammati0 . The vutti, incidentally, offers one more example,
annatra sanghasammutiyä bhikkhussa vippavattum na vattati, which
Senart translates “il n’est pas permis au religieux de s’absenter autrement
que du consentement de la communaute”.

2.6.1.10 tatiyatthädi

(697,15-698,17) Tatiyatthe: “asakkatä c’ asma Dhanan-
jayäya",23 mayam Dhananjayena raniiä asakkatä bhavämä ti
attho. Ädisaddena pancamiyatthe ca: “bhiyyoso mattäya"?
ayam hi bhiyyoso mattäyä ti payogo pancamlpayogo “yo ca
sitan ca unhan ca tinä bhiyyo na mannati"4 ti payogo viya;

1 The group of discourses II, Sn 92,1 etc.
2 Ja IH 98,16.
3 Smith: ns cit. S II 242,21.
4 Di l l  185,15-16 = Th 232.
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tattha bhiyyoso ti idam bhiyyosaddena atirekatthaväcakena }

nipätena samänattham nipätapadam “aham bhikkhave yävade
äkamkhämi vivicc' eva kämehi vivicca akusalehi dhammehi"12 ti
ettha yävadevasaddena samänattham yävade ti nipätapadam
viya; na c ettha vattabbanv. 'bhiyyoso ti nipätapadam närna
atthi ti äcariyehi niddittham na ditthapubban' ti äcariyehi
'nipätä nämä' ti anidditthänam pi bahünam nipätänam säsane
dissanato, “mamkate Sakka kassaci ” 34 ti ettha hi man ti
amhatthe upayogavacanam sabbanämikapadam, kate ti
nipätapadam-, tasmä samsayam akatvä bhiyyoso mattäyä ti
ettha 'mattato bhiyyo' ti attho gahetabbo 'tinä bhiyyo' ti ettha
tinato* bhiyyo ti attho viya, imam attham yeva sandhäya poränä
'bhiyyoso mattäyä ti atirekappamänenä' ti tatiyävibhattivasena
attham kathayimsu, pancamivibhatti hi katthaci tatiyäya
samänatthä "mattäsukhapariccäga"5 ti ettha viya, appamatti-
kassa sukhassa pariccägenä6 ti hi attho. Keci pan’ ettha
vadeyyum: 'mattäsukhapariccägä' ti ädisuyasmä mattäsaddo
itthilingo, tasmä 'bhiyyoso mattäyä’’ ti etthä pi mattäyä ti idam
itthilingam tatiyekavacanantam, ten’ eva hi 'atirekappamänenä'
ti vivaranam katan ti. Tan na; kincä pi 'mattäsukhapariccägä'
ti ädisu mattäsaddo itthilingo, tathä pi mattan ti
napumsakalingam pi bahusu thänesu dissati; tasmä
napumsakalingato mattasaddato catutthekavacanassa äyädese
kate mattäyä ti rüpam bhavati, tan ca bhiyyoso ti
nipätapadayogato paiicamiyatthe catutthi ti vinnäyati. Keci
pana 'bhiyyoso mattäyä' ti ettha 'so puggalo mattäya madana-

1 This is Buddhaghosa’s exegesis; cf. Smith: Spk ad S I 49,11: Spk ad S I 24,19
= Sv at/D 1 211,12.
2 cf. S II 210,25.
3 Ja IV 14,2.
4 Smith: Sv adD III 185,16: tinato pi uttarim.
5 Dhp 290a.
6 Dhp-a III 449,5.
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taya x bhiyyo' ti attham vadanti. Tam sasane paharadana-
sadisam ativiya na yujjati.

[When the fourth occurs] in the sense of the third1 2 [case suffix
the term sampadäna may apply]: ‘But we are not honoured in
respect of Dhananjayä’, that is to say, we are not honoured by
queen Dhananjayä. By the word ädi ‘etc.’ [is indicated that the
technical term sampadäna applies] also [when the fourth
occurs] in the sense of the fifth [case suffix], for this usage
‘bhiyyoso mattäya’ is a usage of the fifth, like in the usage: ‘But
he who considers cold and hot as no more than grass’. There
this [word] bhiyyoso is a particle (nipäta) synonymous with the
linguistic item bhiyyo which is a particle expressing the sense of
atireka ‘surplus; excess; remains’, just like the particle yävade is
synonymous with the linguistic item yävadeva here in: ‘I,
monks, as much as indeed (yävade) I strive to separate myself
from desire, separate myself from bad phenomena’. But in this
respect one should not say that it has not been seen before that
the teachers have taught explicitly that bhiyyoso is indeed a
particle, because, with regard to numerous particles which have
not even been taught explicitly, it has been attested in the Sästra
by the teachers that they are indeed particles. For in the case of
‘[there should not be harm,] O Sakka, to anyone on my account
(mamkate)’ mam is a pronominal word expressing the thing
used in the sense of [the pronominal stem] amha- [while] kate is
a particle. Therefore, without creating doubt — in the case of
bhiyyoso mattäya the meaning is to be understood as mattato
bhiyyo ‘more than so much’, just as in the case of tinä bhiyyo

1 Bm madanatthäya.
2 This is how I understand Aggavamsa’s intention here, although the phrasing is
admittedly extremely ambiguous. One may as well translate ‘when there is the
sense of the third’ or ‘in the sense of the third’. Panini uses the expression
A 1.4.85 trtiyärthe, ‘when there is the sense of the third [case suffix]’.
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the meaning is tinato bhiyyo ‘more than grass’ — ancient
authors explain the meaning by means of the third case suffix as
in bhiyyoso mattäya, that is, ‘through extraordinary measure’,
with reference to this meaning alone, for the fifth case ending
sometimes has the same sense as the third, as in the case of
mattäsukhapariccägä (ablative) ‘from renouncing small
pleasure’, for the meaning is ‘through (instrumental) the
renouncing of small-measured pleasure’. [Objection:] Some,
however, would say about this that in [expressions] such as
mattäsukhapariccägä, since the word mattä has feminine
gender, so also in the case of bhiyyoso mattäya this [form]
mattäya has feminine gender and ends in a singular third case
suffix; and that is why he explains it by atirekappamänena
‘through extraordinary measure’. [Reply:] No. [For] although
the linguistic item mattä has feminine gender in such
[expressions] as mattäsukhapariccägä, [the form] mattam with
neuter gender is still seen in many instances; therefore, in as
much as the substitute -äya is made for the singular fourth case
suffix after the word matta with neuter gender, the form
mattäya occurs, and so the fourth case suffix [occurs] in the
sense of the fifth due to the construction with the particle
bhiyyoso — thus it is to be understood. [New objection:] But
with regard to bhiyyoso mattäya some declare that the meaning
is so puggalo mattäya madanatäya bhiyyo ‘he (so), that is, the
individual, is more than mattä ,  that is, [more than]
intoxication’.1 [Reply:] This is highly unacceptable in this
Sästra, [and] just like giving a slap [in the face].

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

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

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

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

Now my view here is that it is definitely of more interest to find
out what Aggavamsa thinks bhiyyoso mattäya means than to state
reasons for what we may think it means. Still, this is such a tour de force
that it seems necessary to clear the ground a little bit. The form bhiyyoso
is roughly translatable as ‘for the most part’, in some places ‘to a greater
extent’. As for the expression bhiyyoso mattäya, two solutions
immediately present themselves. If we take bhiyyoso as a genitive of the
corresponding Sanskrit bhüyas, we may translate ‘to the measure of
something greater’. If we take it as an adverb formed with the suffix -sas,
commonly added to numeral or quantitative stems, and thus equivalent to
Sanskrit bhttyasas, we may translate ‘to a measure in a greater way’.
Edgerton remarks (BHSD): “bhüyasya, °syä, °so, bhüyosya, with (in
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Mv rarely without) mätrayä (instr, of Skt. mäträ), or once mäträm, = Pali
bhiyyoso-mattäya, adv. or adverbial phrase, in specially high degree. The
common BHS expression is bhüyasyä (instr, fem. of Skt bhüyas-)
mätrayä, e.g. SP 23.1; LV 321.17; Mv ii.345.2 (vs, prob, read with v.l.
°sya m.c.); exceptionally bhüyasya (a m.c. ?) mäträm (so mss., Senart
em. °am) Mv ii.338.13 (vs.); ... in SP 71.10 (prose) ed. with Nep. mss.
has the usual bhüyasyä mätrayä, but Kashgar rec. bhüyaso (intending
Skt. °So; cf. Pali bhiyyoso) mätrayä.”. It could, of course, be an
instrumental, and we would have to translate something like ‘for the most
part with respect to measure’, but I doubt whether this is genuine
Sanskrit usage and not a back-formation from Päli or some other Middle
Indo-Aryan dialect. J. Brough, with reference to Dhp 290a mattäsukha-
pariccägä quoted by Aggavamsa above, remarks (1962:229): “In
addition to its more usual meanings, mäträ is widely recognized by the
Sanskrit lexicographers in the sense of ‘property, household goods,
worldly possessions (paricchade, dhane).” I abstain from speculating on
the possible implications this could have for the interpretation of the
forms in question here, since it was obviously not in Aggavamsa’s mind.

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

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

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

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

2.6.1.11 chatthiyattha, sattamiyattha, etc.

(698,17-699,2) Chatthiyatthe ca: “mahato12 34 ganäya bhattä me”?
Sattamiyatthe ca: tuyhan c’ assa ävikaromi, tassa me Sakko
pätur ahosi. Säratthe ca vattabbe catutthi vibhatti bhavati,
särattho näma uttamattho cintäpanattho vä: desetu bhante
Bhagavä dhammam bhikkhünam, tesam phäsu, etassa
pahineyya,  yathä no Bhagavä vyäkareyya, tathä tesam
vyäkarissämi, kappati samanänam äyogo, amhäkam maninä
attho,“bahüpakärä bhante Mahäpajäpati Gotami Bhagavato”?
“bahüpakärä bhikkhave mätäpitaro puttänam”* icc evamädi.
Tathä ädisaddena bahusu akkharappayogesu catutthiyä pavatti

1 Smith 133,7: ita Bm h.l. et Ce Bm Sd § 554 (Ce 613,26), cf. 135,12 [= ganäya
bhattä tfl; Ce Be ns J mahä-,
2 Ja V 363,12.
3 M III 253,20.
4 It 110,10.
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veditabbä, tamyathä'.  “upamam te karissämi”, } dhammam vo
... desissämi,* 2 “ko attho supanena te”,3 kirn attho me buddhena,
kathinassa dussam, ägantukassa bhattam icc evamädi.
Tatiyatthädisu cä ti casaddaggahanam avuttattha-
samuccayatthan c’ eva sampadänagahanatthan ca; Kaccäyane
pana sa t tamyat thesu  cä ti casaddaggahanam
vikappanatthaväggahanänukaddhanattham4 eva.

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

’MI  148,35.
2 cf. Mill  37,11.
3 Ja IV 84,22.
4 Kacc: vikappanattham va°.
5 This example and the translation will be discussed below.
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‘food for those who have arrived’ — and so on in the same
manner. The mention of the word ca ‘also’ in the phrase
tatiyatthddisu ca does indeed serve the purpose of adding the
sense of something that has not been stated as well as the
purpose of mentioning the sampaddna. But in Kaccdyana,
when he says sattamyatthesu ca ‘also in the sense of the
seventh’, the mention of the word ca is only for the sake of
referring back to a previous mention in rules through the word
vd in the sense of option.

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

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

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

2.6.1.12 Excursus

(699,2-701,15) Ettha pana thatvä kinci vadäma: saddasattha-
vidünam matavasena hi rajakassa vattham dadäti, Yannadatto
Devadattassa inam dadäti ti ädisu sampadänasannäya na
bhavitabbam, saddasatthesu hi yassa sammä püjäbuddhiyä
anuggahabuddhiyä vä diyate, tarn sampadänan ti vuttam,
rajakassa vatthadänan c’ eva Devadattassa inadänan ca
püjävasena vä anuggahavasena vä na hoti, accantavacanan ca
na hoti, tasmä sammä pakärena assa dadäti ti sampadänan ti
atthena virodha[na]to l sampadänasannä na hoti ti tesam
laddhi, ten’ eva rajakäya, Devadattäyä ti ca catutthi vibhatti tehi
na vihitä', chatthi yeva vihitä: rajakassä ti ädinä ti. Ettha
asmäkam vinicchayo evam veditabbo: yadi rajakasaddo vattha-

1 Ce Bm virodhanato', Be ns virodhato.
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saddena sambandhaniyo siyä, rajakassa vattham annassa
kassaci dadäti ti attho siyä, rajako ca sämi siyä', yadi pana
dhoväpanatthäya vattham rajakassa dadäti ti dänena rajako
sambandhaniyo siyä, so rajako katham sampadänam näma na
siyä dänakiriyäya patiggahanabhäve thitattä, tathä hi ‘yassa
dätukämo’ ti ca acittikatvä asakkatvä bhikkhussa bhattam adäsi
ti ca ädisu pi dätukämatämattena vä asakkaccadänamattena vä
yo dänam ganhissati yo ca dänam ganhati, te sabbe sam-
padänä honti yeva säsanayuttivasena; api ca säsane “atthäya
hitäya” x ti tadatthapayogam thapetvä,“dakäya netC,* 2“saggäya
gacchati”,34 5 “asakkatä c’ asma Dhananjayäya” j “bhiyyoso
mattäya”j “ganäya bhattä”67 8910 ti payogesu vibhattivipalläsanayan
ca thapetvä namoyogadänayogädisu catutthekavacanassa
äyädeso na labbhati, tena sangitittayärülhe pävacane buddhäya
deti, namo buddhäyä ti ädini padäni na santi,“buddhasetthass'
adäs’ aharn" 2 “namo karohi nägassä"* ti evarüpäni yeva
äyädesarahitäni padäni dissanti, tasmä yarn Atthasäliniyä
ägatam “eko puriso kilittham vattham rajakassa adäsi ti
padam,  tattha rajakassä ti catutthiyä bhavitabbam
catutthichatthlnam sabbapakärena sanamvibhattinam sarüpato
thitatthäne sadisattä. Tathä hi “aggassa dätä medhävi ” ti
imissä päliyä attham vadantehi garühi “aggassa dätä ti
aggassa ratanat tayassa dätä ,  atha vä aggassa
deyyadhammassa dätä" xo ti catutthichatthlnam attho vutto. Iti

'MI21 .27 .
2 Ja III 296,21.
3 Dhp 174d.
4 Ja in 98,16.
5 Smith: ns cit. S II 242,21.
6 Ja V 363,12.
7 Ap 286,23.
8 MI 143,12.
9 As 243,10.
10 It 89,5 and It-a (PTS ed. Bose) II 11,5. Ed. Bose reads deyyadhammassa
dänam [ulavam katvä].
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saddasatthayuttito rajako samt hotu chatthivibhattivasena
vuttattä, säsanayuttito pana sampadänam hotu catutthi-
chatthinam avisesena vuttattä 1; katthaci katthaci thäne
yebhuyyena pälinayasaddasatthanayänam annamannam
accantaviruddhattä ca, tathä hi saddasatthe äpasaddo bahu-
vacanantam itthilingam Bhagavatä ähacca bhäsite pullingam
ekavacanantam; tathä saddasatthe däräsaddo bahuvacanantam
pullingam, pävacane vacanadvayayuttam pullingam; sadda-
satthe dhätusaddo ekantapullingam, pävacane ekanta-
itthilingam, evamädayo annamannam viruddhasaddagatiyo
dissanti. Kinca bhiyyo'. saddasatthe Devadattäyä ti catutthi, tad
eva Devadattäyä ti padam pälinayam patvä vibhattivi-
palläsavasena tatiyäpancamichatthinam atthe catutthi siyä na
suddhacatutthl, Yajnadatto Devadattäya asakkato ti ädinä
yojetabbattä “asakkatä c’ asma Dhananjayäyä”23 ti ädisu viya;
kinca bhiyyo\ guno assa atthi gunavä ti ettha sadda-
satthanayena assä ti padam chatthiyantam bhavati, pälinaye
atthakathänaye ca olokiyamäne atthisaddayogato catutthi-
yantam yeva bhavati; kathanv. “udet’ ayam cakkhumä
ekaräjä" 2 “äsävati näma latä jätä Cittalatävane tassä
vassasahassena ekam nibbattate phalam tarn devä
payirupäsanti ”4 ti imä dve päliyo assä ti padassa catutthi-
yantattam sädhenti; tattha “cakkhumä ti, sakalacakka-
välaväsinam andhakäram vidhametvä cakkhupatiläbha-
karanena yan tena tesam dinnam cakkhu, tena cakkhumä
suriyö",5 atr’ idam nibbacananv. cakkhu etassa atthi cakkhumä,
cakkhü ti ca kassa cakkhw. älokadassanasamattham mahä-
janassa cakkhu, tarn mahäjanassa cakkhu etassa suriyassa

1 1 deviate considerably from Smith’s punctuation in this passage.
2 Ja ID 98,16.
3 Jan 33,22.
4 Ja III 251,7-9, Ap 41,29-42,1.
5 Jail 34,1-3.
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atthi, tena dinnattä ti atthavasena suriyo sampadänam bhavati,
na sämi, dvinnam säminam ettha anicchitabbattä', tathä äsä
etissä atthi ti äsävati, evamnämikä latä, äsä ti ca kassa äsä'.
devänam äsä, sä devänam äsä etissä latäya atthi, tarn paticca
uppajjanato ti atthavasena latä sampadänam bhavati, na sämi,
dvinnam säminam etthä pi anicchitabbattä — evamädike
pälinaye atthakathänaye ca upaparikkhiyamäne yathävutto
attho yeva päsamso, kirn saddasatthanayo karissati. Atha vä
rajakassa vattham dadäti ti ettha saddasatthanayena chatthi
hotu, rajakassa hatthe vattham dadäti ti attham eva mayam
ganhäma,  vacanasesanayassa pi dassanato\ evan ca sati
ubhinnam nayänam na koci virodho.

But at this point in the argument we have something to say; for
according to the view of the grammarians, in such [sentences] as
‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’, ‘Yajnadatta gives a
loan to Devadatta’ the name sampadäna does not apply; for in
the science of grammar it has been stated that that to which
[something] is properly (sam =somma) given with an intention
of worship or with an intention of kindness, that is the \käraka\
sampadäna. [But] neither the giving of the clothes to the
washerman nor the giving of the loan to Devadatta is by
worship or by kindness; moreover, it is not a complete
statement.* 1 Therefore — because it is conflicting with the sense
of [the term] sampadäna [arrived at by the analysis] ‘in the
proper (sam = samma) way (pa --pakärena) one gives to it’ —
the name sampadäna does not apply, such is their view, [and]
for that very reason they do not teach the genuine fourth case
suffix in rajakäya and Devadattäya', only the sixth is taught by
way of such [forms] as rajakassa. In this respect one should

1 Complete statements would be something like ‘I’m giving my clothes to the
washerman, but I want them back clean’ and ‘I’m giving a loan to Devadatta, but
1 want it back with twelve percent interest’.



116 E.G. Kahrs

know that our opinion is as follows: If the word rajaka
‘washerman’ were to be related to the word vattha ‘clothes’,
then the meaning would be ‘he gives the washerman’s clothes to
someone else’, and the washerman would be [assigned to the
category of] owner (sämi). If, on the other hand, the washerman
were to be connected with [the act of] giving as in ‘he gives the
clothes to the washerman for the purpose of making [them]
clean’, why then would not this washerman be the sampadäna
in as much as he has been established in the state of receiving
with regard to the act of giving, for thus, in [phrases] such as ‘to
whom there is a desire to give’ and even ‘without regard,
without consideration, he gave food to the monks’, whether by
fact of a desire to give or by fact of giving inconsiderately, he
who is to take possession of the gift and he who takes
possession of the gift, both of them are indeed [to be assigned to
the category of] the sampadäna because [that] is proper with
regard to the Päli canon. And also in the Päli canon, except for
the usage for the purpose of something as in ‘for the sake of, for
the benefit of, and except for the convention of exchanging case
suffixes (substitution) in usages such as ‘he leads to water’,
‘[few] go to heaven’, ‘but we are not honoured in respect of
Dhananjayä’, ‘for the most part/to a greater extent’, and
‘supporter of the flock’, the substitute -äya in the place of the
singular fourth [case suffix -(05)56!] does not occur in
connection with [actions such as] honouring, giving, and the
like. Therefore, in the [canonical] teaching approved of by the
three councils, statements such as ‘he gives to the Buddha
(buddhäyay or ‘homage to the Buddha (buddhaya)' do not
exist. Only statements of such a form as ‘I gave to the best
(°setthassa) among Buddhas’, ‘do reverence to the snake
(nägassa)’, lacking the substitute -äya, are met with.
Accordingly, such a statement as ‘a certain man gave dirty
clothes to the washerman (rajakassa)’ is met with in the
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Atthasälini; with respect to that, there must be the fourth [case
suffix] in rajakassa, since the fourth and the sixth are identical
in every way in every place where they occur because the case
endings -sa and -nam have the same form. For thus has the
meaning of the fourth and the sixth been declared by the
teachers when stating the meaning of the canonical passage ‘he
who gives to the best / of the best is a sage’ to be ‘he who gives
to the best, that is, to the three jewels (the Buddha, the Dhamma,
the Sangha)’, or else, ‘he who gives1 of that which has the
property of being such that it can be given’. Thus, let the
washerman be the owner (samz’)2 by way of fitness in the
science of grammar in as much as [the word rajakassa] has
been stated with a sixth case ending, but let it be the sampadäna
by way of fitness in the canon in as much as it has been stated
without distinction between the fourth and the sixth. Moreover,
we get this endless opposition between the conventions of the
canonical texts and the conventions of the science of grammar.
For example: In the science of grammar the word äpa ‘water’ is
something which has a plural ending and feminine gender,
[whereas] it has actually been uttered by the Noble One with
masculine gender and a singular ending3; likewise the word
därä ‘wife; womenfolk’ is something which has a plural ending
and masculine gender in the science of grammar, [while] in the
[canonical] teaching it has masculine gender [but is] constructed
with both numbers; in the science of grammar the word dhätu
‘element’ is something with exclusively masculine gender,
[while] in the [canonical] teaching it is of exclusively feminine

1 Or, reading with Bose dänam, ‘a giving’.
2 That is, the owner in an owner-owned relationship expressed by a genitive case
ending.
3 cf. Sadd 107,21: Apasadde äcariyänam lingavacanavasena matibhedo vijjati,
... ‘concerning the word äpa we meet with a difference in opinion among the
teachers when it comes to stating the gender, .. .’.
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gender; onwards in the same manner we meet with verbal
patterns which are opposed to one another. What’s more: In the
science of grammar devadattäya is [a word ending in] a fourth
[case suffix], [but] that very word devadattäya, having received
the conventions of the [canonical] teaching, would be [a word
ending in] a fourth case suffix in the sense of the third, fifth, or
sixth [case endings] by force of the exchange of case suffixes,
[and] not a genuine fourth [case suffix], in as much as it is to be
related to such [expressions] as ‘Devadatta is not honoured by
Yajnadatta’ just as in [canonical statements] such as ‘but we are
not honoured by Dhananjayä’. What’s more: With regard to [the
grammatical rule] saying that a quality pertains to it (assa),
hence it is quality-possessing,1 assa is a word ending in a sixth
[case suffix] according to the conventions of grammar, but if
you look at the conventions of the canon and the Atthakathäs it
is simply [something] which ends in the fourth [case suffix]
from being connected with the word atthi ‘is’. How ? [For
example:] ‘He rises, [he who] possesses sight (cakkhumä2 ), the
supreme ruler’; ‘in the Cittalatä grove a creeper grows by name
of Äsävati3; of it (tassa, cf. Skt asya asti) a fruit is produced
once in a hundred years; the gods sit closely around it’. These
two canonical statements establish that the word assa ends in
the fourth [case suffix]. In this respect [it has been stated]:

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



Exploring the Saddaniti 119

‘cakkhumä “possessing sight”, that is, having scattered darkness
for those who live in the entire range of spheres, since by him
sight was given to them (tesam) by causing them to obtain sight,
because of that1 [he is called] cakkhumä, that is, the sun’. [In
accordance with A 5.2.94] the semantic analysis (nirvacand)
here is: ‘sight pertains to it, thus [it is called] cakkhumä’. But
[when you are] talking about sight, whose sight [are you talking
about] ? Sight is the faculty of sight pertaining to the entire
populace, [and] the sun has got that sight which pertains to
people, [and] because of this property of having been given [it],
for this very reason the sun is the sampadäna, not the sämi
‘possessor’, since it would be undesirable with two possessors
here. Likewise [according to A 5.2.94]: ‘hope (äsd) pertains to
it (etissa), hence äsävati ’, that is, the creeper so named. But
[when you are] talking about hope, whose hope [are you talking
about] ? This hope pertaining to the gods is [directed] towards
that creeper; [and] since [the hope] arises towards it, for that
very reason the creeper is the sampadäna, not the sämi
‘possessor’, since it would be undesirable with two possessors
also in this case. In these and other cases when you examine the
conventions of the canon and the Atthakathäs, only the meaning
as it has been stated [there] is praiseworthy, [so] what will the
science of grammar do [= who cares about the grammarians] ?
Or else, let the sixth [case ending] apply according to the
conventions of the grammarians with regard to [a sentence such
as] ‘he gives the clothes to the washerman’, [so that] we
understand only the sense ‘he gives the clothes in the hands of
the washerman’ from which also the remainder of the [elliptical]
statement is seen. And when it is like this, there is no opposition
between the two conventions.

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

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

‘rajakasya vastram dadäti,' 'ghnatah prstham dadäti' ityädau
tu dadätyartho nästi / tyägo hi sah / tena ca hänätmakena
mamatävicchedasyäksepäd eva paropayogäbhisamdhinä
parasvatväpädanam api svikrtam / atra ca tadabhäva iti gauno
’yarn dadäteh prayogah /

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

tena dadäteh karmanä yam abhipraiti tat sampradänam Hi
vijnäyate I nanv evam api rajakasya vastram dadäti, ghnatah
prstham dadätity atra präpnoti, naitad asti\ dänam hi näma
püjänugrahakämyayä svakiyadravyaparityägah parasvatvä-
pattih, tac ceha nästi, ato na bhavisyati /

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

It seems to me extremely likely that this passage was known to
Aggavamsa. Not only is this evident from the phrase saddasatthesu hi
yassa sammä püjäbuddhiyä anuggahabuddhiyä vä dlyate, ‘for in the
science of grammar it has been stated that that to which [something] is
properly (sam = sammä) given with an intention of worship or with an
intention of kindness, that is the [käraka] sampadäna’ . Note that the
Nyäsa here plays on the fact that sampradäna is an anvarthasamjnä.1

Aggavamsa’s reliance on the Nyäsa is, however, also evident from the

1 cf. section 2.6 above.
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fact that Jinendrabuddhi seems to stick to the argument that since
sampradäna is an anvarthasamjnä it is applicable only in connection
with verbs denoting giving, and the verb ‘give’ entails transfer of
ownership to someone else (parasvatväpattih, parasvatväpädanam), and
the washerman can therefore not be assigned to the category of the
sampradäna .  But this is not the view held by other Sanskrit
grammarians. Compare, for example, Kaiyata on the Bhäsya statement
(Mbh 1:331,3) evam api karmanah karanasamjnä vaktavyä
sampradänasya ca karmasamjnä I pasunä rudram yajate I pasum
rudräya dadätity arthah, ‘even so it should be stated that the term karana
pertains to the karman, and that the term karman to the sampradäna as
in “he sacrifices to Rudra with a sacrifical animal”, that is to say, he gives
a sacrificial animal to Rudra’. Kaiyata comments (MbhP 11:403):

kais cid anvarthasarnjiiävijnänäd dadätivisaya eva sampra-
dänasamjnety abhyupagatam I dänam ca svatvanivrttih para-
svatväpattiparyanteti pratyajnäyi I tadubhayam apy ayuktam /
anyaträpi bhäsyakärena samjnäyä abhyupagamät / tathä ca
kriyägrahanasya gatyarthakarmaniti sütrasya ca praty-
äkhyänam krtam / tathä svatvanivrttyabhäve 'pi dadäteh
prayogo drsyate — na südräya matim dadyäd iti / khandi-
kopädhyäyas tasmai capetäm dadätiti ca /

Since [the term sampradäna}  is understood to be an
anvarthasamjnä, it is agreed by some [authors] that the term
sampradäna is [applicable] in the domain of the verb ‘give’
only. Moreover, it is recognised [by them] that ‘giving’ is a
cessation of ownership which entails the transfer of ownership
to someone else. However, both of these [views] are wrong
because Patanjali has agreed [to the application] of the term
[sampradäna] also in other places. And thus [he] has rejected
[the possible] mention of [the word] kriyä ‘action’ [in rule
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1.4.32]1 as well as the rule [2.3.12] gatyarihakarmani [dvitlyä-
caturthyau cestäyäm anadhvani].2 Likewise, even when there is
no cessation of ownership, usage of [the verb] ‘give’ is met
with, as in ‘one should not give instruction to a Südra’ and ‘the
khandika- teacher gives him a slap’.

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

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

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

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

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

Further arguments are adduced to substantiate his claim. First he
comes up with the form devadattäya which, he says, ends in a fourth
case suffix. In other words, it is a genuine dative form. But when it is
analysed according to the conventions of the canon, Aggavamsa tells us,
then it becomes a word still ending in a fourth case suffix, but a fourth
case suffix in the sense of the third, fifth, or sixth case endings in as
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much as case endings are substitutable. His one and only example is
Yajnadatto Devadattdya asakkato, which is a mere copy of the canonical
example asakkatd c’ asma Dhanahjaydya ‘but we are not honoured by
Dhananjayä’. Indeed, a feminine Dhananjaydya can be an instrumental,
dative, ablative, or genitive form. But Aggavamsa has made it clear
before that the name sampaddna applies also when there is the sense of
the third, fifth, sixth, and seventh case suffixes.1

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

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

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

555 Yato apeti yato vä ägacchati, tad apädänam.
Yato vä apeti yato vä ägacchati, tarn kärakam apädänasannam
hoti; apecca ito ädadäti ti apädänam, ito vatthuto käyavasena
cittavasena vä apagantvä annam ganhäti ti attho. Keci pana
apanetvä ito ädadäti ti apädänan ti vadanti', tesam mate ito
attänam cittam vä apanetvä ti attho. Ayam pi sannä
sampadänasannä viya anvatthato rülhito ca katä ti datthabbam.
Tarn pana apädänam duvidham käyasamyogapubbakacitta-
samyogapubbakäpagamavasena, tathä calävadhiniccalävadhi-
vasena; atha vä [ft] 1 pana tividham calävadhiniccalävadhi-
nevacalävadhinaniccalävadhivasena, tathä nidditthavisaya-
uppattivisaya2-anumeyyavisayavasena; tarn sabbam pabhedam
upari ekato pakäsessäma. Gämä apenti munayo, nagarä
niggato räjä, bhümito niggato raso, hatthikkhandhä otarati,
gehä nikkhamati, Sävatthito ägacchati. Apädänam icc anena kv
attho'. ‘ apädäne pancaml ’.

1 Bm ft'; Ce Be ns (coni.) tarn.
2 Ce upättavisaya0', VP 3.7.136, on which this classification undoubtedly is
based, reads upättavisayam.
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‘That from which something moves away, or [for example] that
from which something comes, that [käraka] is the apädäna.'
That from which something moves away, or [for example] that
from which something comes, that käraka is something to
which the technical name apädäna applies. ‘Moving away
(apecca) from it something takes (ädadäti)', thus [it is called]
apädäna. That is to say, moving away from it, [that is,] from
some thing, physically or mentally, one attains something else.
Some, however, say that [it is called] apädäna [according to the
analysis:] ‘leading away (apanetvä) from it one takes (ädadäti)'.
On their view the meaning is ‘having led oneself or the mind
away from it’. One should understand that just like the technical
name sampadäna,  this name [apädäna] too is made in
accordance with [both its] analytical meaning and [its]
conventional meaning. Now, this apädäna is of two kinds,
according to whether the moving away is preceded by physical
contact or whether it is preceded by mental contact; likewise
according to whether the starting point is moving or whether the
starting point is not moving. Or rather it is of three kinds,
according to whether the starting point is moving, whether the
starting point is not moving, or whether the starting point is not
only moving or the starting point is not not moving; likewise
according to where [the movement away] has been directly
stated, where it is comprised, or where it has to be inferred. All
these subdivisions we shall explain one by one below. [Some
examples:] ‘The sages go away from the village’; ‘the king has
proceeded from the city’; ‘liquid has come out of the earth’; ‘he
descends from the elephant’s shoulder’; ‘he emerges from the
house’; ‘he comes from Sävatthi’. What is the use of this thing
called the apädäna ? ‘The fifth [case suffix is added to a
nominal stem] to express the apädäna'.
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Aggavamsa here deviates from the Kaccäyana definition which
runs (125) yasmäd apeti bhayam ädatte vä tad apädänam, ‘that from
which something moves away or becomes afraid is the apädäna' .
Pänini’s definition runs (A 1.4.24) dhruvam apäye 'pädänam, ‘the stable
point when there is movement away [is called] the apädäna'  .
Aggavatnsa’s way of phrasing alternative definitions is here almost
meaningless.

The source of the twofold division of the apädäna, depending
on whether the moving away is preceded by physical contact or by
mental contact, is uncertain. Note, however, that Kaiyata, commenting
upon the Bhäsya at A 1.4.24 states (MbhP 11:388): jugupseti / samslesa-
pürvako visleso ’päyah I sa cätra nästi / buddhikalpitas tu gauna iti
bhävah, ‘[on] jugupsa “disgust”1: apäya “moving away” is disjunction
preceded by conjunction, and that does not apply here.2 However, [a
moving away] imagined by the mind is metaphorical; that is the
meaning’. The compound samslesapürvakah and the idea of an imagined
moving away is certainly reminiscent of käya- and citta-samyoga-
pubbako. The whole context of the discussion is, however, lacking.

The threefold division, on the other hand, stems from the
Vakyapadiya (VP 3.7.136):

nirdistavisayam kim cid upättavisayam tathä /
apeksitakriyam ceti tridhäpädänam ucyate //

The apädäna is said to be of three kinds: sometimes [it is the
one] where the moving away3 is directly expressed, likewise

1 This stems from the first värttika on A 1.4.24 which suggests that verbs
denoting among other things jugupsä should be incorporated.
2 That is, in the examples adduced by Patanjali, such as adharmäj jugupsate, ‘he
is disgusted by adharma’.
3 visaya ‘domain’ here refers to the topic under discussion, namely the moving
away.
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where the moving away is included, and also where the action
[of moving away] is implied.

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

trividham cedam apädänam — nirdistavisayam upättavisayam
apeksitakriyam ceti / tatra nirdistavisayam, — yatra
dhätunäpäyalaksano visayo nirdistah / yathd — grämäd
ägacchatiti I upättivisayam, — yatra dhätur dhätv-
antarärthängam svärtham äha / yathä ca ‘balähakäd vidyotata'
iti / nihsaranänge dyotane ’tra dyutir1 vartate / yathä vä
‘kusülät pacati’tyädau / ädänänge2 pake pacir vartate /
apeksitakriyam yatra kriyäväci padam na srüyate, kevalam
kriyä pratiyate / yathä — sänkäsyakebhyah pätaliputrakä
abhirüpatarä’ iti /

And this apädäna is of three kinds: where the moving away is
directly expressed (nirdistavisaya), where it is included
(upättavisaya), and where the action [of moving away] is
implied (apeksitakriya). Among these, nirdistavisaya is where
the domain which is defined as apäya ‘moving away’ has been
directly expressed through a verbal root, as for example ‘he
comes from the village’; upättavisaya is where the verbal root
expresses its own meaning to which is subordinated the
meaning of another verbal root, as for example ‘it is lightening
from the cloud’; here [the verbal root] dyut ‘shine’ occurs in the
sense of dyotana ‘a flashing’ to which is subordinated [the
action of] nihsarana ‘going forth’3; or, for example, in

1 Corrected from dyutivartate.
2 So read for odanähge.
3 That is, balähakäd nihsrtya jyotir vidyotate, ‘having gone forth from the cloud,
the lightening flashes’ (cf. Heläräja on VP 3.7.136).
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[sentences] such as ‘he cooks from the granary’, where the root
pac ‘cook’ is used in the sense of pdka ‘a cooking’ to which is
subordinated [the action of] dddna ‘taking out’1; apeksitakriya
is where the word expressing the action is not heard, the action
is only understood, as for example ‘the inhabitants of Pätaliputra
are more handsome than those of Säinkääya’.

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

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

The final remark, apädäne pahcami, is Pänini’s rule 2.3.28,
repeated as 607 in the Saddaniti, where, incidentally, Aggavamsa cites
the third example from the Kaccdyanavutti on this basic apädäna rule
(Kacc-v 125).

2.7.1 The cause of fear etc.

556 Bhayäduppattihetu. Yam bhayädinäm uppattiyd hetu
hoti, tan ca kärakam apädänasannam hoti: cord bhayam jdyati,
“kdmato jäyate bhayam",2“tanhdya jdyati soko"3 ti.

1 That is, kusulad adaya pacati, ‘having taken the rice grains out of the granary,
he cooks [them]’ (cf. Heläräja on VP 3.7.136).
2 Dhp215b.
3 Dhp 216a.
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‘The cause of the arising of fear etc.’ That which is the cause of
the arising of fear etc., that käraka too is one to which the name
apädäna applies: ‘Fear arises from a thief; ‘fear arises from
love’; ‘sorrow arises from desire’.

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

2.7.2 Cooking from the granary and shining from the clouds

557 Yato pacati vijjotati vä. Yato niharitvä pacati yato vä
niggamma vijjotati, tam pi kärakam apädänasannam hoti:
kusülato pacati, valähakä vijjotati cando.

‘That from which [one] cooks or [for example, from which
something] flashes.’ That from which one takes something out
and cooks, or [for example] that from which something goes out
and flashes, that käraka too is one to which the name apädäna
applies: ‘He cooks from the granary’; ‘the moon shines forth
from the clouds’.

This short passage is quite revealing. Aggavamsa has here made
a special rule out of the two examples provided by Kaiyata (MbhP
11:389), discussed above (2.7). They are also brought forward by
Heläräja on VP 3.7.136 (Hel 338,13 foil.), and by Haradatta (KäsP
1:537). Aggavamsa does not include the context in which these examples
are discussed, nor does he add anything. The case may serve as an
illustration of how the Saddaniti came to be so voluminous. To me a
good grammar is a grammar which does not make special rules out of
material that can be perfectly well covered by a general rule.
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2.7.3 Parädipubbaji etc.

558 Parädipubbajidhätädippayoge. Yathäraham para
icc ädiupasaggapubbänam jidhätädlnam payoge ca tarn
kärakam apädänasannam hoti', tathä hi ji icc etassa dhätussa
paräpubbassa payoge yo asayho,1 so apädänasanno hoti, tarn
yathä: buddhasmä paräjenti ahnatitthiyä; bhü icc etassa
dhätussa papubbassa payoge yato acchinnapabhavo, so
apädänasanno hoti, tarn yathä'. Himavatä pabhavanti panca
mahänadiyo, Anotattamhä mahäsarä pabhavanti, Aciravatiyä
pabhavanti kunnadiyo.

‘When there is usage of the roots ji “conquer; overwhelm” etc.
preceded by parä etc.’ Also when there is usage of the roots ji
etc. preceded by [the preverbs] parä etc. as appropriate, that
käraka is something to which the name apädäna applies. So
indeed when there is usage of the root ji preceded by parä he
who cannot be resisted is someone to whom the name apädäna
applies, as for example: ‘Heretics are overwhelmed by the
Buddha’. When there is usage of the root bhü ‘be’ preceded by
pa, that from which the source is not cut off, that is something
to which the name apädäna applies, as for example: ‘Five major
rivers arise from the Himavat mountain’; ‘the great lakes
originate from the Anotatta lake’; ‘small rivers arise from the
Aciravati river’.

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

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

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

2.7.4 anna etc.

559 Annädinämapayoge. Annasaddädinam nämänam
payoge ca tarn kärakam apädänasannam hoti: tato kammato
annam kammam, tato aparam.

‘When there is usage of nouns such as anna “other [than]”.’
Also when there is usage of nouns like the word anna, that
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käraka is something to which the name apadana applies: ‘An
action other than that action, different from that,’1

Aggavamsa seems again to have jumped into the vibhakti-
section of the Astädhyäyi. A 2.3.28 apädäne pancami is the general rule
which teaches that a fifth case suffix is added to a nominal stem when the
apädäna is to be denoted. A 2.3.29 anyäräditarartediksabdäiicüttara-
padäjähiyukte then teaches that a fifth case suffix is added also after
stems co-occurring with anya ‘other than’, drat ‘near to; remote from’,
itara ‘different from’, rte ‘without’, words denoting directions,
compounds with -anc as the final member, and words ending in the
suffixes -de or -ahi. In the Kdtantra (2.4.21) this list is reduced to dis,
itara, rte, and anya (digitararte’nyais ca). Aggavamsa refers to the list as
'anya etc.’, but cf. 2.7.11 and 2.7.16.4 below.

2.7.5 apa and pari in the sense of exclusion

560 Vajjanatthäpapariyoge. Vajjanatthehi apa pari icc
etehi yoge ca tarn kärakam apädänasannam hoti: apa säläya
äyanti vänijä, upari pabbatd devo vassati. Ettha ca
suddhanämänam upasaggehi yogo upasaggayogo nämä ti
gahetabbo, na gunandmdnam upasaggehi yoga; tathd hi
ubhato sujdto putto ti ddisu upasagge vijjamdne pi
upasaggayogo ndma na bhavati.

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

1 This may be a quotation, but it has not been traced.
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should understand that the construction of nouns pure and
simple with preverbs1 is indeed upasaggayogo ‘preverb-
construction’, not the construction of quality-expressing nouns
with preverbs. For example, in [a sentence] such as ‘the boy is
nobly born (of noble birth) on both sides’, although a preverb
(sw-) is met with, there is indeed no construction with the
preverb.

This is an odd passage. It clearly links up with the second
apädäna rule in Kaccäyana, dhätunämänam upasaggayogädisv api ca,
in particular with the compound upasaggayoga ‘construction with a
preverb (upasarga)' . The phrasing of the Saddaniti rule, however, so
much reflects A 1.4.88 apapari varjane that it must be more than a
coincidence. This rule assigns apa and pari to the category karma-
pravacanlya when they are used in the sense of exclusion. They are
assigned to this category by A 1.4.83 karmapravacaniyäh which is valid
up to and including A 1.4.97. The technical term karmapravacanlya
denotes particles (nipäta) that operate as governing prepositions with
regard to both nouns and verbs under conditions specified in each rule.
A 2.3.10 paiicamy apahparibhih teaches that a fifth case suffix is added
after a nominal stem co-occurring with any of the karmapravacanlyas
apa, äbl, or pari. Aggavamsa’s examples apa säläya äyanti vänijä and
upari pabbatä devo vassati seem reminiscent of this rule. Rule A 1.4.88
is also related to A 2.1.12 apaparibahirancavah pahcamyä. This rule
teaches that apa ‘away’, pari ‘around’, bahis ‘outside’ and forms ending
in -anc optionally combine with nominal words ending in a fifth case
suffix to form avyaylbhäva compounds. For example, pari trigartebhyah
combine to form the adverbial compound paritrigartam ‘around the
Trigarta country’.

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

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

2.7.6 u and pari in the senses of upwards and around

Uddhamsamantatatth’upariyoge.1 2 U icc upasaggena
pari icc upasaggena cä ti dvihi upasaggehi yathäkkamam
uddham samantato ti atthavantehi yoge ca tarn kärakam
apädänasannam hoti: upari pabbatä devo vassati, pabbatassa
uddham samantato devo vassati ti attho. Aträyam viniccayo: u
Hi ca pari ti ca upasaggadvayam vuttam, upari ti nipätapadam
pi atthi’, yadi pana upari pabbatä devo ti ettha upari ti
nipätapadam siyä, pabbatä ti avatvä pabbatassä ti vä pabbate ti
vä vattabbam siyä, evam avacanena viiinäyatv. upari ti idam
upasaggadvayavasena vuttan ti. Uddhamsamantatatth’upari 34 ti
kimatthanv. “vividhäni phalajätäni asmim upari pabbate" ti
ettha uparisaddo nipätattä uddhan ti atthamattam eva dipeti na
uddham samantato ti atthan ti näpanattham.

‘When there is construction with u and pari in the senses of
uddham “upwards; above”5 and samantato “all around;

1 All references are to the edition of B. Liebich 1918.
2 Be ns uddhamsamantatthupari° .
3 Smith reads °samanta<ta>tth '-upari. He uses the sign <x> to indicate an
‘element de texte considere superflu par 1’editeur’. Ce Bern ns all read
samantatthupari as they do in the rule itself. Why Smith has not bracketed the ta
there I do not understand. I suggest that the brackets be ignored.
4 Ja VI 564,13.
5 Of course uddham has many semantic nuances; cf. CPD.
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completely”.’ Also when there is construction with the two
preverbs (upasagga) that are the preverb u and the preverb pari
and they are, respectively, meaningful as ‘upwards; above’ ‘all
around; completely’, that käraka is something to which the
name apädäna applies: ‘The deity rains (= it rains) up high from
(= on) the mountain’, that is to say, ‘above the mountain, all
around, it rains’. This is the judgment here: u and pari are said
to be a pair of preverbs, but there is also the particle (nipäta)
upari ‘on; upon; with regard to’. If, however, upari is [taken to
be] a particle in [the sentence] upari pabbatä devo [vawatz] ‘the
deity rains (= it rains) high up from (= on) the mountain’ instead
of uttering1 pabbatä, pabbatassa (genitive/dative) or pabbate
(locative) should be stated. Since it is not stated thus it is
understood that u-pari is proclaimed as a pair of preverbs. For
what purpose [has] upari [been specified] in the senses of
uddham samantato ? In order to make known that the word
upari, being a particle, as in ‘all different sorts of fruit grow
upon that mountain’, explains only the sole meaning ‘uddham’,
not the meaning ‘uddham samantato'.

Again the underlying rule is A 2.3.10 pancamy apahparibhih
which teaches that a fifth case suffix is added after a nominal stem co-
occurring with any of the karmapravacaniyas apa, äbl, or pari. It is
clear, however, that Aggavamsa includes this section on u and pari or
upari on the basis of Kaccäyana and the vutti thereon. As mentioned
above (2.7.5), Kaccäyana’s second rule on the apädäna includes the
requirement that there has to be upasaggayoga ‘construction with a
preverb (upasagga)’ , and the vutti (126) offers the example upari
pabbatä devo vassati ‘the deity rains (= it rains) up high from (= on) the
mountain’. Apparently ignoring the ädi ‘etc.’ in Kaccäyana, Aggavamsa
wants to account for the upasagga-requirement and the form pabbatä in

1 1 take avatvä to be a negated absolutive of vac ‘speak’.
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the vutti. His problem, though, is that even though u and pari are taken as
a pair of upasargas, we also have the nipäta ‘particle’ upari, and, con-
sequently, if we had recognised upari as a nipäta here we should not
have the ending -ä but the locative -e or the dative/genitive ending -assa.
This goes without saying.

The passage is nevertheless illuminating in that it gives us an
indication that Aggavamsa feels he has to explain Kaccäyana and the
vutti, reasoning something like T have to explain the canon; Kaccäyana
and the vutti explained the the canon, so whatever is in there I too have to
explain’.

2.7.7 ä and yäva signifying exclusive or inclusive limit

562 Mariyädäbhividhatthaäyävayoge. Mariyädäbhi-
vidhiatthena ä icc upasaggena yäva iti nipätena ca yoge tarn
kärakam apädänasaniiam hoti: ä pabbatä khettam, ä nagarä
khadiravanam, ä Brahmalokä saddo abbhuggacchati, yäva
Jetuttaranagarä maggam alamkari} “yäva Brahmalokä saddo
abbhuggancM' ,1 23 yäva Brahmalokä ekakolähalam jätamJ Ettha
ca ä pabbatä ti ädayo payogä saddasatthanayavasena vuttä,
yäva Jetuttaranagarä ti ädayo pana pälinayavasenä ti
veditabbä.

‘When there is construction with ä or yäva signifying exclusive
(mariyäda) or inclusive (abhividhi) limit.’ When there is
construction with the upasagga ‘preverb’ ä or the nipäta
‘particle’ yäva signifying exclusive or inclusive limit, that
käraka is something to which the technical name apädäna
applies: ‘The field up to [but excluding] the mountain’; ‘the
acacia-forest up to the city’; ‘word spreads right up to

1 Smith: cf. Ja VI 592,5.
2 Vin 11119,5; Sp 1 78,23.
3 Smith: cf. Sp 1 95,12.
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Brahmaloka’; ‘he adorned the road as far as the city of
Jetuttara’; ‘word spread as far as Brahmaloka’; ‘utter tumult
arose as far as Brahmaloka’. And here usages such as ä
pabbatä ‘up to the mountain’ have been stated by force of the
conventions of the science of grammar, [those] such as yäva
Jetuttaranagarä ‘as far as the city of Jetuttara’, on the other
hand, by force of the conventions of the canon — thus it should
be understood.

A 2.3.10 pancamy apänparibhih is still in the picture, this time
with regard to the karmapravacaniya äN (a). But once again it is obvious
that Aggavamsa has taken his wording from another rule, namely
A 2.1.13 äh maryädäbhividhyoh. Also, A 1.4.89 äh maryädävacane is
taken by the Käsikä as including exclusive or inclusive limit as in ä
pätaliputräd vrsto devah, ‘it rained up to Pätaliputra’. The purpose of
A 2.1.13, however, is to allow for optionally making an avyaylbhäva
compound with d/Zas the first member signifying exclusive or inclusive
limit. For example, ä pätaliputrät ‘up to Pätaliputra’ — where,
incidentally, the ablative case suffix is assigned by A 2.3.10 — can
optionally be made into the adverbial compound äpätaliputram in the
same sense. But rule 2.1.13 has nothing directly to do with kärakas or
the assignment of case suffixes.

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

563 Patinidhipatidänatthapatiyoge. Patinidhipatidänat-
thena [vä] 1 pati icc upasaggena yoge ca tarn kärakam
apädänasannam hoti; buddhasmä pati Säriputto dhamma-
desanäya älapati temäsam, ghatam assa telasmä pati dadäti,
uppalam assa padumasmä pati dadäti, kanakam assa
hirannasmä pati dadäti.

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

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

1 Smith: Ce Bm ns vä; Be om. (ns comp, fecit).
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postposition with a dental t. All of the examples occur in the
Kaccäyanavutti (126).

2.7.9 visum and puthu

564 Visumputhuyoge. Visum puthu icc etehi nipätehi yoge
ca tarn kärakam apädänasahnam hoti: tehi visum, tato visum,
ariyehi puthag eväyam jano.

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

I can see no obvious source for this rule. The Kaccäyanavutti
attempts to account for the word api in the rule, and in doing so says
(126): Apiggahanena nipätappayoge pi paiicami vibhatti hoti dutiyä ca
tatiyä ca, ‘by the mention of api, [is taught that] the fifth as well as the
second and third [case suffixes] apply also {api) when there is
construction with a particle (nipäta)'. Now the fact that Aggavamsa has
moved on to deal with two nipätas as well as the fact that the
Kaccäyanavutti very soon after this goes on to deal with vinä ‘without’
and nänä ‘without; different from’ may have inspired Aggavamsa to
make a separate case for puthu (Skt prthak). He classifies this word as a
nipäta, since in the Astädhyäyi prtak, vinä, and nänä are dealt with in the
same rule, namely A 2.3.32 prthagvinänänäbhis trtlyä nyatarasyäm.
This rule teaches that in addition to the fifth case suffix a third or second
(A 2.3.31) may optionally be added after a nominal stem when there is
construction with prthak ‘separately)’, vinä ‘without’, or nänä ‘without;
different from’. The Kaccäyanavutti (126-27) deals with vinä and nänä.
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Aggavamsa deals with vinä later on (566). Note that tehi and ariyehi of
the examples can be instrumental as well as ablative forms.

2.7.10 aniiatra

565 Annatrayoge pancami, tatiyä ca. Aniiatra icc etena
nipätena yoge pancami vibhatti hoti tatiyä ca: “nähiiatra
sabbanissaggä sotthim passämi päninam”,' ani iatra
buddhuppädä lokassa saccäbhisamayo n’ atthi,“tadantaram
ko jäneyya aniiatra Tathägatend".1 2

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

There is no rule corresponding to this in the Astädhyäyi, nor in
Kaccäyana(-vutti), Candravyäkarana, or Kätantra, and 1 have found no
other source for it. The fact that Aggavamsa stresses that we are dealing
with a particle (nipäta) strengthens the assumption made under the
previous rule that he has moved on to deal with nzpdta-words inspired by

1 S 1 54,4.
2 A III 350,3. Smith reads tadantaram, so also CPD (s.v. 2 antara), for A tad-
anantaram.
3 Or: Buddhas (pl.): cf. Dhp 194 buddhänam uppädo, ‘the birth of the
Awakened Ones’.
4 PTS transl.: ‘But who save the Tathägata can judge this difference’. I prefer to
take tadantaram as a compound. One may translate as a karmadhäraya, ‘that
difference which is it’ = ‘that difference’.
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the Kaccayanavutti. The inclusion of annatra would in that case be on
his own initiative.

2.7.11 rite and vinä

566 Ritevinäyoge dutiyä ca. Rite vinä icc etehi nipätehi
yoge pancami tatiyä dutiyä ca hoti: rite saddhammä kuto
sukham bhavati rite saddhammam rite saddhammena vä, vinä
saddhammä n’ atth ’ anno koci nätho loke vijjati vinä
saddhammam vinä saddhammena vä, vinä buddhamhä vinä
buddham vinä buddhena vä.

‘Also the second [as well as the fifth and the third case endings]
when there is construction with rite “without; except” or vinä
“without; except”.’ When there is construction with the particles
rite or vinä, the fifth, the third, and the second [case endings]
apply: ‘Except for the true doctrine (saddhammä [ablative], sad-
dhammam [accusative], or saddhammena [instrumental]), from
what is there happiness ?’; ‘except for the true doctrine
(saddhammä [ablative], saddhammam [accusative], or
saddhammena [instrumental]), there is no other1 leader in the
world’; ‘without the Buddha (buddhasmä [ablative], buddham
[accusative], or buddhena [instrumental])’.

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

1 The text here is problematic in that we have a negation and both atthi and vijjati.
We can translate both ‘there is not; there does not exist’ but one verb would do,
and the line scans badly. Smith lists the following v.Z/.: ita Bm (ns: vijjati hü so
äkhyät kattä* phrac san // vä / n 'atthi vijjati I ma rhi / natthinipät patisedhattha);
Be n 'atthi 'nno; Ce nänno. Kaccayanavutti (126) reads: natthanno koci nätho
loke vijjati. Note the natthinipät of the nissaya. The problem does not affect the
point under discussion, though.
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‘without’, and to A 2.3.32 prthagvinänänäbhis trtiyä ’nyatarasyäm
which teaches that a third, second, or fifth (A 2.3.31) case suffix is
optionally added after a nominal stem when there is construction with
prthak ‘separate(ly)’, vinä ‘without’, or nänä ‘without; different from’.
As noted above, the Kaccäyanavutti (126-27) deals with vinä and nänä.
Why Aggavamsa has not included nänä is hard to tell, but it may be
worth noticing two rules from the Candravyäkarana. Rule 2.1.84 rte
dvitiyä ca with the vrtti explanation rtesabdena yoge dvitiyä bhavati
pancami ca, teaches that when there is construction with the word rte, the
second case suffix applies, and also the fifth, and 2.1.85 vinä trtiyä ca,
teaches that in construction with vinä the third case suffix also applies in
addition to the second and the fifth. The succession of these rules is
suggestive, and so is the fact that we meet with only rte and vinä. The
problem is that rte is taught only with an accusative or an ablative and
that the examples are very different. Aggavamsa’s examples for vinä
occur in the Kaccäyanavutti.

2.7.12 pabhuti

567 Pabhutyädyatthe tadatthappayoge ca. Pabhuti-
ädiatthe ca tadatthappayoge ca tarn kärakam apädänasannam
hoti: “yato ’ham bhagini ariyäya jätiyä jäto", x“yato sarämi
attänam yato patto 'smi vinnutam”,* 2 yato pabhuti,34 5 “yato
patthäya”?“tato patthäya”?“ito patthäya",6 “ajjato patthäya” ,7

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

'M i l  103,19.
2 Ja VI 79,2.
3 Smith: cf. Vv-a 158,2.
4 Ja VI 79,11.
5 Ja I 78,8.
6 Vv-a 157,30.
7 Vv-a 246,22.
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there is the sense of pabhuti etc. and when there is usage in that
sense, that käraka is something to which the technical name
apädäna applies. ‘Since when I, sister, was bom of noble
birth’; ‘since when I remember myself, since when I am one
who had reached the age of discretion’; ‘beginning since when’;
‘starting out since when’; ‘starting out since then’; ‘starting out
from here’, ‘starting out from today’.

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

There is no rule corresponding to this in the Astädhyäyi,
Candravyäkarana, or Kätantra. Several of the examples occur in the
Kaccäyanavutti, triggered by the word ca in the rule itself. The vutti
explains (127,1-2): casaddaggahanena annatthäpi pancami vibhatti hoti,
‘the fifth case ending applies also in other senses by force of the mention
of the word ca [in the rule]’.

It is interesting to note, however, that Patanjali brings up the
word prabhrti in the Mahäbhäsya under vt. 6 on A 2.3.28 apädäne
pancami (Mbh 1:455,24-456,2): kärttikyä ägrahäyani mäsa iti / idam
atra prayoktavyam san na prayujyate kärttikyäh prabhrty ägrahäyani
mäsa iti, ‘[take the statement] “Ägrahäyani is in a month from Kärttiki ”;
here what should be used is not used: “starting (prabhrti ) from Kärttiki
Ägrahäyani is in a month”.’ Kaiyata elaborates on this usage of prabhrti
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in his Pradlpa (MbhP 11:800): kärtikyäh prabhrtlti / tata ärabhyety
arthah I bhäsyakäravacanät prabhrtiyoge pancami, '“kärtikyäh
prabhrti", that is to say, beginning from that; on [the authority of] the
statement of the author of the Bhäsya a fifth [case ending is added] when
there is construction with prabhrti'. From this it is clear that the usage of
an ablative in construction with prabhrti was well established usage
among the Sanskrit grammarians.

2.7.13 The time or distance between two kärakas or actions

568 Kärakakiriyänam majjhatthä käladdhä ca. Attha-
yojanakkamavasena pana dvinnam apädänakammakärakänam
vä pubbäparakiriyänam vä majjhe thitä käladdhä ca
apädänasannä honte, pakkhasmä vijjhati migam, kosä vijjhati
kunjaram, mäsasmä bhunjati bhojanam. Tatra Inddako ito
pakkhasmä migam vijjhati ti atthayojanakkamo kärakavasena,
kiriyävasena pana luddako ajja migam vijjhitvä pakkhasmä
vijjhati ti; esa nayo itaraträ pi.

‘And also time and distance which stands between kärakas or
actions.’ Also, however, by force of the order of explaining a
meaning,1 [words] that signify time or distance [and] occur
between the two kärakas apädäna and kamma or [between] a
prior and a posterior action, are such to which the technical
name apädäna applies: ‘He kills the deer after a fortnight’; ‘he
hits the elephant from [the distance of] a krosa'; ‘he consumes
food after a month’. As far as this is concerned, [in] ‘the hunter
kills the deer after a fortnight hence’, there is an order of
explaining a meaning by force of kärakas, but by force of action
[in] ‘having killed a deer today, the hunter kills [another] one

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

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

kriyämadhya iti vaktavyam I ihäpi yathä syät / adya devadatto
bhuktvä dvyahäd bhoktä dvyahe bhoktä / kärakamadhya itiyaty
ucyamäna ihäiva syät / ihastho ’yam isväsah krosäl laksyam
vidhyati krose laksyam vidhyati / yam ca vidhyati yatas ca
vidhyaty ubhayos tan madhyam bhavati // tat tarhi vaktavyam /
na vaktavyam / näntarena sädhanam kriyäyäh pravrttir
bhavati / kriyämadhyam cet kärakamadhyam api bhavati tatra
kärakamadhya ity eva siddham //

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

As is clear from this, Patanjali considers the addition of
kriyämadhye ‘between two actions’ unnecessary. It is clear, however,
that the formulation kärakamadhye ‘between two kärakas' caused the
Sanskrit grammarians some difficulties. Turning to the Käsikä on
A 2.3.7, we find that, with regard to the example adya bhuktvä devadatto
dvyahe bhoktä dvyahäd vä bhoktä, ‘having eaten today, Devadatta is
going to eat in two days, or is going to eat after two days’, käraka-
madhye is understood as kartrsaktyor madhye kälah, ‘the time between
two capacities as agent’. Whether Aggavamsa thought he faced a problem
here and therefore consciously included the element kiriyänam
majjhatthä, or whether he erroneously thought it ought to be included on
the basis of the wording kriyämadhye from the Mahäbhäsya discussion,
is a question that remains open.

2.7.14 rakkhanattha

569 Rakkhanatthänam icchitam anicchitaii ca.
Rakkhanatthänam dhätünam payoge, yam icchitam yan ca
anicchitam, tarn kärakam apädänasannam hoti: käke rakkhanti
tandulä, ucchühi gaje rakkhanti, mantino mantena därakehi
pisäce rakkhanti, yavä patisedhenti gävo, nänärogato vä nänä-
upaddavato vä ärakkham ganhantu,1 akusalehi dhammehi
mänasam niväreti,“päpä cittam niväraye".2

1 Considered by Smith an untraced quotation.
2 Dhp 116b.
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‘In relation to [verbal roots] meaning “protect; ward off’, that
which is desired and that which is not desired.’ When there is
usage of verbal roots meaning ‘protect; ward off, that which is
desired as well as that which is not desired is a käraka to which
the technical name apädäna applies: ‘They ward off crows from
the rice’; ‘they ward off elephants from the sugar-cane’;
‘enchanters ward off goblins from children with a spell’; ‘they
ward off cows from the com’; ‘let them take protection from all
kinds of diseases or from all kinds of misfortunes’; ‘keep the
mind from unwholesome phenomena’; ‘one should keep the
mind from evil’.

In Kaccäyana  (128) this rule appears in the form
rakkhanatthänam icchitam, in the Kätantra (2.4.9) as ipsitam ca
raksärthänäm, but Aggavamsa adduces a larger number of examples.
The corresponding rule in the Astädhyäyi is 1.4.27 väranärthänäm
ipsitah, ‘in relation to [verbal roots] meaning “warding off; keeping
back”, that which is wanted to be obtained [receives the name apädäna]' .
It is therefore clear that Aggavamsa prefers the Kätantra!Kaccäyana
wording. The additional anicchitan ca, ‘also that which is undesired’, is
apparently Aggavamsa’s own invention, though it seems based on the
issues raised in Päniniya grammar when the karman is defined
(A 1.4.49) as kartur ipsitatamam, ‘that [käraka] which is most desired to
be attained by the agent’. Rule A 1.1.50 tathäyuktam cänlpsitam then
adds that also that which is not desired but is related to the action in a
similar manner is assigned to the category karman.

2.7.15 Concealment, wishing not to be seen

570 Yassädassanam iccham antaradhäyati. Yassa
adassanam icchanto koci antaradhäyati tattha tattha
paticchannatthäne bhayena niliyati, tarn kärakam apädäna-
sannam hoti: upajjhäyä antaradhäyati sisso, mätarä ca pitarä
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ca antaradhäyati putto. Idam lakkhanam bhayena antara-
dhänam sandhäya vuttam, iddhiyä adassanagamanasamkhäte
antaradhäne pana sattami vibhatti hoti, tassa ca lakkhanam
upari bhavissati.

‘The one in relation to whom [someone] hides wishing not to be
seen.’ The one in relation to whom someone hides wishing not
to be seen, in such circumstances keeping [oneself] hidden out
of fear in a concealed place, that käraka is something to which
the technical name apädäna applies: ‘The pupil hides from the
master’; ‘the son hides from1 the mother and the father’. This
definition has been stated with reference to concealment out of
fear, but in the case of that concealment named ‘going to
invisibility’ through magic power, [then] the seventh case
ending applies and the definition of this will take place further
on.2

A 1.4.28 antardhau yenädarsanam icchati assigns the name
apädäna to the one by whom (yena) the agent desires not to be seen
when concealment is involved. In Kaccäyana (128) the rule is formulated
yena vädassanam, ‘or the one by whom there is non-seeing’. I find
myself unable to explain why Aggavamsa has replaced yena with yassa.
The vä in Kaccäyana is in the vutti said to be there to account for usages
of the locative case, as in Jetavane antaradhäyati bhagavä, ‘the Noble
One vanishes in the Jeta grove’. This is a straightforward locative usage.
Aggavamsa, on the other hand, confines the locative usage to a form of
disappearance through magic. More disturbing is the fact that mätarä and
pitarä are clearly instrumental forms. Aggavamsa takes them as ablatives.
Both examples have been taken over from the Kaccäyanavutti.

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

As in the case of the sampadäna, there is also for the apädäna a
lengthy rule which lists several specific cases and is expanded on at
length in the vutti. I shall again split up the text into convenient portions.

571 Dür ’antik’ addhakälanimmänatvälopadisäyoga-
vibhatt ‘ära'ppayogasuddhapamocanahetuvivittapa-
mänapubbädiyogabandhanagunavacanapanhakath-
anathokakicchakatipayäkattusu ca. Düratthe antikatthe
addhanimmäne kälanimmäne tvälope disäyoge vibhatte ära-
ppayoge suddhatthe patnocane hetutthe vivittatthe pamäne
pubbädiyoge bandhane gunavacane paiihe kathane thoke kicche
katipaye akattari ca icc etesv atthesu payogesu ca tarn kärakam
apädänasannam hoti.

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

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

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

2.7.16.1 dura and antika

(705,8-24) Düratthappayoge täva: kivadüro ito Nalakäragämo,
“tato ha ve dürataram vadanti”,1 gämato nätidüre,“ärakä te
moghapurisä imasmä dhammavinayä ärakä tehi Bhagavä”,2

düratthe: dürato vägamma,3 “dürato vä namassanti”,4 “addasa
... Bhagavantam dürato va ägacchantam”5 — düratthappayoge
dutiyä ca tatiyä ca: düram gämam ägato, dürena gämena
ägato, dürato gämä ägato ti attho, düram gämena vä, ärakä-
saddayoge dutiyä tatiyä ca chatthi ca: ärakä imam

1 Ja V 483,21.
2 Smith: cf. S IV 43,15 (ns cit. et Dhp 253d); contra It 91,5.
3 Indicated as an untraced quotation by Smith.
4 Din 197,15 ...202,21.
5 D 1 179,5.
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dhammav inayam,  anena dhammavinayena ,  “ärakä
mandabuddhinam" 1 icc evamädi. Antikatthappayoge-. antikam
gämä, äsannam gämä, samlpam gämä — gämassa samipan ti
attho-, yathäsambhavam dutiyä ca tatiyä ca chatthl ca: antikam
gämam antikam gämena, äsannam gämam äsannam gämena,
samipam saddhammam samlpam saddhammena,“nibbänass’
eva santike" 23 — “ärakä ca vijänatam"2 ettha pana ärakäsaddo
samlpaväcako datthabbo, Bhagavä hi vijänatam santike ti attho.

When there is usage [with a word] in the sense of düra ‘distant;
far’, then: ‘How far from here is the village of Nalakära ?’; ‘they
say it is indeed further from here’; ‘not too far from the village’;
‘far are those foolish men from this doctrine and the discipline,
far from them is the Noble One’. When there is the sense of
düra: ‘Having come from very far away’; ‘they pay homage
from very far away’; ‘he saw the Noble One approach from
very far away’. When there is usage in the sense of düra
‘distant; far’, also the second and the third [case suffixes may
apply]: ‘Come afar to the village (accusative)’, ‘come from afar
by the village (instrumental)’, that is to say, ‘come from the
village from afar (ablative)’; or: ‘come afar (accusative) by the
village (instrumental)’.4 When there is construction with the
word ärakä ‘far from; away from’ the second, the third, and the
sixth [case suffixes may apply, as well as the fifth]: ‘away from
this doctrine and discipline (accusative)’; ‘far away with this
doctrine and discipline (instrumental)’; ‘far away in relation to
the slow-witted (genitive)’, and so on in the same manner.

1 Vism-mht ad 201,23-25.
2 S 1 33,14.
3 Vism-mht ad 201,23-25.
4 It seems to me impossible to give adequate translations of these examples. They
will be discussed below. In particular I do not think the instrumentals should be
translated as above, which is also odd English. I have done it in this way only to
achieve a contrast.
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When there is usage [with a word] in the sense of antika ‘near;
proximate’: ‘Near to the village’, ‘close to the village’,
‘proximate to the village’ (ablative), that is to say, ‘proximate in
relation to the village (genitive)’. According to circumstances,
also the second, the third, or the sixth [case suffixes may apply]:
‘near to the village (accusative)’, ‘near with the village
(instrumental)’; ‘close to the village (accusative)’, ‘close with
the village (instrumental)’; ‘proximate to the true doctrine
(accusative)’, ‘proximate with the true doctrine (instrumental)’;
‘in the vicinity of the very Nirväna (genitive)’. But in ‘and
ärakä in relation to those who know’, the word ärakä must be
understood to mean ‘near’1 for the Noble One is in the vicinity
of understanding, that is the meaning.

This is ultimately based on two rules in the vibhakti section of
the Astädhyayi. A 2.3.34 düräntikärthaih sasthy anyatarasyäm teaches
that a sixth, as well as a fifth (2.3.28) case ending, is optionally added to
a nominal stem in construction with words meaning dura ‘far; distant’ or
antika ‘near; proximate’. The standard examples (e.g. Käsikä) are düram
grämät ‘far from the village’, düram grämasya ‘far in relation to the
village’, antikam grämät ‘near from the village’, and antikam grämasya
‘near in relation to the village’. The instrumental is here precluded.
A 2.3.35 düräntikärthebhyo dvitiyä ca then teaches that the second case
ending is also added after words meaning düra or antika. The ca is
understood by the Käsikä to include the instrumental by anuvrtti from

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

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

It seems Aggavamsa has combined the two rules from the
Astädhyäyi somewhat inaccurately. This is evident from the examples
adduced, some of which are rather peculiar. The parallel passage in the
Kaccdyanavutti (129) begins: Düratthappayoge täva'. kivadüro ito
najakäragämo', dürato vägamma; ärakä te moghapurisä imasmä
dhammavinayä. This is all incorporated into Aggavamsa’s text, but the
Kaccdyanavutti continues: Dutiyä ca tatiyä ca: düram gämam ägato
dürena gämena vä; ärakä imam vinayam anena dhammavinayena vä;
iccevamädi. This is limited to the usage of the second and the third case
suffixes, while the inclusion of the genitive seems to be Aggavamsa’s
attempt at incorporating A 2.3.34. Since düram gämam ägato dürena
gämena vä are taken from the Kaccdyanavutti, it seems likely that the
subsequent dürato gämä ägato is stated to elucidate the meaning of all
these expressions. It seems that gämam, gämena, and gämä are meant to
be in syntactic agreement with düram, dürena, and dürato, respectively.
Aggavamsa seems to revolt against this when he adds düram gämena vä.
I very much doubt that this is based on textual evidence, but of course I
cannot prove this. For the syntactic agreement, on the other hand, there is
some justification. In the Mahäbhäsya on A 2.3.35 this question is raised
by the first värttika. The entire discussion of this rule runs as follows
(Mbh 1:457,17-23):
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düräntikärthebhyah pancamividhäne tadyuktät paiicami-
pratisedhah // 1 //
düräntikärthebhyah pancamividhäne tadyuktät pancamyäh
pratisedho vaktavyah / düräd grämasya //
na vä taträpi darsanäd apratisedhah // 2 //
na vä / taträpi darsanät pancamyäh pratisedho 'narthakah /
taträpi pancami drsyate / düräd ävasathän mütram dürät
pädävasecanam / 1 düräc ca bhävyam dasyubhyo düräc ca
kupitäd guroh //

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

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

1 Manusmrti 4.15 lab.
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Another source possibly made use of by Aggavamsa here is
Candragomin. In the Candravrtti on rule 2.1.87 stokälpakrcchra-
katipayäd asattvärthät karane 1 we meet with the following passage:

düram grämät, antikam grämäd ity avadher eva pancami.
düram grämasya, antikam grämasyeti sambandhe sasthi.
düram gatah, antikam gala iti kriyäpye dvitiyä. dürena gatah,
antikena gata iti karane trtiyä.

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

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

2.7.16.2 addha and käla

(705,25-28)  A ddhakälanimmäne'. ito Madhuräya catusu
yojanesu Samkassam, Räjagahato pancacattälisayojana-

1 This is A 2.3.33 which will be dealt with later on.
2 Candravydkarana 2.1.81 avadher pancami.
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matthake Savatthi,“ito kho } bhikkhave ekanavutikappe”? “ito
tinnam mäsänam accayena parinibbäyissämf* icc evamädi.

When there is measurement of distance or time: ‘From here,
Madhurä, Samkassa is at four yojanas'-, ‘Savatthi is at the
distance of forty-five yojanas from Räjagaha’; ‘at ninety-one
kalpas before now (= ninety-one kalpas ago), monks’; ‘by the
end of three months from now I shall enter nibbäna', and so on
in the same manner.

The fourth värttika on A 2.3.28 apädäne pancami (Mbh
1:455,11), yatas cädhvakälanirmänam, states that ‘[a fifth case suffix is
added] also [after a stem] from which there is measurement of distance or
time’. Patanjali eventually rejects all the värttikas on this rule, showing
that the examples are in fact accounted for by A 2.3.28. In the case of the
fourth värttika, he explains the examples as elliptical constructions. Thus,
gavidhumatah sämkäsyam catväri yojanäni, ‘Sämkääya is four yojanas
from Gavidhumat’, is explained by supplying words as follows (Mbh
1:456,4-5): gavidhumato nihsrtyayadä catväri yojanäni gatäni bhavanti
tatah sämkäsyam, ‘having departed from Gavidhumat, when four
yojanas have passed, then SämkäSya [is there]’. These usages are thus
covered by A 2.3.28. So are the usages exemplified under vt. 5 tadyuktät
käle saptami, ‘the seventh [case suffix is added] after that which is
connected with that [from which there is measurement of time] when time
[is expressed]’, and vt. 6 adhvanah prathamä ca, ‘also the first [case
suffix, in addition to the seventh, is added] after [a word denoting]
distance’.

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

1 Bm vo.
2 D II 2,15: Ito so bhikkhave ekanavuto kappo°.
3 D II 106,19 20: °ilo tinnam mäsänam accayena Tathägato parinibbäyissati ti.
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discarding the värttika he rephrases the locative construction as an
absolute locative (Mbh 1:456,5): catursu yojanesu gatesu sämkäsyam,
‘[having departed from Gavidhumat,] when four yojanas have passed,
[then] Sämkäsya [is there]’. Aggavamsa’s first example, ito Madhuräya
catusu yojanesu Samkassam, is a close rewording of the Bhäsya example
with the locative construction. But he has based his whole rule on a
värttika rejected by Patanjali. If he had this from the Bhäsya, one would
then have to assume that he has either ignored Patanjali’s rejection of it or
not understood what was going on. This could of course more easily
have happened if Aggavamsa’s source was not the Bhäsya itself but the
Pradipa of Kaiyata where the examples are discussed. There is another
possibility, though. The värttikas appear in the Käsikä on A 2.3.28,
together with some of the examples provided by Patanjali. There the
legitimacy of the värttikas is not questioned and the rephrasings which do
away with the värttikas are not met with. But the examples involving the
locative construction are not met with either. These do, however, occur in
the Padamänjari (KäsP 11:186) and the Nyäsa (KäsN 11:186).
Aggavamsa’s source could thus have been one or both of the
commentaries on the Käsikä.

2.7.16.3 tvälopa

(705,28-706,6)  Tvälope kammädhikaranesw. “päsädä
samkameyya”  , l “hatthikkhandhä samkameyya”,2 äsanä
vutthaheyyä icc evamädr, ettha ca tvälopo näma atthasambhave
pi sati tväpaccayantassa saddassa avijjamänatä, tathä hi
“päsädä samkameyyä” ti ettha päsädam abhirühitvä tamhä
päsädä annam päsädam samkameyyä ti attho', esa nayo
“hatthikkhandhä samkameyyä" ti etthä pi, äsanä vutthaheyyä ti
ettha pana äsane nislditvä tamhä äsanä vutthaheyyä ti attho-,
evam kammädhikaranesu pancami vibhatti bhavati, kammädhi-

1 S 1 95,30.
2 S 1 95,29.
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karanabhütäni yeva vatthüni tvälopavisaye apadänam nama
honti ti attho.

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

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

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

All the examples adduced in the Saddaniti occur in the
Kaccäyanavutti (129). Obviously, the authors have looked for examples
containing such words as päsäda and äsana, familiar from the Sanskrit
grammatical tradition. But the examples offered are still a bit strange. On
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the analogy of forms such as pappuyya, vineyya, or vitareyya, which may
be taken as absolutives as well as optatives,12 samkameyya and
vutthaheyya might even be taken as absolutives, in which case one would
have a strange situation indeed, but the context in which samkameyya
appears (S I 94-95) makes this possibility very unlikely. One may note,
however, that in the Saddaniti passage there is movement from one
elephant-back to another, etc. This may involve the problem as to whether
an elephant, if moving, can be called dhruva ‘the stable point’, but it
means that the problems raised in the Bhäsya as to whether there is apäya
‘movement away’ do not really arise in the case of the Saddaniti
examples. These could perfectly well have been accounted for by rule
555, the main rule on the apädäna. In other words, in Aggavamsa’s case
there is no need to account for tvälopa. In his case the procedure consists
in creating a difficulty, explaining it, and calling it grammar. This,
however, gives a clear indication of how heavily he relies on his
predecessors, including Kaccäyana.

2.7.16.4 disäyoga

(706,6-15) Disäyoge ca pancami bhavati, tattha disä ca
disäyogo ca disäyogo sarüpekasesanayena, tasmim disäyoge;
ettha ca disävacanena disattho gahito, disäyogavacanena
disatthaväcihi yogo. Tattha disatthaväcihi yoge täva “ito sä
purimä disä ... ito sä dakkhinä disä ... ito sä pacchimä disä ...
ito sä uttarä disä”,7- Avicito upari Bhavaggam antare,“uddham
pädatalä adho kesamatthakä" ,34 “yato khemam tato bhayam”?
yato assosum Bhagavantam. Disatthe: puratthimato dakkhinato
ti ädi, ettha pana sattamiyatthe topaccayo bhavissati.

1 cf., e.g., PED under vitarati.
2 D IH 197,1; 198,1; 198,37; 202,7.
3 M 1 57,14.
4 Ja 111513,21.
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The fifth [case suffix] applies also when there is disäyoga
‘construction with a direction’; but in this respect, disäyoga
‘construction with a direction’ [means] both [a word signifying]
direction and construction with [a word signifying] direction,
through the principle of single remainder of [elements] which
are of the same form1; when there is that, disäyoge. And in this
respect, the meaning of disä ‘direction’ is understood by the
enunciation of disä, [while] by the enunciation of disäyoga [one
understands] construction with [words] expressing the meaning
of disä ‘direction’. As far as this is concerned, then, when there
is construction with [words] expressing the meaning of
direction: ‘This direction is east from here, this direction is south
from here, this direction is west from here, this direction is north
from here’; ‘from Avici up to Bhavagga, [namely,] in between’;
‘from the soles of the feet up, from the top of the hair down (=
from head to toe)’; ‘from whatsoever thing you have safety,
from that there is fear’; ‘whence they heard the Noble One’.
When there is the sense of direction: Tn the east, in the south’,
etc. But in this case the suffix -to will be [a fifth case suffix] in
the sense of the seventh.

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

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

2.7.16.5 vibhatti

(706,15-20) Vibhatte pancami bhavati chatthi ca, ettha
vibhattarn näma sayam vibhattass’ eva tadaiinato gunena
vibhajanam'. yato panitataro vä visitthataro vä n’ atthi,
Mädhurä Pätaliputtakehi abhirüpatarä, “attadanto tato
varam”,1“channavutinam päsandänam dhammänam pavaram
yadidam sugatavinayo”2 icc evamädi.

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

1 Dhp 322d.
2 MmdCe 219,18.



Exploring the Saddaniti 165

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

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

2.7.16.6 äratippayoga

(706,20-22) Äratippayoge: gämadhammä vasaladhammä
asaddhammä ärati virati pativirati,“pänätipätä veramani icc
evamädi.

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

1 KhpII 1.
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morally low, the ways of the untrue’; ‘disgust from destruction
of life’, and so on in the same manner.

This is problematic. Kaccäyana reads ärappayoga, and not
äratippayoga. So does the vutti (130) which Aggavamsa has otherwise
copied verbatim with the same examples. This in itself would not present
a problem, were it not for the fact that the word ärati, as well as the
approximately synonymous virati and pativirati met with in the example,
and the word ära or ärä do not seem to mean the same thing. There are
several similar words here. I list the immediately relevant ones with their
meaning entries from CPD: ära = äraka (mfn.) ‘distant, far from, away
from’; ärakä (ind.) [= Skt ärakät] ‘far from, far off, away from’ which
according to CPD is used either as an adverb or as a preposition with
accusative, instrumental, ablative or genitive1; ärä (ind.) ‘far off, far
from, remote, distant’; ärata (mfn.) ‘keeping away from, abstaining
from’; ärati (f.) ‘leaving off, shrinking from, abstinence’.

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

1 cf. 2.7.16.1 above.
2 For a füll rendering of the rule, cf. 2.7.4 above.
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the context of düra, x also covered by A 2.3.29, replaces this with the
word ärati, either in order to avoid repeating himself or in order to
include conveniently this word and its usage with an ablative. 3) Both
Aggavamsa and Kaccäyana are wrong, thinking that ärät is synonymous
with the words used in their examples. They seem in any case to think
not of the word ärät in itself but of any word with the same meaning.
4) It is the case that ärati and, one would be forced to assume, virati and
pativirati all mean ‘far away from’, or, at least, that Kaccäyana and
Aggavamsa thought these words meant ‘far away from’.

2.7.16.7 suddha- and pamocanatthappayoga

(706,22-26) Suddhatthappayoge: lobhaniyehi dhammehi
suddho asamsattho icc evamädi. Pamocanatthappayoge:
“parimutto dukkhasmä ti vadämi",12 mutto 'smi mära-
bandhanä,3 na te muccanti maccuno,45 “mokkhanti mära-
bandhanä”3 icc evamädi.

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

1 705,15-17; cf. 2.7.16.1 above. The Käsikä on A 2.3.29 gives the meanings of
ärät as dura and antika. One may then ask why Panini included it in his rule in
the first place. The answer, which has evidently passed Aggavamsa by, is that
A 2.3.34 düräntikärthaih sasthy anyatarasyäm teaches that optionally a sixth
case suffix is used with words meaning dura or antika. Now, this would
undesirably include ärät were it not blocked by A 2.3.29.
2 Sin 31,23.
3 Smith: cf. Th 680f.
4 Ce Be maccunä.
5 Dhp 37d.
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Death’; ‘these are not liberated from Death’; ‘they are liberated
from the bonds of Death’, and so on in the same manner.

I do not know of any parallel to this in Sanskrit sources, but a
similar passage is met with in Kaccäyana. Apart from minor variant
readings, the Kaccäyanavutti (130) differs in offering the example mätito
ca pitito ca suddho, ‘purified motherwise and fatherwise’. This is
evidently an adverbial use of the ablative, and Aggavamsa was maybe
wise in leaving it out.

2.7.16.8 hetuatthe

(706,26-707,13) Hetuatthe'. kasmä hetunä,“kasmä nu tumham
daharä na miyare",1 kasmä idh’ eva maranam bhavissati,
“yasmä aniyatä keci”,23 4 yasmä-t-iha bhikkhave . .. tasmä-t-iha
bhikkhave, yamkäranä tamkäranä? “kimkäranä amma tuvam
pamajjasi — annehi pana lakkhanehi hetutthe pathamä ca
tatiyä ca chatthi ca bhavati, tä ca kho kiriyäbhisambandhe
datthabbä, na pana “ko nu kho bhante hetu ko paccayo mahato
bhümicälassa pätubhäväyä ”5 ti ädisu kiriyäbhisambandha-
rahitesu payogesu — “na attahetu alikam bhananti ”,67 8 “kirn nu
jätim na rocesi",1 “yan ca putte na passämi”? “tarn tarn
Gotama pucchämi”,9 kena käranena vadesi, yena kärenena,
tena käranena,“atha tvam kena vannena kena vä pana hetunä

1 Ja IV 52,31.
2 Abhidh-av 17,10.
3 cf. Sadd 731,13-16.
4 Dhp-a II 268,8, cf. Thi-a 111,25.
5 A IV 312,14, DU 107,19.
6 Ja V 146,15.
7 S 1 132,25.
8 Ja VI 561,20.
9 S 1 13,19, Vism 2,2.
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anuppatto braharannam" 1 — “saddhäya tarati ogham"2 ettha
ca saddhäyä ti ayam saddo hetuattho ti garühi vuttam — “kena
Kassapa bälassa dassanam nabhikamkhast" ,3 “yena-m-idh '
ekacce sattd ”,4 tena nimittena, “tena vuttam",56 “tarn kissa
hetu" 5 kissa tumhe kilamatha.

When there is the meaning of hetu ‘cause; reason’: ‘For what
reason ?’; ‘why indeed do your young ones not die ?’; ‘why
shall there be death on earth?’; ‘because of which some
undetermined’; ‘since here, monks ... because of that here,
monks’; ‘for the cause of which, for the cause of that’; ‘for what
reason, mama, are you careless’. According to other rules,
however, the first, the third, and the sixth [case suffixes] may
apply when there is the sense of cause. Moreover, these [case
suffixes] are understood when there is a relation to the action,
but not when there is usage bereft of relation with the action in
such [sentences] as: ‘What, venerable ones, is the reason, what
is the cause, for the manifestation of the great earthquake’.
‘They do not speak7 a lie for their own sake’; ‘why is it that
[re-]birth does not please you ?’; ‘since I do not see children’;
‘therefore I ask you this, Gotama’; ‘why did he say [it] ?’; ‘for
which reason’; ‘for this reason’; ‘now, by what kind, or rather,
for what reason, have you reached this vast forest ?’; ‘by faith
one crosses the flood’ — and in this respect the word saddhäya
‘by faith’ has the sense of cause, thus it has been stated by the
teachers — ‘why, Kassapa, can you not stand the sight of a
fool ?’; ‘wherefore some people [say ...]’; ‘for that reason’;

1 Ja VI 543,1-2.
2 Sn 184a.
3 Ja IV 241,2.
4 AH 159,35.
5 Ja I 3,25, Sv 1 26,10.
6 MI 1,17.
7 Be ns bhaneti, Ja V 146,15 bhanäti.
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‘therefore it has been stated’; ‘this is from the cause of what (=
why is this) ?’; ‘of what (= why) are you tired ?’

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

Pänini is thus quite strict when it comes to adding a fifth case
suffix to a stem denoting a cause. It is interesting therefore to note a
remarkable change in attitude already with Kätyäyana and Patanjali. The
värttika on A 2.3.23 hetau runs: nimittakäranahetusu sarväsäm präya-
darsanam, ‘a general seeing of all [case suffixes] when [there is usage of
the words] nimitta, kärana, or hetu' . All three words have meanings
within the semantic sphere of ‘cause’, nimitta maybe more clearly
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distinguishable as the final cause for the sake of which an action occurs,
thus tending towards such meanings as ‘purpose’ (prayojana) or
‘motive’. Patanjali comments on this värttika as follows (Mbh 1:454,19—
455,2):

nimittakäranahetusu sarvä vibhaktayah präyena drsyanta iti
vaktavyam / kim nimittam vasati I kena nimittena vasati / kasmai
nimittäya vasati / kasmän nimittäd vasati / kasya nimittasya
vasati I kasmin nimitte vasati // kim käranam vasati / kena
käranena vasati I kasmai käranäya vasati / kasmät käranäd
vasati / kasya käranasya vasati / kasmin kärane vasati / ko
hetur vasati I kam hetum vasati I kena hetunä vasati / kasmai
hetave vasati / kasmäd dhetor vasati I kasya hetor vasati I
kasmin hetau vasati //

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

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

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

2.7.16.9 vivecanappayoga and pamänattha

(707,13-20) Vivecanappayoge: vivitto päpakä dhammä,“vivicc’
eva kämehi vivicca akusalehi dhammehi"' icc evamädi.
Pamänatthe: äyämato ca vitthärato ca yojanam gambhirato ca
puthulato ca yojanam Candabhägäya pamänam,“parikkhepato
navasatayojanaparimäno Majjhimadeso”,1 23 “dighato nava vi-
datthiyo sugatavidatthiyä pamänikä käretabba" 2', tatiyä ca:
yojanam äyämena yojanam vittharena yojanam ubbedhena
säsaparäsi.

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

1 D 1 73,23; Ja 398,16; cf. 2.5.1.10 above.
2 Ja 1 49,16.
3 cf. Vin III 149,12; IV 279,11.
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broad, a yojana deep and wide, [that] is the measure of the
Candabhägä [river]’; ‘the Midlands measure nine hundred
yojanas in circumference’; ‘[a hut1] having the measure of nine
spans according to the span-measure of the Sugata is to be
made’. Also the third [case suffix is used]: ‘A heap of mustard
seeds a yojana long (lit. “by length”), a yojana broad, a yojana
high’.

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

2.7.16.10 pubbädiyoga

(707,20-25) Pubbädiyoge'. pathamatthaväcakena pubbasaddena
yogo pubbayogo, ettha pubbädigahanam adisatthavuttinam
pubbädinam gahanattham, tathä hi visum disäyogo gahito'.
“pubbe va me bhikkhave sambodha",23 “ito pubbe nähosi ' j

1 The context (Vin III 149,12; IV 279,11) says: ‘[a monk is having a hut (kop)]
made which is to be constructed (käritabbä) with the [proper] measure
(pamänikä, Buddhaghosa ad loc.: pamänayuttä): in length nine viddhatis ...’.
Aggavamsa seems, oddly, to have taken one sentence and added the words
pamänikä käritabbä from a previous one. There is no way of telling that °ä is
feminine without the word koti.
2 A 1 258,24.
3 Smith: cf. Sn 955a.
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"tato param paccantimä janapada",'' tato aparena samayena,
tato uttari* 2 icc evamädi.

Also when there is construction with pubba etc. [The
compound] pubbayoga [means] construction (yoga) with the
word pubba expressing the sense of pathama ‘previous; first;
prior to’, [and] in this respect the mention of pubbädi serves the
purpose of mentioning words such as pubba which function in
a non-directional sense, for thus construction with disä has been
mentioned separately3: ‘Before my enlightenment, monks’;
‘prior to this it did not exist’; ‘beyond that are the border
countries’; ‘in the course of time from then (= later on)’; ‘more
than that’, and so on in the same manner.

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

Win 1 197,22; Sv 1 173,11.
2 Smith reads uttari<m> and indicates that this is a quotation from Vin IV 80,18.
Vin IV 80,18, however, reads: tato ce uttari patiganheyya, ‘if he (a monk) were
to accept more [food] than that .. .’.
3 cf. 2.7.16.4 above.
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ancüttarapadagrahanam kim artham na diksabdair yoga ity
eva siddham I sasthy atasarthapratyayena [2.3.30] iti vaksyati
tasyäyam purastäd apakarsah //

What is the point in mentioning ahcüttarapada ‘[compounds]
with -anc as the final member’ ? Is this not in fact established by
diksabdair yoge ‘when there is construction with words
denoting directions’ ? [No.] He (= Pänini) is going to state [rule
2.3.30] sasthy atasarthapratyayena ‘a sixth [case suffix is
added to a nominal stem] co-occurring with [another stem
ending in] a suffix with the sense of atasUC (A 5.3.28)’. This
[statement, namely, ahcüttarapada} is a prior removal1 of that
[rule].

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

atha sadhryah devadattenety adiksabdärtham ahcüttarapada-
grahanam kasmän na vijnäyate 1 ucyate — diksabdasäha-
caryäd ancüttarapadasyäpi diksabdasyaiva grahanam
nänyasya //

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

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

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

2.7.16.11 bandhanatthappayoga

(707,25-27) Bandhanatthappayoge bandhanahetumhi ine:
satasmä baddho naro rannä; tatiyä ca: satena baddho naro
rannä icc evamädi.

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

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

2.7.16.12 gunavacana

(707,27-708,1)  Gunavacane' .  pannäya vimutt imano,1

issariyä[ya]2 janam rakkhati raja, silato nam pasamsanti.

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

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

1 Kacc-v vimutta0 .
2 Bem ns issariyäya; Ce Kacc-v issariyä.
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however, does not prevent Aggavamsa from adducing the example
pannäya vimuttimano which contains the very same feminine noun
pannä. Whether one ought to conclude from this that in Päli, as indeed in
classical Sanskrit, there is no such restriction, or that Aggavamsa and
Kaccäyana before him simply had not fully understood their Sanskrit
sources is hard to tell.

Of more interest is the odd fact that under the heading hetuattha
(2.7.16.8, above) Aggavamsa seems to deal very strictly with hetu, the
sole exception possibly being saddhäya, whereas under gunavacana he
includes all other causal ablatives. In the Astädhyäyi they go together:
optionally or marginally one adds an ablative case suffix to a stem
expressing a hetu when there is a guna. The principle according to which
Aggavamsa has selected his examples seems also a bit dubious. He has a
thousand examples of ablatives in Pali, but takes some and says they are
ablatives because he is dealing with properties. In other words, he forces
the map on to the terrain, the map being given by the Sanskrit
grammarians.

2.7.16.13 panhakathana

(708,1-15) Panhakathanesu: kuto ’si tvam, kuto bhavam —
Pätaliputtato\ ettha ca kathanam näma vissajjanam, yam pana
Kaccäyanappakarane panhe tvälope kammädhikaranesü ti
ärabhitvä abhidhammam sutvä abhidhammä pucchanti
abhidhammam abhidhammena vä, vinayam sutvä vinayä
pucchanti vinayam vinayena vä, evam suttä geyyä veyyäkaranä
gäthäya udänä itivuttakä jätakä abbhutadhammä vedallä icc
evamädl ti ca vuttam, tathä kathane tvälope kammädhikaranesü
ti ärabhitvä abhidhammam sutvä abhidhammä kathayanti
abhidhammam abhidhammena vä, vinayam sutvä vinayä
kathayanti vinayam vinayena vä, evam suttä geyyä veyyäkaranä
gäthäya icc evamädi ti ca vuttam, tarn tvälope yeva vattabbam,
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panhe ti ca kathane ti ca tvaloparahitappayogavasena visum
vattabbam idha pana visum vuttam.

In the case of questions and answers: ‘From where [have] you
[come] ?’ ‘From Pätaliputra.’ And in this respect [the word]
kathana ‘telling’ [does] in fact [mean] ‘answer’. But since in the
Kaccäyanappakarana — after it is first stated that ‘when there
is elision of [the absolutive-suffix] -tvä in a question [the fifth
case suffix applies] to express the object or the location [of the
action denoted by the elided verb]’ — it has been stated that
‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he asks from Abhidhamma
(ablative), or about Abhidhamma (accusative), or by way of
Abhidhamma (instrumental); having listened to Vinaya, he asks
from Vinaya (ablative), or about Vinaya (accusative), or by way
of Vinaya (instrumental); likewise, from Sutta, from Geyya,
from Veyyäkarana, from Gäthä, from Udäna, from Itivuttaka,
from Jätaka, from Abbhutadhamma, [and] from Vedalla,1 and
so on in the same manner’; likewise — after it is first stated that
‘when there is elision of -tvä in an answer, [the fifth case suffix
applies] to express the object or the location [of the action
denoted by the elided verb]’ — it has also been stated that
‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he answers from
Abhidhamma (ablative), or about Abhidhamma (accusative), or
by way of Abhidhamma (instrumental); having listened to
Vinaya, he answers from Vinaya (ablative), or about Vinaya
(accusative), or by way of Vinaya (instrumental); likewise, from
Sutta, from Geyya, from Veyyäkarana, from Gäthä, and so on
in the same manner’, then one should only state tvälope ‘when
there is elision of -tvä', and panhe ‘when there is a question’
and kathane ‘when there is an answer’ should be stated

1 i.e., the nine divisions of canonical scriptures.
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separately by force of usage free from the elision of -tvd; but
here [in the Saddaniti] it is stated separately.

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

The whole panhakathana issue has its basis in the third värttika
on A 2.3.28 apädäne pancami. Kaccäyana and, following him,
Aggavamsa have previously dealt with the fourth and then the first and
the second värttikas) Why these appear in such a random order is hard to
say. Now, the third värttika on this rule states (Mbh 1:455,9):
prasnäkhyänayos ca, ‘also when there is a question or an answer’.
Patanjali remarks (455,10): prasnäkhyänayos ca pancami vaktavyä //
kuto bhavän / pätaliputrät, ‘the fifth [case suffix] should be taught also in
the case of a question or an answer: “From where [have] you [come] ?
From Pätaliputra”.’ Patanjali later rejects this värttika, as we have already
seen him do with the others.

Turning, then, to the criticism levelled against Kaccäyana, let us
first of all consider a statement from Kaiyata’s commentary on the
Mahäbhäsya here (MbhP 11:798): kuto bhavän iti / kriyäyä abhäväd
anapädänatvam manyate, ‘[with regard to the example] kuto bhavän,
“from where [have] you [come] ?”, [the author of the värttika] thinks that
because there is no [verb denoting an] action [here] there is no property

1 cf. 2.7.16.2 and 3 above.
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of being the apädäna [either]’. So, because a verb denoting an action is
lacking, these instances of question and answer cannot be accounted for
by A 2.3.28 apädäne pancami since the apädäna definition (A 2.3.24)
contains the requirement apäye ‘when there is movement away’. This,
according to Kaiyata, is why Kätyäyana has formulated the värttika. This
also implies that in order to do away with the värttika all that is needed is
to imagine that a verbal form has been elided. Patanjali does this by
means of assuming the elision of a finite verb (Mbh 1:455,22—23): idam
atra prayoktavyam san na prayujyate kuto bhavän ägacchati
pätaliputräd ägacchämiti, ‘here that which should have been used is not
used: “From where do you come ?” “I come from Pätaliputra” [would be
the complete statement]’.

Instead of using a finite verb Kaccäyana solves his problem by
supplying an absolutive form.1 It may in fact be the case that Kaccäyana
has really understood Kätyäyana’s intention with regard to these
värttikas. The problem is that Kaccäyana tries to account for a usage of
the ablative in a completely different type of question and answer, such as
abhidhammä pucchanti ‘they ask from (about) Abhidhamma’. But if he
wants to use the idea of the värttika to account for this, and to explain the
construction as one where a verbal form has been elided, it seems to me
perfectly logical that he supplies an absolutive form: abhidhammam
sutvä abhidhammä pucchanti, ‘having listened to Abhidhamma, he asks
from (about) Abhidhamma’.

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

1 In his edition Senart gives sutvä and äkaddhitvä only as variant readings.
Aggavamsa quotes Kaccäyana with the absolutive sutvä. Whether absolutive
forms are actually stated or not does not make much difference since their
inclusion is obviously Kaccäyana’s idea anyway.
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Käsikä where the värttika is not rejected. The example kuto bhavän etc.
occurs in the Saddaniti but not in Kaccäyana, so Aggavamsa has most
likely taken it over from some Sanskrit source and fashioned a similar
example himself. This leaves us with a peculiar situation where
Kaccäyana has made an attempt to account for a grammatical feature in
the Pali language by means inherited from the Sanskrit grammarians,
whereas Aggavamsa, although he may in one sense be on firm ground in
his criticism of Kaccäyana, has merely taken over a rule and an example
from the Sanskrit and not adduced or explained anything that has to do
with Pali at all.

2.7.16.14 thokatthädi (thokakicchakatipaya)

(708,15-21) Thokatthädisu appatthavacane pancami tatiyä ca;
yadä hi dhammamattam adhippetam na dabbam, tadä
thokädinam asatvavacanatä, yadä pana thokena visena mato ti
ädinä dabbam adhippetam, tadä tesam satvavacanatä: thokä
muccati, appamattakä muccati,“kicchä laddho piyo putto”,1

katipayä mutto, thokena appamattakena kicchena katipayena,
icc evamädi.

When there are the senses of thoka ‘a little’, etc., the fifth [case
suffix] and also the third [apply] to express the sense of alpa ‘a
little’. For when a quality alone is intended, not substance, then
the property of denoting a non-substance pertains to thoka etc.,
but when a substance is intended by such a sentence as ‘killed
from a little poison’, then the property of denoting a substance
pertains to these [words]: ‘Is released easily’; ‘is released by a
mere trifle’; ‘[our] dear son, obtained with difficulty’; ‘got off
narrowly’; [or with instrumental case endings:] easily, with a

1 Ja VI 87,15 and 19.



Exploring the Saddaniti 183

mere trifle, with difficulty, narrowly, and so on in the same
manner.

This is based on A 2.3.33 karane ca stokälpakrcchra-
katipayasyäsattvavacanasya which teaches that to the stems stoka ‘a
little’, alpa ‘a little’, krcchra ‘difficult’, and katipaya ‘some’ when they
do not denote a substance, the third case suffix is optionally (A 2.3.32
prthagvinänänäbhis trtiyänyatarasyäm) added as well as the fifth
(A 2.3.28) when it expresses the käraka karana ‘instrument’. The rule
occurs also in the Candravyäkarana (2.1.87): stokälpakrcchrakatipayäd
asattvärthät karane. Aggavamsa has obviously borrowed from the
Käsikä here (Kä§ 11:190): yadä tu dharmamätram karanatayä vivaksyate
na dravyam, tadä stokädinäm asattvavacanatä, ‘but when there is a wish
to express a mere quality and not a substance through the property of
being the instrument, then the property of expressing a non-substance
pertains to stoka etc.’. This is followed by the examples stokän muktah,
stokena muktah, ‘released easily’, etc. With regard to the requirement that
these words be asattvavacana ‘expressing a non-substance’ for the third
and the fifth to express the karana, the Käsikä offers the example stokena
visena hatah, ‘killed by a little poison’. Here only the instrumental case is
applicable. Aggavamsa has borrowed the example, but failed to
understand its implication. He has also failed to take in the fact that the
rule concerns the words mentioned when the fifth or the third case
suffixes express the käraka karana and not the apädäna. Aggavamsa
instead formulates the requirement that when there are the senses of thoka
etc., the fifth case suffix as well as the third apply to express the sense of
alpa. This does not exactly betray any deep understanding of what is at
stake for the Sanskrit grammarians, nor does it convincingly account for
anything genuinely characteristic of the Pali language.
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2.7.16.15 akattari

(708,21-23) Akattari akärake näpake hetumhi: katattä upacitattä
ussannattä vipulattä uppannam hoti cakkhuvinnänam 1 icc
evamädi.

[A fifth case suffix is added] provided [it is] not expressing the
agent, [that is,] provided [it is] not expressing a käraka, being
[merely] something which serves to indicate, when [it is]
expressing a hetu ‘cause’: ‘Visual cognition comes into being
from the fact that [something (kamma ?)] is performed, heaped
up, lofty, and extensive’, and so on in the same manner.

This is obscure, and I am not fully confident of my translation
here. Kaccäyana has only the word akattari followed by the same
example. Aggavamsa follows suit, but adds a few words with a
morphology and a syntax which are not immediately clear. I am inclined
to believe, however, that Kaccäyana felt he was left with ablatives of
cause he has to account for and a bit of a Panini rule, namely A 2.3.24
akartary rne pancami. As mentioned before, this rule teaches that a fifth
case suffix is added to a nominal stem signifying a debt which acts as a
cause (A 2.3.23 hetau) but not as an agent.2 Indeed, Kaccäyana is not
talking about debts here, but he could easily have taken over the non-
agency requirement and the implied hetau ‘when it expresses a cause’,
which one necessarily has to read also into his own rule. It seems to me,
then, that Kaccäyana and after him Aggavamsa must have reasoned
something like this: We find usages of the ablative where it expresses a
cause; but where it merely gives us an indication, there the cause does not
participate as an agent in bringing something about and so the case suffix
cannot be added to express a käraka. It serves merely to explain that there

1 Indicating this example as a quotation, Smith adds the following note: cf. (D III
146,1 +) Vibh 297,28 Dhs § 556.
2 cf. 2.7.16.8 and 11 above.
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are things which seem to have no direct cause but still come into being
and that is indicated by the things which act as causes. There is no
question of something being a käraka or an agent, but rather of
explaining that something comes into being. The framework provided by
A 2.3.23-24 could easily be taken over to account for this.

Obviously Aggavamsa did not think the single word akattari
made the picture sufficiently clear. To improve on this he heaps up certain
key-words. The word hetumhi certainly refers to A 2.3.23 hetau. The
words akärake and jnäpake are strongly reminiscent of the vocabulary
used by Heläräja in discussing the hetu and the difference between hetu,
käraka, and laksana. Väkyapadlya 3.7.24ab defines the hetw. anäsrite tu
vyäpäre nimittam hetur isyate, ‘the final cause (nimitta) which is
independent of [any particular] operation is accepted as the hetu'. In his
commentary on this verse, Heläräja twice1 uses the word akärakavibhakti
‘a case ending which does not express a käraka'. This is in any case how
I think the word akärake in the Saddaniti passage should be understood.
The words jnäpaka and jnäpakatva each occur twice,2 and Heläräja’s
commentary on this verse ends (Hel 255,11): svarüpabhedena
kriyänirvartakam kärakam, sämänyena janako hetuh, jnäpake laksanam
iti, ‘a käraka is that which brings about an action by taking on different
forms, that which is a progenitor in general is the hetu, [and] when it
[merely] serves as an indicator (jnäpaka) it is a sign (laksana)' . The
word jnäpaka ‘something which serves to indicate’ is a technical term in
vyäkarana. Based on supposed implications which result from internal
analysis of the rules of grammar, a jnäpaka is a structural argument
through which a valid interpretation can be inferred and justified. In other
words, when seemingly conflicting features occur in the grammar, one
should look for some other feature which indicates the valid interpretation
on the basis of consistency and a unified system. I am not sure that the
technical jnäpaka is all that relevant here; the question of laksana, hetu
etc. has to do with interpreting A 1.4.84 etc. All I want to point out is the

1 Hel 250,22; 251,2.
2 Hel 251,8; 255,11 and 251,16; 253,1, respectively.
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similarity in vocabulary between the Saddaniti here and Heläräja. Of
course I do not claim that Aggavamsa has necessarily taken his words
directly from Heläräja, I only try to illustrate that these words occur
frequently in discussions of issues similar to those which Aggavamsa
tries to raise.

2.7.16.16 Final remarks on the apädäna

(7 08, 23-7 09 ,18) Ädisaddena ye amhehi anupaditthä
apädänapayogä, te payogavicakkhanehi yojetabbä. Idäni tesam
apädänänam käyasannogapubbakädivasena pabhedam
kathayäma'. gämä apenti munayo ti ädisu hi käyasanhoga-
pubbakassa apagamanassa vijjamänattä gämädi apädänam
käyasannogapubbakam näma, pänätipätä viramati ti ädisu
pana cittasaniiogapubbakassa apagamanassa vijjamänattä
pänätipätädi apädänam cittasannogapubbakam näma; tathä
dhävatä hatthimhä patito amkusaggaho ti ädisu hatthiädi
apädänam calamariyädabhütattä calävadhi näma calan ca tarn
avadhi cä ti atthena, pabbatä otaranti vanacarä ti ädisu
pabbatädi apädänam niccalamariyädabhütattä niccalävadhi
näma niccalan ca tarn avadhi cä ti atthena, imehi dvlhi pakärehi
vinimmuttam buddhasmä pati Säriputto, "kämato jäyate
bhayan”  1 ti ca ädisu buddhädi apädänam
n'evacalävadhinaniccalävadhi  2 näma avadhibhävena
agahetabbattä, evam apädänam duvidham tividhan ca bhavati.
Puna tarn tividhan ca nidditthavisayädivasena; tattha gämä
apagacchati ti ädi nidditthavisayam näma apädänavisayassa

1 Dhp215b.
2 Smith gives the text here as n 'eva calävadhi na niccalävadhi, but compare this
with 701,24-25 where he gives the three divisions as calävadhiniccalävadhi-
nevacalävadhinaniccalävadhivasena as a syntactic compound. If in the present
passage we are not dealing with a compound, there are no problems, but the
whole parallelism with the preceding would be lost.
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kiriyävisesassa nidditthattä', kusülato pacati, abhidhammä
kathayati, valähakä vijjotatl ti upattavisayam näma, valähakä
niggamma vijjotatl ti ädinä upädeyyo ettha kiriyäviseso',
Mädhurä Pätaliputtakehi abhirüpatarä ti anumeyyavisayam
näma, Mädhurä Pätaliputtakehi ukkamsiyanti kenaci gunenä ti
anumeyyo ettha kiriyäviseso, upattavisayo viya na niyato kocl ti
ayam assa upattavisayato bhedo ti.

By the word ädi ‘etc.’ [is everywhere indicated] that those
usages of the apädäna which have not been taught by us should
be included by people who are skilled in usage. Now, among
these apädänas we proclaim a division according to [whether
the going away] is preceded by physical contact, etc.1 For in
such [sentences] as ‘the sages go away from the village’ such an
apädäna as the village is indeed preceded by physical contact
since the moving away is found to be preceded by physical
contact. But in such [sentences] as ‘he abstains from killing
living creatures’ such an apädäna as shooting living creatures is
indeed preceded by mental contact since the moving away is
found to be preceded by mental contact. Likewise, in [sentences]
such as ‘the elephant-driver has fallen from the running
elephant’ such an apädäna as the elephant is indeed the moving
starting point since it appears as an exclusive limit which is
moving, in accordance with [its] meaning [as a karmadhäraya
compound]: ‘it is moving and it is a starting point’. In such
[sentences] as ‘the forest-dwellers come down from the
mountain’ such an apädäna as the mountain is indeed the non-
moving starting point since it appears as a non-moving
exclusive limit, in accordance with [its] meaning [as a
karmadhäraya compound]: ‘it is non-moving and it is a starting
point’. Not included under these two categories is an apädäna

1 cf. 701,23 foil., 2.7 above.
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such as the Buddha in [sentences] such as ‘Säriputta [taught the
doctrine] as proxy of the Buddha’ and ‘fear arises from love’
which is indeed [the apädäna] where the starting point is neither
exclusively moving nor non-moving because of the fact that it
cannot be grasped as a starting point. Thus the apädäna is of
two kinds and of three kinds. But it is also of three kinds
according to whether the scope (i.e., the moving away) is
directly stated, etc. In this respect, such [a sentence] as ‘he
moves away from the village’ has indeed the scope (i.e., the
moving away) directly stated because of the fact that a specific
action which has the [particular] scope of the apädäna [namely,
moving away,] is directly stated. [In such sentences as] ‘he
cooks from the granary’, ‘he asks from (about) Abhidhamma’,
[and] ‘the lightning flashes from the cloud’ it is indeed the one
where the scope (i.e., the moving away) is comprised. In this
case a specific action must be comprised through such [a
statement] as ‘having gone forth from the cloud the lightning
flashes’. [In such a sentence as] ‘the people of Mathura are
more handsome than those of Pätaliputra’ it is indeed the one
where the scope (i.e., the moving away) has to be inferred. In
this case a specific action must be inferred [through such a
statement] that ‘by some quality the people of Mathura are
elevated (ukkamslyanti) from those of Pätaliputra’; nothing is
specified as in the case of the one where the scope (i.e., the
moving away) is comprised, [and] that is where this one differs
from the one where the scope is comprised.

In these last remarks on the apädäna Aggavamsa first of all
covers himself by pointing out that the word ädi ‘etc.’, so frequently
resorted to, serves to indicate usages of the apädäna which he may have
omitted but which should be included by people who know of such
usages. To look for unknown usage is a sound principle in linguistics,
explicitly resorted to by Patanjali among others. But to talk of usages of
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the apädäna again betrays and indeed epitomizes the fact that he does not
discern between the käraka apädäna and the ablative case suffix.

The rest of the passage is devoted to repeating the various
classifications of the apädäna and to fulfilling the promise he gave at the
beginning that he was going to explain all these subdivisions one by one
below (tarn sabbam pabhedam upari ekato pakäsessäma). He has not
mentioned them in the meantime, and although he gives some adequate
examples one may wonder where he would fit in a lot of the material he
has discussed in the meantime. The categories he makes fall in three
groups: The first according to whether the apädäna has been preceded by
physical or by mental contact (käyasamyogapubbaka and cittasamyoga-
pubbaka), the second according to whether the starting point is moving,
non-moving, or neither exclusively moving nor non-moving (calävadhi,
niccalävadhi, and nevacalävadhinaniccalävadhi), and the third according
to whether the scope, the moving away, is directly stated, is comprised,
or has to be inferred (nidditthavisaya, uppattivisaya, and anumeyya-
visaya). These divisions and their possible origins have been discussed
above (2.7), so I shall not repeat myself here.

2.8 The location: okäsa (adhikarana)

572 Yo ädhäro tarn okäsam. Yo kattukammasamavetänam
nisajjapacanädikiriyänam ädhärakatthena ädhäro, tarn
kärakam okäsasannam hoti. Bhuso kiriyam dhäreti ti ädhäro,
so eva täsam kiriyänam patitthänatthena okäsattä okäsam
nämä ti vuccati, tathä hi kate nisidati Devadatto ti ettha kato
Devadattam dhärento tamsamavetam äsanakiriyam dhäreti,
thäliyam odanam pacati ti ettha thäli tandulam dhärentl }

tamsamavetam pi pacanakiriyam dhäreti. Yajj evam
kattukammänam eva padhänavasena kiriyädhärasambhavato
tesam eva okäsasannäya bhavitabban ti. Na bhavitabbam.

1 Ce Be ns dhärayanti.
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Kasmä. Patiladdhavisesanämattä, tasmä paramparäya pi
kiriyädhärakam katädikam yeva okäsasannam labhati ti
avagantabbam. So 'yam okäso catubbidho: vyäpiko opasilesiko
sämipiko vesayiko ti. Tattha vyäpiko näma sakalo pi ädhära-
bhüto attho ädheyyena patthato hoti, tarn yathä: tilesu telam,
ucchusu raso, dadhimhi sappi ti; opasilesiko näma pacceka-
siddhänam bhävänam yattha opasileso upagamo hoti, tarn
yathä'. kate nisidati ti; sämipiko näma yattha samipe sämipika-
vohäram katvä ädhärabhävo vikappiyati, tarn yathä'.
“Sävatthiyam viharati”,1 Gangäyam vajo ti. Patanjalinä2 pi
vuttam3: catühi pakärehi atattha so ti bhavati, katthaci tam-
thänavasena: mancä ukkutthim karonti ti, katthaci samipa-
vasena: Gangäyam ghoso, Kurusu vasati ti, katthaci tamsaha-
carabhävena: yatthi pavesaya, kunte pavesayä ti, katthaci tam-
kiriyäcaranena: Abrahmadatte Brahmadatto ’yarn iti; vesayiko
näma yattha annatthäbhävavasena desantarävacchedavasena
vä ädhäraparikappo, tarn yathä: bhümisu manussä jalesu
macchä äkäse sakunä ti. Sabbo pi cäyam padhänavasena vä
patikappitavasena vä kiriyäya patitthä bhavati ti okäso ti vutto.
Yam pan’ ettha vuttam kattukammasamavetänam kiriyänam
ädhäro ti, tarn bhiyyo khaggamhi obhäso ti ettha katham yujjati
ti ce. Yujjat’ eva; yathä hi bhümisu manussä ti etasmim payoge
vasanti ti kattusamavetä vasanakiriyä avijjamänä pi
vacanasesanayena äharitabbä hoti, evam etam 4 bhiyyo
khagamhi obhäso ti etthä pi ahosi ti kattusamavetä kiriyä
avijjamänä pi vacanasesanayena äharitabbä va hoti, loke hi
katthaci katthaci vohäravisaye sesam katvä väcam bhanati;

1 AI 1,1, etc.
2 Smith reads Patanjalinä indicating that this is the reading met with Ce Bern ns.
1 do not find this reading convincing, though, particularly since the correct vrddhi
form of the name would be pätanjala. I have therefore emended to patanjalinä.
3 cf. Mbh 11:218,14-19; cf. also Mbh 1:332,1-3.
4 Smith: ita Ce Be; ns evam esä; Bm evam eta > evam eva ?
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tathä hi koci ekam gehe patiyattam khiram päyetukämo tvam
geham pavisa, pavisitvä khiram pivä ti vattabbe vacanasesam
katvä pavisa khlran ti äha, säsane pi dissati “yesam ayyänam
süciyä attho, aham süciyä” 1 ti cayassa panhena attho, so mam
panhena aham veyyäkaranenä ti; tasmä ettha samsayo na
kätabbo.

‘That which is the support [in time and space], that [käraka] is
the okäsa.' That which is the support (ädhära), in the sense of
that which is a supporter (ädhäraka) of actions such as sitting
down or cooking which are inherent in the agent or the object,
that käraka is something to which the technical name okäsa
applies. ‘Strongly (bhuso = a)2 it supports (dhäreti) the action’,
thus [it is called] ädhära, [and] that very [ädhära] is called the
okäsa ‘occasion’ because it actually is an occasion [where
something happens] in the sense of support of these actions,
thus it is stated. For thus, with regard to [the sentence]
‘Devadatta sits down on the mat’, the mat supporting Devadatta
supports the action of sitting which is inherent in him, [and]
with regard to [the sentence] ‘he cooks rice in the pot’, the pot
supporting the rice supports the action of cooking which is also
inherent in it (= the rice). If so, since the possibility of
supporting the action [exists] in a primary way only for the
agent and the object, the name okäsa should be applied only to
these ? It should not be applied [only to these]. Why ? Because

1 Smith: vide Vin IV 167,4 (cf. supra 344 note f).
2 The word bhuso is a problem. One thing is certain, namely that it is part of a
nirvacana, semantic analysis, where it explains the preverb ä of ädhära. This is
clear from the Saddaniti itself: aggho ti c’ ettha äsaddo bhusatthe upasagga-
padam (689,26-27), and äkäro pana rasso hoti, ä bhuso caritabban ti accharam
(861,20-21). This implies that it ought to be an adverb, but it looks like a
nominative adjective. I have taken it to be the equivalent of Skt bhrsa ‘strong;
powerful’. One could explain it as bhusaso with a syllable lost, but this is not
very convincing.
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it is being used in a technical sense. Therefore, although
indirectly, the mat etc. which is something that supports is
indeed something with regard to which the technical name okäsa
obtains; thus it should be understood. This okäsa is of four
kinds: vyäpika ‘pervading; in absolute contact’, opasilesika
‘caused by [close] contact’, sämipika ‘caused by nearness’,
[and] vesayika ‘belonging to a [particular] domain’. In this
respect, vyäpika is indeed [where] the whole thing which is the
support is coterminal with the thing to be supported, as in ‘the
oil [is] in the sesame seeds’, ‘the juice is in the sugar cane’, ‘the
butter is in the curds’; opasilesika is indeed where there is
contact, that is, going near, of entities which are established
individually, as in ‘he sits on the mat’; sämipika is indeed
where, making up this term sämipika in the sense of samipa
‘near; nearness’, the state of being the support is imagined, as in
‘he dwells in (= in the vicinity of) Sävatthi’, ‘a cattle-fold on (=
in the vicinity of) the Gangä’. It has been stated also by
Patanjali: In four different ways does [this word] so ‘this; that’
apply to something which is not that: [1] sometimes by force of
[the relation of] standing in it, as in ‘the cots/benches are making
a cry’; [2] sometimes by force of [the relation of] nearness, as in
‘the cow-shed is on (= in the vicinity of) the Gangä’, ‘he dwells
among (= in the vicinity of) the Kurus’; [3] sometimes through
the condition of association with it, as in ‘fetch the sticks, fetch
the spears’1; [4] sometimes by doing the actions of it, as in the
case of someone who is not Brahmadatta ‘this is Brahmadatta’2;

1 I take kunta to mean ‘spear; lance’, not ‘bird’ as in PED. Here the sticks and
spears are used to indicate those who carry them.
2 There are several discrepancies between this passage and Mbh 11:218,14-19. By
way of example, instead of Kurusu vasati Patanjali offers the example küpe
gargakulam, ‘the Garga family lives on the well’, for tamkiriyäcaranena
Patanjali has täddharmyät ‘by the relation of the quality of it’ and offers a slightly
more subtle example: jati brahmadattah ‘the man with the matted hair is
Brahmadatta’, meaning that he is like Brahmadatta and worthy of the same
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vesayiko is indeed where there is imagination of a location,
either by force of the condition of not existing elsewhere, or by
force of being cut off from another region, as in ‘human beings
are [located] on the earth’, ‘fish are [located] in the water’,
‘birds are [located] in space’. Nevertheless, all this is said to be
okäsa, because there is support of an action either by force of its
being primary or by force of its being imagined. But since in
this respect it has been stated that it is the support of actions that
are inherent in the agent or the object, then how does that obtain
in the case of [a sentence such as] ‘more splendour in a
sword’ ? It does indeed obtain. For just as in the usage ‘human
beings are on the earth’ the action of dwelling, even though it is
not met with [in the statement], is to be taken according to the
convention that the rest of a statement [is to be supplied] as
inherent in the agent [of the verb] vasanti ‘are dwelling’,
likewise [in] this [statement] ‘more splendour in a sword’ here
too* 1 the action inherent in the agent [of the verb] ahosi ‘was’,
even though it is not met with, is to be taken according to the
convention that the rest of the statement [is to be supplied]. For
here in this world, in whatsoever domain of usage, one utters

treatment. The well-known example is simho mänavakah, ‘the boy is a lion’.
G. Gren-Eklund (1986) has pointed out the difference between the Aristotelian
and Indian conceptions of metaphor. According to Aristotle, the word a meaning
A is used in the meaning B. The Indian view is roughly that for the thing A is
used not the word a but the word b. The transfer takes place in the denotation,
that is, on the side of words. With regard to the passage from the Mahäbhäsya, in
a sentence such as mancäh krosanti, ‘the cots are crying’, mancäh ‘the cots’ are
tat ‘it’ and the children who are the ones really crying are atat ‘not it’, not with
regard to reality, only with regard to the expressions used. As pointed out by
Gren-Eklund (ibid:S)\), Aggavamsa makes use of the Mahäbhäsya passage on
tatlatat not to show upacära, transfer of meaning, but in connection with the
okäsa.
1 1 take etam to refer to the statement but it does not link up syntactically with the
rest. It is almost as if he has changed construction before and after the quotation
(evam etam ... etthä pi). It is of course possible to emend, but nothing falls in
place easily; cf. v.ll. indicated in the text above.
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speech constructing the remainder (sesa). As for example,
someone wishing to make [someone] drink some milk made
ready in a house, when he should state ‘you go into the house
[and] having entered drink the milk’, does state, constructing the
remainder, ‘go in to the milk’. This is indicated also in the
teaching [of the Buddha]: ‘Those noble ones for whom there is
use for a needle, I [supply] with a needle’1 and ‘he who is in
need of [asking] a question, he [supplies] me with a question,
[and] I [supply him] with an explanation’. Therefore, doubt
need not be raised in this respect.2

First of all, one may wonder why he uses the term okäsa here
and not adhikarana which is the term he has been using earlier in the
work.3 The answer seems obvious in that the parallel rule in Kaccäyana
(141) runs: yo dhäro tarn okäsam. The second puzzling feature is that
after the definition of okäsa has been given, Aggavamsa offers a
nirvacana, semantic analysis, not of okäsa but of ädhära, the word used
to define it. This peculiarity has in fact been taken over from the Sanskrit
grammarians.4 The word ädhära was firmly established in the context of
the adhikarana by Pänini’s definition A 1.4.45 ädhäro ’dhikaranam.

The discussion of whether the adhikarana can really be called a
käraka in that it does not directly participate in the action but is only
connected with it by being the location of the agent or the object, goes
back at least to the Väkyapadiya. Patanjali does not comment on
A 1.4.45. The relevant verses read as follows (VP 3.7.148-49):

1 Vin IV 167,4 sucigharena ‘needle-case’ (of an ivory worker).
2 That is, since one has to supply the remainder even in these cases.
3 e.g. Sadd 10,28; 68,30.
4 Thus the Käsikä on A 1.4.45 gives ädhriyante 'smin kriyä gunah ity ädhärah,
reflected in the Padamänjari (KäSP 1:560) ädhriyante 'smin kriyä ity ädhära iti
and the Nyäsa (Kä£N 1:560) ädhriyante kriyägunä asminn ity ädhära iti.
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kartrkarmavyavahitäm asäksäd dhärayat kriyäm /
upakurvat kriyäsiddhau sästre 'dhikaranam smrtam //
upaslesasya cäbhedas tiläkäsakatädisu /
upakäräs tu bhidyante samyogisamaväyinäm //

That which [both] indirectly supports the action separated [from
it] by the agent or the object, [and] assists in accomplishing the
action is called adhikarana in the science of grammar. And there
is no difference in [the type of] contact with regard to the
sesame seeds, space, or the mat. But the ways of assisting [in
bringing about the action] differ in [the contact being] samyoga
‘conjunction’ or samaväya ‘inherence’.

Heläräja offers the examples kate äste ‘he sits on the mat’ and
sthälyäm pacati ‘he cooks in the pot’, which are met with in the
Saddaniti as well. In fact, there are striking similarities between what
Heläräja says here and bits and pieces of the Saddaniti discussion. There
is nothing like a quotation, nothing like a coherent identical statement, just
a large number of identical words and a general flavour of similarity. This
of course makes it hard to come up with any solid claims. By way of
example, the Saddaniti has paramparäya pi kiriyädhärakam, while
Heläräja has paramparayä kriyädhärake (Hel 348,13). Heläräja (Hel
349,1) defines upaslesa as ädhärasyädheyena sambandhah, ‘the relation
of the support with that which is to be supported’. Discussing the
vaisayikam adhikaranam he states (349,8): ananyatrabhävas1 cätra
visayärthah / evarn jale matsyä ity ädhärapradesäpeksayä caitad
aupaslesikam adhikaranam, ‘and the sense of visaya “domain” here is:
being in that [domain] and in no other; thus “fish are in the water”, with
regard to the place of support this is an aupaslesika-adhikarana’ . This is
similar to vesayiko näma yattha anna t thäbhävavasena
desantarävacchedavasena vä ädhäraparikappo, tarn yathä: bhümisu

1 Emended from ananyatra bhavas. I prefer to read this as a compound.
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manussä jalesu macchä°,‘vesayiko is indeed where there is imagination
of a location, either by force of the condition of not existing elsewhere, or
by force of being cut off from another region, as in “human beings are on
the earth”, “fish are in the water” [etc.]’. Heläräja even makes a
distinction between a real contact and a mental or imagined one, referring
to the latter as kalpita (349,7). Other significant terms occur as well, such
as samaveta (Hel 348,10), samaväyin (Hel 349,2), and, not to forget, the
term sämipya (349,11-12): gahgäyäm gäva iti gangäsabdah sänüpyät
pradesavrttir x ity aupaslesikam adhikaranam, ‘in “the cows are [located]
on the Gangä”, the word garigä functions in the sense of place because of
nearness, and thus [it is] an aupaslesika-adhikarana' .

This leads directly to the fourfold classification of the okäsa
suggested by Aggavamsa. Clearly it seems to have been taken over from
Kaccäyana. Most Sanskrit sources suggest only three, leaving out
sämipya. Thus Patanjali on A 6.1.72 samhitäyäm states (Mbh 111:51,8):
adhikaranam näma triprakäram vyäpakam aupaslesikam1 2 vaisayikam
iti, ‘the adhikarana is indeed of three kinds, vyäpaka, aupaslesika, [and]
vaisayika'. The same classification is met with in the Padamanjari (KääP
1:561) and the Nyäsa (KäSN 1:562), with abhivyäpaka for vyäpaka. It is
also met with in later works such as the Siddhäntakaumudi (on A 2.3.36)
and its commentaries, the Bälamanoramä and the Tattvabodhini. But
Jnänendrasarasvati,3 the author of the Tattvabodhini, remarks (SK 1:694):
nadyäm ästa ityädyartham sämipikam adhikaranam caturtham api ke
cid icchanti, ‘for the sake of such [statements] as “he sits on the river”
some teach also a fourth [type of adhikarana, namely,] the sämipika-

1 So read for °vrtir.
2 So read for aupaksepikam in the third edition of Mbh, revised etc. by K.V.
Abhyankar. This must be a mere misprint since Kielhom’s original edition reads
as above with no v.l.
3 Probably early 18th century, although tradition has it that he was requested by
Bhattoji Diksita, the author of the Siddhäntakaumudi, to write a commentary
upon it. Were this the case, Jnänendra would of course be a contemporary of
Bhattoji.
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sämipika-adhikarana’ . The Prakriyäkaumudi of Rämacandra1 gives this
fourfold classification (PK 80): aupaslesikah sämipiko visayo vyäpta ity
ädhäras caturdhä. This could be what Jnänendra had in mind since
Bhattoji heavily attacked Rämacandra and therefore Jnänendra was most
probably familiar with his work. As noted above, Heläräja merely brings
up the notion of sämipya ‘nearness’ in the context of aupaslesika. The
Rüpävatära of the pre-Aggavamsa Sinhalese Buddhist Dharmakirti2

suggests a fourfold classification of the adhikarana (ed. M. Rangacharya
1916:162,12-13): sa ädhärah aupaslesika-vaisayikavyäpaka-pratyäsatti-
bhedatvän caturvidhah, ‘this ädhära “support” is of four kinds, by being
divided into aupaslesika, vaisayika, vyäpaka, and pratyäsatti
“proximity”’. He adds (162,17-18): pratyäsattih sämipyam —
gangäyäm ghosah, ‘pratyäsatti, that is to say, sämipya ‘nearness’, [as
in] “a cow-shed on the Gangä” .’ The term sämipika seems to have
caused Aggavamsa some unease, since he comes up with the rather
peculiar statement samipe sämipikavohäram katvä, ‘making up this term
sämipika in the sense of samipa “near; nearness” .’

Of linguistic importance is the fact that Aggavamsa interprets
Sävatthiyam viharati not as ‘he dwells in Sävatthi’ but as ‘he dwells in
the vicinity of Sävatthi’, and Kurusu vasati not as ‘he dwells among the
Kurus’ but as ‘he dwells in the land where the Kurus live’. Heläräja (Hel
349,11-12) ascribes the Gangä in gangäyäm gävah, ‘the cows are
[located] on the Gangä’, to the category of aupaslesika but gives sämipya
‘nearness’ as the reason for this. Aggavamsa’s latter example may have
been inspired by Heläräja (Hel 349,9) gurau vasati, ‘he lives with the
teacher’, where the teacher is ascribed to the vaisayika category.

1 Late 14th or early 15th century.
2 Cardona (1976:285) brings forward facts which suggest a date of about 1100
for Dharmakirti. Certain inscriptional evidence could push the date back even
further. Dharmakirti was thus certainly earlier than Aggavamsa.
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2.8.1 Magic locations

573 Yatth’ iddhiy’ antaradhäyati. Yasmim thäne koci
iddhiyä antaradhäyati, tarn thänabhütam kärakam okäsa-
sannam hoti: “sä devatä antarahitä pabbate Gandha-
mädane",x Jetavane antarahito Bhagavä,1 2 “tato so dummano
yakkho tatth’ ev’ antaradhäyatha” ,3 app ekacce mam
abhivädetvä antaradhäyimsu.4 Ädhäranalakkhanam okäsa-
kärakam.

‘Where one disappears through magic powers.’ That location
where someone disappears by magic powers, that käraka which
consists in the location is something to which the technical name
okäsa applies: ‘That deity has vanished on the Gandhamädana
mountain’; ‘the Noble One has vanished in the Jeta grove’;
‘then that discouraged Yaksa vanished on that very spot’; ‘and
again, having saluted me, they vanished on that very spot’.5

And the okäsa-käraka has as its defining characteristic
ädhärana ‘supporting’.

This is a peculiar little rule. Most probably it springs out of a
misunderstanding which goes back to sutta 570 (2.7.15 above). A 1.4.28
antardhau yenädarsanam icchati assigns the name apädäna to the one
the agent does not wish to be seen by when concealment is involved.
This is straightforward, and so are, as far as I can see, the locative usages
in the examples here which do not call for any special attention
whatsoever in as much as they are highly ordinary instances of the
adhikarana and of the locative case suffix. But Aggavamsa thinks

1 Ja VI 92,17.
2 Smith: vide A I 64,32.
3 Sn 449cd.
4 Smith: ita suppl. D III 206,12, cf. D III 205,23-24.
5 See below.
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otherwise, probably puzzled by the word antardhi ‘concealment;
disappearance’ in Pänini’s rule and the usage of antardhäyati in all the
examples. The semantic range of this verb should not make these difficult
to distinguish, but Aggavamsa seems to reason that since in the
Astädhyäyi antardhi is mentioned only in connection with the apädäna a
special rule should be stated to account for the occurrence of the verb
antaradhäyati in an adhikarana context.

The example app ekacce mam abhivädetvä antaradhäyimsu
calls for a brief remark in that it seems at first hand more natural to take
ekacce as plural of ekacca in the sense of ‘some’ and not as a locative
singular. The text of the Digha referred to by Smith (D III 205,24 foil.),
however, adds several times the words tatth ' eva ‘on that very spot’. But
one should note that the example given above is not identical with the
Digha reference. Moreover, according to the PTC the form antara-
dhäyimsu occurs only here and at S I 148,10-11 in the entire canon. So
who made the changes, or how do we account for the discrepancy ?

Here ends the käraka -  section proper. The rest of the
kärakappakarana deals first with what is expressed by the vocative and
the genitive, and then with the assignment of case suffixes in a manner
somehow similar to the vibhakti section of the Astädhyäyi. But I should
like to include also as a final passage the one immediately following
Aggavamsa’s discussion of the apädäna in which he groups kärakas
according to common ranges of applicability.

2.9. Common domains of applicability

(7 1 1 , 5 -23 )  Iti chakärakam pakäsitam hotiA Idäni
samänavisayam kärakachakkam vuccate: Yo yattha yena yarn
vä karoti, täni kattuokäsakaranakammänv. puriso aranne
hatthena kammam karoti, sabbattha kattä netabbo. Yarn yassa
yattha vä deti, täni kammasampadän'okäsäni.  dänam

1 Smith has kept this sentence with the preceding paragraph. I think it should be
read together with the following sentence.
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bhikkhussa adäsij dänam bhikkhumhi deti,23 4 “yattha dinnam
mahapphalam"? Yato yattha jäyati, täni apädän 'okäsäni:
“yasmä so jäyate ’ginrj cord bhayam jäyati,“yattha so jäyati
dh i ro"  . 5 Yarn yattha yato vä ganhäti ,  t än i
kämm’okäsäpädänäni: brähmanam hatthe ganhäti,“Maddim
hatthe gahetväna” ,67 “nägam gahetvä sondäya",1 äcariyassa
santike sippam ganhäti,8 äcariyupajjhäyehi sikkham ganhäti.
Garü pana sattamivisaye purisassa bähäsu gahetvä, bodhi-
sattassa muddhani cumbitvä ti udäharitvä kammani sattami-
vibhattuppattim vadanti. Tarn Maddim hatthe gahetvänä ti
ädikäya päliyä dassanato purisam bodhisattan ti ca vibhattim
viparinämetvä thäne yeva sattami ti gahetabbam. Iti samäsato
samänavisayam kärakachakkam pakäsitam hoti.

Thus the group of six kärakas has been explained. Now it is
stated that the set of six kärakas have common domains of
applicability: The one which, where, by which, or on which one
acts, those are the kattar, okäsa, karana, and kamma: ‘The man
does an act in the forest with his hand’. Everywhere [here] the
kattar is to be applied.9 That which, to whom, or where one
gives, those are the kamma, sampadäna, and okäsa: ‘He gave a
gift to the monk’; ‘he bestows a gift on the monk’; ‘where,
when given, [a gift] bears great fruit’. That from which [or]
where [something] arises, those are the apädäna and okäsa:
‘That from which that fire arises’; ‘fear arises from a thief;

1 Smith: (Cp 1 2:7c).
2 Smith: (Cp 1 4:9b).
3 Sn 191d.
4 Ja IV 26,17.
5 Dhp 193c.
6 Ja VI 570,9; Cp 1 9: 50a.
7 Cp I 3: 5a; 9: 20a.
8 Smith: (Ja 1 285,18).
9 i.e.puriso karoti,puriso aranne karoti, etc.; cf. ns quoted Sadd 711, note 6.
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‘where that wise one is bom’. That which, where, or from
which one takes, those are the kamma, okäsa, and apädäna:
‘He takes a Brahman by the hand’; ‘taking Maddi by the hand’;
‘taking the elephant by the trunk’; ‘take the skills in the vicinity
of the teacher’; ‘he takes the precepts from the Master and
Preceptor’. But in the domain of the seventh [case suffix] the
teachers proclaim the occurrence of the seventh case suffix to
express the kamma, adducing the examples: ‘taking by the
man’s arm (= taking the man by the arm)’; ‘kissing on the head
of the Bodhisattva’. Now, since a canonical teaching such as
‘taking Maddi by the hand’ is seen, and by first changing the
case ending [in] purisam (accusative) and bodhisat tam
(accusative) [to purisassa and bodhisattassd], the seventh [case
suffix] is understood to express location only. Thus, in a
summary way, the set of six kärakas with common domains of
applicability has been explained.

Aggavamsa here suggests a grouping of kärakas according to
their common domains of applicability. They fall into four groups, but, as
far as I can judge, in a rather arbitrary way. Is he talking about types of
actions, like 'ikr, when those four kärakas especially appear, the agent
always being present ? The first group consists of the kattar, okäsa,
karana, and kamma. Probably all he wants to say here is that the kattar
‘agent’ is always there. Otherwise one would have to assume that he
points out four kärakas as basic and therefore belonging to one and the
same group. I find this rather unlikely. I think this highlighting principle
applies also in the three remaining instances. The second group is formed
when one is giving to or bestowing on, involving the sampadäna and the
okäsa, as well as the kamma which I take to refer to the thing given here,
and, of course, always the agent. Thirdly, things can arise from
something or in a place, involving the apädäna and the okäsa. And
fourthly, one can take something, the thing which participates as the
kamma, in or from a place, involving the okäsa and the apädäna. This
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must imply that he takes sondä ‘the trunk’ in the example nägam gahetvä
sondäya, ‘taking the elephant by the trunk’, to be either the apädäna or
the okäsa. One wonders whether such classifications were common in
more popular grammatical works such as the kdrakacakra literature.

According to Aggavamsa, then, there are alternatives.
Sometimes you can have an ablative, sometimes a locative. He then
points out a disagreement with the teachers, which I take to refer to earlier
grammarians, Sanskrit or other. Someone says that you can have a
locative case suffix to express the kamma ‘object’, because there are
instances where the item we regard as the object is in the locative. The
difference amounts to ‘kiss the head’ as against ‘kiss on the head’, or,
more precisely, ‘kissing the Bodhisattva on the head’ as against ‘kissing
on the head of the Bodhisattva’. Aggavamsa says we have to assume
purisassa and bodhisattassa are accusatives, only someone has changed
the case endings. This is not exactly being attentive to varieties in usage.
There is a considerable difference between explaining a phenomenon and
explaining it away.

3. Conclusions

It hardly needs to be stated that drawing conclusions on the
basis of a detailed examination of only a small part of the Saddaniti is
hazardous. Still, some conclusions seem unavoidable. Since I have gone
into considerable detail above, I shall limit myself here to some
observations of a rather general nature.

What kind of a grammar is the Saddaniti, then ? Judging on the
basis of the käraka -section, I find it hard to join the chorus of
unrestrained praise. The technical framework of this section is
unconvincing. There is no attempt at economy, and no rule here has any
effect on any other rule so that material can be added endlessly. In this
way it is open-ended and little distinction is made between what is really
important and what is not. The situation may be different in sections
dealing with morphology, where one would expect rules to feed each
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other so that stems are building up gradually. The käraka-section, at any
rate, does not betray much of a system. Aggavamsa has superimposed at
random terminology, techniques, and material from the Sanskrit
grammarians, more often than not in a rather confused and confusing
manner. One need only point to the way he deals with the bhävaprayoga,
the impersonal passive construction, which Aggavamsa claims requires a
construction with a word in the nominative case, to the term käraka itself
and his confusing divisions of it, or to his vain attempt at providing
examples of ätmanepada usages of the verb sapa ‘curse’ in order to
conform to a distinction made by the Sanskrit grammarians.

For Pänini the introduction of kärakas is a technical device
serving a distinct theoretical purpose in the derivation of correct linguistic
forms. For Aggavamsa they serve no such purpose. The käraka concept
serves to give names to the various participants in actions as expressed in
a sentence and in this way it could work as a useful tool in sentence
analysis. This possibility, however, breaks down when Aggavamsa
constantly blurs the distinction between käraka and vibhakti. In fact, he
treats kärakas as a subset of vibhaktis. In the Astädhyäyi the abstract
syntactic level of kärakas is introduced in the derivational process to
secure the correct distribution of vibhaktis, case endings and verbal
endings. Aggavamsa’s lack of distinction here reflects his absolutely
mechanical way of proceeding.

It is quite clear that the material presented in the Saddanlti is not
very original, with the exception of instances where there is an apparent
conflict with what the grammarians say and usages met with in the canon.
The term original may in many of these instances be synonymous with
peculiar.

This leads us to the question of sources. In addition to the non-
Vedic rules of the Astädhyäyi, Aggavamsa has incorporated not only all
the Kaccäyana rules but also most of the material from the Kaccäyana-
vutti. His outspoken criticism of Kaccäyana (2.7.16.13, above) seems off
the mark and shows that for all his erudition Aggavamsa was not a very
creative thinker. In this context he refers to the Kaccäyanappakarana by
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name, and later also to Patanjali (2.8, above). Did he in fact have access
to the whole of the Mahäbhäsya, though failing, as he did, to make good
use of that storehouse of material ? It seems quite likely that he did since
he makes use of very different sections of that text for varying purposes,
and incorporates several of the värttikas into his own rules. Whether he
knew the commentary of Kaiyata is a more difficult question. He seems
to have known some parts of it or of a very similar commentary. But
there are problems here. Bhartrhari wrote a commentary on the
Mahäbhäsya. Only a small part of this Mahäbhäsyadipikä has survived,
and that in a single manuscript. We do not even know whether it was
ever completed. But it is clear that Kaiyata knew it and that he stood in a
tradition intimately connected with Bhartrhari’s work. So, did
Aggavamsa know of Bhartrhari’s commentary, did he know of it through
Kaiyata, etc. ?

The influence of Bhartrhari’s Väkyapadiya, though, has been
established beyond doubt. Aggavamsa draws heavily on this source,
particularly, as we have seen, when he can make use of it for the purpose
of classifications. But when that is said, one should remember that the
Väkyapadiya is a storehouse of other people’s opinions. We therefore
face the problem of what is original in the Väkyapadiya anyway. It seems
clear, however, that Aggavamsa had access to the Väkyapadiya itself.
This is evident from the fact that he knew of and made use of Heläräja’s
commentary.

Aggavamsa was definitely familiar with a tradition going back
to the Käsikävrtti. It seems likely that he knew of the Nyäsa, possibly
also of the Padamanjari.

Although Aggavamsa seems to have known of the
Cändravyäkarana of Candragomin, it is clear that he did not rely upon
Buddhist Sanskrit grammars in any significant way. It should be kept in
mind, however, that the Kätantra is said to have left traces on
Kaccäyana. A much heavier task is to establish whether or not he was
influenced by less known — or, for that matter, lost — works, as for
example the Kärakasambandhoddyota by the tenth century Buddhist



Exploring the Saddanlti 205

grammarian Rabhasanandin. Such random works might have come to
him by coincidence, or views and ideas may even have been transmitted
to him orally by his fellow monks.

Now it is impossible not to have some sympathy for
Aggavamsa’s position, namely the fact that he had to cope with the
expressions met with in a given corpus of texts, including postcanonical
works. Aggavamsa knew his canon quite well, and the strength of his
work is the vast supply of examples he provides. Still, we meet with the
problem that many of his examples are constructed or taken over from the
Sanskrit grammarians. In fact, he incorporates whatever he can from
Sanskrit sources, be it grammatical problems or examples. He goes as far
as making a rule out of two examples which occur in Heläräja’s Vrtti, in
Kaiyata’s Pradlpa, and in Haradatta’s Padamaiijarl (2.7.2, above). Rich
in material though it is, this makes the Saddanlti a dubious source for ‘un
pali d’interet linguistique’ (Smith 1928:VI).

Instead of summing up, let me present my view of the situation
by contrasting two passages, one from the Mahäbhäsya and one from the
Saddanlti. Both passages deal with the relationship between words and
meanings. For the Sanskrit grammarian Patanjali meaning determines
usage, and grammar deals not with ontology but with things as they are
spoken about (Mbh 1:464,15-21):

nanu ca naitenaivam bhavitavyam / na hi sabdakrtena
nämärthena bhavitavyam I arthakrtena näma sabdena
bhavitavyam I tad etad evam drsyatäm artharüpam evaitad
evamjätlyakam yenäträntarenäpi purusasabdaprayogam räjani
so 'rtho gamyate / kim punas tat I svämitvam / kimkrtam punas
tat I svakrtam / tad yathä I prätipadikärthänäm kriyäkrtä visesä
upajäyante tatkrtäs cäkhyäh prädurbhavanti karma karanam
apädänam sampradänam adhikaranam iti / täs ca punar
vibhaktlnäm utpattau kadä ein nimittatvenopädlyante kadä ein
na/
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But now this need not be like that.1 For meaning should indeed
not be fashioned by words, words should indeed be fashioned
by meaning.2 Let it be viewed like this: The very nature of
meaning3 is of such a kind that even without usage of the word
purusa ‘man’, that meaning [namely, rajnah ‘of the king’] is
understood with regard to [the word] räjan ‘king’. What, then,
is that [meaning] ? Ownership. [And] what, then, is that
fashioned by ? [It is] fashioned by sva ‘itself.  The reason is that
special qualities of the meanings of nominal stems come into
being fashioned by actions, and fashioned by those [qualities]
designations arise, [namely,] karman,  karana,  apädäna,
sampradäna, and adhikarana. And these, again, are sometimes
offered as the cause for the arising of case suffixes, [and]
sometimes not.

Aggavamsa’s task, on the other hand, is to derive meaning from
the usage encountered in a corpus of texts by analysing constructions on
the basis of sädhanas (= kärakas) (69,2-11):

Idha payogesv atthesu ca vihhünam pätavattham
sädhananämam pakäsitanr, tathä hi dunnikkhittasädhanehi
padehi yojitä saddappayogä dubbodhatthä honti, sunikkhitta-
sädhanehi pana padehi yojitä subodhatthä honti. Tasmä
payogä sädhanamülakä; attho ca payogamülako. Payogänu-

1 The specific context is the claim that in the phrase räjnah purusah, ‘the king’s
man’, one should add a genitive ending also after the word purusa ‘man’ just as
it is added to räjan ‘king’. The genitive case suffix indicates that räjan is the
visesana ‘qualifier’ in a ‘qualifier-qualified’ relationship. Details need not
concern us here.
2 cf. also Mbh 1:362,17-19. In that context Kaiyata remarks (MbhP 11:510):
pratyäyayisitärthapratipädanäya sabdaprayogät, ‘[“words should be due to
meaning”:] because words are used to communicate the meaning which is desired
to be conveyed’.
3 The word artharüpa, lit. ‘the form of meaning’ is glossed arthasvabhäva ‘the
nature of meaning’ by Kaiyata (MbhP 11:510).
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rüpam hi aviparltam katvä attham kathanasilä “yäcito va
bahulam civaram paribhunjati appam ayäcito'' 1 ti evamädisu
sädhanavasena gahetabbesu atthesu aniiesu c’atthesu
patutarabuddhino panditä yeva ekantena Bhagavato pariyatti-
säsanadharä näma honti ti veditabbam.

Here the term sädhana has been promulgated for the sake of the
skill of the learned with regard to usages as well as meanings.
For it is the case that linguistic usages have meanings that are
hard to understand when they are constructed with words
whose sädhanas are badly laid down, while they have meanings
that are easy to understand when they are constructed with
words whose sädhanas are neatly laid down. Therefore usages
are rooted in sädhanas, and meaning is rooted in usage. For
those [learned] who are in the habit of analysing the meaning in
that they make [it] adequate according to usage — only those
learned, whose intellect is very sharp with regard to meanings
that can be grasped by means of sädhana[-analysis] such as in
‘only he who is invited receives a robe often, he who is not
invited, rarely’2 and even with regard to other meanings,3 [only

1 A II 87-88, 90-91; III 33, 130-31.
2 This seems to be the sense, bahulam going either with civaram in the sense of
‘plenty of or as an adverb with paribhunjati, and so the sädhana expressed
would be kamma, that is, yäcito is to be interpreted as the object of the action
denoted by the verb yäcati, although he appears as the agent of the action
expressed by the finite verb paribhunjati with regard to the rest of the sentence.
The idea seems to be that only someone asked or invited enjoys or accepts
something, whereas someone who is not invited or asked does not. The rather
odd example — odd in the sense that kamma would be the interpretation of yäcito
which certainly comes to mind first — is probably chosen by Aggavamsa either
because he simply wants to say that past participles are to be interpreted as
kammasädhana in general, or because yäcito is kammasädhano but seems to
have no bearing on the rest of the sentence in as much as it appears as kattar with
regard to paribhunjati, or because past participles often have to be interpreted as
active in late Pali and hence as kattusädhana.
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those] are completely in possession of the teaching of the
doctrine of the Blessed One; thus one should know.

Here Aggavamsa makes it quite clear that he has a canon to
account for and that in fact one’s ability to do so determines the degree to
which one is in possession of the Buddha’s doctrine. Aggavamsa’s
relationship to the canon and what he considers the word of the Buddha
is made even more explicit in the long excursus at the end of the
sampadäna section (2.6.1.12, above). There, through a series of attacks
on the views of the Sanskrit grammarians, Aggavamsa attempts to
contrast the science of grammar with the word of the Buddha. These
attacks are not terribly convincing, but nevertheless quite illuminating.
They provide Aggavamsa with sufficient ammunition for him to make his
claim that there is an opposition between the science of grammar and the
canon. His conclusion is that the sole authority is the canon and the
Atthakathäs, and that grammar is practically useless.

So, if this is his attitude, why does Aggavamsa slavishly follow
the Sanskrit grammarians when the issues they deal with do not really
suit the Päli language at all, when he has to hunt high and low in the
canon to find something he can use, and when he discards grammar
completely in favour of what is stated in the canon and in the
Atthakathäs ? Indeed, such slavish parroting is not the ideal way of
writing a grammar of the Päli language. But here, I think, we have a clue
to the question of what purpose was served in composing the Saddaniti.

Aggavamsa’s purpose is to show that the language of the
Buddha, for him Päli, is every bit as organised as the prestigious
Sanskrit. But by applying the framework of rules developed by the

3 That is, the meanings of words which are not susceptible of sädhana analysis.
The nissaya as quoted by Smith (69, note 2) gives the example yeväpana
‘whatever else’, an adjective formed as a syntactical or irregular compound from
the phrase ye vä pana (ye as Mägadhism for yam), that is, ‘those who go around
saying yeväpana’.
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Sanskrit grammarians he tried to force a mould onto his Buddha-
language which that language is not able to sustain.

Cambridge E.G. Kahrs
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WHY IS A KHATTIYA CALLED A KHATTIYA ?
THE AGGANNA SUTTA REVISITED

In a recent article1 1 have argued that the myth of the origin of
society presented in the Agganna Sutta23 (AS) is satirical, and that the
satire is based on Vedic texts. There is another instance of this which
unfortunately I noticed too late to include it in that article.

The myth purports to account for the names of the four vanna,
using etymological derivations which, I argued, parody the etymologies
(nirukti) found in the brahminical texts (where they reveal to initiates
the hidden nature of things). The word khattiya is said (p. 93, para. 21)
to originate from the expression khettänam pati, “lord/owner of the
fields”. This seems a less than perfect fit to the story that has led up to
it: the first ruler has been agreed on (sammata) to keep order, in
exchange for which service he is to receive a share of the rice crop, but
there is no suggestion that he will own the fields.

In the brahminical ceremony of royal consecration, the
räjasüya, the anointing (abhiseka) of the king is performed to the
accompaniment of several mantras. One of these sacred formulae is
either ksatränam ksatrapatir asi, “Thou art the power-lord of the
powers”, or the same in the imperative: ksatränam ksatrapatir edhi, “Be
thou the power-lord of the powers”. The AS has parodistically turned
ksatra, powers, into ksetra, fields: further evidence for my theory that
the Buddhist text is based on knowledge of brahminical texts, and
satirises them.

The räjasüya mantra is found in at least five brahminical texts
which might be as old as the AS: the Taittiriya Samhitä? the Taittiriya

1 “The Buddha’s Book of Genesis ?”, Indo-Iranian Journal 35, 1992, pp. 159—
78.
2 Digha Nikäya sutta xxvii, in the PTS edition Vol. Ill, pp. 80-98.
3 l,8,14h. Taittiriya Samhitä with the commentary ofBhatta Bhäskara Misra,
ed. A. Mahadeva Sastri and K. Rangacharya, Delhi 1986 (original ed. Mysore
Govt. Oriental Library Series 1895), Vol. Ill, p. 183.

Journal of the Pali Text Society, XVII, 1992, pp. 213-14
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Brähmana* the Satapatha Brähmana,4 5 the Baudhäyana Srauta Sütra67 

and the Äpastamba Srauta Sütra.1 (Of these, the Satapatha Brähmana
alone has the imperative version8; the others have asi.) Is there any
evidence to suggest which of these was the Buddha’s source ? (Or the
source of the Buddhist author, if we hesitate to ascribe authorship to the
Buddha.) Since my article showed a reference in the AS to
Brhadäranyaka Upanisad I and the Brhadäranyaka constitutes the last
part of the Satapatha Brähmana, the latter must be the strongest
candidate. Moreover, the Satapatha Brähmana is generally assigned to
the relatively eastern part of Vedic India where the Buddha preached.
Acquaintance with one Vedic text or tradition would of course not
disprove acquaintance with others too. In my article I drew attention to a
relationship between AS para. 22 and the Baudhäyana Dharma Sütra,
though in that case the brahminical text shows awareness of Buddhists.

It is in the very next sentence after the one giving this
etymology of khattiya that the word räjä is derived from the phrase
dhammena pare raiijeti, “he pleases others by righteousness”. This new
discovery bolsters my contention that that was intended as a joke.

Oxford Richard Gombrich

4 1,7,8,5. Taittiriya Brähmana, ed. Räjendralala Mitra, Bibliotheca Indica 125,
Calcutta 1859, Vol. I.p. 149.
5 5,4,2,2. (Satapatha Brähmana IMädhyandina recension], ed. Albrecht Weber,
Berlin 1855, p. 460.
6 12,11. Baudhäyana Srauta Sütra, ed. W. Caland, Bibliotheca Indica 1196,
Vol. 2, fascicle 2, Calcutta 1908, p. 101,17.
7 18,16,6. Äpastamba Srauta Sütra, ed. R. Garbe, Calcutta 1902, Vol. Ill,
p. 96,2.
8 No Pali equivalent of the imperative form edhi exists. This could conceivably
be why the phrase in the AS has no verb, but I doubt that it is relevant.
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TWO PÄLI ETYMOLOGIES

Here are two more words which are either omitted from PED,1 2

or given an incorrect meaning or etymology there.

1. sama “year”

PED gives two meanings for samä: “year” (< Skt samä) and
“pyre” in agginisamä (Sn 668 670). The second of these seems to be an
error, since it is more likely to be the word sama “like”. For the first
meaning PED quotes Dhp 106 and Mhv VII 74 (misprinted as 78). It
also occurs in the latter text at II 30, III 1 and V 1 20 (and probably
elsewhere). Dhp-a seems to understand the meaning correctly, since it
glosses: yo yajetha satam saman ti yo vassasatam mäse mäse sahassam
pariccajanto lokiyamahäjanassa dänam dadeyya (II 231,8-10), although
the interpretation was probably helped by the presence of vassasatam
hutam later in the same verse. There seems to be no doubt about the
meaning in Mhv-t. At Mhv-t 137,25 (ad Mhv II 30) samä is glossed
samvaccharä, at 215,25 (ad Mhv V 120) atthärasasamo is glossed
atthärasavassiko, and at 267,12 (ad Mhv VII 74) samä khalu atthatimsa
is glossed atthatims’ eva samvacchare. At 140,20-21 (ad Mhv III 1) the
word is not glossed, but the cty clearly understands the structure of the
compound (misleadingly divided in Mhv) and the word crasis, since it
glosses: pancacattälisasamäsamo ti ettha hi pancacattälisasamä asamo
ti padacchedo hoti.

1 See K.R. Norman, “Pali Lexicographical Studies IX”, rnJPTS, XVI, pp.77-85.
2 Abbreviations of the titles of Pali and Sanskrit texts are as in the Epilegomena
to V. Trenckner: A Critical Pali Dictionary, Vol. I, Copenhagen 1924-48
(= CPD). In addition: BHS = Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit; PTS = Pali Text
Society; PED = PTS’s Pali-English Dictionary, Skt = Sanskrit; cty/cties =
commentary/ commentaries.

Journal of the Pali Text Society, XVII, 1992, pp. 215-18
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At Dhp 106 we find samam in apposition to satam “one
hundred years”, although it is not easy to analyse the form, since samam
appears to be singular. In BHS at Udäna-v XXIVb (and elsewhere) we
find the compound samäsatam. This suggests that the original form in
Dhp 106 was samäsatam, which developed to samamsatam by the
common alternation of a long vowel and a short nasalised vowel. This
compound was probably assumed to consist of two separate words
samam satam, both apparently accusative singular forms, which could
therefore be recited/written in the reverse order, since the scansion was
the same either way.

We must presume that the fact that samam seems to be singular
did not worry the tradition. This makes the inability of the commentarial
tradition to understand the phrase sassatisamam (< Skt säsvatih samäh)
at D I 14,14 foil, all the more strange. It appears in form to be an
accusative singular used as an adverb “for eternal year(s)”, and Rhys
Davids translates “(they are) for ever and ever”.3 The commentary,
however, takes sama to mean “the same”: atthi tv eva sassatisaman ti
ettha sassatl ti niccam vijjamänatäya mahäpathavim mannati, tathä
Sineru-pabbata-candasuriye, tato tehi samam attänam maiinamäno
“atthi tv eva sassatisaman" ti vadati (Sv 105,26-29). This is translatable:
“They remain the same, just like eternity itself’.4 A comparable
explanation is given at Ps I 71,13-16 (ad M I 8,26): sassatisaman ti
canda-suriyasamudda-mahäpathavi-pabbatä lokavohärena sassatiyo ti
vuccanti. sassatihi samam sassatisamam. yäva sassatiyo titthanti täva
tath’ eva thassati ti ganhato evam ditthi hoti. Similarly, Spk II 324,16-17
(ad S III 143,17): sassatisaman ti Sineru-mahäpathavl-candima-
suriyädihi sassatihi samam.

3 Dialogues of the Buddha, I, p. 28.
4 Bhikkhu Bodhi, The all-embracing net of views, Kandy 1978, p. 140.
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The word also occurs in the historically correct form sassati
samä at Vv V:13:14 (= Vv-a 264,10*, where it is printed as one word
sassatisama). That the tradition did not understand this form is shown by
the explanation: sassatisama ti kulaparamparäya sassatihi canda-
suriyädihi samänä. te pi acirakälappattakulanvayä ti attho (Vv-a 265,8-
10), where it would appear that sama is also taken in the sense of “like”,
and sassatisama (which the metre requires) is taken as a compound “like
the eternal (things)”. It is translated by Masefield as “eternal-like”.5

Similarly Ja III 256,4'-6' (ad 255,22*, where it is printed as one word):
sassatisamä ti sassatihi pathavipabbatädihi samam attdnam
mannamänä attano vassasahassaparimänam äyum apüretvä pi antarä
va natthä ti attho.

The correct interpretation is as sassati samä, two separate
words, in the accusative plural, as the accusative of duration of time: “For
eternal years”. It is possible that the cty believed that this was a tatpurusa
compound “equal to eternal (things)”, in agreement with a plural subject.
This belief led to a shortening of the -i of sassati in compound, and then
the subsequent change to a singular form: “(they exist) for that (time ?)
which is equal to the eternal things”.

2. dvatthi “62”

At D I 54,4 Makkhali-Gosäla states: dvatthi patipadä. Sv 162,9
explains: dvatthi patipadä ti dväsatthi patipadä ti vadati. Sv-pt I 290,2
explains: dväsatthi patipadä ti vattabbe sabhävaniruttim ajänanto dvatthi
patipadä ti vadanti. Bhikkhu Bodhi translates6: “Not knowing the natural
language correctly he speaks of sixty-two pathways as dvatthi patipadä
when it should be dväsatthi patipadä'.

5 P. Masefield, Vimana Stories, Oxford 1989, p. 402.
6 Bhikkhu Bodhi, The discourse on the fruits of recluseship, Kandy, 1989, p. 73.
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PED lists the form (s.v. dvi) but offers no explanation
etymology. It seems to be the only numeral in Pali in the 61-69 ran
which does not have -5-.7 We can compare it with Pkt sattatt,
(= sattasatthi) “67” which shows the same loss of intervocalic -5
doubtless after its development to -h-.

Since the other statements in this teacher’s doctrines inclu
nominative singular forms in -e, and the emphatic form hevam, which a
both non-Päli (Eastern) forms,8 it seems very likely that dvatthi is also
non-Päli form. The tlkas comment is of great interest, because it sho\
that the author of the tikä recognised that dvatthi belonged to a diale
other than Pali.

Cambridge K.R. Nonr

7 See K.R.Norman, “Numerals in Middle Indo-Aryan”, in J. Gvozdanovic (ec
Indo-European Numerals, Amsterdam 1992, pp. 199-241 (p. 218).
8 See K.R. Norman, “Pali lexicographical studies IX”, JPTS XVI, 1992, pp. 7'
85 (p. 85)
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