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On the Question of Circularity in A 1.3.3 hal
antyam

Beatrice Bonino

Paris 3 Sorbonne Nouvelle,
Paris, France.

Abstract

The fault of mutual dependence, according to the grammatical tradition, starting
with the Kasikavrtti, affects Panini’s rule A 1.3.3 hal antyam. Candotti (2006, 2016)
exhaustively treated the cases of mutual dependence that involve denomination in
the Paninian grammar, namely the rules that prescribe an element by means of its
name (samyjiiasitra), since they present this element as something not existing, and
yet they treat it as already existing by the very fact that they use the same name to
name it. However, the particular case of the itaretarasraya concerning A 1.3.3 hal
antyam and A 1.1.71 adir antyena sahetia doesn't figure among those. On the other
hand, it is briefly mentioned in other important grammatical works (Renou 1942,
Cardona 1976). However, even if Katyayana and Patafjali seem to recognize the
logical fallacy of itaretarasraya in the present rule, they never explicitly employ this
term to describe it, as they normally do in a context when such an error is in fact
identified. In the present text, I will retrace the general features of this flaw, trans-
late the main passages treating the mutual dependence and analyse the possible
reasons behind the absence of the expected terminology for the defect affecting A
1.3.3.

Keywords: itaretarasrayadosa, mutual dependence, circularity, Panini, hal antyam,
Patafjali

In this paper I shall try to retrace the process of attribution of a fault to Panini by
his commentators, a practice which has either been considered as legitimate by
scholars who have accepted these traditional reparsings or, on the other hand, as
post-Paninian - if not un-Paninian. In particular, I will focus on the logical falla-
cy of mutual dependence, the itaretarasrayadosa, affecting the rule A 1.3.3 hal
antyam “the final consonant [is an if]”.

Proceedings of the 17t World Sanskrit Conference, Vancouver, Canada, July 9-13 2018, Section 3: Vyakarana, edited by
Malhar Kulkarni and Peter Scharf, 2019. DOI:10.14288/1.0380178.
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Maria Piera Candotti, in Interprétations du discours métalinguistique (137-145),
distinguishes trivial cases of this error from others which are more complex and
require an ad hoc solution. Concerning the former, this flaw often arises, as
pointed out by Candotti (2006: 139), on a metalinguistic level, when a rule that
enjoins an element by means of its name (samjia), on the one hand, presents this
element as something which did not exist before, while still treating it as already
existing by the very fact that it uses the same name to name it; in other words, as
Candotti (2016: 109) states, “when the name plays the role of vidheya and enjoins
that same denotatum that it names.” The classic example of this first variant of
itaretarasrayadosa is A 1.1.1 vrddhir adaic, where the attribution of the technical
term vrddhi applies to non-existing elements, namely the phonemes 4, ai and au,
while they depend on the technical term itself.: The triviality of this first variant
consists in the fact that a single answer can be used for all the cases affected by
this circular reasoning: the nityasabdatva,> the permanency of linguistic elements
“intimately linked with the themes of the precedence of linguistic usage over
grammar and of the restrictive function of the latter,” is given as the solution to
this problem. This is not the case when one of these serious variants of itare-
taraSrayadosa is examined. The circularity involved in these cases, “unlike what
happened in the trivial cases, develops within the grammatical system itself,”s
and concerns the application of two rules. Moreover, in the case of a non-trivial
variant of this fault, grammarians never have recourse to the permanence of lin-
guistic forms to solve the difficulty, nor to the notion of bhavini samjiida, names
that do not denote objects in the context described by the rule, but objects that
will become indicated by the name only at the end of the process described by
the rule in question. Candotti lists eight occurrences found in the Varttikas of
this type of mutual dependence.4

Now, if one looks through the Varttikas of Katyayana and the commentary
of Patafjali, it can be observed that each time the two grammarians detect circu-
lar reasoning, whether trivial or non-trivial, they methodically employ the term

1Vt. 8 ad A 1.1.1: sato vrddhyadisu samjiiabhavat tadasraya itaretarasrayatvad aprasiddhih.
2Vt. 9 ad A 1.1.1: siddham tu nityaSabdatvat.
3 See Candotti 2016: 110.

4 See Candotti 2016: 110-112.
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itaretarasraya.s This consideration finds its reason in the fact that one case seems
to elude this recurrence: when one attempts to redraw the history of this fault
pertaining to A 1.3.3 hal antyam in the grammatical tradition, one is confronted
with the absence of this term until the Kasikavrtti and Kaiyata’s Pradipa, who di-
rectly mention the mutual dependence while commenting on vt. 3 (itare-
taraSrayam manyate). After this point, all the commentators will endeavour to
find a solution to the established circularity of this Paninian rule. The samjiasi-
tra A1.3.3, being one exception to the uniformity observed in the Varttikas and in
the Mahabhasya, was the subject of the traditional debate at least until Nagesa.
So, why wouldn’t Katyayana and Patafjali employ the term itaretarasraya, for the
sake of consistency, in the discussion relating to A 1.3.3? While no one else after
them hesitated in identifying a circularity between A 1.3.3’s attribution of the
technical term it to the last consonant of a grammatical element and the forma-
tion of the pratyahara by A 1.1.71 adir antyena saheta, although they seem to rec-
ognize such a flaw in this case, they never use the term itaretarasrayadosa, even
though all the three conditions for considering it as a non-trivial variant of itare-
taraSrayadosa are there: the circularity is internal to the grammatical system, in-
volves two rules, and it can't be solved by resorting to the permanence of linguis-
tic forms. As a matter of fact, it has already been pointed out that the authors of
the Kasikavrtti are the first to state the logical vice of circularity affecting the rela-
tion between these two rules, somehow taking for granted that Katyayana had in
mind an itaretarasraya, namely that “the attribution of the technical term it to |
depends on the pratyahara hal and the pratyahara hal depends on the attribution
of the technical term it to .76

Instead, we observe that neither Katyayana nor Patafijali directly mention
this fault as one of mutual dependency. They rather discuss the morphological,
syntactic and semantic interpretation of A 1.3.3 hal antyam, refraining from
changing the text as it is without any integration or emendation. At first, the
Varttikakara draws attention to the fact that “the rule does not contain any speci-
fication” concerning the word antyam:

s In fact, Patafjali regularly marks this fault by the almost fixed formula itaretarasrayani
ca karyani na prakalpante “operations affected by mutual dependence are not correct.”

6 Pradipa, vol. 11, p. 204 ad vt. 3 pratyaharasrayetsamjna, tadasrayas ca pratyaharah.

7 See Joshi-Roodbergen 1994: 8.
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(vt. 1) halantye sarvaprasangah sarvantyatvat.
“In the sttra hal antyam we would have the undesired consequence that
it applies to every [consonant] because all the elements are final.”

The term antyam is not defined narrowly enough, according to Katyayana,
to avoid the chance for it to apply to every consonant since, as stated by Patan-
jali, sarvo hi hal tam tam avadhim praty antyo bhavati “for every consonant is final
with respect to each limit.”¢ Kaiyata further specifies that each consonant is po-
tentially connected with a pause (sarvasya halo *vasanena sambandhat) and that the
purpose of mentioning the term antyam in the sttra is “to exclude what is
initial” (antyagrahanam tv adinivrttyartham syat). Hence, it can be observed that, at
this stage, the commentators are preoccupied above all with what antyams refers
to, because otherwise the consequence would be that any consonant, because
final in the sequence of sounds that ends in it, may be considered final and
therefore be termed it and deleted by A 1.3.9 tasya lopah.

In the second varttika, Katyayana proposes to modify the rule in order to
disambiguate the term antyam:

(vt. 2) siddham tu vyavasitantyatvat.
“But this is established because of the fact that it is at the end of deter-
mined phonemes”.

What does the Varttikakara mean by the term vyavasita? The answer follows
in the Mahabhasya:

(MBh. I, p. 261, 9-10 ad vt. 2) vyavasitantyo hal itsamjiio bhavatiti vaktavyam.
ke punar vyavasitah? dhatupratipadikapratyayanipatagamadesah. sidhyati.
“The final consonant of determined elements receives the technical term
it has to be added. But what are these ‘determined elements? The verbal
roots, the nominal stems, the affixes, the particles, the augments and
the substitutes. This is established [when vyavasitantya has been added].”

Patafjali considers that Katyayana, by the term vyavasita, means a set of
elements taught in the Paninian grammar that is elaborated in the enumeration
received by the author of the Mahabhasya. Kaiyata further clarifies the term by

8 MBh. I, p. 261, 7 ad vt. 1.

9 Pradipa, vol. 1, p. 202 ad vt. 1: ante 'vasane bhavam antyam “that which exists at the end, at
the pause”.
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the following definition: vyavasitah paricchinnae ye samudaya dhatutvapratyaya-
tvadina dharmena, tesam yo ‘ntya ity arthah. “The final [element] is what belongs to
vyavasitas, i.e. groups [of phonemes] that are determined by the property of be-
ing verbal roots, affixes, etc.”

To the addition suggested by Katyayana is closely connected another ques-
tion, that is the concern regarding the authenticity of the mention of upadese in A
1.3.2 upadeSe ' anunasika it and then repeated by means of anuvrtti in A 1.3.3. It is
not quite clear whether the meanings of vyavasita and upadesa precisely overlap.
There are several different opinions about the definition of upadesa:t Patafjali,
which knows the stitra as containing the word upadese, begins with pratyaksam
akhyanam upadesah and ends up with it meaning $astram in his commentary ad A
1.3.2. But, as for the sttra A 1.3.2, the author of the Varttikas seems to feel the
need to add this element. In his varttikas ad A 1.3.2 he never refers to the word
upadeSe and then, in vt. 2, he mentions we can manage reading the term
upadesane in the rule. In my opinion, Katyayana does the same thing in his com-
mentary to A 1.3.3 where he maybe would not have recourse to the modification
of the rule into vyavasitantyam hal, if upadese was there from the beginning. This
seems to me a hint corroborating the opinion that originally the term upadese

1o In the Uddyota, Nage$a comments on this term as follows: $astrakrta paricchinnatvena
bodhita ity arthah “the meaning is that they are taught as something/as elements de-
termined by the author of the §astra.”

u The interpretation of the technical term upadesa is a rather involved topic and would
deserve to be treated in a separate article. As we know, this term broadly conveys
whatever is pronounced by the first teacher Panini, the original enunciation of what
was previously unknown, i.e. the Sitrapatha, Dhatupatha, Ganapatha, Linganusasana,
Unadisutras. It also refers to grammatical elements such as roots, nominal stems, aft
fixes, augments, substitutes etc.

It seems that the first person to define upadeSa as adyoccarana is Haradatta ad A 6.1.45:
anirjiatasvaripasya svarapajiapanartham adyam uccarapam upadeSah. Similarly, Nagesa
in the Uddyota gives the definition ajaatajiapanam. As it has been stated, we find dif
ferent interpretations of this term. For example, the following verse: dhatusitraganona-
divakyalinganusasanam, agamapratyayadesa upadesah prakirtitah. To the best of my
knowledge, this first appears in the Rupavatara ad P. 1.3.2. It is not found in the
Kasikavrtti or its two published commentators, but is quoted by Ramacandra in the
Prakriyakaumudi ad loc. cit. Also in the Madhaviyadhatuvrtti ad A 1.3.2 we find a similar
definition of upadesa: upadeso dhatusitrapratipadikapratyayagamadesalaksanah. We can
therefore conclude that, to some extent, the two meanings attributed to upade$a and
vyavasita correspond.
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was lacking in A 1.3.2 and was then inserted in the rule in the time between Ka-
tyayana and Patafjali. This question deserves certainly more attention.

As for the word upadeSane in A 1.3.2, Patanjali rejects Katyayana's proposi-
tion, showing his well-known reluctance to change the original wording of
Panini’s rules: yathanyasam evastu “Let [the rule] be just as it has been originally
phrased”. At this point, the Bhasyakara states the necessity to resort to a
prakarsagati, a special understanding, which allows to grasp the full meaning of
the stitra without any further addition.

(MBh I, p. 261, 11-14 ad vt. 2) nanu coktam halantye sarvaprasangah sarvanty-
atvad iti, naisa dosah. ahayam halantyam itsamjiam bhavatiti sarvas ca hal
tam tam avadhim praty antyo bhavati. tatra prakarsagatir vijiiasyate. sadhiyo
Yo ‘ntyaiti. kas ca sadhiyah? yo vyavasitantyah.

“[Objection:] But it has been stated that ‘In the stitra hal antyam we
would have the undesired consequence that it applies to every [conso-
nant]. This is not a fault. Panini says that the last consonant receives the
technical term it, and every consonant is final with respect to each limit.
An exceptional understanding will be ascertained there. ‘That which is
final in a higher degree’ is understood. And what is [final] in a higher
degree? That which is at the end of determined elements.”

In this passage, Patafijali explains that in order to properly interpret what
Panini meant by antyam, a prakarsagati, a superior degree of understanding, is
required. The idea of pre-eminence is specified by the term sadhiyas, the com-
parative degree of the adjective sadhu-: what is ultimately final is what is at the
end of a determined sequence of phonemes, namely after dhatus (“verbal roots”),
pratipadikas (“nominal stems”), pratyayas (“affixes”), nipatas (“particles”), agamas
(“augments”) and adesas (“substitutes”). By stating this, the Bhasyakara prevents
the undesired consequence that the technical term it would apply to every con-
sonant. At this point, Kaiyata points out that here the term antyam must have a
broader scope than simply excluding an initial element: as a matter of fact, every
phoneme is necessarily final since even the initial phoneme of a word is final
immediately after being uttered. Therefore, prakarsa asriyate “an exceptionality is

12 MBh. I, p. 261, 11 ad vt. 2 sitram tarhi bhidyate “In that case the rule is altered.”
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required.”s The author of the Pradipa also adds that the finality of beginnings
and middles is only imagined (adimadhyanam ca kalpanikam antyatvam), but the
one of the final element, meaning at the end of a vyavasita, is absolutely nityam
“invariable” (sarvantyasya tu nityam eva). In conclusion, according to both Pataf-
jali and Kaiyata, the addition of vyavasita, that is, the sttra then resulting as
vyavasitantyam hal, would be redundant since already by the word antyam alone
one should understand that only a consonant situated at the end “of [a group of]
determined elements” is susceptible to be termed it.

Once the element antyam has been discussed in the third varttika,
Katyayana, concerned with the analysis of hal, detects a more important defect
in the formulation of the rule hal antyam:

(vt. 3) lakarasyanubandhajiiapitatvad dhalgrahanaprasiddhih.
“The mention of hal is not well known because the phoneme | hasn't been
taught as a marker.”

Patanjali further elucidates what is meant in the second varttika, stating
that the mention of hal in the sitra is not communicative because “when it has
been stated that the last consonant receives the technical term it, at the outset
the technical term it has not applied to the phoneme .75

It is at this stage that Katyayana seems to lay the foundations for the attri-
bution of the itaretarasrayadosa.s Or at least this is the interpretation of Kaiyata
on this passage: after him, all commentators will explicitly deal with the flaw of
mutual dependence between the stitras A 1.3.3 hal antyam and A 1.1.71 adir antyena
saheta. However, if we stick to the Mahabhasya’s text, there is no trace of the term

B Pradipa, vol. 11, p. 203 ad vt. 2 tatra prakarsagatir iti. adinivrttyarthatvad antyaSabdasya
katham prakarsagatih? ucyate — ader apy uccarananantaram avasanasambandhad antyatvam
anivaryam iti ndsti tannivrttir iti samarthyat prakarsa asriyate “{MBh.] tatra prakarsagatih:
how could there be an exceptional understanding of the word antya- given that it has
the purpose to exclude what is initial? We answer that there is no exclusion even of
what is initial because, since there is a connection with a pause immediately after the
pronunciation of an initial phoneme, its finality is unavoidable. On the strength of
this, exceptionality is required.”

14 Here the word “sarva” refers to the “entire (form of a vyavasita)” and not to any “all.”

15 MBh I, p. 261, 17-18 ad vt. 3 hal antyam itsamjiiam bhavatity ucyate lakarasyaiva tavad it-
samjia na prapnoti.

16 A general definition of itaretaraSrayatva is anyajiiaptyadhinajiaptivisayatvam “the fact
that the object of knowledge depends on an other knowledge” (M. Kulkarni).
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itaretarasrayadosa. Before skipping to the two solutions provided by Katyayana in
the following varttikas, Kaiyata’s formulation of this error is worth some atten-

tion, also because it had success among the later commentators, to the point

that it is quoted nearly word for word by Haradatta, for example, in the
Padamanjari7 and by Sayana in the Madhaviyadhatuvrtti.1s

(Pradipa, vol. II, p. 204 ad vt. 3) lakarasyeti. itaretarasrayam manyate,
Sasasar hal ity atra lakarasya satyam itsamjnayam hal iti pratyaharah, sati ca
pratyahare lap ity atra lakavasya haltvat tasyaiva Sasasar hal ity atrante
nirdistatvad itsamjiieti pratyaharaSrayetsawmjiia, tadasrayas ca pratyaharah
“[Vt.] lakarasya: [The author of the varttika] has in mind [the logical falla-
cy of]l mutual dependence. When the technical term it is assigned to the |
here in Sasasar hal there is the pratyahara hal, and since | has been taught
here at the end of $asasar hal it itself receives the technical term it be-
cause the | in lan is hal when there is the pratyahara. Therefore, the attri-

7 In the Padamanjari, the fault of mutual dependence is formulated as follows, when

bt

®

Haradatta comments on Kasikavrtti ad A 1.3.3: iha Sasasar hal iti yo lakaras tasyet-
samjiiayam satyam hal ity ayam pratyahara upapadyate, sati ca pratyahare lan ity atra
lakarasya haltvat tasyaiva Sasasarhal ity atvante nirdistatvad itsamjia, tadasraya$ ca
pratyahdra iti itaretavasrayatvat pratyaharo nopapannah. “Here when the technical term it
is attributed to the I in Sasasar hal, then the pratyahara is logically justifiable, and since
I has been taught here at the end of $asasar hal it itself receives the technical term it
because the I in lan is hal when there is the pratyahara. And the pratyahara depends on
this (the attribution of the technical term if); therefore, the pratyahara is not possible
since there is mutual dependence.”

In the Madhaviyadhatuvrtti, the formulation of the itaretarasrayadosa is found in the first
part of the text that deals with the prakriya of the verbal root bhi sattayam, “to be, in the
sense of being, existence,” precisely under the siitra 3.2.123 vartamane lat, when the
author is preoccupied with defining why the phonemes a and ¢ in lat will undergo ellip-
sis. Sayana mostly limits himself to summarizing, partially reformulating and rear-
ranging the interpretations already formulated by the previous commentators. For
example, from the Pradipa: nanu Sasasar hal ity atva lakarasya ittve tena adir antyena sahetd
iti pratyaharah, sati ca tasmin lan ity atva lakavasya haltvat tasyaiva Sasasar hal ity atra ante
nirdesat itsamjia, tadasraya$ ca hal iti pratyahara iti itarvetavaSrayatvad ayam eva tavat
pratyaharo ‘nupapannah. “[Objection:] When the technical term it is assigned to the |
here in Sasasar hal, the pratyahara is formed by virtue of adir antyena saheta, and since |
has been taught here at the end of Sasasar hal it itself receives the technical term it be-
cause the | in lan is hal when there is the pratyahara. And the pratyahara hal depends
on this, therefore precisely this pratyahara is not possible at the outset because of the
mutual dependence.”
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bution of the technical term it to | depends on the pratyahara hal and the
pratyahara hal depends on the attribution of the technical term it to I.”

As it has previously been highlighted, according to Kaiyata, when Ka-
tyayana formulates the third varttika, he’s tackling the flaw of mutual depen-
dence in the discussion. This is because hal antyam prescribes that the last con-
sonant of a phonetic group has to be considered as an it, a marker that will dis-
appear according to A 1.3.9; on the other hand, adir antyena saheta explains the
formation of a pratyahara, the combining in a single syllable of two phonemes,
the first being a real phoneme, the second a marker, an it, and the set designat-
ing, besides the phoneme in question, everything that is intervening. However,
in hal antyam, the element ‘consonant’ is represented by a pratyahara, hal, which
refers to all consonants (from the fifth pratyaharasiatra to the fourteenth). Now,
if it is true that the formation of hal requires this last siitra, it is also true that
adir antyena saheta presupposes the rule hal antyam, since it is precisely in this
stitra that we come to know what an it is. Therefore, in order to assign the tech-
nical term it to hal, the pratyahara must be already formed, but to form a
pratyahara we need to know what an it is. As a matter of fact, this corresponds
precisely to what is considered to be the non-trivial variant of an itaretarasraya-
dosa, as it is described by Candotti.

Both Katyayana and Patafijali never affirm clearly that the stitra A 1.3.3 is
affected by this defect, although the two solutions offered in the fourth and in
the fifth varttika seem nonetheless to deal precisely with it, positing in the for-
mer the existence of a ‘ghost marker’, in the latter of an invisible word. Regard-
ing the first proposal, they say:

(vt. 4) siddham tu lakavanirdesat.
“But it is established by the mention of the phoneme I.”

(MBh. I, p. 261, 9-10, ad vt. 4) siddham etat. katham? lakaranirdesah kar-
tavyah, hal antyam itsamjiam bhavati lakaras ceti vaktavyam.

“This is established. How? The mention of | should be made. And it
should be stated that ‘the final consonant receives the technical term it
as well as the phoneme [.”

1 See Kiparsky 2007: 8. In this article, he argues that the fact of positing “ghost” markers
is an un-Paninian workaround and a later reparsing, since “consonantal markers are
attached to the vocalic edge of a morpheme if possible, and unpronounceable clusters
are wholly eschewed.”
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Once again, Kaiyata helps to clarify what the two commentators mean by
the elliptical lakaranirdesa.zc In fact, what they both suggest is to interpret the
sttra hal antyam as hal antyam lakaras ca?* and to consider the term hal as a
samaharadvandva, a neuter, singular dvandva compound (hal ca I ca). The second
member of the compound being part of conjunct consonants would be elided by
A 8.2.23 samyogantasya lopah, and therefore be invisible, in hal. This solution
would allow the assignment of the technical term it to the final I of hal, which
corresponds here to the fourteenth pratyaharastitra. Once this is established,
this | can be connected with any beginning sound by means of A 1.1.71 to form a
pratyahara: hence, the pratyahara hal mentioned in A 1.3.3 can be obtained with-
out creating any circularity.

The second solution is explained in the fifth varttika and commented on by
Patanjali as follows:

(Vt. 5) ekaSesanirdesad va.
“Or rather [it is established] by the mention of the ekasesa.”

(MBh. I, p. 261, 23 ad vt. 5) athavaikaSesanirdeSo *yam. hal ca hal ca hal. hal
antyam itsamjiam bhavatiti.

“Or rather this [hal] is the mention of the single remainder: hal is the
single remainder in [the dvandva compound] hal and hal.”

Katyayana proposes here to consider the pratyahara hal in A 1.3.3 as an
ekasesa, the single form remaining of the original two words hal and hal, which is
prescribed in A 1.2.64 sariipanam ekaSesa ekavibhaktau. As stated by Patanjali,
from hal and hal we derive hal. According to the Pradipa, the former hal would be
a sasthitatpurusa, a determinative compound with the first member in the geni-
tive case, the traditional analysis of which is hasya | hal “the | next to ha,”22 the

20 Pradipa ad Vt. 4: lakaras ceti. purvam lakarasyetsamjiia vidheya, tena hal iti pratyahara upa-
padyate. tatra hal ca | ceti samaharadvandvam krtva ‘samyogantasya lopa’ iti lakaro lupyate
“IMBh.] lakaras ca: first the technical term it has to be prescribed for the phoneme I,
then the pratyahara hal is logically justifiable. In this pratyahara, after forming the
dvandva compound neuter and singular (samaharadvandva) hal ca | ca, the lis elided by A
8.2.23 samyogantasya lopah.”

21 Uddyota ad Vt. 4: hal antyam las ca.

22 The Padamaiijart ad Kasikavrtti ad A 1.3.3 explains that the relation expressed by the
genitive is one of samipya, proximity: samipasamipisambandhe sasthisamasa ity arthah “a
genitive tatpurusa compound is meant because there is a connection between what is
close and what has the closeness.”
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latter the pratyahara hal. Again, if we first apply the technical term it to final [ of
the fourteenth pratyaharasttra hal, here indicated by the tatpurusa, the [ follow-
ing the consonant ha, then we can form the pratyahara hal without the reasoning
being affected by the flaw of circularity.2s

The Varttikakara seems to be satisfied with this last proposal. And it is in-
teresting to notice that even Nagesa, commenting on this varttika in the Uddyota,
affirms that the solution of considering hal as an ekasesa is the only possible con-
clusion in order to prevent the itaretaraSrayadosa (tasmad ekaSesanirdesad vety eva
samadhanam) in the case of A 1.3.3. However, Patafijali examines two other alter-
natives:

(MBh. I, p. 262, 1-3 ad vt. 5) athava [karasyaivedam gunabhitasya grahanam,
tatropadese ' anunasika it ititsamjia bhavisyati. athavacaryapravrttiv jiapay-
ati bhavati lakarasyetsamjiieti yad ayam nalam litam karoti.

“Or rather this is the mention of nothing other of the vowel | that is gu-
nated; the technical term it will be attributed to it by the rule A 1.3.2
upadeSe 'j anunasika it. Or rather the method of the teacher [Panini]
makes us understand that the technical term it is attributed to I, because
he makes the suffix nal furnished with the marker [.”

The first option takes into account the rule A 1.1.51 ur ap raparah.2* In both
the pratyaharastitra as well as the rule hal antyam, hal results from ha + |. Both a +
I will then be replaced by the guna of | (a) by A 6.1.87 and | will be added by A
1.1.51: in this case | is the it. Kaiyata rejects this workaround, objecting that again
there would be itaretarasraya between the rules A 1.3.2 and A 1.1.71 since also in
the sttra upadeSe '] anunasika it, the element “vowel” is represented by a
pratyahara, ac, the formation of which depends on adir antyena saheta, and vice
versa. However, if we instead understand that Patafjali has in his mind the rule
A 3.1.55 pusadidyutadylditah parasmaipadesu, where Panini has left a jhapaka that |

23 [t is worth noticing that the solution invoked in vt. 5, the ekaSesa, is deeply connected to
the idea of polysemy and it shows that the commentators were at this stage already
aware of this concept, as Panini probably was. The device of the single remainder
among forms identical to each other is nothing but the technical mechanism underly-
ing the idea that words can express more than one meaning at a time and it is only
formally different from the solution provided later by the Kasikavrtti, namely tantra
(see p. 10 of this article).

24 This rule applies to vocalic | as well as vocalic 7, either by the vt. lakareti vaktavyam, or
by reference to the vt. on A1.1.9 rlvarpayor savarpyar vacyam.
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is an it by using “/dit.” In other words, Panini could only say “/dit” if | is an it.
Therefore, there is no longer mutual dependence.2s

Otherwise, in the second option, the solution provided by reference to the
jiapaka [ditah is precisely echoed. It is based on the fact that in A 3.1.55 there is
mention of hal: hal is only relevant for excluding nal. If the | in pal were to be
pronounced, i.e. were not an it, there would be no point in mentioning hal in A
3.1.55.

As it has been shown, unlike the other cases of itaretarasrayadosa found in
the Astadhyayi, Katyayana and Patafijali never directly addressed the problem
perceived in the formulation of the rule A 1.3.3 hal antyam by this term, and yet
they seem to offer solutions precisely for it, to the point that Kaiyata in the
Pradipa doesn’t hesitate to mention the mutual dependence affecting this sttra
and A 1.1.71 adir antyena saheta. However, from a chronological point of view, he’s
not the first one to identify such a flaw in the rule hal antyam.

The Kasikavrtti, directly commenting on the Paninian siitra, provides an-
other solution to the recognized fault of mutual dependence in A1.3.3:

(KV ad A 1.3.3) hasya | hal iti dvitiyam atra halgrahanam tantrenopattam
drastavyam, tena pratyaharapathe hal ity atra lakarasya itsamjia kriyate. tatha
ca sati, ‘hal antyam’ ity atra pratyahare netaretarasrayadoso bhavati.

“Here the second mention of hal, meaning the [sasthitatpurusa] hasya |
has to be considered as obtained by tantra; therefore, here in hal as it is
read in the pratyaharasiitra, | is termed it. And if that is the case, there is
no fault of mutual dependence concerning the pratyahara in hal antyam.”

25 Pradipa ad Vt. 5: athaveti. Sasasar hal ity atva hal antyam ity atva ca IkarasyaikadeSo lapara-
tvam ca kriyate. nanv evam apitaretaraSrayam eva, lkavasya satyam itsawjiiayam hal iti
pratyaharah, sati ca pratyahare aiauj iti cakarasyetsamjiia, tasyam satyam aj iti pratyahare sati
Ikarasyetsamjiia. evan tarhi Id itah iti jiiapakal [karasyetsamjiakaryam bhavisyatiti nastitare-
taraSrayatvam iti bhagavato bhasyakarasya ‘bhiprayah. “[MBh.] athava: both in the
pratyaharasatra hal and in the rule hal antyam the single substitute of the vowel | ()
and the fact that this is followed by an I are made. [Objection:] Even in this way the
reasoning is absolutely affected by mutual dependence: when the technical term it is
attributed to the vowel | there is the pratyahara hal, when there is the pratyahara the
technical term it is attributed to the phoneme c of aiauc, when this is attributed, when
there is the pratyahara ac, the technical term it is attributed to the vowel |. Then in this
manner, by the evidence of pusadidyutadylditah parasmaipadesu (A 3.1.55), there will be
the result of the attribution of the technical term it to the vowel |, therefore the reason-
ing is no longer affected by mutual dependence — This is the intention of Patafijali.”
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The need of a second hal in the siitra, namely the sasthitatpurusa hal rep-
resenting the fourteenth pratyaharasiitra, is still stated, but instead of suppos-
ing an elision of one of the two hals, this would be obtained by tantra, namely the
bringing about of several meanings through the denotative power of a single
word, uttered once.2¢ In the Padamarijari, Haradatta defines the term tantra as “a
common support”?” (sadharapa) and says that it consists in a prayatnavisesa, a
particular kind of effort, the same kind that we find in $veto dhavati “a white
(horse) is running [or/and] a dog runs from this point,” where a double meaning
is conveyed with a single effort: in the same way, by the single element hal in the
stitra, one understands two meanings, on one hand the pratyaharasatra hal and
on the other the pratyahara hal.28 In this way, the mutual dependence identified
in the stitra hal antyam is averted.

26 As it has been pointed out by Joshi and Roodbergen (Paspasahnika, fn. 894), the origins
of the concept of tantra draw back to the ritualistic context. Sabara, in his commentary
on Mimamsasitra 11.1.1, explains it as yat sakyt kytam bahinam upakaroti tat tantram ity
ucyate “that which is performed once for many [people/purposes], is called tantra.” In
the NyayakoSa or Dictionary of Technical Terms of Indian Philosophy by Jhalakikar (p. 318),
revised and re-edited by Abhyankar, among many definitions, we find the following
one, which seems to be closer to the idea of polysemy: sakrduccaritasyaikasya Sabdasya
Saktya anekarthapratipadakatvam tantram iti $abdika vadanti “the grammarians say that
tantra is the fact of conveying multiple meanings with the power of a single word pro-
nounced once.”

27 Cf. the famous example from daily life given by Haradatta to illustrate the notion of
sadharana: tulyakaksyayor bhuiijanayoh pradipah “a lamp for two people eating in the
same room.” The same linguistic metaphor is employed by Jinendrabuddhi in the
Nyasa: pradipah suprajvalito bahunam chatranam upakaram karoti — “a lamp that, shining
bright in the room, is useful to many students.”

28 Padamanjari ad Kasikavrtti ad A 1.3.3: sa ceha prayatnavisesah, yatha — Sveto dhavatity atra
sadharanenaikenaiva prayatnena dvayor vakyayor uccaritayoh phalam sampadyate, tathehapy
ekena tantrena prabalena dvitiyam halgrahanam upattam parigrhitam veditavyam. “And in
this context this is a particular kind of effort, for example when we say Sveto dhavati the
(semantic) fruit of two sentences pronounced is attained with a single common effort,
in the same manner with a single strong tantra a second mention of hal should be un-
derstood as accepted.” Similarly, in the Nyasa ad Kasikavrtti ad A 1.3.3: iha tu prayatna-
viSesas tantraSabdena vivaksitah. tena tantrena dvitiyam atra halgrahanam upattam parigrhi-
tam veditavyam. yatha $veto dhavatity ekena prayatnena dve vakye uccarite bhavatah, tathe-
hapy ekenaiva prayatnena dvau halsabdav uccaritav ity abhiprayah.
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As previously highlighted, the case under scrutiny is particular since it
represents an exception to an univocally attributed fault found in the Paninian
grammatical system: Katyayana and Patafjali demonstrate that they are aware
of a deficiency in the formulation of the rule A 1.3.3, but, unlike what themselves
do in other occasions (a little less than 8o times) and unlike what other commen-
tators whose texts have been the object of our analysis do,?o they never name this
defect as itaretarasrayadosa. It has also been argued that, in the case it was Patai-
jali’s intention to mark a circularity in this sttra, his practice would here com-
pletely diverge from the general way of identifying this type of error, namely by
stating that there is no accomplishment because of the mutual dependence
(itaretarasrayatvat aprasiddhih) and that operations affected by this mutual de-
pendence do not attain their outcome (itaretarasrayani ca karyani na prakalpante).

I'm not able to offer a final solution to this matter, but I think that it would
be appropriate to consider it within the metalinguistic context, to which belong
the notions of it, “marker,” and pratyahara, the “condensed expression of
sounds.” As we know, the phonemes characterized as it are attached to mor-
phemes to encode their grammatical properties and to allow classes to be
formed by the pratyahara technique, but then they are deleted and they are not
part of the morpheme at any stage of the derivation. It is this simultaneous
presence and absence of the it elements in the metalanguage which earns them
the reputation of “les éléments au statut le plus difficilement définissable.”so In the
Mahabhasya, they are often mentioned in relation to the teaching about the
sounds used in the grammar and in relation to the pratyaharas: in fact, it is
clearly stated that the list of sounds in the pratyaharasatras is posited for the
purpose of teaching the markers, it, besides being necessary for the sake of the
whole grammatical system; and the markers are established in order to form the
pratyaharas, this operation being taught in the samjiasitra A 1.1.71 adir antyena
saheta.’' In another passage, Patafijali more affirms that:

29 The solution provided by Bhattoji Diksita, namely the avrtti, the repetition of the statra
hal antyam, is very well known, and on account of this it has not been wholly explained
in this paper.

30 See Candotti 2006: 156.

3t MBh. I, p. 13, L. 8-12 ad vt. 16: anubandhakaranarthas ca varpanam upadeSah kartavyah.
anubandhan asanksyamiti. na hi anupadiSya varpan anubandhah Sakyah asanktum. sah esa
varpanam upadeSo vrttisamavayartha$ canubandhakaranarthas ca. vrttisamavayas ca
anubandhakaranam ca pratyaharartham. pratyaharo vrttyarthah.
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(MBh. I, p. 64, 1. 12-14 ad A 1.1.10 Vt. 4) varpanam upadesas tavat, upadesot-
tarakaletsamjna, itsamjiiottarakala “adir antyena saheta” iti pratyaharah.

“At the beginning, there is the instruction of the sounds. After this, [the
introduction] of the technical term it. After the introduction of the term
it, [the explanation] of the pratyaharas by adir antyena saheta.”

In this passage which establishes the correct sequence of the grammatical
instruction - first the sounds taught in the pratyaharasiitras (along with the fi-
nal it concluding each string), then the markers it, and, only after this, the for-
mation of the pratyaharas — Patafjali presents an ideal situation where the
sounds would be independent available and therefore there would be no itare-
taraSrayadosa. But both Katyayana and Patafjali are aware that this is not quite
reflected in the Paninian system, where the Pratyaharasiitras seem, in most of
the cases, to have to be somehow instructed. It is then clear that the issue at
stake, from the point of view of Katyayana and Patafjali, is the circularity be-
tween the attribution of the technical term it and the formation of a pratyahara.
The two commentators recognize the flaw of mutual dependence affecting the
sttra hal antyam and try to offer certain solutions in order not to modify the
original enunciation. What remains problematic and deserves further investiga-
tions is the reason why, while Katyayana clearly lays the argumentations to point
this error out in the system of the Astadhyayi, none of the formulaic language
associated with the other instances of itaretarasraya are used in this context.
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