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“UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN THE YOGAVASISTHA
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. Reader in Sanskrit, Delhi University

The Yogavasistha betrays the deep grammatical acumen of its author
in the many complex grammatical constructions thoughout the work.
In the light of this, it should be quite interesting to note the numerous
ungrammatical formations that occur in that work. The commentator

explains these away by saying that they are arsa-usages. The sages and
scers are not bound, as ordinary people are, to observe strictly and with
meticulous care the rules of grammar (c7. niyogaparyanuyoganarha
maharsayah vaksvatantrah). But this is not the whole truth, The
Yogavasistha, as it exists today, cannot claim for itself such an antiquity’
and sanctity as the Ramayana and Mahabharata, nor can it be said to
have come out of Valmiki's mouth as tradition would have it, From the
mass of evidence that has come to light recently it is- possible to say that
this work could not be Valmiki’s. It must be the creation of some
anonymous poet who appeared rather late on the Indian horizon and
shone there brilliantly, He was a master-poet. Language presented him
with no difficulty. He could wield it with the utmost ease, With such
firm grip over the medium he could not be expected to permit himself
grammatical aberrations. Moreover, he belonged to the classical age
when poets and playwrights followed grammatical rules strictly. Any
deviation from them was frowned upon by connoisseurs of literature. The
existence of the numerous ungrammatical forms in the Yogavasistha would,
therefore, be perplexing and could be explained only in two ways : one,
wherever these are found, those passages are later interpolations, The
singers and rhapsodists while reciting older works often introduce their
own verses which, more often than not, are impromptu. Ip such
circumstances, there was little scope for pausing and looking to the
grammatical niceties, since the verses would be as rapidly uttered as they
were composed.  Second, they are tempted to impart a touch of antiquity
to the work which otherwise would have a modern look. This would
also appear to be the purpose of some prose passages which are inter-
spersed in the work, which, asin the Bhagavata verses, have a good
sprinkling of Vedic words. Whatever be the explanation for the
un-Paninian forms, they are very much in evidence jn the work and due
notice, therefore, of them needs to be taken.
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4 "SATYA VRAT

option is limited (vyavasthita-vibhasa). There 18 difference between
sandhi and samhita. Samhita has been defined by Panini himself as
parah sannikarsah, the closest proximity of letters (sounds). When the
letters are thus in closest proximity (sarithita), sandhi (euphonic combina-
tion) takes place. Now, it is left to the discretion of the speaker to give
the pause, wherz necessary. He may not resort to sandhi if he intends
a pause. If the speaker does not pause, sandhi must take place.
The option for sandhi is thus reduced to the minimum, for
in one scatence where words are in construction with each other, there is
no scope fer pause and consequently there is no option for sandhi. This
option in the matter of sandhi in a sentence, as enunciated in the karika
is very much misunderstood in these days, It was seldom exercised in
olden times. Not only was sandhi always resorted to in one
sentence-unit, it took place even between words of two different sentence-
units : as for example in ‘tisthatu dadhy asana tvam Sakena’ where dadhi
and asana belong to two different sentences. Yet this does not stand in
the way of the yap-sandhi taking place between the final and the
preceding vowels of the two words respectively. Sandhi in a sentence,
therefore, in effect, becomes more or less compulsory and the absence of
it is neither favoured by grammarians nor supported by usage. The
absence of sandhi, therefore, in some of the examples of the Yogavasistha
is against the genius of Sanskrit. Usage does not permit it. The Ramayana
and the Mahabharata too have many instances of it. So have the Puranas.
But they are never accepted it as regular. This irregularity is, howéver,
sought to be covered up by pronouncing them to be @rsa, the sublime
sages being above the ordinary rules of grammar. But a modern critic, ne
less reverential than the ancients, cannot but note all these irregularities
and put them down as such, :

Absence of Vrddhi-sandhij

In the Yogavasistha there are instances where vrddhi is due, but has
not been effected. Cf, for instance ;

itl bhavitaya buddhya te qvi ja atha ainadvali | 111. 86. 50.

e

e vyavasthita-vibhg i

manlylt( b dpas ’;bhu@eyam tendsya visayasamkeoco ‘nukto’pi gamyate. ki nama
ita A

sam l-kar‘eah samhi:e?:' Gnantaryenoccaranam. aha ca sutrakarah—‘paral

sanni E— - Yac ca dastrena sandhi-karyam upadistam sarvam tat

samhitayam $atyam eva bhavat; nasamhitayam *

Shastri, Presi i
Charudeva Shastrl, Presidential Address to the Fourth Annusl Session of

chié 5P;nlab Branch of the All India Sanskrit Sahitya Sammelan, Amritsar,
pp. 97/ |
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UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN YOGAVASISTHA 5

Absence of Prakrtibhava

Words in the dual number ending in ‘P, ‘@’ and ‘e’ are termed
pragrhya. Such pragrhya words remain unaffected when followed by
any vowel ; i.e. there is no sandhi. This is known as prakrtibhava. This
is the meaning of the sutra of Panini, plutapragrhya acl nityam (6.1.125).
Disregard of this rule is found in the Yogavasistha verse: ahankara-
drsav ete sattvike dvetinirmale (V. 73. 9), where the' dual dve is
combined with atinirmale. The absence of the prakrtibhava here is an
irregularity. The commentator explains it away-as arsa.

Irregular Hal-sandhi

There are many kinds of irregularities of the hAal/-sandhi in the
Yogavasistha. First, sthitah and andhranam are combined in sandhi
to form a highly irregular sthito’'ndhranam.2 The s of sthitas which
is turned into r (ru) cannot be changed to u, for, that change takes place
only if r (ru) is followed by a short vowel or by a consonant included
in the haé-pratyahara. Since the r cannot be substituted by u we
cannot have the form sthito by Panini adgunah (6. 1. 87). When sthito
itself is not possible then there is no scope for purvarapa, for, according
to Panini, enal padantad ati (6. 1. 109), parvarapa (regressive assimilation)
takes place only if e and o, the finals of a pada, are followed by a. Here
we have @ and not a. Sthito’ndhranam, therefore, is wrong. It should
“be sthita andhranam, the r (ru) being first changed to y and then
dropped by Panini, lopaj $akalyasya (8: 3. 19). The expression sthito-
“ndhragam on account of its irregular sandhi reminds us the Upanisadic
text, gadhotma na prakasate (Katha.) where gadhotma is used for the
regular gadha atma.

In the verse, ‘avasana;m mano kartrpadam tasmad avapyate®
(V. 56. 18) the sandhi. is wrong. It cannot be mano kartrpadam. It
should be manah kartrpadam, for the s in manas will first be changed
to ru and then to visarga followed by khar.

Another case which in its irregularity resembles very much sthito-
*ndhranam is found in the verse ‘Vasisthadyas ca munayo rsayo Brahimanas
tatha’ (V. 3. 14), where y in place of the r (ru) of munayas (which has its
s changed to r) is not dropped by Panini lopah sSakalyasya (8. 3. 19),
Instead, it is substituted by x which when combined with the preceding
a in y has given us munayo even though it is followed by r, a semi-vowel,
not included in the has-pratyahara. Exactly the same thing has been

2. ‘sa ego ‘dya sthito'ndhranam grame bahulapadape I V.83 36,
251



6 SATYA VRAT

done in ‘abhyavartata val kalo rtusamvatsaratmakah’, (VL. ii. 149. 3)
where o irregularly appears before 7. .
1t will not be out of place to mention here the reverse case where

‘o’ which should normally be present is omitted. In the verse, ‘durvankur-
asvadanagitinistha ahan kanisthe vanavasimadhye’ (VI. ii. 131. 35)
the proper sandhi should have been ... gitinistho han. We have yet
another irregular hal-sandhi in manotthena occurring in the verse,
‘clrasamyat manotthena nirvibhagavilasina’ (V1. i, 74. 22). Here the irregu-
larity in the form has resulted from the author’s disregard for Panini’s
dictum, purvatrasiddham (8.2.1). The two words manas and uttha
form an ablative Tatpurusa compound. With regular sandhi, the form
should have been manautthena,

Irregular Visarga-sandhi

In the expression tamiacchannavivekartham found in the verse,
‘tamacchannavivekartham  lolakajjalatamecakam’, the proper  form
should be tamascchannavivekartham, The s of tamas should first
be changed to ru and then to visarga. This visarga has then to be
converted into e obligatorily by Panini 8. 3. 34, and later changed to s by
Panini 8. 4. 40. L

It is just possible that some of the examples of the irregular sandhi,
especially the irregular Visarga-sandhi or Hal-sandhi quoted above, may
be no more than spelling mistakes or scribal errors. Texts get corrupted
in various ways in course of time. There is an interesting verse in the
Mahabharata-Tatparya-Nirnaya of Anandatirtha, Wwherein he enume-
rates the various causes which lead to the corruption of a text :

kvacid granthan praksipanti kvacid antaritan api |
kuryuh kvacic ca vyatyasam pramadat kvacid anyatha \ 11. 3

It says that interpolations, omissions and transpositions in the
original texts, either through ignorance or otherwise lead to the corrup-
tion of texts. It may be that the text of the Yogavasistha has got
corrupted on account of one or other of these causes.

COMPOUNDS

The entire chapter on compounds in the Astadhyayi is prefaced by
the sutra, safnafthah Padavidhip (2.1.1), which in effect governs it. It lays
down the principle governing the formation of compounds. It speci-
fies that only those words which are connected in sense enter into a
cc,mpound. Connection in senge or samarthya is, therefore, the condition
precedent for all compound formation in Sanskrit, Yet instances are
not wanting where words un-connected in sense are compounded; /
these are termed Asamartha-samasas,
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UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN YOGAVASISTHA 7

‘In the Yogavasistha one striking irregularity in compound formation
is the Avyayibhava compound where the indeclinables are placed after
the substantives with which they are compounded, while the proper
thing would be for these indeclinables to precede the substantives. The
following ate illustrations in point : .

1. pranyangdesv api jayante vicitrah kakubham prati |
sthavaresv api jayante ghuna jaghanakadayah \V.14. 32
disam prati girindresu pulindad va vane vane | V. 14. 19
iti saficintya vidhina dinantena dinam prati | VI ii. 196, 15
pratigramam puram prati | VI, ii. 63.31
tatra puspalatajalaih kandam prati Silankitaih | VL. i. 106,52,

In these examples the proper compound forms should have been
pratikakubham (or pratikakup), pratidisam, pratidinam etc, That the
above forms with prati are compounds goes without saying, for, if they
were not, the words such as kakubham in construction with prati in the
?:nlsi )vipsﬁ would have to be repeated as required by the rule nityavipsayoh

{\nother irregular compound form in the Yogavasistha is Santam-
asevi in the verse ‘samvittya kim $ramarto *smi $antamasevi manasan?®
(VL ii. 137. 53) for the regular santasevi.

Now, coming to the asamartha compounds we find that there are
two prominent examples of it in the Yogavasistha :
1. distya Raghunam tanayasamjiiah pavitavan ast | VL, ii, 201,34

Gk

2. iti Srnvan sabham loko vismayotphullalocanah |
kusumasarasamparpam rajivanam dadarsa :am 1| VI, ii. 200,23

In the first example the words tanaya and samjiia are compounded,
while from considerations of sense the word tanaya is connected with
Raghanam. The word Raghunam should, therefore, be compounded with
tanaya and this compound-word Raghutanaya should be further
compounded with the word samjria, the meaning of the compound being
‘Raghutanaya iti samjia yasya sa Raghutanaya-samjiiah.’, In the second
example rajivanam is connected with kusuma in sense. It cannot,
therefore, remain outside the compound, The samartha words should be
compounded. The normal compound formation should, therefore, be
rajivakusumasara-sampurnam,

KARAKAS
Sanskrit grammar restricts the use of certain cases in relation to

certain roots. Thus, for example, only the dative case is to be used with
a noun (or pronoun) in relation with the object of the roots da, ruc and
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8 . - SATYA VRAT

svad or the synonyms thereof. The Yogavasistha, however, does no
follow invariably the Paninian rule. It uses sasthi in place of the normal
caturthi as may be seen from the following examples :
1.  sarvavasthagatanam tu jfivanmuktim pradasyati |
VI.i. 128.75

2. prasaram tvam avidyaya ma pravaccha Raghudvaha |
111, 114. 66

8. Lavanasya tatha dattva tam apadam anuttamam | I11. 115.9
rajasuyakrivabartub pas$va dativa mahapadam | I11. 116. 7
vyadhasya bamanam datum Padmajanma samayayau |

‘ ‘ VI.ii. 158.5
munih $apam a_dc‘it tasya mahakaratayasramah | VL ii. 136.12

L

1

trnader devakayantan ma kificit tava rocatam | VI i, 12411
ayam nama bhaved bharta he tata tava rocatam | II1.106. 58
na svadante sutyptasya yatha prativisa rasah 11V, 33.68

© o N o

10. svapna iva parijfiata na svadante vivekinah | VI. ii. 51. 32
11 M svadante satyani | VL. ii. 51. 35
12. svadante vasya vastuni svadate sa na kasya cal V. 36.18

NOUNS

Even in the case of nouns there are certain irregularities in
the Yogavasistha. Either the wrong case-affixes are used with them or
the case-affixes are not wused at all. Thus in the verse
‘sthiramaninibham ambho varini varinile, (V. 67. 45), varigi is in
construction with the locative singular varinile ; the correct form would
be varini. Varini is evidently wrong. The lengthening is perhaps due
to 'metrical exigency. The author of the the verse, like so many classical
WrIters, seems to be a believer in the dictum, api masam masam kuryac
cham{obhaﬁge tyajed giram. The commentator seems to read varipe for
varini. . He attempts to explain it-as made of vz in the sense of yatha,
anq arltlo'thmgs like swords having a sharp edge (ara). This is a feat
of ingenuity. Arinin the given sense is obscure. Va,ifa nipata in
the sense of yatha, is also misplaced. It ought to have come after arinal.
It must be c?nceded that with the reading varini too, the following vari
(loc. of var) is redundant, ’

A case wWhere no case-affix has been used with a word is found in
the Yogavasistha verse  <yq4n¢ tesv atiramyesu  candrarasmisu
sampata’.  The Word sampaia; is here without any case-affix.
Since it has t0 20 With candraragmisy, which is locative plural, the
locative plural suffix su should be used with sampatat, It should be
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UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN YOGAVASISTHA 9

sampatatsu. No word without any case-affix can be used in a sentence
(apadam na prayuiijita). There is no justification for the omission of the

suffix;
KRDANTAS

Among the krdantas, jighrana, used by the author, is manifestly a
wrong formation. A strange aspect of it is that it is used side by side with
ghrana, as for example, in ‘tvagbhavam sparsanad eti ghrapatam
etl jighranar (111, 110. 18). Jighra is substituted for ghra only when it
is followed by a set pratyaya® Now, in the word jighrana, it is followed
by /yut which is not set. Here, therefore, ghra cannot be replaced
by jighra. The correct word should have been ghranat.

Another krdanta word which presents some difficulty is cafienra in
IIL. 50. 16. It is from the intensive form of the root car with the suffix ac
by Panini 3.1.134, the derivation being caficiryate iti caiicaram., The 7 in
inexplicable. Hence the commentator’s remark, chandaso dirghah.
Panini clearly lays down that the krdanta suffix ktva is to be replaced
by /yap (ya) when the krdanta form enters into a compound with an
indeclinable other than naf, giving us a Gati-samasa. The presence of a
preposition (pra, para, etc.) or a word termed gati is, therefore, the
necessary condition when k#va can be replaced by /yap. In the epics and
the Puranas there is no dearth of such usage. It is pointed out by Mm,
Pt. Shiva Datta Shastri, annotator of the Siddhanta Kaumudi, that in the
Jambavativijaya (ascribed to Panini) the line ‘sandhyakaran grhya karena
bhanuh® occurs, wherein we have the Iyabanta form grhya without any
parvapada. There are instances in the Yogavasistha when the lyap
appears even without a preposition coming before the root. Some such
cases are :
1. wvyapnoti tailam iva varini varya Sankam | III. 84. 45
2. Sirasa dharya sarvatma sarvan praha ghmanidhih !
: VL. i. 128. 104
3. dehakasam iha sthapya dhyaneneha yathasthitam |
VI. 1. 5911
4. sa tatropavi$ad vytti§ cetasas tanutam nayan !
antahSuddhavapuh srige vrsya muka ivambudah 1 V. 52, 5
5. asasatavapurnatve tvam evam sarvaduhkhadam !
tyajya yahi param Sreyah param ekantasundaram ' V. 5211,

There are also instances of the reverse tendency where the suffix
ktva coming after a root is not replaced by /yap even though it (the root)

3. By the Panini sutra ‘paghradhmasthamna’ etc. (7.3.78)s
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10 SATYA VRAT

is preceded by a preposition. The following are noted by way of
illustration :

1. Sariram asthiram ap; santyaktva ghana$obhanam |
vitamuktavalitantum cinmatram avalobayet || IV. 61. 16
samalam api santyabtva yyoma saumyaprasantadhih |

yas tvam bhavasi sadbuddhe sa bhavan astu satkrtah
IV.57.24

2.

The correct form in both the verses would be santyajya.

Among the other irregular krdanta forms mention may be made of
Jahran in the verse ‘nilan acalakakolan jahran salilajalakaih (VL. ii.
78.16). The present participal form from the root hr is haran and not
jahran. The re-duplication here is irregular. The commentator offers
the explanation harateh $atu$ chandaso lidvadbhavah, that is, fatr coming
after nJhr irregularly is treated as a perfect suffix and thus re-duplication
appears here.

The absence of the augment muk by Panini ‘@ne muk’ (7.3.%2) is
the irregularity in the form cintayanam found in the verse ‘sarvastham
cintayanam tu nityadhyane’tha Bhargavah’ (V. 26. 2). The regular
form here should have been cintayamanam. The non-addition of this
augment to the a-ending stems is a phenomenon which is very frequent
in the epics and the Puranas. It appears that this augment came to be
dropped in the case of some roots of “the Tenth conjugation.

The past participal form prapasta in VL. i. 113. 17 from the root
na$ with the preposition prg is irregular in that then appears in
the word although Panini clearly rules against it. The rule ‘naselr
santasya’ (8.4.36) prohibits natva otherwise due by the satra, ‘upasa(gﬂd
asamase’ pl nopadesasya® (8.4.19).

Another krdanta form which has nothing wrong so far as its krt

suffix is concerned but which ig nevertheless irregular in other respects is
hrsyatih used the verse :

kaccit kalamabedamkonasthane_su hrsyatih t
pratigramam kumaryqs te gayanty anandanam yasah | V. 61. 36

The feminine form of the present participal form Arsyat should be
hrsyanti and in  the nominative plural the form should have been
hrsyantyah for the sak.e of concord, the noun qualified, kumaryah, being
plural. The irregularity lies first in omitting the augment num and then
in adding a wrong case-suffix.

The form jagrti is very much in vogue these days, It has come to
be accepted as a correct form while the fact is that it is wrong.
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UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN YOGAVASISTHA 11

Guna is inevitable here. It is enjoined by Panini 7.3.85. The proper form
should be jagarti. The Yogavasistha uses this form in the verse
‘jagratsvapna$ ciram radho jagrtav eva gacchati’ (IIL. 117. 25). The form
jagarti, it may be pointed out, is not from yjagr with ktin, but with ktic,
for ktin is superseded by a and sa ordained by the varttika, jagarter

akaro va. .

Another krdanta form which is very popular these days and which
has very frequently been used in the Yogavasistha is visrama. Bhattoji-
diksita definitely declares it to be an un-Paninian form. Says he, “visrama
iti tv apaniniyam.’ (Vide his comment on Panini satra, ‘nodatiopadesasya
mantasyanacamel’ (7. 3. 34). The Yogavasistha reads visrama thrice :

1. svasamvinmatravi§ramavatam amanasam satam |
2. atyaham $ramito deva ksanam visramatam gatah | V. 41, 3,
3. S$ranto visrama ayatah ksinacittabhavabhramah |

The Paninian form is visrama and not vi§rama. A word may be
termed correct if it has been used by master-writers or authorities on the
language even though it may not be sanctioned by grammar. Viewed
in this light vi§rama will have to be pronounced as correct for it has
been adopted in usage (vyavahara). However, we propose to list all
forms which are un-Paninian, though some of them may have been
accepted by pre-Pgninian grammar or sanctioned by usage.

Along with the word visrama in one of the verses quoted
above (V. 41. 3.) is used the obviously indefensible form Sramita. The
N$ram, though udattopadesa, is debarred from taking the augment ;¢
before a nistha pratyaya (kta and ktavatu) by ‘yasya vibhasa’ (Panini
7 2.15). The correct form would therefore be Sranta and not $ramiza,
If justification has to be sought for this form (sthitasya gati$ cintaniya)
$ramita may be looked upon as a form with the suffix pic added to the
root §ram in the sense of the root itself (svarthe). There is, however,
nothing unnatural or unusual about it if the author of the Yogavasisthq
is wont to add to roots the suffix pic in the svartha-sense, The following
are examples where the suffix nic has been used in the Yogavasisthy

in the sense of the roots themselves (svartha) :

1. kim haroti batham darvas carvayaty urvaraspadah |
VI ii. 129, 45

2. bhramanto vici$rngesu makarebhah karotkataih |
haranti sibarambhoda meghanudravita iva | VI. ii. 114. 13
up the first example carvayati means only carvati, In the second,

anudravita gives only the sense of anudruta.
257



12 SATY A VRAT

Just as the suffix nic appears in the Yogavasistha even where it -is
not wanted, the reverse tendency s also moticeable, that is, it is not
used or, if at all used, is dropped arbitrarily. An interesting example
of this is provided by the verse ‘svantam hi nahi kenapi Sakyate nasitum
kvacit’ (111, 90. 8) where the form nasitum is used in place of the
regular nasayitum, The vrddhi here is due to the suffix pic, which is
arbitrarily dropped.

The author shows unusual skill in the use of taddhita forma-
tions. There are only a few instances where he uses un-Paninian
taddhitanta forms. One such is auspyatva in the verse ‘ausnyatvad
eti hy agnitam’ (VI. i. 81, 96), Here auspnya would do. The
suffix syan is added to the word usna in the sense of bhava or being.
The suffix tva is also added in this very sense!and, therefore, one of
them is superfluous,

The list of un-Paninian taddhitanta words would be incomplete if
mention is not made of the word $arvara which is not sanctioned by
Panini but which has been used by ancient authors like Kailidasa.’
The Yogavasistha uses this form at least thrice. The verses in which it
occurs are § ‘

1. atha punyaksaye jate nihara iva $arvare | IV. 10. 55

2. wviliyate manomohah sacchastrapravicaranat |

nabhoviharanad bhanoh Sarvaram timiram yatha i IV, 13. 6

3. Sarvare timire Sante pratah sandhyam ivambujam | V.54, 45

According to Panini the suffix thapi (ika) should come after the word
Sarvari in the sense of belonging to it (Sarvaryam bhavam) by the satra,
‘kalat thai (4.3.11), This would give us the form $arvarika.

An illustration of wrong Taddhita suffix is found in the form
asmika used ie the verse :

iti saficintya tam deham vidam bhusattaya'smikam |

tyaktva cidatma tat pranas pavane yojito maya Il VL ii. 50. 25.

The suffix ay is added to the word asmaka; a substitute of asmad.
The proper form should, therefore, be asmaka or asmakina and not
asmika as used in the Yogavasigtha,

An interesting case where the 7Taddhita suffix should have been
used but is actually not used js found in the Yogavasistha verse
cbalyayauvanav,ra'dhesu dulikhesu ca sukhesu ca@’ (Y. 50, 33). Uttered

———
4. Vide Panini, ‘tasya bhavas tvatalay’ (6,1.111).

5. ‘daryarsya tamaso nigiddhaye', Rumarasambhava, VII1. 58,
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UN-PANINIAN FORMS IN YOGAVASISTHA 13

in the same breath with ba/ya and yauvana which express the first two
stages of life, vrddha must also stand for a stage of life, viz. old age. But
the suffix expressive of it is wanting. Our author should have used the
word vrddhatva ending in the Taddhita suffix tva in the sense of bhava.
But this is nothing strange. Even the great Acarya Panini uses dvi and
eka in place of dvitva and ekatva in the sutra, ‘dvekayor dvivacanaika-
vacane’ (1.4.22). Such uses are accepted as good Sanskrit and are called
Bhavapradhana-nirdesa. The fact of the matter is that such cryptic
uses are compelled by considerations of metre or are resorted
to with a view to achieving aphoristic brevity. Sorsukam for sautsukyam,
met with elsewhere is an instance in point.
;o GENDER
The author sometimes uses wrong gender. For example, the word

@sava which is masculine is used by him as neuter in the verse :

vitam Carmanvatitire gayantya madhuraksaram |
pulindya suratantesu nalikerarasasavam || III. 27.48

It is very rarely that writers disobey the well-known rule of gender,

‘ghanabantah pumsi’ (Linganusasana, 35).
As a rule the adjectives follow the number and gender of the words

they qualify. But our author often makes a departure from it, for in the
verse ‘nadisu ksepanacchasu varakesv abjapanktisu’ (111, 38.2) he uses the
word varaka in the masculine, which, however, being an adjective of
abjapanikti should have been used in the feminine. Another case where
an adjective has the wrong gender is in the verse ‘vasanapravysi
ksine samsthitau Ramam agate’ (IV. 35.57). Here the locative singular
ksine in the masculine or the neuter gender is in apposition with pravrsi,
the locative singular of the feminine word pravrs. The correct expression
should be vasanapravysi ksinayam. The present case is one on a par with
‘duhita krpanam paran’ of Manu (4.185).

A glaring case of wrong gender is found in the verse :

sargo vidyata evayam na yatra kila kificana

tasya dharmani barmani na caivahsaramalika 0 VI, i. 143. 7
Here dharmani is used in the neuter. Dharma is a masculine word.
Dharmani is, therefore, manifestly Wrong. It should Pc dharmah.
Because the author was to say karmai, of this word he said dharmani,
Or it may be that an earlier Vedic verse ‘yani dharmani prathamany
asan’ § where dharmani is used in the neuter, was present in the sub-
conscious mind of the' writer, and it was on account of this that he -

—
6. Rgveda 10. 90. 16.
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permitted himself this use. The form dharmani in the Vedic verse is
sought to be justified on the basis of dharma being one of the Ardharcadi
words which are used both in the masculine and neuter. In the case of
dharma, the sense in which it is used also governs the choice of the
permissible gender, Commenting on ardharcah pumnsi ca (Panini 2. 4.31)
the author of the Kasika says: “Dharma is masculine in the sense
of merit but neuter in the sense of means of merit”" If in the
Yogavasistha, too, the word dharmani could be interpreted in the sense
of dharmasadhanani the use of dharmani in the neuter would have been
permissible. But obviously this is not the meaning intended here.

A clear case of indefensible gender is in the verse ‘ajiiasyajiiataya
deyo jiiasya tu jhatayottarak’ (VL. ii. 29.32), where the word uttara in the
sense of ‘reply’ is used in the masculine. Uttara, originally an adjective,
meaning later, latter, subsequent, was used in earlier literature with the
word vakya or a synonym thereof, and the two together stood for ‘reply’
Later, vakya etc. was dropped and uttara alone was deemed sufficient
to convey the sense.® Being an adjective used for z noun, it should not
be used in a gender other than the neuter (samanye napumsakam). This
is how uttara in the sense of ‘answer’ or ‘repl j)’ carse to be used regularly
in the neuter. As it is, the use of wuftarah has to be included
among cases of wrong gender which are unfortunately not a few in the
Yogavasistha.

It is possible that the text of the Yogavasistha, like the texts of
most of the earlier Sanskrit works, has suffered in the process of being
handed down from generation to generation. And, it is probably because
of this that such manifestly wrong forms as patre ubhau in the verse
‘tasmad ankuratah patre ubhay vikasatah svayam’ (VL ii. 44. 18) have crept
into the work. The word patra meaning a leaf is positively neuter.
The word ubha used as an adjective must therefore follow its gender
and number. Patre ubhau should, therefore, be patre ubhe. The change
of wubha to ubhe does not affect the metre. It may be that the
original reading was ubhe and here is only a case of scribal error.

According to the Amarakosa the gender of the word sthala is neuter
or feminine,’ but the Yogavasistha uses it in the masculine, as for
example, ‘uddiyamanam atmanam §ilap $ailasthalan iva® (V1. ii. 145, 36).
Similarly the well-known word avarana which is admittedly neuter is

7. Cf.dharma ity apurve pullingah, tatsadhane napumsakam| ‘tani dharmani
prathamany asan Kadika, Kashi Sanskrit Series, p. 130.
8. On this see the author’s book, The Ramayana—A Linguistic Study,
Munshi Ram Manobhar Lal, Delhi, 1963,
9. dyvavapy anyalingau sthalam sthali, Amara., 2. 1. 5.
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used in masculine in the Yogavasistha verse ‘tav ivasritya tisthanti
Jjaladyavaranas tatah’ (V1. ii. 129, 23). In the same verse we have the
use of the neuter word kridanaka in the masculine gender :

trnam trnam kalpayaii balah kridanakan iva |

Kridanaka in the masculine is grammatically unjustifiable. In the
yavadigana (Gapapatha 196, under Panini 5 4. 29) also, we have
kridanaka used in the neuter in the expression kumari kridanakani ca.

Just as in the instances quoted above, the author of the Yogavasistha
uses some neuter words in the masculine gender, he uses some acknow-
ledgedly masculine words in the neuter gendsr. Thus the word /aja,
which according to the Amarakosa, is always to be used in the plural and
in the masculine gender,!° has been used in the neuter gender in the
Yogavasistha, as may be seen from the verse 'sa hutva tilalajani pavakaya
Sikhidhvajal® (V1. i, 106, 56).

Similar is the use of the masculine word kumara in the neuter in the
verse ‘kada nu taniksurasabdhitire....., draksyema bhuyo gudamodakani |
tatha kumarany api Sarkarayak® (Vi. i. 134. 52). Kumarapi is Wrong
and it is inconceivable that the author of the Yogavasistha could commit
it. If we assume that the author read kumaran only, the form would be
perfectly correct, leaving the metre intact. Kumara is used here in the
sense of a doll, kumara-pratikrti. The suffix kan ordained by
the sttraive pratikrtay (Panini 5. 3. 96) -is dropped by the s@ira,
devapathadibhya$ ca (Panini 5. 3. 100). This elision is technically
called /up ; hence the /ubanta form must take the gender and number
of the base (kumara), which is masculine. Hence kumarapratikrtayah
kumarah. The neuter kumarani has no justification.

VERBAL FORMS

In the case of verbs too, there have been many Jagses A% e
Yogavasistha. In the verse quoted above where kumaré is u.sed in the
wrong gender, we have the verbal form draksyema. It IS palpably
wrong. 1t should either be pasyema if the optative sense is int?nded, or
draksyamah if simple futurity is meant. If we substitute pasyema .for
draksyema the metre is not violated, while draksyamah would go against
the metre. Strangely enough, in draksyema, the optative suffix I?as been
added to the future base of ’\/,1,-3’, Such forms occur in the epics and
the Purdnas, but are unheard of in classical literature.

10. See Amara., 1.9, 47, lajah pumbhtimni caksatak:
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The causal form ksipayati from the root ksip, ‘to throw® has been
used thrice in the Yogavasisthal* It appears rather strange that every
time this very form should have been used by the author, By Panini
pugantalaghapadhasya ca (7. 3. 86) guna must take place in ksipayati.
1t is only once that the correct form with guna in the imperative second
person singular is used ; but the guna-less form is also used alongside :

Pandoh putro’'rjuno nama sukham jwitam atmanah |
bsipayisvati nirduhkham tatha ksepaya jwitam | VI i. 52. 9

In the Present and the Future tenses the guna-less form has been
used by the author with a consistency that is surprising. As the simple
anustubh metre has been used in the two stanzas, there is no question
of the infringement of the metre even if ksepayat! and ksepayisyati
are read for ksipayati and ksipayisyati respectively.

In the verse given below the form Aimsati has been used in the place
of hinasti in common use. '

rupakardamam etan manayanasvadayadhama |
nasyaty etan nimesena bhavantam api himsati | V. 80. 4.

The commentator offers the comment chandaso vikarapavyatyayah on
the word himsati. The root hims belongs to the seventh conjugation.
The conjugational suffix for it is Snam (na). The correct form therefore
would be hinasti. But in the Yogavasistha s/ hiris is made to take the
conjugational suffix (vikarana) ‘’ which comes afier the roots of the
first conjugation. This kind of use of wrong conjugational suffix
(vikaranavyatyasa) is common in -‘popular works like the
Ramayana and the Mahabharata. 1t is, however, incorrect to say, as
the commentator does, that there is vikarapavyatyaya in the form
himsati ; for «/hims is read in the Tenth conjugation and is Adhrsiya,
and so it takes pic optionally. Thus himsati and himsayati are also
correct by the side of hinasti 6f the 7th conjugation. Himsati is,

therefore, not strictly un-Paninian. We have listed it as an un-Paninian

form, following the commentator. Grammar apart, usage seems to

have extended progressively the treatment of the roots of the First
Conjugation to roots assigned to other grou
evolved are far more easy

ps, for the forms thus

11, tatha cidghanaé cittam cittvac cq sarvah $aktih karmamayir vasana-
mayir manomayié cinoti dardayati, bibharti, janayati, ksipayati ceti. IV.39.5
kgipayanti surd Rama bhuvo bharanivritaye 1 VI i. 52. 21.
Pandol putro’rjuno nama sukham jivitam atmanap
ksipayisyati nirdubkham tatha ksepaya jivitam 1 VI. i. 52. 9.
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Although the Yogavasistha is a later work and cannot claim
the antiquity of the Ramayana and the Mahabharata it seeks to approxi-
mate older works in freestyle language with an amount of laxity in
grammar and other things, We are tempted to make here the
assertion which, due to its sweep, may not be acceptable to many,
that these grammatical aberrations were introduced into the Yogavasistha
deliberately to give it an old look. This is also perhaps the purpose of a
sprinkling of prose passages here and there which are reminiscent of the
style of the prose works of the later Vedic age. Otherwise the work is
written in a highly ornate classical style with its special characteristics
of excessive alliteration and rhyme.

There are a few forms in the Yogavasistha where in the imperfect
or the aorist the augment a (at) or @ (at) is not prefixed. One such form is
vyavatisthata in the verse ‘kevalam susuptasamstham sadaiva vyavatisthata’
(V.12.2). The correct form would be vyavatisthata. Similarly,
vibudhyata in the verse ‘vibudhyata dinasyante sva evbpqune nrpah,’
(IT1. 115. 32), should be vyabudhyata. Another form where thé;, augment
is omitted is viSam found in the verse ‘tatha susuptaviSranteh svapne
nidram aham visam® (V1. ii. 146.9). Visam is imperfect. The correct
form would be avifam. It may be pointed out that forms like visam
are quite interesting and are reminiscent of the Vedic ihjlgf?Ctive which
toois augmentless, The augmentless forms are quite qdp}mon in the
Ramayana and the Mahabharata. Still another augm‘,e'nt},é.ss fc?rm in the
Yogavasistha is found in the verse ‘apalya yad asad  Brahma
tarangan iva sagarak’ (IV. 59. 22). The correct form here vs‘.ﬁ‘c_)u,_l‘d hgve been
asthat. By Panini asyates thuk (7.4.17) the augment {huk (th) is added
to the root as in the aorist. Besides, Vas should take the augment 2 (at)
since it begins with a vowel. In the form as it occurs in the
Yogavasistha both the augments @ (a¢) and th (thuk) are missing.

A verbal form which, as it exists, is clearly, indefensible is karsa
in the verse ‘tani ma karsa bhos tasmal lokadvitayasiddhaye’ (VL. ii,
101. 27). The correct form should be karsth, the aorist second person
singular trom the root kr, ‘to do’. The commentator accepts this
reading and explains it as a chandasa form.

In place of the regular form pratyetikftg'x;n the root inm, ‘to go’
with the preposition prati the YOgava*s“i.g.fhﬁ uses the irregular form
pratyayeti in the verse ‘nastam bhuyas 1dd “Pannam iti pratyayeti kah®
(VL ii. 52. 17). This is clearly indefensible,

The Yogavasistha uses the desiderative form prajisete in the

verse :
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agnisomau mithah karyakarane ca vyavasthite |

paryvavena Samam caitau prajisete parasparam \| VI. 1. 81. 80
The regular form would be jigisete, though the atmanepada would’
be open to objection. There is a twofold irregularity in prajisete. First,
there is no usual reduplication by Panini sanyanioh (6.1.9). Second,
there is no kutva by Panini sanlitor jeh (7.3.57). In the words of the
commentator, “jel sani dvitvakutvayor abhava$ chandasal. Prajisete
of the text is, therefore, ungrammatical.
Atmanepada and Parasmaipada

So far as the atmanepada and parasmaipada are concerned there

is a lot of confusion in the Yogavasistha. Very often the parasmaipada
terminations are added in the place of the regular armanepada and
the atmanepada terminations used at times in lieu of the regular
parasmaipada. In common with the Puripas, the Yogavasistha
frequently contravenes Panini’s regulations on the use of these
terminations. A few of these are selected for discussion below.

By viparabhyam jel (1. 3. 19) Panini ordains the atmanepada after
the root ji when itis preceded by the preposition vi and para. The
Yogavasistha contravenes this rule by using vijesyanti in ‘nahamkaram
prayasyanti vijesyanti ca tan suran’ (IV. 34. 6). Vijesyanti is therefore
un-Paninian, Again we read avatisthati in the verse ‘cid eveyam
Stlakaram avatisthati bibhrati’ (VL ii, 70. 21), for the regular avatisthate.
Similarly in the verse ‘bh,rty’ah priyah kila tatha sant/sthati sa bhiksukaly
(VL i. 66. 11), the form santisthati is used for the regular santisthate.

fn both these cases, the author has disregarded Panini’s well-known rule,
Samavapravibhyah sthah’ (1. 3. 22).

The root iks is anudattet. 1t is, therefore, atmamepadi, The
parasmaipada form preksa in the verse ‘jivann eva mahabaho tattvam
Preksa yathasthitam® (VL. i, 55. 43) is manifestly un-Papinian. It should
be preksasva. The root rabh too _is atmanepadi. So samarabhet in
Parasmaipada optative is irregular. It should be samarabheta. 1t occurs
in ‘abhyasena bhayam tasmat samam eva samarabhet’ (V.24,8). The
root sah has been wentioned among the anudattet roots in the
Dhatupatha. 1t is, therefore, atmanepadi, Its forms in the parasmai-
pada, would be, therefore, irregular and un-Papinian. In the
Yogavasistha we have sqh in the parasmaipada in the verse ‘no “sangam
eti gatasangataya phalena karmodbhavena sahativa ca dehabharam’
(V. 69.12). Among the gnudattet roots which should have the atmane-
pada, but which are used with the parasmaipada, the root vrt, ‘to be’,
deserves special notice. Parasmaipada suffixes are permitted after this
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root only in the future (/r{) and aorist (lur). In other tenses and
moods it is to have only Gtmanepada suffixes. But in the Yogavasistha
even in the Present, the parasmaipada is used with the root. Thus we
have the form anuvartami in the Present first person singular for anuvarte
in the verse ‘yathaprapto ’nuvartami ko langhayati sadvacal’ (V1. ii.
216. 21). There are certain specified senses in which the parasmaipadi
roots take the armanepada terminations. Thus, the root vad ‘to speak’,
which is parasmaipadi takes the a ménepada suffixes in certain specified
senses of speaking brilliantly, pacifying, conciliating, knowing, toiling,
disagreeing, disputing etc. The sense of disagreement in the root
is brought out by the preposition vi. Vi+vad is accordingly used in the

atmanepada. In the Yogavasistha it is used in the parasmaipada instead

in the verses “mitho bodhat vivadati maitrim bhajati bodhatal’ (V1. ii.

45, 61) and ‘kevalam vivadanty ete vikalpair aruruksaval’ (111. 96, 52),

" There are cases where the afmanepada suffixes are added where
more appropriately parasmaipada suffixes should have been used. Thus,
for example, nas ‘to disappear’, is parasmaipadi. But we have it with
the atmanepada in the verse ‘tasmat kim iva nasyate kim ivajayate’
(VL.ii. 61.4). Again, the atmanepada would be regular after the root
prech “to ask’, with the preposition an in the sense to take leave of,
as we have it in Kalidasa: aprcchasva priyasakham amum tunigam alingya
Sailam., (Meghaduta, Purva.,9). But the Yogavasistha bas used @prech
in the parasmaipada in the verse ‘mam aprcchan namaskrtya tasminn eva
ksane tatah (VL. ii, 155,28). The form aprcchan should be aprcchamanah,

Set and Anit

There are certain roots which take the augment it before an
ardhadhatuka suffix beginning with val (pratyahara) and are termed
positively set while there are others which do not take the augment and
are called anét, 1t is an irregular formation if the augment it is added
to the anit roots and if, conversely, the it is omitted in the sef roots.
This kind of irregularity is very common in the Yogavasistha. A
glaring example of this is provided by the form vivecitarah in the
Yogavasistha verse :

sangad ahladayanty aniah S$asankakirana ival
vivecitarah Sastranam niruetdrah ksanad api | VL ii. 98.4
The root vic being anit, the correct form would be vivektarah.

Another example is provided by the form ksipita used in the
verse ‘harendudhavala ratryali kgipita ganagitibhil’ (IV.8.8). The
proper form should be ksiptah. The root ksip is anif.
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The root is ‘to desire’, though set is debarred from taking it before
kta and ktavatu by the sutra, yasya vibhasa (Panini 7.2,15), The correct
form in the past participle with kza would be anista and not anicchita as
used in the following verse of the Yogavasistha ;

anicchite hitair duradeSantaragataib phalam VL. ii. 206.19

The root vid ‘to know’ is invariably sez. Now, there is a lot of
confusion with regard to this root which is very often used in the
work as anit. The form brahmavetty derived from vid with trc has
gained wide currency. Yet it is un-Paninian, for, the root, as observed
above, is set. Brahmaveditr is therefore the correct form. The anit
form with the suffix ¢rcis found used twice in the Yogavasistha,
first, in the verse : '

sarvajia vedyavettaro vitaragagatainasah 1 oy
yathapraptaikakartaro bhavitatmana uttamah I 1V, 34, 8
and second, in the verse :

Sastrartharasikas tajjfia jRatalokaparavarah
hevopadeyavettaro vathapraptabhipatinah | VI, ii. 98,6
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