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Apastamba and Gautama

Biihler (S.B.E. 2, intro.) declared that Gautama is the oldest
Dharmasiitra now extant and Jolly in his “Recht und Sitte” has
accepted this theory (p.6). I differ on this point and will try to
show that exéepting the dubious evidence of the Carapavytha there is
nothing to prove that Gautama is older than Apastamba ; all probabili-
ties on the contrary seem to indicate rather just the opposite—that
Apastamba is older than Gautama, :

First and foremost, the fact must not be lost sight of, that Ap. was
pre-Papinian. His work must have been written at a time when the
Sanskrit language was not in that state in which it was found by
Panini. Secondly that he was not far removed in time from Svetaketu,
the celebrated teacher of the Satapatha Brahmana. He might have
been an older contemporary even, for Ap. rejects his theory about the
study of the Veda after marriage without the slightest show of ceremony
(1,4,13,20) and Biihler has proved that this Svetaketu is without doubt
the Svetaketu of Sat, Br., (S.B.E. 2, xxxviii). Now the Aitareya Br., even
on the most conservative computation, cannot be dated later than
800 B. ¢.  Taking this to be the Zerminus a guo for the date of the
Sat. Br. and the age of Katyayana as the ferminus ad quem (see his
Varttika to Panini iv, 3, 105), the Sat. Br, cannot be dated later than
600 B. C. and all things considered, Ap. must be dated about 500 B. B,
Biihler too arrived at practically the same result (S.B.E,, 2, XL, 111).
Ap/s contiguity to the age of the Brihmanas may also be inferred
from another peculiar feature of his Dharmasitra—its very frequent
references to the various Brahmanas, This is seen in no other Dharma-
sutra

Redardmg Baudhayana’s priority to Ap, it may safely be said that
the alleged references to Baudhayana in Ap., upon which the whole
theory is based, are in no way convincing.” It requires not a small
amount of ingenuity to discover them. Ap. labours to controvert the
authority of a Vedic passage which has been quoted in Baudh. Can
it reasonably be concluded from it that Ap, is posterior to Baudh, ? Ap.
mentions by name not a few authorities on Dharma, of which some
Dharmasastras in revised version, are still in existence. Why
not then assume—if it is at all necessary— that one of these authors
had quoted this Vedic passage as well ? As for the second alleged
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quotation it may safely be said that it carries not an iota of proof.
If the “wording of Baudhdyana’s siitras is not opposed to the
doctrine to which Ap. objects” (S.B.E. 2, XXII), it is by no means
proved thercby that Baudh. is older than Ap.

Moreover if this kind of argumentation is allowed it may be easily

shown that Gaut., whom Bithler has proved to be older than Baudh.
(S.B.E., 2, xLIx ff)has quoted Ap. Gaut. (XV. 18) in his long list
of persons who defile a company mentions the bald man but makes a
special group of the persons in the list headed by the bald man, who,
apparently, in his own opinion, were not so unholy as to be excluded
from a company, but he had been compelled to include them in the
list because it was the opinion of ‘some’ (cf. Gaut., XV, 30; also XVIII,
18 and XXI,11). Now this ‘some’ may easily refer to Ap., 1I, 7, 17,
21, where the bald man is mentionad immediately after the leper in
the list of persons who defile a company. In the same manner another
siitra of Gaut. may be made to yield an indirect reference to Ap.
According to Gaut. (XVI, 45) “some (declare, that the recitation of
the Veda is) always (forbidden) in a town.” Now, it wiil not be very
wrong, I think, if following Biihler’s line of arguments it is assumed
that Ap., I, 11, 32, 2i—where he lays down that Snatakas should not
visit towns frequently —might have had anything to do with it !

Much has been made out of Ap.’s stricter code of morality ; it has
been taken to indicate his late origin. But are we authorised to say
that a high standard of chastity and morality is incompatible with the
civilization of the Brahmanas —of course without taking into consi-
deration the mythical and mystical passages which are scattered in
them? As Biihler has pointed out (S.B.E.,2, XIX—XX), Aupajaudhani,
mentioned in the Sat. Br. and quoted by Baudh. opposed the practice
of taking substitutes for a legitimate son, let us say, about Goo n.C,
Brhaspati (XX1V, 12) on the other hand, about 600 A.D., condemned
the practice of Niyoga (S.B.E. XXXIII). All the Dharmasastras which
came into existence during the intervening period, recommended, at
least, did not oppose this practice. Contiguity to any of these two
sages would explain the extraordinary law of Ap, forbidding Niyoga,
—if indeed age is to be determined in that way. It is however apparent
that Aupajaudhani and not Brhaspati in this case has a better
claim to be the zeitliche Nachbar of Ap. Thus Ap.’s condemnation of
Niyoga is not necessarily a proof of his posteriority. Again, ApJs
non-mention of the two forms of marriage—Prajapatya and Paisdca—
has been interpreted as an indication of his late origin, It may be
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conceded, for the sake of argument, that Ap., the champion of a strict
code of morality, characteristic of a comparatively later age, wanted
to ignore the hateful Paisica marriage. But how can his non-mention
of the Prajipatya marriage which has nothing objectionable in it
may be explained on this hypothesis ? It must be admitted therefore
that the Prajapatya marriage had not yet come into vogue in the
days of f&p. and of the PaiSica marriage too, it may safely be said,
that custom had not yet confirmed it into law when Ap. wrote his
Dharmasiitra. Moreover it must not be forgotten that Vasistha too,
who is certainly older than Manu, Yajhavalkya etc, gives only six
forms of marriage and not the traditional eight.

All these arguments however afford us no direct proof of Ap.s
priority to Gaut. But direct proof is not lacking. If there is any
doubt on this score, it is sure to be set at rest if the contents of the
two Dharmasiitras are compared with each other. At a glance it
will appear that the relation between Ap. and Gaut. is much the
same as that between Manu and Yajiavalkya. The stitras of Ap,
are loose and vague while those of Gaut. are pithy and compact. Ap,’s
style is distantly reminiscent of the rambling disquisitions of the
Brabmanas ; Gaut. is the Siatra-work par excellence. On very
numerous topics, the siitras of Ap. seem to depict a society to which
many of the later complexities were still unknown. Like all other
works on Dharma, Gaut. gives a masterly description of the mixed
castes (XV. 16 {f.). But strange as it may appear, Ap. has nothing
to say on this point—one of the most important topics dealt with in
the works on Dharma. Incidentally he mentions the Ugra (I, 2, 7,
20; 215 I, 6, 18, 1), but never gives his lineage. This fact, I think, may
be explained only on the hypothesis that at the time of Ap., Brahma-
nical authors did not yet feel the necessity of making that desperate
effort to include within the fold of Hinduism all peoples in every
grade of life. Even the Yavana has been allotted a place in Gaut.’s
system of mixed castes (IV. 21), though after all it is no decisive proof
of his posteriority. Gaut. (VIII. 14-21) gives an elaborate list of the
forty samskaras, but Ap. seems to relegate them to the Grhyasiitras,
On the other hand Ap, fully recognises the vedic practice of beef-eating
(1,5,7,3¢), but Gaut. (xvii. 30) positively forbids it. It should also
be noticed that among the various kinds of meat to be offered to the
Manes, Ap. (11, 7, 16, 27-28) mentions beef as well as buffalo’s meat,
but Gaut. in his corresponding chapter (XV) omits both, though he men-
tions various other kinds of meat, also recommended by Ap. Coming
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down to the field of law we find that the legal concepts of [\p. are
strangely meagre and puerile. Gaut. (X. 31) solemnly lays down the law
of ownership, also found in later Dharma$astras, but nothing of the kind
is known to [\p. Gaut. (xu, 20ff.) gives various laws about different
rates of interest, pledges and deposits, closely resembling those of
later Dharma$astras and he has even no objection to a Brahmapa
lending out money at interest, provided that he does it through an
intermediary (X, 6), but Ap. uncompromisingly prescribes punishment
for one who “lends money at interest” (1,9, 27, 10) and declares the
food offered by a usurer unacceptable (1, 6, 18, 22). One of the most
striking features of Ap. is that the custom of imposing fines for crimes
is not known to him. Punishments prescribed by him mostly amount
to mere threats of hell and damnation ; Dandaniti proper is a sealed
book to him. But Gaut. on the other hand prescribes various fines
(x11, 8ff.) and gives the correct grammatical derivation of the word
danda (X1, 28). In conformity with the principles of later Dharma-
§astras, Gaut. gives laws as to how long a wife should have to
wait for her absent husband (xvim, 15ff.); Ap. is absolutely reticent
on this point. The fact that Ap. depends much more upon custom
than any other Dharmasiitra is a proof of his early date. His last
sutra speaks volumes in favour of his high antiquity, in which he
frankly confesses that the remaining duties should be learnt from men
and women of all castes. Gaut.(xXI, 7) once refers to Manu, Ap.
never. Gaut, (XIX. 14) knows various places of pilgrimage but Ap. is
quite innocent of them.

Arguments may thus be multiplied, but I think sufficient has
already been said to prove the priority of Ap. to Gaut. Now, if the
theory of interpolation is carried so far as to cover all these points,
it amounts to saying that the Gaut. which had preceded Ap. is no
longer cxtant but there is nothing to show that there actually was
any such, and at all events it must be admitted that the Gaut., as we
have it is later than Ap,

Lastly I beg leave to point out that the supposed acquaintance
of Ap. with the division of Hindu learning as taught in Madhusidana
Sarasvati’s Prasthanabheda,—taken by Biihler to be an indication of
his late origin (SBE, 2, XXIX-XXX), is but a myth, Ap. II, 11, 29, 11
is one of the passages in translating which Biihler has been led astray
on account of his excessive reliance on the interpretation of the
commentator. This Sutra declares that “the knowledge which Siidras
and women possess is the completion (of all study).” The commen-
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tator takes this knowledge of Siidras and women to be “the knowledge
of dancing, acting, music and other branches of the Arthasastra” and
according to Biihler, this interpretation is -without doubt, correct”
(SBE, 2, xx1x). Now, Arthasastras, as they are known to us, do not
teach dancing and music and it is the unanimous verdict of Grhya and
Dharmasiitras that members of the upper castes should never devote
themselves to these profane arts, whether before or after the study of
the Veda, Moreover even without any help from outside it may be
proved that what Ap. here has in view is dcdra and not dancing and
music. In the siitra immediately following he declares, “this know-
ledge is a supplement of the Atharvaveda” and in the next savs:
“It is difficult to learn the sacred law from (the letter of) the Vedas
(only) ; but by following the indications z'zi is easily accomplished.” Now
who can doubt that in the Siitra no. 11 Ap. lays down that on complet-
ing the study of the Veda onc should learn acara from Sidras and
women ? Very probably the specific mention of the despised Sidras
and women in this connection thus sadly misled the great savant.
But as Ap. (11, 6, 15, 10) expressly declares that rites for the dead
should have to be learnt of women and that duties must be learnt from
women and men of all castes” (11, 11, 29, 15), there can be no doubt
that Ap. in the passage concerned has nothing but dcara in view.

BATAKRISHNA GHOSH

Max Muller's Introduction to the Rgveda-pratisakhya*

As I am now going to offer to the friends of the Vedic litera-
ture the text of the Sikala Pratisakhya with translation and annota-
tions in a separate edition, I have hardly to repeat what I have
said elsewhere about the importance of this work. I have tried to
show in the preface to the English translation of the Rgveda, of
what historical importance it is for the verification of the two texts of
the Rgveda, the Pada and the Sambhita texts; considering that the
Pratisakhya not only quotes thousands of passages from the two texts,
but also registers most accurately the seemingly very trivial varia-
tions of the one from the other, and that in all essential points our best
manuscripts of the two texts agree with the data in the Prati-

* Translated from German.
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Sakhya, we may prudently conclude that the text of the Rgveda we
possess is the same as was seen by the authors of the Pratisakhya
more than 2000 years ago. The date of the composition of the
Sakala Pratisakhya has not yet been, so far as it is incumbent on me
to give an opinion, swayed by anything out of the chronological
limits which I assigned to it in my history of the Ancient Sanskrit
Literature. I have drawn these limits as high and as low as
possible and naturally have made no effort to bring the date of
Saunaka and his relation with Aévalayana, Katyayana, and, through
these grammarians, also with Panini, into limits narrower than allowed
by the scanty data. If Kitydyana lived in the fourth century, Saunaka
might well have lived in the fifth century and the date of Panini would
therefore fall at the juncture of the two centuries. Sakalya however who
is reputed to have drawn up the Pada text and to have laid. the founda-
tion to the manual of phonetics, which was brought to completion
and perfection in the shaps of our Pratisikhya by Saunaka, must
have lived at a still earlier date and carried on his scientific activities,
It we could corroporate the view of Professor Goldstiicker who assigns
to Pinini a much earlier date than I and others dare to ascribe to
this learned Grammarian, the date of Sakalya would therewith have
been pushed back to still earlier times. TFor Sikalya has been quoted
not only by Panini in direct connection with phonetic points, which
have been dealt with in the Sakala Pratisikhya, but also Yaska, who,
as even Professor Goldstiicker admits, is older than Panini, quotes
Sakalya and criticises the splitting up of a word and the reading of a
vedic passage on the strength of it, as it has been given by Sz‘lkalya
in his Pada text. Inx, 29, 1, Siakalya has treated the two syllables
va ya as two words. Now Yaska finds fault with this (Nir, vi, 28), takes
vayah to be one word and remarks that if like Sikalya yah is taken
to be a relative pronoun, the verb adhiayi should have been accented.
Sakalya’s splitting of the word does not give a good sense either.
Although it may be concluded on the strength of this passage of
the Nirukta that Yaska knew the pada text of Sakalya, it does not
follow on that account however that Yiaska also knew the Pratidakhyas,
and particularly the Sikala Pratisakhya whose composition, as is well
known, is attributed to Saunaka, We must take this opportunity to
mention here another passage of far reaching importance from Nirukta
1. 17, where Yiska says, that the samhita is the close setting (of the
Padas), and then continues : the samhitd comes out of the Pada, the
Parsada-manuals of all the schools come out of the Pada., These
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manuals (Parsadas) are however the Pratisakhyas. and the solemn
words—Padaprakrtil samhita are simply a quotation from our Prati-
sakhya, sttra 105,

Neither Yaska nor Panini quotes the name of Saunaka as an
authority in connection with Siksa or phonetics and the bare fact that
Panini, IV, 3, 106, teaches the formation of the name Saunakinah
attributed to those who learn the sacred hymns of Saunaka, and’
that he in IV, 1, 102, calls some of the descendants of Saunaka
(the Vatsyas) by the name Saunakayana and others by the name
Saunaka,—all this certainly does not conclusively prove that Panini
must have known also Saunaka as the author of the Sikala
Pratisakhya.?

Also in connection with Yaska it would be hazardous to conclude
that Papini had known the author of Nirukta on the strength of the
fact that Panini in 11, 4, 63, teaches the formation of the family name
Yaska of the decendants of Yaska, The formation of such a name
proves in itself only this that at the time of Panini there were more than
one descendants of Yaska and we must look for further support in order
to prove the priority of Yaska, the author of the Nirukta.®

Now, in spite of the objections which have keen raised, I stick to
my old view as firmly as in the History of Ancient Sanskrit
Literature, that éaunaka, the author of the Prati§akhya as well as
Yiska the author of the Nirukta is older than Panini. I regret that a
somewhat inaccurate expression in that work has given rise to the
misunderstanding as if I hold Yaska to be later than Katyayana and a
Jortiors, later than Panini. As in my History of Ancient Sanskrit Litera-
ture I was comparing the theories of language as they are found in the
Pritisakhyas and the Nirukta, [ had made the remark that a classifica-
tion taken as fundamental in the Pratisikhya of Katyayana is wo more
sufficient in the Nirukta, As Yaska’s Nirukta is a work on etymology,
it’ follows naturally from above that my statement is about etymological
problems which are hardly touched in the Pratisakhya, and I have
nothing to do with the question that Yaska must be younger than the
author of the Pratisakhya, and as I have attempted in several passages
to prove that Saunaka in his Pratisakhya actually quotes Yaska and not
the hypothetical Vaiyaska (see p. 142, 148 etc.), I could hardly imagine

1 Cf. Goldstiicker, Panini, p. 208.
2 Cf. Goldstiicker, I, c., p. 222.
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that my representtion of the more or less advanced ideas of Yaska

and Katyayana about the origin and classification of the language
should be used as argument against my own view about the age of these
two scholars.*  Although from inner grounds I hold the work of Yaska
to be older than the work of Panini, yet I must admit that till now the
only convenient argument is Panini I, 4, 109 which may be taken to be
a literal quotation from Yaska’s Nirukta, VYaska says i—parale samni.
karsal samhita (samninakarsals of Roth must be a printing mistake) ;
and Panini says : paral samnikarsal, samhita. Such an agreement
cannot be accidental and until it is explained in another way we
must consider it, henceforth as before, to be an important element
in the chronological articulation of the ancient Sanskrit literature.

Turning to Saunaka’s Pratiséakhya and its relation to Panini’s
grammar, we see that Professor Goldstiicker remarks quitg rightly
that the Pratisikhya is no grammar and I myself have expressed
this view, as he himself has mentioned. Because the level of the
Grammatical knowledge of Panini is much higher than that of the
Pratisakhya, it does not follow at all on that account that Papini,
rot only in point of knowledge but also in point of date, should
stand higher. So far I think Professor Goldstiicker agrees with me
completely. Now what are his objections to my view that the Sakala-
Pritisakhya belongs to an older period than Papini, or to put it
more clearly, that Yiska and the Pratisakhya quote one another, while
Panini is quoted neither by Yiaska nor by the Prati§akhya, but himself
howevr quotes Yaska as well as the Pratisikhya ? His opposite argu-
ments (Gegengriinde), or, as he calls it, his refutation, runs from
page 183 to page 213 ; however it principally deals with the Vajasaneyi
Pratisikhya and offers against my view that our PratiSikhya is pre-
Paninic, only two sharply formulated objections. I shall repeat these
objections in his own words and produce my arguments against
them without presuming to give them the name of a refutation or
to judge for myself the weight (Tragkraft) of my arguments, for,
to say with Kant, “the author can very well adduce arguments, but can
not pass opinion on their effect upon his judges.” 1 confine myself here

* But it is quite probable that there were more than one Vedic
authors of the name Yaska. The Satapatha Brahmana XIV.7. 27 men-
tions a Yaska ; Taittiriya Kandanukramanika III, 25 mentions a Paingi
Yiska ; even Pingala (Chand, Sit. I11. 30) knows a Yaska, G.(=Ghosh).
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to a survey of the arguments regarding the age of Sakala Pratisakhya,
for, as regards the Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya, 1 fully agree with Professor
Goldstiicker, and his penetrating researches have only still more strongly
confirmed me in my conviction that Katyayana, the author of the
Pratisakhya, and Katyayana the author of the Vartikas on Panini’s
Grammar, must be one and the same person, and that Katydyana,
just as the later tradition speaks of him, must have been a contemporary,
and a rival of Panini and a continuer of his work. Before I enter
upon a close examination of the objections raised by Professor
Goldstiicker, it will be necessary to explain my view somewhat more
fully than done before and to add a few materials, gathered since
then, to strengthen my position.

The occurrence of quotations in ancient Sanskrit works has un-
fortunately been less fruitful forhistorical results than could have been
expected, but still, if we compare the names which occur in Yaska,
Saunaka, Panini and Katyayana we can affirm this with certainty
that those must be the oldest authorities who are uniformly quoted
by every one of them. Now the only one who is uniformly quoted
in the Nirukta, in the Sakala-Pratisikhya, in Panini, in the Vajasaneyi-
Pratisakhya, in the Atharvapa Pratisakhya and in the Brhaddevata
is Szikal;ﬁ.yana.*" With the exception of the Atharvapa Pritisakhya,
Gargya too has been quoted in the same sources and Sakalya
lacks the guarantee of the Brhaddevata also. Galava is known to
Panini and the authors of the Nirukta and the Brhaddevata, Kasyapa
is known to Panini and fhe author of the Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya,
“the Pracyas are known to Saunaka and Panini, and Yaska is known
to Saunaka, the author of the Sakala Pratisakhya and the Brhaddevata.
Two names of the Taittiriya Pratiéakhya have also been referred to
clsewhere, namely, Pauskarasadi (Pan. VIIL, 4, 48; Vart. 3) and
Bharadvaja (Pan. VIL, 2, 63). The latter, whose name is wrongly
written as Bharadvaja, is also the author of what seems to be a work on
Siksa which belongs to the Taittiriyas. That most of the authorities
quoted by Yaska are not known to the authors of the Pratisakhyas
and Panini is mainly to be ascribed to the difference of the subject-
matter and does not prove that Yaska was unknown in the sphere of
the scientific activity of Saunaka, A§valayana, Papini and Katyayana,

* It is a significant tradition recorded in the Kasika on Panini
I, 4, 86,—%gnr@zraw agwear; . G,
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The names of Agrayana, Audumbariyana, Aupamanyava, Aurpavibha,
Katthakya, Kautsa, Kraustuki, Carmasiras, Taitiki, Varsyayani, Sataba-
laksa, Maudgalya, Sékapﬁr}i, Sthaulasthivi are indeed not mentioned by
the authors of the Pratisakhyas and Panini; this is however to be notic-
ed that four of them, Aurpavabha, Katthakya, Kraustuki and Sﬁkapﬁryi
are referred to in the Brhaddevata, a work which is ascribed to Saunaka
and whose subject is to some extent closely connected with the Nirukta,

First of all let us take as well-founded the fact that while Yaska is
mentioned by Saunaka, Saunaka by Katyayana and the author of the
Atharvana Pratisikhya, Panini has never been mentioned in the
Nirukta and the Pratisakhyas. Now, with regard to Yaska, Professor
Goldstiicker (p. 225) says ‘“not knowing the grammar of Panini is
tantamount to having preceded it,” and I think the same is applicable
to Sakala Pratisikhya in a much higher degree. Regarding Yaska it
may rather very well be urged that he who is concerned with ety-
mology and interpretation need not necessarily refer to grammatical
authorities and particularly to the system of Papini. As regards
bes‘l however which is the main subject of the Sﬁkala—l’rﬁtiéékhya,
there is no such excuse, Vyakarapa and Siksa, grammar and phone-
tics are and were from time immemorial inseparable and it is a great
advantage of Indian grammar that from the very beginning it received
firm support from Siksd or phonetics.

Now let us go one step further, and while on the one hand we never
find Panini’s phonetic or grammatical theories quoted in the Sikala-
pratiS$akhya, we see on the other hand that Panini, when he comes to
speak on points of Siksa, refers to earlier authorities and particularly
quotes Sz‘ikalya, the founder of the Sakala Pratisakhya, exactly on
those points which are dealt with in this Pratisakhya.

Before we discuss this subject more minutely, we must first try to
render the relation of Sakalya to our Pratisakhya a little clearer., We
must attribute the composition or the final redaction of our work to
Saunaka according to the Indian tradition.! About the question, in
what form this branch of instruction existed before the time of Saunaka,
the opinions of wvarious scholars naturally differ, according as they
admit of the existence of an oral tradition in a larger or smaller
quantity, Sikalya always remains the recognised founder of the phonetic
discipline for the Sakalas and the work of Saunaka gives us the final
form of the science founded by Sﬁkalya and developed by his followers,

1 Already in Gana Kartakaujapau we find Sakalasunakah,
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Sikalya is already known to Yaska (VI. 28) as the Padakira of the
Rgveda. If then the present word-division of the Pada text goes
back to him, it is not at all surprising that those rules also should
belong to him according to which the Pada text has been converted
into the Samhita text. The book, which contains these rules and whose
authorship is attributed to Saunaka, is called Sakalam and the people
who follow this Sakala manual are called Sakalas. These three words,
Séka]yah, Salkalam and éﬁkalah should be studiously differentiated.

If we now first examine the phraseology of the Pratisakhya, we
find that Saunaka uses all the three words.

Saunaka quotes Sﬁkalya (Sttra 199) as authority for a rule, that,
when two short 7 s are joined and also in all Ksaipra and Abhinihita
sandhis, the resulting syllable will have the Svarita, provided the
first vowel is Udatta, This shows that Sﬁkalya’s rules were not confined
only to the Pada text but also touched points which were of signi-
ficance only for the Samhita text. Now Saunaka however goes further
and says that another teacher, Manduakeya (this is the correct spelling of
the name and not Mandukeya, as it appears in the text), recommends
the Svarita not only on the occasion of two short 7 s, but in all Praslista
joinings.¥ Thus it is clear that already before the time of Saunaka
various views about the accentuation of the text in the Samhita were
prevalent and that Sékalya was only one of the many teachers who
fixed the text in the shape as we have it to-day.

With regard to accentuation Sﬁkalya is again quoted by name in
sitra 208, and here he appears along with !Xnyatareya, while in
siitra 739 where he has been mentioned as authority for a technical
term, namely for the word Samipadya, which covers a number
of phonetic changes such as satva, npatva, the Samavasa sandhis
and the upacara, he again appears along with two other teachers,
Vyali and Gargya.

Judging by these passages we should then take our Sikalya to be
an ancient scholar who had not only fixed the Pada text but also had
made a number of rules about the accents and phonetics in general,
which were propagated in the school of the Sikalas from teacher to
pupil and were finally brought into that form by Saunaka in which
we possess it to-day., Now however it should be noticed that this

* The Manduki Siksd (ed. by Bhagavaddatta) contains no such
rule, but some of the verses of this Siksa and the Bk-pratisakhya are
very much alike (see Ibid,, introd,, p. 10). G.

1.H.Q., SEPTEMBER, 1927 23
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Sika]ya in one passage (siitra 185) has been called stiavira, i.e. the
ancient or the most ancient. It issaid there that in the opinion of
revered Sakalya, the second vowel is assimilated to the first, where,
0 and @, and ¢ and @ form the so-called Pracya-paiicala-hiatus,
but Saunaka does not approve of this assimilation. This is at least
the interpretation of Uvata, though some other interpretation too
would not be injurious to our arguments. Here then we have S:‘nkalya
as the representative of a theory which Saunaka does not approve, and
this leads us to another passage where the ancient Sakalya or as he is
called there, the father of Sakalya, seems to be pitted agajl1st another
S;‘Lkalya, so that we would have to accept not one but two Sakalyas as
authorities on Siksa. In Sitra 223 it is said that the father of Sﬁkalya
changes every & into ¢/ when any one of the first letters of vargas
(i.c. Z,c,t etc.) follows, while in Sitra 232 it is said that éékalya does not
allow the change of § into ¢4 after ¢, if this ¢ represents an original &
If this interpretation is correct, we must at all events accept two
Sakalyas, I must however admit that without further support such an
assumption must temain problematic in the first place. If we had no
commentary before us, it would have appeared most natural that siitra
223 contains the general rule and that Siitra 232 is to be regarded as a
necessary limitation which could however be given only after the change
of a # into ¢ had been prescribed by Siitra 230. (See Sitra 392).
It seemed to me even better to take the Satras 23i and 232 to be
one, in which case the purport would be that Sz’xkalya, although he
allows the change of § to ¢/ after one of the firsts (i. e. 4, 1, etc.), forbids
this change when final ¢ is secondary and the outcome of a 2 Only
the quite extraordinary mention of Sakalya in Satra 223 is a stumbling
block in the way of this interpretation which in that case would have
to be taken as a compound, father é»e‘zkalya, like Kathadhirta.

Now it is difficult to see why Sakalya is referred to by name only
in these few passages ; yet it seems to occur only there where, after
the foundation of the phonetic rules by Sﬁkalya, later difference of
opinion had arisen among the ancient teachers, and where it was
thus of particular importance for the Sakalas to know with certainty
the opinion of Sakalya, ) '

Going further, we find the word Sakalam used as (the name
of the Pratisakhya. This appears most clearly in Sttra 633, where
it is said that in the;Krama text, groups of two words are not sufficient
for the purposes of the Krama, and there it is further said that
one can refer to the Sakala which expressly prescribes Kramas of three
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or more words. This passage is found in the Patala called Kramahetu
whose later origin renders all the more understandable such a reference
to the Sakalam as authority.

In other passages where the word Sikala is used, we must take it
in a somewhat wider sense, namely as Sikala theory or Sakala
school, Thus we read in Siitra 76 that the # is lengthened by éz’tfcala;
Stkalena draghital.. Here one would be inclined to take Sakala to be
a synonym of the Pada-text, for the lengthening described there takes
place only in the Pada-text. This sense would however be too narrow
for the other passages. In siitra 300 for example, Sakala refers to
phonetic changes, a few of which, at least if we accept the first
interpretation by Uvata of S. 360, may be of significance only
for a Samhita text, and there the word thus must necessarily be taken
to mean Sakala theory or Sakala school. Again we find it in S, 3906,
where it is said that according to Sz‘xkala, between / and Usmans, and,
if we accept the Anuvrtti of the commentator, between % and 4%
(in khyati),» and between p and § (in rap§ati), a pause takes place;
also that all final SparSas excepting® »2 take pause when they are
followed by initial », », ©, or Usmans. This paused pronunciation
is then again defined in Stitra 400 as belonging to the school of the
Sakalas and according to Sitra 403 it is extended by other teachers
also over other cases.

Now that this Sikala actually signifies the school of the Sakalas
may be clearly seen from a passage, where in the same connection the
Sikalas are mentioned in the plural, Thus in Sitra 673 (again of
Kramahetu Patala) it is said that the Sakalas follow the system of
Sthitopasthita, which so far as I can see, refers to the Pada-text as well
as to the Krama text, In Stra 631 however the Sikalas are mentioned
with unambiguous reference to the Krama text. Finally in Sutra 65
it is said that the Sikalas particularly advocate the nasalisation of a
final vowel of three Matras, acaryalastraparilopaketaval, so that
the 'work of their master may not suffer any harm, i.e. they
had to specially mention the case in RV. X, 146, I, because the 3
of thres maitras is not included among the eigit vowels of the manual

1 In Krama a £ will have to be supplied before the kh of khyati, G,

2 Though the literal translation would be preceding, 1 have dared
to use the word evcepting in its place in order to get a clear sense,
The purport of course remains unaffected, m being the last of the
spar§as,—G.
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of Sakalya, and its nasalisation too is not provided for by the general
rule in Siitra 64.

This Acarya or teacher is also mentioned in another passage of
the Sakala-Pratiséakhya, namely in Sttra 52. Here it is said that the
teacher defines the root of the tongue and the palate to be the proper
place for ¢ and that his d becomes [ between vowels, his d/ becomes and
Ik, This teacher is here called Vedamitra or the friend of the Veda.

This much appears from these passages that .Sal\al) a, the author of
the Pada-text was the chief authority of the Sakalas, even where in
course of time difference of opinion had arisen and that our Pratisakhya
was meant for these Sakalas for whom Saunaka, as he clearly says,
alse composed his AnukramanI.

Besides Sakalya, only a very few teachers are mentioned by name in
this Pratisikhya, none so often as .Sa]\alya. Only Sal«lt«l) ana, Gargya
and Vyali are mentioned more than once and we may very well con-
sider these threec to be the most important authorities of that time
alter Sikalya. )

We learn but very little about Sikatiyana, namely, that at the end
of words he recommended the first letters (of vargas) (Sit. 17), and that
in splitting up the diphthongs into their elements, he always made @
the first member and 7 or # the second.

Of Girgya we learn that he preferred the third letters (of vargas)
at the end (Siitra 16) and that he had made rules about krama-groups
(S. 629, 638), and agreed with Sakalya and Vyali regarding the use
of samipadya (S. 739). i

Besides this agreement with Sakalya and Gargya it is further said
about Vyili, that he had made rules about the accent (S. 214), specially
about the accent in the Pada or Krama text (S. 209); that, he had his
own views about Abhinidhana or the pause between two consonants
(S. 419); and finally, that, he recommended two different pronuncia-
tions for the Anusvara, not only the regular one, i.e. in the nose alone,
but also another, in the nose and the mouth (S. 745). )

The other teachers who are further mentioned in the Pratisikhya
occupy a much inferior place. Bibhravya has been once quoted as
the teacher of the Krama (S. 676) where the commentator calls him
Pagicala'. Yaska appears in the well-known passage (S. 993) as a
metrical authority *; Mindikeya is once referred to on account of his

1 Cf. Pap, 1V, 1, 106, Babhravyah Kausikyah,
2 Presumably this Yaska has been quoted by Pingala, Chand,
Sy, 111, 30—G.
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difference of opinion with Sz‘zkalya regarding the accent of Praslistas
(S. 200) ; and Anyatareya is once mentioned as agreeing with S:‘lkalya
about a rule of accent (S. 208). As regards Pracyas and Paicilas,
they occur only in the terminus technicus Pracya-Padavrtti and
Paiicala-Padavrtti (S. 137, 186) ; yet we can see clearly, that this gram-
matical technical term is ascribed to the Paiicalas and Pracyas by the
author of the Pratisakhya, and it depends on our interpretation of
Siitra 186 whether we should consider that the Sakala deviates from the
general rule in the pronunciation of this Pracya and Paiicala Hiatus.

Now turning to Panini we find, as said before, that he once quotes
the Pratisakhya verbatim and indeed for a theory upon which the
Pratisakhya is based,—namely that the Samhitd owes its origin to the
Padas, i.e. the rules of forming the Samhita are taught in such a manner
that the padas are considered as primary and the rules according to
which they must be changed in order’to form the Samhiti as dependent
on them, This however is not all, Panini quotes Sikalya four times by
name and every time for things which are very closely connected with
-Siksa. I have already spoken about these quotations in my History of
Ancient Sanskrit Literature (p. 140) and have shown there that their
wording resembles rather the Pratisikhya of the Atharva-veda than our
Pratisakhya, I admit that it is not yet quite clear to me how this is to
be explained. At all events however I am quite sure of this about
our Pratisakhya that it contains all the rules for which Panini quotes
Sakalya as authority. This requires a closer examination,

Papini I, 1, 16 says sambuddhau Sakalyasyetivanirse i.e. the
vowel o0 in the vocative, remains unchanged, when the non-vedic 7# of
Sakalya follows, This appears to me to be the best interpretation
though with the commentators we may translate it thus: According
to Saka]ya, i.e. not necessarily, not universally, o in the vocative
remains unchanged before the non-vedic 77, This rule reappears in the
Atharvana Pr ratisakhya (I, 81) as I showed before, partly with the same
wode,—amantrzmm Ztavanirse, and had not Panini mentioned ga]xal)a
by name, it would have appeared as if he has intentionally chosen the
same word which is found in the Atharvana Pratisakhya. Although
not in the same words, yet to the same effect in substance, Sikalya also
teaches in our Pmtlsal\hya, first in S. 69, that the o of the vocative
is called Pragrhya ; then in S. 155, that Pragrhyas remain unchanged
when 27 follows, Now that according to Sakalya, the final o, although

called  Pragrhya, remains unchanged only before this non-vedic 77,
is clearly seen in S, 157, when compared with S, 132, 135, 138,
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Panini refers to Sﬁka]ya for the second time in vIII, 3, 19 with re-
ference; to the elision of the final ¥ or v,allowed by him, when it is preced-
ed by a short  and an initial vowelt with the exception of & follows.§
This is likewise found in our Pratiséakhya. It is said (1)in S. 129, that a/
and ax become & when they are followed by an initial vowel, i.e., their
last element, y or v, is dropped ; (2)in S. 132, that ¢ and o become @ when
an initial vowel with the exception of a follows, i.e., similarly again,
their last element, ¥ or o, is dropped. So far therefore Panini was quite
right in quoting Sakalya as authority for the elision of the final y
or v, and the fact, that the Pratisakhya provides for the insertion of v
after the @ and g of 0 and au by Sitra 135, excepting when the following
vowel is a labial, does not affect the statement of Panini, specially as
he is concerned only with the vaiious possible treatments of the
diphthongs ¢, a7, 0 and au§§. At all events this objection would be
valid against the Atharvana Pratisakhya which by 11, 21 provides for
the elision of y and v under similar circumstances, then however by
11, 22, makes an exception of v after @, and indeed before all vowels,
while our Pratis§akhya would not have allowed the retention or the
insertion of this v before the following # (S, 135, compare Vajasaneyi
Pratisakhya, v, 125).

It is remarkable that our PratiS$akhya which often quotes Sikatﬁyana,
does not do so in the passage we are concerned with. Sikatﬁyana
taught, as we know from Panini, VIII, 3, 18, that these final semivowels
should not be dropped but should be softly pronounced. The commen-
tary explains this soft pronunciation (leghuprayatna) by a relaxation
of the tip, the side, the middle and the root of the tongue. This theory
of Sakatiyana is so well'known to the author of the Atharvana
Pratisakhya that among the pcssible terminal sound of words dealt with
inI, 9, he specially mentions the adhisparsa sound when the semivowels y

1 Auslautender in the text must be a typographical mistake for
anlautender, G.

§ The rule of Panini is manifestly somewhat different. Pinini
sometimes drops the final y or v preceded by a or @ when a letter of
the a§ pratyihara follows and not merely vowels excepting @ as Max
Miiller puts it. G.

§§ It is quite clear that both Sikalya and Panini had the diphthongs
in view though of course gikalya’s treatment is infinitely clumsier and
it cannot therefore be denied that Sika]ya in S, 135 actually strikes a
a discordant tune, G.
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and v are not padya in their usual ponunciation. This adhisparsa is then
explained in the Pratisakhya, 11, 24 by leSavrtti and is ascribed to
Sakatayana just as Panini ascribes the laghuprayatna to him (see
Vajasaney i Pratisakhya, 1V, 125 ; Atharvana Pratisakhya, I, o,
and II, 24),

For the third time Panini mentions Sﬁkalya in VI, 1, 127. Here he
says that according to Sz‘skalya the final 7, %, #, before dissimilar vowels
remain unchanged, and adds that these vowels become short, Now, for
this shortening no authority is found in the Pratisakhya. If we admit
that Panini wished to ascribe to this grammarian only this unchange-
a}aleness of the vowel, inasmuch as he placed the word /Zrasval. after
Sakalyasya, then he was quite right in quoting Sﬁkalya, for no other
Pratisakhya has more exhaustive rules by which the final vowel remains
unchanged before the initial vowel than our Pratisakhya, from Satra 155
on words.? It should also be considered herewith that the Siitra imme-

Adiatcly following, Panini VI, 1, 128, according to which certain vowels

before # remain unchanged aud, if long, are shortened, is presented
by the commentator under the authority of Sakalya and that for this
siitra too analogies are found in the Siakala Prati¢ikhya in Siitras
136, 168, '

Now we come to the last and the most important passage
in which Papini quotes Sékalya. It was thought until now that
there is nothing corresponding to what is here ascribed to Sika]ya
in the Pratisakhya, In VIII, 4, 51, Panini says that according
to Sz‘lkalya reduplications of consonants in compound letters
may be omitted everywhere. Now if we examine the Sitra 390 of
the Pratisakhya, it appears as if the Sakala school allowed the
omission of the varpakrama only when the compound letter is
initial and the preceding final vowel is a long one. But I think
that Panini’s rule shows us the right way in which the sutra
is to .be interpreted and, in any case, Papini interpreted it
as if that the anuvrtti of padadil and dirghena is suspended
and consequently it becomes that the Sakalas omit the reduplication
of a consonant in a samyoga in all the cases which are mentioned
in Satras 378 and the following. Here Papini serves us just like a
commentary to the Pratisakhya and authorises us to give preference
to that of the two interpretations of the later commentators which

1 Passages such as 163, 4 8 O» 13 one of course beyond the
scope of Panini,
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the ancient Grammarian himself approved. Moreover there is no reason
at all to take the word Sakala here in the sense of the Fada text for
Sakala in no other passage has such a narrow sense, and specially in
this sixth patala it occurs twice where itis impossible to interpret it
in that way.

Partly to prove this and partly to present clearly the object of this
wholc patala, I give here a short sketch of the same. Though this
patala seems at first sight to have little to do with the main question
we are concerned with, yet it will prove to be not altogether useless
for our purpose, inasmuch as it clearly presents before our cyes the
high degree of development of the science of phonetics in the ancient
Parisads and thus affords us a comparison of the same with meagre

phonetic aphorisms of P:‘ngini.

BATAKRISHNA GHOSII
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