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ARSA VERSUS ANARSA IN PANINI AND ALLIED
LITERATURE

Madbav M. Deshpande

Panini uses the term andrsa in rule P.1.1.16 (sambuddhau Sakalyasyetav andarse).
This rule literally says: “According to Sakalya, a vocative singular in -o is termed
pragrbya when it is followed by an it/ that does not come from a Rsi.” A full
consideration of this rule raises several interesting and important issues, and I
would like to go over these issues in this paper.

The clearest elements of this rule are the terms sambuddbau “in the case of a
vocative singular” and itau “before the word i#”. The terms ot (“ending in -0”) and
pragrhya are inherited from the preceding rules. The purpose of calling some-
thing pragrhya is clear enough: the word does not enter into a sandhi combination
with words that follow if they begin with a vowel (cf. P.6.1.125 pluta-pragrhya aci
nityam).

However, the terms Sakalyasya and andrse (modifying itau) raise important
questions. The first term, Sakalyasya, is understood by the tradition as a refer-
ence to the opinion of the scholar Sakalya. However, the tradition beginning
with Katyayana assumes that Sanskrit is an eternal language. This concept
does not allow for the restricted occurrence of words. Under the weight of this
conception, Katyayana and his successors interpreted references to scholars and
regions as mere signs of respect (pija), treating all such references as indications
of general unrestricted options. With such an understanding, this rule would
come to be understood as teaching a general option for a vocative ending in -o to
enter or not to enter into sandhi with a following it/ that does not come from a
Rsi. However, such an understanding of the rule completely effaces the historical
reality of the actual referent of the rule.

Paul Thieme (1935: 4) and Deshpande (1978) have argued that these references
to teachers’ names must be taken to reflect their opinions and practices. The
specific reference to Sakalya and to the possibility of an drsa vocative in -o being
followed by a non-drsa iti leads us to look at the Padapatha of the Rgveda, which
was ascribed by tradition to Sakalya. Thieme (1935: 4) states unequivocally:
“There can be no doubt that Panini is alluding to Sakalya as the author of the RV
Padapatha, in the same manner as Yaska (Nirukta, 6.28).” As this rule refers to
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86 MabpHAV M. DESHPANDE

the contrast between the Rgveda Samhita and Sakalya’s Padapatha, it can apply
only to Sakalya’s Padapatha.

In the last statement above, both the qualifications are important. This rule
(P.1.1.6) is intended to apply only to the Padapatha, not to the Sambhita.” This
is significant, considering that other rules of Panini are not always restricted in
this manner. For instance, consider P.1.1.13 ($e). This rule simply says that words
ending in the suffix -se (i.e. forms like asme, yusme, tve, and me) are called pragrhya.
Applicable in Vaidika as well as Laukika Sanskrit, the rule is not restricted to the
context of iti. Thus, this rule can apply to the Vedic example asmé indrabrbaspati
(RV 4.49.4), as well as to yusmé iti, asmé iti, tvé iti, and mé iti. Thieme (1935: 2) points
out that while the Kasika calls these four latter examples laukikam anukaranam,
“they are, however, taken from nowhere else but the Padapatha. Because the
commentator did not know of any Samhita passages that could illustrate yusné,
etc. being treated as pragrhya, he had recourse to the analysed text, which had to
mark them as such in any case by adding an 7#i. The Padapatha, however, was not
recognized as a sacred text (chandas), but considered a profane work (laukika).”
See also the note on CA 1.3.15.

While Thieme is undoubtedly right in saying that these four examples in the
Kasika must be citations from the Padapatha, we need to recognize a basic fact
that the rule itself is not restricted to the Samhita and the Padapatha, but applies
to all known Sanskrit. It is not restricted by a term like $akalyasya in P.1.1.16, and
hence the doctrine taught in P.1.1.13 is a universal doctrine. Thus, while P.1.1.13
applies to all known Sanskrit without exception, P.1.1.16 applies to a restricted
domain. Theoretically, one can think of four situations:

S, arsavocative singular in -0 + arsa iti

S, drsavocative singular in -o + andrsa iti
S, anarsa vocative singular in -o + anarsa iti
S, anarsa vocative singular in -0 + drsa iti

Since the rule (P.1.1.16) clearly states, “when followed by anarsa it”, it is obvious
that it has nothing to say about the situations S, and §,, even if such situations
were to occur in usage. While S, is illustrated by the VS example brabmabandhav
iti, S, is rather difficult to think of. Clearly, the rule applies to situation S,.

1 Itis difficult to find Samhita examples of a vocative in -o followed by it7. The Caturadhyayibhasya
on CA 1.3.19 offers the example brabmabandhav ity abravit from the Vajasaneyi-Sambhita 10.6,
where the vocative is not a pragrhya and enters into sandhi with the following iti.
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Theoretically, we cannot exclude situation S, from the application of this rule.
Though it is the case that an andrsa vocative singular in -o followed by an anarsa
iti does not occur in the Padapatha, one might wonder about laukika usage of
Sanskrit. Is the term andrsa in this rule meant to apply to all non-Vedic or laukika
Sanskrit? Or does it apply to only the RV Padapatha of Sakalya?

While the term andrsa could apply, in principle, to all linguistic usage that
does not come from a Rsi, it seems certain that it has a rather limited scope in
its actual use. Panini himself uses another term, upasthita (P.6.1.129 aplutavad
upasthite), which is explained by Patafijali as anarsab itikaranah. However, the
clearest usage of andrsa is found in RPR (3.23), where it is identical with anarsab
itikaranah. In any case, circumstantial evidence seems to suggest that the term
anarsa is not used to refer to all laukika usage of Sanskrit, but that it refers
primarily to non-Sambhita elements added to the Padapatha and secondarily to
other modes of Vedic recitation like Krama. Thus, P.1.1.16 would seem to apply
only to specific sequences in the Padapatha. But, at the same time, we must keep
in mind that Panini is specifically referring to Sakalya’s Padapatha of the Rgveda.

This specificity may be explored for the historical information it provides about
Panini’s state of awareness about various Vedic and post-Vedic texts. Was Panini
only aware of Sakalya’s RV Padapatha? Did he not know any other Padapathas?
Certainly, rule P.6.1.129 (aplutavad upasthite) seems to apply to the Padapatha
sequences of an drsa word followed by the anarsa iti, and yet the qualifying term
Sakalyasya seen in P.1.1.16 does not occur in P.6.1.129. This could possibly indicate
that Panini was at least aware of some other Padapathas in which this phenom-
enon was present, and that in terms of this specific rule, there was no difference
of opinion that he could observe. We have today no specific information on other
Padapathas known to Panini. However, the doctrine taught in P.1.1.16, as far as
Panini’s knowledge is concerned, was limited to the RV Padapatha of Sakalya.

Were all linguistic phenomena attributed by Panini to Sakalya limited to his
RV Samhita and/or Padapatha? This is a difficult question to answer historically.
Consider the following sequences:

hare + ehi
visno + iha
Sriyai + udyatab

gurau + utkab
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In these sandhi sequences, P.6.1.78 (eco’yavayavab) teaches that e, o, ai, and au,
when followed by a vowel, are replaced by ay, av, ay, and av, respectively. Thus,
we get the following results:

haray + ebi > barayehi

visnav + itha > visnaviba

Sriyay + udyatah > Sriyayudyatah
gurav + utkab > guravutkab

These would seem to represent Panini’s basic dialect of Sanskrit. However,
P.8.3.18 (lopab Sakalyasya) presents Sakalya’s view that under the same circum-
stances, the final y and v of ay, av, ay, and av are deleted (and there is no further
recombination). This gives us the following results:

haray + ehi > baragebi

visnav + iha > visnagtiba

Sriyay + udyatab > Sriyagtudyatab
gurav + utkab > guragtutkab

While P.8.3.18 gives us a Sikalyan doctrine, there is no mention of whether it
applies to arsa or andrsa usage. It would seem, therefore, that the rule is gener-
ally applicable to certain forms of Sanskrit. One could possibly assume that the
RV Samhita of Sikalya known to Panini would have followed this doctrine of
Sakalya. However, the RV Samhita of Sakalya [of the Saisiriya subschool] known
to the RPR (2.28—31), as well as to us today, does not seem to consistently follow
Sikalya’s doctrine as laid out in P.8.3.18. The RV Samhita, as we have it, shows
vayav a (< vayo+d, RV 1.2.1), but vaya ukthebhib (< vayo+ukthebhib, RV 1.2.2).
In any case, we begin to make some important distinctions. Returning to
P.1.1.16 (sambuddhau Sakalyasyetav anarse), let us assume that, as far as Panini was
concerned, this phenomenon was limited to Sakalya’s RV Padapatha. This raises
some important questions. Perhaps in later times, this phenomenon spread to
other Padapathas, though not to all of them.* For instance, CA 1.3.19 (@mantritam
cetav andrse) teaches the same doctrine for the Padapatha of the Saunakiya AV

2 As Thieme (1935: 4) notes, the Padapathas of the Samaveda and the Taittiriya Samhita do not
show the practice of having vocative singulars in -o followed by #ti. But the Padapatha of the
Saunakiya AV does show this feature. The Padapatha of the Kanva VS (2.1.9) shows visno iti visno.



Arsa versus andrsa in Panini and Allied Literature 89

without making any reference to Sakalya. One may assume that by the time the
CA was composed, this doctrine was widely followed and there was no need to
identify it with Sakalya any longer.

In any case, what is the source of these features in Sakalya’s Padapatha? Where
does Sakalya get this idea? Whitney, on CA 1.3.19 (= Whitney’s APr 1.81), after
discussing in detail the treatment of this phenomenon in the various Prati§akhyas,
raises an important issue: “This whole state of things is something very peculiar.
Why, when the o of vayo is really no more exempt from change than the e of
agne, should it be regarded by all the pada-texts as a pragrhya, causing so much
trouble to the different treatises to explain its treatment?” I have not seen in
previous research, nor have I been able to come up with, a proper explanation
for the origin of this phenomenon. My only suggestion is that peculiarities in
Sakalya’s Sanskrit dialect might be the underlying cause for this rule that applies
to vocatives in -0, but not to vocatives in -e. On the other hand, it is clear that
this rule (P.1.1.16) applies only to the combination of an drsa vocative in -0 and
an andrsa iti. We know that it does not apply to purely Samhita sequences. If
it did apply within Sakalya’s own dialect, one would have to note other differ-
ences between Sakalya’s dialect and the Samhita. Cardona (1991) has made an
important contribution in this direction, explaining certain features of Sakalya’s
Padapatha to be forms of his dialect (cf. daksi of the RV Samhita versus dbaksi
of the RV Padapatha). Cardona (1991: 126) says: “I think it proper to consider,
with earlier scholars, that the types daks- and dhaks- are respectively archaic and
modern. Now, in Sikalya’s dialect, as in the language that Panini describes, the
modern type dhaks- is the norm.” However, Cardona does not extend the same
dialectal explanation to account for the position of Sakalya expressed in P.1.1.16.
There is too much that we do not fully know.

Finally, I would like to note that certain of Panini’s rules (like 1.1.16 and
6.1.129) refer to sequences in the Padapatha where an drsa expression is followed
by the andrsa iti, Panini does not record the repetitions of the type x it/ ¥, which
occur occasionally in the Padapatha and more frequently in the Kramapatha. For
example, consider:

From Jata for AV 15.1.1: ESIRINEIGESIERIGE
From Jata for AV 15.1.4: H El_éasiﬁllﬂ gl oa_ol': |
From Jata for AV 15.1.8: S&dI é_gl%l_ﬂ godl - |

In these sequences, the portion after it/ almost looks like a new beginning for
accentual marking, though there is no gap between it and this portion. The
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accentuation of such cases of segments after it7 emerges as an important concern.
While we have no idea how Panini or Sakalya viewed such sequences, the RPR
(3.23) presents Vyadi’s view on this matter:

parigrabe tv andrsantat tena vaikaksarikrtat /
paresam nyasam acaram vyadis tau cet svarau parau //

“Vyadi, however, maintains the usage of the Anudatta [or rather sannatara in
our notation] accent for those syllables, which, in the Parigraha (= Parihara)
repetitions, either follow the andrsa [word iti] or are euphonically combined
with it, if [such syllables] are followed by either an Udatta or a Svarita
[syllable].”

As I have noted earlier, here the word anarsa itself is used as a short form for
an andrsa-iti, denoting the very restricted context in which the word andrsa is
used in these texts. It is not clear whether everyone followed Vyadi’s doctrine.
It seems to have been followed by the Jatapatha of the Saunakiya AV. However,
repetitions in the RV tradition of vikrti recitation do not seem to follow this
doctrine, as seen in the following example (RV 1.1.1):

TAYTAA Y TGLASHTAH, rather than TAUTAH AL SETAH

From this brief description of the issues involved in understanding the historical
context of rules like P.1.1.16, it seems clear that recitational variations like the
Padapatha, as well as more complicated variations like the Kramapatha and
Jatapatha, produced linguistic expressions that required creative solutions. These
synthetic linguistic expressions combined sub-segments that belonged to different
historical periods, giving rise to important issues of linguistic performance and
description. Rules dealing with the formation of Padapatha, Kramapatha, and
Jatapatha® demonstrate this complicated situation and the efforts of grammarians
and reciters to deal with it. Historically, the very presence of synthetic expres-
sions that combined linguistic material from different diachronic eras and the
need to deal with such expressions add one more reason why the Sanskrit gram-
marians refused to take the diachronic dimension of language seriously. In their

3 The Jatapatha, which contains the abbaab ordering of the original Samhita words ab, poses
particularly difficult problems of how to recite segments with inverted order and how to inte-
grate the inverted segment ba with the preceding and following ab segments. These reverse-
order segments are termed anarsa by Devasthali (Introduction to Vedavikrtilaksanasamgraha,
p. xxi), though no traditional treatise uses this term to refer to these segments. For a detailed
discussion, see Devasthali (Introduction to Vedavikrti-laksanasamgraha), Deshpande (1994), and
Introduction to Deshpande (2002).
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own cultural world, they were faced with an exactly opposite situation: how to
effectively control the recitational and ritual mixture of various diachronic (and
derivational)* states of Sanskrit.
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