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Abstract: The 12"-century Pali grammar by the Sinhalese elder Moggallana called
Moggallanavyakarana and its auto-commentary Vutti are heavily indebted to the
Candravyakarana and its Vrtti. Similarly the Moggallanaparicika written by the
same author is closely linked to the Candravyakaranapaiijika composed by the
Sinhalese monk-scholar Ratnamati in the 10" century. In order to demonstrate
the close relationship between the two Paiijikas, and to highlight the importance
of studying them side by side, a sample text of the Candravyakaranapafijika on
CV 2.2.1 from the Cambridge Add.1657.1 and the Moggallanaparicika 3.1 are pre-
sented in this article with an English translation. The subsequent discussion ex-
emplifies how the study of these two texts together is not only useful, but also
mandatory for ensuring any further progress in their textual study. It underlines
the importance of the Candravyakaranapafijika in understanding the text of the
Moggallanaparicika and Moggallana’s grammatical ideology in the broader con-
text of the changing trends in the Pali grammatical literature of Sri Lanka. It also
suggests the utility of such a study for the understanding of the methodology
adopted by Moggallana to translate scholastic Sanskrit into Pali.

Candragomin’s Sabdalaksana (5™ century CE),' popularly known as the Candra-
vyakarana, is an attempt to revise Panini’s Astadhyayi. Soon this new grammar
became popular and evolved into a full-fledged grammatical school independent
of the Paninian system. The major known commentarial works of the Candra tra-
dition are:
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draft of this paper and making valuable suggestions.

1 For the date of Candragomin, see Oberlies 1989, 11-14; 1996, 269-275.
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1. Dharmadasa’s Candravrtti (c. 6® century CE)? on the Candrasitras
Three Parijikas on the Candravrtti:
a. Ratnamati’s (c. 900-980 CE) Candravyakaranapatijika (c. 920s—
930s)*
b. Parnacandra’s Sabdalaksanavivaranapatfijika (sometime between
the 6" and the beginning of the 12 century CE)*
c. Sumati’s Sumatipafijika (second half of the 10" century CE)°
3. Three commentaries on the Candravyakaranapaiijika:
a. Sariputta’s Candralamkara (first quarter of the 12 century CE)®
b. Anandadatta’s Ratnamatipaddhati (middle of the 12 century CE)’
c. Ratnadatta’s Nibandha (after the 10* century CE)?

2 Cf. Oberlies 1989 and 1996. For an overview of the controversy regarding the authorship and
date of the Candrasiitra and the Candravrtti, see Vergiani 2009.

3 For a detailed discussion on the date of this erudite Sri Lankan monk-scholar and his Parijika,
see Dimitrov 2016, esp. 599 ff.

4 Being a commentary on the Candravrtti, the lower limit of the Sabdalaksanavivaranapafijika
is 6™ century CE. Since Piirnacandra as well as his Sabdalaksanavivaranapafijikd and the
Dhatuparayana are mentioned in Subhiticandra’s (c. 1060-1140 CE) Kavikamadhenu commen-
tary (c. 1110-1130 CE) on the Amarakosa and in Anandadatta’s Ratnamatipaddhati (cf. below),
the upper limit of Piirnacandra can be safely assumed to be the end of the eleventh century or
the beginning of the twelfth century (Deokar Lata 2014, 58ff, Dimitrov 2016, 664). After compar-
ing a number of passages from the Sabdalaksanavivaranapafijika of Pirnacandra with the par-
allel passages in Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranapafijika, Dimitrov (2016, 687) expresses doubt re-
garding the exact chronology of the two works. He says: ‘Neither the passage quoted above [see
ibid., p. 684] nor any other passage from the Sabdalaksanavivaranaparijika consulted by us so
far permits us to determine confidently whether Piirnacandra’s work has been influenced by
Ratna or whether it was written before him.” According to Dimitrov (2016, 688) ‘[t]he question of
Pirnacandra’s date, therefore, needs to be investigated further, and more evidence is required.’
5 Dimitrov 2016, 690: ‘... this commentary was composed by a scholar from the Kathmandu Val-
ley less than a century, perhaps just a few decades, after Ratna had written his Candravyakarana-
parjika.’

6 A detailed discussion on the date of this learned Sinhalese monk can be found in Dimitrov
2010, 46; 2016, 601, n. 8.

7 For a detailed discussion of Anandadatta’s date, cf. Dimitrov 2016, 626, 676, and 687.

8 In the absence of a manuscript of the Candravyakaranapariijika on the portion for which the
text of the Nibandha is available, Dimitrov compared the available portion of the latter with the
corresponding portion in Anandadatta’s Paddhati. After comparing the two texts, Dimitrov
(2016, 696) remarks that ‘[i]t is safe to reach this conclusion after observing that, for example, in
the commentary on Can. 1.4.34 and 1.4.39 both Anandadatta’s Ratnamatipaddhati and the work
contained in the Cambridge fragment share the same pratikas (!) which prove that both authors
have been commenting upon the same text, namely, the Candravyakaranapaiijika.” Regarding
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The textual and inscriptional evidence indicates that the Candravyakarana
was well-received and was also quite influential in the Buddhist academia in Sri
Lanka, Tibet, and Myanmar. In Sri Lanka, Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranapanijika
gave an impetus to the creation of new scientific treatises based on the Candra-
vyakarana. Besides the composition of Candralamkara by Sariputta mentioned
above, it inspired a simplified pedagogical handbook of the Candravyakarana
called Balavabodhana written by Mahakassapa (12" century CE).? Another Sinha-
lese monk Buddhanaga, about whom very little is known, wrote a commentary
called the Linarthadipa or Patrikaranatika some time between the middle of the
tenth and the middle of the fifteenth century.” It is a Sanskrit commentary on
another abridged version of the Candravyakarana namely the Patrikarana written
apparently by a Mahayana Buddhist of Indian origin named Gunakara.” This Sri
Lankan scholarly lineage of the Candravyakarana prepared a solid foundation for
the advent of a new school of Pali grammar based on the Candra system.

Moggallana, who flourished during the reign of King Parakkamabahu I (r.
1153-1186 CE) in the second half of the twelfth century, was a junior contempo-
rary of Sariputta. He composed all by himself three major works on the Pali gram-
mar, namely, the grammatical aphorisms (suttas) known as Saddalakkhana or
Moggallanavyakarana, their gloss named Vutti, and the commentary called
Vuttivivaranaparicika. This threefold composition replicates the Candra gram-
matical lineage consisting of the Candrasiitras, their Vrtti, and the Patijika.

As early as 1890, H. Devamitta brought out the first edition of the Moggallana-
vyakarana along with its commentary, the vutti, printed in Sinhalese script. In
this publication, the editor pointed out the relation between the Moggallana-
vyakarana, on the one hand, and the Paninian, the Candra, and the Katantra

the date of the Nibandha, Dimitrov (2016, 695) says: ‘Ratna’s date supplies, therefore, the termi-
nus post quem for Ratnadatta who cannot have composed his Nibandha any earlier than the mid-
dle of the tenth century and may have been a close contemporary of Anandadatta. The question
of Anandadatta’s and Ratnadatta’s relative chronology, however, still remains unanswered.’

9 Cf. Gornall 2013, 46, Dimitrov 2016, 565.

10 Based on the information provided by Pannasara (1958, 86—97), Dimitrov (2016, 566) states:
‘... it is possible to establish that Buddhanaga has quoted anonymously the seventh stanza from
the introductory part of the Sabdarthacinta.’ This implies that Buddhanaga certainly flourished
later than Ratnamati. Following Bechert (1987, 11) and Wijesekera (1954-55, 96), Gornall (2013,
190-191) mentions: ‘It is uncertain whether this work was also produced during the reforms
though it must have been before 1458 since Sri Rahula quotes it in his Moggallana-Paricika-Pra-
dipaya (Mogg-pd). Wijesekera, though, has tentatively linked this Buddhanaga with Sariputta’s
disciple of the same name, who authored the Vinayatthamarijiisa (Kkh-t), a commentary on the
Karikhavitarani (Kkh). For Sri Rahula’s quote, see also Dimitrov 2016, 565, n. 1.

11 Cf. Pannasara 1958, 88-90, and Dimitrov 2016, 565.
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grammars, on the other. Soon after this publication, in 1902, R. Otto Franke pub-
lished an excellent monograph on the history of Pali grammar and lexicography
entitled Geschichte und Kritik der einheimischen Pali-Grammatik und Lexicogra-
phie. In the subsequent years, he wrote two important articles concerning Mog-
gallana’s grammar. In the first of the two articles, Franke, for the first time, dis-
cussed in detail the relationship between the Moggallanavyakarana and the
Candra grammar. He prepared an elaborate concordance of parallel rules from
the Moggallanavyakarana and the Candravyakarana and also pointed out a par-
tial correspondence between the Moggallanavutti and the Candravrtti (Franke
1903, 71-95). In spite of this early breakthrough in the comparative study of these
two grammatical systems, no further advances were made for more than a cen-
tury.
In 2008, in a book entitled Technical Terms and Technique of the Pali and the
Sanskrit Grammars, 1 presented my observations on Moggallana’s indebtedness
to the Candravyakarana in terms of technical terminology, and the technique of
writing a grammar. In the following year, I published a brief comparative survey
of the samasa sections of these two grammars in an article The Treatment of Com-
pounds in the Moggallanavyakarana vis-a-vis Candravyakarana.

Alastair Gornall, in his doctoral dissertation Buddhism and Grammar: The
Scholarly Cultivation of Pali in Medieval Larika, presented a dialogical analysis of
the Pali grammatical literature of the twelfth century Larika. In this connection,
he undertook a serious comparative study of the treatment of cases in the Candra-
vrtti and the three above-mentioned works of Moggallana. By focusing on the im-
mediate texts and personalities that inspired Moggallana, Gornall claimed that
Ratnamati’s commentarial lineage influenced the creation of the new Moggallana
school of Pali grammar, and that ‘Moggallana’s use of the Candra was facilitated
by Ratnamati’s Candra-Pafijika and its commentary the Candralamkara of Sari-
putta’ (Gornall 2013, 136). He also speculated about the possible correlation be-
tween the Moggallanapaticika and the Candravyakaranaparijika on the basis of a
quotation from Sri Rahula’s Buddhippasadinitika? on the Padasadhana of
Piyadassi and from some other references to Ratnamati and his work found in the
Moggallanaparicika and its commentaries Moggallanaparicikatika by Sanghara-
kkhita and Moggallanapaficikapradipaya by Sti Rahula. Gornall could not, how-
ever, fully determine the exact scope of this correlation due to the unedited and
incomplete nature of the Candravyakaranapanijika (Gornall 2013, 89).

In November 2012, during my short visit to Germany, I had a chance to meet
Dr Dragomir Dimitrov of the University of Marburg. He was then busy working on

12 Padasadhanatika 6, 13-14 quoted and translated in Gornall 2013, 53.
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his habilitation thesis entitled The Legacy of The Jewel Mind focused on the San-
skrit, Pali, and Sinhalese works written by Ratnamati. By that time, he had al-
ready noticed the close affinity between Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranapafijika
and the Moggallanaparicika. Due to our common interest, we decided to read to-
gether selected portions of these texts. In the spring of 2013 and 2014, we further
studied the two texts along with the relevant portions from Pirnacandra’s

Sabdalaksanavivaranapafijika and Anandadatta’s Paddhati.

Our study of this important material confirmed Dimitrov’s following conclu-
sions:

1. Just as the Moggallanavyakarana and its Vutti are heavily indebted to the
Candravyakarana and its Vrtti, similarly the Moggallanapaticika is closely
linked with the Candravyakaranaparijika.

2. Piirnacandra’s Sabdalaksanavivaranapafijika is an independent commentary
on the Candravrtti.

3. Anandadatta’s Ratnamatipaddhati is a direct commentary on Ratnamati’s
Candravyakaranapafijika.

In his Legacy of the Jewel Mind Dimitrov has discussed at some length the
influence of the Candravyakaranapanijika on the Moggallanaparicika. He (2016,
606ff) has presented three passages from the Candravyakaranaparijikd, namely,
CV 2.1.85, 2.1.87, and 2.2.23, along with their parallels from the Moggallana-
paricika, namely, MV 2.32, 2.28, and 3.10 and demonstrated (2016, 22) that ‘on
many occasions the Pali commentary contains nothing less than a very precise
translation of carefully selected passages from Ratna’s seminal work.’

In the following pages, I propose to cite a sample text of the Candra-
vyakaranapafijika on CV 2.2.1 from Add.1657.1.” The text that I am going to pre-
sent is based on the excerpt provided for the first time by Dimitrov in his book,
which also includes an edition of the corresponding part of Anandadatta’s
Ratnamatipaddhati on this section (2016, 650—658). I will then supply the corre-
sponding portion from the Moggallanaparicika 3.1 in order to demonstrate the
close relationship between both texts. This will substantiate Dimitrov’s claim that

13 http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01657-00001. As summarized by Dimitrov 2016,
675, this fragmentary manuscript of fifty-five folios preserves Ratnamati’s commentary on
Candravyakarana 2.2.1-18, 2.2.19-23, 36-46, 48-81, and 83-87 covering the samasa section. The
last one or two folios of this manuscript are missing, which initially made its identification diffi-
cult. When Bruno Liebich (1862-1939) examined the said manuscript, he thought that it also
contains a part of Anandadatta’s Paddhati, like the other three manuscripts of the said text. Di-
mitrov (2016, 645 ff.) has provided evidence for the correct identification of the Cambridge frag-
ment. By juxtaposing the text of Candravyakarana 2.2.1 of this manuscript and Anandadatta’s
Paddhati, he has shown that this is a text of the Candravyakaranapafijika.
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the two works can be mutually helpful in the process of editing them. It will
clearly underline the important role of the Candravyakaranapafijika in under-
standing the text of the Moggallanaparicika and Moggallana’s grammatical ide-
ology in the broader context of the changing trends in the Pali grammatical liter-
ature. Apart from this, the comparison of the two passages will demonstrate
Moggallana’s methodology of adopting and adapting materials from the Candra
tradition.

Candrasitra:

sup supaikartham (2.2.1)

[A word ending in] a siglum sup together with [another word ending in] siglum sup forms a
single integrated meaning.

Candravrtti:

subantam subantena sahaikartham bhavatity etad adhikrtam veditavyam. sa ca prthagar-
thanam ekarthibhavah samasa ity ucyate.

‘A word ending in the siglum sup together with another word ending in the siglum sup forms
a single integrated meaning.’ This should be understood as a heading phrase (adhikara).
Furthermore, this formation of a single integrated meaning out of words having separate
meanings is called ‘a compound’.

Candravyakaranapaiijika:

sub iti prathamaikavacanam arabhya saptamibahuvacanapakarena pratyaharagrahanam.
vidhigrahananyayena tadantagrahanam ity aha: subantam ityadi.

Sup is accepted as a siglum starting from the nominative singular suffix [su] and
ending with the letter p of the locative plural suffix [sup]. As per the maxim con-
cerning the understanding of a grammatical injunction, sup is accepted as the
word ending in it. Therefore, [the Vrttikara] says subantam (‘a word ending in the
siglum sup’), and so on.

samanyoktav api yasya yena sambandhas tena saha tad ekartham bhavatiti sambandhad
vijfidyate. tadyatha: matari vartitavyam pitari Susriisitavyam iti. na cocyate svasyam svas-
minn iti. atha ca ya yasya mata yas ca yasya piteti sambandhat pratiyate. tadvad ihapi.
tenanistam na kim cid ihdpadyate. ata eva vyapeksasamarthyaparigrahaya samarthava-
canam nasritam. ekarthibhavas tv ekarthavacanenaiva samgrhitah. tendtra vrttav
ekarthibhava eva, na vakye vyapeksabhedadilaksane.

Even though it is a general statement [describing the compound of two unspecified sub-
antas), due to a relation, it is understood that a subanta forms a single integrated meaning
[only] with that subanta which is related to it. For instance, [it is said,] ‘One should attend
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However, it is not said ‘to one’s own mother’ and ‘one’s own father’. Rather, due to the re-
lation, it is understood that [the respective act is related with] the one who is one’s mother
and the one who is one’s father. It is the same here too. Hence, nothing undesirable is likely
to happen here [in the context of the present aphorism]. Therefore, [the Sttrakara] has not
resorted to the word samartha [in the aphorism] so as to imply the semantic connection in
the sense of mutual expectancy [between words]. The formation of a single integrated
meaning is rather implied by the word ekartham itself. Therefore, here in a compounded
word-formation, only the formation of a single integrated meaning is present, but not so in
an uncompounded expression, which is characterized by mutual expectancy [between
word-meanings] as well as by differentiation [of word-meanings], etc.

tatha hi rajfiah purusa iti raja svamyantarad bhedakah, purusah svantarad iti bhedah.
samsargo ‘trarthagrhitah. na hi vyavrttasya sambandhyantarenasambaddhasya svader
avasthanam asti. yada raja mamayam ity apeksate, puruso ’ham asyeti ca tada samsargah.
vyavrttir arthagrhita. na hy avyavartamanayoh sambandhyantarebhyah samsarga
upapadyate. yada tibhayam api pradhanyenocyate tadobhayabhedasamsargo vakyarthah.

Thus, as for the expression rajfiah purusah, the king differentiates [himself] from other own-
ers [of the servant], and so does the servant [who differentiates himself] from other owned
things [of the king]. This is the differentiation. Here the association [between the two word-
meanings] is discerned by reasoning. Because, an owned thing, etc., cannot be so distin-
guished, if it is unrelated to another related [word-meaning]. When the king expects ‘he is
my [servant]’, and when the servant expects ‘I am his [servant]’, then there is an association.
The distinction [of both the word-meanings from other similar word-meanings] is discerned
by reasoning, because the association [between these word-meanings] cannot take place
unless both are being distinguished from other related [word-meanings]. Furthermore,
when both [the differentiation and the association] are expressed primarily, then both, the
differentiation as well as the association [among the word-meanings] is the meaning of an
uncompounded expression.

ekarthibhavasya samdsavyapadesa isyate carthasamdsa ityadau [cf. Can. 4.1.149:
carthasamasamanojfiadibhyah) vyavahararthah. sa katham ity asarikyaha: sa cetyadi.
anvakhyanaya rajapurusadau buddhya pravibhajya yani padani prthagarthani prakalpitani
ra@jan as purusa su ityadini tesam prthagarthanam bhinnarthanam ekarthibhavah
sadharanarthata visesanasya svarthaparityagena visesye vrttau sampadyate. tata$
caikarthibhavanam samasanam iti krtvanugatarthataya samasa ity ucyate.

[The Vrttikara] wishes to designate the formation of the single integrated meaning as
samasa with the purpose of using [the said designation] in the expressions carthasamasa
(‘a compound having the copulative sense’), etc. [Anticipating the objection], ‘How is it [jus-
tified]?”, [the Vrttikara] says, sa ca (‘Furthermore, that’), and so on. For the sake of expla-
nation of the words ra@japurusa (‘a royal servant’), etc., the words rdjan as purusa su, etc. are
mentally analyzed and considered to possess a separate meaning; the formation of a single
integrated meaning, [that is to say] the compositeness of meaning, out of those words hav-
ing separate meanings [that is to say] isolated meanings is accomplished, when a qualifier,
by abandoning its own meaning abides in the sense of a qualificant noun. Thus, since the
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formation of a single integrated meaning is [equal to] compounding, it is called ‘a com-
pound’ (samasa) because of the similarity of meaning.

nanu ca jahatsvarthayam vrttau sriyamandayam rajapurusam anayety ukte purusamatra-
syanayanam prapnoti, na jatu cid rajavisistasya? naitad asti. jahad api rajasabdah svartham
ndatyantaya hasyati. tadyathd: taksa rajakarmani pravartamanah svam taksakarma
rajakarmavirodhi  jahati, naviruddham hasitakanduiyitadi. tatha rajasabdo ’pi
viSesyarthavrttivirodhinam artham hdasyati, na tu visesanam. athavanvayad rajavisistasya
grahanam. tadyatha: campakaputo mallikaputa iti niskrantasv api sumanahsu vyapadeso
‘nvayad bhavati. tathehapi. tena rajavisistasyanayanam, na purusamatrasya.

[The opponent argues:] If one resorts to the type of formation where [a qualifier] loses its
own meaning, then, when one asks ‘Bring a royal servant!’, it may result in the bringing
merely of a servant, but certainly not of the servant qualified by [the adjective] royal. [The
proponent responds:] It is not the case. Even while abandoning its own meaning, the word
rajan will not abandon it in the absolute sense. For instance, a carpenter, while performing
aroyal duty, abandons his own duty of a carpenter, which is in conflict with the royal duty;
but not [the acts of] laughing, scratching etc., which are not in conflict [with the royal duty].
Similarly, the word ra@jan will also abandon that meaning which is in conflict with the mean-
ing of a qualificant noun (viSesya), but not the qualifying meaning. Or alternatively, due to
[their former] association, the comprehension [of the meaning ‘servant’] qualified by [the
adjective] ‘royal’ is possible. For instance, the designations, namely, ‘a wrapper of campaka
flowers’ (campakaputa), ‘a wrapper of mallika flowers’ (mallikaputa) are used on account
of their [former] association, even when the flowers are no longer there. The same is also
valid here. Hence, only that servant who is qualified by [the adjective] ‘royal’ is brought,
and not someone who is merely a servant.

Moggallanasutta:
syadi syadinekattham (3.1)

Moggallanavutti:

syadyantam syadyantena sahekattham hotiti idam adhikatam veditabbam; so ca bhinnat-
thanam ekatthibhavo samaso ti vuccate.

Moggallanavuttivivaranapafcika:

si adi yassa so syadi — si yo am yo na hi sa nam sma hi sa nam smim su ti idam vidhig-
gahananayena tadantaggahanam icc aha: syadyantam iccadi.

samatifiena vutte pi yassa yena sambandho tena saha tad ekattham bhavati ti
sambandhato vififidyati. tam yathd: matari vattitabbam pitari sussusitabban ti. na coccate
sakaya sake ti. atha ca ya yassa mata yo yassa pita ti sambandhato patiyate. tatheha pi.
tenanittham kifici ptha na hoti. ato yeva vyapekkhasamatthiyapariggahaya samatthava-
canam na katam. ekatthibhavo pana ekatthavacanen’ eva samgahito. ten’ ettha vuttiyam

ekatthibhavo. vakye vyapekkha bhedadilakkhana.
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tathahi rafifio puriso ti raja samyantarato bhedako, puriso santarato ti bhedo. samsaggo
ettha atthagahito™. na tu vyavuttassa sambandhyantarenasambaddhassa sadino avat-
thanam atthi. yada raja mamayan ti apekkhate, puriso aham asseti tada samsaggo. vyavutti
atthagahita®. na hi avyavuttanam sambandhyantarehi samsaggo uppajjate. yada tibhayam
api padhanataya vuccate tadobhayam bhedasamsaggo vakyattho.

ekatthibhavassa samasavyapadeso abhimato catthasamase ti ado [cf. MV 2.143] vyava-
harattho. so katham icc asankiy’ aha so ca iccadi. anvakhyanaya rajapurisado buddhiya
pavibhajja yani padani puthagatthani pakappitani raja sa purisa si iccadini tesam puthagat-
thanam bhinnatthanam ekatthibhavo sadharanatthata visesanassa sakatthapariccagena
visesse vuttiyam sampajjate. tato c’ ekatthibhavanam samasanam iti katva anugatatthataya
samaso ti vuccate.

nanu ca jahamanasakatthayam vuttiyam upadiyamandyam rdjapurisam danayeti vutte
purisamattassanayanam pappoti, na kadaci rdjavisifthassa. nedam atthi. jahanto api
rajasaddo sakattham ndccantaya jahati. tamyatha: thapati rajakamme pavattamano sakam
tacchakammam rajakammaviruddham (jahati, ndviruddham) hasitakanduyatadim. tatha
rajasaddo pi visessatthavuttiviruddham attham jahati, na pana visesanam. athava ’nvayato
rajavisitthassa gahanam. tam yatha: campakaputo mallikaputo ti nitthitesu pi kusumesu
vyapadeso anvayato bhavati. tathehd pi. tena rajavisitthass’ anayanam, na purisamattassa.'s

The main topics discussed in these passages are as follows:

1.

2.
3.
4

An explanation of the words subanta or syadyanta.

Proving the futility of the Paninian metarule samarthah padavidhih (A. 2.2.1).
Three views about the meaning of an uncompounded expression (vakyartha).
Justification for accepting the technical term samasa used in the Paninian
school.

The problem in accepting the type of compounded word-formation where the
qualifier loses its own meaning (jahatsvartha vrtti) and the solutions thereby.

When we compare the above two passages, it becomes evident that the Pali text
is a literal translation of the Sanskrit original as in some of the other cases demon-
strated by Dimitrov (2016, 606 ff.). In view of such a close affinity, the comparison
of these texts proves helpful with regard to the textual study of the Candra-
vyakaranaparnijika and the Moggallanaparicika alike. As far as the progress of the
textual study of both these texts is concerned, we are not in a very happy position.

14 °“gahito em. | ‘gahito Printed text

15 °gahita em. ] ‘gahita Printed text

16 Dharmananda 1931, 138-139. Here the orthography of the text has been standardized, and
the pratikas and the quotations are marked distinctly for the sake of convenience.
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As Dimitrov reports, the available manuscripts material of the Candra-
vyakaranaparijika suffers from its fragmentary nature and partly poor quality.”
Moreover, although the text of Anandadatta’s Ratnamatipaddhati is helpful in
some cases, it cannot be used for editing the entire text of the Parijika, since the
former is a commentary only on some selected rules of the Candravyakarana.
Thus, it is a challenging task to edit the text of the Candravyakaranapafijika.

In the case of the Moggallanaparicika, the situation is equally gloomy. Alt-
hough we have a printed text of this work in Sinhalese and Burmese scripts pub-
lished in 1931 and 1954 respectively, these are not critical editions. As Ven.
Dharmananda (1931: Preface ii), the editor of the Sinhalese publication, informs
us, the text presented by him is based on a single manuscript preserved in the
library of the Asgiri Vihara. There is no information available on the date and the
condition of this manuscript. The Burmese edition of the Paricika seems to be
based on the Sinhalese edition with a few corrections made by its editor Bhadanta
Aggadhammabhivamsa Thera. Obviously, these printed texts should be used
with great caution, since they are not entirely reliable.

On the background of these inconveniencies, it will be worthwhile studying
the Candravyakaranaparijika and the Moggallanaparicika in close juxtaposition
in order to achieve further progress in the textual study of these two texts. Dimi-
trov (2016, 622) has already pointed out that ‘[b]ecause [...] Moggallana’s partial
rendering of the Candravyakaranapafijika is so close and reliable, the Pali
Paficika may be regarded as an additional incomplete textual witness of Ratna’s
work.’

There is one instance in our present passage that can illustrate how the text
of the Moggallanapaticika can indeed help us to verify reliably the reading of the
Candravyakaranapafijika. In the above-mentioned passage of the Candra-
vyakaranaparijika the manuscript reads: rdjan as purusah su. In this case, the
visarga in the word purusah is unwarranted. Anandadatta in his Ratnamatipad-
dhati has preserved the correct reading:

tad ekartham vidhiyamanam ekarthibhavayogyanam rajan as purusa su ityadinam
samasayopakalpitanam eva vidhiyata iti tadarthaksepo labdha iti. (Dimitrov 2016, 656).

Here, the parallel Pali text reads raja sa purisa si, which further confirms the ab-
sence of the visarga after the word purusa. In the light of these witnesses, the
Sanskrit text should be emended to rajan as purusa su despite the evidence of the

17 For an overview of the fragmentary manuscripts of the Candravyakaranapaiijika identified
until now, see Dimitrov 2016, 623ff.
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manuscript. Although in this particular case it is possible to emend the text on
the basis of our general knowledge of Sanskrit grammar and grammatical con-
ventions, it suffices to prove the utility of the Moggallanaparicika as one of the
witnesses to verify readings of the Candravyakaranaparijika.

Apart from this, there is another instance where the text of the Moggallana-
paricika helps us to verify the reading of the Candravyakaranapafijika against the
Ratnamatipaddhati. While commenting on the word subantam in the Candravrtti,
Ratnamati says: vidhigrahananydyena tadantagrahanam. However, Anandadatta
seems to have had a different reading before him, for he begins his comment on
this portion of the Pafijika with the following words:

paravidhinyayeneti. paradhikaravihitasya vidher nyayah. kevalasyasambhavat pratyaya-
grahane yasmad asau vihitas tadades tadantasya grahanam iti yas tena tadantagrahanam.'®

‘As per the maxim concerning a grammatical injunction under [the head-word] para’ means
amaxim concerning a grammatical injunction prescribed in the section headed by the word
parah (‘follows’, i.e. ‘a suffix’). Since it (i.e. a suffix) does not occur alone, sup is accepted
as the word ending in it; as per this maxim, namely, whenever there is a mention of a suffix
[in a grammatical injunction,] it is accepted as a word beginning with that to which the
suffix is prescribed and ending with that [very suffix].

Moggallana, on the other hand, in his Paricika, confirms the reading of the
Candravyakaranapafijika by using the same words in Pali: vidhiggahananayena
tadantaggahanam. Here it is interesting to note that Sangharakkhita in his Tika
reproduces the reading of the Paricika, but explains the said nydya exactly as
Anandadatta does in his Paddhati. He says:

vidhiggahanafiayena ti paccayaggahane yasma so vihito tadadino tadantassa ca gahanan
ti Aayena.

‘As per the maxim concerning the understanding of a grammatical injunction’ means, ac-
cording to the maxim, namely, whenever there is a mention of a suffix [in a grammatical
injunction], it is accepted as a word beginning with that to which the suffix is prescribed
and ending with that [very suffix].

This implies that the text of the Candravyakaranapafijika, which was available to
Moggallana, must have been the same as the one preserved in the Cambridge
manuscript. The probable source of Sangharakkhita’s comment is, however, un-
clear for the want of sufficient evidence. It is quite possible that Sariputta’s Can-
dralamkara was Sangharakkhita’s direct source of this Paribhasa. However, this

18 Dimitrov (2016, 653, n. 130) has attested this Paribhasa in Purusottamadeva’s Paribhasavrtti.
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cannot be proved with certainty, since the corresponding part of the Can-
dralamkara is not available.

During our joint reading of these two texts, Dimitrov and I strongly felt that
just as the Moggallanaparicika can be used to verify readings of the Candra-
vyakaranapafijika, the latter text too will be helpful when re-editing the text of
the Moggallanaparicika by rectifying the possible corruptions in the text. These
corruptions are either of the nature of obvious printing mistakes, or that of faulty
readings. In order to give some illustrations let us turn once again to the passage
discussed above.

There are two instances of minor corruptions in the corresponding passage
of the Moggallanaparicika. In the first instance, the printed Pali text reads at-
thagahito and atthagahita. It is quite obvious that here i is required instead of i,
and the long vowel has indeed been retained at another place, namely,
samgahito. The parallel Sanskrit text has the correct reading in both places. At
another instance, the Pali text has the reading kandiiyata. In the corresponding
passages of the Vyakaranamahabhdsya and the Candravyakaranapafijika, we
find the correct form kandiiyita. Although once again these are simple cases of
correcting the typographical errors, they are sufficient to prove our point.

Besides these two cases of minor corruptions, there is one instance in which
the printed text of the Moggallanaparicika indicates a different reading than that
of the Candravyakaranapatijika. The Sanskrit text reads as follows: na hi vyavrt-
tasya sambandhyantarenasambaddhasya svader avasthanam asti. The corre-
sponding Pali text, on the other hand, says: na tu vyavuttassa sambandhyantar-
enasambandhassa sadino avatthanam atthi. The use of the particle tu in the Pali
portion, which might be a result of misreading, does not make much sense. The
Moggallanaparicikatika is of no help in this regard, since Sangharakkhita has not
commented on this particular sentence. Based on the parallel Sanskrit passage,
however, it is possible to emend the Pali text as: na hi vyavuttassa sambandhyan-
tarenasambaddhassa sadino avatthanam atthi. It is noteworthy that a couple of
sentences later we have a similar statement in Pali where the correct reading na
hi can be found: na hi avyavuttanam sambandhyantarehi samsaggo uppajjate.

Let us now turn to another interesting and complex textual problem. While
explaining the difference between the compounded and uncompounded expres-
sions, the text of the Candravyakaranapafijika reads tenatra vrttav ekarthibhava
eva, na vakye vyapeksabhedadilaksane. Here the corresponding Pali text differs
considerably, for it reads: tenettha vuttiyam ekatthibhavo. vakye vyapekiha
bhedadilakkhana ‘Therefore, here, the formation of a single integrated meaning
is present in a compounded word-formation. [However,] in an uncompounded
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expression, there is mutual expectancy [among word-meanings], which is char-
acterised by a differentiation [of word-meanings], etc.’

Here Anandadatta’s gloss confirms the reading of the Candravydkarana-
paiijika. He says:

evakaro bhinnakramah. vrttav ity asmad anantaram drastavyam. tenayam artho vrttav eva
vrttyartham upakalpitavakya evaikarthibhavo nanyatra vakya iti. vyapeksabhedadil-
aksana iti. vyapeksa parasparasambandhalaksanah samsargah. bhedo ’nyato vyavrttih.
adisabdat tad ubhayam padantarasambandhadis ca. sa eva laksanam svabhavo ’syeti
vigrahah. (Dimitrov 2016, 656)

The word eva is misplaced and should be read after the word vrttau. Thus, the meaning is
as follows: The formation of a single integrated meaning is present only in a compounded
word-formation, that is to say, only in a sentence imagined with respect to a compounded
word-formation, [but] not elsewhere in an uncompounded expression. The analysis of the
compound vyapeksabhedadilaksane is as follows: The mutual expectancy [among word-
meanings] means an association [between word-meanings], which is characterised by a
mutual relationship. Differentiation means distinguishing from others. The word ‘etc.” im-
plies these two together [namely, the association and differentiation] as well as the relation
with another word, and so on. This is the characteristic, that is to say, the nature of that
[uncompounded expression].

On the other hand, Sangharakkhita in his Moggallanaparicikatika confirms the
reading of the Moggallanaparicika. He says:

evakaro na vakye tatha ti dipeti,” vakye katham ti aha - vakye ti adi. vakye ti viggahavakye.
... kayam byapekkha ti aha — bhedadilakkhana ti. adisaddena samsaggabhedasamsagganarn
ca gahanam. (Moggallanapavicikatika® on Moggallanavyakarana 3.1)

The word eva indicates that it is not so in an uncompounded expression. [Anticipating the
question] ‘How is it with respect to an uncompounded expression?’, [Moggallana] says: ‘In
an uncompounded expression (vakye)’, and so on. ‘In an uncompounded expression’
means in a sentence presenting an analysis of a compound. ... [Anticipating the question]
‘What does this mutual expectancy mean?’, [Moggallana] says ‘It is characterized by differ-
entiation etc.” By the word ‘etc.’” association as well as both the differentiation and associa-
tion together are understood.

19 It is noteworthy that the word eva, which is necessary in this context, is missing from the
printed text of the Moggallanaparicika. Based on the reading of the Tika, the text of the Paricika
should be emended as: tenettha vuttiyam ekatthibhavo va.

20 In the online version of the Chattha Sarnigayana edition, the text is wrongly titled as Mog-
gallanaparnicika.
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Thus, the above-mentioned testimonia leave no doubt with respect to the read-
ings of both the Pafijikas. However, this leads us to the next question, namely,
what might have caused the difference between the two texts at this point. Did
Moggallana have a different reading of the Candravyakaranapafijika before him
or did he modify the text for some reason? Or is the text of the Moggallanaparicika
as we have it today somehow corrupt?

As shown above, the difference between the two readings under considera-
tion is observed in the latter half of the sentence. In the Candravyakaranaparijika,
the said portion begins with negation, namely, na vakye. It is followed by the ex-
pression vyapeksabhedadilaksane (‘characterized by the mutual expectancy
[among word-meanings] as well as differentiation [of word-meanings] etc.’),
which Anandadatta explains as a bahuvrihi compound qualifying vakye. In the
Moggallanaparicika the negation before vakye is missing, and the portion begin-
ning with vakye forms an independent sentence describing the nature of an un-
compounded expression. Although na is missing in the Moggallanaparicika, ac-
cording to Sangharakkhita, na vakye is rather implied by the particle eva used
earlier in the sentence. He further explains vyapekkha and bhedadilakkhana as
two separate words, where the latter is explained as a bahuvrihi compound qual-
ifying the former. It is very likely that due to the missing na in the manuscript of
the Candravyakaranaparijika used by Moggallana, he was forced to separate
vyapekkha from the rest of the compound and also to convert the locative
bhedadilaksane in Sanskrit into a nominative bhedadilakkhana in Pali. With re-
spect to this adaptation, one may further ask whether these changes are sensible,
and whether Moggallana’s modified text is in agreement with the understanding
of this issue in the overall tradition of Sanskrit grammar.

In this regard it is worthwhile to examine other similar passages in the San-
skrit grammatical works. A careful survey of the commentarial literature of the
Paninian and the Katantra systems reveals that Jinendrabuddhi’s Nydsa on the
Kasikavrtti and the Durgatika on the Durgavrtti on the Katantravyakarana have a
close affinity with our present passage of the Candravyakaranapafijika. Before
turning to the parallel passages in the Nyasa and the Durgatika, let us first exam-
ine the text of the Mahabhasya, which is the primary source of this entire discus-
sion. In the Mahabhasya, the concerned discussion begins with the definition of
samarthya in the sense of ekarthibhava proposed by Katyayana in his Varttika.
Here, the text reads as follows:

prthagarthanam ekarthibhavah samarthavacanam | prthagarthanam ekarthibhavah sa-
martham ity ucyate | kva punah prthagarthani kva ekarthani | vakye prthagarthani | rajfiah
purusah iti | samdse punar ekarthani rajapurusa iti | (Joshi 1968, 9, nos 42-44)
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Samartha is said to be the formation of a single integrated meaning out of [words having]
separate meanings [of their own]. [When] we say samartha [it means] formation of a single
integrated meaning out of [words having] separate meanings [of their own]. But where [do
words] have separate meanings [of their own], [and] where [do they] have a single inte-
grated meaning? In an uncompounded expression [words] have separate meanings [of their
own), like in rdjfiah purusah (‘king’s servant’). But in a compound, [words] have a single
integrated meaning, like in r@japurusah (‘royal servant’).!

This explanation of samarthya has been accepted by later grammarians of the
Paninian, the Katantra, and the Candra schools alike.? Further, in the
Mahabhasya, Patafijali defines vrtti as pararthabhidhanam vrttih.” This definition
presupposes the view that the compounded word-formation is derived from its
components (karyasabdikapaksa).* He then brings up a discussion on the prob-
able difficulties in accepting either the jahatsvartha or the ajahatsvartha types of
vrtti, and possible solutions thereby. He first talks about problems posed by the
jahatsvarthavrtti, and then provides three different solutions to them. The discus-
sion of the first two solutions goes as follows:

yadi jahatsvartha vrttih rajapurusam anayety ukte purusamatrasyanayanam prapnoti | au-
pagavam anayety ukte apatyamatrasyeti | ... evam hi drsyate loke puruso ’yam parakarmani
pravartamanah svakarma jahati | tadyatha | taksa rajakarmani pravartamanah svam
taksakarma jahati | evam yuktam tad yad raja purusarthe vartamanah svam artham jahyat |
upagus capatyarthe vartamanah svam artham jahyat |

nanu coktam - rdjapurusam anayety ukte purusamatrasyanayanam prapnoti | aupagavam
anayety ukte apatyamatrasyeti | naisa dosah | jahad api asau svartham natyantaya jahati |

21 All the translations of the quoted passages of the Mahabhasya are based on Joshi (1968) and
are modified by me for the sake of consistency with the translation of parallel passages from
other grammatical works quoted in this paper. — Based on Joshi 1968, 50-52.

22 Cf. the Nyasa on the Kasika on A.I1.1.1: ekarthibhavas ca prthagavasthitanam bhinnarthanam
padanam samase sadharanarthata nama avasthavisesah |, and the Durgatika on the Durgavrtti
on Kt 2.5.1: prthagarthanam ekarthibhavah samaso bhavati |

23 Kaiyata in his Bhasyapradipa (p. 328) explains it in the following terms: parasya Sabdasya yo
’rthas tasyabhidhanam Sabdantarena yatra sa vrttir ity arthah | yatha rajapurusa ity atra rajasab-
dena vakyavasthayam anuktah purusartho bhidhiyate | ‘Where the meaning of one word (viz. the
main member of the compound) is conveyed by another word (viz. the subordinate member),
that is compounded word-formation, such is the meaning of the passage. Just as in the word
rajapurusah (“royal servant”) the word raja- conveys the meaning of (the word) purusa, which is
not (so) expressed in the stage of the uncompounded expression.’ (Joshi 1968, 75)

24 Cf. Kaiyata’s Bhasyapradipa (p. 328): karyasabdika vakyad eva vikalpena vrttim nispadyam
manyamanah kim vrtter laksanam kurvantiti prasnah || ‘How do those grammarians, who hold
the view that words are to be produced, (i.e. words are not eternal), and who consider the vrtti
as something created out of an uncompounded expression, define vrtti? This is the question.’
(Joshi 1968, 74)
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yah pararthavirodhi svarthas tam jahati | tadyatha | taksa rajakarmani pravartamanah svam
taksakarma jahati na tu hikkitahasitakanduyitadi | na ca ayam arthah pararthavirodhi-
viSesanam nama | tasmat tan na hasyati | athava anvayad visesanam bhavati | tadyatha ... |
yatha tarhi mallikaputas campakaputas ceti | niskirndsv api sumanahsu anvayad viSesanam
bhavati | ayam mallikaputah, ayam campakaputah iti | (Joshi 1968, 13—14, nos 75, 78, 80-81, 83)

If [we take the view of] jahatsvartha vrttih, [then,] when we say rdjapurusam anaya (‘bring
the royal servant’), [the result is that] any man might be brought [and,] when we say au-
pagavam anaya (‘bring the offspring of Upagu’), [the result is that] any offspring might be
brought. ... For thus we observe in daily life: the man when he takes on a job [assigned to
him] by somebody else, abandons his own work. Take an example: a carpenter, when he
takes on a job [assigned to him] by a king, abandons his own carpenter’s job. In the same
way, it is proper that [the word] r@jan (‘king’), when it is used in the sense of purusa (‘serv-
ant’), should abandon its own meaning. And [the proper name] Upagu, when used in the
sense of ‘offspring’, should abandon its own meaning [too].

But still, was it not pointed out that, when we say ra@japurusam anaya (‘bring the royal serv-
ant’), [the result is that] any man might be brought? And when we say aupagavam anaya
(‘bring the offspring of Upagu’) [the result is that] any offspring [might be brought]? No dif-
ficulty here. Although this [i.e. the subordinate member] gives up its own meaning, it does
not do so entirely. That meaning of its own, which is incompatible with the meaning of the
other [word, i.e. the main member] is abandoned. Take an example: a carpenter, when tak-
ing on a job [assigned to him] by a king, abandons his own carpenter’s job, but he does not
stop hiccupping, laughing, and scratching. And this [subordinate] meaning, which, in fact,
acts as a qualifier, is not incompatible with the meaning of the other [i.e. main word]. There-
fore, it will not abandon that [i.e. its own meaning]. Or rather, it [i.e. r@ja- in r@japurusa] will
act as a differentiating [word], because of [its] connection [with the following member
purusa). Take an example ... Then take this example: jasmine- [or] campaka- flower
wrapped up in leaves. Even when the flowers are scattered from [the wrappers], [still] they
act as differentiating, because of their [former] connection [with jasmine- or campaka-
scent]: ‘this is the jasmine- wrapper’, ‘that is the campaka-wrapper’. (Based on Joshi 1968,
74-80)

It can be observed that just as the above-mentioned definition, these solutions
have also been accepted by Patafijali’s successors in the Katantra and the Candra
grammatical schools. While providing the third alternative solution to the prob-
lem caused by the acceptance of the jahatsvartha vrtti, Patafijali says:

athava samarthadhikaro ’yam vrttau kriyate | samarthyam nama bhedah samsargo va | apara
aha — bhedasamsargau va samarthyam iti | kah punar bhedah samsargo va ? iha rajfa ity
ukte sarvam svam prasaktam, purusa ity ukte sarvah svami prasaktah | ithedanim raja-

25 rajapurusa ity ukte Kielhorn
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anyebhyah svebhyah | evam etasminn ubhayato vyavacchinne yadi svartham jahati’* kamam
jahatu, na jatu cid purusamatrasyanayanam bhavisyati | (Joshi 1968, 14-15, no. 84)

Or rather, this adhikara-rule: samartha etc. is framed with regard to compounded word-
formation. Semantic connection means [either] differentiation or association. Some other
[grammarian] says: semantic connection means both differentiation and association. But
what [do you mean by] differentiation or association? When we say rajfiah (‘king’s’) any
[word denoting a] thing owned has a chance to be supplied here [in connection with the
word rajfiah]. When we say purusah (‘servant’), any [word denoting] owner has a chance to
be supplied [in connection with the word purusah]. When we say now: ra@japurusam anaya
(‘Bring the royal servant’) then, [the word] rdjan keeps the servant away from other owners
[and the word] purusah on its part, keeps the king away from other things owned. When
delimitation is made in this way on both sides, if that [word rajan] gives up its own meaning,
let it do so. In no case whatsoever will just any servant [without relation to a king] be
brought. (Based on Joshi 1968, 80)

It is noteworthy that here Patafijali talks of samarthya in the context of com-
pound-formation (vrtti). According to him, when samarthya in the sense of differ-
entiation (bheda) and association (samsarga) is there between the constituents
of a compound, then it does not really matter whether such well-defined constit-
uents abandon their meanings or not. Further in the text, Patafijali explains
samarthya in the sense of mutual expectancy among word-meanings (vyapeksa),
as follows:

parasparavyapeksam samarthyam eke | parasparavyapeksam samarthyam eke icchanti |
ka punah sabdayor vyapeksa ? na brimah Sabdayor iti | kim tarhi | arthayoh | iha rajfiah
purusah ity ukte raja purusam apeksate mamayam iti puruso ’pi rajanam apeksate aham asy-
eti | (Joshi 1968, 16, no. 98)

Some [say that] semantic connection [is] mutual expectancy. Some prefer [to take that] se-
mantic connection as mutual expectancy. But what [do you mean by] expectancy between
two words? We do not say: ‘between two words’. What then? Between two meanings. When
we say rajiiah purusah (‘king’s servant’), [the meaning] rajan (‘king’) expects [the meaning]
purusa (‘servant’), saying: ‘he (i.e. servant) is mine (i.e. king’s)’. [The meaning] purusa also
expects [the meaning] r@jan, saying: ‘I (i.e. servant) am his (i.e. king’s).” (Based on Joshi
1968, 87).

One can easily notice that the material from these last two passages of the
Mahabhasya forms the basis of Ratnamati’s discussion of the three-fold vakyar-
tha. In order to understand the transmission of these ideas, and their adaptation
in the Candravyakaranapariijika, let us now turn to the parallel portions found in

26 jahati Kielhorn | jahatu Joshi, which does not make a good sense.
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the Nyasa. The Nyasa brings up the said discussion, while explaining the two al-
ternative definitions of samarthya given in the Kasikavrtti, which reads as fol-
lows:

samarthah Saktah. vigrahavakyarthabhidhane yah Saktah sa samartho veditavyah. athava
samarthapadasrayatvat samarthah. samarthanam padanam sambaddharthanam samsrsta-
rthanam vidhir veditavyah.

Samartha means able. That which is able to denote the meaning of the hypothetical word-
structure at the base of the compounded expression should be known as samartha. Alter-
natively, [a grammatical operation concerning padas is called] samartha, since [that gram-
matical operation] depends on the padas, which are syntactically connected. [Samarthah
padavidhih] should be understood to be a grammatical operation involving those padas,
which are syntactically connected, that is to say, which have related or composite meaning.

Thus, out of the two definitions of the word samartha, the first is based on the
primary (mukhya) or the conventional (riidha) meaning of the word samartha,
whereas the second relies on its figurative (upacarita) or etymological (yaugika)
meaning. In the context of the first definition, the Nyasa understands the vigra-
havakya as an uncompounded word-structure underlying a compounded word-
formation (vrttyartham yad vakyam upadiyate ...). It further elaborates the three-
fold meaning of the vigrahavakya as follows:

sa punar arthah samsargah bheda$ ca bhedasamsargau va. tatra svaviSesasya svami-
viSesena svamiviSesasya ca svaviSesena yah sambandhah sa samsarga akhyayate. svan-
tarasya svamyantarebhyah svamyantarasya svantarebhyah vyavrttih bheda akhyayate. tatra
samsargavadino mate samsarga eva Sabdarthah. vyavrttis tu arthasamgrhita. na hy
avyavarttyamanayoh svasvaminoh sambandhyantarebhyah samsarga upapadyate. Bheda-
vadinas tu vyavrttir eva padarthah, samsargo ’rthasamgrhitah, na hi vyavarttyamanasya
sambandhyantarenasambaddhasya svamyader avasthanam asti. ubhayavadinas tu ubhaya
eva $abdarthah. (Vol. 11, p. 5)

Further, that meaning [of an uncompounded expression] is association, differentiation or
both association and differentiation. Among these, whatever relation is there between a
particular servant and a particular master, or between a particular master and a particular
servant, that is called an association. The distinction of other servants from other masters,
and of other masters from other servants is called differentiation. Here, in the opinion of the
proponents of association, association alone is denoted by the word, whereas the distinc-
tion [of both a king and a servant from other similar objects] is discerned by reasoning. Be-
cause the association [between these objects] cannot take place unless both the owned and
the owner are being distinguished from other related objects. On the other hand, for the
proponents of differentiation, distinction alone is the meaning of the word, [whereas,] the
association [between the two] is discerned by reasoning. Because the words master etc. can-
not be so distinguished, if they are unrelated to other related words. For the proponents of
both [association and differentiation,] both are denoted by the word.
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It may be noted that in the Nyasa, views regarding the vakyartha are discussed in
the context of vigrahavakya, and are presented in the order: samsarga, bheda,
and both. However, it is not the same order that we find in the Mahabhasya or in
the Candravyakaranapaiijika. Moreover, the Nyasa passage also differs from the
latter in the structure of its presentation of the three views. Jinendrabuddhi fur-
ther elaborates upon the second definition of samartha given in the Kasika in the
following words:

samarthanam ity anena vakye vyapeksalaksanam samarthyam aha. tatha hi rajfiah purusah
ity atra vakye raja purusam apeksate mamayam iti puruso ’pi rajanam apeksate aham asyeti.
samsrstarthanam ity anena samdase padanam ekarthibhavalaksanam samarthyam
darsayati. (Vol. I, p. 6-7)

By the expression ‘of the syntactically connected [words]’, [the Vrttikdara] denotes the syn-
tactic connection characterised by mutual expectancy among the word-meanings in an un-
compounded expression. For instance, when we say rajfiah purusah (‘king’s servant’), [the
meaning] rajan (‘king’) expects [the meaning] purusa (‘servant’), saying: ‘he (i.e. servant) is
mine (i.e. of the king)’. [The meaning] purusa also expects [the meaning] rdjan, saying: ‘I
(i.e. servant) am his (i.e. of the king). By the expression ‘of the [words] having a composite
meaning’, [the Vrttikara] points out the syntactic connection characterised by the formation
of the single integrated meaning of the constituent words in a compound.

Thus, according to the Nyasa, the two secondary meanings of the word samartha,
namely, sambaddhartha and samsrstartha signify mutual relation among word-
meanings (vyapeksa) and formation of the single integrated meaning
(ekarthibhava) respectively. Out of these two, the former is available in an un-
compounded expression, whereas the latter is present in a compound. It is suffi-
ciently clear that the above discussion has a direct impact on our concerned pas-
sage in the Candravyakaranaparnijika. As shown by Dimitrov (2016: 650-659),
Jinendrabuddhi’s Nyasa is the immediate reference point of the Paninian gram-
matical tradition for Ratnamati. The latter heavily draws upon the Nyasa, and at
times even criticizes it. The Nydsa has also been used by Anandadatta and
Sangharakkhita in their commentaries.

If we turn to the two sentences before our problematic line in the Candra-
vyakaranaparijika, we can clearly see that this portion is Ratnamati’s refutation
of the Paninian paribhasa samarthah padavidhih, and the position of the Kasika
and the Nyasa thereupon. According to Ratnamati, in the Candravyakarana the
word samartha is not required to govern the compound-formation, since the ex-
pected relation (sambandha) between the constituent members of a compound
can take care of samarthya in the sense of vyapeksa, and the word ekartham (‘sin-
gle integrated meaning’) in the Candrasiutra can very well denote the
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ekarthibhavasamarthya. In the following sentence, Ratnamati concludes this ar-
gument by saying that ekarthibhava is there only in vrtti, whereas vyapeksa as
well as bheda etc. are available in a vakya.

Anandadatta treats this concluding remark of Ratnamati to be a refutation of
the first definition of samarthya mentioned in the Kasika.” According to him, by
this statement Ratnamati distinguishes vrtti from vakya, and since both are dis-
tinct entities, the view that a vakya turns in to a samasa is rejected.” Here, Anan-
dadatta interprets the word vrtti as an imaginary linguistic structure presupposed
for the formation of a compound, which is equivalent to vigrahavakya.” He fur-
ther differentiates this imaginary linguistic structure, which he refers to as a
samasavakya (= vrttivakya) from a conventional sentence (vyavaharavakya),*
and rejects the view of the Kasika that a compound has a capacity to denote the
meaning of an uncompounded expression. Anandadatta’s interpretation of the
word vrtti is unique, and does not agree with its explanation found in the works
of Patanjali, Kaiyata, etc. (ref. above). It may be noted that Sangharakkhita in his
tika attributes the meaning vigrahavakya to the word vakya instead of vutti in a
manner similar to that of the Nyasa.

Immediately after the concerned sentence, Ratnamati proceeds to discuss the
three views about the meaning of an uncompounded expression (vakyartha) in
the following order: bheda, samsarga, and both bheda and samsarga together. As
indicated above, this particular sequence is certainly contrary to the one pro-
posed by Anandadatta in his explanation of the compound vyapeksabhedadil-
aksane. According to his explanation, the word vyapeksa in the compound signi-
fies samsarga (‘association’), with which the list of the three views begins. Thus,
according to Anandadatta in the sequence of these views, samsarga precedes

27 vigrahavakyarthabhidhanasaktilaksanasya trtiyasya samarthyasya ka vartety aha: tenaityadi. (Di-
mitrov 2016, 656) ‘As for the question “what about the third meaning of the word samarthya, which is
defined as an ability to denote the meaning of the hypothetical word-structure at the base of the com-
pounded expression?” [Ratnamati] says: ‘tena (“therefore™), and so on.”

28 anena vakyam eva samdsibhavatiti paksam nirasyati, anayor atyantabhedat | (Dimitrov 2016,
656) ‘By this [statement,] [Ratnamati] rejects the view that the uncompounded expression itself
turns into a compound, because there is an absolute difference between the two.’

29 yam tiupakalpitam vrttyai vrttivakyam tad isyate | visSesagrahahetutvat vigraho ’pi nirucyate ||
(Ratnamatipaddhati as quoted in Dimitrov 2016, 653) ‘Moreover, a linguistic structure underly-
ing a compounded word formation (vrttivakya) is accepted to be that which is imagined for the
sake of forming a compounded expression. The same is also explained (etymologically) as
vigraha on account of being a cause of special knowledge.’

30 ... anyad dhi samasavakyam anyac ca vyavaharavakyam | (Dimitrov 2016, 654) ‘Because a lin-
guistic structure underlying a compound (samasavakya) is different from a conventional sen-
tence (vyavaharavakya).’
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bheda and both bheda and samsarga together. This is the same sequence, which
we find in Jinendrabuddhi’s Nydsa. Here, Anandadatta’s interpretation of the
compound vyapeksabhedadilaksane in general and that of the word vyapeksa in
particular seems to have been misled by this very sequence found in the Nyasa.
Moggallana’s text, on the other hand, is consistent with the order of the three
views as found in Ratnamati’s Parijika and Patafijali’s Mahabhasya.

It is interesting to note that in the Durgatika, the views on vakyartha occur
exactly in the same order as that of the Candravyakaranapafijika in almost iden-
tical words. The text of the Durgatika reads:

idam api prakriydjalam. ‘rajiiah purusah’ iti vakye raja svamyantarad vyavacchidyate
purusa$ ca svantarad iti bhedah. samsargo vatrarthagrhitah’. na hi vyavrttasya
sambandhyantarenasambaddhasya svamyader avasthanam iti. yada raja mamayam ity

manayoh sambandhyantarebhyah samsarga iti. yada tiubhayam api pradhanyenocyate,
tadobhayabhedasamsargo vakyartha iti | idam darSanam asrityaha - abhidhanat kvacid
vikalpa ityadi. (Durgatika on Kt I1.5.1, Dwivedi I1.2, p. 257)

In the Durgatika, one finds a discussion only of the first two solutions to the prob-
lems arising from accepting the jahatsvartha vrtti on the lines of the Mahabhasya.
Thereafter, it deals with the problem of the ajahatsvartha vrtti, and then proceeds
with the above-cited explanation of the three positions on the meaning of an un-
compounded expression (vakya). However, it is not clear as to why here this po-
sition is singled out from the other two positions regarding the jahatsvartha vrtti.
It is interesting that the Candravyakaranaparijika also singles out the explanation
about the three views on vakyartha from the rest of the discussion about the ja-
hatsvartha vrtti, and uses it to describe the nature of vakya. Although we do not
know much about the exact chronology of the Durgatika and the Candra-
vyakaranaparijika, their relationship is beyond doubt.

Scholars like Haldar, Keith, and Dwivedi believed that the Durgatika was also
written by the same Durgasimha who composed the Vrtti on the Katantrasiitras.
However, Yudhisthir Mimamsak in his Samskrt vyakaranasastra ka itihas argued
against these scholars. In the fika on the opening verse of the Durgavrtti, the
Tikakara refers to the Vrttikara as bhagavan.® On this basis, Mimamsak estab-

31 vatrarthagrhitah em. ] vatranugrhitah Dwivedi I1.2, p. 257

32 samsargah, vyavrttir arthagrhita em. | samsargavyavrttir anugrhita Dwivedi I1.2, p. 257

33 tatra Sastraprastavad vacanika eva namaskaro nyayya iti bhagavan vrttikarah slokam ekam
krtavan - ‘devadevanm?’ ityadi | (Kt. vol. 1, p. 1)
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lished that the author of the Durgavrtti and that of the Durgatika are different per-
sons. Based on a reference to Srutapala, a commentator of the Dhatupatha com-
posed by Devanandin and a citation from the Bhattikavya found in the Durgatika,
Mimamsak proposed the 9" century CE as a probable date of its author (1994:
1.653-654). D. G. Koparkar (1952: Intro. p. ix) in the introduction to Durgasimha’s
Linganusasana also considered the author of the Durgavrtti and that of the Tika
as two different persons and assigned to the latter a date between 700 and 950
CE. He fixed this lower limit for the Tika on the basis of Ugrabhiiti’s (about 1000
CE.) Sisyahitanyasa, which is a commentary on the Durgatika. According to
Koparkar, Alberiini in 1030 CE. knew Ugrabhiti’s commentary by the name
Sisyahitavrtti.

Besides the passage cited above, there are other parallel passages, which not
only speak in favour of the relationship between the Durgatika and the Candra-
vyakaranaparijika, but also suggest the posteriority of the former to the latter. I
shall now cite two parallel passages from the Durgatika in support of this assump-
tion. The first such passage occurs, when, while explaining the aphorism
namnam samdaso yuktarthah (Kt 2.5.1), the tikakara interprets the word yuktartha
as signifying the vyapeksa type of syntactic relation. According to him, in this
sense, the word yuktartha is redundant, since the said meaning can be indicated
well enough by the expected relation between the constituent members of a com-
pound. The Durgatika reads:

athava namnam samdsah samksepo bhavati | yuktartha iha sambandhartho
viSesanaviSesyabhavalaksana ucyate | yukto ’rtho yesam padanam tani yuktarthani | yuk-
tarthasrayatvad yuktarthah samasa ucyate | tada tu yuktarthagrahanam sukhartham eva |

yasmat samanyoktav api yasya yena sambandhas tasya tena saha samaso bhavatity arthad
evavasiyate | yatha matari pravartitavyam, pitari Susrisitavyam | na cocyate svasyam svas-
minn iti | yasya ya mata yasya yah piteti gamyate | tathehapiti | (Durgatika on Kt 2.5.1,
Dwivedi I1.2, p. 255)

As mentioned above, the first two solutions to the problem arising from the ac-
ceptance of the jahatsvartha vrtti are discussed in the Durgatika on the line of the
Mahabhasya. However, the affinity of this portion with the one in the Candra-
vyakaranaparnijika is indeed worth noting. The text of the Durgatika reads:

pararthabhidhanam vrttir iti | parasyanatmiyasyarthasya yad upasarjanapadenabhi-
dhanam sa vrttir ity arthah | tatra pararthabhidhane kalpanamatrakrtanam upasarjana-
padanam svarthatyagena jahatsvarthavrttir bhavati prakriyavade | yatha taksa raja-
karmani pravartamanah svam taksakarma rajakarmavirodhi jahati na tu viSesanam | athava
anvayad rajavisistasya grahanam | yatha campakaputo mallikaputa iti nisthyitesv api
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nistrtesv ap®® puspesv anvayad visesanam bhavatiti | tena rajavisistasyanayanam na tu
purusamatrasya | (Durgatika on Kt 2.5.1, Dwivedi I1.2, p. 256)

Thus, the three passages in the two texts cited above exhibit striking similarities.
In Ratnamati’s Pafijika, these portions occur as parts of systematically formulated
arguments and hence appear to be organic elements of the text. However, the
passages in the Durgatika seem to be sporadic, and often give an impression of
being borrowed from some other sources, and somehow put together to suit the
context. For instance, in the Durgatika the three views about vakyartha are pre-
sented without their proper context. Ratnamati uses the argument ‘samanyoktav
api, and so on’ to justify the lack of use of the word samartha to signify vyapeksa
in the Candrasiitra. However, in the Durgatika it is put forth simply to indicate
futility of the word yuktartha in an alternative explanation of the Katantrasiitra.
Furthermore, just as Patafijali, Ratnamati first presents the difficulty in accepting
the jahatsvartha vrtti, and then offers its solution. But, in the Durgatika, these
solutions are provided without mentioning the problem. Moreover, in this com-
mentary, one can witness a conscious attempt to alter the original text, either by
abridging it or by replacing its vocabulary with different words. For example, in
the third passage cited above, the sentence from the Candravyakaranaparijika,
namely, tad yatha: taksa rajakarmani pravartamanah svam taksakarma
rajakarmavirodhi jahati, naviruddham hasitakandityitadi is abridged as yatha
taksa rajakarmani pravartamanah svam taksakarma rajakarmavirodhi jahati na
tu viSesanam. Similarly, words from the Pafijika, namely, bhedakah and su-
manahsu are replaced with vyavacchidyate and puspesu. Finally, the phrase iti
darsanam asrityaha, which occurs at the end of the afore-mentioned first passage
of the Durgatika, is a clear testimony to the fact that here the Tikakara is quoting
an opinion of some former authority. Although, the first known occurrence of the
three views regarding vakyartha can be traced back to the Mahabhasya and then
its more systematic formulation in the Nyasa, the exact wording of their presen-
tation matches with Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranaparijika. On the basis of this
evidence it is justified to believe that the author of the Durgatika has borrowed
these passages from the Candravyakaranapafijika with some deliberate modifica-
tions, unless the manuscript of the Candravyakaranapafijika available to the
Tikakara read slightly differently from the Cambridge manuscript. There is also a
possibility that some corruptions have occurred later in the transmission of the
Durgatika resulting in minor deviations. Since Ratnamati flourished in the 10®

34 The use of these two synonymic expressions is puzzling. The editor does not make it clear
whether one of them is a variant.
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century CE (cf. Dimitrov 2016, 745), it would be safe to place the anonymous au-
thor of the Durgatika in the eleventh century or later.

I shall conclude the present discussion by pointing out that in the problem-
atic sentence under discussion, Moggallana in all probability had a faulty reading
of the Candravyakaranaparijika, which he wisely emended to suit the context in
the light of the entire tradition of the Sanskrit grammar. Although both Anan-
dadatta and Sangharakkhita do not agree with each other in their own explana-
tions, there is no doubt that Moggallana has maintained the spirit of Ratnamati’s
Candravyakaranapafijika in his own work. Thus, the above discussion makes it
clear that the parallel study of the Candravyakaranapafijika and the Moggallana-
paricika is not only useful, but is rather mandatory for ensuring more reliable re-
sults.

Besides its importance for text-critical purposes, a comparative study of such
passages is also interesting from the point of view of the transmission and recep-
tion of ideas. Sti Rahula in his Buddhippasadini mentions a number of grammat-
ical works that Moggallana either studied or memorized. These works include,
apart from the Pali grammatical treatises in the Kaccayana tradition, the texts be-
longing to the Paninian, the Candra, and the Katantra schools along with the
grammars of Apisali and Sakatayana.® How far Moggallana used these grammat-
ical works as his source material and how he adopted, modified or rejected the
grammatical ideologies from these texts could be known only through a serious
comparative study of Moggallana’s grammar and these works. For instance, the
passages under consideration reveal that Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranapafijika
was the exact source of Moggallana’s discussion, and that he has adopted the
Candra ideology without alteration. Furthermore, Moggallana’s adherence to the
Candra tradition can, in turn, be looked upon as one of the many instances of his
rupture from the Kaccayana school. This ideological shift in Moggallana’s gram-
mar can be explained as follows:

Panini’s metarule (paribhdasa) samarthah padavidhih (A. 2.1.1) states that a
grammatical operation concerning a pada takes effect only when there is a se-
mantic and syntactic coherence and compatibility in the meaning (samarthah).*
It regulates grammatical operations such as compounding, formations of second-
ary derivatives etc. Pataiijali has discussed this paribhdsa in detail in the Samar-
thahnika section of his Mahabhasya. According to him, samarthya, that is to say,
semantic and syntactic coherence or compatibility of meaning is a precondition

35 Padasadhanatika 1908, 6, 13-14 as quoted in Gornall 2013, 53, n. 109.
36 This is my own modified translation of the rule based on Katre 1987.
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for compounding. Pataiijali emphasizes the inevitable role of this paribhasa in
regulating the compound formation.

As shown above, the Candra grammatical school argues that if the rule defin-
ing the compound formation is modified as sup supaikartham, one can do away
with this paribhasa, since the word ekartham captures the sense of the word
samarthya in an appropriate manner. The said idea, which is implicit in the Can-
drasiitra and in the Vrtti thereupon, is made explicit in the Candravyakarana-
pafijika and the Ratnamatipaddhati. The Candra grammarians hold that since the
compounded and uncompounded expressions are principally two distinct enti-
ties, the view that the uncompounded expression is transferred into a compound
is untenable.” According to this school, only samarthya in the sense of the for-
mation of a single integrated meaning (ekarthibhava) is relevant to compound-
ing, but not the one in the sense of mutual expectancy among word-meanings
(vyapeksa), and since samarthya in the sense of the formation of a single inte-
grated meaning is already denoted by the word ekartham, the meta-rule samar-
thah padavidhih is not necessary to regulate the compound-formation.

In this particular case, Moggallana incorporates the entire discussion availa-
ble in the Candra tradition in his Sutta, Vutti, and Paricika. Although he has not
contributed anything new to the ideological standpoint of the Candra school, his
non-acceptance of the position of the Kaccayanavyakarana and, through it, of the
Katantra certainly marks an ideological shift in the context of the Pali grammati-
cal tradition. The position of the Kaccayana and the Katantra schools can be elu-
cidated as follows: as is well-known, Kaccayana’s Kaccayanavyakarana, which is
modeled after the Sanskrit grammar Katantra, is the earliest available text on Pali
grammar composed in the 6" or the 7" century. The Kaccayanavyakarana and the
Vutti explain the compound formation on the same lines as that of the Katantra
and the Durgavrtti. Kaccayana defines a compound as:

namanam samaso yuttattho. (318)

37 Cf. the following verses quoted in the Ratnamatipaddhati: padantarena sambandho
vyavadhanam viparyayah | samkhya vyaktis cayogas ca vakye syan naiva vrttisu || ata evanayor
bhedat samsargadyarthabhedatah | vakyam eva samasisyad ity ayuktam pracaksate || (Dimitrov
2016, 653) ‘Relation with another word [outside the compound], intervention [of another word],
change in the sequence [of words], [comprehension of specific] number, clear manifestation [of
meaning], and the use of the particle ca are possible in an uncompounded expression, but never
in those that are compounded. Therefore, since there is a difference between the two on the basis
of a difference in the meanings such as association etc., [the view that] an uncompounded ex-
pression turns into a compound is declared to be unreasonable.’
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A conjoined meaning of nouns is called a compound (samasa).
The Vutti explains it in the following words:
tesam namanam payujjamanapadatthanam yo yuttattho so samasasaiirio hoti.

A conjoined meaning of those nouns, that is to say, the word meanings that are being used,
is called a compound (samasa).

Cf. Katantra (2.5.1): namnam samaso yuktarthah.
Durgasimha, in his Vrtti, explains the said aphorism as follows:

vastuvacini namani, militam yuktam ucyate. namnam yuktarthah samasasamjfio bhavati.

Nouns are the words that denote a thing. The word ‘conjoined’ (yukta) means ‘combined’.
The conjoined meaning of nouns [denoting things] is designated as ‘compound’.

The Katantra school favours the nityapaksa, that is to say, the position that words
are eternal and not created (karya) by a speaker.® According to this position, a
compound is an ever-existing indivisible word and not something that is created
by combining constituent words. In other words, a compound word like raja-
purusah and its parallel uncompounded expression, namely, rajfiah purusah are
two independent entities. According to the Paninian position expressed in the
Mahabhasya and the Kasikavrtti, the compound primarily appears to be karya,
that is to say, it is formed by putting together the constituent words.

It is Bhartrhari, who in his Vakyapadiya, explicitly advances the nityapaksa
in the context of compound. He says:

abudhan praty upayas ca vicitrah pratipattaye |
Sabdantaratvad atyantabhedo vakyasamasayoh || (3.14.50)

Many methods are adopted in order to make the ignorant understand. Being different sets
of words, the sentence and the compound are quite different from each other. (Iyer 1969,
148)

updayamadtram nandtvam samiihas tv eka eva sah |vikalpabhyuccayabhyam va bhedasamsar-
gakalpana || (3.14.97)

The splitting-up is only a means, the compound is one whole. Difference and connection
can be understood either as alternatives or together. (Iyer 1969, 170)

38 Cf. Trilocanadasa’s Katantravrttipafijika and Susenasarman’s Kalapacandra on Katantra
2.5.1.
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vrttim vartayatam evam abudhapratipattaye |
bhinnah sambodhanopdyah purusesv anavasthitah || (3.14.98)

Those who explain complex formations in order to instruct the ignorant adopt different and
variable methods of explanations. (Iyer 1969, 171)

This position of Bhartrhari has been accepted by both the Katantra as well as the
Candra schools. The above-mentioned verses from the Vakyapadiya are quoted
in the Durgatika on Katantra 2.5.1 in support of the nityapaksa (Dwivedi I1.2, p.
255). Thus, as per the primary position of the Katantra school, the rule namnam
samaso yuktarthah is a samjfia-siitra, which simply describes the nature of a com-
pound word and does not teach its formation.* Hence, the school does not re-
quire the meta-rule samarthah padavidhih like the Paninians. However, accord-
ing to the Durgavrtti, as an alternative explanation, it is possible to say that the
term samasa in the said siitra implies its formation even in this grammar. While
commenting on it, the Durgatik@ maintains that this alternative favours the view
that an uncompounded expression turns into a compound.

Moggallana distances himself from both the ideological positions, namely,
that of the Paninians and of the Katantra school by incorporating the ideas from
the Candra system, particularly from Ratnamati’s Candravyakaranaparijika. By
taking such a stand, he suggests his departure from the Kaccayana school, and
his adherence to a new grammatical ideology.

Apart from this, the value of a comparison of the Moggallanavyakarana with
the Candra grammatical works could even be judged from its utility in under-
standing the methodology adopted by Moggallana for translating the scholastic
Sanskrit parlance into Pali. As shown by Gornall (2013, 90), such adaptations of
the Sanskrit material could give us much deeper insights into the processes of
familiarization with a foreign literature by restructuring its strangeness in order
to establish a dialogue between the two different traditions. I will now analyse
the above two passages in order to highlight the peculiarities of Moggallana’s Pali
rendering of the Sanskrit text.

The passage from the Moggallanapaficika quoted above is, to use Dimitrov’s
words (2016, 622), ‘nothing less than a very precise translation’ of the Candra-
vyakaranaparnjika with some modifications wherever necessary. The first major
modification is seen in the non-use of abbreviated terms (pratyaharas). Like
Panini, Candragomin makes use of pratyaharas in his grammar. In this particular
instance, there is the pratyahara sup, which denotes all the nominal case end-
ings. Unlike Candragomin, Moggallana avoids the use of pratyaharas. In this

39 Cf. the Durgatika on Katantra 2.5.1.
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case, he follows his predecessor Kaccayana and uses the term syadi to represent
all the nominal endings. Thus, Ratnamati’s comment on the Candravrtti begins
with the explanation of the pratyahara sup, whereas Moggallana starts his
Paricika with the elaboration of the word syadi:

si adi yassa so syadi — si yo am yo na hi sa nam sma hi sa nam smim su ti idam vidhig-
gahananiayena tadantaggahanam icc aha: syadyantam iccadi.

Syadi means the set of nominal case endings, which begins with si, that is to say, si, yo, am,
yo, na, hi, sa, nam, sma, hi, sa, nam, smim, and su.

The second type of modification can be observed in Moggallana’s Pali rendering
of Sanskrit vocabulary. He occasionally replaces unfamiliar Sanskrit expressions
by relatively better known Pali words, for example, nasritam is replaced by na
katam, sriyamanayam is replaced by upadiyamanayam, isyate by abhimata-, and
sumana by kusuma.

Similarly, when the compounded Sanskrit form could not be rendered con-
veniently in Pali, Moggallana prefers to use an uncompounded expression, for
example, the compound samanyoktau is rendered into Pali as samarifiena vutte.
Barring these few cases, Moggallana generally sticks to the hardcore technical
terminology of the Sanskrit grammar and uses mere Pali versions of the same, for
example, ekarthibhava is rendered as ekatthibhava, vyapeksa as vyapekkha, and
samsarga as samsagga. At places, Moggallana’s Pali rendering, although close to
the Sanskrit, hints at a different underlying form. For example, upapadyate (upa
+ pad) is rendered as uppajjate (u = ut + pad), which, in spite of being a synonym,
differs in its derivation.

Sometimes Moggallana is not consistent in his Pali rendering of the Sanskrit.
Three instances may be cited in this connection:

1) The word prthagartha occurs once in the Candravrtti and twice in the
corresponding passage of the Parijika. Moggallana in his Vutti renders it
as bhinnattha. However, in the Paricikd, the word prthagartha has been
translated as puthagattha. Out of the two occurrences of puthagattha, on
the second occasion it is paraphrased as bhinnattha on the line of the
Candravyakaranapafijika. It is puzzling, since Moggallana has in fact
used the word bhinnattha in the Vutti, which he is expected to para-
phrase in the Paficika. It seems that Moggallana’s use of bhinnattha in
the Vutti instead of puthagattha is inspired by a similar usage found in
Buddhapiya’s Ripasiddhi:
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etena sangatatthena yuttatthavacanena bhinnatthanam ekatthabhavo samasa-
lakkhanan ti vuttam hoti. (Rapasiddhi as quoted by Tiwari and Sharma 1989, 150)

This expression yuttattha- (‘conjoined meaning’) in the sense of coherent meaning
implies that a formation of a single integrated meaning out of the [words having]
separate meanings [of their own] is the characteristic of a compound.

This refers back to the Varttika quoted in Patafijali’s Mahabhasya
mentioned above:

prthagarthanam ekarthibhavah samarthavacanam |

However, the more direct source of Buddhapiya’s explanation seems to
be either our current passage of the Candravyakaranapafijika or its par-
allel found in the Durgatika:

prthagarthanam ekarthibhavah samaso bhavati purvottarapadayor arthasya
samsrstartipasya pratiteh |

The compound is a formation of a single integrated meaning out of the [words
having] separate meanings [of their own], since one observes [from it] a united
form of meaning out of [the two, namely,] initial and final words.

2) Similarly, there is no consistency in the usage of the verbal form hoti.
Although in the Vutti, we find the use of hoti as a usual parallel form for
Sanskrit bhavati used in the Candravrtti, in the Paricika Moggallana uses
bhavati in the expression samatifiena vutte pi ... tena saha tad ekattham
bhavatiti ... exactly in the same manner as that of the Candra-
vyakaranapanjika.

3) The third inconsistency is found in Moggallana’s Pali rendering of the
Sanskrit word taksan in the sentence taksa rajakarmani... Here it is ren-
dered in Pali as thapati, which Sangharakkhita glosses as vaddhaki ‘a
carpenter’. Surprisingly, later in the same sentence, Moggallana retains
the word taccha- in tacchakammam, which, otherwise, could have been
easily translated into Pali as thapatikammam.

Another peculiarity of Moggallana’s translation is his free use of Sanskritisms,
that is to say, forms that are akin to Sanskrit. Examples of such Sanskritisms in
our passage are vyavaharattho and anvakhyanaya. A comparison of the current
passages from the Moggallanavutti and the Paricika shows that the tendency to
use Sanskritisms is greater in the latter than in the former. Moreover, given the
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fact that both works are composed by the same author, one does not find deliber-
ate efforts to standardise the Pali vocabulary for rendering the Sanskrit equiva-
lents. One more instance of Moggallana’s use of peculiar Pali expressions is the
rendering of niskrantasv api sumanahsu by nitthitesu pi kusumesu. Here, it is clear
that nitthita is in no way parallel to niskranta. Furthermore, Moggallana has ren-
dered sumana into equally less familiar kusuma instead of the more known pup-
pha. It is interesting to know that the parallel expression in the Mahabhasya
reads niskirnasv api sumanahsu, whereas in the Durgatika it reads nisthyiitesv api
nistrtesv api puspesu. It is difficult to point out with any certainty the exact moti-
vation behind Moggallana’s peculiar Pali rendering of the concerned Sanskrit
phrase. These observations are mere glimpses into Moggallana’s project of intro-
ducing scholarly material available in Sanskrit to his Sinhalese audience in Pali.
A further comparison between Moggallana’s grammatical works and the treatises
in the Candra grammatical tradition can provide us substantial data to under-
stand more precisely Moggallana’s methodology of translating Sanskrit material
into Pali.

The above discussion illustrates in unambiguous terms the role of the
Candravyakaranapafijikd as an important tool to study the Moggallana-
vyakarana. I fully agree with Dimitrov’s suggestion (2016, 622) that ‘due to its spe-
cific dependency, Moggallana’s work should be studied along with Ratna’s orig-
inal which will certainly prove helpful, not least when preparing a new critical
edition of the Pali text.” Apart from facilitating critical editions of both the texts,
a comparative study of these works can prove important from the point of know-
ing the exact relation of Moggallana’s grammar to the Candra tradition in terms
of transmission of grammatical ideas and methodology. Moreover, such a study
can provide valuable information on the technique used by Pali scholars to trans-
late and adapt $astric literature in Sanskrit, and can thereby improve our under-
standing of larger issues concerning the new era of the Pali literature based on
the Sanskritic models.
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