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ABSTRACT: The tradition of Sanskrit grammatical school is viewed as
having three founding fathers: Panini, Katyayana and Patafijali, the latter of
whom was given the position of the highest authority. Pataijali’s interpre-
tation of Panini’s grammar was supposed to be final, infallible and became
a go-to in the following centuries. There are numerous instances, however,
where Patafijali’s interpretation of Panini’s rules is far from perfect and com-
plicates, rather than simplifying, described procedures. These interpretations
are further modified as the school of Vyakarana develops under the influ-
ence of other philosophical trends. This article discusses selected examples
of the phenomenon of negation to demonstrate the evolution in their explica-
tions over the centuries in the school of Vyakarana. It attempts to answer the
question whether we should, and can, look at Paninian tradition as a whole;
whether these different interpretations should be viewed as mistakes or in-
novations and a sign of independent thinking.
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1. Introduction

The Sanskrit grammatical tradition is sometimes looked at as a whole,
with its foundations set by Panini in the Astadhyayi (4™ century BCE)
which were developed, or elaborated on, in the following centuries;
the foundations always held as a benchmark and referred to when in
need to support the line of argumentation. When we take a closer look,
however, at different interpretations of various linguistic phenomena
described by Panini presented already by his commentators Katyaya-
na (3" century BCE) and Patafijali in the Mahabhasya (2™ century
BCE), we will see that they do not always precisely explain the inten-
tions behind the original text. They seem to deviate from the original
application of Panini’s rules or concentrate on selected aspects in their
understanding. The present article aims to take a look at a few selected
passages related to the topic of negation, more specifically negative
compounds (nafisamdsa) to sketch how the originally very straight-
forward formal take on a linguistic phenomenon transformed and
was elaborated on in later centuries; how the initially morphological
analysis gave way to the focus on the semantic and pragmatic aspect
of such formations to finally delve into the issue of verbal cognition.
Neither the analysis nor the selected passages aim to be exhaustive;
what they intend to show is how, based on a widely discussed forms
in literature, the interpretation of certain expressions and passages
developed over the centuries and what layers were added onto them.

2. Simplicity at its finest—negation

Negation in the Sanskrit grammatical tradition was classified as either
prasajyvapratisedha (‘negation (subsequent to tentatively) applying’)
and paryudasapratisedha (‘limitational negation’, Cardona 1967: 34),
which roughly corresponds to predicate versus term negation in western
tradition. Although, it needs to be said that while paryudasapratisedha
can be found only in compounded forms (affixal negation), prasa-
Jyapratisedha can be expressed through both compounded (samasta)
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and uncompounded (asamasta) forms.! It has often been assumed
that in the former case the meaning of such a negative expression (or
a negative particle) is that of bheda (difference), while in the latter
(prasajya) the meaning is pure absence (abhava) where provisional
acceptance of an operation is required for it to be denied at a later
stage. Negative compounds were given a lot of attention in grammat-
ical literature in India, particularly because of their complex semantic
structure. In Panini’s grammar, however, they are nothing if not simple
and clear. Panini introduces negative compounds in one rule:

P. 2.2.6 nari | [The negative particle] nasi [combines with a syntactically
connected nominal pada to form a tatpurusa compound].

This sitra unequivocally classifies nafisamdasas as a determinative
type of compound, in which the former member qualifies, in other
words specifies, the latter. There is no room for interpretation here as
to the type of compound or the relationship between its members; the
nominative case of na7i indicates that the particle serves as a subordinate
element (upasarjana). There is no semantic analysis though
either; Panini approaches affixal negation from the morphological
perspective. What we could deduce from the ordering of the rules in
the Astadhyayi is that both items in a compound stand in apposition
as in karmadharaya sub-type of tatpurusa compounds.> What this
rule also tells us then is that despite being an avyaya (indeclinable),
negation does not form adverbial compounds (avyayibhava). It
consequently guides us to further instructions, according to which nan
can be subject to n-deletion (P. 6.3.73 nalopo naiiah | “There is the

The particle naii “can be construed with the nominal following it in the com-
pound, or it can be construed with a verb” (Cardona 1967: 34).

I would like to thank the anonymous reviewer for bringing this to my attention. As
Joshi and Roodbegen point out, however, from the semantic point of view, treating
nanisamasas as karmadharaya is difficult because two members of a compound
do not, traditionally, refer to the same entity. While the second member points to
a Brahmin, the negative particle is said to refer to a Kshatriya (Joshi and Rood-
bergen 1973: 70).
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deletion of n [of the negative particle] na7i [before the second member
of a compound]”) before consonants (e.g. abrahmana) and potential
nug-insertion (P. 6.3.74 tasman nudaci | “[ The augment] nut is inserted
after that [na#si which goes through deletion of its n] before a vowel”)
before vowels (e.g. aneka). Panini’s treatment of negative compounds
in this rule is really straightforward and does not delve into potential
semantic issues we might encounter while analysing such forms.?

In the centuries following Panini we can see a number of turning
points when negation got reinterpreted along new lines and the concept
of absence was investigated from different angles, often under the
influence of other philosophical schools.

3. Pataiijali and his take on compounding—turning point 1

Discussion on the role of negation in the meaning of nasisamasas
started with Patafijali and his interpretation of compounds in general.
While Panini’s classification of compounded forms was based on var-
ious criteria ranging from formal through morpho-syntactic to seman-
tic, Patafijali concentrated on the meaning of individual members and
their contribution to the final outcome of the compounding process.
He introduced the concept of semantic headedness (arthapradhanya)
and described compounds based on semantic predominance of their
members. He stated the following:

iha kascit samasah pirvapadarthapradhanah kascid uttarapadar-
thapradhanah kascid anyapadarthapradhanah kascid ubhayapa-
darthapradhanah | pirvapadarthapradhano 'vyayibhavah | uttara-
padarthapradhdnas tatpurusah | anyapadarthapradhano bahuvrihih

I am omitting the case of asamarthasamasas, in which an outside word has a re-
lation with the subordinate member of a compound thus making the picture more
complicated. The examples of such compounds are asraddhabhojin (‘a person
that does not eat during sraddha ceremonies’) or asiiryampasya (‘a person never
seeing the sun’). For more details on this topic refer to Gillon 1992, Joshi and
Roodbergen 1996 and Vergiani 1994.
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| ubhayapadarthapradhano dvandvah | (VMbh 1: 1.376.24-377.3 on
A.2.1.6)

Here some compound has the meaning of the former word as predomi-
nant, some has the meaning of the latter word as predominant, some has
the meaning of the external/other word as predominant and some has the
meaning of both words as predominant. [A compound that] has the mean-
ing of the former word as predominant is an avyayibhava. [A compound
that] has the meaning of the latter word as predominant is a fatpu-
rusa. [A compound that] has the meaning of the external/other word as
predominant is a bahuvrihi. [A compound that] has the meaning of both
words as predominant is a dvandva.

When we consider therefore the case of narnisamasa, we see that
according to Patafijali, its second member is not only morphologically,
but also, or most importantly, semantically predominant. This
interpretation is significant because it became a benchmark for further
analysis. It prompted questions that Panini had never intended to
answer or even ask; or to put it differently, they were auxiliary to the
original formal classification he had proposed in the Astadhyayr.

Let us examine an example of a negative compound which is
extensively discussed in literature to see what dilemmas this change
in approach prompted.’ Patafijali analyses the example of abrahmana
(‘a non-Brahmin’), comparable to other typical tatpurusa compounds,
such as rajapurusa (‘aroyal servant’), where the initial member
specifies, qualifies, the latter. When the qualifier is a particle which

*  The emphasis in this and all the following quotes are mine. I would like to thank

the anonymous reviewer for pointing out that Patafijali’s semantic take on head-

edness could be viewed as the extension of the implications of Panini’s notion of

upasarjana. | think the issue requires further research into various types of com-

pounds; it has already been partially tackled by Mocci 2023 and Pontillo 2003.

> It should be mentioned that there are various examples of negative compounds,
some of which could and, probably should, be interpreted slightly differently. The
basic principles and the changes in interpretation over the centuries still apply,
however, so we can safely say that the discussed example is representative of
a bigger picture.
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signifies absence or non-existence, however, the qualifier—qualificand
relation between the two words becomes problematic. While in
rajapurusa the man (purusa) gets specified by the king (r@ja), yet the
compound still refers to a person, what happens in abrahmana is
the negation of a Brahmin, a Brahmin becomes non-existent, but the
compound does denote some person nonetheless. There is no problem
on the morphological level; semantically, however, it is not entirely
clear. This is how Pataijali explains the problem.

athava punar astuttarapadarthapradhanah | nanu coktam abrahmanam

anayety ukte brahmanamatrasyanayanam prapnoti | naisa dosah | idam
tavad ayam prastavyah — atheha rajapurusam anayety ukte purusamatra-
syanayanam kasman na bhavati? asty atra visesah | raja visesakah
prayujyate tena visistasyanayanam bhavati | ihapi tarhi nai visesakah
prayujyate tena visistasyanayanam bhavisyati | kah punar asau? nivrt-
tapadarthakah | (VMBh 2: 669.3-670.20)

Alternatively, let it be that [a compound] has the latter member as predom-
inant. But has it not been said that when [a sentence] ‘Fetch a non-Brah-
min’ is uttered, it would result in fetching just a Brahmin. This is not
a fault. This is indeed what should be asked—in this case then, when
[a sentence] ‘Fetch a king’s man’ is uttered, how come just a man is
fetched? Here is the difference. [The word] r@jan is used as a qualifier
so there is fetching [of a man] specified by it. Here as well then naii is

used as a qualifier and there will be fetchlng [of a Brahm1n| spec1ﬁed

has been removed.

Despite the fact that in Panini’s classification negative compounds
are most definitely included in the tatpurusa group, which Patafijali
ultimately accepts as well, the possibility of other types of compounds
is also discussed in the Mahabhasya. The semantic approach to
compounds, summarised above in Patafijali’s division based on
semantic predominance (padarthapradhanya), creates a possibility
to interpret such expressions as abrahmana in various ways. Firstly,
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we can accept uttarapadarthapradhanya (predominance of the latter
element) and read the compound as referring a Brahmin that is non-
existent, which is the chosen interpretation in the tradition. Secondly,
we can opt for pirvapadarthapradhanya (predominance of the
former element), which places the emphasis on negation and can be
interpreted as absence residing in a Brahmin,® in other words treat
absence as a qualificand in need for specification—what is it that we
have absence of? Finally, we can interpret this compound along the
lines of anyapadarthapradhanya (predominance of the other/external
element) and establish the meaning of a Kshatriya as dominant because
this is what usage (vyavahara) points to. The word abrahmana can
also be used with reference to a Kshatriya as a result of a mistake/
doubt (samdeha) or wrongful instruction (durupadesa).

Jjatihine samdehad durupadesdc ca brahmanasabdo vartate | samdehat
tavat—gauram Sucydcaram pingalam kapilakesam drstvadhyavasyati
brahmano ’yam iti | tatah pascad upalabhate nayam brahmano brah-
mano ‘yam iti | tatra samdehac ca brahmanasabdo vartate, jatikrta
carthasya nivrttih | VMBh 2: 674.6-675.2.

In the case of a person of low birth the word brahmana is used as a re-
sult of a doubt or wrong instruction. [Let us see the example of it being]
a result of a mistake first—having seen a person that is light (skinned?),
of pure conduct, having red and brownish hair, a person determines that
‘this is a Brahmin’. Then afterwards they realise that it is not a Brahmin,
[they say,] ‘this is a non-Brahmin’. Therefore, as a result of a mistake the
word brahmana is used and the cessation of this meaning is caused by
a [person’s] descent.’

The expression can also be interpreted as referring to a person that does not exist
as a Brahmin. See Joshi and Roodbergen 1973: 72.

Patafjali proceeds to explain the case of durupadesa, which 1 omit here for the
reasons of space, but the structure of the argument is identical. An assumption is
made as to the identity of a person as a Brahmin which is subsequently corrected
and we are observing the cessation (nivrtti) of the original meaning.
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As will be shown in subsequent paragraphs, this notion of mistake
or wrongful cognition became the key feature in the analysis of
negative compounds for Sanskrit grammarians.

4. Bhartrhari (5" century CE) and his secondary existence—turn-
ing point 2

There is a gap in the sources pertaining to Vyakarana after Patafijali;
the next grammarian whose work was preserved is Bhartrhari and his
Vakyapadiya (5" century CE), in which he develops the notions hinted
at in the Mahabhasya. In his very detailed analysis of the meaning
and application of the negative particle he points to the meaning of
ksatriya that is understood when the compound abrahmana is used.
The novelty that Bhartrhari introduces is ‘secondary/metaphorical
existence’ (upacarasattd), which comes to life when we talk about
negation.

ksatriyadau padam krtva buddhih sattantarasraya |
jatya bhinnam tatah sattam prasaktam apakarsati || (VP 3.14.262)

An idea based on some other existence is first applied (by mistake)
to ksatriya and the like and [when the negative particle is used], it re-
moves the existence applied to something different from that based on
a universal.

Bhartrhari stresses that the entire process of negation of objects
and the comprehension of uttered expressions happens in our brains.
Treating negation as an attribute to the following noun, which
ultimately means qualifying something existent with non-existence,
can be problematic only in reality; on a linguistic level, however, it is
perfectly understandable.

buddher visayatam prapte sabdad arthe pratiyate |
pravrttir va nivrttir va srutya hy artho 'nusajyate || (VP 3.14.280)
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In regard to what has been determined by the mind, one understands from
a word its existence and non-existence (lit. activity and cessation). The
meaning is attached to the word/what is heard.

This karika points to the fact that the ontological status of an
object denoted by a word is irrelevant as we can express linguistically
both its existence and the lack thereof.® This potential for expressing
contradictory aspects of being can be traced to Patafjali’s explanation
of padarthanivrtti (the cessation of meaning) mentioned above, where
he compares the use of the negative particle to a lamp illuminating
the room and bringing different features of it to our attention, yet
not creating the reality. In a similar fashion, nasi seems to reveal the
non-existent aspect of a Brahmin in abrahmana.’ We can also see
the remnants of Patafijali’s wrongful cognition, mistake or faulty
instructions given serving as the reason behind using negative
expressions in the first place.

asamyagupadesad va nimittat samsayasya va |
sabdapravrttir na tv asti lostadisu viparyayat || (VP 3.14.281)

Either through faulty instruction or through some cause of doubt,
a word is applied [to a wrong object]. It is not applied to a clod of earth

and the like because of contradiction/opposition.

This last karika is interpreted by later commentators in terms of
superimposition (aropa) of concepts. Even though Bhartrhari does
not use the terms aropa, or its synonyms, with reference to negation,
we can see how such a take on this passage can be justified. The
similarity between the objects/notions in question is also emphasised

8 This emphasis on linguistic operations taking place in our minds with no actual

reference to physical reality was discussed at length by Patafijali at various places
in the Mahabhasya, for example in the context of substitution. See vz. 13—14 on
A. 1.1.56; Joshi and Roodbergen 1990: 84-85. I would like to thank the anony-
mous reviewer for pointing me in the direction of this particular passage.

?  See also Candotti and Pontillo 2015: 97-98.
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as a prerequisite for superimposition to take place. Bhartrhari prefers
to use the term wupacara (secondary/metaphorical meaning) and
upacaryate (it is used metaphorically) to describe the cases such as
abrahmana (or aneka as in the following passage), but he seems to
have focused on the error as the basis for using negative expressions
in the first place.

brahmanatvam yathapanna nanyuktah ksatriyadayah |
dvitvadisu tathaikatvam nariyogad upacaryate || (VP 3.14.285)

Just like ksatriya etc. have brahminhood associated with them when they
are used with na7i, in the same way unity is metaphorically used in the
meanings of two etc. from the connection with nar.

Bhartrhari’s analysis of negation and especially negative compounds
is strongly rooted in the earlier tradition and builds on Patafijali’s notion
of headedness. It does, however, introduce novel concepts, which form
a foundation for further ideas developed by the school of Vyakarana
and finally solidified by Navya-Vyakarana. Raising the discussion on
negation to a more philosophical level creates a bridge between the
earliest and latest grammatical tradition, and drifts further apart from
the original formalism of Panini’s Astadhyaynr.

5. Grammarians of the 10"-11" century and their superimposi-
tion—turning point 3

The turn of the second millennium CE sees further development in
the semantics of negative compounds and negation in general. Dif-
ferent commentators composing at that time exhibit similar ideas as
to how negative expressions should be understood. What we are also
observing then is their increasing focus on the process of cognition
behind negative terms rather than pure morphological or morphosyn-
tactic analysis. They are not discussing the meaning per se, as that is
contextually determined and does not require explanation, but attempt
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to describe how the understanding of said meaning happens. Despite
evident similarities in their approach, the three grammarians whose
views will be discussed below also introduce their individual ideas to
the problem of negation.

5.1 Kaiyata in the Pradipa on Pataijali’s Mahabhagsya

In his commentary Pradipa on Patafijali’s Mahabhasya when discuss-
ing the classification of negative compounds, Kaiyata goes a little fur-
ther. In his opinion, all three options presented by Patafijali, namely the
predominance of the meaning of the first (pirvapadarthapradhanya),
second (uttarapadarthapradhanya) or other (anyapadarthapradhanya)
word, are equally valid; when it comes to semantics, we could choose
at will, because there are complications with either solution. The rea-
son why the second option is preferable is simplicity; it poses the
fewest problems with interpretation.'® Kaiyata does not refer to Pani-
ni’s technical classification to support his standpoint but instead he
focuses on semantic headedness within a compound. He also recog-
nises that in the case of abrahmana there are three elements at play:
a Brahmin (core meaning); his absence (a-) and a warrior (ksatriya)
that the compound denotes. Kaiyata resorts to the notion of superimpo-
sition (@ropa), according to which one concept is imposed on another;
it is subsequently removed in the case of narisamdsa and this process
of superimposition is revealed by the use of the particle.

nanvisistasyeti | aropitabrahmanyasya ksatriyader ity arthah | kah
punar asav iti | bhavabhavayor virodhan nanvisisto brahmanartho no-

papadyate iti bhavah | nivrttapadarthaka iti | nivrttah padartho mukhyam

vadyapihartho na nirdistas tathapy abhidhanasaktisvabhavyal labhyate | (...)
evam paksatrayasambhave ’lpapratividheyapaksam dasrayitum aha—uttara-
padarthapradhana iti | (“Even though the meaning is not taught here, it is thus
understood based on the natural power of denotation. (...) In such a way, when
three views are possible, he has said to choose the view where there is little to
object to, namely it (i.e. the compound) has the meaning of the latter word as
predominant” (VMBh 2: 667. 5-7).
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brahmanyam yasmin sa ksatriyadir arthah | sadrsyadinadhyaropitabrah-
manyo nandyotitatadavastha ity arthah | (VMBh 2: 670.5-8)

[Let’s explain:] ‘of [the word] qualified by na7i’. The meaning is this: of
a ksatriya etc. on whom Brahminhood has been superimposed. What
is it then? It is not possible to have the meaning brahmana qualified by
nafi due to the contradiction between existence and non-existence—such
is the sense. It is [a Brahmin] whose object-meant/meaning has been re-
moved. That in whom the primary [meaning] of Brahminhood has been
removed is the meaning ksatriya etc. And that state of Brahminhood be-
ing superimposed due to similarity is revealed by nasi—this is the sense.

What is also interesting to point out here is the role nasi plays in
determining the meaning of a compound. Kaiyata emphasises that it
serves as a dyotaka, a revealer or illuminator of the meaning. This
notion of expressiveness (vacakatva) and suggestiveness (dyotakatva)
of various parts of speech was present in the Sanskrit linguistic
tradition from the time of Yaska (5™ century BCE), the author of
Nirukta, an etymological treatise. We can only assume that this
distinction into words that are independently expressive and those
that help to illuminate the meaning of words they accompany was
known to Panini, as he did not discuss it in his grammar. It was,
however, heavily discussed within the school of Vyakarana as well
as in debates with other philosophical schools throughout the history
of Indian thought.

5.2 Helaraja in the Prakirnakaprakasa on Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya

Interpretations found in the Pradipa were influenced by Helara-
ja’s commentary on Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya, who elaborated on
Bhartrhari’s ‘ideas’ (see par. 4) and expanded on his mistaken cogni-
tion, which ultimately led to adopting the notion of superimposition.
While discussing the example of abrahmana, he points to error of
mental effort (mithyadhyavasaya), which is corrected by nani when
realised.



Remarks on Negation through the Ages or How Should We Look... 71

brahmanasattavisaya buddhir yada kutascid bhrantikaranat ksatriye
pravartate tadda brahmanasabdas tatra prayujyate | so yam mithyad-
hyavasayo yada tattvajiianan nivartate tada naniah prayoga ity ayam
visayo nanisamasasya | (VP 1: 274.1-4)

When an idea whose scope is the existence of a Brahmin is employed to
a ksatriya on account of some mistake, then the word brahmana is used
in that case. When after realising the truth that this is the error of the
mental effort one corrects it, then [the particle] na7i is used; this is the
scope of a negative compound.

What superimposition (@ropa), which is an entirely mental process
(buddhistha), requires is similarity between the two objects. Not only
are negative compounds used to negate the superimposed object or
notion, but they emphasise aropa and the correction of a mistake that
was made.

nayam brahmano mithya tv evam avasitas tatsadrso ’brahmano ’yam iti,
sadrsah ksatriyadir eva samasarthah sampadyate na lostadi(h), samaro-

panibandhanasya sadrsyader abhavat | (VP 1: 274.5-7)

This is not a Brahmin, but he has been thus wrongly understood; abrah-
mana is someone similar [to a Brahmin]. And the meaning of a compound
is that which is similar, that is a ksatriya etc. only, not a lump and such,

due to the lack of similarity, which is the cause of superimposition.

In his commentary on VP 3.14.285 quoted above, Helaraja yet
again refers to the fact that superimposition of the wrongful notion is
caused by a mistake, a faulty instruction (adhyaropito durupadesadina
nimittena | VP 1: 283.12—13). Similarly to his predecessors, he accepts
the headedness of the latter member of a compound (uttarapadartha) in
its semantic analysis and says that it indicates the object or notion that
was metaphorically used and needs to be negated (sarvatra prasiddhe
narnsamase samaropo 'nugantavyah | upacaritapadarthapratisedhena
hy uttarapadarthapradhano naiisamasa ity | VP 1: 281.5-6). By
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stating that we should always refer to superimposition in the case of
nanisamasa Helaraja seems to imply that aropa could be one of the
meanings of the negative particle; the notion that Kaundabhatta will
object to some centuries later.

5.3. Haradatta in the Padamaiijari on the Kasikavrtti

We can see that at this point in time there is very little reference made
to types of compounds introduced by Panini. Patafijali’s interpreta-
tion was adopted without question and significantly elaborated on,
especially in the second millennium CE. The texts discussed above
belong to the more philosophical branch of the school of Vyakarana,
but such arguments were not absent from more linguistically oriented
works. If we look at the Kasikavrtti (KV), the first full commentary
on the Astadhyayi composed by Jayaditya and Vamana in the 7™ cen-
tury CE, we will not find much debate on negative compounds. The
authors’ take is limited to their morphological description, which is,
as mentioned earlier, quite simple. One of the commentators on the
KV, Haradatta, dated to the 11™ century (Pathak 1931: 247), however,
elaborates on the complexity of meaning behind the forms such as
abrahmana. Haradatta seems to be following Kaiyata in his analy-
sis and points to the loss of the original meaning of the word while
superimposition takes place. On the other hand, he also mentions the
secondary meaning that emerges in the process giving rise to the final
outcome that we are observing in the context.

naisa dosah, nivrttapadarthako ’tra brahmanasabdah, sa ca nivrttih
svabhaviki nanda dyotyate, ko ’rthah? kevalo brahmanasabdah prayu-
Jjyvamanah prasiddhivasan mukhyam eva brahmanam dcaste; nanprayo-
gena tu ksatriyadau sadrsyadina nimittenadhyaropitam brahmanyam na
tattvikam iti dyotyate | tad evam mukhyo brahmanasabdasyartho nivrtto
jatas camukhyah ksatrivadir iti na brahmanamatranayanam, napi na
kasyacidanayanam iti siddham | (KV 2: 105.15-20)
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This is not a fault. Here the word brahmana has its meaning removed;
and this removal being natural is revealed by nasi. What is the mean-
ing [then]? The word brahmana used alone signifies only the primary
[meaning] that is a Brahmin according to acknowledged usage. By the
use of naii, however, superimposed Brahminhood onto a ksatriya etc. as
a result of similarity is revealed, not the real one. In such a way, the pri-
mary meaning of the word brahmana is removed and a non-primary
one of a ksatriya emerges. [Thus the instruction abrahmanam anaya]
will not result in fetching only a Brahmin or not fetching anyone— this
is achieved.”

Haradatta seems to be combining the concept of superimposition
and secondary meaning here. He says that the word brahmana has the
potential, or contains, both a primary and secondary meaning (similarly
to the existent and non-existent aspects proposed by Bhartrhari). When
used in isolation, only the main meaning is understood; the emergence
of the secondary meaning is triggered by a mistaken judgement
resulting in the superimposition of Brahminhood on a Kshatriya. This
allows for the proper understanding of the injunction and fetching
a person other than a Brahmin. Superimposition is, of course, a feature
of the linguistic level; it has no bearing on external reality.

As we can see, the beginning of the second millennium CE marked
another change in the approach to the analysis of negative formations
by introducing the notion of superimposition into the equation. It seems
that the term aropa itself was extended into this context only around
the 11" century CE. Earlier, we can find references to the erroneous
cognition and superimposition of one concept onto another resulting
from it in the Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari (VP 111.3.39—41, the chapter
on relations— sambandhasamuddesa, see Houben (1995: 257-262)),
but it was not used to explain the process behind negative expressions.
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6. Kaundabhatta (17" century CE) in the Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara

When we move several centuries ahead, we enter the period of
Navya-Vyakarana (Neo-Grammarians), which witnessed the redefi-
nition of various linguistic and philosophical concepts as well as the
further development of the school of grammar. One of the prominent
representatives of that period was Kaundabhatta (KB), the author of
the Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara, in itself a commentary on his uncle
Bhattoj1 Diksita’s Vaiyakaranasiddhantakarika. In his text KB takes
a step back and redefines the notion of superimposition developed
by the grammarians a few centuries before. He goes back to Pataii-
jali’s nivrttapadarthakatva and opposes Kaiyata on the interpretation
of aropitatva:

yat tu nivrttah padartho yasminn ity arthah | sadysyadinadhyaropitabrah-
manyah ksatriyadayo ’rtha yasyety artha iti kaiyatah | tan na, aropi-
tabrahmanyasya ksatriyader nafiavacyatvat | anyatha sadyrsydader api
vacyatapatteh | (VSK 43.2—4 / VBhS 360.1-5)

According to Kaiyata, the meaning [of the expression nivrttapadarthakah)
is “that in which the meaning has been removed”; [consequently,] the
meaning [of abrahmanal] is the following: “whose meanings of ksatriya
etc. have Brahminhood imposed on due to similarity”. This is not the case
[in our opinion], because [the word] nafi does not express the meaning
ksatriya etc. on whom Brahminhood was superimposed. Otherwise,
[naii] would also express similarity etc.

For Kaundabhatta aropitatva should be read as the ‘object
of superimposition’ because otherwise we would run the risk or
superimposition itself being the meaning of a negative particle, which
would make the semantic range na#i expresses even more complex.!!

1" KB quotes a famous verse attributed, rather wrongly, to Bhartrhari, in which six
meanings of the negative particle are listed:
tatsadyrsyam abhavas ca tadanyatvam tadalpata |

aprasastyam virodhas ca nafiarthah sat prakirtitah ||
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What KB seems to be looking for in his interpretation of negation
is the unification of meaning of both types of negative expressions,
sentential and nominal, for prasajya and paryudasa; he looks for
semantic simplicity, which is negation meaning abhdava (‘absence’).
Furthermore, he favours negation as visesya (‘a qualificand’) rather
than visesana (‘a qualifier’); an interpretation morphologically
difficult from Paninian perspective. Although reluctantly, he finally
accepts the latter in the case of negative compounds, which allows
him to follow the traditional path. It should be pointed out here that
while Sanskrit grammarians over the centuries reinterpreted the
approach to negation, they never question its qualifying character in
negative compounds. Kaundabhatta ultimately decides that the key to
narnisamasa is secondary meaning:

atvam bhavasityadau yusmadasmados tadbhinne laksanda | nafi_dyo-
takah | tathd ca bhinnena yusmadarthena tinah samanadhikaranyat
purusavyavastha | tvadbhinnabhinnasrayika bhavanakriyeti Sab-
dabodhah | evam na tvam pacasity atra tvadabhinnasrayakapaka-
nukitlabhavanabhavah | ghato nastity atra ghatabhinnasrayakastitvabhava
iti ritya bodhah | asamastananiah kriyayam evanvayabodhat | sa cabhavo
*tyantabhavatvanyonyabhavatvadiripena sakyas tattadripena bodhad ity
anyatra vistarah | (VSK 43.27-44.2 / VBhS 366.1-367.3)

In [the examples] such as atvam bhavasi etc. there is the secondary

meaning of [the stems] yusmad and asmad in the sense of “different
from that”. [The particle] naisi [serves as] an indicator [of that second-

ary meaning]. And thus, the person is determined through the co-referen-
tiality of the verbal ending with the meaning of yusmad that is different.
The verbal cognition is the following: the action of becoming has a sub-
stratum not different from what is different from you. In the same way, in

“Six meanings of [the particle] nafi are mentioned: similarity to that, absence,
being different from that, smallness of that, lack of excellence/inauspiciousness
and opposition/contradiction.”

The detailed analysis and translation of the chapter on negation in the Vaiya-
karanabhiisanasara see Sulich-Cowley 2023.
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[the example] na tvam pacasi (“You do not cook™) there is the absence of
action conducive to cooking which has a substratum not different from
you. In [the example] ghato ndasti (“There is no pot”) the customary cog-
nition is this: the absence of existence in the substratum not different than
the pot. [This understanding] is due to recognising the connection with the
action only when nasi is uncompounded. And this absence is possible to
[be understood] in the form of atyantabhava (absolute absence) or an-
yonyabhava (mutual absence), because this is how it is cognised. This is
explained elsewhere.

The conclusion that we find in KB’s work is that in negative
compounds the particle is indicative of the secondary meaning
the negated stem possesses; this meaning might, in some case, be
superimposed. This last passage also points to the role of nari as
a revealer (dyotaka) rather than an element that expresses a particular
meaning; what it reveals is the aspect of non-existence inherent in the
object next to its existence.

7. Conclusions

What can we take from the above selective analysis? What picture of
negation emerges from the development of the school of grammatical
thought over the span of two millennia? Firstly, what the example of
negative compounds shows us is a shift from a formal, morpholog-
ical, description to a semantic-based approach. The introduction of
semantic headedness by Patafijali has become dominant in the later
tradition and superseded Panini’s original classification of compounds
thus focusing on selective aspects in their analysis. Secondly, dis-
cussion on the headedness in negative compounds with time concen-
trated on the predominance of either former (pirvapadartha) or latter
(uttarapadartha) member of a compound. The notion of the head
lying outside of a compound (anyapadartha) was largely abandoned,
or perhaps redefined, and gave way to the concept of superimposition.
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Therefore, it can be said that the journey of the school of Vyakarana
progressed from formalism through contextual analysis to defining the
process of cognition behind negative compounds.

Can we say that Sanskrit grammarians and philosophers following
Panini were mistaken in their interpretations? Did they misunderstand
what Panini said? There is no one clear answer to that. There was
definitely some miscomprehension at play but there was also a different
take on linguistic phenomena, such as negation and compounds in
general discussed in this article. Sanskrit commentators concentrated
on other aspects of compounding than Panini had, selected and
emphasised some of them while devaluing others. Ideas started by
Patafijali began to live their own life; they evolved in their own way
independent of Panini. They became a tradition within tradition so
to speak, like a frame narrative. Commentators’ constant reference to
Panini’s grammar was filtered through later interpretations and external
influences; it was often not so much Panini they were referencing as
their image of him. Perhaps then, the Sanskrit grammatical tradition
should not be seen merely as a means to explain the intricacies of
the Astadhyayt but rather as an attempt to establish its own ideas and
explore the aspects of language Panini did not venture into.
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