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1. Introduction

This article examines the reception of a relatively minor grammat-
ical sūtra of the Aṣṭādhyāyī in light of an apparent irregularity in 
Bhāravi’s court epic, the Kirātārjunīya. A construction in the poem, 
which appears to conflict with the grammatical rule, prompted sus-
tained attempts at reconciliation over several centuries. Rather than 
dismissing the poetic usage as anomalous,2 commentators sought to 
accommodate it within the grammatical framework, either by refin-
ing the scope of the rule or by reconsidering the syntactic analysis 
of the verse.

The present study is concerned primarily with a particular case of 
interaction between kāvya and vyākaraṇa within the commentarial tra-
dition. It therefore does not attempt either to evaluate the individual 
interpretative proposals discussed below or to determine the original 
intention behind the formulation of the sūtra itself. Nor does it under-
take a comprehensive investigation of the underlying linguistic usage 
that might clarify the historical background of the rule or possibly even 
point to textual corruption. These broader questions deserve a separate 
treatment and will, I hope, be addressed elsewhere.

Despite these limitations, the case offers a focused perspective on 
the diachronic development of the Pāṇinian tradition. It illustrates 
how even a relatively circumscribed provision could generate a lay-
ered interpretative history when confronted with literary usage, and 
how poetic practice functioned as authoritative data capable of shap-
ing subsequent grammatical reflection.

2	 A well-known example of such treatment is the form triyambaka- in Kumāra
saṃbhava 3.44, used in place of the expected tryambaka-. Unlike the case dis-
cussed in the present article, however, this usage is generally acknowledged in 
the commentarial tradition to fall outside the standard grammatical provisions of 
the Aṣṭādhyāyī and is treated as an exceptional poetic usage.
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2. A 1.3.37 and an  apparent  irregularity in KiĀ 2.35

The sūtra under consideration is located in the subsection of the Aṣṭā
dhyāyī (A) commonly labelled the Ātmanepadaprakaraṇa (ĀtmaPra), 
“section [dealing with the affixes termed] ātmanepada” (A 1.3.12–
77).3 It is introduced by A 1.3.12 anudāttaṅita ātmanepadam, from 
which the string ātmanepadam is carried forward through the subse-
quent rules up to and including A 1.3.77. For the most part, this section 
consists of restrictive (niyama) rules that confine the choice between 
parasmaipada and ātmanepada affixes —introduced as replacements of 
L-affixes (cf. A 3.4.78, A 3.2.124, etc.) — to those termed ātmanepada. 

For a brief introduction to A’s treatment of agentive (kartari) ātmane-
pada and parasmaipada, it will suffice to look briefly at two core sūtras 
of the ĀtmaPra together with the first sūtra of the immediately follow-
ing Parasmaipadaprakaraṇa:

A 1.3.12 anudāttaṅita ātmanepadam
A 1.3.72 svaritañitaḥ kartrabhiprāye kriyāphale
A 1.3.78 śeṣāt kartari parasmaipadam

A 1.3.12 states that verbal roots marked in the Dhātupāṭha with 
an anudātta vowel or consonant Ṅ take only ātmanepada affixes, in-
dependently of any semantic specifications. A 1.3.72 concerns roots 
marked with a svarita vowel or with Ñ and provides ātmanepada af-
fixes when an agent is to be signified (string kartari supplied from 
A 1.3.14) and when the result of the action is intended for that agent. 
A 1.3.78 — the first sūtra following the ĀtmaPra — covers all remain-
ing cases not specifically addressed in A 1.3.12–77 and stipulates that 
only parasmaipada affixes are selected as replacements of L-affixes 
when an agent is to be signified. 

3	 The label ātmanepadaprakaraṇa, familiar from editions of the Aṣṭādhyāyī and the 
Mahābhāṣya (M) published since the late nineteenth century, is already attested 
in the M (see, for example, M to A 1.3.60.1 in Kielhorn 1880: 285).
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Taken together, these three sūtras form the basis for the familiar 
tripartite classification of verbal roots into ātmanepadin (exclusively 
ātmanepada affixes; cf. A 1.3.12), ubhayapadin (both types of agen-
tive affixes; cf. A 1.3.72), and parasmaipadin (exclusively agentive 
parasmaipada; cf. A 1.3.78). 

The bulk of the ĀtmaPra addresses the ubhayapadin and paras-
maipadin roots and describes conditions — semantic factors, presence 
of particular indeclinables, or both — under which ātmanepada affixes 
are selected. To give but one example, A 1.3.20 āṅo do ‘nāsyaviharaṇe 
states that only ātmanepada affixes are used to express an agent after 
the root ḌUdāÑ when it is preceded by the preverb āṄ and is not used 
in the sense of ‘opening the mouth’ (an-āsyaviharaṇe). Since ḌUdāÑ 
is marked with Ñ, agentive ātmanepada affixes are already licensed 
under A 1.3.72 when the result of the action is intended for the agent. 
The present rule, then, further restricts the distribution by enforcing 
ātmanepada even in cases where the semantic conditions of A 1.3.72 
are not fulfilled.4

The sūtra under consideration is:

A 1.3.37 kartṛsthe cāśarīre karmaṇi
“Ātmanepada affixes (ātmanepadam, < A 1.3.12) occur also (ca), when an 
agent is to be signified (kartari, < A 1.3.14), after verbal base √nī (niyaḥ, 
< A 1.3.36) when the grammatical object is located in the agent (kartṛsthe 
karmaṇi) and is not the [agent’s] body (aśarīre).”

There is no M on this sūtra. The Kāśīkā (K) explains that the agent 
(kartṛ) referred to in the compound kartṛsthe, “located in the agent,” 
is identical with the main agent of the action, i.e., the one expressed 
by the L-affixes (substituted by ātmanepada). It also comments on the 
word aśarīre, explaining that the term śarīra, “body of a living being,” 

4	 Cf. K ad loc.: akartrabhiprāyārtho ’yam ārambhaḥ.
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covers here not only the body as a whole but also any of its parts.5 Thus 
K’s examples of the sūtra application are:

[1] krodhaṃ vinayate, “Removes one’s anger.”
[2] manyuṃ vinayate, “Removes one’s rage.”

K’s counterexamples illustrate the reasons for each of the condi-
tions to be mentioned in the sūtra (in the following I reproduce only 
a selection):6

[3] devadatto yajñadattasya krodham vinayati, “Devadatta removes 
Yajñadatta’s anger.”
[4] gaḍuṃ vinayati, “Removes one’s neck-swelling.”
[5] buddhyā vinayati, “Removes with intellect.”

In [3], the object — Yajñadatta’s anger — is not located in the agent 
of action; in [4], neck-swelling forms a part of the agent’s body; and 
in [5], no grammatical object is expressed. Hence, A 1.3.37 does not 
apply in any of the above cases. Jinendrabuddhi’s Nyāsa (KNyā), an 
8th-century commentary on the K,7 notes further that the results of the 
actions illustrated in [1], [2] and [4] — disappearance of anger (kro-
dhāpagama), etc. — are naturally intended for the agent and that, since 
the verbal root ṇiÑ is marked with Ñ, ātmanepada affixes are available 
by 1.3.72. He concludes that this sūtra restricts agentive ātmanepada 
affixes to cases where the grammatical object does not form a part of 
agent’s body. Accordingly, there is no ātmanepada in [4].8

5	 K ad loc.: nayateḥ kartā devadattādir lakāravācyaḥ. kartṛsthe karmaṇy aśarīre 
sati nayater ātmanepadaṃ bhavati. śarīraṃ prāṇikāyaḥ, tadekadeśo ’pi śarīram.

6	 K ad loc.: kartṛsthe iti kim? devadatto yajñadattasya krodhaṃ vinayati. aśarīre 
iti kim? gaḍuṃ vinayati. ghāṭāṃ vinayati. karmaṇi iti kim? buddhyā vinayati. 
prajñayā vinayati.

7	 Unless otherwise stated, the dating of grammatical texts follows the excellent 
overview provided in D’Avella 2018:28ff.

8	 KNyā ad loc. (Misra 1985: 1.441): atra ca krodhādyapagamaḥ kriyāphalaṃ 
kartrabhiprāya eveti “svaritañitaḥ kartrabhiprāye” (1.3.72) ity anenaiva 
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In the absence of other early grammatical texts belonging to the 
Pāṇinian tradition, we may briefly consider two early non-Pāṇinian 
descriptions of the same linguistic phenomenon found in Devanan-
din’s Jainendravyākaraṇa (J) and Candragomin’s Cāndravyākaraṇa 
(C), composed around the middle and the end of the 5th century, 
respectively.

C 1.4.83 (Liebich 1918:87): kartṛsthāmūrtāpyāt
“Affixes taṄ and āna (taṅānāḥ, < C 1.4.46)9 occur after the verbal root 
√nī (niyaḥ, < C 1.4.82), whose object (āpya) is located in the agent 
(kartṛstha-) and is non-material (amūrta).”

The text of Dharmadāsa’s Vṛtti (CVṛ) explains the grammatical 
construction of the sūtra but is otherwise virtually identical with the 
K and provides the same set of examples and counterexamples.10

J 1.2.32 (Tripathi and Chaturvedi 1956:28): kartṛsthe karmaṇy amūrtau 
“Affixes termed da (daḥ, < J 1.2.6)11 occur after verbal root nī (niyaḥ, 
 < J 1.2.31), when its object is located in the agent and is non-material.”

Abhayanandin’s ca. 7th-century Mahāvṛtti (JMVṛ) provides a few 
additional examples that parallel [1] and [2] and also contains a note on 
the restrictive force of this rule similar to that later found in the KNy  

siddhe niyamārtham etad vacanam veditavyam—kartṛsthe karmaṇy aśarīre eva, 
nānyatreti.

9	 Note that while A 1.4.100 taṅānāv ātmanepadam separately defines the term āt-
manepada, which covers the nine verbal endings abbreviated as taṄ (cf. A 3.4.78 
~ C 1.4.1) as well as the suffixes ŚānaC and KānaC, C avoids this intermediate 
step.

10	 CVṛ ad loc.: kartṛstham amūrtam akaṭhinaṃ vyāpyaṃ yasya tasmān nayates 
taṅānā bhavanti. krodhaṃ vinayate. manyuṃ vinayate. kartṛstha iti kim? deva-
datto yajñadattasya manyuṃ vinayati. amūrta iti kim? gaṇḍuṃ vinayati. āpyād 
iti kim? buddhyā vinayati.

11	 The term da is an equivalent to Pāṇinian ātmanepada. Cf. J 1.2.151.
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and discussed above.12 To complete the list of non-Pāṇinian systems 
from the 1st millennium, we may briefly refer to Śākaṭāyana’s 9th-cen-
tury composition (Ś):

Ś 1.4.15 (Tripathi 1971:100): kartṛsthe ‘tanāv āpye

Śākaṭāyana’s own Amoghavṛtti largely repeats the JMVṛ, slightly 
rephrasing Abhayanandin’s remark on the larger context of the sūtra 
within the Ś’s section equivalent of Pāṇini’s ĀtmaPra.13

A fitting example of this linguistic usage is found in a verse of 
Bhāravi’s Kirātārjunīya (KiĀ), a poem composed prior to the K (since 
KiĀ 3.14 is quoted in the K on A 1.3.23) but likely after the compo-
sition of the J and C:

KiĀ 2.41: śrutam apy adhigamya ye ripūn vinayante na śarīrajanmanaḥ  /
janayanty acirāya sampadām ayaśas te khalu cāpalāśrayam  // 
“Those who, though having studied the sciences, fail to remove the ene-
mies born in their own body soon indeed give rise to infamy, the ground 
of the instability of royal fortune.”14

12	 JMVṛ ad loc.: nayateḥ kartā lakāravācyaḥ. rūpādyātmikā mūrtiḥ. Kartṛs-
the karmaṇi mūrtivarjite sati nayater do bhavati. krodham vinayate. harṣaṃ 
vinayate. śramaṃ vinayate, śāmayatīty arthaḥ. atra kartṛsthatvāt karmaṇaḥ kar-
trāpyaphalatā karmatā. tena kartrāpye kriyāphale siddhe ‘pi de niyamārtham 
etat. kartṛstha iti kim? Devadatto Jinadattasya krodhaṃ vinayate. karmaṇīti kim? 
buddhyā vinayati. amūrtāv iti kim? gaḍuṃ vinayati. 

13	 Amoghavṛtti ad loc.: krodhaṃ vinayata ityādau krodhāpagamādeḥ kriyāphalasya 
kartṛsamavāyitvāt siddhas taṅ, tatredaṃ niyamārtham.

14	 I translate the compound cāpalāśraya- as a tatpuruṣa, predicative to ayaśas, and 
—admittedly slightly awkwardly—understand it as a sāpekṣasamāsa, constru-
ing the genitive sampadām with cāpala-. Cf. Cappeller 1912:13: “[…] ziehen 
sich bald die mit der Flatterhaftigkeit des Glücks verbundene Schmach zu.” It 
is, however, also possible—following Roodbergen 1984:130—to understand 
cāpalāśraya- as a bahuvrīhi and to construe sampadām (gen., pl.) with ayaśas: 
“[...] soon give royal fortune a bad name based on fickleness.” Peterson 2016:33 
appears to construe the compound in the same way: “[…] soon taint royal fortune 
with the stigma of infidelity.”
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Here, the situation described in the first hemistich aligns perfectly 
with the grammatical conditions described in A 1.3.37 and its coun-
terparts: the construction is based on the verbal root ṇīÑ; its grammat-
ical object — the six internal enemies — is clearly located in the agent 
of the action and does not refer to any part of the agent’s body. There 
is therefore good reason to assume that Bhāravi was aware of the lin-
guistic peculiarity described in the A. Notwithstanding this, in KiĀ 
2.35 — only a few stanzas earlier — we encounter a construction that 
appears to run counter to the same rule:

KiĀ 2.35: śivam aupayikaṃ garīyasīṃ phalaniṣpattim adūṣitāyatim /
vigaṇayya nayanti pauruṣaṃ vihitakrodhajayā15 jigīṣavaḥ // 
“Those intent on victory, who have won victory over their anger, having 
calculated that the attainment of their goal will be great and yield un-
impaired future prosperity, direct their manly prowess toward favorable 
means.”

The main clause—jigīṣavaḥ pauruṣam aupayikaṃ nayanti16— 
aligns with the conditions described in A 1.3.37: the action is expressed 
by the root ṇīÑ, while the principal grammatical object17﻿—pauruṣa, 
“manly prowess” — though located in the agent, does not form a part of 
the agent’s material body. One would therefore expect Bhāravi to use 
an ātmanepada affix (e.g., nayante, which would, of course, be unmet-
rical in the current position). As I will show below, the grammatical 

15	 The reading vihitakrodhajayā is supported by the majority of commentaries on the 
KiĀ (Prakāśavarṣa, Pītāmbara, Devarāja, Ṭalaṇa, Jonarāja Lokānanda), whereas 
only three other commentators—Mallinātha, Vidyāmādhava and Dharmavijaya 
—read here vijitakrodharayā. 

16	 For the sake of completeness, it should be noted that the syntactic construction 
of the verse, with its two ditransitive verbal roots and multiple accusatives, may 
invite discussion. To the best of my knowledge, however, all commentaries on 
the KiĀ adopt this syntactic analysis as their primary interpretation and mention 
other possible combinations only as alternatives.

17	 On Sanskrit ditransitive construction and the distinction between principal 
(pradhāna, i.e., īpsitatama) and secondary (apradhāna, i.e., akathita) objects, 
see Deshpande 1991.
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justification of this construction gave rise to several novel interpreta-
tions of A 1.3.37.

3. Interpreting the  irregularity: The  reception of A 1.3.37 in  light 
of KiĀ 2.35

The construction in KiĀ 2.35 prompted several attempts at grammat-
ical justification. The following discussion examines how technical 
commentators on A 1.3.37 reconciled Bhāravi’s usage with the rule. In 
many cases, reconciliation is achieved by further restricting the scope 
of A 1.3.37 rather than reinterpreting Bhāravi.

The earliest deliberation on this verse in grammatical terms appears 
in the Laghuṭīkā (KiĀLaṬī), a commentary on the KiĀ attributed to 
Prakāśavarṣa. As discussed in Klebanov 2021, Prakāśavarṣa — author 
of the KiĀLaṬī and of a versified Gaṇapāṭha, the Gaṇapāṭhavivṛti 
— hailed from Kashmir and was likely a teacher of Vallabhadeva, 
which places him around the late 9th century. The transmission of 
his commentary is, however, intricate: nine manuscripts of the text 
show an unusual degree of variation. For the present chapter, only 
six manuscripts are available, and the version of the KiĀLaṬī quoted 
below is attested only in two of them: Jo and Pa1.

18 Both belong to 
what Klebanov 2021:33 terms the Jagaddatta-group that likely re-
flects an early layer of the text. The passage is, however, missing 
from the manuscript Jai,19 which also belongs to this group, render-
ing the evidence of Jo and Pa1 less conclusive. The historical value 
of the quotation must therefore be assessed cautiously: while it may 
date to the late 9th century, its precise chronology cannot be estab-
lished with certainty.

18	 Jo = Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Jodhpur, Acc. Nr. 29969; Pa1 = Hema
chandra Jain Gyan Mandir, Patan, Acc. Nr. 10693. See Klebanov 2021 for further 
details.

19	 Jai = Jain Bhandara, Jaisalmere, Acc. Nr. 2774. ibid.
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KiĀLaṬī to KiĀ 2.35 (Jo 13v8 and Pa1 22r11):“kartṛsthe cāśarīre kar-
maṇi” ity ātmanepadaṃ sopasargād ity āhuḥ — “vinayante na śarīra-
janmanaḥ” iti, tathā ca “krodhaṃ vinayate, manyuṃ20 vinayate” ity 
udāharaṇadvayam21 //
“They state that the ātmanepada affixes [provided in] A 1.3.37 are as-
signed [to root ṇīÑ] when preceded by a preverb, [as illustrated in Bhāra-
vi’s own verse, KiĀ 2.41]: ‘fail to remove [the enemies] born in their 
own body.’ and likewise in two examples [provided in the K]: ‘Removes 
one’s anger,’ ‘Removes one’s rage.’”

In this way, the author of the quoted passage effectively proposes to 
restrict the scope of A 1.3.37 to constructions in which, in addition 
to the explicitly stated conditions, ṇīÑ is preceded by an upasarga. 
This proposal is justified by Bhāravi’s own usage in KiĀ 2.41 (dis-
cussed above) and by the stock grammatical examples [1] and [2], cited 
in the K — a usual source for grammatical quotations in the KiĀLaṬī 
— and likewise attested in early non-Pāṇinian grammatical texts, all 
of which, as shown above, display no explicit awareness of such an 
additional restriction.

A somewhat similar, though technically more sophisticated, in-
terpretation of A 1.3.37 —seeking to justify further constraints on 
the sūtra’s application from within A itself — appears in three key 
12th-century works of what Wielińska-Soltwedel 2006 calls the Ben-
gali tradition of Pāṇini’s grammar: Maitreyarakṣita’s Tantrapradīpa 
(TaPra), Puruṣottamadeva’s Bhāṣāvṛtti (BhāVṛ), and Śaraṇade-
va’s Durghaṭavṛtti (DurVṛ), listed here in chronological order. It is 
worth noting that a version of the KiĀLaṬī similar to that transmit-
ted in the Jagaddatta-group of MSS circulated in Bengal around the 
12th century22 and may, hypothetically, have informed the technical 

20	 manyuṃ ] conj., manyur Jo Pa1.
21	 ity udāharaṇadvayam ] conj., ity āha raṇadvayam Jo Pa1.
22	 See Klebanov (2021: 40), who observes that a relatively long quote attributed to 

a bhāravīyavyākhyā, “a commentary on Bhāravi’s work,” in the Durghaṭavṛtti on 
A 5.4.135 coincides with the version of the KiĀLaṬī preserved in the MSS of the 
Jagaddatta-group on KiĀ 8.21.
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interpretations found in these grammatical works. Even apart from 
questions of direct influence, the Bengali grammarians display sus-
tained engagement with kāvya literature, and it is therefore unsurpris-
ing that they took note of Bhāravi’s grammatically contentious usage. 
In what follows, I will first quote and translate the relevant passages 
from these three texts and then offer a discussion.

TaPra on A 1.3.37 (Kanjilal and Kanjilal 2007: 58f.): etac cātmane-
padam “veḥ śabdakarmaṇaḥ” iti ver iti anuvṛtter apanayanavacanād 
eveti lakṣyate  / tathā ca bhāraveḥ prayogo “nayanti pauruṣam” iti, vi-
pūrve ca tasyaivātmanepadam “vinayante na śarīrajanmanaḥ” iti  / evaṃ 
ca “apanaya mānini mānaṃ,” “buddhiṃ vṛddhiṃ23 nayati” ityādau na 
bhavaty ātmanepadam  //
“And this ātmanepada affixation, since the string veḥ carries over from 
A 1.3.34 (veḥ śabdakarmaṇoḥ), is understood by extension to apply only 
[after the root ṇīÑ] denoting removal. And likewise, there is Bhāravi’s us-
age ‘nayanti pauruṣam’ (KiĀ 2.35), while in ‘vinayante na śarīrajan-
manaḥ’ (KiĀ 2.41), by the same author, when [the root ṇīÑ] is preceded 
by vi-, the ātmanepada is used. And in the same way, ātmanepada does 
not occur in expressions like ‘Remove your pride, proud lady!’ and ‘Leads 
the intellect to growth.’” 

BhāVṛ on A 1.3.37 (Wielińska-Soltwedel 2006:1.86): maṇḍūkaplutyā ver 
iti eva  / “krodhaṃ samunnayati” “apanaya mānini mānam”//
“[The string veḥ is continued] by a frog’s leap [and the ātmanepada af-
fixes] apply only [after ṇīÑ] preceded by vi-. [When this condition is not 
fulfilled, we obtain usages such as] ‘Elevates one’s wrath,’ ‘Remove your 
pride, proud lady!’”

DurVṛ on A 1.3.37 (Miśra 1985: 30): kathaṃ “vigaṇayya nayanti pau-
ruṣaṃ vijitakrodharayā jigīṣavaḥ” iti bhāraviḥ  / “veḥ” ity anuvartate / 
tena na taṅ iti rakṣitaḥ / evaṃ ca “apanaya mānini mānam”//

23	 buddhiṃ vṛddhiṃ ] conj., buddhir vṛddhir Kanjilal and Kanjilal 2007.
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“How [are we to justify that] Bhāravi [does not use the ātmanepada] in 
KiĀ 2.35? The string veḥ continues, hence there are no taṄ affixes — so 
[Maitreya]rakṣita. And in the same way [we explain the parasmaipada in] 
‘Remove your pride, proud lady !’”

All three texts advance the same formal argument: the string veḥ 
is carried forward from a prior sūtra, A 1.3.34 veḥ śabdakarmaṇaḥ, 
which provides agentive ātmanepada affixes after the root kṛÑ (kṛñaḥ, 
< A 1.3.32), when preceded by the preverb vi- and when its object is 
a word signifying sound. This results in a further restriction of A 1.3.37: 
in addition to the established conditions, the root ṇīÑ must be preceded 
by the preverb vi-. The irregularity lies in the fact that the anuvṛtti of 
veḥ skips an intervening sūtra: while both strings kṛñaḥ (< A 1.3.32) 
and veḥ carry over into A 1.3.35, both cease in A 1.3.36. Maitreyar-
akṣita does not thematize this, but the BhāVṛ justifies the interpretation 
by invoking the so-called maṇḍūkapluti, “a frog’s leap,” also known 
as maṇḍūkagati, “a frog’s movement,” a device already discussed in 
the M and frequently attested in both the K and the BhāVṛ.24 

At this point, a further subtle difference in presentation may be ob-
served. While Maitreyarakṣita explicitly links his additional restriction 
to Bhāravi’s usage in the KiĀ, Puruṣottamadeva formulates the same 
qualification without reference to its literary point of departure, pre-
senting it instead as an adjustment derived from the internal logic of 
the sūtra and illustrating it with generalized examples.

Maitreyarakṣita adds yet another interpretative layer, according to 
which the specific combination of vi- + ṇīÑ suggests that the sūtra 
applies only where removal is denoted. Yet, given one of his counter-
examples —apanaya mānini mānam, where ṇīÑ denotes removal but 

24	 Note that in the M, both terms are used as bahuvrīhi compounds qualifying 
adhikāra and thus need to be interpreted as “those whose leap is like that of 
a frog.” For a brief explanation of the device and the difference between a bahu-
vrīhi and a tatpuruṣa interpretation, see, for example, Joshi and Roodbergen 2000: 
57 and Roodbergen 2008: 330. Though the history of this device warrants deeper 
study, we will not delve into it here.
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apa- is used instead of vi- and parasmaipada occurs — we may infer 
that, on his interpretation, the formal continuity of vi- takes precedence 
over the semantic nuance.

By contrast, Haradatta Mishra, a grammarian from Tamil Nadu 
whose work appears independent of the Bengali tradition and who 
perhaps flourished in the 13th century,25 presents a view that explicitly 
foregrounds the semantic restriction as the principal means of resolv-
ing the same tension between grammatical description and linguistic 
usage. Since his work shows no direct dependence on Maitreyarakṣita, 
this suggests that the notion of a further restriction of the meaning of 
ṇīÑ circulated in pan-Indian grammatical circles of the time.

Padamañjarī on K on A 1.3.37 (Miśra 1985:441): atha katham “vigaṇayya 
nayanti pauruṣam vijitakrodharayā jigīṣavaḥ” iti? kecid āhuḥ—apag-
ame vartamānād idam ātmanepadavidhānaṃ bhavati, atra tu karotyarthe 
prāptyarthe vā vartate, anekārthatvād dhātūnām iti //

25	 Haradatta’s dating remains uncertain. Cardona 1976:281 argued for placing Ha-
radatta as early as the 9th century on the basis of a view attributed to him in 
the vulgate of Dharmakīrti’s Rūpāvatāra. By contrast, Pathak 1931, followed 
recently by D’Avella 2026, argues for a considerably later date, placing Hara-
datta around the 12th or 13th century. D’Avella observes that quotations from Ha-
radatta’s works in both dharmaśāstra and vyākaraṇa literature begin to appear 
only in late-13th- and 14th-century sources, while earlier authors otherwise rich 
in citations—notably Devaṇṇabhaṭṭa and Śaraṇadeva’s Durghaṭavṛtti (1173/74 
CE)—do not mention him. On this basis, D’Avella suggests that the attribution to 
Haradatta found in the vulgate of the Rūpāvatāra may represent a secondary ad-
dition, whether introduced during the manuscript transmission of the text or at the 
editorial stage itself, the reliability of the vulgate having already been questioned 
by Belvalkar 1938. Additional complications arise from the surviving excerpts of 
Maitreyarakṣita’s Tantrapradīpa edited by Kanjilal and Kanjilal 2007. As far as 
I can see, several opinions there attributed to a certain ṭīkākāra closely resemble 
passages found in Haradatta’s Padamañjarī, while other views attributed to the 
same authority differ markedly from Haradatta’s positions. It is therefore con-
ceivable that both Haradatta and Maitreyarakṣita drew on an earlier authority, 
and that the attribution to Haradatta in the Rūpāvatāra arose secondarily during 
textual transmission. Further research, especially a systematic evaluation of the 
Tantrapradīpa material, will be necessary before the question can be settled with 
greater confidence.
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“Now, how [are we to justify the use of the parasmaipada] in KiĀ 2.35? 
Some [scholars] explain as follows: this provision of ātmanepada affixes 
applies only after [the root ṇīÑ] used in the sense of departure (apa
gama). In this verse, however, it is used in the sense of the verbal root 
√kṛ, “to do,” or in the sense of obtainment, since verbal roots have mul-
tiple meanings.” 

It is noteworthy that Haradatta, while clearly aware of the problem-
atic passage in Bhāravi’s work and acknowledging the need to account 
for it within grammatical theory, advances the additional semantic re-
striction of the sūtra only under the attribution to “some [scholars],” 
thereby perhaps signaling that he does not fully endorse it. It is clear, 
moreover, that Haradatta was not aware of usages such as “apanaya 
mānin i mānam,” which would contradict his reasoning. 

A further shift in the status assigned to this argument becomes visi-
ble in the commentarial tradition on Rāmacandra’s 14th-century Prakri-
yākaumudī. The interpretation cautiously attributed by Haradatta to 
“some [scholars]” is here integrated into the ordinary exposition of 
the sūtra. While Rāmacandra’s own vṛtti remains faithful to the K and 
does not introduce further restrictions,26 his later commentators incor-
porate the semantic qualification into their principal explanation. Thus 
Viṭṭhala, in his 15th-century Prasāda (Trivedi 1931:411), succinctly 
notes apagame vartamānād iti ca jñeyam, “and one should know that 
this sūtra applies [to ṇīÑ] in the sense of departure,” whereas Kṛṣṇa 
Śeṣa’s late 16th-century Prakāśa not only restates Haradatta’s reason-
ing but substantially reproduces his formulation, with only slight re-
arrangement and changes in wording.27 What had earlier been framed 

26	 Prakriyākaumudī on A 1.3.37: ṇīñaḥ kartṛsthe ’mūrte karmaṇi kārake pūrvavat. 
krodhaṃ vinayate. kartṛsthe kim? guroḥ krodhaṃ vinayati. amūrte kim? gaḍuṃ 
vinayati. Note Rāmacandra’s paraphrase of aśarīre as amūrte, thereby aligning 
his formulation with non-Pāṇinian reformulations of the sūtra.

27	 Prakāśa on PraKau on A 1.3.37 (Miśra 2000:3.390f.): etac cāpanayane var-
tamānād evātmanepadaṃ vidhīyate, nārthāntare. teneha na—“vigaṇayya nayanti 
pauruṣaṃ vijitakrodharayā jigīṣavaḥ” iti. iha hi karotyarthe prāptyarthe vā var-
tate ‘nekārthatvād dhātūnām. 
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as a reported opinion thus reappears as part of the standard interpre-
tative framework, reflecting the gradual stabilization of this semantic 
restriction within the later grammatical tradition.

The same interpretation finds its way back into the commentar-
ial tradition on the KiĀ itself, notably in Devarāja’s early modern 
South Indian (likely Keralan) Sukhabodhinī (KiĀSuBo).28 Comment-
ing on KiĀ 2.35, Devarāja invokes A 1.3.37 and explains its inappli-
cability in familiar terms, following this with a series of additional 
considerations:

KiĀSuBo on KiĀ 2.35 (Chatterji 1934:65): pauruṣaṃ nayantīty atra 
“kartṛsthe cāśarīre karmaṇi” ity ātmanepadena bhāvyam  / ucyate — apa-
gamārthān29 nayates tenātmanepadavidhānam  / iha tu tasya prāpaṇam 
arthaḥ/ kecid arthasiddhiṃ vigaṇayya sāmādyupāyam eva nayanti30 pau-
ruṣam parākramam iti vadanti  / anye pauruṣaṃ svasāmarthyaṃ paryālo-
cyocitam sāmādyupāyaṃ phalaniṣapttiṃ prāpayantīty āhuḥ  /
“[Objection:] In the clause ‘pauruṣaṃ nayanti’ , on account of A 1.3.37, 
there should be ātmanepada affixation. We reply: this sūtra provides āt-
manepada affixes after √nī in the meaning of departure. In this verse, how-
ever, the root denotes bringing.
Others say [that the verse should be construed differently]: having calcu-
lated the accomplishment of their goals, they direct conciliation and other 
means towards manly prowess, that is, enterprise. Yet others explain the 
verse as follows: having considered the manly prowess, that is, their own 
capability, they direct conciliation and other means towards the attain-
ment of their goal.”

The general hermeneutic strategy — two examples of which 
Devarāja attributes to unnamed scholars — consists not in modify-
ing the grammatical rule but in adjusting the syntactic interpretation 
of the verse — that is, in assigning a different syntactic function to 
28	 For the dates and provenance of Devarāja and other commentators on the KiĀ, 

I rely on the information provided in Klebanov 2021.
29	 apagamārthān ] conj., avahamārthān Chatterji 1934.
30	 nayanti ] conj., yanti na Chatterji 1934.
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the accusative forms — so that the conditions for the application of 
A 1.3.37 no longer obtain. In this way, both alternative interpretations 
invoked by Devarāja make aupayika, “means,” which do not reside in 
the agent, the principal grammatical object of √nī.

Such alternative construals are by no means unique to Devarāja. 
A number of commentators on the KiĀ — including Vidyāmādhava 
(14th c., Kerala), Jonarāja (15th c., Kashmir), Pītāmbara (early 16th c., 
Bengal), and Lokānanda (post-Mallinātha), to name but a few — while 
agreeing on what may be regarded as the principal construal of the 
verse, also record a range of syntactic alternatives. It is noteworthy that 
many of these commentators do not refer to the grammatical problem 
at all, even though, as shown above, it had been discussed in gram-
matical literature since at least the 12th century.

A notable exception is the Ghaṇṭāpatha (KiĀGhaPa), a commen-
tary by the influential Mallinātha (14th c., modern-day Telangana), who 
offers a distinct grammatical interpretation of the passage. 

KiĀGhaPa on KiĀ 2.35 (Durgaprasad et al. 1917:29): nayatiḥ prāpaṇārthe 
dvikarmakaḥ  / atra pauruṣasya kartṛsthakarmatve ‘py upāyasyātathātvāt 
“krodhaṃ vinayate” ityādivat “kartṛsthe cāśarīre karmaṇi” ity ātmane-
padaṃ na bhavati //
“The root √nī in the meaning of bringing takes two objects. In this verse, 
although ‘manly prowess’ is a grammatical object located in the agent, 
since ‘the means’ lacks this qualification (i.e., it is not located in the 
agent), the ātmanepada affixes — such as in the expression ‘removes 
one’s anger’ — provided by A 1.3.37 do not occur.”

In brief, we may observe that Mallinātha advances a distinctly 
novel approach to the problem at hand. Rather than reinterpreting ei-
ther the sūtra or the verse of the KiĀ, he argues that the formal con-
ditions for the application of A 1.3.37 — namely, that the object be 
located in the agent, etc. — are not fulfilled in this case. Instead of 
focusing solely on the principal object of the verb nayati, namely, 
pauruṣa, “manly prowess,” he maintains that both objects —pauruṣa 
and aupayika, “the means” —must be taken into account, the latter of 
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which does not satisfy the conditions of the sūtra. Remarkably, apart 
from Lokānanda — who quotes Mallinātha anonymously — this inter-
pretation does not appear to have been adopted in either grammatical 
or poetic commentarial traditions. 

Finally, several centuries later, the problem is taken up once more 
in the Siddhāntakaumudī (SiKau) by Bhaṭṭoji Dīkṣita (17th c.), whose 
discussion of the passage represents the last substantial contribution 
to the tradition on this issue.

SiKau 2710 = A 1.3.37 (Sastrigal 1911:409): krodhaṃ vinayate, apaga-
mayati  / tatphalasya cittaprasādasya kartṛgatvāt “svaritañitaḥ” ity eva 
siddhe niyamārtham idam  / […] kathaṃ tarhi “vigaṇayya nayanti pau-
ruṣam” iti / kartṛgāmitvāvivakṣāyāṃ bhaviṣyati/
“Removes, that is, causes to depart, one’s anger. Since the result of this 
action —namely, the clarity of one’s mind — goes to the agent, the ātmena-
pada affixation is already provided by 1.3.72, and, this being the case, 
the purpose of the current sūtra is to impose a restriction. […] How then 
[are we to explain the use of parasmaipada] in KiĀ 2.35? [Parasmaipada 
affixes] will obtain when the speaker does not intend to express that the 
[result of the action] is directed at the agent.”

We may observe that Bhaṭṭoji Dīkṣita, though clearly aware of 
the centuries-long attempts by grammarians to align the interpretation 
of the present sūtra with Bhāravi’s usage, does not engage in further 
speculative interpretation. Rather anticlimactically, he reduces the in-
terpretation of the sūtra to its bare essentials, as presented in the early 
texts of both the Pāṇinian and non-Pāṇinian grammatical traditions. 
Reiterating the function of the sūtra within the ĀtmaPra — namely, 
to restrict the application of the ātmanepada provided by 1.3.72 to 
cases where the object of ṇīÑ is located in the agent and is not the 
agent’s body — he states that the very application of 1.3.72 depends 
on the speaker’s intention to present the action as one whose result is 
directed toward the agent. In the present case, given Bhāravi’s avoid-
ance of the ātmanepada, we may infer that he did not intend to ex-
press this semantic aspect, which forms the basis for the application 
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of A 1.3.72 and, by extension, A 1.3.37. Bhaṭṭoji Dīkṣita thus, albeit 
in an anticlimactic manner, offers perhaps the most economical reso-
lution of the problem inherited from the tradition, without recourse to 
additional semantic refinements or to irregular continuations of strings 
from earlier sūtras. vivakṣā — a device difficult to supersede — provides 
the final explanatory key.

4. Conclusion

This article has examined the reception of A 1.3.37 kartṛsthe cāśarīre 
karmaṇi in light of the apparent irregularity in KiĀ 2.35. After out-
lining the function of the sūtra within the ĀtmaPra of the A and its 
early interpretation in both Pāṇinian and non-Pāṇinian grammatical 
traditions, the discussion traced the various attempts to reconcile 
Bhāravi’s parasmaipada usage with the rule. These range from for-
mal restrictions based on extended anuvṛtti (notably in the Bengali 
grammatical tradition), through semantic qualifications limiting the 
sūtra to cases of “removal” or “departure,” to syntactic reinterpreta-
tions of the verse in poetic commentaries. Bhaṭṭoji Dīkṣita’s appeal to 
vivakṣā relocates the issue to the level of speaker intention and thereby 
removes the need for additional formal or semantic adjustments.

Taken together, these interpretations show two complementary exe-
getical strategies. Technical grammarians tended to refine the interpre-
tation of A 1.3.37 by narrowing its scope through additional formal or 
semantic conditions. Several commentators on the poem, by contrast, 
adjusted the syntactic construal of the verse so that the rule would not 
apply. A comparison of these approaches — restriction of the grammat-
ical provision versus reinterpretation of the literary passage — clarifies 
how the tension between grammatical description and poetic usage 
was addressed in different textual contexts.

The material also illustrates the diachronic development of the 
Pāṇinian tradition. A sūtra concerned with a relatively circumscribed 
construction generated a layered interpretative history extending 
across several centuries. While its core syntactic formulation remained 
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stable, its scope was repeatedly reconsidered in light of engagement 
with kāvya. In the present case, the trajectory of interpretation appears 
to have been prompted less by internal structural pressure than by the 
need to account for a particular poetic usage.

At the same time, the episode sheds light on the status of certain 
poetic works within the Sanskrit intellectual sphere. Bhāravi’s usage 
was not treated as erroneous but as a datum requiring grammatical ex-
planation. In this respect, the poem functioned as authoritative usage, 
capable of prompting renewed scrutiny of the rule itself. Rather than 
subordinating poetry to grammar, the tradition allowed literary prac-
tice to inform grammatical reflection, illustrating the sustained inter-
action between the two domains.
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