GUNILLA GREN-EKLUND

A Study of Nominal Sentences
in the Oldest Upanisads

UPPSALA 1978

Distributor
ALMQVIST & WIKSELL INTERNATIONAL

OIS ITINT RA/OYY YD RT



Doctoral dissertation at Uppsala University 1978.
The English text was revised by Neil Tomkinson, B.A.
© Gunilla Gren-Eklund ’

Printed in Sweden by Borgstroms Tryckeri AB, Motala 1978
Phototype setting by TEXTgruppen i Uppsala AB

ISBN 91-554-0696-3

ISSN 0346-6469

Contents

Chapter 1.

Chapter 2.

Chapter 3.

Introduction ........ .. ... . . . 7
1.1 Theproblem ........... ... .. ... ... ... .......... 8
1.2 The hypothesis . ....... ... ... ... i ... 8
1.2.1 Subject and predicate ......................... 9
1.2.2 Topic and comment ......................... 10
1.3 The material .. ... .. ... ... . .. . . . .. 12
1.4 The procedure ........... ... it .. 14
Previous views on the material .. ....................... 15
2.1 Differences in the translations ...................... 15
2.2 The order of the elements ......................... 16
2.3 Word order in nominal sentences in Sanskrit ........... 18
2.3.1 Current suggestions about nominal sentences
in Sanskrit ............. ... ... .. e 18
2.3.2 The concepts of habitual and occasional word order. 21
2.3.3 Upanisadic nominal sentences .................. 21

(a) Whitney and Bohtlingk—p. 22. (b) Morgenroth—
p. 23. (c) Thieme—p. 24. (d) Ickler—p. 25.

2.4 Language structures and translation .. ................ 26
2.4.1 The traditional way of defining S/P ............. 26
2.4.2 Translation and the different structures of languages 28

2.5 Conclusions about the translations and their theoretical
foundations . .. ... .. . 28

Syntactic features and interpretation of nominal sentences

in Sanskrit ....... .. 33
3.1 Adjectives . oo 34
3.1.1 The concept of adjectives ..................... 35

3.1.2 Substantives and adjectives as categories in Sanskrit 37
3.1.3 A note on the general character of nominal
connections in Sanskrit . ........ .. ... .. ... ... 41
3.1.4 Some passages interpreted .................... 42
(a) ChU 4,3,1—p. 42. (b) ChU 1,13,1—3—p. 45.
(c) BAU 4,4,7—p. 49. (d) AitU 5,3—p. 50.

3.2 Relative constructions .. ..............ouuernneon.. 51
3.2.1 The relative mode of expression ................ 51
3.2.2 The relative mode of expression in Sanskrit . ...... 56
3.2.3 Verbal and nominal relative clauses ............. 60
3.2.4 Relative constructions in BAU and ChU ......... 61
3.2.5 Concluding remarks about relative constructions ... 64



Chapter 4.

3.2.6 Some passages interpreted ...................
(a) BAU 2,2,1—p. 68. (b) AitU 3,10—p. 72.
(c) Reciprocal relative constructions—p. 74.
3.3 Demonstrative pronoumS . « . .o v vov v v v onn e ennnen s
3.3.1 The concept of demonstrative pronouns .........
3.3.2 Demonstrative pronouns in Sanskrit ............
3.3.3 Demonstrative pronouns in nominal sentences in
the oldest Upanisads . .. .....................
(a) adas—p. 85. (b) idam—p. 86. (c) ta- —p. 87.
(d) eta- —p. 87. (e) idam and eta- —p. 88.
() ena- —p. 88. )

3.3.4 Some passages interp,éted ....................
(a) BAU 1,4,7—p. 89. (b) BAU 1,2,3—p. 93.
(¢) ChU 2,7,1—p. 94. (d) BAU 5,4,1—p. 96.

3.4 Particles . ..ot
3.4.1 The concept of particles .....................
3.4.2 Particles in Sanskrit . ........... ... ...
3.4.3 eva, vai and vdva in the old Upanisads . .........

(a) eva—p. 107. (b) vai—p. 112. (c) vdva—p. 117.
3.4.4 Some passages interpreted ...................
(a) BAU 1,5,4—8—p. 122. (b) ChU 4,9,2—p. 123.
(c) idam agra asit—p. 124. (d) ChU 3,16,1—p. 125.
3.5 Some remarks on other aspects of nominal sentences

Evaluations of the nominal sentence and of the approach

via the T/C CONCEPLS oottt

4.1 The grammatical structure of the nominal sentence .. ...
(a) Constituent structure—p. 132. (b) Phrase structure—
p. 133. (¢) Transformations—p. 134.

4.2 The nominal sentence as an assertion ...............

4.3 The nominal sentence as an organized communication

4.4 The semantic aspect of the nominal sentence . .........

Bibliography .. .. .. i

Index Of Passages .. .. ..ottt

. 127

131
131

135

. 136

139
142
152

1 Introduction

Nominal sentences have always been treated as a special issue in the grammars of
some non-Indo-European languages, but the discussion was not placed within a
definite theoretical framework until Meillet (1906—08) treated the nominal
sentence in Indo-European (IE) languages.' This discussion has since been the
concern of mainly French linguists. In the tradition of Meillet, pragmatic linguistic
investigators® have treated nominal sentences as a formally defined, separate
phenomenon. Yet there has also been a debate in general linguistics.” The debaters
have constantly tried to unite nominal sentences with verbal sentences under the
common heading of some linguistic universal, usually expressed in terms of sub-
ject/predicate (S/P). In this debate, the questions of the copula and the state of the
verb “to be” have turned out to be the crucial points.* Benveniste (1950, recently
modified by Guiraud, 1976) concluded this traditional discussion, taking the
nominal sentence (without the verb “to be”) as an assertive sentence (p. 27) which
occurs in a certain distribution (1) “liée au discours direct” and is interpreted as
(2) “des assertions de caractére générale, voire sentencieux” (p. 30, on a material
from Old Greek). Those two points are of a textual and semantic, even stylistic
character, and, though suggestive, they do not constitute a linguistically complete
description of the nominal sentence.

The French discussion has presented some select materials but has mainly been
devoted to the general issue of nominal sentences without extensive, close obser-
vation of their linguistic contexts. When such general statements are exhausted,
there remains the possibility of approaching the nominal sentence in a pilot study.
The language chosen may be an individual one and the stage of language may be
limited as in the following investigation, but the phenomena of this special
language have to be observed from every possible point of view.

! An account of the history of the discussion of nominal sentences is given by Schiefer (1974).

2 Bloch (1906—08), Marouzeau (1910), Brugmann (1925, pp. 57—83 et passim), Benigny
(1929), Chantraine (1963, pp. 1—11), Guiraud (1962), Moreschini Quattordio (1966) and, as far as
non-IE languages are concerned, Gauthiot (1908—09) and Sacleux (1908—09).

* For example, Bally (1922) and Hjelmslev (1948).

4 Cf. Schiefer (1974). Jespersen (1924, pp. 150 ff.) also points out the issue of indefiniteness (par-
ticulars and universals), which is a matter of philosophy and logic. A study in which the nominal
phrase is not accepted as an issue on its own is that of Kahn (1973).



1.1  The problem

The linguistic analysis of nominal sentences made by traditional grammarians has
primarily been concerned with the surface feature of their having two basic com-
ponents. Immediate constituent analysis of sentences in IE languages happens to
coincide with the identification of subject (S) and predicate (P).” Moreover, the
definition of “sentence” has usually been based upon the function of P, as con-
trasted with the function of S. This traditional view of nominal sentences as equal
to verbal sentences has been accepted and even stressed in grammatical ap-
proaches that establish constituent structures. It has been taken for granted that
the structure of nominal sentences is S plus P, just as it is in verbal sentences.

If, however, we juxtapose two observations, firstly, that a nominal sentence
consists mainly of two nominal components® and, secondly, that the functions of
words as S and P give the distributional basis of classification of the words as
nominal and verbal, we must then discuss the resultant question: is an analysis in
terms of S and P actually valid for nominal sentences?

This is the basic, theoretical question which has prompted this study. The
necessary, more empirical approach is formulated in another question. Can an
attempt at close interpretation of a select material of nominal sentences help to
define their internal structure? A partly internal-linguistic and partly philological’
interpretation of particular nominal sentences will be made, in order to investigate
the validity of linguistic concepts such as S and P, as well as to investigate the con-
verse—whether these categories are of any value for the interpretation of actual
sentences or whether other linguistic approaches might not be more fruitful.

1.2 The hypothesis

Every linguistic item may be approached from more than one angle. The final aim
of an investigation about nominal sentences must be to make as exhaustive a
description of their structure as possible, and this must be done by making par-
ticular descriptions on different levels.

Briefly, three levels may be attained, viz. the logical, the communicative and the
grammatical level. From an ontological background the information about the
reality branches, on the one hand, into the linear, linguistic message on the com-

* Lyons (1968b, p. 210): “There is an obvious parallelism between immediate constituent
analysis and the traditional procedure of ‘parsing’ sentences into ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’ . .. ”.

8 I start simply from what a nominal sentence in Sanskrit looks like, thus disregarding the whole
complex question of the copula. :

" “Philological” should here be taken in the European (non-Anglo-American) sense, as con-
trasted with “linguistic”, with special regard to the content of the linguistic message.

municative level, and, on the other, the logical, non-linear structuring on the
logical level. Those two levels converge into the third level, the grammatical ex-
pression, which has to be the starting-point of every linguistic investigation.

The traditional way of dealing with the grammatical expression has been to
relate it chiefly to the purely logical level but also to some general semantic
background.® In this investigation, the traditional, logical background of grammar
is accepted, but, instead of general semantic speculations, the more restricted level
of communication is introduced. The concept of a semantic level will not be ex-
ploited here at all, as its traditional definition seems to cover both the ontological
facts and the logical and communicative levels of this model. Instead, the term
“semantic” is used as a description of the expressive needs which initiate the
whole process accounted for in the suggested model, and accordingly the term
“semantic” can also be referred to the resulting linguistic expression.

The working hypothesis here is that a particular nominal sentence can be ap-
proached from two angles and that these two angles must be kept distinct. The
first angle is the question of how the nominal sentence functions on the gram-
matical level, that is, what possibilities there are of labelling the elements as S and
P, with the logical level as far as possible left aside or merely tacitly supposed.
Secondly, we may discuss how the communicative force of the nominal sentence
can be interpreted in terms of topic (T) and comment (C). Observations on the
grammatical and the communicative levels should thus provide the tangible
evidence for a linguistic model and a semantic interpretation of nominal sentences.

To be able to apply these two views to nominal sentences, it is necessary in
some measure to adopt some kind of working definitions of, on the one hand, the
concepts of subject and predicate and, on the other, the notions of topic and com-
ment.

1.2.1 Subject and predicate. A working definition of “subject” and “predicate”
would seem to be quite simple, provided that these concepts may be looked upon
as a purely linguistic formalization of the two components upon which a fun-
damental, internal relation of the sentence is founded.’ ,

No linguistic issue can be quite as easy as that, since every linguistic expression
is the form of some thought, and consequently any formalization, even a super-
ficial one, of the expression is connected in one way or another with all the
problems involved in logical formalization and logical terms. If, however, the
semantic relations are disregarded and only the formal features are considered,
the only possible working definition of “subject” (S) and “predicate” (P) must

¥ Cf. also the well known concepts of langue/parole and competence/performance.

? The alternative is not to restrict the use of the terms to the merely linguistic. This is represented,
for example, by the advanced discussion of Shaw (1976), who distinguishes many different levels
but keeps the notions of §/P on them all as designating an overall working relation.



start from the traditionally established grammatical relation between S, which
(from a statistical point of view) is usually a nominal item, and P, which is a verbal
item; here only the formal state of S, as “governing” the morphological
characteristics of P, has to be taken into account.

The consequence is that we must apply different criteria to the nominal
sentence, in order to determine to what degree it behaves like a verbal sentence.
All linguistic items appearing in nominal sentences, such as adjectives, relative
groups, pronouns, etc., must be scrutinized to determine whether they can be used
in any way to identify the S and P concepts. If this is the case—but not until it is
proved—we shall be in a position to describe more definitely the nominal sentence
in the grammatical terms S/P, as defined here. In the course of this investigation,
the terms S/P will accordingly be used only for the purpose of deciding whether
they are applicable to the nominal sentence.

1.2.2 Topic and comment. The simplest working definition of the notions of
“topic” and “comment” is that the concept in the communication which is given,
i.e. explicitly offimplicitly known, is the “topic” (T) and the connected, new con-
cept is the “comment” (C).'® To this, I wish to add a description of T and C as an
expression of the linearity of realized language, forming a contextual chain. The
application of the concepts T and C does not involve any need to decide the inter-
nal relation between the elements of the sentence, which is a purely logical issue.
Through T and C, the connection, but not the relation, of linguistic components is
disclosed. Furthermore, it must be stated that, as no Sanskrit informants are
available, it is the listeners’ and not the speakers’ apprehension of T and C that
matters here.

Clearly, such definitions do not provide a useful tool of simple formalization for
the reason that nothing in them suggests the textual boundaries within which the
concepts of T and C could be identified. It must be added that, for practical
reasons, we must choose the sentence as the basic unit which includes one T and
one C. This is the normal, intuitive procedure used in handling the concepts of T
and C.

In fact, the notion of “sentence” needs some clarification. For one thing, it has
to be taken in the sense of “basic” or “kernel” sentence, irrespective of its state as
sentenice or clause. Furthermore, there is a parallelism between the com-
municative capacity of the sentence as “meaning something” and its logico-
grammatical capacity for predicativity. It is not possible to take this parallelism

Y Hockett (1958, p. 201): “The most general characterization of predicative constructions is
suggested by the terms ‘topic’ and ‘comment’ for their ICs: the speaker announces a topic and then
says something about it” (cf. Lyons, 1968b, p. 335: “Hockett’s now widely accepted ter-
minology”). For the time being, I refrain from discussing the extensive literature on the notions and
the method, which will be evaluated after the investigation, in the final chapter.
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for granted at the outset, in attempting to apply the distinction between T and C to
a nominal sentence, but it would be practical to start from some vague notion, for
example, the term “assertion”,'! which, at least in the case of nominal sentences,
may overlap the level of communication (message), the logical level (predication),
and the linguistic level (sentence). Here, an attempt will be made to use T and C as
terms for the information given in the nominal sentence, which will be the
technical term used in this investigation for an assertion containing two nominal
elements. The only means of identifying T and C is by judging the context (cf.
Lyons, 1968, pp. 335 f.), since the difference between T and C only appears from
their relation to the context, whereas the S and P are to be identified by means of
the systemic structure of the sentence itself.

Obviously, we are still left with the problem of delimiting the context in its wider
sense {cf. Lyons, 1968, p. 413). This is, however, a general problem for semantic
theory and Textlinguistik, and will be left aside here. In using the merely heuristic
method of judging the actual context ad hoc and identifying T/C, one lays oneself
open to criticism as to how the validity of such a method may be established by
any kind of objective criteria, i.e. how the judgments of a small or a wide context
may be justified. Any judgment of the context will a priori be regarded as in-
tuitive. The intuition must definitely be based on optimal knowledge of the in-
tended message of the text as a whole, of the entire milieu in which the text is
rooted. The desired, optimal knowledge is difficult to obtain, but every increase in
any part of the field of such knowledge may have a direct bearing on any par-
ticular interpretation—a fact which is well known in all philological interpretation
(cf. footnote 7, above). The identification of T and C must sometimes vary accor-
ding to the width and the knowledge of the context within which it is referred to.
The procedure for distinguishing between T and C in an assertion therefore can-
not be supported by any “criteria”, like the S/P functions, but can merely be used
as a discursive method.

By keeping the T/C level strictly separate from the S/P level, we gain two ad-
vantages. In the first place, we obtain minimal terms for an ordering of the content
in a sentence, without cutting it off from the context. In the second place, the use
of the terms S and P can be restricted to deciding the terms in a formal relation
within the sentence, as suggested above. So we now have two quite clear-cut ap-
proaches, by which we may examine the material. The effects of these two ap-
proaches will be discussed in the final chapter (Chapter 4).

"' The terms in this field actually have to be chosen and stated ad hoc. In fact, any possible
term—sentence, proposition, statement, utterance, speech act, etc.—is loaded and may certainly im-
ply different perspectives.



1.3 The material

A certain number of nominal sentences from the oldest Upanisads (cf. Deussen,
1966, p. 23) will be examined in the following investigation. These Upanisads are
mainly in prose (excluding inserted verses). There seems to be no fundamental
difference between prose and metrical texts, as regards the occurrence of nominal
sentences, but I have chosen prose texts in order to avoid complex stylistic con-
siderations.

The main part of the material to be examined consists of some fifty nominal
sentences from the Chandogya-Upanisad (ChU), but in the discussion additional
sentence material is used, mostly from the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (BAU),
which is in fact even richer in nominal sentences than ChU, as its syntactical style
expresses a content dominated by conceptual enumerations. The Taittiriya-
Upanisad (TaittU), Aitareya-Upanisad (AitU), Kausitaki-Brahmana-Upanisad
(KausU), and in a few cases the Kena-Upanisad (KenaU) and also the metrical
Katha-Upanisad (KathaU) will be adduced. ChU and BAU are quoted from the
editions in the Anandasrama Sanskrit Series, No. 14 (1934) and No. 15 (1939),
respectively, including the commentary of Samkara with the sub-commentary of
Anandagiri. The other Upanisads are primarily cited from the text printed in the
Upanisad collection of Renou. For the interpretational sections of the discussion,
other texts are also quoted (see the bibliography).

Sandhi have not been dissolved. Independent words are separated as far as this
can be done without dissolving sandhi and rewriting the phonemes; in the case of
vocalic sandhi, the words cannot aiways be separated. No capitals or hyphens are
used and the punctuation adheres strictly to the minimum number of pauses given
by danda in the editions used, even though this punctuation may be described as
“ohne jede Konsequenz” (Morgenroth, 1958, p. 14).

The material contains what Renou (1961, pp. 507 {.) has called “pure” nominal
sentences,'” that is, sentences with participles (“des phrases semi-nominales™),
such as ChU 1,3,6 anne hidam sarvam sthitam, are excluded in this preliminary
discussion. In practice, such a limitation affects mostly the -fa and -na participles.
Although this also applies to paradigmatic participles, they very seldom occur as
one of the components in a nominal sentence. Meillet (1906—08) and Bloch
(1906—08) both include participial forms in their material. Bloch actually finds
reasons (pp. 56 ff.) for taking them as a special, adjectival kind of nominal
sentence in Sanskrit.

Nominal sentences with adjectival components are included in this investigation,
whereas sentences with participial components are excluded, since a genetically nominal

12 According to the definitions of Meillet (1906—08) and Benveniste (1950), “pure” nominal
sentences are nominal sentences without personal verbal forms (copula).

character is supposed for the adjectives and a verbal one for the participles. In fact, the
adjectival sentences must be included, as they are not so easily sorted out from the
nominal sentences with only substantival components, due to the formal lack of distinc-
tion between substantives and adjectives (cf. 3.1.2), whereas the participles in -fa and -na
are formally homogeneous and exhibit an actional (and thus also a temporal) quality. In
contrast to a purely nominal sentence, there is no interpretational ambiguity in a sentence
with a participle. Such sentences may be interpreted as having an obvious S/P structure.'?
The translations into modern languages with predominantly verbal characters also fre-
quently emphasize the verbal character of the participles in sentences with noun + partici-
ple, making them into verbal predicates in the target language.

In addition to the main material, about 10 examples have been adduced from
ChU in which the verb takes two accusative forms;' in fact, only upaVds is
represented here.'’ The reason for including such a construction in this investiga-
tion is that it presents the same problem of interpretation in the texts as the simple
nominal sentence. From the logical point of view, the relation between the two
nominal components in such a construction raises the same problem of identifica-
tion or equivalence as the nominal sentence. From a purely linguistic point of
view, a verb with two accusatives presents a picture parallel to the nominal
sentence, as it juxtaposes two nominal words in the same case without any other
morphological marks by which they may be distinguished from each other.

Both linguistically and with regard to their contents, the texts chosen have an
archaic position in the Indian tradition. An unbroken continuity follows in later
grammar and linguistics, as well as in philosophy. In later literature, especially
scientific, a nominal style is gradually developed as characteristic of the Sanskrit
language. This may be seen as being foreshadowed in the extensive use of nominal
sentences in the Vedic prose.

The archaic philosophy of the Upanisads also has, as its main connection with
the later philosophy, the exposition of the central idea of equivalence/identity or
identification. “Relation” is a most important issue in Indian epistemology and
logic (cf. 2.6 and 4.2), as expressed by the philosophical and linguistic schools. It
is expressed in the nominal sentences in the Upanisads. The ideas of the
Upanisadic texts seem to be in some way related to “identificational” doctrines

3 Ickler (1973, p. 105): “Sie driicken né}r{mlich immer einen Umstand aus, delj' nur zeitweise
fiir das zugehdrige Substantiv gilt.” This is associated straight off with i function as
“pridikative”, not “adjektivische Attribuf”: “Daher ist auch ihre Beziehung zum Pridikat des
Satzes enger.” Hartmann (1955, p. 130):“... es wird nicht, wie bei der Identifikation im reinen
Nominalsatz (Nomen als Apposition), der Zustand an sich bezeichnet, sondern der Zustand eines
Subjektes, das cinmal Objekt war und als solches irgendwie behandelt wurde (verbale Apposition,
durch das Partizip erméglicht).”

'* Cf. Thieme (1968, p. 718, n. 2). Nominal sentences and constructions with upaVds are
without any doubt equalled by Samkara (cf. BSBh 4,1,5-6, discussed below in 2.6).

'S The cases of upa V'ds + ifi are not discussed here. lckler (1973, pp. 124 ff.) has adduced some
other constructions as “pradikative Erginzung”. Passages with a'\/cak; show an equation between
two, similar, nominal concepts, but d\/caks takes an accusative + a nominative with iti.
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and they are often condensed in the nominal sentences. There are many con-
clusions to be drawn from the discussion of the context of the passages which can
only be hinted at in a general manner at the end of the investigation (Chapter 4).

1.4 The procedure

In Chapter 2, some examples will show the extent to which general rules of inter-
pretation of the nominal sentences in the Upanisads lead to dubious results.

Chapter 3 includes the examination proper of the material. At the beginning of
each section of the chapter, I shall successively take a close look at several gram-
matical features which are to be found together with the material under discus-
sion. Each section will be concluded by an attempt to apply the descriptional ap-
proach (T/C) to some individual cases, which are obviously not to be solved by
analysis of the observed, particular, grammatical feature.

In Chapter 4, the concluding description of the nominal sentence in old
Sanskrit prose in both the linguistic and the communicative respects will include
an evaluation of both the results of the investigation and the method used. A ten-
tative view of the semantic capacity of the nominal sentence will conclude the final
chapter.

2 Previous views on the material

Before analysing the material in detail, it may be of some interest to briefly ex-
amine earlier treatments of it. Apart from the statements in the manuals of
Sanskrit grammar about nominal sentences'® and a few explicit discussions of
special cases in the Upanisads, the actual interpretations of the nominal sentences
are expressed in the existing translations into other languages. The translator of a
Sanskrit text into any other language is forced to take note of the occurrences of
the nominal sentences and to some extent to analyse them, owing to the incongrui-
ty between the structures of different languages (cf. 2.4), a general problem which
closely concerns a translator.!”

In this chapter, I shall give, with some parallel critical remarks, a survey of how
various translators have grappled with the problem and how the interaction
between grammarians and translators has resulted in an insufficient theory about
nominal sentences in Sanskrit. As will be shown here, the word order is obviously
the main criterion by which the translators have traditionally identified S and P in
the nominal sentences in the Sanskrit material. Even if syntactical analysis is dis-
regarded and the translation process is taken to be only a transfer of information
based on the T/C concepts, word order is of central significance. This interaction
of T/C and word order is, however, not primarily a problem of translation, but a
general linguistic problem common to both the source language and the target
language, both of which are involved in the translation process.

2.1 Differences in the translations

To return to the material mentioned in 1.3, we get into difficulties in comparing
different translations of the Sanskrit sentences. A translation of ChU 1,1,5 vag eva
rk as “the Rig is speech”, which, when seen only in the context of the English
translation of Hume, seems to be obvious, is nevertheless rendered as “Speech, in-
deed is Rk” by Radhakrishnan, quite contrary—as regards the order of the
elements—to what Hume suggests. Thieme renders ChU 3,19,1 ddityo brahmety

6 Cf. Speijer, 1886, pp. 1 ff.; Renou, 1961, pp. 507 ff.; Gonda, 1971, pp. 134 f.

'7 Nida, 1964, p. 173: . . . the obligatory categories of various languages give them their distinc-
tive character, and at the same time impose serious restrictions on the extent to which correspon-
ding expressions can be made fully equivalent.” It is to be noted that (p. 174) “. .. one must fre-
quently specify in the receptor language something only poorly defined (i.e. ambiguous, obscure, or
merely implicit) in the source message.”



as “Das brahman ist die Sonne”, whereas both Deussen and Bohtlingk write “Die
Sonne ist das Brahman”. There are numerous more complicated cases, of which
ChU 3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam brahma may be chosen as an example. The
following are translations (in chronological order) into modern languages:
Mitra: “All this verily is Brahma”

Miiller: “All this is Brahman”

Bohtlingk: “Das Brahman ist dieses All”

Deussen: “Gewisslich, dieses Weltall ist Brahman”

Hertel: “Das Brahman ist alles dies (= die ganze Welt, das Weltall)”

Hume: “Verily, this whole world is Brahma”

Papesso: “Il brahman ¢ tutto questo (universo)”

Hillebrandt: “Das Brahman ist diese ganze Welt”

Senart: “Tout ce qui est est brahman”

Jha: “All this is Brahma”

Ruben: “Alles dies wahrlich ist Brahman”

Tuxen: “Hele denne Verden er Brahman”

Radhakrishnan: “Verily, this whole world is Brahman”

Morgenroth: “Alles dieses freilich ist das Brahman”

Thieme: “Das brahman ist ja dieses All”

The translators do not seem to be in agreement and the translations do not express
exactly the same thing. This appears in the different word orders and also to some
extent in the different choices of definite and indefinite forms. There seems to be
some obscurity in the message of the Sanskrit text, an obscurity which I hope to
elucidate in this investigation. The problem of obscurity has, in one sense, a
probable connection with the question of identity—how the world is brahman and
brahman is the world—which is also discussed with emphasis in the commentary
of Samkara upon this passage. But the obscurity can, in another sense, also be
seen as a problem of different linguistic structures (cf. 2.4).

Translations may be adduced in the discussion in order to show the degree of
indistinctness of the Sanskrit text by comparison. It is quite another and much
more complicated matter to attempt to judge which translations are the “right”
ones.

2.2 The order of the elements

In investigating how some translators'® treat 53 cases of nominal sentences, in-
cluding some cases of upa V/ds with two accusatives, in ChU, it may be observed

'8 T have not aimed at making a complete inventory of translations into all languages. The figures
are drawn from the most important translations available to me: Bohtlingk (18895), Deussen
(1921), Hume (1921), Jha (1942), Miiller (1879), Papesso (1937), Radhakrishnan (1953), Senart
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that in about one-third of the cases there is an almost total consensus about the
translation. In these cases, the translated concepts are placed in the same order as
they have in the original Sanskrit text. Such a counting of cases is quite formal and
has nothing to do with any ideas about which element is S and which is P in any
language. In the rest of the material, the proportions vary greatly, from the dis-
tribution in which one author chooses the Sanskrit order and 11 the inverse order
to the quite opposite distribution. But there is, in the material as a whole, a general
preference for choosing the same order as in the Sanskrit. When the translations
consulted for ChU are compared in 53 passages (not all the translations contain
the entire text, but, for every passage, at least 9 but not more than 13 translations
have been checked) and added together, the Sanskrit order is followed in 358
cases and not followed in 190, that is, about two-thirds contra one-third.
Morgenroth has in his translation deliberately and consistently followed the
Sanskrit order (cf. 2.3.3b), with the exception of three unclear cases. If this quite
special kind of translation is included, the figures will be 409/192.

As for the individual translations, there are some differences in the distribution
of choice between the same or the opposite word order. The figures below include
the complete translations of ChU, except the one made by Morgenroth. Of the in-
complete translations, only that of Thieme is taken into account.

Same order Reverse order
Jha 47 6
Radhakrishnan 43 10
Tuxen 37 16
Deussen 36 17
Senart 36 17
Hume 34 19
Miiller 33 20
Papesso 29 24
Bohtlingk 18 35
(Thieme 3 15)

The average of the whole material, two-thirds for the same order and one-third for
the opposite order, is followed fairly close by Tuxen, Deussen, Senart, Hume and
Miiller. These five translators differ so little in these figures that it is too hazardous
to draw conclusions from them about their different dispositions—Danish, Ger-
man, French, English and English-speaking German, respectively. Morgenroth

(1930) and Tuxen (1953). There exists a still older translation by Mitra (1862), but this and the one
by Jha (1923) have not been used here. Morgenroth (1958) is of importance but has not been in-
cluded in the figures. The incomplete translations of Hertel (1921), Hillebrandt (1923), Ruben
(1955) and Thieme (1966) have also been checked. The opinions about a few cases expressed by
Canedo (1937) and Whitney (1890) have been included in the figures.



has consciously followed. the order in the Sanskrit original without claiming to
give a stylistically satisfactory translation, and no conclusions of interest can be
drawn from the statistical point of view, as we are not discussing the grammatical
result in German, as regards S and P in nominal sentences, in this chapter. More
obvious are the two Indian translators into English cited above, who, in spite of
serious stylistic pretensions, are very much predisposed to follow the Sanskrit
order, the slightly more sophisticated Radhakrishnan being not quite as rigorous
as Jha.

A more interesting case is when the choice of the inverse order predominates,
as in Bohtlingk’s translation. Though the number of cases for which we can take
Thieme’s translation into account is very small, these cases hint at a preference for
changing the order of the original. There is a striking reason for the distributions
of these translators. They have both deliberately discussed the problem of how to
treat the word order in translating nominal sentences from Sanskrit. Before
reviewing their arguments, it should perhaps be added that Béhtlingk seems in the
former part of the translation of ChU to be much more aware of the decision he
has made (cf. 2.3.3a); nearly all of the 18 cases in which he follows the order of the
elements in Sanskrit are to be found in the last three prapathakas, some of these in
fact being of the most indistinct type of nominal sentences.

2.3  Word order in nominal sentences in Sanskrit

What conscious considerations have guided the translators in their works? It may
be presumed that an intuitive apprehension of the Sanskrit text and its message
was their main method, but in the standard Sanskrit grammars there are actually
formulated some basic rules that have reference to nominal sentences and some of
the translators have upon occasion discussed these rules.

2.3.1 Current suggestions about nominal sentences in Sanskrit. Delbriick (1888)
supposes a traditional word order for Sanskrit (S-P), including comprehensive
rules for it (pp. 15—25). There are occasional divergences from this word order (P-
S), induced by the necessity of putting the most important word at the beginning
of the sentence.' In nominal sentences, defined as sentences with nominal Ps, the
word order may be the ordinary one claimed to be valid for verbal sentences, with
the S first, but“Viel hiufiger aber ist in diesen Sétzen die occasionelle Stellung des

' Speijer (1886, pp. 9—13) presents the same idea, adducing stylistic circumstances as well.
Staal (1967, p. 51) points out, without any exact indication of the sources, that this view of
habitual/occasional word order in Sanskrit was defended earlier by Benfey and Bergaigne.
Bergaigne (1878, pp. 181—184) also takes into account a difference between sentences with verbs
and sentences with the verb “to be”.
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Praedicatsnomens, welches ja meist, als das Neue im Satze enthaltend, stark be-
tont ist. Ja man kann geradezu als Regel aufstellen, dass das Praedicatsnomen den
Satz erdffnet...” (p. 17).

Speyer (1896) also presents a traditional word order in his rules (p. 76) but
proceeds to say: “Diese Wortfolge wird haufig modificirt. Es kommt hier
folgendes in Betracht: 1.In Sitzen, welche nur aus Subject und nominalem
Pradicat im Nom. bestehen, wird das Pridicatsnomen gewohnlich voran-
gestellt. . .”. He further breaks up the primary rules in showing, generally in ex-
amples (p. 77), how ordinary word order often yields to “entweder rhetorischen
oder metrischen oder Bedeutungsriicksichten”.

Renou (1961) takes a looser attitude. He also admits “I’ordre habituel” (p.
540). In the case of nominal sentences, he proposes (p. 541): “La place du
prédicat nominal est libre; a date ancienne, il precede le sujet, au moins si le sujet
n’est pas un pronom, type srotram anvdhdryapacanah sd Sraddhd Vadh S1V,6
‘TA. est Poreille, il est la foi’; rigoureusement dans les équivalences, en
propositions non subordonnées; en littérature profane, 'ordre est inconstant,
Kad. 32, 4 suiv.”

There are two special investigations of word order in Sanskrit, carried out on a
more extensive material. Neither Thommen (1903) nor Canedo (1937) denies
Delbriick’s main thesis about the word order as habitual contra occasional. But
both of them have drawn conclusions from the nominal sentences in their material
which lead them to question Delbriick’s ideas concerning that kind of sentence.
Neither, however, goes so far in his conclusions as to definitely reject the prmc1ple
of an order S-P or P-S in nominal sentences.

Thommen (1903, p. 13) states: “Unsere texte [ie. parts of Mbh,
Dasakumaracarita, Vetalapancavimsatika, Asoka inscriptions and Jataka texts]
kennen alle die occasionelle voranstellung des pradicatsnomens; doch ist sie nicht
vorherrschend”. Canedo (1937) argues against Delbriick (pp. 36 ff.), claiming
that putting the S first in simple nominal sentences . .. viel haufiger ist als die
Voranstellung des Pradikatsnomens™ (p. 37). As a rule, he says, the S commonly
comes first, especially when it is a pronoun. But when he treats ChU, which is one
of the texts he uses,” he is more undecided: “Das Pradikatsnomen in Ch.-Up. ist
mehr oder weniger durch beide Typen vertreten, und beide sind gleich geldufig,
nur die Endstellung desselben scheint natiirlicher” (p. 37). Without giving any
criteria, he simply mentions (p. 38) that in ChU 4,1,3 (sic; must be 4,3,1), 4,3,3,
4,5,2,4,6,3,4,7,3,48,3, 5,1,1, 5,5,1 and 7,23,1 the S precedes the P, while the op-
posite is true of ChU 1,1,5, 4,10,5 and 5,18,2 and “es folgen weitere Beispiele,
aber im Ganzen ist die andere Konstruktion viel haufiger”.

¥ The other texts from which he fetches his material are Taittirtya-Samhita, A§oka inscriptions,
Digha-Nikaya, Mrcchakatika and Maharastri-Erzahlungen (ed. by Jacobi).



The same difficulties in finding firm rules also caused Bloomfield (1912—13) to
claim that there is a general instability in Sanskrit word order, especially in short
sentences. These he exemplified, inter alia, by (pp. 162 f.) “short sentences whose
predicate is a substantive”.

The word order in ChU is especially treated by Ickler (1973). Concerning the
principles, she positively adheres to Delbriick, but she also distinguishes between
“absolute Wortstellung”, which “weist einem Wort oder Satzteil seinen Platz in
Bezug auf den ganzen Satz zu”, and a “relative Wortstellung”, which “die Reihen-
folge der Satzteile untereinander regelt” (p. 2). The results fuse into a descriptive
survey of the distribution of word classes in the sentences (pp. 129 f.); as regards
the syntactical parts of the sentence, she rightly confines herself to describing the
relative word order. Because of this the nominal sentences, in which the words
could not easily be contrasted as instances of classes, somehow seem to evade her
scheme, although she treats them under the heading “Das Pridikatsnomen” (pp.
112—123; cf. below, pp. 25f.) as inevitably associated with the question of attri-
butive and predicative adjectives. She does not explicitly draw any summarizing
conclusions about the nominal sentences.

Concerning “die pridikative Ergidnzung” (treated on pp. 124—128), which she
treats without explicitly combining them with nominal sentences, she has in fact
attributed them to the “relative word order” by calling them “prddikative Ap-
position”, “ein Spezialfall der attributiven Apposition” (p. 124). The term “ap-
position” gives them a place “n a ¢ h ihren Beziehungswort” (p. 127). The effect is
a translation to ChU 1,2,3 atha ha vacam udgitham upasam cakrire as “Und sie
verehrten die Stimme als Udgitha” against most translators and especially against
Thieme’s decided standpoint (cf. below, p. 25).

Staal (1967) has described word order in Sanskrit from the point of view of
transformational grammar; thus, he provides a descriptional, but by no means an
explanatory alternative to Delbriick. He analyses critically the notion of
habitual/occasional word order, as based on countings of items, but refers this at-
titude to a predominant interest in performance (i.e. occurrences and frequencies;
cf. pp. 61 f.), while Indian theorists, whose works he also discusses, were really in-
terested in competence, i.e. rules, and accordingly regarded the Sanskrit word
order as free. He finds the common explanation of both these attitudes in the fact
that word order in Sanskrit may be described as having no grammatical
significance (p. 60). In his own descriptive model, he also adheres to this; he does
not present any extra-grammatical motives for choices of word order. For some
reason, however, he finds it possible that word order in nominal sentences may be
grammatically decided (p. 68), which would mean that an otherwise optional
ordering rule must more or less necessarily be applied (cf. 4.1). For the completion
of the model suggested by Staal, the mere fact of “free” word order in general in
Sanskrit is of decisive importance, whether it is described as lack of rules or as
habitual/occasional word order. However, I cannot see that the word order of

nominal sentences is an argument of any value whatsoever, in his discussion, es-
pecially since he has overlooked some of their main features (cf. Hdgg, 1972).
Staal’s model is of the greatest value, as regards the issue of word order and
language typology, but it is not to be used as rules of grammar and certainly not
as a key to the syntax of Sanskrit nominal sentences.

2.3.2 The concepts of habitual and occasional word order. The primary criticism
of the general views on nominal sentences, with particular focus on their word
order, must be that the established rules seem to be merely statistically justified. If
these rules really have been formulated by well-grounded, statistical methods,
they may perhaps be of some help to a potential translator into Sanskrit, but they
cannot, of course, be of any help in judging an individual passage in a given
Sanskrit text. Even Delbriick (1878), whose later statements (1888) have been
basic on this point, has in fact pointed out that it is sometimes difficult to decide
which noun is S and which is P: “So kénnen nun auch manche Sétze im C.B. (z.B.
1,4,1,10) zu Zweifeln Anlass geben, die ich hier nicht auffiihre, weil ich ein
Kriterium fiir sichere Entscheidung nicht gefunden habe” (p. 28).

Whitney (1892, p. 302) directly criticized Delbriick (1888) as follows: “To lay
it down as a principle . . . that the predicate noun comes first in a sentence and the
subject later is, in my opinion, to put the case too strongly; numerous and impor-
tant errors have followed from its adoption by some translators”.

The basis for any statistical method in the case discussed here is still weaker.
Obviously, if there is a quite unsatisfactory foundation for any individual judg-
ment of S and P in a nominal sentence, there is accordingly a very weak possibility
indeed of using the individual examples statistically. This means that conclusions
about a general word order in such sentences are impossible and that even a vague
discussion of habitual and occasional word order is of no use and may even be
erroneous. This is furthermore the explanation why there are actually quite differ-
ing opinions on the matter; in particular, one may note the difference between, on
the one hand, a prescriptive grammarian like Delbriick and, on the other,
Thommen and Canedo, who have examined numerous individual sentences in an
extensive corpus.

The concepts of habitual and occasional word order may well be pertinent to
verbal sentences in Sanskrit, where S and P can be identified primarily by formal
criteria, and they may very well be used in describing word order, both as a gram-
matical and a stylistic device, in other languages, as far as concerns verbal
sentences and clearly verbalized sentences, But, for nominal sentences in Sanskrit,
they must remain quite vague, lacking all relevance.

2.3.3 Upanisadic nominal sentences. It was earlier indicated that there have been
more explicit discussions of the translation of some of the nominal sentences that
occur in the Upanisads.



(@) Whitney and Béhtlingk. Whitney (1890) examines the translations that
Bohtlingk made of ChU and BAU, both published in 1889. When Whitney studies
the text in detail, he immediately stops (on p. 422) at the problem which presents
itself in ChU L,1,1 om ity etad aksaram udgitham updsita. Bohtlingk follows
Delbriick and takes aksaram as “the (in this case, objective) predicate” and in
both this and similar cases he ignores the demonstrative merely to suit his own
purposes, according to Whitney. B6htlingk translates: “Man verehre den Udgitha
als die Silbe Om”. Whitney comments: “The difference, it may be said, is very
small, like that between a = b and b = a; yet there is a real difference whether one
starts from the one point or from the other in making comparison”. From this
point of view, he finds that the first member of such a nominal construction is
often stressed, as regards the content, by using a demonstrative, a relative group,
consistent order between elements in repeated constructions, or the like. In his
view, the stressed element must be the S. Among the examples that show the
weakness of Bohtlingk’s translation on these points, he cites ChU 2,3,1 varsati sa
udgitho. Whitney renders Béhtlingk’s German translations as “the udgitha is the
rainfall”, instead of the closer translation “it rains—that [is] the udgitha’ and this
serves as a starting-point for his more fundamental explanation as to why the §
comes first: “Not only the usages of the language, but also the mode of thought of
the Hindu of the Brahmana age, oppose this inversion. Such a Hindu looked into
the nature in order to explain and account for it by the parts of the sacrifice and
their relations, not the contrary; he says ‘because this ceremony is thus and thus
performed, therefore such and such a thing happens in the world’ ”".

Bohtlingk (1891, p. 81) replies to Whitney cautiously: “Es ist im Sanskrit oft
schwierig mit Sicherheit zu entscheiden, ob a = b oder b = a gemeint ist. In einem
und demselben Paragraphen wechseln bisweilen a und b die Stellen.” This is ob-
vious in BAU 1,1,1, where, in the enumeration of the cosmic equivalences to the
parts of the asvo medhyah, in two out of more than 20 instances of nominal
sentences the nominal elements have differing orders. Bohtlingk points out the
possibility of saying both “eine grosse Wohlthat ist der Regen™ and “der Regen ist
eine grosse Wohlthat”, thus as a matter of fact reducing the result of the employ-
ment of “habitual/occasional word order” to a stylistic device. Modestly, he says,
concerning his view of an P-S order in the nominal sentence: “Ich bin meiner
Sache nicht ganz gewiss und will sie gelegentlich noch einmal griindlich bedenken
und mit Anderen besprechen”. Against the psychological ideas of Whitney con-
cerning the “thought of the Hindu”, Bohtlingk wishes to draw a distinction
between the Brahmanas and the Upanisads. Even if “das Opfer mit allen seinen
Theilen als das Prius erscheint” in the Brahmanas, it has to be said about the
Upanisads that “die Ceremonien von gar keinem Belange, dass sie, so zu sagen,
Nachbildungen von Naturerscheinungen seien”.?' These speculations of Whitney

* Morgenroth (1958, p. 201) takes sides against Bohtlingk and with Whitney in this particular.
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and Bohtlingk may have some bearing on the analysis of word order as a contex-
tual factor but are not relevant in discussing word order as a possible grammatical
rule. :
But Bohtlingk seems to stick to his original idea. Bohtlingk (1897) is a comment
on Deussen’s newly-published translation of 60 Upanisads. He has decided (p. 83)
that in ChU 3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam brahma the order is P-S and not, as
Deussen has it, S-P. For such an order in general, he has now mobilized two kinds
of arguments. Of course, an adjective is P in nominal sentences, and there are ex-
amples of adjectives preceding the noun, such as ChU 6,5,4 annamayam hi
saumya mana dpomayah pranas tejomayi vag iti.”” The second argument is of a
semantic character: “Bei solcher Auffassung [i.e., the order is P-S] ergiebt sich,
was man erwarten konnte, dass das Subject als ein bisher Unbekanntes mit etwas
Bekanntem, oder als ein ganz Bekanntes, das im Ritual oder sonst eine Rolle
spielt, mit etwas ganz fern Liegendem, hier nicht Erwartetem identificirt wird” (p.
84), the first alternative being exemplified by ChU 3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam
brahma and the second by ChU 3,16,1 puruso vdava yajras. Whether these two
ideas are consistent with each other may well be discussed. According to them,
any choice would be permitted; they cannot serve as rules, as they are not based
on formal criteria for § and P but rather belong to the description of the possible
functions of nominal sentences. Accordingly, in this investigation, the notions of
“bekannt” and “unbekannt” are better referred to the T/C identification. In every
case, Bohtlingk admits the possibility of breaking the alleged rule of P-S: “Liegt
ein besonderer Nachdruck auf dem Subjecte, weil eben von ihm gesprochen
wurde, dann geht es voran” (examples in ChU 7,3,1 and 7,15,1).

Special problems seem to Bohtlingk to be presented by ChU 4,3,1 vayur vdava
samvargo, because, even if one translates a P-S into German as “ein Ansichraffer
ist der Wind”, “Wind” is still felt to be S. He has not drawn the conclusions that
this is valid for the German sentence alone and that in the German sentence there
is a contrast between definite and indefinite form. The arguments Bohtlingk has
adduced, he says, have to some extent justified his consistent attempts to use P-S
as the order in the translated nominal sentences. )

(b) Morgenroth. Bohtlingk’s arguments, however, have not been convincing.
Morgenroth (1958, pp. 200—201) claims that these arguments are not enough. In
general, he himself prefers in this translation “die Wortstellung des Originals
moglichst weitgehend beizubehalten”. This is a consistent and straightforward
starting-point, keeping the Sanskrit order between the concepts when translating,
but it may well be discussed whether this brings out the intended message. In fact,
Morgenroth’s translation gives a stiff and somewhat artificial impression

22 He also refers to 6,6,5, which has the same text as 6,5,4, 6,7,1 sodasakalah saumya purusah,
8,12,1 martyam vd idam sariram and 8,12,2 asariro vayur.
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throughout, with many phrases that are foreign to German. Besides the lack of
consideration for style, this is also due to the very consistent, general attempt to
transfer, rather than to interpret, the special terms into German. As for the
nominal sentences, this formal method solves the practical problem of interpreting
their message by identifying one thing with another. But in the theoretical con-
siderations concerning the nominal sentences, Morgenroth also makes the mis-
take of deliberately connecting such a standard in translating with the analytical
process of identifying the elements as S and P and furthermore of transferring the
identification of S and P in a German sentence to its Sanskrit counterpart. Accor-
dingly, he is also forced to introduce the notion of “stress”: “Ich behaupte nicht,
dass in der Chandogya-Upanisad die Folge ‘Subjekt-Pridikat’ [sic! He must
mean ‘Prédikat-Subjekt’] nicht vorkommt. Immer aber ist dann das Pradikat be-
tont, so dass wir es auch im Deutschen voranstellen kénnen.”

Of the 53 cases here investigated, Morgenroth has indisputably used the
Sanskrit element order in 50 cases and in most of them the resulting German
sentence can be interpreted as obviously S-P; in many cases, Morgenroth has
used definite forms freely, as a means of producing normal German sentences,
which is perhaps more easily done in these short, unmarked sentences than in
other, more complicated parts of the text. In a few cases, it looks like inverted
order in German, due to some unavoidable grammatical category in the German
translation (4,11,1 the verb “bin” as copula; 6,5,4 and 6,7,1 qualifying, adjectival,
words preceding; 8,5,1, correlate separated from the preceding relative clause);
that they are unavoidable in German does not mean that their value in that
language may be traced back to their Sanskrit counterparts. All this, however,
neither tells against his vague description of the S-P/P-S possibilities nor confirms
his statements as a settled theory.

(c) Thieme. A very definite attitude to the translation of nominal sentences is
taken by Thieme. In my view, it rather stresses than solves the problems involved.
In 1966, he published Upanischaden. Ausgewdhlite Stiicke. In that translation, he
sticks very close to his general idea about nominal sentences, so far expressed
only in a footnote in his article on ddesa (1968, p. 718, n. 2). He points out “die
Wichtigkeit der Unterscheidung von Subjekt und Pridikat im Nominalsatz und
bei Konstruktion mit doppeltem Akkusativ”” and he stresses that Whitney (1890)
has “im Einzelfall falsch entschieden, da er nicht beachtet hat, dass das Pridikat
im alten Sanskrit vorauggfehen pflegt (im Unterschied zu Deutsch und English)”.
Of the 53 examples of which the translations are discussed in this chapter, there
are 18 in the parts of ChU translated by Thieme. In 15 of these cases, he obvious-
ly follows the principle of inverting the concepts in the Sanskrit text when he
translates them into German. In 13 of these 15 cases, the word order seeni’to be a
natural German one. But this is just an illusory proof of the validity of the princi-
ple of P-S in Sanskrit nominal sentences, as in most of these 13 cases a translation
following the order of the elements given in the Sanskrit text would also have
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produced translated sentences valid as S-P in German: ChU 1,2,3 atha ha vacam
udgitham updsam cakrire “Da verehrten sie den udgitha als Sprache”; ChU
3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam brahma, “Das brahman ist ja dieses All”. There are in
my view no grammatical criteria for deciding the S and P in these sentences, and
the interpretation can be defended only on the basis of contextual factors. An in-
version would have produced an S-P sentence in German as well.

In some cases, Thieme’s translations may even produce a stylistically marked
kind of German sentence. In ChU 5,4,1 asau vava loko gautamagnis, “Wabhrlich,
Gautama, ein Feuer ist jene Welt”, the stressing factor asqu in Sanskrit is still
more stressed when translated by the German “jene” and on top of this comes the
translation of agnis as the indefinite “ein Feuer”. Even if T-C and S-P often coin-
cide in German, such things as the distinction between definite and indefinite
forms and stress may produce another relation, and in this case the German
sentence must presumably be interpreted grammatically as P-S. But this cannot
be directly transferred to the Sanskrit sentence, where asau has a more semantic
than grammatical value and the Sanskrit must be interpreted contextually and not
grammatically.

For some reason, the same also happens in two of the three cases in which
Thieme follows the Sanskrit order of the concepts (cf. the figures above, p. 17;in
the third one, 3,14,3, a following adjective in Sanskrit is given as an unmarked,
following P in German as well). In ChU 1,3,1 ya evdsau tapati tam udgitham up-
asita (“Der dort gliiht (. . .), als den soll man den udgitha verehren”), he has kept
the relative group and its correlate at the beginning of the sentence. In ChU 6,5,4
annamayam hi saumya mana (“Denn aus Nahrung, mein Lieber, besteht der
Verstand”), the qualifying (adjectival) member of the Sanskrit text is kept in the
initial position also in German. In fact, there seem to be no contextual factors
which demand a stylistic value for 6,5,4 different from that for 6,7,1 sodasakalah
saumya purusah (“Der Mensch, mein Lieber, besteht aus sechzehn Sech-
zehnteln”), for example, or for 1,3,1 compared with 4,15,1 ya eso ’ksani puruso
drsyata esa armeti (“Das Selbst ist jener Mann, den man im Auge sieht”).

It must be stated that the grammatical principle Thieme claims to follow has
not been proved. The mere fact that the outcome is so variegated stylistically is
enough to give rise to suspicion that Thieme’s translation does not produce any
conclusion about P-S order in nominal sentences in Sanskrit, as contrasted with S-
P in such sentences in German, even if it implies a necessary criticism of the
earlier discussion on the matter. In any case it can be argued that the linguistic
facts about nominal sentences are not quite as straightforward as Thieme has
assumed.

(d) Ickler. As mentioned above (p. 20), Ickler (1973) treats the nominal
sentences in ChU. She interprets some passages to serve as examples in a discus-
sion on the matter. Of the nominal sentences, she sorts out “nicht identifizierenden
Pradikatsnomina von identifizierenden” (p. 113). For the former group, she seems



to use her personal judgment about the extension of two concepts, pointing out in-
stances with one more or less adjectival member. When a decision on S/P is made
in this way, the result, as regards word order, is by no means fixed. The same goes
for the “identifying”, nominal sentences, which she realizes could not be judged
otherwise than in terms of “Theme/Rheme” (p. 113; cf. T/C); such syntactical
devices as demonstrative pronouns (p. 113), relative constructions (pp. 117 ff.;
they are even judged as substitutes for “Satzakzent”, p. 121) and anaphoric
possessive genitives (pp. 122 f.), however, are considered to be helpful in pointing
out the “Theme”. But also in such cases she transfers the T/C identified in the
Sanskrit item to a translated S/P and in the discussion she uses the T/C concepts
to identify S/P in the Sanskrit text, although she does not draw any conclusions
about word order. For the German, she also uses the T/C as S/P in a fixed order
S-P. Of course, as a result of these attitudes, at least the pure nominal sentences in
Sanskrit, in which every syntactical device is missing, must thus be translated with
an undramatic, stylistically neutral straightforwardness, which to a certain extent
seems to express an uncomplicated, unanalysed view of the message of the iden-
tifications. The outcomes of certain interpretations look quite sound, and my only
general objection to Ickler is that the discussion lacks the support of a coherent
translation of ChU, in which each plain nominal sentence is actually treated by a
contextually satisfactory T/C analysis, coherently defined in advance and con-
sistently applied overall.

2.4 Language structures and translation

It is perhaps possible to make some general statements about the nature of the
languages into which the Upanisads here treated have been translated. It seems
that, in contrast to Sanskrit, nominal sentences are more grammaticalized in such
modern European languages as English, German, and French in the direction of
equality with the structure of the verbal sentences. In these languages, such
devices as definite forms, fixed word order, intonation (made conscious by the
continuous presence of informants) and, above all, obligatory copula cooperate to
give a more definite syntactical interpretation to the nominal sentences than is
possible in Sanskrit, where such phenomena are lacking. The nominal sentences
may, at least in their most substantival occurrences, turn out to be ambiguous in
their grammatical functions even in these contemporary languages, but it seems to
be rather more possible to use at least a grammatical terminology for the nominal
sentences of modern European languages, while the Sanskrit nominal sentences
call for extreme caution in this respect.

2.4.1 The traditional way of defining S/P. Without definitely deciding what
criteria are valid in distinguishing S and P in nominal sentences in each modern

European language, one may normally accept the traditional S/P labelling of the
elements in these languages. This amounts to claiming that an English sentence
like “The Rig is speech” (ChU 1,1,5 in Hume’s translation) can be labelled for our
purpose as $-P, as well as the German “Die Ric ist Rede” (Deussen), because of
the use of definite/indefinite forms. In such cases, the analysis of S/P is still based
on the structure of the verbal sentence (cf. 1.2.1), but the basis might be extended,
according to Jespersen (1924, p. 150): “. .. the subject is comparatively definite
and special, while the predicate is less definite, and thus applicable to a greater
number of things.””?*

But, in many examples, it is necessary to stick to word order in these languages,
when the components are of the same nature. For example, sentences like “The
sun is Brahma” (ChU 3,19,1, Hume), “Die Sonne ist das Brahman” (Deussen) or
“Verily, a person is a sacrifice” (ChU 3,16,1, Hume) are much more dubious than
the above-mentioned example. But, to some extent, it may be admissible to label
these sentences also as S-P. This would depend on the description of the
predicative force in nominal sentences taken for granted in ordinary grammars of
modern European languages. Pro primo, the copula is everywhere taken as the
verbal part of the sentence (cf. 4.1). Pro secundo, the following noun is closely tied
up with the copula. For example, in the structural model given by Quirk et al.
(1972, p. 36, and passim), the copula has the place of V (verb), even though it
must obligatorily take a complement, according to former English grammarians.
Erben (1972, p. 141) says “Zu pridizierenden (einem Besprochenen ein ‘Pridikat’
zuordnenden, mit einem ‘Préddikats-nomen’ verbundenen) Verben treten
Nennworter  als  Art  oder Zustandsangabe, Merkmals- oder -
Wesensbestimmung, im Nominativ...”. The general grammatical ter-
minology makes an “Attribut” out of a “Pradikatsnomen” and gives it a secon-
dary rank, compared with the S. By such descriptions, they suggest that the S
should be identified by word order: the “Préidikatsnomen” is a complement to the
copula and in all such reasoning has its implicit place in the second part of the
sentence, together with the copula.

Word order, however, is not a specific criterion for identifying S/P—probably.
other means are of greater value. Much more obviously, it serves as a means of
identifying T/C in modern languages. Quirk ez al. (1972, p. 34): ”. . . the subject of
the sentence has a close general relation to ‘what is being discussed’, the ‘theme’ of
the sentence, with the normal implication that something new (the predicate) is be-
ing said about a ‘subject’ that has already been introduced in an earlier sentence.
This is of course a general characteristic and not a defining feature.” The further
comment is made that (p. 945): “The initial element of a clause (with the exception

¥ The further exposition which Jespersen makes on this basis shows that he cannot quite solve
the logical problems.



of initial adverbials. . .) may be called its THEME.” Erben (1972, p. 143) hints at
the same thing: “Rollencharakterisierend wirkt vor allem die Wortstellung, d.h. in
der Regel die Endstellung ...: Wind ist Luftbewegurig. e

In any case, it must be presumed that the nominal sentences must be analysed
on both the S/P level and the T/C level, even in these modern European
languages. In these languages, there is apparently a high degree of coincidence
between S and T, on the one hand, and between P and C, on the other. Such a
degree of coincidence is not indicated for Sanskrit, owing to the difficulties of iden-
tifying the S/P concepts.

2.4.2 Translation and the different structures of languages. The easy-going and
defensible identification of S/P in-nominal sentences in their own languages is the
primary, unanalysed supposition underlying the reasoning of those Sanskrit
scholars who have discussed nominal sentences. This seems to me to be a
reasonable assumption. But the second supposition is, indeed, the key mistake
they have all made, namely, that the S/P structure is directly transferable to
another language. That is why all attempts to explain nominal sentences have con-
centrated on word order and have produced a mixture of arguments of quite
different merits.

If it were possible to establish some connections between S/P and T/C in
Sanskrit, the question would still be open as to whether such connections are the
same in other languages. The word order is perhaps in some way generally con-
nected with T/C in any language and it is also probable that the common basis of
the original text and the translation may be found on that level. But the order
between S and P in the nominal sentence as an explicitly grammaticalized species
of sentence cannot a priori be supposed to be the same in different languages,
because every language has its individual grammaticalization. It may even be
doubted from the start whether the order can be taken as general in any individual
language, as long as the conditions for word order are connected with such non-
normative devices as T/C and, even more, are influenced by extra-linguistic
elements.

2.5 Conclusions about the translations and their theoretical foundations

The obvious failure of the translators and their critics to find a satisfactory theory
of nominal sentences is not solely to be referred to the primary, theoretical mis-
take of talking about habitual and occasional word order (cf. 2.3.2). An even more
fundamental, logical mistake has been made. By introducing grammatical notions
and applying them to the item to be translated, all the authors and translators dis-
cussed here have more or less worked on the supposition that the structure of
Sanskrit is indeed transferable piece by piece to any language. The procedure of

translating is more complicated. The connection between the original and the
translated item is to be found on the level of content and message, the level on
which T and C can possibly be identified equivalently in both languages. But there
is no direct connection between the different grammatical structures in that
process. Various languages may well have widely differing relations between the
T/C and the S/P levels. And that is the main thing to be investigated before we
claim that there are rules for translating in a right or a wrong way. According to
these considerations, neither those translations which more or less rigidly follow a
supposed, habitual, word order in nominal sentences (Bohtlingk, Thieme) nor
those which accept the order between the elements given in the Sanskrit (Jha,
Radhakrishnan and especially Morgenroth) are satisfactory.

Another problem has appeared in this chapter. Is it possible to identify S/P in
actual sentences by the evaluation of certain grammatical elements connected
with nominal sentences? Bohtlingk and others have hinted vaguely at such devices
as relative groups, adjectives and pronouns, not to mention such difficult,
linguistically relevant concepts as stress and so on. Do such things have any in-
fluence upon the theoretical evaluation of the grammatical structure of the
nominal sentences? This is an issue of purely syntactical interest, but it can also be
used as a secondary help—not a primary, as Delbriick and his followers seem to
think—in translation problems, when it actually comes to connecting the S/P and
T/C levels with each other.

2.6 Nominal sentences in Indian grammar and logic

Indian grammar and logic seem never to visualize the question of nominal
sentences, in spite of its growing frequency in the development towards a nominal
style of the language. There seems to be a gap between grammatical fundamentals
in India, as displayed by Yaska and Panini, and this nominalizing tendency, as the
grammar is obviously focussing on the actional qualities of language.

Yaska has a symmetrical, semantic definition of the entities of noun and verb,*
which leaves the function of the nominal sentences undefined. Panini is obviously
concerned about the actional and factitive functions in his main issue of karaka
(Al-George, 1958), but these functions are (solely) ontological relations and are
not bound to such an entity as the verb as part of speech or sentence function.”®

%1 doubt that Al-George (1958, p. 45) is right in taking the phrase in 1,1 tad yatrobhe
bhavapradhdne bhavatah as a statement about sentence function; it is rather only a solution of the
problem of nomina actionis “in the case in which two of them (a verb and a noun) have bhava as
their basis” (sc. “they may be distinguished in the following way”).

* In modern case-grammar, the deep-case relation is pertinent between both NP/NP, NP/Verb
and NP/S.
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Thus, the grammar of Panini is pertinent also to a language with nominal style. In
principle, his system would be able to cope with the nominal-sentence function,
but there is no independent information about it. The only explanation of this is
that for lack of a concept of the sentence, the nominal sentences are not con-
sidered as a special issue distinct from nominal composition, for example. There
are no rules for selecting attributivity and predicativity; a semantic factor,
samdnddhikaranya,” of morphological import is the important relation. Panini
himself used only the grammatical notion of being congruent, samanddhikarana,
for which also a semantic background may be assumed, as for most of Panini’s
terms. The grammatically important relation of samanddhikaranya has been
described as “état de congruence ou d’apposition entre déterminant ou épithéte et
déterminé ou substantif, ou bien entre samyjnd et samjrin” (Renou, 1942 (2), p.
143). The significance of the term is confirmed by its fundamental import in
logic.?” In the tradition of Panini, it is not essential to ask which kdraka a nominal
sentence expresses. The non*;ﬁ)tive case seems also to escape this question (cf. Pan
2,3,46).”® The exegesis of this sufra in PatMBh has in fact assumed that the
character of the nominal sentence is possibly due to a specific use of the
nominative.

Finally, it would be necessary to turn to the Indian speculations about the
sentence, which mainly fall outside the (Paninean) grammar. The position of the
nominal sentence may be concluded from the speculations of different schools
about the sentence. I have no space here to report this vast discussion (for exam-
ple, Kunjunni Raja, 1963, Chapter 4). Mimamsa has the same interest as the
grammarians in the actional aspect of the sentence as a philosophy of “result”.
Nyaya, on the other hand, regards the entities of the world and their relations and
has actually devoted some discussion to the subject.” The relation between
nominal entities, which is recorded in nominal sentences, seems, however, not to
be singled out from any other linguistically expressed relation (in verbal sentences,
attributive phrases, compositions), and these in their turn seem to be discussed
without being distinguished from ontological relations, the main concern of
language being sabdabodha. In this sense, there is interest in the analysis of a
sentence, i.e. the analysis of the relations expressed (cf. Matilal, 1966, pp. 386 fT.).
The overall definition of the sentence is, however, synthetic and considers the

¥ The right ontological notion of this is abheda, but this term is totally unconnected with the
linguistic aspect and has to be approached solely from the aspect of the philosophical content and
not through any discussion of form.

¥ There are certain difficulties in harmonizing the ontological and the grammatical significance
of sdmanadhikaranya (cf. footnote 207, below).

* This sutra is perfectly elucidated by Thieme (1956, pp. 1—10).

¥ Cf. Matilal (1966). He assumes that this “nominal” interest of Nyaya philosophy actually
emanates from the nominal diction of Sanskrit (p. 380).
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vikya as a completed whole.”® Of course, nominal sentences, as distinct from
other nominal compositions defined as words (pada), may have an intuitively
acknowledged position in this discussion. There has been no need to select the
nominal sentence as a deviant linguistic structure.

When we approach the special material of nominal sentences in the Upanisads
and find their interpretations doubtful, it is of interest to see if Samkara finds the
same problem. In individual cases, he mostly takes his stand immediately and in-
terprets on semantic grounds, guided by certain basic trends of thought, which
might even be called prejudices. Sometimes, however, he actually argues about the
interpretation, and there is even a general discussion of the problem in BSBh
4,1,5—6, starting from the grammatical indistinctness. The introduction to this
passage runs kim ddityddidrstayo brahmany adhyasitavydh kim vd brahmadrstir
ddityddisy iti | kutah samsayah | samdnddhikaranye kdrananavadhdrandt | atra
hi brahmasabdasyddityadisabdaih samanddhikaranyam upalabhyate | “adityo
brahma” “prano brahma” (KausU 1,2) “vidvud brahma” (BAU 5,7,1) ityadi-
samdanavibhaktinirdesdt | Samkara argues in favour of the second interpretation,
that “there is an aspect of brahman in the sun etc.”, the main reason being the
utkarsa of brahman and the occasional occurrences of iti (brahmeti) in such con-
nections. In 4,1,6, he adduces many examples, some with and some without upa-
Vds and some with locative and genitive forms. The internal ranking in these ex-
amples is different; neither of the two nominal constituents is superior, as
brahman; instead, saman, udgitha, etc. are combined with such concepts as the
sun, the worlds, vdc, etc. The question is kim ddityddisudgithadidrstayo vidhiyante
kim vodgithddisv evadityddidrstaya iti. This question is due to the fact that both
dditya and udgitha are vikdra. Samkara discusses many different arguments—the
act of updsana in terms of karman/phala, metaphorical interpetation, laksand,
the position of eva, the performance of sdman, and locative and genitive case
together with accusative case. Finally, he finds the second of the two initial alter-
natives to be the best one, i.e. that the sun etc. should be attached to udgitha etc.:
tasmdd anarigdsrayd ddityddimatayo ‘rigesudgithddisu ksipyerann iti siddham.
Thus, an Indian interpreter may very well decide on the basis of pragmatic reason-
ing, and the problem seems to be what is the locus and what is imposed upon the
locus. Deussen (1887) has altered the problem in a doubtful way by translating
the final judgment of Samkara in terms of predication, as if dditya is predicated
about udgitha. Samkara’s discussion, however, seems not to be concerned with
what is predicated about what, but whether a statement about a locus should be
interpreted as a statement about what (dditya) is in the locus (udgitha) or a state-
ment about which locus (udgitha) something (dditya) has. A far-reaching conclu-

0 Cf. Kunjunni Raja (1963, pp. 151 ff.). The main notion, based on artha, is akdriksd and this
seems to be derived from the same fundamental concept that has developed certain important
offshoots, such as sphota, dhvani, etc.



sion from the discussion of Samkara on this passage is that a fundamental am-
biguity of nominal sentences causes two basically different questions about the
meaning to be posed in the western and the Indian philosophies of language regar-
ding existence and localization respectively.

In conclusion, it may be said that the development of the nominal sentence as a
linguistic means with semantic implications is important in Sanskrit. How far it
has been observed in India in the tradition of grammar and the philosophy of
grammar and how it was situated with regard to the conscious reflections upon
language has only been hinted at here and the question deserves a thorough in-
vestigation. ‘
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3 Syntactic features and interpretation of nominal sentences in
Sanskrit

A closer look at the above-mentioned 53 cases of translated nominal sentences in
ChU (pp. 16 f.), will perhaps provide an inkling of what may have gone on in the
minds of the translators, who have in some cases had fairly uniform ideas about
the form of the translation, as far as the order is concerned. There are 33 cases in
which one way of translation is totally predominant or is questioned by only one,
two or three translators out of at least 9. In all these cases, the content may very
well have been the main factor which determined the course taken by the
translators, some reason of expressivity suggesting to them that they should take
one particular element before the other. But just as the word order in the
translators’ own languages seems to be grammatically relevant and even to have
connections with the S/P structure of the sentence (cf. 2.4.1), it may be supposed
that, when there is congruity in the translations, it may also, whether correctly or
not, have been suggested by some grammatical device already present in the
Sanskrit text.

From the Sanskrit material, some recurrent features can be induced. Above all,
more or less adjectival (or adverbial) words (3,14,2—3, 4,3,1, 7,2,1, 7,25,1)
suggest very similar, although in some cases (5,1,1, 6,5,4, 6,7,1) not quite con-
curring translations. Relative constructions also seem to give the translators cer-
tainty in some cases (3,12,2, 3,13,1, 6,4,1) and just a little less certainty in others
(3,16,1, 4,15,1, 7,23,1). Another feature is perhaps some sort of deixis expressed
by pronouns (1,7,5, 3,15,2; less certainly in 1,1,3, 2,9.1, 3,1,1, 5,4,1—2). In the
remaining cases, no common grammatical feature is to be seen and they must be
further investigated as to their content. An obvious contextual suggestion is seen
in 1,5,1, where identity is expressed by a=b and b=a. At any rate, some kinds of
grammatical devices in Sanskrit may be related to the question of how nominal
sentences may be analysed.

Even if the suggested grammatical features have in some cases led to consensus
in the translations, this does not mean that the same features everywhere give
predominance to any particular translation. As we saw above, there are real
divergences, i.e. a few translators actually give different orders, even when adjec-
tives etc. are involved. For 8,12,1 martyam vd idam sariram, there are seven
translations with the same contra six with a different order. The relative group, for
example, in 1,3,1 ya evdsau tapati tam udgitham updsita, has produced six
translations with the same order and five with the reverse order.

The primary aim of this chapter is to examine very closely certain grammatical
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concepts. Adjectives, relative constructions pronouns and finally also particles
will be observed in the nominal sentences of the oldest Upanisads. Contextual
analysis is also to a certain degree inevitable in connéction with the grammatical
discussion of the present examples, in which grammatical devices may be pointed
out. The proof of any grammatical interpretation is to be found in the contextual
interpretation. Difficult passages, which have been variously translated, will also
be tested against the possible criteria, if there is any hint of such. But such difficult
passages will be treated at the end of each section in a way which stresses the in-
terpretation of the context in terrs of T and C more than the grammatical devices.

3.1 Adjectives

According to Bohtlingk (1897, pp. 83 f.), an adjective, when it occurs, is
necessarily the P of the nominal sentence, in which the general order P-§ is fixed
(cf. 2.3.3a). In examining the eight cases out of the 53 from ChU in which one ele-
ment in the nominal sentence may be classified as an adjective (cf. the conclusions
of 3.1.2), we find that in three cases the order is noun-adjective (4,3,1, 5,1,1,
7,2,1), in two cases adjective-noun (6,5,4, 6,7,1), and in three cases adjective-
noun-adjective (3,14,2-3, 6,8,4, 8,12,1). Apart from any remarks on what can be
identified as S and P in the receptor languages in these cases, it may be noted here
that there is total consensus among the translators in only two of the cases (4,3,1,
7,2,1), though they all show a clear tendency to follow the Sanskrit order. No con-
clusions whatsoever can be drawn from these figures, concerning word order
neither in the actual sentences or in nominal sentences in general in Sanskrit.
However, the main questions to be considered in this section are whether
sentences with noun+adjective may be analysed as having an S/P structure and
whether they can be equated with sentences with noun+noun in this respect.

There seems to be a difference of frequency in the corpus of nominal sentences
between the material from the Upanisadic texts and any texts from a modern IE
language. Nominal sentences with adjectival force are far more frequent in our
linguistic consciousness than the one-sixth identified in the ChU (and the one-
quarter in the BAU) material of nominal sentences. Whether this fact, referred to
the languages, is to be seen as an expression of different modes of thought or
whether it is a particular stylistic feature of the texts treated here is a general ques-
tion that cannot be settled here. The comparatively low frequency of nominal
sentences with an adjective in the material is merely pointed out as a general
feature, since, regardless of its general and stylistic importance, it must have
some connection with the lack of formal distinction between nouns and adjectives
in Sanskrit, discussed below (3.1.2).

Nevertheless, in picking out the sentences with noun + adjective for treatment
in this section, one is obliged to state some kind of difference. I shall try to es-
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tablish a working definition of adjectives, which will justify my sorting out the
cases of nominal sentences with noun + adjective, without involving too many
evaluations on the logical level of the language. Of course, logical considerations
cannot be quite passed over. Incidentally, the discussion about nominal sentences
may even contribute to the discussion about the logical relation between the
classes of substantives and adjectives.

The procedure in this section on adjectives will primarily be to establish a ten-
tative and more or less general definition of adjectives, as explained in 3.1.1. The
way this definition and the lexical categories work in Sanskrit, and in particular in
its nominal sentences, is expounded in subsections 3.1.2—3. In 3.1.4 some samples
of possibly adjectival cases are discussed as regards their contextual message.

3.1.1 The concept of adjectives. The classifying of words as fixed parts of speech
is a matter belonging to a language as a whole. The semantic aspect is inevitably
involved, especially in notional definitions (cf. Lyons, 1968b, pp. 147 f.). The
semantic force of adjectives as mainly suggested by modern, non-Oriental, IE
languages, is descriptive and in very general terms, it is usually connected with
such notions as properties, qualities and relations.”’ Thus, it has a special
reference to such logical concepts as classes, definitions and perhaps even to the
classification expressed in an opposition of universals and particulars.

Furthermore, these notional definitions have caused adjectives to be classified
as a subclass of nouns, especially in the logical, linguistic tradition of the Alexan-
drians (cf. Lyons, 1968b, pp. 323 f.) underlying our western grammatical theory
based on IE languages. In addition, there are also logical implications as regards
the syntax. The adjectives share the logical function of being undefined as regards
extension with the verbs, and this is the basis of the logical tradition, as opposed to
the grammatical one, concerning adjectives from Aristotle until now.

It is in practice impossible to dispense with the logical notions when it comes to
the interpretation, both grammatical and as regards content, of each particular
sentence. In an interpretation, it must be shown whether the nominal sentence is
most likely to be interpreted by taking one element as adjectival—that is, at-
tributing a property to the other element—or non-adjectival—that is, establishing a
“substantial” category, with which the other element is equated. A logical inter-
pretation is, however, not taken as primary in this investigation®” but is considered
from the point of view that it interferes with the grammatical interpretation.

31 Jespersen (1924, p. 81) allows the following as a semantic explanation, though he rejects it as a
grammatical criterion: ... substantives are broadly distinguished as having a more special
signification, and adjectives as having a more general signification, because the former connote the
possession of a complexity of qualities, and the latter the possession of one single quality.”

2 That is why I would not start by sorting out the non-identifying nominal sentences from the
identifying ones, as Ickler (1973, p. 113) does (cf. 2.3.3d).



All this, though, may be left.aside for the moment in favour of a more restricted
effort to use any possible formal definitions on the syntactical level.” What
happens on this level is that a particular word with a potential, specialized and in
this case adjectival quality is taken from the lexicon and that quality is realized by
some functional device in the sentence. This is the syntactical procedure. When
this procedure can be recognized as recurrent, then something can be truly said
about a general, grammatical class of—in this case—adjectives. But the crucial
point in using this distributional method is that there must be a real, formally ex-
pressible criterion by which the adjectival (or in other cases nominal, verbal, etc.)
quality is functionally identified. Strictly speaking, a word in a lexicon cannot be
classified exclusively as adjective (noun, verb) until it necessarily takes the presup-
posed, formal characteristics every time it is in use. This is chiefly possible for
verbs and nouns and is scarcely a straightforward matter when it comes to adjec-
tives.

One feature which superficially seems to characterize adjectives is their ap-
titude for taking comparative (and superlative) forms.’* But this is a semantic no-
tion, and the distribution of such forms merely helps us to label a word as adjec-
tive in the lexicon. The comparative or superlative form is already there, on ac-
count of some specific semantic need, when the word is picked out from the lex-
icon. But the form the word receives in the grammatical structure is quite another
matter. The grammatical structure is initiated by various, individual, semantic
needs, but, in addition, the form expressing it depends on the particular relations
in the sentence, which is not the case with the foregoing choice of comparative or
superlative forms.

There are some indications that intonation, i.e. accent (cf. Wackernagel &
Debrunner, 1929—30, p. 88), and perhaps also word order may be decisive syn-
tactical functions, but the question will be omitted for the time being, as it is very
difficult to deal with, especially in Sanskrit.

We are thus left with the common, formal criteria by which the class of adjec-
tives is established in those languages to which this category is pertinent. In
Sanskrit and in other IE languages, they are of purely nominal character (cf.
Lyons, 19685, pp. 323 f.): the adjectives take gender, number and case from a (in
some way or other) governing noun.’

¥ Cf. Jespersen (1924, p. 81): “.. . whether a certain word is a substantive or an adjective: that
must be settled in each case by formal criteria varying from language to language.”

* Delbriick (1888, p. 188) takes this as one of the two formal criteria. “Die Adjectiva un-
terscheiden sich von den Substantiven dusserlich durch den Besitz der Comparativ- und Superlativ-
suffixe (wenn auch diese Unterscheidung weder durchaus urspriinglich noch auch durchgehend ist)
und durch die Motionsfihigkeit, welche die Anpassung an das Substantivum ermdglicht.”

3% Though this would seem to have been a feature which developed in IE languages at a fairly ad-
vanced stage (Jacobi, 1897, pp. 3 f.), what Delbriick (1888, p. 79) says nevertheless applies to
Sanskrit: “Die Congruenz zwischen dem Substantivum und dem eigentlichen Adjectivum wird
streng durchgefiihrt.”

In other words, the criterion presupposes a kind of realized relation between an
adjective and a substantive. The possible syntactical relations in this case may be

~of two different kinds. One is the close attributive relation, in which the formal

criteria just mentioned are, in Sanskrit, necessarily realized. Other criteria, such as
the order of the governing and the governed element or intonation, may be
decisive in other languages. The distribution of this relation is the main formal
basis for establishing the lexicon of adjectives in any language, besides the inevita-
ble notional functions which may be said to distribute the adjectives semantically.

The second syntactical relation between a substantive and an adjective is the
predicative one, which is the main concern in nominal sentences. This relation the
adjective shares with both verbs and substantives. For the verb, it is the dis-
tributionally primary function, but for the noun this is not the case. In a
predicative relation, the formal characteristics of the adjective are in function. The
problem then is that the formal marks, as such, are not exclusively adjectival but
belong to the substantives as well and are also predicatively combined in the
nominal sentences. As regards case, the nominal sentences demand that two sub-
stantives shall also be in concord. Furthermore, in a nominal sentence, gender and
number may also easily be in accidental concord without any grammatical inten-
tions, especially due to the morphological character of the nominative (and ac-
cusative) case. Thus, the formal criteria do not always discriminate sufficiently
clearly to enable us to decide whether the state of the noun is independent and sub-
stantival or dependent and adjectival. And if the formal criteria break down, the
interpretation of the sentence is always more doubtful, as will be seen in the ex-
amples, and then we must needs consider the notional characters distinguishing
substantives and adjectives, but now with reference to each particular case.

Thus we find ourselves in the middle of the processes of what are commonly
called substantivization and adjectivization. Such processes are of special impor-
tance in the Sanskrit language. The importance of this issue in Sanskrit has to be
seen in the material, and the material itself has to serve as a description of the state
of -affairs.

3.1.2 Substantives and adjectives as categories in Sanskrit. Renou (1965, p. 231)
remarks: “On discute sur la question de savoir si tel mot est adjectif ou substantif,
nom d’agent ou nom d’action: la décision est souvent arbitraire, parce que la
catégorisation n’est pas sentie comme telle.” The difficulties of this categorisation
are explained by Speijer (1886, p. 179) as follows: “In ancient languages the
difference between adjective and substantive is generally not so strongly marked
as in modern ones. So especially in Sanskrit. Both classes of nouns have the same
declension, and a great number of them have sometimes an adjectival meaning,
sometimes they are substantives.” Wackernagel (1905, p. 1) confirms this: “Die
Kategorien Substantiv und Adjektiv stehen einander nicht so scharf gegentiber
wie im Deutschen, sondern das Verhaltnis ist dhnlich wie in den klassischen



Sprachen.” Although Wackernagel here establishes that there is little difference
between the categories, he reassures us in the following paragraph that “Innerhalb
des historischen Ai. finden vielfach Ubergénge aus einer K ategorie in eine andere
statt. Am leichtesten zwischen Substantiv und Adjektiv.” In subdivisions a—d, he
exemplifies both how adjectives become substantives and vice versa. Thus, he
gives the categories in Sanskrit the same value as in modern western languages,
although the Sanskrit grammarians did not introduce any such terminological dis-
tinction until a quite late stage,*® and even then on a notional and functional
logical basis, not for formal and syntactical reasons. They did not by any means
refer to items lexically fixed by distribution, concepts like usual/unusual being
quite unfamiliar to their methodological modes of thought.

It may be said that using a nominal word in a Sanskrit sentence is not a
problem, as long as it is not translated into a language in which the distinction
between substantives and adjectives is necessarily established by formal means. As
hinted at in the discussion about how to define adjectives (3.1.1), the distribution
of word categories is differently realized in individual languages, and this is ap-
proachable by examining the formal features. The more a feature predominates,
the more easily a category may be established. In accordance with such dis-
tributional facts, it is even possible that differences between the notional stress in
different languages can be observed. As regards Sanskrit, the distribution shows
that there are in fact possibilities of establishing a lexical category of adjectives, as
opposed to substantives, but that the neutral value of nominal words competes for
predominance. It may even be suggested that this has something to do with the
logical state which the Sanskrit expresses, the quality and the qualitied matter not
being seen as separate in all contexts. This may be the case especially in texts with
religious contents, like archaic philosophical texts.®” The state of the Sanskrit
language as a whole in respect of the distinguishing of substantives and adjectives
may be described as one of structurally transitional character.

Some types of nominal words necessarily function as names of things and con-
cepts in Sanskrit, as well as in a target language, but every word with any potential
qualificatory force in Sanskrit must be translated either as an adjective or as a
substantivized adjective. This becomes obvious when we consider a Sanskrit
sentence like BAU 1,3,1 tatah kdniyasd eva devd jydyasd asurds. In any language
possessing articles or definite forms, a choice must be made as to whether they are
to be used or not: by saying that something is “beautiful”, one means something

3 Of vacya/vacyalinga (Wackernagel, 1905, p. 1), there are no instances before the 13th cen-
tury. Qlder, but not corresponding terms, referring to the logical, functional relation of
qualifying/qualified, are mentioned by Speijer (1886, p. 179, footnote 1). ‘

TRenou (1965, p. 231): “La phrase védique, sous sa forme élémentaire, est un groupe
d’éléments juxtaposés, qui sont des qualifications, soit de 'invocateur humain (dans ses rapports
avec la divinité), soit du dieu.”

other than if one said that it was “the beautiful”. Returning to the Sanskrit
material, this definiteness may in some cases be suggested by the context, as when
a superlative is combined with a partitive genitive, “the best of something” TaittU
2,2 annam hi bhitandm jyestham). Or perhaps a pronoun and/or particles or
some stressing relative group may express some deictic value in a sentence (cf.
ChU 3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam brahma). sarva may be lexically classified as an
adjective on distributional grounds, but the deixis here indicates substantival use.
Still, in many cases we are left with a both lexically, formally and functionally
neutral value in Sanskrit, which must be translated in one way or another. In the
case of ChU 4,3,1 vayur vdva samvargo, it is not possible to assign any fixed lex-
ical state to samvarga, as it is a nomen agentis and, as such, easily lends itself to
signifying both a quality (a “how”) and a naming definition (a “what”) in the con-
text. The formalia here do not establish any significant contrast in the sentence.
On the other hand, the context gives a syntactical parallelism in this case: it is said
later on in 4,3,2 that vayur hy evaitdn sarvan samvriikta ity adhidaivatam, which
has been used to assign a qualifying instead of a defining value to samvargo.®
This may perhaps be the case, provided that S/P is not directly connected with
T/C, the latter not being parallel in the two sentences (cf. below, footnote 64).
Such a parallelism of syntactical order does not in any case solve the translation
problem as regards word order, which pertains more to T/C: the translation of the
lexeme in itself, as stated at the outset, is doubtful and no translators choose to
solve this problem by making it into an adjective instead of a substantive.

As regards “substantivization”, it may be generally stated that such a procedure is not
pertinent to Sanskrit. This term is necessitated only through the intermediary of a western
language, when it comes to choosing a translation for a nominal word in a sentence. To
describe Sanskrit itself on this point, it would be better to apply the idea of “Le caractére
incertain de la catégorie d’adjectif, favorisé par 'absence de critére formel”, mentioned
only in passing by Renou (1961, p. 286),% thus regarding the values of qualifying nominal
words as unmarked values expressing “quality/qualitied”. Contextually, the nominal word
may be marked as meaning the qualitied if something of deictic significance is expressed in
the immediate context, but there are no obligatory grammatical formulas of this kind in
Sanskrit. Instead of calling the use of adjectives discussed here substantival, it may be
better to call it a definite sense of primarily neutral nouns. The same may also account for
the relation between bahuvrihi and other composita,* that is, the fafpurusa must by no
means be regarded as preceding the bahuvrihi type. Additionally there is no reason what-

¥ Ickler (1973, p. 117) quotes the verbal sentence in 4,3,2 after having said “Dass hier
samvargah tatsdchlich Préadikatsnomen ist, zeigt der Satz desselben Abschnitts”.

* Renou (1961, pp- 285 f.) gives a concrete description of what he calls “substantification”: “En
principe, tout adjectif comportant une attribution animée peut devenir n. d’agent; tout adjectif four-
nit couramment des noms concrets, objets, plantes, etc. (catégorie abondante de n. de maladie en
“i); le passage a la valeur abstraite des adjectifs neutres (qui se fait au sing. plutét qu’au plur.) est
loin d'étre aussi commun, mises a part des formules.”

““ Renou (1961, p. 120): “La distinction entre tatpur. et bahuvr. n’a pas de valeur absolue, en
raison notamment du flottement qui existe entre les classes d’adjectif et de substantif”.



soever to introduce the so-called adjectivization of substantives (Wackernagel, 1905, p. 3),
since there is no formal distinction between attributively and appositionally used nominal
words; this is especially obvious in Sanskrit, in which any word order seems to be possible.

There is no clear tendency to use neutral singular or masculine plural adjectives in an
abstract or collective sense in Sanskrit as in Latin (Kihner & Stegmann, 1955, pp. 222
ff.), a language which, like Sanskrit, has no expression for definite forms. In Sanskrit, in-
distinctiveness seems to predominate between quality and qualitied. There is no special
need to abstract the quality to form a general name for a logical class, a feature that seems
to have developed in Latin. In Sanskrit, abstraction is instead realized in the parallel
development of special suffixes for abstract concepts and of the special notion of class,
Jati, in Indian logic, two issues not quite equivalent to the Latin kind of collective and
abstract values or to the western, logical concept of class respectively.

To sum up, the corpus of Sanskrit adjectives exhibits the following picture. On
functional grounds (distributional and semantic), there are Sanskrit nomina to be
classified in the lexicon as adjectives. For this purpose, some criteria may be
enumerated, for example, gerundive endings, -ta and -na participles, suffixes like
-ka and -maya, comparative and superlative forms, and perhaps certain logical
values, at least a variable and relational- value (“whole”, “other”, “same”,
“middle”). Another question is whether a nominal word in an individual passage is
used in an adjectival function. On this point the superficial means of syntax
(congruence) is not sufficient for judging. Nevertheless, an adjectival use has a
decided semantic function of qualification. There are some few syntactic uses
which clearly exhibit such a function, for example, bahuvrihi function, com-
parative and superlative, together with case forms, so that sreyas obviously means
“better than” and not “the better one”. Also such a stylistic device as enumeration
may, if it is obvious that a definition of a central concept by qualifications is given,
exhibit an adjectival function of the enumerated concepts. Finally, however, when
all these aspects are lacking or are too weak to be used as criteria, we are com-
pelled to accept that the probably logically prior®' function of a nominal concept
does not distinguish the meanings of “how” and “what” something is. In Sanskrit,
there is no direct sign of distinction between the notions of property and
membership of class respectively, for which modern languages have a fairly good
tool in the use of definite forms.

In judging the individual nominal sentence, the relation—attribution or
equalization—between two nominal elements will be of a certain interest, and so a
restricted, but nevertheless contextual judgment has to be added to the formal one.
Isolating the judgments on the form of and the relation between nominal elements
in a nominal sentence, we are left with the idea of contrasts between the elements,

! Usually also considered as a genetically original feature (cf. Speyer, 1896, p. 2): “Von allen
idg. Sprachen hat vielleicht das Indische diesen Grundzug der proethnischen Sprache am treusten
festgehalten . . . Differenzirungen des Adjectivs und Substantivs . . . Die Grenze zwischen beiden ist
viel weniger markirt als bei uns.”
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a formal and a logical one, working in opposite ways. If a formal contrast as to
gender or number really exists, an interpretation as two substantival words in the
nominal sentence is preferable, whatever the basic values of the nominal words
are. This is clear in cases like ChU 7,23,1 bhumaiva sukham and BAU 1,6,3
prano va amrtam ndmarupe satyam. In certain other cases, there is no formal
contrast, but a logical one seems suggestive enough to determine one of the com-
ponents of the nominal sentence as adjective. In quite a number of cases, however,
there is no formal contrast and a conclusion about a logical contrast is uncertain,
although an adjectival value for one of the words may be suspected, for largely
lexical reasons. To settle the question in such individual cases, the wider context
and its aims must be discussed, the method of interpretation by grammar obvious-
ly being unsatisfactory.

For the moment, we must consider the sentences which may possibly be said to
contain one qualifying adjectival word. From the material, it will be established
that it is not possible merely to dispense with the whole concept of adjectival func-
tion and qualifying sense, as would be called for in a restrictive theory about pure-
ly dominating neutral values of nominal words. The nominal sentence in this
language is rather an arena in which the competition of juxtaposing and
hierarchical structures is presented.

3.1.3 A note on the general character of nominal connections in Sanskrit. There
is a situation of the Sanskrit sentence function which has been described as
follows (Renou, 1965, p. 231): “La situation linguistique admet comme procédé
normal ’asyndéte, consistant en particulier a faire de succéder deux noms de sens
analogue. . .”. Any relation between two nominal items in Sanskrit may be iden-
tified as a neutral use with regard to attribution and apposition (in the traditional
meaning of the term),*” and this holds for both the relation within a nominal
phrase and the relation that establishes a more or less completed sentence. This
loose connection is dependent on the basic, neutral, lexical state of the nominal
constituents.”* The very frequent kind seen in BAU 3,7,3 esa ta drmantaryamy
amrtah may be described as such a neutral attributive/appositional connection.
The other variant—necessarily translated by predicative expressions—includes a

2 When Seiler (1960, pp. 35 f.) shifts the boundary between attribute and apposition according
to a division between nucleus and satellite, this fits very well with the facts of Sanskrit grammar,
where attribute and apposition are not in main opposition. Whether the nucleus-satellite relation
(see footnote 79, below) is applicable to Sanskrit remains to be seen. Its semantic variants, called by
Seiler “Spezifikation/Charakterisierung”, are not equivalent to such variants as qualifi-
cation/equalization, bound to the\adjectival/substantival use here treated. The criterion of intona-
tion which Seiler finds for German is, in fact, not applicable here, and word order (loosely
suggested on pp. 30 f.) seems not to be of the same significance in Sanskrit as in Latin.

2 Kurzovd (1972, p- 50) states that Greek has both a functional, fused category of attribute/ap-
position and a loose sentence structure.
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deictic value: ChU 3,18,2 tad etac catuspdd brahma, 4,2,2 raikvemani sat satani
gavam ayam nisko 'yam asvaiariratho, BAU 3,8,11 tad va etad aksaram gargy
adrstam drasir asrutam Srotr amatam mantr avijfidtam vijiidtr, BAU 4,3,21 tad
vd asyaitad aticchando ‘pahatapapmdbhayam rupam. This whole complex is con-
cerned with the general structure of the sentences, and it must be pointed out that
a kind of nominal deixis** is very frequent (especially in BAU), not only in
answers to questions, like BAU 3,2,1 ydjiiavalkveti hovdca kati grahdh katy
atigrahd iti astau grahd astdav atigrahd ifi, or in a kind of heading, like BAU
1,5,17 athatah sampraitir, but also interwoven in the text like BAU 3,9,26 etdny
astav dyatandny astau lokd astau devd astau purusdah.

The basic neutral values of nominal words, on the one hand, and the loose func-
tional relation between nominal elements, on the other, are characteristic of
Sanskrit and must necessarily be contrasted with the requirements for decisive ex-
pressions in these respects in modern languages.* The demands for definite or in-
definite forms in many such languages are indicated in 3.1.2 (p. 40). There may
also be an obligatory choice between attributive and predicative expression, i.e.
either the copula should be added in reproducing the nominal items as a whole
sentence,'® the message of which refers to a total fact, or the two nominal elements
should be taken together as a dependent noun-phrase of analysable value. This
choice having been made, there may also in both cases be different devices for ex-
pressing attributive or appositional character (cf. Seiler, 1960). The translation
problem is evident.

3.1.4 Some passages interpreted. (a) ChU 4,3,1. The text runs: vdyur vdva
samvargo yadd va agnir udvayati vayum evdpyeti yadd suryo ‘stam eti vdayum
evapyeti yada candro ‘stam eti vayum evapyeti || 1 || yaddpa ucchusyanti vayum
evapiyanti vayur hy evaitan sarvan samvrrkta iti adhidaivaiam || 2 || athadhydt-
mam prdno vava samvargah sa yadd svapiti pranam eva vdg apyeti prdnam
caksuh pranam Srotram pranam manah prano hy evaitan sarvin samvrrikta iti ||
3 || tau vd etau dvau samvargau vayur eva devesu pranah pranesu || 4 ||. The
preceding khandas (4,1-2) contain a story about how Janas$ruti, most likely a
fesatriya, is told by some passing birds (hamsds) about sayugvd Raikva, whose
ability is in some way compared with winning at dice.*” Janaséruti searches for him

** Lyons (1968a, p. 500): “. . . there seems to me to be good evidence in natural language for the
connexion between existential and deictic (or ‘ostensive’) sentences. ..”.

* For the state of this syntactical function with regard to the typology of languages, cf. Hart-
mann, 1955, pp. 206 ff.

*“T would not say with Ickler (1973, p. 114) that the difficulty lies in the lack of the copula in
Sanskrit but rather in its necessary use in modern languages.

*7 8ince Bohtlingk’s conjecture in 4,1,4 and 6 krtdya vijirvardya was tacitly rejected by most
translators and expressly by Liiders and Senart, the vijirdya has mostly been kept. A possible con-
Jecture may be krtdya vicitdya, assuming that Caland’s suggestion (1908, in his criticism of Liiders,

and finally finds him. The bribes of Janasruti being rejected,*® Raikva, perhaps
seduced by the beautiful face of Janasruti’s daughter,*® nevertheless tells Janasruti
what he asks for, 4,2,2 anu ma etam bhagavo devatdm sadhi yam devatdam updssa
iti (Hume: “Now, Sir, teach me that divinity—the divinity which you reverence)”.
After the summary instruction (quoted above) follows another short story; ob-
viously concluding the message of the 3rd khanda of this 4th prapdthaka. The
concluding story*® seems to take up the concept of samvarga as an act of devour-
ing, introduces the anna’’ and by a clever chain of associations anna-vird)j**-krta
the idea of the dice game is recalled.

The outline of this story has aroused different kinds of interest and the exposi-
tion is to some extent a paradigm for the method of introducing teachings in the
old Upanisads. There is also a more or less conspicuous network of internal
associations. Liders (1916) hints that in the interpretation further stress might be
laid upon the idea of gambling and he points out such words as sayugvan and
samvarga. He might also have considered the bhallaksa in 4,1,2,%° discussed in
other places.

Liiders calls his article “samvargavidya” and so does Hauschild (1968). The
commentary of Rangaramanuja tells us that samvargavidyd prastiiyate in 4,1 and
Samkara and Nityananda denominate the whole as a samvargadarsana. It would
be of interest if it could be established whether such a technical term was known to
the author of the text.’* In fact, such knowledge cannot be obtained, and, as we
have received it, it is merely a summarizing headline used in the discussion about

1907) that one early procedure in the game was the collecting of “dice” or “counters” (aya) is cor-
rect.

* According to the conjectural suggestion of Ickler (1973, p. 54), the bribes are really accepted
by Raikva, something that I find rather probable.

* The verb 4,2,5 dlapayisyathd iti has been discussed at length. The discussion is summarized
by Hauschild (1968, pp. 358 ff., also followed by Ickler 1973, pp. 54 f.), and in greater detail in the
commentary of Morgenroth (1958) on this passage. Whether the root is meant to be \/lap or Vi,
and the form future, imperative or conditional mood, the word seems to be an ironical comment
upon Raikva’s susceptibility to a pretty face, irrespective of whether Raikva or the author. is
responsible for the irony.

3% Hauschild (1968, p. 363) thinks that it “nur in losem Zusammenhang zu stehen scheint”, with
which I cannot agree.

*!'In discussing the inserted stanzas, Renou (1955, p. 101) says “Le leitmotiv, de part et d’autre,
est la notion de ‘nourriture’ et de ‘manger’, qui domine I’épisode et s’apparente a la samvargavidyd,
théme majeur du kh.”

52 Mauss (1911) stresses the connection between anna and virdj and Renou (1952a) displays the
implications of the concept of virdj.

¥ A bahuvrihi consisting of bhadra “fortunate” and aksa “die” may have been vulgarized in this
way. Cf. Morgenroth, 1958, pp. 511—514, on the previous discussion of the word. The discussed
kam v are of 4,1,3 is dubious and may even be some parallel nickname. Ickler (1973, p. 71) rightly
rejects the suggestion kambare (very infrequent). sakata in 4,1,8 may also be tested; Liiders (1907,
pp. 137) mentions something of the kind among gambling terms.

* Liiders (1916, p. 293) expressly claims that the author has “den Ausdruck samvarga nicht
etwa einer &lteren Quelle entnommen”.



this particular passage of the text. However, there seems to be some specific trend
of thought to which this passage adheres. This is clearly indicated in the portion
from JaimUpBr,”® with which Liiders (1916) compares the Upanisadic text. Not
only the resemblances but also the differences’® must be accounted for, and they
are clearly treated by Liiders. He proposes a direct influence of chronological
order. Another possible solution is that there might have existed some trend of
thought introducing a cosmic and psychological parallelism of process, not
necessarily in one-to-one concomitance with a regulated numbering of elements,
and that this trend has been individually worked out in different texts. Through the
analysis of Frauwallner (1926), it is even possible to trace the well known Rgvedic
purusa myth (RV 10,80), in which the connective forces of cosmic and psy-
chological factors are conspicuous. Variants are to be found in AitAr 2,1,7 and in
SBr 10,3,3,6—8 and there is a later one in KausU 3.7 The special term
“Atemlehre” (Frauwallner, 1953, pp. 58 f.) should not be used in such a fixed way
as to exclude connections with other trends of thought in which the emphasis lies
elsewhere.’”® Anyhow, the variant in ChU is quite clear and is regulated by a
systematic number of concepts in the central part (4,3,1—3), with a short sum-
mary following in stanza 4.

What is the real intention of the saying va@yur vdva samvargo? From the preceding text,
it is certain that an instruction is given by a certain person. The message seems to express
some kind of identification. But there may be yet another connotation. If Liiders’s fairly
well-founded suggestion that samvarga may introduce a gambling term®’ is accepted, the
whole picture of the brahman Raikva may have a special nuance, different from the
JaimUpBr variant. May it even be a question of an ironical instruction and also a faint
suggestion of the conflicting ideas of brakmans and ksatriyas?®® The gambler, a scabby
brahman (according to the translation of Hume, he is scratching himself underneath a
cart; the cart probably indicates a village, instead of a serene, secluded, forest habitat ac-

** JaimUpBr 3,1-2. Cf. Liiders (1916, pp. 295ff.), who refers to Oertel (1891—93).

*® One main difference seems to be that JaimUpBr does not use samvarga but chooses another
concept, grahds. The plural form is used and is equated with astam right at the beginning, which
gives the adhidaivatam part of the story another, more overt astronomical/cosmological nuance.
On the other hand the adhydtmam part merely focusses on the process of api\/i.

57In $Br 10,5,1—2 the passage on prdna (10,5,2,14—15) may be a variant and not necessarily,
as Frauwallner (1926, p. 32) presumes, an interpolation of a given, developed doctrine.

8 For example, there may be connections with the speculations about dream and gkdsa
(Frauwallner, 1926, pp. 32 f.) and purusa in the eye and in the sun (ibid., pp. 9 fI.), in all of which
prdna is hinted at.

*% This is not contradicted by the fact that samvarga is used in cognate texts with no obvious
connotation of that kind, cf. BAU 6,3,4, where it is said of agni, and KausU 2,7, where it is referred
to dditya.

% The suggestion of Liiders (1916, p. 305), that the ksatriya Abhipratarin is the one who dis-
putes with the brahman (not a brahmacdrin) in the Jaiminiya variant of the parable inserted in ChU
4,3,5—8, is rather weak, but there is perhaps some hidden problem in the tradition of ChU, a
ksatripa Abhipratarin and a brahman Saunaka together disputing with a brahmacarin.

cording to the Indian commentaries®') gives a strict but ambiguous instruction. The con-
ctuding story should then be referred, not to the compiler of the text but to what the poor
Raikva has to say, the final aim being to defend the game, since it is productive, in so far as
anna may arise from it.

The internal and minimal stress in the text, according to Liiders’s (1916)
suggestions,* leads us to decide what for us as listeners (cf. 1.2.2) may be called
the T of the passage. samvarga is to be defended and justified by connections
leading to religious, cosmic and psychological concepts.®® There is no expression
whatever of a superior identification, such as that everything converges into
brahman. Perhaps this was never meant, even though every later Upanisad inter-
pretation is apt to infer brahman at every point, especially in the identifications
and/or equivalences. The interpretation, as given here, should try to establish how
we can apprehend the elements of the nominal sentence vayur vdva samvargo; 1
would suggest that we take samvargo as the given concept, T, and vdyur as the
new one, C. No linguistic criteria are used,®® neither the possibly adjectival
character of one of the words nor the present particle, intonation or word order,
because the starting-point was not the linear, linguistic sentence but the
simultaneous presence of two concepts. We have observed the expression in the
Sanskrit text; from the knowledge which we have acquired by analysis, we also
obtain hints on how to put it into other languages, so as to obtain approximately
the same meaning, even though we have no complete knowledge of how the
linguistic linearity of T/C is realized in the source and the target languages.

(b) ChU 1,13,1-3. ayam vdva loko haiikaro vayur hdikdras candramad
athakarah | atmehakdro ‘gnir ikdrah || 1 || dditya ikdro nihava ekdro visve deva
auhoyikarah prajapatir hirikarah pranah svaro ‘nnam ya vag virdt || 2 ||
aniruktas trayodasah stobhah samcaro humkdrah || 3 ||. The khanda is con-
cluded dugdhe 'smai vag doham yo vdaco doho 'nnavan annddo bhavati ya etdm
evam samnam upanisadam vedopanisadam veda || 4 ||. The first prapathaka of
ChU concentrates on udgitha, the central part of a sgman. udgitha is venerated in
etymologies, identifications/equalizations, and some anecdotes. In the 10th and
L1th khanda the sdman in its entirety is introduced and its parts are analysed: the,

®! His awkward position is stressed if the very good reading, abrdahmana instead of brahmana,
proposed by Rauin 4,1,7 yatrdre ‘brahmanasyanvesand tad enam iccheti [BShtlingk’s conjecture
for archeri], is accepted (see Ickler, 1973, p. 82).

5 Hauschild (1968, pp. 339 ff.) promotes the sampvarga as the “given” concept still further by
first translating sayugvan by “Ansichraffer” and subsequently samvarga by the semantically akin
“Zusammenraffer”. A general emphasis of this kind is obvious also to Renou (cf. footnote 51,
above).

5% samvarga is in fact much more relevant to the discussion than the corresponding grahds in the
JaimUpBr variant (cf. above, footnote 56).

% Not even the linguistic context is used here, i.e. the parallelism with the verb samvriiktein 4,3,2
(cf.-p. 39 above). The verbal form is the C on the T, vdyur, in that sentence, but this does not affect
the-interpretation of the initial sentence, because T/C is a matter of linearly given knowledge.



khandas obviously point towards the second prapdthaka, the main point of which
is to give an overall view of the sdman by means of identifications/equalizations
between its parts with different objects. But there are two smaller pieces more
loosely inserted, the khandas 12 and 13. Khanda 12 in the first prapdthaka tells a
humorous story, showing how even the dogs, by their special means of expression
(hin), use the udgitha for the purpose of getting food and drink. It is to this story
and to the preceding praise of the sdman that stanza 1,13,4 must be referred, i.e.
the conclusion about how sdman (viz. sdmnam upanisadam) gives food,
something which throughout the ChUU is displayed as the best, the most necessary
profit from any pious act, be it worship, ritual or insight. In this quite coherent
context, stanzas 1,13,1—3 do not give the impression of being wholly integrated,
the association between the Airi of the dogs to the stobhas being rather vague.
Furthermore, the close interpretation of the three stanzas gives rise to many
problems.

The main point at issue here is to decide whether there is anything in the con-
text to tell us how to stress and distribute the series of five nominal words with the
same case and gender in stanza 3, which has been very differently translated. It
seems to be allowable in the discussion to limit its relevant context to stanzas 1—3.
In this passage, the listener is to be informed about a technical device connected
with the performance of sdman, the stobhas, not by any technical description or
definition but merely by an Upanisadic technique of equating a number of them
with different concepts. How are we to evaluate the concepts adduced as equals to
the stobhas? Is there any system to be found for, on the one hand, the list of
stobhas and, on the other, their equivalents?

The suggestions as to such a system made by Faddegon (1926-—27) may have some
relevance, especially the symmetry® observed by him as far as the first six concepts are
concerned. But the nihava between the cosmic and divine series is not easily explained in
any system, and the concluding concepts are also difficult.*® If there is any system at all, it
has not been examined for any exact connection with the ritual procedure®” and especially
with the performance of sdman, which is treated part by part in the following prapdthaka.
But, for the final purpose of explaining stanza 3, it is necessary to leave the question of
systematic equalizations and to concentrate upon the stobha concept. The stobhas in stan-
zas 1—2 by no means form a closed, fixed, traditionally established and all-inclusive set.*®

5 Faddegon (1926—27, p. 188): ... earth beneath, wind above; moon above, man beneath;
fires beneath, sun above”—all this is a description of the surroundings of the sacrifice.

% nihava is to Faddegon the invitation to the Gods, and the three middle concepts then are the
introduction to the sacrifice, while the concluding prdna, anna, virdj are the gifts, the effect of the
sacrifice.

7 The connections with the sacrifice proposed by Faddegon are of a rather general kind.

 An example is to be found in ChU 2,24,4 (and in stanzas 8, 12 and 13 as well), lo3kadvdram
apavd3rna 33 pasyema tvd vayam ra33333 hu3 m a 33 jya 3 yo 3 @ 32111 iti, where the lengthen-
ing of @ in meaningful words and also at least ~um are used together whith the numeral notations of
tones. Morgenroth (1958, p. 402) calls this *“Ein liturgisches Stiick von grésserem Alter”, Perhaps
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The list given here may be an arbitrary combination or it may be a specific series, hinting
at the formation of some definite sdman in some definite Sama Veda school, but in any
case the stobha concept, as such, is an extensive, seemingly quite open category, to which
are referred interjections of different kinds—syllables, words or phrases—which are in-
serted in the performances of s@man.®® The three available commentaries on the text,
(Samkara, Rangaramanuja, Nityananda) take the category of stobhas to be far too
familiar to need explaining. The sub-commentary of Anandagiri on Samkara’s commen-
tary gives the technical hint that they are distinct from the syllables of rg, devoid of mean-
ing and complete the song: rgaksardni giyante tadvyatiriktani vdcyasunyani gitisiddhy-
arthani stobhdksardni paribhdsyante. He proceeds with the more theological interpreta-
tion of their sacrificial purposes: “They ought to be performed (in updsana), since they
convey results by means of their completion of the sacrificial act (karman)” (tdni ca kar-
mapurvanirvrttidvarena phalavastvad updsyani), and their position at the end is of impor-
tance (tadupastividhiparam uttaram vakyam ity arthah). van der Hoogt (1929) showed
how the class of stobhas as a means of performing sdman has been treated, especially in
the stobhanusamhdra, forming a part of the ritual texts in the Sama Veda schools. The
early reference to the stobhas in ChU 1,13 is merely touched upon by him (p. 6) with a
remark on the Upanisadic text (“for this is no prescriptive ritual-textbook™). Our passage
is probably of no consequence to the category, as such, in the continuous, detailed perfor-
mance of sdman through the ages. As a traditional passage, it probably merely exemplifies
the category and has served as a confirmation of the authority of stobha.

If the passage under discussion is seen as a whole, it is impossible to take the
stobhas of the saman to be Cs; they must be Ts. The message intended is to make
them nirukta, i.e. explained by other concepts, either through their contents or
through their etymologies. The cosmic, mythological concepts in stanzas 1—2
have a counterpart in the simple word anirukias in stanza 3, which is pushed
forward to the same initial position as ayam lokah etc. in the preceding stanzas. -
This means parallelism which may be incidental. Because of the order of the
elements, there is still a great uncertainty in the last equalization in stanza 2, vag
virat; are the majority of the translators really correct in putting vdc on the level of
a stobha and not virgj?"™®

Faddegon (1926—27) remarks (p. 189) that svara is no “dadaism” like the other
stobhas but was put in as “poetical license”, while vdc may be a stobha as well as a
meaningful word. But if this idea were carried through, it might be said that such concepts
as prana and anna and even vdc/virdj are on the same level; why should not the cor-
responding stobhas be on the same level also—and accordingly is not yd the dubious one

also some syliables in the dogs’ singing in 1,12,5 03m add3mom pibazmom3 devo varunah pra-
Japatih savita2 "nnam ihd2harad annapate3 ‘nnam ihd2hard2haro3m iti allude to the stobha per-
formance treated immediately after, regardless of the question of whether the numbers in the MSS
refer to tones or just vowel lengths.

% Sayana applies the determination of the stobhas as gityupdyds in his introduction to SV (cf.
van der Hoogt, 1929, pp. 2 f).

" yirdj is a difficult word with a conspicuous etymology and a not very decisive application.
Renou (1952a, p. 147): “.. . mais la valeur largement prédominante, dans la prose brahmana, est
celle de v° comme nom de métre”. Liiders (1916, pp. 308 £.), however, stresses virdj as a concept of
metaphysical consequence when he interprets ChU 4,3,8.
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here? Another suspicion might arise from the close position of anna-virdj, (cf. above, foot-
note 52), and the existence of vdc does not directly contradict their relationship here. It
would even be tempting to take yd as a relative pronoun if it were not for the trayodasa™
in stanza 3, which makes it impossible to reduce the number of equalizations in stanzas
1-2.

When we turn to stanza 3 and its interpretation, there are other words than the
discussed stobha, which are not easy to translate. rrayodasa cannot be interpreted
as anything other than an ordinal number, as it is adjectivally joined to singular
words. And Aumkdra is established as ‘““the sound of Aum”,”” the stobha in ques-
tion in this stanza, by the preceding haukara, etc. anirukta—also translated, in ad-
dition to “undefined”, by “nicht unmittelbar verstandlich”, ““qui n’est pas nette-
ment émis” and “unhoérbar”—is moré difficult because of its development into a
technical term. Can this occurrence be exactly located in the development or does
it in fact keep its pretechnical meaning? As a minimum, it may be said that the
word has something to do with a property of being expressible, explicable or
definable in some way, a conclusion drawn regardless of its adjectival state as a
-ta participle. But no lexical decision provides us with a final clue to the place of
anirukta in the sentence. The lexical meaning says nothing about its actual func-
tion as attribute or predicate. The same is true of samcara.
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It is translated as “unstdt”, “variable”, “Hindurchgang”, “indistinct”, “variabile”,
“indefinite” and “flakkende”; a footnote to Senart’s translation mentions for “saficaro ou
sancdro” the meaning “intermédiaire”, i.e. “entre un murmure et une articulation déter-
minée”. One might suggest a plain, non-technical meaning, in which the etymology is still
conspicuous: “a going together with”, meaning either that the hum is applied differently
according to the circumstances or that it constantly accompanies the recitation of sdman.
The latter is to be preferred if a systematic order of the earlier-mentioned stobhas is sup-
posed. The technical meaning of samcara as “passage”, i.e. the fixed ways of walking on
the area of sacrifice, is predominant in the surrounding texts, the brahmanas and the
sitras. Bohtlingk has put “Hindurchgang” in brackets in his translation. Faddegon
(1926—27) stresses it to the extent of putting “Passing-through” as predicate in his English
translation. He has thus made samcara into an equivalent of Aumkdra parallel to the
preceding equivalences and especially parallel to the nihava / ekdra equivalence in stanza
2. anirukta to him then means merely “inaudible”.

The meaning of other texts cannot be construed as proof of this individual case
of samcara in a non-ritualistic text. No conclusive proofs of the meaning of the
sentence are given by lexical considerations. Apart from necessary lexical choices,
stanza 3 must be interpreted chiefly by the hints of parallelism. Judging from the
contextual facts, taken as broadly and neutrally as possible, I would suggest the

"''van der Hoogt (1929, pp. 4 ff.) points out that a note made by Satyavrata Samasramin on
Sayana’s introduction to SV gives the figure padicadasa instead of frayodasa.

"2 The translators, however, have also chosen other words, such as “particle”, “syllable” and
“Interjektion”.
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word stobha and the word anirukta as the main components of the sentence. It is
also possible, in the name of parallelism, to take humkdra as one main element
and stobha as the other in an equalization, those two being the most clearly sub-
stantival words. In fact, many of the translators have done so (see Deussen and
Morgenroth). But to me it seems that, in view of their significance, the parallelism
between the concepts is more important than their outward appearance. stobha is
not of such significance that it may have the same relationship to humkara as
ayam loka has to haikdra etc.

In any translation with identified T and C, the remaining three words must be
introduced as in some way dependent on the two main words, even though such a
hierarchical structuring is by no means shown in the original Sanskrit text. The
only possible solution is to point out the syntactical looseness in the Sanskrit
sentence and the total lack of hierarchizing elements and then to choose a transla-
tion which must be bound by the expressive means of the target language, a
translation which by some device—S/P, word order or flexional forms—explains
the minimal intention of the sentence in terms of T and C (in my present inter-
pretation, stobha and anirukta respectively). Perhaps the looseness of the Sanskrit
syntax is better shown in a translation by appositional than by attributive
relations of secondary words. The intended meaning would be that “the thirteenth
stobha—the accompanying sound of hum—is not explained”.

(¢) BAU 4,4,7. In athdyam asariro ‘mrtah prano brahmaiva teja eva, there is
also an enumeration of nominal concepts; taken as an isolated sentence, the rela-
tion between the concepts is ambiguous. Its context is found in the middle of the -
most explicit, most famous and most discussed exposition of what is called the
Yajnavalkya doctrine. It is not necessary here to state the whole content of BAU
4,3—4. Deussen has given the heading “Die Erlésung” in his translation of
4,4,7—23. The passage tells of the destiny of akamayamdna, in contrast to the
kamayamdna in the foregoing text, whose dtman is necessarily followed by his
prana, as well as his prands (4,4,2), owing to his karman, which in its turn
depends on kratu and ultimately on kdma (4,4,5). For those in whom there are no
kamds, the prands at death stay in the body (4,4,6), and the body lies like an emp-
ty snakeskin on the anthill (tad yatha ’hifnirviayani valmike mrtd pratyasta
Sayitaivam evedam sariram Sete). This gives the idea of asarira; amrta is also
given in the immediately preceding sloka, atha martyo ‘'mrto bhavaty atra brahma
samasnuta iti. prna is not mentioned here, but the contents may be compared
with 4,4,2, so that prana may be taken as more essential, more of a uniting ele-
ment, than the prdnds, which usually stand for the distributed, manifest, vital
forces of the individual. prana may even be a companion or an equivalent to d¢-
man, the word expected here. Samkara gives prakaranavakyasamarthydc ca para
evatmatra pranasabdavacyah. atman is the main T in the whole doctrine, always
present. This has caused Madhavananda to take ayam itself as the T in the
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sentence discussed: “Then the self becomes disembodied and immortal, (becomes)
the Prana (Supreme Self), Brahman, the Light.” Ruben does the same and
emphasizes dtman still more exactly: “Dann ist dieser (Erldste) ohne Leib, un-
sterblich, 4tem, [footnote ‘Brahman ist also gleich Atem...’] Brahman allein,
Glanz allein.” When such an elusive, grand T as dtman remains unexpressed in
the reasoning about it, it is nevertheless often suggested by some of its “qualities”
(or even “names™), in this case asarira and amrta. prana may either be a sheer
gloss in the text, not quite to the point, or a suggestive replacement for dtman, ac-
cording to Samkara. From the foregoing context, I thus conclude that not all the
concepts are presented here as Cs upon dtman, as the translations of
Madhavananda and Ruben do. asariro 'mrtah prano would then be the T of the
sentence. The possibility of taking ayam as the T is not quite ruled out, as there are
admittedly problems with the T/C identification when the idea of “summing up”
may compete with the T/C style of “step by step” (cf. 4.3).

As regards brahmaiva teja eva, an introductory value is suggested by eva, and
the tension which the particle brings about by being placed after the second ele-
ment of the equivalence and by being repeated makes it quite easy to take the
phrase as a double C.

The message being farily clear, the translation may, however, be somewhat
modulated if we adopt a translation with apposed elements, like Deussen’s “. . .
aber das Korperlose, das Unsterbliche, das Leben ist lauter Brahman, ist lauter
Licht”, or another type with attributed qualities, like Senart’s “Quant au souffle
(la vie) incorporel, immortel, il est pur brahman, pure énergie, 6 roi”.

Taken together with the few, incomplete, grammatical indications, the discus-
sion of T/C helps to sort out more than one concept on each side of the
equivalence. In this case, the more exact decision about the elements as T and C
does not affect the idea of the passage, as every concept, whether apposed or at-
tributed, is a qualification or the name of a superior concept, dtman.

(d) AitU 5,3. sarvam tat prajiidnetram prajfiane pratisthitam prajiidnetro lokah pra-
Jid pratistha prajiidnam brahma. In this passage, some recognizable, syntactical struc-
tures seem to organize the sentence. Shifts of gender and case provide some kind of punc-
fuation. pratisthita and the composed prajidnetra indicate the meaning of qualification,
whether attributive or predicative. An application of T/C following these considerations
shows that the first concern is prajiidnetra and the second is prajid and prajfidna.
However, the final interpretation is totally a matter of lexicon and context in a wide sense.
What do prajrid and prajidna (cf. Simonsson, 1977, on jfidna) and also the composition
prajridnetra mean, and what is the intended relation between the world, pratisthd and
brahman?

Such is the use of syntax in interpretation. If any clear syntactical indications (for ex-
ample, adjectival function) are given, some interpretations of the individual sentence may
be ruled out at once, but the identification of the grammatical structure does not per se
provide the interpretation. The examination of the context must necessarily follow. This

procedure may start with the identification of T and C and proceed with an investigation
of the concepts used in the text.

I<4a)

3.2 Relative constructions

Many instances of relative constructions as parts of nominal sentences are to be
found in Sanskrit: they form at least a third of the passages used in this investiga-
tion. They are not quite uniform among themselves, but, with regard to the in-
dicating element, an expressed relative pronoun from the ya-stem, they are easily
brought together under the heading of relative constructions.”” Among the relative
constructions there are to be found verbal clauses like BAU 3,4,1 yah pranena
prdniti sa ta dtmd sarvdntaro; there are also purely nominal constructions like
ChU 3,13,1 sa yo ’sya prdn susih sa prdnas tac caksuh sa ddityas; yat is
sometimes used instead of a congruent form (ChU 1,1,3 sa esa rasanam
rasatamah paramah pardrdhyo ‘stamo yad udgithah), in some cases obviously
bordering on an explicative use (ChU 4,10,5 vijanamy aham yat prano brahma).

Some questions must then be posed. What is the relation of these constructions
to the language system in its entirety and specifically to the nominal mode of ex-
pression? What is their effect upon the syntactical analysis in S/P; do they have
any special influence upon the interpretation of the linguistic message, T/C; and
do they, in fact, produce any agreement between the issues of S/P and T/C?

3.2.1 The relative mode of expression. The predominance of subordination over
coordination is a progressive feature’* common to the IE languages, and a
typological change from older periods would account for the long-standing
question about the development of relative pronouns out of ana-
phoric/demonstrative/interrogative pronouns or the like.”” An attributive relation
of this kind demands a “head” and a “modifier” (cf. Lyons, 196858, p. 233) and
there is, in fact, a simple, uncontroversial grammatical analysis of both relative
clauses and attributes in, for example, Latin or Russian.

As we saw in 3.1, the head and the modifier in nominal relations are not easily

™1 follow Seiler (1960, p. 76) in calling the verbal/nominal relative unity a relative group and
this group, together with the correlate, a relative construction. The group is then formally defined,
but the construction also has a notional aspect.

™ Differences in the distribution between coordination and subordination are illustrated by the
selected material from different language groups presented by Gonda (1954—55) and Benveniste
(1957—58). Meillet (191516, pp. 13 f.) suggests that the development of strictly expressed subor-
dination may be due to the claims of the written ltanguages. Haudry (1973) derives the subordina-
tion not from a sheer parataxis but from a correlative, oppositional structure, a “diptyque”
(Minard, 1936) of two symmetrical clauses, which thus would be a special case of coordinating.

¥ Brugmann (1908, p. 49): “Das Relativum *id-s war ver wandt mit dem Demonstrativum *i-,
war ein Derivatum oder, wenn man lieber will, eine morphologische Modifikation von ihm, aber
nicht identisch mit ihm.” Cf. also Hermann (1894, pp. 13—16), Jacobi (1897, p. 32), Gonda
(195455, pp. 2, 8 f. and 39) and Monteil (1963, pp. 1—17). Cf. also the discussions on clause-
linking (Watkins, 1963 and elsewhere; Haudry, 1973; Bader, 1973, who treats the IE yo as one of
the original anaphoric particles).



identified in Sanskrit, as these relations have a neutral value. In constructions with
relative pronoun, however, the pronoun functions as an indicator of the modifier
to a head, which may be expressed or unexpressed, definite or indefinite, plural or
singular.

The use of the term “attributive” for such a reiation introduces another issue of
great importance for the relative mode of expression. The concept of attribution,
as it develops in IE languages, must in most cases be distinguished from the con-
cept of apposition.” Basically, this is a semantic issue, but the syntax may exhibit
evidence of some underlying logical distinction in different languages, and this, in
fact, is the case as regards relative constructions. In the case of relative construc-
tions, the above distinction seems to be manifested in the distinction denoted in
various ways between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses (*“‘the soldiers
that were breve ran forward”/“the soldiers, who were brave, ran forward”;
Jespersen, 1924, pp. 112 f.).

“Restrictive” and “non-restrictive” are accepted as basic terms by modern gram-
marians. Other, quite illustrative terms seem to be “determinative™ as opposed to the “ex-
plicative” (non-restrictive) relative clauses in the Port-Royal fogic (Chomsky, 1966, pp. 35
ff.). This pair *determinative/explicative”, however, both have the property of being
positively defined, and thus they constitute an equipollent and not a privative opposition
(Trubetzkoy, 1939, p. 67). It is therefore to be suspected that the Port-Royal distinction
should rather be connected with the far more demanding, semantic terminology of
“necessary/unnecessary” relative clauses; the semantic need for subordinate information
about a hitherto unknown or known concept is not satisfied by different kinds of relative
clauses but has also to be expressed by indefinite or definit¢—or rather non-
indefinite—forms of the group correlate + relative pronoun (“the one who”, i.e. “anyone
who”, v. “X who™). There is, in fact, a connection, which has caused a certain confusion
between the restrictivity of the relative group and the indefiniteness of the relative pronoun
(cf. for example Vendryes, 1947--48). Indefiniteness inevitably means restrictivity—when
the indefinite concept has to be determined (*‘any soldier that”)-—but, aithough its presence
announces restrictivity, its absence does not tell us whether the meaning of the relative
group is restrictive or non-restrictive (“just that soldier that/who™). Chomsky (1966, pp.
35 ff) really presents the terms of Port-Royal as if they were equivalents to
restrictive/non-restrictive, but he also designates the non-restrictive as “appositive”. The
issue of indefinite/non-indefinite relative clauses will be treated only in passing in the
following pages. For the connection of the issue of restrictive/non—rggt;ictive with the dis-
tinction between attributive and appositional, which are also privaiely opposed, see also
Seiler (1960, pp. 26 f.). For a transformational-grammar model of how this connection
can be explained as a relation between surface and deep structure, see Rohrer (1968, pp.
402 f.) and Motsch (1965), who even defines any apposition as a non-restrictive relative
clause.

The logical background to the grammatical terms “restrictive” and “non-
restrictive” is constantly apparent. The distinction concerns whether the relative

" The terms attributive/appositional will be used in the sense in which they are defined by Seiler
(1960, pp. 35-37).
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clause determines and restricts the extension of the head or whether it merely gives
some additional”’ explanation of it. The latter variety (non-restrictive use) is
recognized as having a juxtapositional or even conjunctional nature, for example,
by Quine (1960, p. 110): “. .. we may pass over unrestrictive clauses, for they are
f;)nly stylistic variants of coordinate sentences.” In modern languages (for the issue
in transformational grammar, see Rohrer, 1971, pp. 204—223), there are some
devices, which, although they are not of a mutually exclusive kind, suggest some
semantic distinction. There are, for example, the rules for using the English
relative pronouns who or that, the French qui or leguel, and the Swedish definite
article before or after the noun. Yet, even in the older stages of IE languages there
seems to have been a distinction. Delbriick (1900, pp. 316 fI.), discussing “das

- arisch-griechische Relativum™, makes a distinction between “korrelative” and
. “anaphorische Verwendung”.”® The former is further described {p. 318) as “mit

dem Hauptsatz so verkettet, dass er von ihm nicht losgeldst und also auch das

~ Relativpronomen nicht durch ein anderes ersetzt werden kann”, and thus a

demonstrative pronoun—joined to a noun or independent—is expressed or must be
inferred as antecedent. This fits well with the restrictive use of relative clauses,
while Delbriick describes the second, non-restrictive use as characterizing and
says (p. 317) “Bei Homer dagegen streift er bisweilen nahe an den Hauptsatz”,
Delbriick does not proceed any further in this matter in describing the relative
clause in other IE languages, and he draws no general conclusions for the PIE.

Ir} Homeric Greek, Minard (1938, pp. 51 ff.) has observed one distinction that may be
pertinent, the one between 4¢ ¢ (that “décrit™) and éic Tig (that “définit™). Watkins (1963,
p. 29) touches upon a distinction that may be semantically founded between nasatizing

- and leniting relative clauses in Qld Trish, which may be of some importance for the issue.
. As regards the Germanic languages, the distinction is well known in modern languages (cf,
. -above). There has also been a continuous renewal in the IE languages of relative

pronouns, which, according to a general linguistic law, indicates a gradual neutralizing on

~ the morphological level of some kind of semantic opposition.

. In the case of Old Indian, according to Speijer (1886, p. 352), only the restric-
uve variety of relative constructions is developed: “But in Sanskrit only such at-

-tributes as are of importance to the understanding of the main sentence, are fit for

analytical expression by means of relative sentences.” Jacobj (1897) also points
out a preserved, but probably specific and individually developed kind of distinc-
tion in the Sanskrit case at issue here (pp. 24 £.): . . . alle rein beschreibenden oder

~ sonst nebensichlichen Zusitze werden nicht durch Relativsitze ausgedriickt,

<7 Jespersen (1924) has pointed out that restrictive use specializes and defines (p. 108), while

on-restrictive use characterizes (pp. 111 ).
7% s
i lif)el'l‘)rucv:vk (187.1, PP 92 (f.) uses the terms “nothwendige” and “nicht nothwendige
Rekl’atxvsatze » but his point here is that the subordination in the former is more developed than in
the latter, and he tends to see it as “entwickelt” and “primitiv”’ and not as a continual distinction.




sondern besonders in der héher entwickelten kiassischen Prosa der spéteren Zett,
wo dergleichen Beschreibungen hiufiger sind, durch Composita.” Delbriick
(1900, pp. 316 ff.), however, finds “anaphorische Relativsitze”, at least in the
Yeda (see further 3.2.2).

Jacobi (1897, pp. 26—39) treats the “relative” mode of expression in languages
other than the IE ones. From this survey, we may conclude that the distinction
between attributive and appositional is not a model in all languages and perhaps
not even in PIE. Nevertheless, the 1E languages in general obviously developed
different syntactical devices of such an order that the subordinate information is
given ecither about the logical class or its exponents.” In the latter_—ap-
positional—case the relation continues to be logically more imprecise® than in the
attributive case. Some features in the development of the IE relative pronoun seem
to suggest that the genesis is more of an appositional than an attributive kind, and
this fact is probably due to a vague anaphoric linking of the additional informa-
tion at an earlier stage of the language.

What T am claiming here is that the distinction between restrictive and non-
restrictive relative clauses is a logically based and linguistically expressed, com-
mon, IE device. As regards PIE, it is not possible to assume any distinction until
the question of the linking of sentences has been completely explored. If the dis-
tinction is original, it would not be possible historically to derive one use of the
relative from the other. For the time being, I shall simply keep to the fact that the
distinction is basically a privative opposition with one unmarked and one marked
member.

From the communicative point of view, the relative nesting always implies two
Cs on the same concept, T. This T is sometimes expressed directly and sometimes
by a ya-, which has this specific selection as its communicative function. In both
the restrictive and the non-restrictive cases, the information has the form
T C/T C, arranged, as regards order, according to the individual language. A
difference between the restrictive and non-restrictive cases cannot be marked
without introducing a secondary notation for the actual content of the T. The T of
the non-restrictive relative clause is exactly the same as the T of the main clause,
T, C/T, C, whereas in the restrictive case not only the T but also the information
that T C gave in the relative clause is repeated as T in the main clause, T, C /T,
(=T, C) C. The difference thus pertains to the content and not to the formal
arrangement of the concepts of T/C.

" Seiler (1960, pp. 20 fT,) presents a forma relation between “Klasse und Selektor” in the follow-
ing way: in the »° relation—an attributive relation between nuglf:us (heafj) and satellite
(modifier)—the selector s specifies the class n; in the s"—appositive—relation the class s
characterizes the selector n. o

¥ According to Seiler (1960, p. 22), no information is given about the class-selector refation in
the case of “Charakterisierung” (=Apposition”, p. 36). Syntactically (p 84), the appg{sx.twe
relative group does not in itself say anything about any attribulivc‘fbrs:fé, so that “diese
Relativeruppen cine Leerstefle signalisieren. Diese Leerstelle ist im Prinzip frei...”.

in a summary, the second distinction mentioned above (p. 52) should not be forgotten.
This distinction affects the state of the nucleus, i.c, the correlate (and in certain fanguages
also the choice of refative pronoun). In a logical description, the distinction between in-
definite and non-indeflinite relative constructions necessitates a choice between different
operators (all-operator and existential operator respectively). The distinction is
linguistically realized by the correlate chosen, but it may also be pertinent to the develop-
ment of the individual relative pronouns. It must, however, be kept apart from the distinc-
tion restrictive/non-restrictive which is not the result of an inherent logical state of any of
the components of a relative construction but is based on their internal relations, The
choice of syntactical expressions for these relations must, of course, be made for both in-
definite and non-indefinite relative constructions. The two issues have been constantly
mixed up, because the indefinite refative group should preferably have restrictive meaning

-in order to enable any significant assertion to be made; the non-indefinite one may have

both restrictive and non-restrictive relations.

There is one more distinction, crossing over the one between restrictive and

*non-restrictive, to be considered in connection with relative constructions.®' This

one is presented by more obvious formal evidence. The European branch of the 1E
languages has gradually developed a clear-cut contrast between nominal at-

- tributes and verbal relative clauses, and this development seems to go hand in

hand with the increasing claim of sentences to be verbal, while nominal aggregates
in general may merely function as syntagms of sentences. In such a fixed,
dichotomic structure, even participial attributive constructions are not allowed to
function independently but are instead nominally adjusted by means of con-

. pgruence, which is not the case in all languages that make use of participial con-
- structions.

Neither the general state of Sanskrit, nor even its further development, shows
this polarity of verbal and nominal expressions. Thus, the difference between a

“nominal attribute and a relative group in Sanskrit is by no means a difference
‘between nominal and verbal attribution, but a difference between unmarked and

marked attribution,*” and the relative pronoun may be called the means of mark-

~ing (cf. the definition of jo as an “includer”, Gonda, 1954—55, p. 39).

The nominal relative group, which has been retained in Sanskrit as a productive

-mode of expression, will be further discussed below (3.2.3). That the nominal
- relative group was a common [E feature at some stage is shown by the state of af-
fairs in Avestan, Old Iranian, and Old Greek and by reminiscences® in other IE
languages (Latin, Balto-Slavic, Celtic), as shown by Benveniste (1957—58; cf.
_also Moreschini Quattordio, 1966, pp. 39--52).

8 The pertinence of this question, as repards the older stages of all 1E languages, has been

~ demonstrated by Benveniste (1957-58).

<42 CF. Seiler (1960, pp. 108 £.), who for Avestan goes so [ar as to suspect that nominal attribution

without pa- has something to do with appositive function, “d.h. mit der Klassenfunktion des
~Nukleus und der Selektionsfunktion des Satefliten™.

¥ Some probable reminiscences of nominal retative groups are the Persian igafar and the definite

form of adjectives in the Baltic and Slavic languages.



3.2.2 The relative mode of expression in Sanskrit. Obviously, the relative func-
tion in any individual language system is a complex one to describe. Concen-
trating on the distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses, I
shall take the liberty of making a very general survey of the Sanskrit relative mode
of expression at an early stage, primarily based upon the investigation by Porzig
(1923). In various respects, many of his results converge on hints and analyses
made by others (Delbriick, 1888, Speijer, 1886, Jacobi, 1897, Gonda, 195455,
Benveniste, 1957—58 and not least Seiler, 1960, who in his investigation of Late
Avestan both deliberately and unintentionally confirms the picture given by Por-
zig). This convergence supplies the raison d’étre of the following summary, which
should, nevertheless, be looked upon as merely one possible model.

It is possible to avoid a choice between the strained views of Hermann (1894), who re-
jects subordination in PIE, and the modified parataxis hypothesis of Delbriick (1900), as a
description of what happened in PIE is not required. Generally, most authors are
erroneously inclined to comprise every stage of development preceding the one they treat
into one unspecified and vaguely original stage. It is here surely better to start from a point
of view which may embrace various, known, substantial realizations as deriving from one
and the same feature, the general way of linking sentences in IE languages, as Meillet
(1915—16) outlines. The sentence structure of Hittite, especially in comparison with the
Celtic languages, has been instructive, as regards sentence linking, as has been the
development of relative clauses, not least the clear-cut development in Sanskrit; IE jo as
relative is retained only in India (Meillet, 1915—16, addition in reprint 1921, p. 162).

Here, I shall merely enter into the process at some stage of the development
preceding the Vedic language, in which an incidental circumstance (verbally ex-
pressed) or property (nominal, but primarily neutral as to substantive or adjective)
is expressed by conjunction and/or apposition. If the incidental information is
necessary for the main idea, it is probably placed in front, in the role of an adjec-
tival subjunct, and it may perhaps be repeated inside the main information by a
substitute with anaphoric or even demonstrative function (pronoun). If the indica-
tion is not a necessary one, it is natural to place it after the main idea, in the role of
a substantival conjunct (or adnex; cf. Jespersen, 1924, p. 97), and no substitute
for the subordinate and additional information to come is required in advance. A
marker of some sort, something suggesting a definite indication, which at the same
time functions as a conjunction (an “includer”, Gonda), is tied to the incidental in-
formation.®

A post-positive, appositional clause may express something incidental, but
probably a nominal composition will do the same. If the language generally ex-
hibits a propensity to use nominal expressions to such an extent that even verbal
expressions are nominalized, then the synthetic composita (type kumbhakdra,

8 Cf. “relative” constructions with demonstratives, esp. in Greek (Monteil, 1963, pp. 25 fI.) but
also in other IE languages (Haudry, 1973, pp. 169 ff.).

Jacobi) and the bahuvrihi may be regarded as a competing mode of expression for
non-necessary, incidental information, i.e. a variation without ya-. In judging the
opposing assertions of Jacobi (1897, pp. 24 f.; unnecessary, incidental informa-
tion is given by composita) and of Delbriick (1900, p. 317; there are non-
restrictive relative clauses in the Veda), we must look at the corpus used by
Delbriick (1888) and the one used by Porzig (1923), which both show that there
are such clauses in the Veda. Jacobi’s point may nevertheless perhaps be valid for
a later stage of Sanskrit, i.e. when the tendency to nominalization through in-
creasing compositional style affects the complex field of ya- constructions in its
entirety,” just as participles may compete with relative clauses in most IE
languages at any stage.

Firstly, when the ya-marker affects a nominally expressed concept, it cannot
develop very far.*® It may only have one kind of function with regard to the
nominal word, a determining one which shows some resemblance to the function
of an article (Benveniste, 1957—58, p. 54, “. . . le pronom relatif joue le réle d’un
‘article syntaxique’ déterminatif””), although it is not primarily related to such
semantic properties as definiteness or the like. The ya-, on the other hand, has a
more independent state than any kind of developed article, formally shown by the
fact that the order within the relative group may be either ya + nomen or nomen +
ya.*’ Such a group (va + nomen) may function attributively when placed before
the head to be modified and probably appositionally when placed after.®® This be-
ing granted, ya + nomen would compete with the simple nomen used attributively
or appositionally to another nomen. But the introduction of a ya-marker seems to
be selective of certain uses and is opposed to a possible predicative use of the
neutral nomen + nomen combination.®’

Porzig nevertheless does not seem to find the distinction between attribution and ap-
position pertinent to “die syntaktisché‘/Gruppen mit ya- ohne Verbum finitum” in the cor-
pus. He finds the adjectivally used nominal ya- groups (pp. 212--218) more important (p.
259) than the substantivally used ones (pp. 284 f.). It seems as if he prefers to connect the
formally independent state of the appositional relative clauses—given by their conjunc-
tional nature—with the state of the nominally expressed incidental information, seman-
tically more independent than the verbal.

8 Renou (1961, p. 505) says that composita replace “surtout, proposition relative de description
ou de narration, a Vinfini”.

% What in fact happens is described by Wackernagel & Debrunner (1929-30, pp. 554 f.).
Because of the limited relations between pronoun and noun, yat is a frequent alternative to inflected
ya-forms, especially in nominal relative groups, (ibid., pp. 555 f.; cf. footnote 91, below).

87 Cf. Seiler, 1960, p. 131; the same is assumed as regards the Balto-Slavic languages on p. 132,
but it is missing in his Avestan material.

8 Porzig, 1923, pp. 214 ff. On p. 214, he states that “Der durch ya hervorgehobene Satzteil
erschient meist als Apposition zum Subjekt oder Objekt des Satzes, und zwar folgt er
naturgemaéss in der Regel seinem Beziehungswort”.

% Cf. 3.1.3. Seiler (1960, pp. 84 f.) indicates that, unlike “das Einzelnomen”, the relative nominal
group “eine Leerstelle signalisiert”, which means “Anschluss”, and this is not compatible with
predicative function, which means “Entgegenstellung”.



Secondly, when the conjunctional and indicating marker ya- is combined with a
verbal expression, it acquires various potential relations and a dynamic of
development. The verb may express modalities which affect the relative clause as
a syntactic group related to the principal clause. Furthermore, ya- may have
different syntactical relations to the verb, such as subject, object, etc. If it is then
adjusted as regards case, there may arise such formal ambiguities as will
necessitate a demonstrative repetition in the main clause to show the syntactical
function of the relative group there, at least when the relative clause precedes m
the attributive, nested function. A verbal relative clause placed after the mainidea
shauld at an early stage prcfcrably' give additional information and is then rightly
termed appositional; the well known explicative use of yat (Renou, 1961, p. 529)is
an instance of an original, appositional use, which thus emerges in what many
grammars call adverbial clauses. Post-position is probably more suited to some
modalities than others. Speijer (1886, p. 354) finds that placing the relative pro-
noun after the main sentence implies a causal meaning, “. . . yet it may also import
a consequence, a disposition, or even a purpose. In other terms, the relative pro-
noun is sometimes used, where one would expect a relative adverb or conjunc-
tion.” In one respect, the verbal relative clause is, however, more limited than the
nominal relative group. The ya- is dominated by the verb and only the order ya +
verb can possibly be conceived of as grammatical in a stage of developed subor-
dination. This order was not necessary in an earlier stage, where the ya- was
probably in the main an anaphoric conjunction. (The genesis of cum inversum
constructions may be relevant to the issue; cf. Haudry, 1973, pp. 159 f.).

A distinction within the verbal relative clauses is not supposed by Seiler (1960), who
claims that they may merely be appositional (cf. the table on p. 197). When such sentences
nevertheless seem to be attributive, this is explained as merely an “okkasionelle
Beziehung” and “nicht konstant” (p. 82). It seems to me that this is enforced by the fact
that the verbal (and some nominal) sentences are predicative, “Satzéquivalente”, in op-
position to other nominal sentences, which are “nicht-Satzéiquivalente” (pp. 100 f1.), and
this fact is put by Seiler on a par with the characterizing assertion versus the specifying
assertion, as he previously contrasted them (p. 23). Yet, all his statements in this respect
are semantically and not by any means morpho-syntactically based, as even the
“K asustransposition” (pp. 77 {f.) may occur in both cases. Why should a verbal clause not
share with a nominal construction the capacity to specify, in addition to the capacity to
qualify? Why should a verbal action not also be able to select an item from a class (pp. 99,
inter alia, for cases like mittrg yd. . .)? Strictly speaking, we have to account for the follow-
ing plain facts. As there are both attributive and appositional specimens of nominal
relative clauses, the class constituting such clauses has both functions. If, on the other
hand, one individual, verbal relative clause may be realized both attributively and ap-
positionally, this tells us nothing about the class of relative verbal clauses that it does not
tell us about the nominal ones, i.e. that this class also can be both appositional and at-
tributive. In his subsequent investigation of syntactic criteria, Seiler adheres to the idea of
the appositive quality of the verbal relative clause. None of the other converging criteria
(summarized by Seiler, 1960, pp. 196 f.) seem to demand it, even though there are verbal
relative clauses in the material which may be interpreted as attributive, particularly those
with a demonstrative correlate.

To sum up, the distinction between attribution and apposition in terms of
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses seems to be pertinent in Sanskrit
and is expressed by differences of order between the clauses, viz. initial position of
the restrictive and end position of the non-restrictive relative groups.

Scholars who have attempted to arrange a corpus have also been aware of a distinction,
even though no one before Seiler has observed its character of privzft% opposition. Porzig
(1923) calls them “der korrelative” and “der attributive Typus™ (pp. 291 ff.). Delbriick
(1900), who uses the terms “korrelative” and “anaphorische Verwendung” (cf. 3.2.1)
traces this back to a distinction in the corpus of 1888 (pp. 554—562),” according to the
expressed “korrelativ?” relation and examples in which “die Bezugsmasse hat keinen cor-
relativen Bestandtheil,” i.e. they are in fact non-restrictive. Jacobi (1896) observes syntac-
tic differences and makes the same distinction, even though he discusses the later syntactic
development as style. Gonda (1954553, p. 23) notes the issue (and refers to Caland).
Renou (19525, pp. 387 f.) uses the terminology “iype définissant”, which, judging from
his explanation, seems to be restrictive, and “type attributif”” (non-restrictive), but his point
is quite obscured when he claims that certain clearly restrictive cases are of the “type at-
tributif”. Minard (1936, p. 9) merely discusses the inversion of order between relative and
main clause, which occurs both when the main clause is emphasized and when the subor-
dinate clause provides secondary information. The first case is an “explication” and the
second an addition, “précision accessoire”. Seiler (1960) also considers the same issue,
although he does not fet such a distinction break through the syntactically described ver-
bal clauses. Strangely enough, Seifer does not even admit (p. 132) that Porzig really makes
the same distinction between attributive and appositional (although the latter admittedly
used other terms); immediately after having denied this, however, he confirms the formal
grounds which Porzig has proposed for the issue also as regards the Avestan material, in
which, as he says, “gerade beim appositiven Typus Voranstellung der RN’-Gruppe nur
dann zu kennen scheint wenn mit dem Relativum ein Demonstrativam korreliert”. He also
says: “Alle verbalen Relalivgruppen mit Anfangsstellung haben ein dem Relativum
entsprechendes nachfolgendes Demonstrativum: das Gesetz ist innerhalb meines
Materials so gut wie ausnahmslos™ (p. 122). Yet, in fact, such a clear formal distinction
must be hypothetical, as it is mixed in the given material. It also obviously takes us back to
some diffuse stage of the development before the Vedic and Avestan period, Porzig admits
as regards Vedic that “Die fertige Periode zeigt in allen Typen Eigenschaften beider
Urspriinge™ (p. 301).

The hypothesis about the pertinence of the position of the refative group seems to have

- at least some semantic kind of support also in other IE languages. As regards Hittite, cf,

Held (1957, pp. 48—52) and Hahn (1946, p. 71). Laroche’s assumptiens (1959, p. 85) that
the position is mainly connected with the indefinite/definite meaning of the relative would

~-be better re-interpreted; at least indefiniteness must he limited to restrictive meaning and
~-perhaps also to the front position of the relative sentence. Haudry (1973, p. 154) follows
Minard (1936; cf. above), and finds, as regards Latin (p. 156), that **Le diptyque inverse

lie. when the relative clause follows] est, comme en védique, employé en valeur ex-

~ pressive”. In Greek, the same issue is at stake when Monteit (1963, p. 38) summarizes the

anaphoric clauses, otherwise contrasted with the corrclative ones, by saying “Faisant suite
presque toujours ... & la principale, une telle subordonnée termine uniformément
Pénonce”.

7 About cases in which “Das Relativum hat keine Sichtbare Bezugsmasse” in the Vedic prose
material, he says, on p. 568, “Die gewGhnliche Stelfung diirfte woh! die Nachstellung des Relativ-

‘satzes sein™.



3.2.3 Verbal and nominal relative clauses. The second interesting distinction
mentioned in 3.2.1, in addition to the one between restrictive and non-restrictive
relative clauses, is that between verbal and nominal groups. They are taken as
secondary categories within restrictive and non-restrictive use (cf. above, pp. 57 f.)
by Delbriick and Porzig and even by Seiler (1960), who indeed claims a
homogeneous, appositional function for the verbal relative clause. Seiler refers to
Benveniste and states concerning the pronoun ya- that “Das Relativum hat
Uberall die gleiche Funktion, findet aber Verwendung in zwei scharf von einander
geschiedenen syntaktischen Hauptklassen” (p. 71). He even adds a logical distinc-
tion “Der verbale Subtypus bezeichnet eine okkasionelle, nicht konstante
Qualifikation. Der nominale Subtypus bezeichnet eine allgemeine konstante
Qualifikation” (p. 101), an interpretation which is thus already laid down when he
tests different morphological criteria on the corpus. Porzig (1923, pp. 294 ff.) is
also willing to associate relative clauses containing perfect forms of the
verb—“dieser nominale Rest in der Aktionsbedeutung der Perfektformation” (p.
295)—more closely with nominal than with verbal clauses.

Gonda (1954—55) makes no distinction whatsoever between verbal and nominal
sentences. They are similar with respect to the use of ya-, which to him, as to Benveniste
(1957-58), is precisely the means by which the genesis of the relative pronoun and the
relative function can be brought out.

Of course, the semantic difference resulting from the distinction between verbal
and nominal sentences in a language system in which nominal sentences really are
productive must also appear in the relative groups. Nominal and verbal relative
sentences do not behave in the same way and should be described separately, even
though the relative nesting in itself is likely to be of the same genesis and function.

Even if the structural relationship is taken for granted, the description of what a
nominal relative group means is couched in terms of its own. Speyer (1896) says:
“Ein Relativsatz mit Nominalpridicat ist oft nicht viel anderes, als der blosse
emphatische Ausdruck eines Begriffs. . . In solcher Anwendung streift ya an die
Bedeutung des Artikels, besonders, wenn der Relativsatz mittels ca, vd, u.4. coor-
dinirten Substantiven angefiigt wird...” (p. 84). Renou (19525, p. 387) states:
“I'emploi typique li.e. of the relative clause which ‘peut se substituer a la simple
mention d'un nom’, p. 386] est au terme d’une énumération.” Nevertheless, there
is no reason to explain it as “pseudo-relative”, even if “1l émane directement de la
phrase nominale”. Renou (1961, p. 523) also sorts out those nominal relative
groups which start the sentence and he gives semantic reasons why this device is
used at all; it is used “pour mettre en évidence, a I'initiale de phrase, et sous la
forme nominative, un nom qui a une fonction oblique ... ou simplement pour
obtenir une corrélation, ye ‘lpah kalahinah ... te Ch U VII 6 1 ‘le vulgaire est
querelleur’ VIII 1 17, The nominalizing yat is a forceful competitor in this case.”

P
! Examples like MaitrS 1,6,3 (89,8) asurvdh . . .etdyaa',osaq'aya}} (quoted from Wackernagel &

Seiler (1960, pp. 84 f.) also concludes that the relative group could not possibly
function as a predicate (cf. further 3.2.5),

3.2.4 Relative constructions in BAU and ChU. The majority of instances of
relative constructions in the oldest Upanisads with flectional ya-** must be inter-
preted as restrictive, from a simple consideration as to whether their content
affects the information given in the whole composed sentence. From a formal
point of view, the majority of relative groups opens the sentence; this goes for
more than half of the relative groups in BAU and it is still more common in ChU.
There also seems to be a concordance between the individual instances which are
restrictive and those which open the sentences. The normal case would then be ex-
emplified by the verbal relative group BAU 3,4,1 yakh prdnena prdniti sa la atmd
sarvdniaro or the nominal one BAU 1,5,3 yah kas ca sabdo vdg eva sd. The more
pregnant sa ya- ..., esa ... (ChU 3,13,1 sa yo 'sya prdn susih sa prdnas tac
caksuh sa ddityas) is not frequent but belongs here (cf. below, p. 62). The above-
mentioned concordance goes so far that no sentence with an opening relative
group is obviously non-restrictive. The exceptions from the concordance are the
constructions with a closing relative group, which are not so homogeneous or at
least are less concise from the point of view of interpretation.

In the material used here, the selective force and state of ya- (cf. above, p. 54) is

- furthermore stressed in more than half the cases by an added demonstrative®® of
- the stems efa- or idam. Such a demonstrative seems to denote on the com-

municative level an explicit but unspecific indication of topicalization.
Nevertheless, the principal clauses are even more often introduced by such
demonstratives. This extensive, general use of demonstrative pronouns seems to
indicate that any systemic, grammatical effect must be secondary when it is added
to a relative pronoun.

Here we again approach the issue of indefinite and non-indefinite relative pronouns.

-The general meaning of “whoever™ seems to be inherent in the neutral relative type, ya-
- without joint element.”* There are certain other original and marked means of expressing

. Debrunner, 162630, p. 555) are frequent. Renou (1961, p. 523) has even found variety within the
- same sentence in ChU 7,10,1 (dpa evemd murtd yeyam prthivi yad antariksam yad dyaur yat par-
vawd, . .). In this case, the first relative in a series is congruent and the following ones show the

general value of yat—it is a recurring phenomenon that one or more formally unmarked items often
follow upon a marked item in any serial expression.

*2 The relative constructions with yat are accounted for in this same frame. The specific, added
feature—the nominalizing function of yat—gives further perspectives and yar will be treated in a
separate article.

%% A description of the words in the senlence which normally occupy the second place, including

"demonstrative pronouns (pp. 67 T.), is given by Ickier (1973). The relation of order to the issue of

topicalization does in fact clearly emerge from her philological approach.
** Speijer, 1886, p. 351. Wackernaget & Debrunner (192930, pp. 553 £.) just makes an inciden-
tal remark about it in small print. Renou (1961, p. 377) says rightly “ya- seul peut donner & Pocca-

~sion le sens indéfini” after a more dubious statement that “union avec un démonstr. yah sah” gives



indefinite relative constructions, such as the double relative pronoun, ka- cit/ca (Wacker-
nagel & Debrunner, 192930, pp. 553; Speijer, 1886, pp. 214 f.). Later on, we find sa ya-,
but in this phrase in the period of the Upanisads sa is still to be taken as only a sentence-
introducing, anaphoric pronoun, in apposition to rather than coalesced with ya-. In the
technical, definitional style of commentary, ya- . . . ta- is important (Speijer, 1886, p. 215;
Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, p. 554, “Erst episch-klassisch”). These gram-
matical devices have to be remembered in any discussion concerning expressions of
definiteness and indefiniteness in Sanskrit.

Here 1 confine myself to observing and discussing the presence of a
demonstrative pronoun added to a relative pronoun merely from the point of view
of communication in general. The demonstrative pronoun adds to the relative pro-
noun without being a syntactic device. When the subordinate ya- clause precedes,
a selected T is commented upon in the relative clause; in the following principal
clause, this T is repeated and commented upon anew, but the T has already been
both selected and modified by the foregoing relative clause and this information
cannot be neglected. The correlative has an anaphoric force and is not restricted
by any other functional unit. Thus, the individual semantic force—indication—with
which the demonstrative pronoun is equipped is what makes it a correlative.”” For
example, ChU 4,15,1 ya eso ’ksani puruso drsyata esa atmeti hovdcaitad amrtam
abhayam etad brahmeti. The ya- informationally selects a certain concept and
when the demonstrative esa is immediately added, this pronoun takes on a
reduced, anaphoric meaning. This combination also brings the T to the fore, as
does the second demonstrative pronoun, esa, but the latter has a general indicative
character—it includes the given information—which is grammatically described as
a correlative function of the demonstrative.

The construction with a postposed relative clause, on the other hand, is
different. When a demonstrative opens the sentence, it is, of course, also topicaliz-
ing. The following relative also brings the T to the fore, whether combined with a
demonstrative pronoun or not. The ya-, of course, contains in itself exactly the
same informational value as in the first case: it selects. The selection is basically
anaphoric, but with an added demonstrative the selected concept is even
emphatically anaphoric; here the demonstrative pronoun points specifically
backwards. The selection in this case is concentrated merely on the T of the
foregoing principal clause, and the C given in the first clause is not a prerequisite
but merely of equal value to the new C. That is why a case like BAU 4,4,22 savd

indefinite sense. The reference to Kiethorn (1887) does not confirm the statement, as the conclusion
of Kielhorn’s discussion is that efad after a relative “is used prasiddhau’; such a concept is definite-
ly known from the beginning and it is not an indefinite concept, anything “whatever”, to be
restricted by the comment of the relative clause. Speijer (1886, p. 215) claims the same for yah sah,
but only one odd example is adduced.

% The close connection between the anaphoric and correlative uses of fg- has been made
perspicuous by the discussion of Ickler (1973, pp. 4 ff.).

o~

esa mahan aja dimd yo 'yam vijianamayah pranesu may be translated roughly
“he is the great unborn, dfman; this one (lit. this one who) is the one consisting of
vijidna among the prdnas”.

Irrespective of how the syntactical device of relative construction has to be
analysed, the observation of the material clearly shows that what information will
be found in the first and second clauses depends on the context. Whether it is the
foregoing T, as in BAU 2,3,2 fad etan murtam yad anyad vdyos cantariksdce
caitan martyam etat sthitam etat sal or the forthcoming T, as in ChU 4,16,1 esa
ha vai yajrio yo 'yam pavata or ChU 7,23,1 yo vai bhuma tat sukham, the concept
primarily focussed upon in the context comes first, whether both clauses are cor-
relatively or just anaphorically associated.

From the communicative point of view, the suppression of the demonstrative
pronoun of the group ya- esa/ayam shows only that the concept selected by ya-,
ceven if mentioned, is not emphasized in the immediately preceding clause, which
may be either an independent sentence preceding a relative group in front position
or the principal clause to a postposed relative clause; the selected concept could
very well have been emphasized earlier. The procedure of leaving the
demonstrative pronoun out may also be taken as a progressive linguistic feature.
The process could be described by saying that the anaphoric function of par-
ticularly a postposed ya- group is thus grammaticalized: it is not a demonstration
but solely a selection of a certain concept which presents the T.°® Through this
grammaticalization, the order is no longer grammatically decisive (cf. below,
p. 64).

The omission of the demonstrative after the relative (ya-, instead of ya- esa/
ayam etc.) is more frequent in the case of nominal relative groups, particularly
those in endposition. Of this type, yat + nomen predominates in the present texts.
The nominal cases mentioned by Renou (1961, p. 523) as “des relatives purement
formelles . . . pour rompre une série de noms coordonnés” and other kinds of post-
posed nominal relative groups with the relative congruent with the noun (cf.
above, p. 60) are frequent in the Veda.”” Renou gives the example Mn 10,86 sar-
vdn rasdn apoheta . . . pasavo ye ca mdnusdh. In TaittU 2,3, there is one instance
of this type: pranam deva anu prinanti I manusyah pasavas ca ye l prano hi
bhutandam ayuh (cf. also Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, p- 557). The total,

% The construction is probably retained in the spoken language, as is evidenced by the very
productive use of ya + demonstrative pronoun in Pali; the anaphoric stress has faded even here, in
spite of the present demonstrative, and it seems to be generalized for both nominal and verbal
relative groups. Cf. Davids & Stede, 192125, s.v. ya 4.

*7 Benveniste (195758, p. 47) gives such cases. Cf. also Delbriick, 1888, p. 561, and Renou,
1952b, pp. 386 f. Examples from RV are to be found in the corpus of Porzig (1923, pp. 212 fT.). As
regards the coordinated type, he merely states their peculiarity in one respect on p. 215: “Nur
selten bildet die ya-Gruppe selbst Subjekt oder Objekt des Satzes. Subjekt namentlich dann, wenn
von zwei koordinierten Subjekten das zweite durch ya hervorgehoben ist”.

Vs



communicative and conjunctional, synchronic description of the cases with
relative groups in end position is only partly relevant to the nominal groups. There
is merely selection from the outside and the addition of one special concept.
Something is characterized by the apposed selection of the name of another con-
cept or even by the enumeration of its parts. Benveniste (1957—58, p. 54; cf.
above, p. 57) reminds us of one of the functions of an article, but in fact the
relative pronoun, as a mere selecting element, has a connecting rather than a
determining function. Secondarily, the selection by the relative pronoun may also
be taken as a stylistic emphasis of the noun.

The observation of how the message is organized on the communicative level
seems to have a direct relation to the syntactic analysis in the case of relative con-
structions. The order in which the information is given seems to be decisive, at
least under certain stylistic circumstances. The archaic Sanskrit prose—like other
archaic IE languages—is rather successive than nested and hierarchical. The
priority given to the subordinate information seems to suggest restrictiveness, i.e.
syntactic attribution. On the other hand, the suspension of such information until
later in the sentence means unmarked non-restrictiveness.”® The basic expression
of non-restrictiveness would be an appositive conjunction, of which even a relative
pronoun might be a realization. The further development of the relative clause
towards grammaticalization is one of the features that establish the gradual transi-
tion to an hierarchically nested language system, in which order could not be ex-
pected to have the same import as earlier. :

3.2.5 Concluding remarks about relative constructions. So far, I have pictured
the relative mode of expression as a formally definable system of subordination.
This issue is incontestable and obvious, as regards the relative constructions con-
taining a verbal relative clause and a verbal (ChU 1,1,8 yad dhi kim canujandty
om ity eva tad Gha) or a nominal (BAU 1,2,7 esa ha vd asvamedho ya esa tapati
tasya samvatsara dtmd) principal clause. In such cases, two clearly independent
assertions are exhibited in the sentence, and accordingly the predicative state of
both the principal and the subordinate clause is shown. The predicative state is
less conspicuous if two nominal components are involved (BAU 1,4,14 yo vai sa
dharmah satyam vai tat) as well as in cases in which the subordination of a
nominal relative group in relation to a verbal clause is not marked by anything
other than the ya (AitBr 7,27 yas tvam katham vettha; from Delbriick, 1871, p.
94). The impression of subordinate assertion given by a nominal group when it is
connected with a verbal assertion may be somewhat amplified by pronominal
repetition (ChU 3,6,1 tad yat prathamam amrtam tad vasava upajivanty agnind

% The possibility of a medial position of the relative group does not occur in Sanskrit, but the
front position anyhow has the marked value, everything else being unmarked.

A

mukhena). The combination of relative pronoun and noun—whether in front or
end position and interpreted as restrictive or non-restrictive—seems to have a
special significance, a kind of emphatic value. It is not due to Yya-, but the presence
of ya- obviously suggests it. What is the reason for this?

[ start from the assumption that any nominal sentence may be equated, as
regards its function, with the verbal sentence, leaving aside the close analysis of
these sentences. Another assumption emerges more directly from the preceding
discussion, viz. that there is a structural uniformity in all instances of ya- con-
structions. Accordingly, and also on account of the existing corpus of verbal/ver-
bal, verbal/nominal and nominal/nominal combinations, I assume that the two
nominal components of a nominal group with ya- are two clauses, one principal
and one subordinate. Each clause contains an assertion approachable by T/C, as
there are always two elements in each clause—at least one pronoun and one
noun®’—and a certain amount of tension may be recognized between them. There
are reasons enough for not accepting ya- as having the function of an article (cf.
also above, p. 64).Instead, the presence of ya- may invariably be taken to indicate
two assertions—even though they may be only nominal mentions. Both assertions
refer to the same concept, identified by the pronouns.

In the nominal clause, the assertion given may denote a property, preferably a
naming one or, more explicitly, a name. If two names are suggested—one in each
clause of the construction—this resembles an equation between two concepts,
which leads precisely to the idea that a nominal relative construction is only one
assertion. The part marked with ya- seems to be selected and easily promoted to
the T and even the S of the whole.'* Hence also the seeming emphatic value of ya-
in a nominal context.

Yet ya- does not have the direct and compulsory effect of pointing out the same
T for the nominal relative sentence as a whole. In the nominal relative sentence,
there are two assertiorj\f;"' linked by ya-, about one concept; as regards the infor-
mational value, this concept may in both the assertions be called the T. Any
relationship between two assertions thus linked must be linearly expressed,
whether it is logically hierarchical or parallel. Thus, we start with the restrictive
cases. The idea of restrictiveness on a deeper level stands for a clear subordination
and a hierarchical relation. In that case, the concepts are arranged as x*, x=p and
the message—as suggested above (p. 54)—would be expressed as T,C/T,C. T, in-
cludes T,C, an item of information coming from the context. The name given to
the T in the first assertion is a basic prerequisite in relation to the second one. '’

% Sei.ler (1960) has to use such an analysis to account for purely nominal sentences with ya-
groups in his material. He claims (p. 109) that “kann er |i.e. ‘ein abgeschlossener Satz’] nie bloss
ausﬂ)gmgm Nomen N und einer Relativgruppe RN’ (auch nicht RV) bestehen™,

It is thus used by Hartmann (1955, p. 66), who transfers the identificative function directly to
a predicative.

" Such nominal relative groups are, in fact, frequent in the informational function of definitions
(cf. Bloch, 190608, p. 51).




The restriction is formally given by the word order. The structure is logically
hierarchical and grammatically expressed. Two interdependent assertions are
made about the same concept in the principal clause, and this concept must be the
S. A P is e definitione an independent assertion itself.'" If the P is nominal, of
course, another assertion may be made about it, but such an assertion does not in-
terfere with the relation of S/P, and it cannot be restrictive. In other words, a T,C
in which T,=T,C may be directly transferable to the relation of S and P.

The restrictive use by a ya- marker is also reciprocally used to form an expression,
which presents or “focusses” an identification: ChU 1,5,1 atha khalu ya udgithah sa
pranave yah pranavah sa udgitha ity, KausU 3,3 yo vai pranah sd prajid yd va prajid sa
prdnas. Such cases should indeed properly be called identifications, two names for one
concept being expressly equated. The identification may also be described as being ac-
complished by the intersection of the structuraily ordered S/P and the sequentially ordered
T/C.

A ya- group used restrictively in a nominal sentence is the S of the sentence.
This is not the case when it is used non-restrictively. The non-restrictive relative
clause scems to exhibit logically a parallel relation and not an hierarchical one
between two assertions (x==a, x==b), as is evidenced by the possibility of putting
them on a par with coordinated structures (cf. above, p. 53). The message is two
Cs upon one T, but in a sequence T,C/T,C. Nor is this all. There is, in this case,
purely formal subordination, since ya- is the item used to represent the T in the se-
cond assertion, which must be interpreted as a logically insignificant nesting; the
selection by ya- is sufficient to replace the deixis when the T is expressly given in
the immediately preceding text. Nonetheless, the two names given in the two
assertions of a nominal relative construction are alternatives, neither of which is
basic to the other. It may then perhaps be called an “unfocussed” identification.
As neither of the two names has to be presupposed for the other one, nothing like
a §/P structure is applicable to the nominal relative construction as a whole, if it is
taken as non-restrictive,

Speijer (1886, p. 353) discusses yo me svah sa mrtah instead of so ’svo me mriah: “This
periphrastic idiom is especially employed in giving definitions, and in general, if the chief
predicate is nominal, it is a fit means for distinguishing the subject from the predicate by
pointing out the former as something already known.” This has to be modified by the
different gutcomes of restrictive and non-restrictive constructions pointed out above,
which is also an explanation of the insufficient applicability of the statement. Delbriick
(1871, p. 94) merely pointed this out as a possible use of the relative: “So wird .. . im
Sanskrit hdufig das hochbetonte Subject durch einen Relativsatz umschrieben”. It has
furthermore been useful as an indication of a possible way of interpreting nominal relative

102 Seiler (1960, pp. 84 f. and 108 f.) sugeests a logical reason and states (p. 85) “Und diese li.e.
‘die Leerstellen-signalisierung’ which characterizes the relative group] ist der Punkt der sich mit der
Pridikatsfunktion nicht vereinigen lédsst. Leerstellen-Signalisierung bedeutet Anschluss.
Pradikatsfunktion aber bedeulet gerade nicht Anschluss, sendern Enigegenstellung, Opposition
zum Subjekt.”

£

constructions, and Speijer’s general statement has won unhesitating acceptance. Whitney
(1890, p. 422) refers to the “common syntactic device, involving a relative pronoun™ as an
obvious indication of how B6htlingk should have transiated the nominal sentences in the
Upanisads. Bohtlingk does not develop this [urther, nor does he include the relative group
in the discussion of possible criteria for deciding which phrase is the S in a nominal
sentence (1897, pp. 83 ). Gonda (1954--55, p. 11) quotes Speijer. He subsequently (p.
13) reduces the value of the device from a grammatical to an informative one: “Often the
ya- clause when opening the sentence contains a central complex idea, the theme of the
utterance.” When he repeats this statement in a later survey (1971, p. 139) he also in-
troduces a modified function of ya-, perhaps in order to cover non-restrictive cases, by
also claiming that it is able “to ascribe a new gualification to a word which is already
qualified otherwise”.

To Ickler (1973, pp. 117 ), relative nominal sentences are a means of recognizing the
theme in nominal sentences with “identifizierende Pradikatsnomen”.'®® This “Thema” is
equated with the “Subjekt” (p. 117; cf. above, p. 26). The consequences of the definitions
and distinctions used by Ickler would be that the ya-marker would suspend the identifica-
tion and reduce and subordinate the concept to a wider one—a class or a general property,
expressed by the other noun, the predicate. The ya-marked concept would be unaffected,
but the function of ya- would affect the interpretation of the second, principal concept.
This may very well be admitted as a possible description of restriclively interpreted cases.
But in non-restrictive ones, the identification may not be suspended, since both nouns are
given as equal predications about one and the same concept. About the postposed yat-
type, she has also remarked on interpretational grounds that “Hier dient also der
relativische Nominalsatz nur der Einfith{rjung eines Synonyms, mit dem dann
fortgefahren wird” (p. 118).

Ickler sorts out two kinds of relative constructions: eta-/yad and va-/ta-. Her judgment
on the first kind is rather vague and she does not suggest any reason for a domiiiating

. “Nachteliung des Themas” (p. 118), although she mentions “Synonym”, The second

species is used only in the discussion of habitual and occasional order between “Subjekt”

“and “Pridikatsnomen”. When she takes up the discussion of individual cases, the ya- is

not really the mark of any “Thema” or “Subjekt”. Either “Voranstellung des Themas”
through ya- must be a deviation from the Delbriick rule of the habitual order P-S in
nominal sentences, if “Thema” is identified with S (p. 113), or it is a construction which
stresses the P of the habitual order P-5 (recailed on p. 122); in practice, Ickler has judged
the content simply and solely case by case, without any general use of the ya- construction
whatsoever. She concludes {p. 122) that in the corpus “kommt bei der ya- ... fa-

: Konstruktion oft Nachstellung des Pridikatsnomens, aber auch Nachstellung des Sub-
jekts vor™,

.3.2.6 Some passages interpreted. The linguistic part of the investigation indicates
- that the material of relative constructions may by distinguished in terms of at-

tribution/apposition, viz. as restrictive/non-restrictive. A suggestion has also been

 made about two alternative formulas for the communicative level {above, p. 54).
~Such a model ought to be productive, as regards the purely philological inter-
~ pretations, and the aim of this subsection is to put the formulas to the test by some

" These are more crucial than those with “nicht identifizierende Pradikatsnomen” (p. 113). The

- distinction is further discussed in 2.3.34.

™



more extensive reasoning on the interpretation of some passages in which the
relative constructions are connected with nominal sentences.

(@) BAU 2,2,1. In this stanza, the phrase ayam vdva sisur yo 'yam madhyamah
prdnas seems to be the focus, the presented knowledge. Two nominal concepts are
put together not directly but intermediately by a relative construction. What
would be the reason for such a device? The two first stanzas of this bréfmana run
as follows: yo ha vai sisum sddhdnam sapratyddhdnam sasthinam saddmam
veda sapta ha dvisato bhrdtyrvydn avarunaddhi I avam vdva sisur yo ‘yam
madhyamah pranas tasyedam evddhdnam idam pratyvadhdnam prdnah sthindn-
nam ddma || 1 || tam etah saptdksitaya upatisthante tad yd imd aksan lohinyo rd-
Jayas tabhir enam rudro ’nvyﬁyatm ‘tha yd aksann dpas tdbhih parjanyo yd
kaninakd tayddityo yat krsnbm tendgnir yac chuklam tenendro 'dharayainam
vartanyd prthivy anvdyattd dyaur uttarayd ndsydnnam ksiyate ya evam veda || 2 ||.

In the next stanza a Sloka is quoted: tad esa Sloko bhavati | arvdgbilas camasa tirdh-
vabudhnas tasmin yaSo nikitam visvaripam ‘ tasydsata rsayah Sapta tire vdg astami
brahmand samviddneti|. This is further explained: arvdgbilas camasa irdhvabudhna
itidam tac cira esa hy arvagbilas camasa tirdhvabudhnas tasmin yaso nihitam visvartipam
iti prand vai yasojvisvaripam prandn etad dha tasydsata rsayah sapta tiva iti prand vd

r~rsayah prdndn etad dha vdg astami brahmand samviddneti vdag dhy astami brahmand
samvitte |} 3 |I. Such a sloka is usually fetched from another context—whether the tradition
1s literary or oral—and this one refers to seven rsis and vdc as an eighth rsi; vde was
probably the original main concern of the sloka as quoted here.!® In this third stanza, the
sloka is explicitly interpreted in line with the main content of the whole portion of BAU,
i.e. both prdnds and brahman are taken as essentials. Such an explicit identification is not
otherwise given in the text but only hinted at; the whole reminds one more or less of a com-
mentary device, connecting another existing idea about prdnds as the seven rsis.'™ Thus,
the expression of some doubt as to the age relation between the stanzas may not be out of
place. The commentary-like nature of this part of the passage has even rendered it
superfluous for éamkara to proceed deeper into the interpretation of this stanza; this goes
for the following stanza as well. It runs as follows: imdv eva gotamabharadvdjav ayam eva
gotamo yam bharadvdja imdv eva visvamitrgfamadagni avam eva visvdmitro ‘yam
Jamadagnir imdv eva vasisthakasyapdv ayam eva vasistho 'vam kasyapo vag evdtrir vdcd
hy annam adyate ‘ttir ha vai namaitad yad atrir iti sarvasydttd bhavati sarvam asydnnam
bhavati ya evam veda || 4 ||. As regards this Jast stanza of the brdhmana, a similar doubt
about its chronological and technical relation to the preceding stanzas may be uttered, not

%

7 ~
e,

' The vdc is not present in the form it has in AV 10,8,9 and Nir 12,38 rirvagbilas camasa
urdhvabudhno yasmin yaso nikitam visvaripam | atrdsata rsayah septa sikam ye asya gopd
mahato babhivuk }|. Yaska concentrates upon explaining rsayah which, in view of adhidaivatam,
are ddityarasmayah and, in view of adhydrmam, are indrivdni. Al-George & Rosu (1957, pp.
381 f) point out the internal paralielism of this passage to BAU 2,2,3, showing that at a certain
stage—probably late Vedic—the term indripdni concurs with the term prdnds.

95 §Br 6,1,1,1 prdnd vd rsapas. This passage sets out to explain the cosmogony based on the
asad dhd idamagradsitand obviously connects the primordial activity of rsi givenin an etymology of
V'rs, as meaning “move”, with a central property of prdnds “to enliven, make active”, But, in this
connection, the rgayvas is an explicative, subsidiary concept, not concretely referring to the seers
“such and such”.

only from its contents but also from its poor commentary style. It is a pedantic identifica-
tion and naming of seven ryis, combined with an exegetical etymology connected with vdc,
and moreover the identification between vdc as an eighth idea and brahman, made in the
preceding stanza, is all forgotten in this explanation. All this may very well be brahmanic
and typical, but some kind of editorial combination of two or three pieces must be
assumed in this brdhmana, whether the redaction is early or late. In introducing this
brdhmana in his translation, Deussen (1921, p. 411) also states: “Beide Hilften der
Brahmanam scheinen aus verschiedenen Anschauungen entsprungen zu sein.” I would
not consider the second part as an expression of any coherent concept but would rather
reduce it to a not quite thoroughly adapted but superficial and associative digression. The
genuine character of the first two stanzas is anyhow evident, and they will be expounded in
this analysis.

Firstly, we have to look at the brdhmana 2,2 and its state in relation to the com-
plex of ideas in this part of BAU. The passage seems to be linked to the complex
mainly by suggestive associations. Thus, the first adhydya has presented as one of

- its main themes a form of pranavidyd,' especially in 1,3 and 1,5, and the same

theme is also present in the summing up of the foregoing adhydya, in 1,6. On the
other flank, 2,3 goes on to present another angle of brahman, but prdna is still

‘there. In between, the second adhydya has started in 2,1 with a story, and a new
- vidyd seems to be the main theme, i.e. the individual message of Ajatasatru about

brahman. Definitions of brahman given by Gargya are rejected and Ajatasatru
~ points how the senses disappear in a sleeping man but not prdna. The same story
~is given in KausU 4 in greater detail. In that setting, the use of the story is more

ordered, for example, in the arrangement of the concepts in the former part
adhidaivatam/adhydtmam, and also more intrinsicly pertinent to the main point.
of the whole KausU. This Upanisad contains, on the whole, an exposition of how
general cosmic or psychological identifications of drakman are insufficient, but
brahman in men must be called prana/prajfidatman. The Ajatasatru story is then
used in KausU to corroborate the elaborate version of this idea expounded by
Pratardana (cf. Frauwallner, 1953, pp. 80 ff,, on Pratardanavidya). In the version

i ~of the Ajatasatru story given in BAU 2,1, also a human vijrdna is claimed as a
-necessary holder of prdnds, and the final proof is given by the process of sleep,
- which is more emphatically described in this version.'”’ But still prdna is the main
~point and is positively promoted in 2,1,20, which immediately precedes the pre-
sent passage.

Whatever the genesis and the layers of BAU 2,1-3 may be, up to the Ya-
Jjnavalkya story in 2.4, there is a grouping of pieces around the prdna concept, and

“this is the only possible presupposition to make in evaluating 2,1. What happens

" Frauwallner, 1953, p. 56: . . . wieso dem Atem innerhalb dieser Lebenskrifte eine besondere
Bedeutung als eigentlichem Lebenstriger zugeschrieben werden kann.” For the historical setting of

~the pranavidyd and the development of the concepts prands/prdna, cf. Al-George & Rogu (1957).

"7 Frauwallner (1953, pp. 57 f.) stresses this as a second aspect of the pranavidyd added to the

o original one of prdna as a life-giving principle.




when we encounter this stanza with prdna in mind? First of all, the prdna line of
thought is interrupted and we suddenly get a new picture. The picture of a sisu in
general is quite familiar to those acquainted with the Veda, but its introduction
here is individual.'®™ For some special reason, one has to know a sisu, and such
knowledge will be helpful. sisu is, however, secondary and is immediately reduced
to a C upon something well known, the T, ayam (cf. 3.3.3b). The particle (vava; cf.
3.4.3¢) seems both to stress the introduction of ayam and to clarify the relation
between the nominal elements as actually predicative. ayam vdva Sisur may thus
be taken as a sentence in which sisu is given as the name (C) of something pointed
out, ayam (T). Yet, something more is required, an additional item of information,
another C on the T which is mentioned again in abbreviated form in the relative
pronoun yo. This selects and brings forward the T (cf. above, p. 54) and, together
with ayam, also tells us which definite concept is involved—in this case, the latent
prana, here also specified by madhyama.

Does such a descriptive interpretation, according to the cluster T,C/T,C (cf.
above, p. 66), differ from a translation which just equates the main concepts of the
construction (sisu and madhyamah prina)? In the latter case, the T is presented in
the relative clause as a whole and is restricted to madhyamah prana. The C on it is
then the equation to a sisu. This description would be undoubtedly correct for a
sentence like yo yam madhyamah prdanah saiva sisuh. But here, in fact, as the use
of an emphatic ayam and vdva and the order suggest, the T seems to be given the
name Sisu, as well as being called madhyamah prdna. The T, when sisu is men-
tioned, is not restricted to madhyamah prdra, but may also be something else,
concerning which both sisu and madhyamah prana are mentioned as pictures or
suggestions, not as plain equations. Thus, a brafiman is implied in the knowledge
to be gained, in the defence against hostile powers, and in ayam in the sentence
ayam vdva sisur, as well as in the further execution of the picture of Sisu.

The ddhdnam-pratyidhdnam-sihind-ddman are directly connected with the sisu as
natural properties, and they are perhaps also transferred to madhyamah prana. However,
the concepts of idam-idam-prdna-anna, even if added to the picture of sisu (see the con-
necting fasya), are not directly fetched from some madhyamah prdna, in which they are
not very natural properties. They are rather fetched from a prana as brahman personified
and individualized. In accordance with all this, I would suggest that idam-idam is not a
reference to the body and head, as all translators following Samkara say, but a sweeping
reference to the world; especially heaven and earth'” may be identified when they are con-

"% The hint in $Br 3.8,3,15 prdno vai pasur is connected with a primary stress on the animal to
be sacrified, its essential properties being the heart and the prdna. Al-George & Rosu (1957, pp.
369 f) interpret the BAU passage as an allusion to a constructed sitvation of sacrifice, an *at-
mayajfia. In spite of all the Vedic reminiscences, it seems to be far-fetched to take §isu as “le jeune
animal du sacrifice”. The sisu, with its rope and post, is anyhow to be reflected upon and not to be
killed in the BAU passage.

"% In contrast to the picture, both heaven and earth are close and concrete to the speaker.
Brugmann (1904, p. 46) refers the *Ich-Demonstrative” mainly to carth, but on p. 47 he does not

trasted as ddhdnam/pratyddhdnam. For those concepts, I would suggest a meaning which
refers to a conceptive act, the depasition and the reception of the sisu.!'? Moreover, the
picture of heaven and earth as father and mother is Vedic and is fully confirmed (Mac-
donell, 1897, p. 22). A vaguer Vedic reminiscence may even be found in two facts—that
the Vedic and Brahmanic sisu is par préférence agni and agni is often looked upon as a
child of Dyaus and Prthivi (ibid., pp. 90 f.)—the vidyds about prana and agni could not
always be kept apart.’! Through idam-idam, an adhidaivatam a.spect is presented. If,
furthermore, prdna and anna can be taken in the same way as general concepts, the
probiem of referring them directly to madhyamah prdna is removed; they are just the
adhydtmam aspect of brahman and are, of course, not pertinent until the §isu is born and
the madhyamah prdna is realized as an individual, in need of post/breath and rope/food.

The presented interpretation of 2,1 would be roughly as follows: “The one who
knows the child, its conception, its post and its rope, he wards off seven hostilities.
That one is really a kid, he is the breath in the body. This is thus the begetter of
him and that is the receptacle, prana is his post and food is his rope.” The follow-
ing stanza, 2,2, does not add to the general message, but the figure of seven en-
tities, saptdksitaya, is easy to associate with the sapta ha dvisato bhrdirvydn in the
first stanza, in spite of Samkara. Instead of possibly being hostile, the gods
enumerated are secretely connected and are ready to help, (upatisthante). The
seven are aksitaya, an infrequent abstract name for deities; the choice of the word
is probably due to an unexpressed, but typical etymology: aksi- refers to the eye.
- This etymology dominates the exposition, but its other aspect, the connection of
aksitaya with \/ksi, is brought out in the last sentence (ndsydnnam ksiyate). But
who is the initial tam in tam etdh saptdksitaya upatisthante? 1would like (o refer
it to the yo ha veda in the first stanza, and not to Sisu /madhyamah prana/
brahman. There are no positive proofs of this, but it is quite possible to assume a
. siress on the initial idea of the first stanza, that “the one who knows sisu wards off
the hostile ones”. The picture of the sisu is then just situated in a narrow, in-
o t’ermediate field between prdna in general and the specific knowledge of it.
- Samkara has made something more of the passage, going right into the middle of
_-.an exposition of prana because of this picture of sisu.''?

I have here suggested a precise interpretation of the passage, founded on the

application of a systemic idea about the inserted relative construction ayam vdva
sisur yo 'yam madhyamah prénas as a T,C/T,C cluster. The general conclusion
about the whole brahmana is that quite a simple and genuine piece of pranavidyd

deny that it may be referred to heaven as well (“auf alles im Anschauungsfeld des Sprechenden
. Beﬁndliche{karm jaich-deiktisch hingewiesen werden™). Cf. Wackernage! & Debrunner, 1929--30,
-p. 511t iddm - iddm “dies und jenes. ..”. idam is further treated below (3.3.3h).

) ,”" The etymology of sisu-, as derived from Vs “swell”, does not exclude the possibility that
’;ml:z lmay be the embryo as well as the new-born child.

: Cf. Oberhammer (1953). There are many such indications of converging ideas in the survey
of the vidyas in Frauwallner (1953, pp. 55 ff).

- ' The question of Samkara’s prdna concept deserves special attention, and his commentary on
this passage will be treated efsewhere.



seems to be given in 2,2,1—2; a more complex prdnds/prdna idea is not hinted at
until the commentary-like portion in 2,2,3. ‘

{(b) AitU 3,10. Also a case of the frequent construction with yat in post-
position should be scrutinzied from the point of view of content. AitU 3,10 fad
apdnendjighrksat tad dvayat | saiso ‘nnasya graho yad vdyur anndyur vd esa yad
vdayuh H forms the final answer in a series of attempts to establish through which
senses the human body assimilates anna, the food. AitU, as a whole, keeps strictly
to a cosmogonic survey and Silburn (1950, p. 5) defines this as a picture of “le jeu
de Pinorganisé et de 'organisé”. In general terms, the content of the Upanisad
may be described as variations of the purusa and the Prajapati myths.'" In the
first two khandas, the man, purusa, has taken shape. The third one deals with the
food, the anna which frequently recurs in the Upanisads. It is—probably in terms
of ancient science—defined as the muirti of dpas, by which faculty it may be
assimilated by the man; thus, the physiological aspect is involved. Starting with
vdac in 3,3 tad vdcdjighrksat tan ndsaknod vaca grahitum, the same failure is
repeated by prdna, caksus, srotram, tvac, manas and sisng. That anna is impossi-
ble to grasp is in all cases shown by real facts, such as that in 3,3 sa yad dhainad
vacdgrahaisyad abhivydhrtya haivannam atrapsyat ||. It is proved to be impossi-
ble to “seize” gnna by any other means than apdna (3,10). We expect a parallel
demonstration of some facts to corroborate this, and such facts are stated as well
known and are additionally emphasized by etymological means.

The author simply tells us that, when a certain man, purusa, wished to grasp
(ajighrksat) the food with apdna, he managed to devour it (Gvayar)."* Then there
follows an explication, viz. that this is annasya graha, which also has the name
vdyu. vayu here is, through its association as to sounds, nothing else than the ob-
vious re-mention of dvayat. This is the surface connection of the etymology; there
is also a deeper connection, as regards the contents, and there could never be any
doubt in the mind of anybody in the least familiar with the brahmanical milieu that
any prdna, and thus also apdna, is fundamentally connected with, not to say the
same as, vdyu and that both vdyu and prdna have the effect of graha.''* Since the
purusastikta, RV 10,90,13 prandd vdyur ajdyata, the two concepts prana and
vdyu are often distributed adhydtmam and adhidaivatam, but this distinction is

113 This concerns especially the first adhydya; the two following (s=khanda 4—35) briefly deals
with the shape of the already created purusa—his earthly birth, janman and his relations to dt-
man/prajid.

V4 is difficult 1o judge whether this is a causative form of Vav or an Vv (cf. Hume, 1921, p.
297, footnole 1). RV 10,113,8 has dnnam dvayat in the same meaning (agnir nd jdmbhais trsv dn-
nam dvayat).

5 praha in the terminology of sacrifice, the spoonful of the oblation, may also be the prana of
the oblation (SBr 4,1,1,1). graka is not far from samvarga in ChU 4,3,1 vdyur vava samvargo afld
ChU 4,3,3 prdano vdva samvargah, even though the replacement of the word in this case may in-
dicate other connections too (cf. above, 3.1.4a).

not expressly made in AitU (Silburn, 1950, p. 16). The physiological background
of the prdna concept has been stressed by Al-George & Rosu (1957), who also
describe the mythological paraphrase (p. 361): “Vayu pénétre, en tant que prana
central, dans le corps humain, gonflant le sac somatique de méme que le sac
cosmique.” The relation between Vayu and Indra and that between prdna and in-
driya elucidate the introduction of Indra in the last stanza (3,14) of this khanda.

The same substantial connection of apdna and vdyu is repeated yet once more,
but with a new superficial etymology; anndyur is the word given this time to repre-
sent the sound of vdyu. The association of gnna- and the combination d-y-u is im-
portant, and it is impossible to give any accurate explanation of this hapax
legomenon. 1t may be “Nom d’agent du dénominatif anndy- chercher de la
nourriture” (Silburn, 1950, p. 30, footnote 4) or anna+dyus (PW, s.v. anndyu).
The traditional association of prdna and anna is also well attested.''®

This first adhydya (= khanda 1-3) of AitU thus exhibits not only cosmogonic
ideas in general but fixes them in the system of an early prdna idea,'"” closely tied
to physiological speculations, which stress the vayu character of prdna, as well as
its bodily functions with regard to anna. The yad vdyu, Trepeated twice with the
same function but in differing contexts, obviously stres.g)iﬁe etymology. vdyu is in-
deed not mentioned before, but it is suggested in the words of similar sound
(dvayar, anndyu), and yat is in fact a renewed reference to the main T, with the in-
tention of mentioning the right name. Such etymologies are often given in the
brahmanic texts with some term left unexpressed. Here, in fact, an explication is
given; in case it does not occur to the listener, he is told that the connection
between apdna in the sense of annasya graha and dvayat and between apdna and
anndyu as well cannot be anything other than vdyu. As regards the syntactic
association, yad vdyu is just apposed to esa and logically it does not give anything
more than another name—the phrase is not intended to refer to a specific property
of apana.

A different interpretation is hinted at by Samkara, but, in order to specify the
sense, he has to transfer and gloss yad vdyur yo vdyur. He also conjures away

- the effect of the repeated end position of this phrase and selects instead yo
- vdyur—already given before as a gloss on apdna-as the thing which is prasiddha,

known, as gnndyu, annabandhana, anngjivana: tena sa eso ‘panavdyur annasya

"% This is well testified in the older Upanisads; predominantly in discursive passages, there are

- statements like TaittU 3,7 prdno va annam, with following explanations, or ChU 1,84 pranasya kd
" gatir ity annam it hovdca. The two concepts are often close together in series (ChU 1,3,6 prana-
vdc-anna) or lhey are presented as competing principles (BAU 1,3,27). A conscious convergence is
““expounded in BAU 5.12,1 annam brahmety eka dhus tan na tathd puvati vd annam rte prandt
.prano brahmety eka dhus tan na tathd susyati vai prana rie 'nnid ete ha tv eva devate ekadhd
"bhuyam bhitvd paramatdm gacchatas. Cf. also Al-George & Rosu, 1957, pp. 359 1.

""" According to Silburn (1950, pp. 22 f.), AilU bears witness to a replacement that is in

progress, prana/purusa/prajdpati by diman.



graho ’nnagrahaka ity etat | yad vayur yo vayur anndyur annabamdhano ‘n-
najivano vai prasiddhah sa esa yo vayuh [[ Thus it is no longer apdna but the
identical vdyu to which the different properties are ascribed. Samkara, as always,
reduces any juxtaposed concepts of the original text to just one basic idea, and in
this case vdyu is the most comprehensive concept.

(¢) Reciprocal relative constructions. A plain nominal sentence does not relate
the concepts hierarchically to each other, but obviously a nominal sentence which
includes a restrictive relative construction does. There are some cases of double,
reciprocal, relative constructions that may be discussed. Do the contents vindicate
the actual choice of expression? ChU 1,5,1 atha khalu ya udgithah sa pranavo
yah pranavah sa udgitha ity asau va dditya udgitha esa pranava om iti hy esa
svarann eti || 1 {|. The double-relative construction is repeated in the fifth stanza.
The passage is an interlude in the rather extensive portion of ChU (prapdthakas
1-2) which deals with udgitha and, more precisely, it follows upon certain
specific discussions of udgitha as om (aksara, svara). The word pranava is not in-
troduced until this point, even though it is indicated in the preceding stanza, 1,4,5
sa ya etad evam vidvdn aksaram pranauty etad evaksaram svaram amriam
abhayam pravisati tat pravisya yad amrtd devds tad amrto bhavati.

The effect of the double-relative construction may be described as nothing less
than an expressed identification which really concerns the concepts and not only
the names; there is a hierarchy of the connection of the concepts and moreover it
is reversibel. Not only is a certain x commented upon that is both udgitha and
pranava, but the x is both udgitha and pranava, as they may have each other as
predicates. A truth is established, a true predication about identity. This has been
observed by Samkara, who presents the whole introduction as pranavodgithayor
ekatvam. In the phrase in ChU 1,5,1, the authority of the statement is marked to
some extent by the concluding it7, but still more by the introductory atha khalu.
The establishment of the identity provides support for two connections in the
shape of plain nominal sentences. One is adhidaivatam in stanza 1, asau vd dditya
udgitha esa pranava, and may be translated, with regard to the possible value of
the presupposition and the marking of predication in vai (suggested below in
3.4.3b) as “that one, the sun is udgitha, it is pranava”.''® The other connection is
adhydtmam in stanza 3, ya evdyam mukhyah prénas tam udgitham updsita. What
really ties the concepts together is the action of pranava in the first case and the
action of mukhyah prdna in the second; they are both svaran.

The first phrase turns out to be an etymological explanation. In order to es-
tablish the deeper connection between dditya and udgitha, there is a need of a

"* For the possibly appositional retation between asay and dditya, cf. Ickler (1973, p. 95): “Der
Udgitha ist jene, die Sonne ndmlich.” vai she calls a “trennende Partikel” and, when translated
“némlich”, it is not a marker of predication. She is also inclined to translate the nominal sentence
by P-S in German.

superficial one, pranava/svaran, and thus the identity between wdgitha and
pranava performs its role, as well as the association of the syllable svar with the
sun. The initial identification between udgitha and pranava may perhaps linger
also in the second phrase, if an etymological association between prdna and
pranava may be supposed, in addition to the more real connection between breath
and sound.

In stanza 5, the same double-relative phrase is used in another sense, but with
the same formal frame, atha khalu . . . iti {perhaps indicating the meaning of “with
the words”, or “on the plea that”). The stanza runs: atha khalu ya udgithah sa
pranavo yah pranavah sa udgitha iti hotrsadandd dhaivapi durgitam
anusamaharatity anusamdharatiti. For lack of evidence from bréhmana and
sutra texts, it is impossible to tell whether such a practical use is the secondary or
the primary application of the phrase.'’® It seems very useful from the magical
point of view to reduce the meaningful song udgitha to merely a meaningless mur-
muring, pranava, when the sacrificial act has gone wrong.

The same construction of double-relatives is used in a difficuit passage in ChU
4,10. Here the brahmacdrin Upakosala Kamalayana has to wait for his teacher to
reveal the knowledge he has asked for. Meantime, the three sacrificial fires have
pity upon him and start the instruction. First, they say the following, 4,10,4—5
atha hagnayah samidire tapto brahmacdri kusalam nah paryacdrid dhantdsmai
prabravameti tasmai hocuh prdno brahma kam brahma kham brahmeti || 4 || sa
hovdca vijdnamy aham yat prano brahma kam ca tu kham ca na vijandmiti te
hocur yad vava kam tad eva kham yad eva kham tad eva kam iti pranam ca
hasmai tad dkdsam cocuh|| 5 ||.

The concepts here are abstruse. There seems to be a network of internal and ex-
ternal connections between such meaning-loaded concepts as brahman, prina
and dkdsa, to which kam and kham are added as words which both give meaning
and are to be played upon. kham is perhaps the weightier of the two concepts, giv-
ing a wide, undefined sense of “atmosphere” or, more exactly, “space”;'* in this
sense, it can obviously be connected with both prana as the air and dkdsa as the
space, and in this passage brahman is also attached to the concept. From the
brahmana texts onwards, kham is also frequently used in etymologies, mainly as a

- part of sukha, which also imposes the meaning of “happiness” upon the word.

kam is still more mysterious. It seems to have a predominant etymological use,

but even so some sense is ascribed to it. It has usually been suggested that it means
*r 121

~ “happiness”,’*' the positive pole of a—probably genuine—akam, “unhap-

1" §amkara takes the reflection on the given identity (pranavodgithaikatvadarsanam) as primary
and gives the acting of the hotar the designation phalam.

2010 RV “hole”, “canal”, probably from V khan.

2! The etymologies seem to be early; they are also repeated by Samkara (kamkhamsabdayor
api sukhdkésavisayatvena prasiddhapaddrthakatvam), Cf. also Samkara more exhaustively in
BSBh 1,2,15 |tatra khamsabdo bhitdkdse niridho loke| and |tathd kamsabdasya visayen-

- driyasamparkajanite samaye sukhe prasiddhatvdt | respectively.



piness”,’?* but it is also a mystical name of Prajapati.'** Thus, when the two, kam
and kham, are symmetrically connected, there is probably more of a word-play
than a determination of their meaning, a show of the connections on both the level
of sense and the level of sound.

Provided that the expression of reversible predication between kam and kham
means identity, as was suggested in the preceding case, ChU 1,5,1—and here also
the generous use of restrictive particles (eva and vava), closely identifying each sin-
gle concept, provides further support—this passage seems to reduce, in a sort of
commentary, the initial threefold connections prane brahma kam brahma kham
brahmeti to a simpler twofold connection prdane brahma kam/kham brahma. In
the latter case, it is so expressed as to form an x, which is selected and commented
upon as kam and also kham, which is combined with brahman. This suggestion
accords with the preceding case treated. The same sequence is thereafter briefly
suggested also by akdsa, obviously instead of prdna, although this is not com-
pletely expressed.

These features may indicate that the initial threefold connection is a vdkya, a
quoted, authoritative utterance which is not presented here but is commented up-
on, perhaps with a growing awareness of the problem of identity.

Samkara interprets the sentence kam ca tu kham ca na vijandmiti not as doubting what
kam and kham are in themselves (cf. footnote 121, above), but as doubting whether they
are connected or—in the opinion of Samkara—identified with rahman. kam as meaning
sukha is characterized by ksanapradhvamsitva and kham as meaning dkdsa is acetana,
properties that do not suit hrahman. His answer to the problem is that, when kham
qualifies kam (khena visespamidnam kam) and vice versa, the two concepts lose the
properties which are incompatible with draiman. In the corresponding discussion in
BSBh 1,2,15, Samkara thinks that through the double qualification, which should be
regarded as reciprocal, gkdsa is more than a pratika (Deussen, 1887: “Symbol”) for
brahman and sukham is more than laukikam sukham; brahman is also in fact not guna
but gunasya gunivat. In the Upanisadbhasya Samkara further discusses the possibility
that a simple connection would be a satisfactory expression of an identification but finds
that the double, reversible form is a necessary consequence of the initial, separate connec-
tions, kam braima and kham brahma. There is a kamkhamsabdayor itaretara-
visesanavisesyava, which, according to the theology of Samkara, is a necessary
condition for the identifications of kam and kham with brahman. It seems clear that the
double, nominal relative construction discussed here means a logical, analysable iden-
tification to Samkara, in a higher degree than any general, nominal sentences in the texts.

1 Yiska gives in Nir 2,13 six synonyms of div and dditya. In 2,14, he says ndka ddityo bhavati
Inetd rasdnam} netd bhdsam | jyotisdm pranapah | atha dyauh | kam iti sukhandm | tat/

pratisiddham pratisidhyeta | na vd amum lokam jagmuse kim ca ndkam | na va amum lokam -

Jagmuse kim ca ndsukham 1 punyakrio hy ava tatra gacchanti | Cf. also ChU 2,10,5 ekavimsaty
ddityam dpnoery ekavimso va ito ‘sdv adityo dvdvimsena paramddityd/ javari tan ndkam tad
visokam {| 5 ||. The numbers in this passage refer to the syllables of the words hirikdra, prastdva,
etc., whigh are names of the parts of saman.

' The two may be combined: SBr 2,5,2,11 tayor ubhayor eva karirdny dvapati | kam vai pra-
Jdpatih prajibhyah karirair akuruta kam v evaisa etat prajibhyah kurute || 11]} and so forth.

These seem to be more freely interpreted by Samkara, not only as simple connections but
as “metaphysical” identifications between concepts in different degrees, according to their
contents and to the context.

There is a double-relative construction also in KausU 3,3, repeated twice. We

- are here brought right into the middle of the Pratardanavidya (cf. above, p. 69),

where prana is demonstrated. Starting from the existence of mutilated people, the
properties of prana are actually discussed in the text: atha khalu | prana eva pra-

_ JAatmedam sariram parigrhyotthapayati tasmdd etad evoktham updsiteti saisd
prane sarvaptir yo vai pranah sd prajiid yd vd prajid sa prdnas tasyaisaiva drstir

etad vijidnam yatraitat. .. There follows a proof in the description of what
happens in sleep and then the same phrases are repeated;'? the statement in-

- troducing atha khalu is replaced by a simple sa esa and the final drstir by siddhir;
there follows another proof in the fact that prdna leaves the dying man. There are

two alternative ways of interpreting the initial nominal combination. prdna is

~either described as merely having the property of prajfid or equated with an drman

‘consisting of prajid.'® prdna eva prajfidtmd seems anyhow both to form an in-

_dependent assertion, indicated in the phrasing by eva, and to represent the S, ac-
ting both in parigrhya (cf. graha/atigraha in BAU 3,2) and utthapayati. The
~uktham, as the theme of the updsana, 1 would prefer to look upon as “prana |as

" qualified by prajial”.'* To witness the updsana, there was, however, a need of a

further C. The feminine form of saisd is certainly congruent with apiti but may
also be an indication of prajid. The whole syntactic construction is loose;

_anyhow, it gives an impression that every nominal concept may glide over from
_-one function, as related to the foregoing, to another, as related to the following.

Without deciding about the syntactic expression, it is obvious that the statement about
sarvdpii has a deeper connection with the lollowing, reversible, relative constructions, no

- matter whether it is an addition or is original in the text—iti saisd prdne sarvapeir is not in

all the MSS. The exact meaning of dpti,'*” combined with a noun in locative form (Speijer,
1886, pp. 103 £, “locative of the spot whither™) is difficult to find out, but the text exhibits

~a process of (or a something that is) all-pertaining with reference to prdna. One possibility
would be to infer prajiid from the foregoing or the following context, By doing this, we

come close to some meaning of identity, i.e. a complete, more or less substantial blend of
prajiia and prdna. In this case, a variety of the identity is expressed by the following

‘:double—relative construction. Another possibility would be to interpret the all-pertaining

" Frenz (1968—69, p. 96) excludes the first occurrence of idam . . . sarvdptir as a textual erTor;

in"some MSS, the second occurrence is missing.
<1 Frauwallner (195_3, e.g., p. 84) choses to say “‘der Atem, oder wie er hier auch heisst, der aus
Erkennen bestehende Atma. . .".

"2 If there is anything in the wordplay uktha/uttha, as suggested by Cowell (1861, p. 162, foot-
niote), this is merely sccondary and not the whole content of the wuktha. Instead, it must be recalled
that 2,6 tells us that uktham brahmeti ha smdha suskabhrrgdras. In this context, uktha/prana is
obviously associated rather with the process of Vvac than with a result. \

'*’ The dpta of Nyaya is a “trustworthy™ person. He has attained knowledge {through Sabda; cf.
Kunjunni Raja, 1963, pp. 28 £}, In this sense, the concepts of dpti and prajid may coincide.



process sarvdpti on a metaconceptual level (cf. vydpti), as covering the meaning of prdna
and to translate it as “this is a (complete) definition of prdna”. Also in this case, it un-
derlines the following statement of identity between prdna and prajid, which perhaps has
a shade of explicative meaning incorporated by the addition of vai in the relative clause,
“since” (cf. 3.4.3b).

The concluding tasyaisaiva drstir / siddhir etad vijianam would tell us that
“this is the view (and the final explanation) of prdna (tasya)”. tasya may have a
direct connection with the foregoing pranas, if we accept that the syntactic style of
the whole passage is transitional to a high degree. fad vijfidnam would then be
followed by the description and yield the acceptable sense of “the knowledge,
analysed and proved in detail, of the whole thing”. The passage is unclear, but it
seems to be an interesting instance of the deliberate use of phrases to account for a
reasoning of some sort about logical identity.

To the commentator Samkarananda, of course, the identity is not of a logical
but of a metaphysical kind; the possible, logical importance of dpti is not dis-
cussed, since there is no gloss on the word. He means that one prana of the senses
is described by the initial series of the passage, showing mutilated people who lack
some sense but are alive (fivati), and this is not paramdtmd; but,/ ;hrough the in-
termediary prajnd, prana may be identical with paramdtmad, i.e;/’;brdno ya evdtra
prdnasabdabhidheyah sd prasiddhd prajiid sarvabodhasdksini samvit yd vd yaiva
prajid uktd sa prasiddha prdanah pranopddhikah paramaimad ] In the view of the
commentator, this passage defines the prana concept; in one aspect, i.e. paramdt-
md, it has a relation of mutual qualification to prajrnd. The x is thus designated in
accordance with the analysis used for the two preceding passages, and it may be
argued that the passage deals with an x which is selected both as prdna and
prajad.

3.3 Demonstrative pronouns

The frequency of pronouns, i.e. demonstrative pronouns, in the texts treated here
and in the brahmana texts is impressively high. This may be seen as a linguistic
proof of a specific kind of sentence-structure and a characteristic of a certain
genre. Thus, the pronouns may serve as a possible means of identifying the
stylistic level of the archaic prose texts. The limited purpose of this section,
however, is to judge the occurrences of demonstrative pronouns in the material of
nominal sentences in the oldest Upanisads.

The general difficulties of analysing nominal sentences are reflected in such
specimens as BAU 1,3,20 esa u eva brhaspatir, ChU 3,1,1, asau vd ddityo
devamadhu and ChU 3,18,2 tad etac catuspad brahma. The function of one of the
members of the nominal sentence seems to be affected to different degrees, from
the case in which a pronoun takes on the whole function of a noun to the case in

~O

which it modifies a noun. My main purpose here will be to investigate whether the
presence of a demonstrative pronoun in a nominal sentence in any capacity
affects the individual interpretation of the sentence and its general function.

3.3.1 The concept of demonstrative pronouns. It seems that the vast discussion on
pronouns has to a great extent been concentrated, on the one hand, on defining the
pronominal class of words and its subclass, the demonstrative pronouns, and, on
the other, on describing how the psychological function of demonstration operates
linguistically. To these issues are usually added incidental observations on es-
pecially the diachronic and mainly early IE material (cf. 3.3.2).

The basic terms in connection with the pronouns have been inherited from
Apollonios Dyskolos (cf. Harweg, 1968, pp. 18f.), who defines the pronoun
(@vrwvouia) as either demonstrative (Seictixdc; the first- and second-person
pronouns are solely deictic) or anaphoric (@vapopixdc). Both values may be
ascribed to third-person pronouns, though it is doubtful whether they are, or were
intended by Apollonios to be, mutually exclusive in constituting different groups
of pronouns. The term “deictic” denotes the act of pointing and is thus established
as an extra-linguistic fact; the term “anaphoric” indicates only a reference
backwards within the text.'** An anaphoron is a linguistic dummy, more precise-
ly, a referential dummy.

Without the burden of later interpretations, which include a notion of non-
reality in “anaphoric”, the formal term anvddesa used by Indian grammarians
seems to show the same meaning; it is connected with the issue of pronouns, but
not in any opposition to deixis. Nir 4,25 asyd iti casyeti coddttam prathamddese |
anuddttam anvddese | tivrarthataram uddttam | alpivo ’rthataram anuddttam |
seems to give the simple meaning “the second and following reference to
something”, regardless of the character of this something in the first place. And
the same meaning should be kept in mind in reading Pan 2,4,32—34 (cf. also
below, p. 81), where anvddesa is used, glossed in Kasika as ddesah kathanam |
anvddeso ‘nukathanam |. This Indian parallel is a hint not to over-interpret the
term “anaphoric”. ,

The terms “deictic” and “anaphoric” have in fact, mostly in the western gram-
matical tradition, been interpreted as establishing classes of pronouns. Some
alterations of the definition of the class of pronouns in order to cover both classes
have been suggested, for example, by Bloomfield (1933, pp. 146 f.), who discussed
the pronouns as “substitutes”, and Biihler (1934, pp. 107 ff.), who discussed
“Zeigworter” (cf. Harweg, 1968, pp. 43 ff.). By keeping to the substitute theory,
the whole function of the class may possibly be accepted as being anaphoric. This

128 Lyons, 1975, pp. 81 f.: “Anaphora involves. .. the reinterpretation of deictic existence in
terms of what might be called textual existence.” The derivation of anaphoric from deictic functions
is thus purely structural and is by no means thought to be of a synchronical nature here.



is the procedure in transformational grammar, in which rules may most easily in-
troduce substitutes. The “Zeigworter” theory has quite other connections, as it in-
volves paying regard to the reference of the concept. Thus, the whole deixis dis-
cussion is brought up by both the logicians and the semanticists (Poulsen, 1973,
Part 1); such issues as logical classes and definiteness and their expressions in the
language must be considered. There is no grammatical theory for the pronouns in
general'? and the demonstrative pronouns in particular which accounts for their
ability to represent both concepts that are “real” and present and concepts that
are actualized in the imagination. For lack of such a theory, the grammatical dis-
cussion about the pronouns may be supplemented with observations from a com-
municative point of view,

The concept of communication has been integrated into part of the discussion of deixis
as an ontological concept, most generally in the socio-linguistic debate;'*” the same deixis
has been emphatically established as a prerequisite of every linguistic communication, i.e.
as a linguistic universal, mainly by Kurylowicz.'*" On the basis of the substitute theory,
Harweg (1968, Chapter 3, “Textkonstitution durch Pronomina™) has worked out a
system which, he claims, takes account of both the message of the text and the syntactic
expressions on the logical fevel. Harweg applied a strong theory when he associated two
systems, one in which the pronouns are defined and classified as types of substitutes and a
second, resulting system in which, he claimed, the pronouns show the organization of any
text to such an extent that they may be used as a basis for general stylistic judgments. In
other words, Harweg’s subject is the texts and not the syntax of pronouns; this is also ob-
vious from the fact that he confines himself to the written language (the spoken language is
discussed on pp. 317 [f.). As regards the pronouns, he only makes use of assumptions and
does not pass any final judgment on their linguistic functions.

In accordance with the method applied throughout this paper, I shali here discuss the
demonstrative pronouns in Sanskrit from two angles—-on the linguistic and the com-
municative levels—without any theoretical interlacing. The two are complements to each
other. To a certain extent, I have points in common with Harweg 1968, since I have to
handle only written texts. Harweg starts with a discussion on “Textkosmos™ (pp. 143 II.)
and “Textdelimitation” (pp. 150 ff.), but he does so initially, while a discussion on the syn-
tax of the pronouns and a close observation of the texts would rather have made
suggestions about the structure of the text and its pauses the final aim.

3.3.2 Demonstrative pronouns in Sanskrit. The material from the old Upanisads
corresponds well to the general stock of demonstrative pronouns in Sanskrit,
usually described in the grammars. The material consists of the fairly frequent
idarn and the not-so-frequent adas, a few instances of ena- and, above all, za- and
eta-, which continually recur in the texts. Combinations with ta- and the other

29 Most promising so far are the syntactic rules established by Lyons (1975).

B Cf, for example, Poulsen (1975, part 2) and Togeby (1975), both with further references.

3 Kurylowicz (1974) and elsewhere. From this angle Lyons (1975) has tried to establish syn-
tactic rujes which seem to suggest how the grammaticalization of deictic and referential com-
munication—Lyons uses the term “semiotic”~proceeds.

demonstratives are usual and in this case fa- efa- is by far the most frequent
(Ickler, 1973, p. 67). Already, from the impression given by the frequency, the
demonstratives adas, ena- and even the more frequent idam seem to be more lex-
ically pertinent in contrast to ta-, eta-, which are so frequent that a higher degree
of syntactic pertinence may be supposed. Such an observation seems to underlie
the current grammatical descriptions of the individual pronouns, which are accor-
dingly ranged on a scale of which the extremes have been called “deictic” and
“anaphoric”.

The grammarians (Speijer, 1886, Delbriick, 1888, Speyer, 1896, Wackernagel
& Debrunner, 1929--30, and Renou, 1961) all give a full and descriptive picturé
of the demonstrative pronouns in Sanskrit. Speijer (1886, p. 202) tries to give
some keywords: “esa is expressive of nearness but asau of remoteness” and
“ayam implies presence, but sa absence”."** Such oppositions may be of some use
and perhaps contribute to our understanding of the opposition between the ego-
orientated eta-, idam, and the non-ego-orientated fa-, adas. Such summary op-
positions, however, are not the whole story, as will be seen in the material. The
pronouns may also be ranged in a series ta-/eta-/idam/adas, in which the capacity
for purely anaphoric function gradually diminishes. We should also remember
that, as was hinted at above with regard to the present texts, ta- is always by far

~ the most frequent pronoun. This fact may lead to the supposition of a different

value for ta-, whether such a value is basic or developed, as is demonstrated also
by its ability to combine with other pronouns. Yet another occurrence is the use of
demonstratives in opposite pairs in the texts, in which cases some combinations
are more convenient than others, ie. the referentially used eta-idam (the
foregoing-the following),"*® idam-ta- (the present-the other one), and the well
known, concretely used idam-adas (this one-that one).

Though rules about pronouns are given indiscriminately from rules about nouns by
Panini, the Indian tradition at an early stage designated the pronouns as a group by a
special term (sarvandman); this was natural as Sanskrit has actually preserved evident,
formal distinctions (Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, pp. 432 ff.). Besides, Panini
brings up the matter of pronominal stems in stfras 2,4,32—34. Here, he points out the
anuddtta of such pronominal stems as ¢- and enz-. This usage occurs in cases in which the
pronoun is anvddesa (cf. above, p. 79), a reference, an anaphoron.'™ Panini actually gives
rules for a fundamental feature of the demonstrative pronouns which has to do with their

“ genesis and which is also directly observable in their paradigms: the difference between
- -direct and oblique cases. Such an enclitic, anaphoric state of the oblique forms of the
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Speijer takes as a basis a stanza quoted in a footnote, The interpretation of this—(oliowed by

;- Liebert (1954, p. 15)—may, however, be further discussed.

“:3 Renou (1961, p. 375): “sensible dans les formules de transition™.
! Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, p. 508: “Ein entsprechender indischer Terminus ist

7 anvddesa-7; so also Renou in his grammatical dictionary on Panini. Bohtlingk is not so elaborate in
-~ his edition of Panini; he notes two concepts for anvddesa—the idea of “following™ and the idea of
*substitute”, the usual translation of the plain ddesa.
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pronouns (Delbriick, 1888, pp. 28 ff.; cf. Renou, 1961, p. 376} is due to the textual fact
that words integrated in a sentence in oblique forms have most pften a sgrt of dependence
on the S/P; we may even say that they add supplementary information to T and C.

Enclitic pronouns obviously form a part of the IE inheritance of Sanskri.t, even
though they tend to paradigmatic independence. Encliti.c Pronouns, seem, in fact,
to be an original and popular IE feature,'* of which Hittite hflS preserved a clc?ar
picture. However, the formal side of the pronominal function is not the only thing
that must be observed; the semantic meanings of the pronouns also govern 'th‘e
development. In this respect, Brugmann (1904) settled the concept- qf ’ :ie1x1s
and—with a side-glance at “anaphoric” pronouns—sorted out a “der-Deixis _from
the triadic “ich-, du-, jener-Deixis”, of which he found more or less systematlc.oc-
currences in the IE languages and with which certain different PIE pronominal
stems might be equated (cf. Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, pp. 50? ff., on
remnants in Sanskrit). The discussion on this matter that followed cj‘onta'med' an
arrangement of the categories enumerated by Brugmann apd' a classification into
possible general oppositions, with regard to both the stems (Liebert, 1954) and the
concepts (Kurylowicz, 1974 and elsewhere). ‘ ‘ '

Besides enclisis and deixis, the notion of anaphora is also important in the dis-
cussion of the IE genesis of the Sanskrit pronouns. It has been ‘remaf'ked
(Benveniste, 1933, pp. 124 ff.) that the anaphoric function does not bismall‘y 1rpp—
ly that the anaphoric word is inflected; it would suffice if it selrved as “une mdlCif
tion mécanique”. This should also be possible for demonstrative pronouns, alt:j it
seems to hold good for the different IE demonstrative stems (*i/*u) that “les
démonstratifs n’ont pas eu de formes casuelles a I'origine” (Meillet, 1935, p. 142).
Such an uninflected state is not perspicuous in Sanskrit, as it has be'en preserved,
either as regards the demonstrative pronouns or as regards the relative pronouns,
which also have an anaphoric origin of a similar kind (cf. footnote 75, above);
however, perhaps it is somewhat more perspicuous in the case of za-. Lane (l9§l,
pp. 472 ff.) presents the material available to-day and touches upon the special

issue of interest as regards the peculiar Sanskrit ¢a- stem—its possible connection

with a sentence-opening *to (and also a *so). The peculiarity of ta- in the system (?f
Sanskrit demonstrative pronouns may then be traced back to a different gen'ems
than the supposed, original, deictic stems. ta- may very well have originated 1r.1 a
sentence particle rather than in a deictic particle. Not only general comparative

facts, as they have developed, are in favour of this distinction. The archaic

Sanskrit material of anaphoric ¢¢- has been exhibited by Delbriick (1888, p|:}. 212
ff.)"*¢ and he says (p. 213) that “die héufige Verbindung mittels td bleibt ein her

35 This was clear to Delbriick (1893, pp. 467 {¥.) and the Sanskrit m-aterial was first presented
from this point of view by him (1888, pp. 28 f.). For'tpe comparative side of the problem, cf., for
example Sturtevant (1927), who points out the enclitic genesis of a- on P 174. ;

i Delbriick’s material caused Speyer (1896) to give a short survey of this issue (pp. 82 f), since
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vorstechender, unterscheidender Zug des altindischen Stiles”. He shows how it is
bound to take up nomina anew and thus carries on the narrative through these
concepts and not through “die ganzen Satzgedanken”, as does the corresponding
use of particles. In this connection, sa, the nominative form, seems to be not only a
paradigmatic variation of the pronoun but also an alternative, sentence-
connecting word (Watkins, 1963, pp. 18 f.; Lane, 1961, p. 472).""? An interesting
observation has also been made by Ickler (1973, pp. 11 f., following Delbriick,
1893, p. 503), that the relation of a fa- to a joined, following noun—not a frequent
combination—is rather appositional than attributive; this may easily be explained
by saying that *to was originally an independent sentence-particle.

It is natural that the anaphoric ta- should play the part of the most frequent
correlate to ya-, above all, when it follows. Even when a fa- begins a preceding,
principal clause—the restrictive case—it has its basic, “anaphoric”, particle-like
function (cf. above, p. 62). In the special and infrequent cases of a sa ya- . . . sq,
Delbriick (1888, pp. 215 f)) classifies “sa als Partikel” and as “iiberleitende”, a
transitional device of the narrative and not evoked by any logical claims of the
relative clause. A still more generalized function may evidently be performed by
the neutral tad, and in such functions it is classified “als Adverbium” (Delbriick,
1888, pp. 216 f1.).

It may be concluded that the anaphoric pronouns are not simply “faded”, deic-
tic pronouns. The genetical facts in IE do not favour that view and, as we saw in

- the preceding subsection, the terms from Apollonios Dyskolos and later dis-

cussions have been used for structurally different categories. If there is an
anaphoric use of a deictic pronoun, it is not exclusive but additional—such a pro-

~ noun always keeps some of its genuine, deictic character.

There is yet another aspect to consider, the semantic result of an anaphorically used
pronoun. Whitney (1890, pp. 422 f.) has examined the possible devices which may be used
to stress one of the concepts of a nominal sentence, and he proceeds to cail the stressed
concept the subject (2.3.34). He also pays some attention to the demonstrative pronouns

by saying, about an Upanisadic passage, that “In the next paragraph, there is no
~demonstrative to cast its influence on either side”. The discussion is carried on from
~~stressed or unstressed elements to known or unknown elements by Boéhtlingk (1897, p.
~.84). As poinied out above (2.3.3a), such arguments are not enough to settle the syntax but
“-pertain only to the individual contents of the passages.

In addition to the discussion of deictic and anaphoric modes, the western Sanskrit

~grammarians make use, as regards the demonstrative pronouns, and ta- in particular, of

the terms “known” and “unknown’ concepts. These notions refer to the semantic func-
tions of the pronouns and, as far as I can see, they do not pgive the demonstratives any

he had only very briefly mentioned it in his previaus book (1886, p. 337). Cf. also Sturtevant, 1927,
pp. 175f.

""" As an illustrative example from the older Upanisads, I quofe a narrative, verbal passage in

5 KausU 1,3 sa etam devayanam panthdnam dpadydgnilokam dgacchati sa vayulokam sa

arunalokam sa indralokam sa prajapatilokam sa brahmalokam.



settled, syntactic roles. Speijer (1886, pp. 11 f) says: *... in connecting sentences it is
necessary to commence a new sentence or a new clause at the word, which relates to
someboduy or something mentioned in the foregoing. Hence demonstratives often head the
sentence.” Further on, after having treated the anaphoric use of the oblique forms of
ayam, he says (p. 206): “sa likewise points at somebody or something lfnow.'n”a Delbriick
(1888, p. 210) goes further into this matter and says that “¢d ... weist nl{:hl‘aufetwas
Neues, sondern auf etwas Bekanntes hin”, whether it has been mentioned earlier in the text
or not. He even goes as far as to argue (p. 214) that “Tritt ein Begriff neu auf,_so kanp
keine Form von ¢d mit ihm verbunden sein.” Since ta- indicates one concept in this way, it
is more pronominal than sentence-connecting (p. 211). He repeats the same statement as
regards era-, it is (p. 219) “ein starkeres ¢a, weist auf etwas dem Horenden Bekanntes .hm,:
sei es, dass es vor seinen Augen liegt, sei es, dass es in seiner Vorstellung vorh'andenfzsl.
Brugmann (1904, p. 20) gives the historical background on the same lines: “Das
Pronomen *to- erscheint in den meisten Sprachen so gebraucht, dass mit ihm auf einen
Gegenstand als auf etwas Bekanntes hingewiesen wird.” Lastly, Ickler (1973, p. 11) points
out this function, as far as eta- is concerned.

A distinction between known and unknown concepts could easily, and at least casually,
pass over into a distinction between definite and indefinite concepts. Since ta- has b’oth for-
mal and semantic features in common with the original Greek article (and certain other
items in 1E languages), we lack an explanation of why ¢a- does not, in fact, have the nature
of a regular definite article in Sanskrit.'**

On the basis of the facts put forward, mainly about ta-, it seems justifiable to
maintain a primary distinction between idam/adas as basically deictic (even
though they may be anaphorically used), on the one hand, and the ra- as basically
anaphoric, on the other. What about the Indian innovation efa-? In relation to ta-,
it is easy just to say “volontier emphatique” (Renou, 1961, p. 375; cf. Ickler,
1973, p. 11: “starkere Aussagekraft’); in relation to the supposed, IE, deic‘jtic
stems, the *i-deixis is usuvally said to be combined with the sentence-connecting
*to (Wackernagel & Debrunner, 192930, pp. 544 f.). However, Brugmann
(1904, pp. 75 ) could not fit the deixis of efa- in Sanskrit into his system. If e-
really has its genesis inside the deictic words, its function in the texts, when com-
bined with an anaphoric fa-, necessarily turns out to be very complex. Unfor-
tunately, the assumption of such a genesis does not provide any solution and a
vague, relating description is insufficient, such as “Der begrifflichen Mittelstellung
des Pronomens zwischen ayam und sa entspricht seine Bildung: das e- ist dem ay-
vom aydm gleich” (Wackernagel & Debrunner, 1929—30, p. 544),

Another solution would be not to take for granted the clear and exclusively
deictic character of e-, which is indeed the same e- as in ayam and also as in eva,
eka (cf. also 3.4.3a on eva). Such an *ai may be connected with a deictic *i/*e,'*’
but neither its function nor its meaning must be exactly the same; it may perhaps

U It is my intention to discuss the matter elsewhere. ‘
¥ ;. and (*e-, Sanskrit) g- are supposed to have a paradigmatic refation (Mayrhofer, 195676,
5.V, iD).
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be a more sophisticated form of deixis, a “localization” of a concept.’* Leaving
the complex, comparative material aside, it may be stated that both rq- and eta-
are a kind of syntactic marks, used to distinguish a concept from others. The
choice between them, however, seems to depend on the semantic needs. A sugges-
tion as to what this semantic need may be will be given here only as a very ten-
tative hypothesis. Is perhaps only the bare, singular concept or, in the plural, the
enumerated, additive concepts expressed in a purely referential ta-, while eta-, by
reference and, in addition, by localization within a system of concepts, dis-
tinguishes the concept as a whole and thus the plural concepts as a total sum?

For any final proof, such a suggestion about contrasting fa-/eta- in terms of
singularity/collectivity has to be tested on an extensive material, far greater than the
material treated here. Many more observations, moreover, must be made in the
Upanisadic texts than are possible here. Above afl, the function and meaning of tg-/eta- in
word groups in both verbal and nominal sentences have to be observed and analysed.
However, the idea may be borne in mind in treating the material of pure nominal sentences
with demonstrative pronouns. As this treatment will be carried out on the communcative
level, the counterpart in this respect must be whether a concept in a new sentence seems 1o
give fuller information about this concept if eta- is given instead of ta-. If eta- really seems
to announce a more “total” view of a concept than tg-, this would constitute an appeal for
a more serious effort to linguistically establish a logical contrast, in which case also eka
and eva must be involved in the discussion.

Another, rather enigmatic relation seems to exist between efg- and idam. On the one
hand, they are contrasted by the grammarians transitionally as referring to the preceding
and the following text respectively (cf. footnote 133, above). On the other hand, they seem
to be interchangeable to a certain extent from the anaphoric point of view, and probably
also in accordance with their meanings. Cf. further 3.3.3e.

The genesis of the pronouns does not explain anything, and it remains to ac-
count for the respects in which they correspond and differ.

&
- 3.3.3 Demonstrative pronouns in nominal sentences in the oldest Upantads.

Some suggestions about the individual pronouns, based on a survey of the
material, are given here."*! A thorough, philological interpretation of the whole

~ text would afford the only confirmation possible of the summary views of the in-

dividual pronouns presented here, and such an interpretational scrutiny will be ex-
emplified in subsection 3.3.4.

(@) adas. This is the least frequent and at the same time the most semantically

" For gyam and its interpretation, which may basically imply something else than deixis, cf,
3.3.3b. In the developed paradigm of idam, e is, however, just one of several means of amplifying

-the deictic “stem”. Other means, like im-, an-, asmi-, asy- and 4-, are all very differently discussed.

Cf. Brugmann, 1908, pp. 41 ff.
! Some very good philological interpretations from the point of view of pronouns in ChU are
available in Ickler (1973). Her linguistic conclusions on the pronouns are, however, meagre, as she

“concentrales upon the problem of word order.



full of the demonstrative pronouns used in these texts, and it seems to be rather
lexicalized in certain combinations. A check of 23 instances of adas from ChU"?
shows that asau in 9 cases obviously refers to aditya {(e.g., 1,3,1 ya evdsau tapati
or 3,1,1 asau vd ddityo and in 9 cases to “the other world” (asau lokah, e.g.,
1,8,5); in this case there is often, but not always (5 cases out of 9) an expressed
contrast with ayam lokah (e.g., 4,11,2). One instance has a similar quality when
asau refers to akasa (8,12,2). The main stress on the semantic value is also pre-
sent in the only case of a concrete this/that distinction in 8,6,2. The three remain-
ing cases in ChU are better translated by “such and such” (Wackernagel &
Debrunner, 192930, pp. 533 f.; Liebert, 1954, pp. 46 f1.), for example, 1,10,6
rdjdsau yaksyate, 6,9,2 amusyaham vrksasya raso smity. In 3,153 aristam
kosam prapadye ‘munamundmund prinam prapadye 'mundmundmund the pro-
noun probably means “so and so”. Also this meaning seems to be semantically
fixed and rather specialized; it is used either independently in a nominal sentence
or as an attribute.

Concerning the meaning of adas, it seems not to suffice to reckon it among the
“Jener-Demonstrativa” {(Brugmann, 1904, pp. 83 ff.) in every use that has to be
explained. All the different uses, even the later, narrative equation with ra-,!*!
seem to be far better accounted for by the more structural analysis presenting the
meaning of “gegensdtzliche oder gegeniiberstellende und nicht
ferndeiktische Funktion” (Licbert, 1954, p. 79). It seems possible even to go
behind such a meaning and to assume the notion of a thing which is not finally
determined and which is not even very well known—in contrast to what is already
a commonly presupposed notion in the text. It has turned out to be helpful in the
interpretation of the individual passages in which adas occurs to start by trying
the basic meaning of “that” in the sense of “such and such”, “anyone”. Such a
provisional translation will yield perspectives also on cases in which the reference
to “the other world” seems to be present. In the text, anything may serve as the
basis of a sense of contrast; in the field of the pronouns, it is clear that idam most
conveniently serves as the opposite to adas,’** even though the main function and
semantic value of this pronoun have other sources.

(b) idam. The opposite meaning to “such and such” would be “something well
known (to both you and me)”. A reference to something well known is also pre-
sent in the use usually termed deictic in frequent expressions like ayam lokah

2 Liebert (1954, p. 16) states that there are 58 instances in the whole of ChU; I have not
counted uninformative repetitions of phrases.

" Wackernage! & Debrunner (192930, p. 533) point out that the same also applies to Iranian,
especially Old Persian. Renou (1961, p. 376) states that in certain texts this is “un instrument
stylistique™; the use of nom. asau instead of sa/sd is especially current (cf. Liebert, 1954, pp. 21 f.,
who also questions whether a purely stylistic variation is the reason).

" The opposition may be emphatically used: BAU 1,4,7 tan ndmaripdbhydm eva
vedkrivatdsau ndmdyam idamripa iti. This passage is treated in 3.3.4a.

(ChU 1,13,1), ivam prthivi (3,12,2), sarvam idam (ChU 3,14,1) or even a ayam
dkdsah (ChU 8,1,3). In view of the contrast with an adas of “indefinite” reference,
idam can probably to some extent cover the lack of the definite article, i.e. it may
be used casually if the person who is talking wishes to suggest that the concept is
or should be known to the hearer. The possible deictic origin is not of great impor-
tance. Even more or less deictic uses (ChU 7.5,2) may thus be seen in the light of
this basic structure.

The acquaintance with the concept is not the same as the concept given, T,
which only exists on the level of the text and of the communication. It is by no
means immediately clear that idem indicates the T (ChU 1,13,1 ayam vava loko
hdiikdro, or iyam, ChU 1,6,1 ivam eva rg agnih sama). The possibility that idam
indicates S on the syntactic level is still less probabile, as long as the “definiteness”
of idam cannot be recognized as a logically and grammatically obligatory
category.

Thus, the same statement must be made for adas and idam—though idam may
be described in more general terms than adas—viz. they do not have any specific,
syntactic influence on the nominal sentence.

(o) ta-. The oldest Upanisads, especially BAU abound with ta-,and it is hard to
find examples that definitely contradict the description of fa- given above (pp. 82
f.), as being close to an introductory sentence particle, in spite of congruence, and
rather in appositional than attributive relation to nouns.

The anaphoric character of fa- may be re-formulated as “referential” with regard to its
communicative function. Also adas in its meaning of “such and such” exhibits a general
reference, and actually it often occurs as a stressed substitute for ta-, especially in
narrative texts and mostly in nominative.

The qualities of tg- as an article are surely not exhibited in the material used here. An
appositional and non-attributive interpretation of fa- is often most suitable and it may
even be said that it can be used to establish predication, for example, ChU 1,7,5. No
overall, demanding, logical structure is evident; certainly no distinction between individual
and genus is indicated by the presence or lack of ta- respectively; sa putraf in BAU 1,5,17

*$a putrah pratydha may be “the son” or “any son”; in BAU 1,4,15 tad etad brahma

ksatram vit Sidras, either the caste or the members of the castes may be referred to; in
ChU 6,8,7 tar tvam asi, the tat may refer to the matters described or to any matters thus

* describable, A rather more adequate comparison with the features of fa- would be the

“distinguishing character” of the Greek article {Carnoy, 1927), not to mention its very

© clear, presenting or introducing function. Both are perspectives which would agree with

either the attributive or the appositional position and thus also with the neutral state in this
respect of ta-.

The properties of ta-, as far as they are referential—and may also be called

: “presenting”--will show that a ta- is decisive as regards T/C. My hypothesis is
~ that, by virtue of its referential, i.e. non-deictic, character, an individually used ta-
vﬁintroduces the T, irrespective of whether it is attributive or appositional or even
“just sentence-introducing.

(d) eta-. The properties of eta-, as regards its functional distribution, do not



conspicuously differ from those of ta-. The distinction between ta- and eta- (cf.
above, pp. 84 f.) should probably be made in fogical terms. Just as idam perhaps
takes care of one of the aspects missing in a language without an article—the
marking of a concept as well known (Carnoy, 1927, p. 152 “familiarité intellec-
tuelle”)—perhaps ta-/eta- to some extent takes care of another aspect, the distinc-
tion between a concept as an individual one and a concept in a manifold represen-
tation—a vicarious class concept. In this way, it is perhaps even possible to say
that the presenting or distinguishing properties of ta-/eta- are still more stressed in
the direction of determinedness in eta- than in ta-.'** This would also show a
slightly more independent meaning of efa- than of ta-, though syntactic in-
dependence is not perspicuous.

The suggestion of such a distinction between fa- and efq- will remain a
hypothesis until an extensive material has been extensively discussed; in a follow-
ing subsection (3.3.4), only a few examples will be adduced. Since the discussion
will then be held on the communicative level, it will anyhow be provisionally
assumed thal efa- provides us with fuller information about the concept it belongs
to than ta-.

(e) idam and eta-. The hypotheses about idam and eta- ought to fit together in the con-
frontation of these two pronouns. The hy potheses presented here may in fact explain why
these pronouns are generally accepted as being rather close to each other (Renou, 1961, p.
375, “les formes des deux pronoms s’échangent aisément™). If idam is bound to the
“familiarity™ of the concept and its contents and if eta- refers to a concept in all its aspects
(summarized), they both tend to carry the meaning of determinedness, and the practical
semantic distinction must really be minute and probably confined to the situation. Cf.
BAU 2,5.15 sa vd ayam dimd sarvesdm bhitdndm adhipatih sarvesam bhiitanam rdjd
with BAU 4.,4,24 sa vd esa mahdn aja dtmd 'nnéddo vasuddno vindate vasu ya evam veda.
The distinction between the pronouns in these two cases may, of course, be applied in in-
terpretational terms, in so far as ayam d¢md in the first case was well known and defined
before, but esa dtmd in the second case is in the process of being defined. In the alleged
transitiona! character of the combination eta-/idam (cf. footnote 133, above), on the other
hand, the existing basic features of the two pronouns are brought out as a distinction: the
referential function of eta- preferably poinis backwards and idam must consequently in-
troduce what follows; the general, “familiarizing” meaning could easily be used as an in-
troductory device.

(} ena-. The pronominal stem era- will not be treated here, as it is used only in ac-
cusative form in the material, as the object in verbal sentences, such as ChU 4.4,2 sd
hainam uvdca. The exceptional series of enad to upa V' ds in BAU 4,1,2 prajfety enad up-
dsita etc. up to stanza 6 is textually rather questionable; it seems that many of the MSS
have etad for enad more or less consistently.

5 This would account for the meaning of eta- of “ctwas dem Hoérenden Bekanntes” (Delbriick,
1888, p. 219; cf. Ickier, 1973, p. 11) better than the referential properties (cf. above, pp. 83 f.). Cf.
also the preference of eta- to fa- in connection with /4f (fckler, 1973, p. 23).

In summing up the viewpoints on the individual pronouns, I shall refrain from
lining them up as pointing towards some more or less “close” concept. It seems
better to use certain parameters ad #oc, mainly those of internal contrasts between
the individual pronouns. adas/idam and ta-/eta- differ, in so far as the former are
chosen for semantic reasons and the latter for functional. If the semantic opposi-
tion between idam and adas, as it is shown in the texts, may be generalized, the
terms of “familiarity” and “contrariness” respectively are suggested as being as
little demanding as possible on the logical level. A semantic opposition between
ta- and eta- is secondary to their common function and is accordingly more dif-
ficult to define.

Finally, the occurrence of a demonstrative pronoun in a nominal sentence does
not tell us anything about the §/P construction of the sentence. The demonstrative
pronoun does not exhibit a syntactic state that is decisive enough. Since syntactic
vagueness may be compensated by semantic choices, the abundant supply of
competing pronouns is of importance for the interpretation of nominal sentences.
It is thus on the communicative level that the pronouns are useful. This is especial-
ly valid as regards fa- and eta-, which seem to be regularly connected with the T-
member in any nominal sentence.

Accordingly, another perspective is opened. The fairly unsettled sentence-structure in
Sanskrit, which is most obvious in the frequent nominal combinations, creates problems in
a written text of how to bind sentences together and how to separate them. One of the
means is the pronouns (cf. Ickier, 1973, pp. 129 ff.), and at least ta- has probably retained
the inherited quality of initiating sentences, even though it has also acquired syntactic
functions. This may also be suspected to be true of the other demonstrative pronouns, as
far as they were originally uninflected demonstrative particles; they seem, however, to
have taken on purely syntactic functions, and their presence never merely signals a
sentence-introducing reference. In addition to their semantic and syntactic functions, they
may be referential and play the part of sentence-introducer casually.

The sentence-structure, as we meet it in the oldest Upanisads, requires some marks by
which to establish transitions—a necessity in written texts and texts recited without in-
tonation—in order to enable the text to be unravelled, especially when written without
punctuation. For this purpose, the pronouns in the texts treated here are extremely
suggestive; another mark of the same kind is the particles treated in the next section (3.4).

3.3.4 Some passages interpreted. (a) BAU 1,4,7. A close look at the pronouns
would perhaps help us to adjust some imprecise translations and contribute to our
understanding of the often-discussed concepts ndman and ripa in this important
stanza: tad dhedam tarhy avyakrtam dsit tan ndmaripdabhydm eva vydkriyatdsau
ndmdyam idamripa iti tad idam apy etarhi ndmaripabhyam eva yydkriyate 'sau
namdyam idamripa (ti sa esa iha pravistah l d nakhdgrebhyo yathd ksurah
ksuradhdane 'vahitah sydd visvambharo vd visvambharakuldye tam na pasyanti |
akrtsno hi sa pranann eva prdno ndma bhavati | vadan vdk pasyams caksuh
Srnvan Srotram manvdno manas tdany asyaitani karmandmdny eva [ sa yo ta
ekaikam updste na sa veddkrtsno hy eso ‘ta ekaikena bhavaty dtmety evopdsitdtra



hy ete sarva ekam bhavanti | tad etat padaniyam asya sarvasya yad ayam dt-
mdnena hy elat sarvam veda | yathd ha vai padendnuvinded evam kirtim slokam
vindate ya evam veda ” This passage has given rise to a very extensive discussion
by Samkara, mainly dedicated to some true Vedantin problems concerning what
logical and philosophical assumptions about dtman are possible. Samkara dwells
on how the omnipresent dtman has entered (pravista), the problem of subject-
object and the process of drmad ity eva updsita.

The stanza occurs in the text at a point where the srs¢i, accomplished by dtman,
has been fully developed and another theme, the presence of dtman in everything,
takes over. The creation is thus achieved by stages, something that is stressed also
in later Indian philosophy. The state which initiates the stanza is located in some
past time by tfarhi and the verbal form dsit, and this state of the world is more
closely defined in avydkrtam.

Samkara picks out the stage “before utpatti” and is so very insistent upon the inter-
pretation of the past tense that he involves it already in tad. The first explanation of rad as
tad iti is a plain presentation of its anaphoric value, but there is also a reference to what
tad stands for when Samkara expound thus: tad iti bijdvastham jagat prdg utpattes
tarhi tasmin kdle; then he proceeds to give this “anaphoric” function also a semantic
meaning, paroksa (invisible). He says paroksatvat sarvanamnapratyaksabhidhan-
endbhidhiyate. This indication of “remoteness™ has to be justified by a connection with the
past tense of the sentence: bhiitakdlasambandhitvad avydkrtabhdvino jagatah |. The
“remoteness” is also confirmed by ha, which should indicate a reported and not a current
event: sukhagrahandrtham aitihyaprayoge hasabdah |. Samkara actually has to squeeze
all this meaning out of fad ha when the proceeds to idam. Though idam was hinted at in
the rewriting by jagat, the explicit interpretation of idam--the world as “this”, here and
now, settled and well known to us—is idam iti vydkrtandmaripdimakam sddhya-
sddhanalaksanam yathd varnitam abhidhiyate. Samkara’s intention is revealed and he
maintains that the two words tad and idam, though differing in sense, refer to the same en-
tity and thus establish ekafvam eva paroksapratyaksavasthasya jagato. His whole inten-
tion seems to be to present the meaning “that world, which then was this world, was at the
time being not made manifested”,'*® i.e. the world is the same, at whatever time and on
whatever level it may be.

The specific Advaitin interpretation may be avoided. It is possible to restrict the
function of tad to having the sense of introducing, proposing the T, in apposition
to idam, and excluding the meaning of “remoteness™. The evidence of sa is un-
clear, especially with the lack of any reliable theory on the particle. It seems to oc-
cur mainly in verbal sentences and narrative passages (cf. footnote 171, below); if
it really, as Samkara thinks, indicates a reference to past time here, this is anyhow
to be seen in the light of the whole sentence and not only fad. In itself, when not
taken to support tad, tarhi is rather a sort of “topicalization” of the time expressed
by the verb. These considerations indicate that the Upanisadic process of creation

"* The word “manifested” is used here to express the probable interpretation Samkara makes of
a-vyd Vkr; in BSBh 1,4,2, he puts avydkriam together with avyakram.

is not quite the same as the Vedantin. The preceding acting of d¢man, his creation
of various beings and his close ritual ties with the gods do not in this place point to

’ ekatvam. Instead, the manifoldness of being is aiready in mind when the product

of srsti is scrutinized “as regards this, the world, it was at the time being not
promulgated (made explicit)”. The following tad in tan ndmaripdbhydm eva
vydkriyata brings the T to the fore, in order to bring the same “world” to mind; it
may be translated “regarding this”. For vydkriyata, I would keep to an imper-
sonal translation (“there was a promulgation through ndma and ripa™).

In the first place, Samkara is keen on taking vydkrivata as a reflexive action karmakar-
{rprayogdr tat svayam evdatmaiva vydkriyata. The necessity of an actor is underlined, as it
is in the treatment of the same passage in BSBh 1,4,15. The reason for the passive form in
the latter place is aiternatively explained, either by the easiness of the action, saukaryam,
as sati eva paramesvare vydkartari, or by the mere presupposition of an actor, arthdksip-
tam kartdram apeksya.

The act of promulgation is further described by an ifi-construction (asau ndmd-
yam idamrzipam‘fiti). The discussion about ndma (see Hahn, 1969, pp. 46—54 for
material and references) has vacillated as regards case—nominative, accusative or
even caseless—but as regards function, the form has always tended to be evaluated
as a kind of indeclinable, for example, adverbially used (Delbriick, 1888, pp.
184 f.) or particle (Speijer, 1886, p. 42, “a particle == ‘namely’ **). In this case, it is
actually impossible to decide about the function internally and to tell on the gram-

- matical level whether the assertion is twofold (5-P, S-P) or just simple (apposition,

S-P). The lexical position of ndman, anyhow, favours an appositive interpretation
not only of ndma but of the whole name-phrase asau ndma. On the com-

“municative level, however, it is clear that two items of information about one T are
~ given. asau is already a T, “that indefinite one” = “such and such”; then

something very like a C is added (“by name™); after that, T is repeated, and “this

(now familiar) one” is further commented upon as idamripa (C), it “(is) having

the shape of idam”™. Not only some merely referential tadripa is established, but a

- ripa with the content idam, “this”, “the well known”, even “this world™; §amkara
‘says tathedam iti suklakrsnddindm avisesah | idam suklam idam krsnam vd

riipam asyetidam ripah |, by which he also seems to mean a rizpa which is in fact
chosen and determined.
The phrases are repeated in order to state the present condition of the world, in

~which case the present form vydkriyate replaces the past tense vpakrivata; the ex-

change of tarhi for etarhi may perhaps, in accordance with the distinction

~between tad and etad supgested above (3.3.3¢—d), be said to emphasize the

character of a general fact, a repetition “now, every time”, rather than just telling
us about the time of the action.

The whole interpretation suggested here modifies to some extent the relation between

““ndman and ripa. This very passage witnesses by its phrasing that ndman has a second
range and is applied to something which has ripa. ndman actually performs a weak func-



tion—bordering on an iti~—but suggests at the same time the relation of ndman and ripa.
These two concepts seem to be used on equal terms and they appear only gradually as a
dvandva compositum. Thus, they both seem, in the few RV passages where they occur
together (3,38,7, 5,43,10, 7,103,6, 10,169,2) not yet to be composed, and of this there also
seem to be reminiscences in the Buddhist concept of ndmaripa."’ In both these cases,
they denote a statement about things present in this tangible world; together, they account
approximately for the distinction we usually assume between the form (ndmgn, sic!) and
the matter (ripa) of a separate concept.'® However, when the two concepts are used in
ontological speculations’*® about the origin and development of the world and about the
relations between soul and world, as in this passage and other brahmanic texts, there
seems (o be an internal modification, even a ranging, of the concepts.'*"

The questions about the genesis of ndman in a creative process, on the one hand, and
about its relations to the psyche, on the other (ndman corresponds to vdc in SBr 11,2,3,6),
both go hand in hand with the extensive and varied speculations about names and words
in India in which the discussion about the convention or revelation of the word is essential.
The still more obscure questions of the genesis of 7dpa and its psychophysical implications
(ripa corresponds to manas in $Br 11,2,3,6) must be based on another, more fundamental
question, the attitude towards materia (Oldenberg, 1919, pp. 99--109), whether it is
various or uniform in India. The problem of the place of ndman, ripa and namaripa is
recurrently posed in the development of Indian thought and the extension of these
probiems is realized also in Buddhism (Falk, 1943, pp. 56 {f.). Even though it may be said
that “the contrast between the categories ndma and rdpa is confined to sensuous
reality”—and there is always “potential continuity between the two categories”, the solu-
tion in the end being a “yogic process” (Falk, 1943, p. 20)—their settlement is never
definitive.

In this passage, the notions of ndman and ripa in the context only prepare for
the idea of the presence of drman in everything. sa esa iha pravistah|d
nakhdgrebhyo has unanimously been interpreted as referring to dfman. In an
analysis, this may be corroborated by the sa esa, not only a reference to
somebody through sa but to an esa—somebody who should be known (more or
less) totally, not so much through the preceding text but by given continual atten-
tion. Samkara describes the concept in an obvious way by its content in five, ex-
tensive, relative clauses, yad arthah sarvasdstrdrambho etc., thus circumscribing
the class of sa esa.

This passage scems to indicate that it is better not to approach passages containing
both asaw and ayam with the presupposition that they are immediately contrasted, even

M7 Oldenberg (1959, p. 428, Anm. 21) refers the mutual independence of the two concepts to an
early stage of Buddhism. Frauwaliner (1953, pp. 205 ff.) sees the simplification as a later develop-
ment.

¥ CF Falk, 1943, p. 19: “While the ndma is the inner power of the individual being or thing, the
ripa is its sensuous appearance.”

4 Especially the speculation on saryam is close to the subject, for example, BAU 1,6,3 and very
much so in Uddalaka’s teaching in ChU 6,14 (cf. Falk, 1943, pp. 31 {T.; ¢f. also below, p. 96).

19 In §Br 11,2,3,5, we are, in fact, told that fayor anvatarajjvdyo ripam eva yad dhy api nama
ripam eva tat. This whole passage is quoted in Deussen (1894, pp. 259 f.) and is essential in the dis-
cussion of the concepts (ef. Oldenberg, 1919, p. 103, and Falk, 1943, pp. 20 T)).

though the two pronouns may be so structurally in the individual passage in which they
occur. It seems often to be quite possible to use the translation “this familiar”/“that
whichever”; BAU 4,4,5 tad yad etad idammayo ‘domaya iti, Hume translates “This is
what is meant by the saying ‘made of this, made of that’ ”, but it is not impossible in the
context of what follows to translate “the one who has (this) well known shape, he has that
or that (=any) shape (according to his different acts)”.

(b) BAU 1,2,3. This passage will be mentioned briefly in order to elucidate the
problems often caused by asau. There are two instances of asau ca asau ca in
BAU 1,2,3, which have caused some trouble with regard to the precision of the
translations (Deussen “hier und dort”; Hume “yonder one and yonderﬂgne”). The
concept of arka is introduced in 1,2,1, where mriyuh—also named asnayd—plays
the part of a creating god. The text from stanza 2 goes on dpo vd arkas tad yad
apdm Sara dsit tat samahanyata I sd prthivy abhavat tasyam asrdmyat tasya
Srdntasya taptasya tejoraso niravartatignih ||2 || sa tredhdtmdnam vyaku-
rutddityam triiyam vdyum trtiyam sa esa pranas tredhd vihitah { tasya praci dik
siro ‘sau cdsau cermau | athdsya pratici dik puccham asau cdsau ca sakthyau
daksindg codici ca pdrsve dyauh prstham antariksam udaram iyvam urah sa esa
psu pratisthito yatra kva caiti tad eva pratitisthaty evam vidvdn || 3 ||. The origins
of the elements are described as they are elsewhere in brahmanic texts, though the
choice of mriyu seems to be rather particular in this case.'™ The interesting part is
the description of a creature, most like an animal in a standing position, of which
the head and tail are the eastern and western directions, the flanks are the
southern and northern directions, etc. But two arms/fore-legs and two

- thighs/hind-legs are also indicated; they are, however, indicated by the seemingly
* unclear asau cdsau ca. This is not the place to analyse how this variant of the
. purusa picture (Senart in a footnote: “Il semble qu’ici §’insinue 'image du purusa

classique”) is related to the sacrificial horse in BAU 1,1; the two passages which
are placed in close connection have obvious features in common. They were

- probably evoked by each other, but the one in 1,2 seems to be more of a concrete
" picture and less elaborate. It seems, however, to be in the preceding asva picture,

where one sequence runs disah pdrsve avdntaradisah parsava, that Samkara has

- found grounds to conclude that asau cdsau caisanydgneyyau (north-east, south-

east) are rrmau bdhu and later on that asau edsau ca vdyavyanairrtyau (north-

' - west, south-west) are sakthyau sakthini.

Yet, observation of the pronouns of the sequence shows that after the subject sa
to vyakuruta, which is also the T, this sa recurs first as a sa esa which is prdna and

“-vihita but then in tasya, a tasya which is valid both for jrmau and after a feeble

repetition in asya also for puccham and sakthyau: “He has a head which is the

"I'This description of the development of the universe recurs very often in the Upanisads. The

- instigator may be prajdpati, brahman or dtman. The story is also often connected with the purusa
myth, as here. Cf., of course, the preceding BAU 1,1 and also BAU 1.4, treated just above.

real



(thus Hoffmann, 1960, pp. 28 ff.); this instance of parovariyas has, however, been
pointed out as a starting-point for the meaning “better” instead of “wider”.!5*

In an attempt to use the probably original etymology, 1 would propose the
possibility of translating parovariyas by “wider and wider” in the sense that every
new stage contains the preceding stage and adds to it. This is a familiar Indian
idea with regard to the construction of both the common and the individual unj-
verse. If this is allowed, the 7th khanda tells us something new about pan-
cavidham sdma};rf: it is seen under the aspect of its construction. The introductory
hiri is present in the following prastdva and further on is present together with
prastava, in the following udgitha etc., also with regard to pratihdra and nidhana.
Such a sdman, constructed, coherent and total is found in the pra'rgd’&, which
gradually contain more and more in the sequence prana, vdc, caksus, srotram,
manas. That both these and the parts of saman become gradually wider is con-
firmed by the essential phrase parovariyamsi va etdni; this phrase gives us
something more than a tdny eva parovariyamsi would do. Such a phrase would
select the sense-organs and comment upon their quality (parovariyamsi). Instead
of this, the phrase, as it occurs, renews the T, i.e. focusses our attention again on
the property of being parovariyas. etani suggests that the C on such a T is not
merely the sense-organs but the sense-organs according to a certain definition of
the class they constitute, i.e. the sense-organs in the shape they have after the
preceding presentation, in which the pranas are enumerated and seen as the parts
of saman. The choice of etdni, the presence of vd, and the word order show that
parovariyamsi vd etdni is a total, conclusive and concluding phrase. Probably this
general effect is still in mind when there follows the phrase parovariyo hdsya
bhavati; in this case parovariyas means an abstract entity “that which is
Pparovariyas”, a “substantivization” (cf. 3.1.2), which in a later stage of the
language would be expressed by a formation with -tva (Samkara adds a noun
parovariyo hdsya jivanam bhavati).

eastern direction, he has fore legs which are two such and such; this (presented)
one has as well a hinder part which is the western direction and he has hind legs
which are two such and such.” By this translation, I mean to suggest that it is
possible that it does not matter to the author what the legs are in fact; he only
wishes to tell us that they are there. Thus, he provides a concrete picture of an
animal and connects it with the picture of the horse in the preceding part of the
text. This interpretation is suggested as a possible alternative, based on the con-
text, the fact that the T is the picture itself, and the effect of the pronouns. I would
not, however, definitely rule out the possibility of there actually being a more
developed meaning of asau in this case, viz. dis.’’

(¢) ChU 2,7,1. In order to isolate the interpretation of eta-, I choose the phrase
paravariyamsi va etani in ChU 2.7,1—2 pranesu paricavidham parovariyah
sdmopdsita prano hirkdaro vak prastivas caksur udgithah srotram pratihdro
mano nidhanam parovariydmsi vd etdnil||1|| parovariyo hasya bhavati
parovariyaso ha lokdn jayati ya etad evam vidvan pranesu paricavidham
parovariyah samopdsta iti tu paricavidhasya || 2 ||. The most interesting word in
this khanda is the repeated parovariyas, which is an addition to the formula about
paricavidham saman used in 2,2—6. The equivalents previously presented are
rather concrete and naturalistic—the parts of the visible world, the weather, the
seasons and the beings. In this 7th khanda, the equivalents may be called more
abstract phenomena, even though the text still deals with bodily organs. The con-
text here points to a rather early stage in the development of the concept of sense-
organs, the development which Frauwallner (1953, p. 63) summarizes as follows:
“Aus den selbstdndigen Lebenskréften werden Organe der Seele, und der spitere
Begriff der Sinnesorgane bereitet sich vor.” There is, however, a conscious promo-
tion of these concepts in parovariyas. This word conceals a problem of interpreta-
tion, which has been ignored by all western translators, who translate it as “most
excellent” (Hume), “allervortrefflichste” (Deussen), etc.'*? Samkara’s interpreta-
tion has not been noticed and no interpretation of that kind is made even by
Deussen. Samkara has in fact taken the original meaning of the member paro- of
the word param param variyastvagunavat pranadrstivisistam samopdsitety
arthah | and he goes on to declare that vdk is variyas than prdrza, caksus than vak,
Srotram than caksus, manas than srotram. What meaning Samkara intends to
give to variyas is not clear; the etymology from uru as well as that from varam is
quite possible with his interpretation of paro-. Historically, with regard to the
stage of the language, the connection with uru in this text would be preferable

The suggested interpretation of parovariyas is, of course, not the only possible one for
the phrase with etdni, if this is interpreted on the above lines. Interpreting parovariyamsi
vd etdni as meaning only “they (the sense-organs) are in fact eminent” would merely tell us
that the most eminent sdman is to be found there; assuming a special meaning “gradually
more” in paro- would induce a parallelism between sgman and the pranas, and in my view
this is necessary in order to do justice to etdni in the phrase. It is more difficult to judge
whether it is better to interpret variyas as “wider”, “more extensive”, instead of “better”; it
can only be said that the former interpretation would give deeper perspectives on the
relations between the concepts and show how the mind behind the text apprehended the
world as gradually created. It is, however, possible that this interpretation is too elaborate
with regard to the general context. As I remarked above, the preceding equations with the
fivefold sdman apply to natural phenomena; when two equational series with the seven-

32 Liebert, 1954, p. 27. However, it seems not to be generally true that dis is marked by the pro-
noun asau (cf. ibidem, p. 29). o

53 They have all resorted to the grammatical facts about the comparative form of adjectives
which have been stated by Renou (1961, p. 239): “s’adapte parfaitement & marquer un état absolu,
‘trop, assez’, ‘trés’ (...) et méme ‘le plus’ bouddh.”

'* Wackernagel & Debrunner, 1954, pp. 452 f. It seems probable that the semantic connection
of the existing variyas, varistha with varam, instead of uru, relies upon a popular etymology.
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fold saman follow immediately, they pertain to rather performative and ritualistic
facts—the sounds and the times of the day.

(d) BAU 5.4,1. How then, are we to handle the ‘pronoun.s iin this stanza: tad vai
tad etad eva tad dsa satyam eva sa yo haitam |haitan ig so_nlc”MS.S] mahafz'
yaksam prathamajam veda satyam brahmeti Jjayatimdml! lokan jita monv asav
asad ya evam etan mahad yaksam prathamajam vgda satyam brahmeti .sf{t)'am
hy eva brahma || 1 ||? The initial difficulty here lies in the pronouns, and it is not
obvious how to phrase the stanza. The translators have 1nterpolzflted ?Pntrasts of
the kind “this/that” (Hume; van Buitenen, 1968, p. 55), “dieses/jenes” (Deussen,
to whom “jenes” was nothing less than “das Brahman™), but for lack'of an}" fixed
meaning of that kind in tad/etad, such a translation turns out to; be qL-nte arbitrary.
The western translators start from the apprehension of this brajhmar;za as a
separate piece of khilakdandam which includes adhya'yt‘z 5—6. me_Bmlenen (1.968,
pp. 55 f.) discusses the passage and recognizes cel.'tam assoma.twe connections.
Samkara, for his part, assumes a deep and immediate COI?HCCthI_l and takes the
equation between hrdayam and hrahman in the precedlqg brahr.narga 3as a
starting-point and even the T of this brahmana 4. Accc?rdmg to him, tat refers
back to a total concept; in accordance with my previous
reference back would rather call for an initial tad
phrase are all accounted for by Samkara as referring to the same hrdayz.zm
brahman and etad merely connects (sambadhyate) the tat No. 1 and No. .3, Wh'ICh
togethe; are not yet more than hrdayam brahmayi with the fat No. 2, which hints
at what is to come (prakdrantarena). With
decides that there is no contrast but just one and the same thing,

the Upanisad, satyam brahma iti. )
It is tempting to try to do the same as Samkara, because of

the brahmana, ie. satyam brahma iti, but on linguistic grounds without any
monistic prejudice. It would thus not be allowable to fetch any concept from ?he'”k
surrounding context, as it seems necessary to accept only a very loose com?ecnon
between the pieces of khilakandam. Before approaching the pronouns dlrect'ly, -
must be observed. We have to do with:
the difficult concept of satyam and I omit any final suggestion o.fit§ meaning. Th.e‘
description of the concept by van Buitenen (1968) carries conviction (though his
suggestions about its chronological, semantic development dq no‘t‘). satyam 18 n?,t:
only “the real”, “the true”, but had originally rather to do with th.e sum—total;
the manifestable as well as the manifest, all that might be ?n lobJect otf ?}1;215
am i ial, Upanisadic, doctrinal concep ;
thought. satyam is anyway an essential, Up o BAU
1,4,14, 5,5,1) and especially on a sophisticated, developed stage of the creation‘: _
which is connected with ndmariipa (BAU 1,6,3, 2,3,6; cf. also ChU 6,1—4; cf.

the intention put forward in the brahmana

2,1,20), especially in BAU. It is connected with passages on

above, pp. 91 f.). Inthe passage treated here, there is a hint of sucha conncction} in
mahad yaksam prathamgjam and it seems to be that process of creation which

discussion, such a =
etat. The three tat present in the

this equilibristic analysis, Samkara
in the words of

this main content of

brings about the essential equivalence satyam brahmeti. van Buitenen (1968)
locates this phrase in the context (p. 56): “... I suggest to regard the clause
satyam brq?ﬁets‘ as precisely the content of the esoteric knowledge by which one

~ ‘knows’ the mahad yaksam prathamajam”. Such is the knowledge of the con-
queror.

The following jita in nv asdv asad ya evam etan mahad yaksam prathamajam veda
satyam brahmeti does not convey any new perspective if, for the sake of the sense, it is
taken as a question by the translators. The defeated one, jita, could hardly be positively
identified with the knower; he would rather be the jetd. van Buitenen (1968, p. 56) has an
explicit argument for taking the phrase as a question: . . . the inversion of jita, supported
by in nu, makes it almost certain that the sentence is interrogative.” The key phrase is jita
in nu asdv asat. Firstly, I would recall the possibility of interpreting asau as “a person
such and such, N.N.” (cf. 3.3.34). Secondly, it is necessary to point out that asat is a sub-
Junctive form. It has been indicated by Delbriick (1888, p. 313) that “In der Prosa finde
ich den Conj. nicht im aufforderenden Sinne. Er erscheint bei Ausbedingungen und

Versprechungen (Verfluchungen).” Additionally, it should be remarked that in ny is clear-
~ly an archaic combination of particles, not current in the Upanisads. Their exact values
are pertinent, but a satisfactory discussion cannot be given here. It is, however, tempting
to interpret the whole phrase as a more or less hidden quotation and to translate “by the
~spell “N.N. may be defeated’ . In such a case, however, asqu may not be a correlate to ya,
~and there seem to be just two strained alternatives, either to assume a suppressed anena as
" correlate (“anyone may be defeated by the one who. . .”) or to take pa evam together with
the “spell” and the rest as the main clause: (* *“N.N. may be defeated’, the one who says
~(and acts) thus, he knows. . .”). The advantage of the suggested interpretation thus mostly
concerns the contents, since the period beginning with jira would not only be a repetitive
“confirmation of the preceding jayati but would also describe a cause or at least a way of
“acting. Anyhow, the suggestion could not be accepted without a clear defence of the rela-
tion of the phrases. The difficultics are just as evident in the interpretation of Samkara:
~kim ca jito vasikria in nv ittham yathd brahmandsau satrur iti vakyasesah | asac cdsad
bhaved asau Satrur jito bhaved ity arthah | kasyaitat phalam iti punar nigamayati|.
, Samkara transfers the archaic particles in nu to the meaning of ittham, in which parhd
brakmandsay satryr is implied. The meaning artha he then gives may in fact be a magic
formula against an enemy. He has really transferred the subjunctive asaf to the optative
~form bhavet, but he seems to do so in an ambiguous way. According to the sub-
- commentary of Anandagiri, his gloss should be {sc. jital asar = asar (non-existence)
- bhaver. The following comments made by Samkara focus attention only on the one who
gets the benefits, kasyaitat phalam, referring to ya evam. . . in the text, and never touches
on the question of what phalam is—to be defeated or to have the enemy defeated. Thus, he
gnores the syntactic problem of a correlate to ya evam. . .

The conclusion of the latter part of the brdhmana in any mmterpretation is that it
_is effective to know satyam brahmaﬁ. It should be remembered that there is one
- conspicuous occurrence of satyam in the well known phrases of ChU 6,8-6,16,
'étacgjdtmyam idam sarvam tat satyam sa dtmd tat tvam asi svetaketo iti. Between
that passage and the passage treated here, there is also a connection in the intense
use of tat, etat. It is not improbable that in this passage, as in the mahdvdkya: tat
_tvam asi, and in KathaU 46 passim: etad vai tat (cf. Deussen, 1921, p. 265), we
have the background of the important later concept of tartva, a word which does



not occur before §vetU. The histories of the concepts of s'atyan'z and tatfva w0~u]‘d

then be deeply commingled and this passage may be a Pomt ofmtersecnon,. If it is

right that at the earlier stage satyam tells us somet.hmg about the cox‘lst'ltuents
which establish existence and about the ability to be given some name, thl§ is more
precisely the basic meaning of tattva in any later phllos?phy. It remains to be
shown whether this meaning is transferred from an increasingly faded sasyam to af
tattva, which may even be a created word, based upon a common knowledge o

the Upanisads. .

thCT‘:lsj::l tc:kiorfg into fonsi'deration both these associations c.)f the words, the dis-
position of the text, the consequences of the interpretatlo{l of the pronc?Lllns
suggested earlier and also to a certain exterft tl?e interpre?atlon of the'patritlc e;
suggested below (3.4.3), I shall try the following mterpretatlon‘ of tad vai tad eta

eva tad dsa satvam eva. The first tad tells us the T of jche text; it re.fe'rs to sqme Pin-
tity. This entity is not mentioned in this text but is er:ixsﬂy Fecalled——nt is notl?lng € ;e
than tad etad eva. As a help in judging the sentence in t'mS way., there is vai, which,
it is suggested below (3.4.3b), indicates pred?cation in nominal sentences. tﬁd;
together with its apposition efad—this apposition is phra?ed by eva—tells us t a
tad denotes a class of its own, something total. This fun.ct1on of etad~?10t the.entl—
ty that the word denotes—is stressed here by the phrasing eva. 1jhe t.hll'd tat is thde
T anew, and it is commented upon by dsa in a sentence which is the S.Ct.COI’l

member of a two-member argument starting with vai. The final, appositional

satyam also refers to this same whole class, the apposition also here being phrased -

by an eva. A translation would give: “Since (indicated by vai) it (tc?z?' No. 1) wa§
(precisely] this (zad No. 2), just the [whole] lot (etad: the class definition of tat?), it
(tad No. 3) was [there], i.e. (eva) satyam |e definitione}”. All the tad are justified

and the phrase presents the T of the brdfmana in a certain aspect, dsa, "1t was -
there” already at the creation. This is emphasized still more by mahad yaksam :

prathamajam.

In spite of the dispersed character of the whole, there are associative transnlor}s
in the context. In the foregoing text, there is a tad etad and tad etad (rayam n

5.2.3 and a tad etat tryaksaram in 5,3,1 which may have induced the focussing of

tad etad in 5.4,1. And the equivalence established in 5,4 between tat and satyam

recurs in the following 5,5,2 tad yat tat satyam asau sa ddityo.

3.4 Particles

The designation of a special group of words as “particles” has to be defined initial

ly, as it is used here in a more limited sense than it generally is.el:sewhere in thef
gr'ammatical literature. This limited sense is based on how the ?xlst1ng matérlal o

small words is distributed in the older IE languages, especially Sfmskm, 0ld
Greek and Anatolian. The term “particles” has generally been used in the gram- .

matical literature to refer to small, indeclinable words of secondary range, but
many of these small words may be assigned by quite clear, formal and functional
criteria to different classes, such as adverbs, conjunctions and prepositions, or
even, on easily recognizable, semantic grounds, called interjections or ne-
gations.'* But there is a remainder of small words which do not overtly perform
any syntactic function or have any superior, clear, semantic description. The lack
of a positive definition of this group leaves us no alternative but to define it by
enumeration, but this procedure will just be suggested here by mentioning such ex-
amples as the Sanskrit eva, the Old Greek g1, the Hittite -pat and the Latin
equidem. In spite of their traditional classification as adverbs, it would be possible
to adduce the German doc/ and the English even. These are particles in the sense
in which the word is used here.

There is an abundant use of various such particles in Old Sanskrit in parallel
with the frequent use of demonstrative pronouns, which is treated in the preceding
section. The frequency and the corpus of these particles have varied in the
development of the Sanskrit language: the occurrences seem 1o have been at their
maximum in the Brahmanic prose {Oldenberg, 1917, pp. 22 ff.), but the use never
became quite extinct. These particles have been exclusively interpreted as they oc-
cur in the texts, and any individual interpretation is suggested from the content.
From this, a vague and superficial kind of meaning has been derived and assigned
to each particle. It remains to find out, however, whether a theory more coherent
than these scattered semantic observations can be produced from an internal
study of the Sanskrit particles and from a comparison with Old Greek, a language
which is very similar to Sanskrit in its use of particles. A thorough investigation of
these two languages from a typological point of view, in contrast, on the one hand,
to other IE languages, in which rather similar words are better classified as inter-
jections or conjunctions, and, on the other to other Lypes of languages, like Sino-
Tibetan, which are rich in particles, may perhaps give rise to an explanatory

~ theory of the particles."*® Yet the typology of particles has, in fact, not even been
-outlined. The correspondences between Sanskrit and Greek, have only been

noticed intermittently from the genetical point of view. :
My limited purpose here is to discuss the particles in nominal sentences in
Sanskrit, but first I shall make some observations about particles in general (3.4.1)

3% Jespersen (1924, pp. 87 fT.) finds reason to assign the term “particle” as a superior term to all
the classes of words mentioned here, except the negations. Even though it is only negatively
defined, such a unifying class is justified, he thinks, by the fact that the particles are formally in-
variable and also by the fact that a particular item may belong to more than one of the four classes
by function.

** The only effort to add an explanatory theory to the descriptive investigations of particles in

IE languages is--as far as I know—that made by Fraenkel (1947) as regards Old Greek, and is
based on the accent. A discussion about the particles in the Anatolian languages has recently
started but seems to point to another, possibly quite productive explanation (cl. below, 3.4.1).



and in Sanskrit (3.4.2) as a background. In subsection 3.4.3, I shall call attention
to and analyse the most important particles connected with nominal sentences in
the Upanisads (eva, vai, vava). The suggestions about these particles will also re-
main preliminary until they have been closely observed in relation to other par-
ticles. In order to get a clear picture of the effect of any particle on a nominal
sentence, many questions must be answered regarding the internal relations
between the particles. Considering only the nominal sentences, it may be asked,
for example, whether the presence or the absence of a particle establishes any
difference between two nominal sentences like BAU 3,2,2 prdno vai grahah and
ChU 3,19,1 ddityo brahmety adesas and whether there are differing contextual or
merely stylistic reasons for the two ways of putting the phrase. Is there any
difference between the assertions ChU 3,14,1 sarvam khalv idam brahma and
ChU 3,18,3 vag eva brahmanas caturthah pddah or between ChU 3,12,2 yd vai
sd gayatri and BAU 2,1,2 pa evdsav dditye purusa, or between yad viva kam and
yad eva kham in ChU 4,10,5, according to the choice of particle? What can be
concluded about the particle eva, which is very frequent in nominal sentences, €s-
pecially in the first phrase of repetitions like ChU 1,6,1 ivam eva rg agnih sama,
from the fact that it also occurs in verbal sentences like BAU 1,4,12 sa naiva
vyabhavat? What do the combinations of particles mean? For example, the parti-
cle ha, which normally signals verbal sentences, especially with verbs of saying
(BAU 2,1,2 sa hovdca Gdrgyo), may be met with in nominal sentences, mostly as
ha vai (ChU 5,2,1 ano ha vai ndma pratyaksam), whereas a single Aa in a nominal
sentence seems to have very specific contextual reasons behind it.

3.4.1 The concept of particles. It is of the greatest interest to see how the ancient
Greeks themselves located their frequent and varying particles in their efforts to
categorize the words. Underlying the western grammatical tradition of arranging
and incorporating all words in classes according to their main functions (cf.
above, p. 35), there is the Aristotelian view of Aé&c—including guvvdeouog—, but
this is fundamentally based upon the proposition'’’
whole corpus of the language.’*® It was not until this corpus was considered and
the lexical interest developed that, starting with Dionysios Thrax, the category of
oUvdecuog became not only a functionally defined category,"* but also a class of

157 Aristotle’s Poetika, chapter 20. Aristotle is here evidently concentrating upon the terms of the
syllogism: td dxpa, 70 pégov.

3% Hockett (1958, p. 222) resorts to such an Aristotelian and clearly functional analysis when he
says that “Setting all subclasses aside. the basic scheme of Latin is tripartite: nouns (in the broadest

sense), verbs, and particles. This is the most widespread basic scheme in the languages of the -

world”. From this, one would expect a theory of language which integrates the particles, but, in dis-
cussing different models, Hockett excludes the particies. By “Setting aside the particles” on p. 225,
they simply drop out of the typology.

1% Dijonysios Thrax gives in § 20 an initial definition of the particies which is functional, but to *

and does not concern the

words to which the individual particles might be assigned one by one and which
also, according to the corpus, had sub-categories. This system of atvdeauor of
various types was taken over by the Latin grammarians, and thus small words in
any language ended up in the category of coniunctic. This turned out to be useful
in any language, and the differences between the languages on this point are, after
all, only in the numbers of words assigned to the sub-categories of conjunction,
“copulative”, “disjunctive”, “final”, “expletive”, etc. In the transfer, however, to
the Latin language and later, the term “conjunctive words™ seems to have been
bound to a stock of words defined on syntactic rather than on semantic grounds,
and in this process many words of a more indefinite syntactic value seem to have
dropped out. The extent of this remainder, in a classification which strives to
cover every item, varies in different languages and the words have been subsidiari-
ly termed “emphasizing™ words.

The definitions have thus come to be vague and negative in contemporary
grammar, the traditional as well as the post-Saussurean. This seems, in fact, to be
the great difference, compared with the grammar of the ancient Greeks
themselves. When the particles were included in the class of conjunctions, they
could also be positively defined and their syntactic and semantic aspects were un-
derstood as being integrated. Within the framework of the contemporary gram-
mar, for lack of a positive overall definition of the particles, the treatment of the
Greek particles has been a material one in a descriptive tradition. There is an
emphasis on observations of the semantic value of each particle, and this study is
chiefly represented by Denniston (1954), who both tried to group the material as a
whole and studied the individual particles. Denniston should not be forgotten in
the study of the Sanskrit particles, but perhaps should neither the views of the an-
cient Greek grammarians.

Before suggesting a combined approach of this kind, it is equally necessary to
find out how the indigenous Indian grammarians treated the particles of their

~language. The material has been collected by Dyen (1939). One approach that
" may be followed in studying the treatment of the indeclinables in Sanskrit gram-

mar is the formal one, expressed in the early development of the method of

- ganapdtha. Dyen (1939) makes a close, critical study of pradi, dryadi, siksdat-

prabhrti, tisthadguprabhrii, svarddi, and cddi. These indeclinables, which are here
called particles, belong altogether to cddi, which is an gkrtigana. In this method of
charting the grammar, no profound grammatical views are revealed.

Yaska made his well known classification of words as ndman (nomina),
dkhydta (verbs), upasarga (prepositions) and (in Nir 1,4—11; cf. also

- Brhaddevata 2,8993) nipata (particles). From the examples, it will be seen that

"~ him the semantic meaning of the particles does nat bring about a logical value, as with Aristotic,

but a syntactic value: ovvdeguos éotr Aécic guedéovoa didvorav uetd rdéews ral 10 THg épunveiac
Kexmvos dnioica.
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this last class excludes such indeclinables as adverbs and interjections, which thus
drop out of the whole system--a rather **Aristotelian™ or pre-Alexandrian system,
in the sense that it does not concern the corpus of the language, something which
comes with ganapdtha. The nipdtas of Yaska, as he exemplifies them, are quite
close to those words which 1 here call particles; the negations na and md are in-
cluded and so are the few items—ca, vd and hi—that might be classified as con-
junctions in paralleling Sanskrit with a contemporary language. The interesting
thing is that also these particles, negations and conjunctions, which, to our think-
ing, are quite different, are fully integrated in the semantic subdivision of the
nipdtas on the same level as other particles. This subdivision is in principle the
same as that in the Alexandrian grammar, but it comprises only three classes in-
stead of eight. Yaska tries to find more overall functions where Dionysios Thrax
aims at more exhaustive ones; they have in common the fact that they both look
for the semantic meaning. The first group is a plain semantic and stylistic group,
upamdrthe (Sarup: “in a comparative sense”). The second one is karmopa-
samgrahdrthe (Sarup: “in a conjunctive sense”) and is the most comprehensive of
the three. The definition seems in fact to imply a syntactic process, which was dif-
ficult to grasp for the author of Brhaddevata, who treats this group very summari-
ly (2,91b: they are anekdrthas, “of various senses”). The third group,
padapurands (Sarup: “as expletives”) is a kind of remainder, such as always
seems to recur in connection with particles and is most similar to the gurdeauor
napanln%patmoz’ of Dionysios.

The way in which Yaska points out the connective force of the particles by
defining their central group by karmopasamgrahdrthe reminds one of how Den-
niston (1954) transcribed a syntactic fact in semantic terms by the definition “a
mode of thought, considered either in isolation or in relation to another thought
[my italics], or a mood of emotion” (p. XXX VII).

It is not quite satisfactory to leave the Indian grammarians with Yaska; at least Panini
must be considered. Of course, Panini never directly tells us anything about the functions
of the particles. Yet, when he uses terms for the category, it is necessary to know precisely
to what these terms apply, so that his rules are meaningful. Faddegon (1936} has devoted
a chapter to the indeclinables from the point of view of Paninean technique; in the case of
the term nipdta, he has pointed out (pp. 15 f.) that it is used in a double sense by Panini. In
detail, the siitras tell us that the term avyaya comprises svarddi + nipdta (1,1,37) and that
nipdta in its turn comprises (1,4,56-96) nipdta (par préférence = cddi) + upasarga
(which latter in its turn comprises gati + pravacaniya). This hierarchical ordering reveals
that the superior use of the terms avyaya and nipdta is elaborate and formal, based on the
appearance and not the function. But traditional terms may very well have crept into
Panini’s system and may represent an inherited semantic value, as does the secondary
nipata, which, however, turns out to have a clear, formal restriction through references to
cddi in ganapdtha (1,4,57). It is obvious that Panini gives no important clues in this
matter; the reflections in Nirukta are more productive. The most original ideas about the
particles are, of course, hidden in the term rnipdta, but the etymology of any inherited
grammatical term is rather a delicate matter. The connections of the word nipdta have

mostly caused it to be interpreted as something that “drops in” to the speech as a ready-
made word (cf. Renou, 1942 (1), pp. 174 f. and 1942 (3), pp. 82 f., on nipdta and the
method of nipdtana). Another interpretation on a more theoretical level, compatible with
the first one, would be that a ripafa “drops out” of the system of speech and is thus
something accidentally employed. It is not quite as natural to impose such a notion on the
word that it has to be described as causative—a possibility which cannot be ruled out {cf.
Wackernagel & Debrunner, 1954, pp. 63 f.)—and interpreted as something which “causes
some other thing to drop out” of the speech.

Ancient and Indian grammars witness to the possibility of a syntactic approach
to the particles but treat them mainly semantically as do also the western gram-
marians for the most part. Not until we consider Hittite (and other Anatolian
languages) does it seem possible to transfer the same features and facts of the
language from a semantic to a syntactic interpretation—and this may be linked
with the syntax of the text, in which “connection” is a main subject of concern
(Dressler, 1971, pp. 17 ff.)—rather than with the syntax of sentences.

In a substantial study, which proceeds from Old Irish and includes com-
parisons with Hittite and other IE languages, Watkins (1963) described the issue
of sentence connections in the early stages of IE; he calls the particles “sentence
connectives”. There were reasons for touching on this subject already in discuss-
ing demonstrative pronouns (cf. above, pp. 82 f.;the issue of sentence connection
is pertinent also to the discussion of relative constructions; cf. above, p. 56), and it
seems fairly clear that many particles and pronouns have a common anaphoric
origin in the function of connecting sentences. As regards Sanskrit, his study per-
tains to sa/ta-, ya-, as well as to ca, nu, 4, and other particles. The same line of
thought is pursued by Bader (1973), and in her investigation the general syntactic
function of the particles is hinted at by the term “particules de phrase” (p. 30, cf.
also footnote 7). The approach in her discussion is that she has found reasons for
treating together a stock of small words in the IE languages, traditionally
classified as conjunctions, adverbs, and emphatic words (ibid., pp. 30 f.}. The dis-
cussion thus reveals the very great importance of the particles at some early stage
in the development of IE languages. In their varied appearances they seem to play
certain necessary roles in the syntax, above all, roles that in later IE languages are
expressed by syntactically more sophisticated means, belonging to the hier-
archical ordering of the language and a developed hyoptax (cf. Dressler, 1970, pp.
386 f.; cf. also Haudry, 1973) but also by less sophisticated means, such as deictic
or adverbial devices (cf. Bader, 1973, p. 68). One intermediate stage is represented
by Sanskrit and Old Greek.'®®

It is in this framework—the basic anaphoric or connective origin of particles
and pronouns—that the specific use of any individual particle, its “fonction ar-

'*! The discussion of the stage of development of the Anatolian languages in respect of particies
has been very variable (cf. Josephson, 1972, pp. 1-20).



ticulaire” (Bader, 1973, p. 64), and its modifying effect on the linguistic message
starts to be of interest. The particles seem to begin by being tools of the syntax of
the text; for example, in the Anatolian languages the manifold particles have
“textsyntaktische value for lack of certain syntactic means (Dressler, 1970, p.
386). The particles may develop in various ways (Bader, 1973, p. 68), but they
seem to become gradually referable to the syntax of the sentence.'®! This transfer
of the function of particles to the syntax is accomplished when a particle becomes
obligatory with a certain syntactic structure. In approaching Sanskrit, however, it
still seems necessary to remember the connective (anaphoric) value. It would thus
be possible to treat the particles in Sanskrit primarily as a matter of the syntax of
the text (“supra-syntax™).’®? This leads us to observe the transition between
sentences (or assertions) and once again to apply the method of T/C in the sector
of nominal sentences with particles. Of course, the modalities of the message are
closely connected and thus the meaning of the individual particles in the actual
stage has to be considered too. However, it will be necessary to postpone the dis-
cussion of the question whether we can finally assign any precise sentence-
syntactic function to any individual particle in Sanskrit,

3.4.2 Particles in Sanskrit. As we saw above, it is difficult to decide upon the ex-
act syntactic function of the Sanskrit particles; should they be assigned to the
sphere of syntax (of the sentence) or of “supra-syntax” (i.e. syntax of the text)? If
it is accepted that the value of particles proceeds from suprasyntax to syntax in
the development of a language, Sanskrit probably represents some transitory
stage. A possible evidence of this would be the actual impossibility, on the one
hand, of including all the usages of the Sanskrit particles under one single head on
one unequivocal level and, on the other, of drawing an exact line between different
usages and levels. Another evidence is probably provided by the general confusion
as to whether syntactic or semantic categories are applicable in the description of

the particles. Semantic categories are, of course, more natural in describing :

suprasyntactic relations; the only current re-interpretation of the suprasyntactic
issue of connection in syntactic categories has been made in terms of “conjunc-
tion”, which is not satisfactory for the particles in Sanskrit.

The indecisive stage of Sanskrit in the development of particles is revealed in

the efforts made to define them. Speijer (1886) starts his exhaustive and infor-

mative survey of the particles in Sanskrit with this statement (p. 310): “As to the

! For example, some Anatolian particles have been assigned a pronounced sentence-syntactic
value by some authors (cf., for example, Josephson, 1972).

M2 Cf. Dressler, 1970, p. 386, “iibersatzméssig”. On p. 387, he also maintains the necessity to
interpret the precise kind of connection in the syntax of the text: “bidirektionell”/*“unidirektioneli”

3

“anapharisch”/*kataphorisch”. However, such distinctions can be drawn only if semantic entities -

are actually present; in the semantic analysis, presuppositions and zero representations have to be
allowed.

employment of the particles, they serve different purposes, but they may be
brought under two general heads: modality and connection. When modal, they are
expressive of emphasis, negation, interrogation, exclamation and the like, when
connective they are wanted to connect either whole sentences or parts of them.
The distinction between these two classes of particles is, however, not an essential
one. The same word may be sometimes a modal, sometimes a connective.” In his
more rigid treatment of the subject in 1896 (p. 69), Speyer reformulates the value
of “connection™ as “wirksames Mittel zum Verstindnis des logischen Zusam-
menhanges der Satzteile oder Sétze”, and the value of “modality” as “stilistische
Zwecke”. Also Delbriick (1888, pp. 471—540) has difficulty in finding relevant
distinctions by which to classify the particles; he evades the problem by observing
their place in the sentence instead of their function in relation to the sentence.
Ickler (1973, pp. 22 ff.) is a recent pupil of Delbriick. She has, however, on the
basis of the semantic property of “emphasis™ assigned to a number of particles,
hinted at another suprasyntactic issue than “connection”, i.e. the accent. Yet she
takes into account only the accent of the sentence and not that of the
whole narrative, the text. Of course, it will be necessary, in recording both the
genesis and the functions of the particles, to observe whether they bear an accent
or not; it seems that some of the most plainly connective particles (ca, vd, u, ha,
and also iva) have no accent, unlike those which also have some loaded, special
significance (/sma and svid, having no accent either, seem to deserve special atten-
tion).

Hartman (1966) gets caught between syntax and semantic properties: he
assumes a semantic effect of the particle upon the preceding word and then tries to
translate this into syntactic terms by registering the class of words to which the
word before the particle belongs. By this procedure, all the suprasyntactic value of
the particle almost completely disappears in the classification; it only appears oc-
casionally in the discussions or translations he gives of individual particles.

The approach to the Sanskrit particles via the issue of “connection” has been

more rewarding. Speijer (1886) returns to the particles in his chapter entitled “On

the connection of sentences” (pp. 336 ff.). As means of connection, he discusses
demonstrative pronouns, asyndeton and particles. He finds different logical
categories in the case of particles but does not adduce all the particles there are.

~ Besides this discussion and another observation on the supplementary character

of initial sa and particles in Speyer (1896, p. 82), the most satisfactory and in-
tegrated account of the particles there is, is the one given by Renou (1961, pp. 514
ff.), who finds it natural to include the syntax of the text in the general syntax. He
treats the issue of “coordination” under the heading of “La phrase” and by in-
cluding also the logical relations in a text, he finds a place for most particles in the

- range of connection. Even the pronouns and the anaphoric basis they have in

common with the particles are not forgotten in the introduction to the section en-
titled “Coordination” (p. 514): “Le lien entre propositions ou éléments de proposi-



tion situes sur le méme plan n’est pas noté de fagon stricte; souvent ’anaphorique
suffit 2 marquer la jonction; souvent aussi apparait une particule.” He proves that
it is possible to make the vague, arbitrary notion of “emphatic words” into a ques-
tion of the syntax of the text and, just as the connective force is present in particles
that are “copulatives”, “disjonctives”, “adversatives”, “conclusives” and “com-
paratives”, it is also present in particles that are “assertatives et restrictives” (the
latter term was first used by Speijer in 1886, p. 313).

The discussion thus passes over to the general function of the particles as con-
nectives and this may, of course, be based upon logical notions. It must, however,
be remembered that every representation of a particle is also a contextual use.
This should be the course in approaching the particles, and “a large variety of
contextual uses” does not preclude a “fundamental unity of its so-called senses”
(Gonda, 1968, p. 196). It is also quite obvious with regard to the particles “that a
variety of so-called different senses of a word in an ancient language is nothing
else but a translational difficulty in disguise or the tacit admission of the fact that
English, Dutch or German vocabularies do not contain a word which may under
all circumstances be used to ‘translate’ a Greek or Sanskrit term” (ibid., p. 184).

The following assumptions may be made. (a) With regard to the particles the
issue of connection must be observed (the “coordination” of Renou) or, in other
words, the text as it goes forward. (b) The general sense of any particle may be
identified, but its individual meaning within the sentence is a secondary matter, as
regards the grammar of particles. All the particles in my material deserve to be
observed on these lines, but in this investigation I have to concentrate upon the
particles which are strikingly frequent in the nominal sentences.

3.4.3 eva,vaiand vava in the old Upanisads.

There may perhaps be some semantic reasons for an etymological bringing together of #,
uta/tu/mi/su.'® 1f this is possible, the task of sorting them out is probably far more
delicate. There is a considerable frequency of 4 and va elements in the particles, on the
whole, in Sanskrit, but it is far too difficult to prove that the compass of an inherited u ex-
tends to include also other particles than those just mentioned, such as i-va, e-va {e-vam),
vai, vd and vdva; the vague possibility may be merely mentioned here in selecting the par-
ticles eva, vai and vgva, which contain va-elements, for a closer study.

The particles eva, vai and vdva are of most interest in the study of nominal
sentences, as we see from such straight examples as BAU 1,3,23 vdg eva githd,
BAU 3,2,2 prdno vai grahah and ChU 4,3,1 vdyur viva samvargo. They cannot,
of course, be quite disconnected from the great majority of particles,'®’ and in the
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On the lines of the suggestion made by Liebert (1951, p. 87) about the syntactic pertinence of
tu and su, “temporale Deixis”, perhaps the semantic pertinence of an ¥ or u-containing particle as
presenting a well known fact, valid for the present moment, may be suggested.

'¢d yaska includes none of them in the discussion of nipdias in Nir 1,4 ff, eva and vai, but not
vdva, are in ganapdtha. vdva is mentioned together with vai in Pan 8,1,64; cf. on this sitra below,
footnote 173.

following discussicn they will not be excluded from the assumption about a basic
connective function of all particles in Sanskrit. It is, however, their individual
behaviour that will be especially carefully observed here, mainly in nominal
sentences in general and individually.

(@) eva. Throughout the grammatical and interpretational literature, eva is
called “emphasizing”. Such an unanimous observation must be assumed to have
its reasons, but, on the other hand, the formulation in terms of emphasis is far too
vague to be linguistically satisfactory. A general discussion of some alternative
concepts on clearly settled levels would perhaps be illuminating. To start with the
aspect of communication, eva seems in the individual message to give prominence
to some part of a notion or assertion, more or less in the form of a presentation.
On the logical level it seems to have some distinguishing effect, to which I suggest
that we should assign the term “restriction”, which also occurs in the Indian
grammatical tradition as avadhdrana (Pan 8,1,62; cf. Renou 1942 (1), p. 65, s.v.
avadhdrana “La particule eva est chez tous les commentateurs depuis M.
avadhdrandrtha™). “Restrictive” has also been used with reference to eva by
Speijer (1886, p. 313) and Renou (1961, p. 519).

The formal characteristic of eva, commonly observed, is its position after the
word it is supposed to emphasize. It has also been said that it may follow any
word in the sentence. Ickler (1973), however, has clearly shown that “In Bezug
auf die ChU lisst sich dann feststellen, dass eva sehr oft die erste Stelle des Satzes
unterstreicht, also mit vai konkurriert” {p. 26). This observation could perhaps
have been extended by another observation, which would have effaced the
“Ausnahmen” of Ickler (p. 29), namely, that this “Stelle” is not only a word but
may be a group of words (BAU 1,3,25 tasya vai svara eva svam), a clause or sub-
ordinate group (BAU 1,2,7 tam anavarudhyaivimanyata) or even a sentence unit
(BAU 14,3 tasmdd ayam akdsah stripd piryata eva tdm samabhavat tato
manusyd ajdyanta). In spite of the impression which eva makes as an emphasizer,
it also has some of the general value of connection'® adhering to all particles, as it
is nested with the periodizing of the text. Such a periodizing comes out clearly in a
passage like BAU 4,3,15 sa vd esa etasmin samprasdde ratvd caritvd drstvaiva
punyam ca pdpam ca I punah pratinydyam pratiyony ddravati svapndyaiva.

The positional nature of eva described here seems to bear witness to some kind of
enclitic origin, in spite of its long vowel and accent. As regards the [E connections of the
initial i/e-vowel of the particle, I just wish to mention that a concept-marker i, generally
considered to be the pronominal /, may appear as enclitic and also prolonged and stressed
(cf. Frisk, 195472, s.v. -1). In Sanskrit, a possible formal relation to iva may be suggested

(cf. Przyluski, 1932--34); such a formal association would, however, be uninteresting if it
were not also for some possible functional and semantic associations. The idea worth

'** Vedic evd may even occur “comme particule déictique initiale de strophe ‘ainsi’ (visant a ce
qui suit ou a ce qui précéde)” (Renou, 19525, p. 375).



looking further into is that iva is formally bound to adjectives and verbs (and very rarely to
substantives), in the same way as eva is bound to substantives; they both seem to select the
concept to which they are bound with some kind of emphasis. Formally, eva looks like a
variant of iva extended by the change of vowel and by the addition of an accent. If these
readings are right, there seems to be a minute, logical difference between iva and eva in, for
example ChU 5,1,7 yasmin va utkrdnte sariram papisthataram iva drsyeta sa vah srestha
iti and BAU 1,4,17 sa ydvad apy etesiam ekaikam na prapnoty akrisna eva tdvan
manyate. There may also be orthographic confusion like ChU 8,10,2 ghnanti tv evainam
[corrected by most editors to iva} vicchadayantivdpriyavetieva bhavaty api roditiva. The
difference, on the other hand, as it turns out, may semantically have a logical basis. iva
seems to be connected with (restrict) the actual “concrete” concept (“something that
is...”), and eva seems to restrict in a more general way the concept as generic (““anything
that is. . .”). If a logical significance of this sort could be observed in an extensive material,
it might be compared with the suggestion made above about the initial e- in eta- (pp. 84 f.),
as a kind of totalizing, generalizing marker, a lexical subsitute for a marker of logical class.

Another application of the original meaning of restriction in eva may be seen in the

choice in the Iranian languages of the related aiva for the stressed numeral “one”, “one

only” (cf. also Homeric ofog, “alone”). What could in fact be more restricted than an item
counted as one?

The use of eva to indicate a restriction, even referring to a generic locus, finds
support in the Vedic language. Just as eva may be “emphatic”, i.e. just localizing a
concept, it is also claimed that it may occur in an adverbial sense, i.e. it may
localize the general fact expressed in the sentence (Speyer, 1896, p. 70, even
assumes an original, adverbial value of eva, which becomes “partikelartig™). This
double use of eva is combined with the fact that there is one single occurrence of
evam in RV'® to show that these two applications were not kept apart by the
demands of the syntax until later. The problem has to be related to the question of
how to structurally interpret -m (cf. Pryzyluski, 1932—34 and 1934—36, “du
genre impersonel”). Even though evam is derived from eva and was mixed up with
it by orthographic obscurities, they came to stand out clearly as distinct from each
other on the logical level because of their different grammatical applications.
There are no doubts in interpreting, for example ChU 1,4,4 yada rcam apnoty om
ity evdtisvaraty evam samaivam yajur. The adverb evam gives a sense of logical
restriction that produces a summary statement in the text, ChU 4,1,2 tad dhaivam
hamso hamsam abhyuvdda; as an adverb, it may even function independently as a
condensed assertion, ChU 5,1,8 evam iti pravivesa ha vdk. eva, on the other hand,
turns out to be merely restrictive and, as such, it occurs only in dependence on
another word, for example BAU 4,1,1 ubhayam eva samrdd iti hovdca. A cor-
relative use is possible for both of them (Renou, 1961, p. 528), but evam in its in-
dependent function is the only true-correlative word of the two (especially with

166 In Brahmanic prose, eva still predominates. evam is certainly frequent in the Upanisads, but
there are, in fact, few cases of common use, since it appears for the most part together with the verb
Vvid.

vathd, BAU 1,5,20 yathaisd devataivam sa). eva may repeat the restriction of the
relative clause also in the principal clause (ChU 3,2,1 atha ye ’sya daksing
rasmayas td evasya daksind madhunddyo), but, in fact, eva occurs to signal the
restriction in either (BAU 1,2,5 sa yad yad evdsrjata tat tad attum adhriyata) or
in both (BAU 5,14,4 sa yam evamum savitrim anvahaisaiva sq) members of the
relative construction.'®” Both eva and evam did in fact keep their grammatical and
logical, semantic positions throughout the development of Sanskrit without
becoming mixed up.

The fact that eva keeps its position and is even apprehended as a word used in-
stead of restrictive conjunctions'®® indicates that eva really satisfies a necessary
and permanent requirement in the language (cf., for example its elucidating effect
in the otherwise laconic Panini sitras). A restriction that corresponds to a gram-
matical paraphrase may perhaps be of the same order as the definite article in
languages possessing definite articles, and also in this respect its use as a vague in-
dicator of logical class is natural. Such a kind of “article” would be apt to substan-
tivize not only adjectives and adverbs but also finite verbs or participles or even
“absolutives”. By this, I do not mean that eva is an “article”; whether eva is one of
the not quite grammaticalized means which Sanskrit has of compensating the lack
of articles also remains to be seen by examining a vast material; the suggestion
can only be tried on a small scale here.

As regards the informational value of a sentence, the restriction by eva brings about a
presentation of the concept. In terms of translation, the lack of a general particle of this
kind in modern languages brings about variations in which mostly different topicalizing
possibilities of sub-order may be used. If eva is joined to a word or a phrase, the outcome
of the translation differs in the following ways.'*® An entity—noun or pronoun—has to be
pointed out by special lexemes, such as “indeed”, “just” (ChU 7,10,1 dpa evemd nuirid
yeyam prthivi. . ., Hume: “It is just Water solidified that is this earth ...”; BAU 1,2,1 tad
evarkasydrkatvam, Hume: “This, indeed, is the arka-nature of what pertains to
brightness”) or even by sentence-like extensions, such as “c’est . .. que” etc. (BAU 1,1,2
samudra evasya bandhuh samudro yonih, Senart: “C’est de I'océan qu’il nait, 'océan est
sa matrice”; ChU 7,111 teja eva rar pirvam darsayitvithdpah srjate, Bohtlingk: “Die
Glut ist es, die dieses zuerst anzeigt und hierauf das Wasser erschafft”, Morgenroth: “Die
Glut gerade zeigt das vorher an. . .”). Used together with an adjective expressing “proper-
ty”, it is often translated by “only” (BAU 4,4,5 kdmamaya evdyam purusa iti, Hume: A
person is made [not of acts, but] of desiresaonly”, Deussen: “Der Mensch ist ganz und gar
gebildet aus Begierde™; ChU 4,16,3 anyatdram eva vartanim samskaroti hiyate ‘nyatard,

197 Strikingly enough, eva occurs frequently in anteposed (restrictive) but not in postposed (non-

restrictive) relative clauses (cf. above, 3.2), as far as I can see from my material. Confirmation of
this from an extensive material would constitute good support for assigning the notion of “restric-
tion” to eva.
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' The meaning “only”, “even”, is more widespread in translations of later texts, Renou (1961,

p. 519) sees a development “En cl. se développe fortement une nuance restrictive ‘seulement’ .

' For the description of this matter, i.c. the translational deviations regarding this special parti-

cle eva, the otherwise inadequate method of recording the particles according to the parts of speech
which occur before them, used by Hartman (1966), seems to be to a certain extent justified.





