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1 Introduction

CoMPLETENESSandeECONOMY are rightly considered the two main goals of Pigsmgrammar. But, within
the constraints imposed by these two dominant principles gtammar is also in many respects designed
to maximizeUSER-FRIENDLINESS Its reputation of being impenetrable is quite undeser@fcourse it

is a very complex work, but the complications are those ofdhguage itself and of the brevity with which
the analysis is presented. Examples of user-friendlinedside the systematicity and consistency of the
sanjfia system (Kiparsky 1979, Ch. € Seaghdha 2004) and the avoidance of vacuous overgematicii
(thesPECIFICITY property demonstrated for the phonologipahtyaharasin Kiparsky 1991).

In this paper | shall argue for another user-friendly featwuniBILITY . By this | mean that P am
avoids silent elements in rules. It could be also called thiedt you hear is what you get” (WYHIWYG)
property. The apparent exceptions to audibility will beusd to be later reinterpretations.

The Mah abhwas bears witness to a transitional period when grammariansnzied to debate revisions
to the Ag adhy ay I but were increasingly reluctant to execute tethis time, grammarians increasingly
resorted to an interesting intermediate strategg OYERT REVISION Or REPARSING It amounts to re-
construing the wording of the text without changing the waig pronounced, or, usually, even the way it
is written. Relatively few reparsings, and none of the or@ssitlered here, are inadvertent side effects of
oral transmission. For a work that was traditionally hande@n without breaks between words, and even
recited with the rules themselves run together, theaflgy ay 1 was transmitted with remarkable fidelity.
Most reparsings are carefully considered and often extsemgenious refinements of the grammar, which
allow Patafijali to propose reformulations of rules eveiiewtrediting P ani with them (kriyate nyasa eva)
and claiming to be merely interpreting him.

A common type of reparsing is splitting a rule into twa@aviblaga, one of Patafjali’s favorite solu-
tions to interpretive quandaries). Sometimes the comstitgtructure of an expression in a rule is reana-
lyzed? Less often, it is proposed to redraw the boundary betwees rul

Another type of reparsing exploits sandhi rules to read t@ainds into the text in positions where they
cannot be pronounced, usually either vowel contradjwaslisanirdesa)or consonant deletion (degemina-
tion). Cases of the latter type are the focus of this article.

The posited inaudible consonants have two main functiomsneSare diacritic marker&@nubandhas)
which are read into certain morphemes in order to give thend#sired grammatical behavior. Such cases
include the marke@ that is read inteksnuin 3.2.139,kniti in 1.1.5, andkiti in 7.2.11, and the marke

1An example of erroneous transmission would be the ruled Zk8mo 'd , 13va ha ca cchandasiif | am right that they have
been reparsed from original X#mo 'd va, 13ha ca cchandasiKiparsky 1979:66, Joshi and Bhate 1984:245).

2E.g. in 1.1.58 Patafijali proposes to reconstrae-yalopadeletion of-ya before-vara either as aware-'yalopa‘deletion of
a and of-yabefore-vara or asvare, yalopddeletion of-yaand deletion beforevara.



that is read intaat in 7.1.15. Others are actual phonemes which allow the ruléseogrammar to work
properly in derivations. Examples are the additional ahitiread intochvohin 6.4.19, and the initiay read
into suffixes such ascuiicuPand-canaPin 5.2.26.

These readings are not mentioned by K'aty ayana, but theypéan accepted as authentic by the tradi-
tion since Patafjali. Scholars who approachif &om a historical/philological or linguistic point ofiew
tend to regard them as commentator’s artifices (Kielhorn718htlingk 1887, Scharfe 1989, Kiparsky
1991, Joshi and Roodbergen 2002). Cardona 1988 objectédistoi¢w, and in the preface to the 1997
edition of his work he responds to his critics and reaffirmes plosition that these readings are correct re-
constructions of P am’s intentions. | shall review the evidence, and conclukat it clearly contradicts
Cardona, and shows that all these readings are the resepafsings by later grammarians.

Let us begin with rule (1) 6.4.19.

(1) 6.4.19chvohsud anunasike ca B
‘Before endings with the marked€ and N beginning with obstruents and nasalsh and -v are
replaced by§anduTH, respectively.

Patafjali proposes to readhvah(i.e. t-chvol) for chvoh The purpose is to get (1) to interact correctly with
rule (2) in the derivation oprasna‘question’.

(2) 6.1.73che ca'The augmentUK is inserted after a short vowel befarkin close contact.’

The correct output requires that (1) should take effectigef@). From Patafijali’s point of view, this is
a problem. According to thantarangaparibh as, internally conditione@antaranga) rules have priority
over externally conditione(bahiranga) rules, or, in another formulation, externally conditiomedes are
asiddha‘not effected’ with respect to internally conditioned rsieEither version requires the incorrect
derivation in (3):

(3) prach-nadl 3.3.90 (see (25) below)
prach-na (9), (11) (see below)
pras-na (1) 6.4.18hvoh sud anunasike ca(bahiranga)
*prats-na (2) 6.1.78he ca(internally conditioned, so should apply first by #etaranga-paribh ag)

Patafjali proposes to reconcile the rules of the grammér thie antaranga-paribh as by rephrasing rule
(1) ascchvoh . ., wherecchis the pronunciation aich. Rewritten in this fashion, it replaces the entiteh-
sequence resulting from (2), and the correct form is derexgh if theantaranga-paribh as is allowed to
dictate the order of rule application:

(4) prach-na
pratch-na (2) 6.1.78he ca(antaranga)
pras-na (1) 6.4.19 (reformulated versi@ehvohsud anunasike ca(bahiranga)

Now theantarangarule feeds thdahirangarule.

In earlier work (Kiparsky 1982, Joshi and Roodbergen 198ghiJand Kiparsky MS) we have argued
that theantaranga-paribh as as traditionally formulated is not operative within voira P aimi’s grammar.

3There is a queston whether the condition that the suffix heeerarkerK or N extends to the suffixes with nasals. See Joshi
and Roodbergen 2002:55-57, who point out thatifi emust have intended that it does, because his formulai@?2.36 would be
pointless otherwise.



We showed that there is much evidence against it, and norie“oRather, the main “traffic rule” of the
grammar is theiddhaprinciple, which, simply put, maximizes rule interactiofhe siddhaprinciple sub-
sumes, among other things, a generalized form of the tomdithitya-principle. In the derivation at issue,
thesiddhaprinciple predicts the correct form. Starting from theggtprach-na the derivation continues:

(5) prach-na
pras-na (1) 6.4.18hvoh sud anunasike ca(takes effect first because it bleeds (2))
e (2) 6.1.73che ca((1) is siddhanow)

If the original text of the Asadhyay | hashvoh.., and the readingchvoh.. is due to Patafijali, as
Bohtlingk concludes in his edition of Pian this supports the conclusion that fhadetermined the inter-
action of word-internal processes by tiddhaprinciple, and not by thantaranga-paribtasa, as Patafjali
did.

Cardona returned to the question in the second edition oIk (1997:xv) and defended the reading
with the extrat (cchvol), but gave no arguments for it. He gave some non-argumenigvar, based on
two other rules, (6) 7.4.11 and (7) 3.1.36.

(6) 7.4.11rcchaty rtam B
‘Gura replacement applies in the perfectli(®) to rcch r, and roots irr.’

(7) 3.1.36ijades ca gurumato ‘nrcchah
‘The suffix-amis added in the perfect (38i) after heavy roots that begin with a vowel other ttzan
(iC), except forrcch’

How might these rules provide evidence for the readiciyvohin (1) 6.4.19? Do they presuppose or require
that reading somehow? Or is there some otherwise unnegessaplication in their formulation that serves
as a clue to reveal it? Cardona does not attempt to show ahytising. Here is Cardona’s argument in full
(internal cross-references omitted):

Now consider the formulation ok 3.1.36. The rule explicitly excludes the verth. If,
then, P ani did not state ..anrcchah rch would be eligible to to receive the affiam After
the L-affix of rch-I (lit) is replaced by the endingal and before doubling, two operations are
possible:tuk is added or gua substitution applies k& 7.3.86. If the augment is addecth-a
— rtch-g), replacement cannot apply, since the penult of the basawswot a light vowel; and
if guna substitution takes effeatgh-a— arch-g), the augment cannot be added, becaulsis
now not preceded by a vowel, since the gwmowela which replaces is automatically followed
by r. Thus both possible operations are anitya, so that theiplinahereby a nitya operation
takes precedence over one that is anitya cannot decide twaltisbe done. On the other hand,
if an internally conditioned operation takes precedenas owe that is externally conditioned,
a decision is possible: I{rch)-l) or ((rch)-a), doubling of the base would be conditioned by
the affix, but addition of the augmetutk is internally conditioned, bgh occurring after a light
vowel. This operation thus takes precedence. Accordifg@ini has to make special provision
for gura replacement to allow deriving forms lilearccha 7.4.11. One could claim that the
rule is needed for forms likanarcchatuhin any case. This does not, however, get around that
fact that P @ni has to make a special provision to kegpn from being introduced. For, if

“Its valid core is that word-internal operations have ptjoover operations that cross word boundaries.



3.1.36 were simplyjade$ ca gurumatafthis rule would allow-amto follow rtch. Hence, the
rule is formulated wittanrcchah It would seem, then, that in this case Pg@as are not up to
any strange trickery imputing anything to Fr@mvhich is not to be inferred from what he says.
(1997:xv-xvi).

There is literally no argument here. Clearly rules (6) andw@rk just as well if (1) 6.4.19 is read simply
with chvoh And both rules are justified as they stand even if (1) 6.4s1@ad simply withchvoh Rule
(6) is required because (as Cardona himself notes) the wtamEntions, includingcchati undergogura
substitution beforeall perfect endings, not just before the singular endings asuslly the case. And
rule (7) is obviously required as well, and the explicit &swbn of the rootchin it (anrcchal is justified
because it settles a conflict between two rules applicabletiea the substitution ofjura for the light
penult by (16), and the insertion of the augmehy (2) 6.1.73che ca which as Cardona himself notes, it
is not adjudicated by theitya-principle (or by thesiddhaprinciple for that matter). These rules, therefore,
provide no support for the reparsing of (1).

Cardona also reiterates that the readisfvohin (1) 6.4.19 is required if thentarangaparibh as is
assumed. But this is an argumegainstthe reading, not for it. You can’t support dubious claims by
showing that they follow from, or entail, other equally doé claims. On the contrary, that makes them
weaker still. Our refutation of thentaranga-paribh as eliminates the only shred of evidence for the suspect
readingcchvoh This is, in fact, of the many welcome results of abandonh@gantaranga-paribh as.

For some reason, Cardona devotes most of his discussioas# thevices to arguing that, under certain
assumptions about how the grammar works, they are neededk® derivations work. Of course they are!
As far as | know nobody has ever claimed that the commentatdespretive artifices are without purpose.
Grammarians did not add geminates to rules and redivide jhetnio amuse themselves. The changes they
made were necessary from their point of view: otherwise theyld have kept the grammar as haleft
it. Not only are the proposals carefully thought throughngnaf them are stunningly clever. But to attribute
them to P ani himself on these grounds would be to miss the point coteple The reason for believing
that they are later workarounds is not that they are pomtbesnept — they are not — but that they are
post-P anian in style and technique, and uncharacteristicallycabs and ambiguous. Whoever introduced
the reparsing in preference to a more authenticallyirfaamtreatment must have done so because they were
reluctant to change the existing text. They faced the taskwécting a residue of minor technical problems
that were found after Piaiis wording had already become canonical, so that an ggjate reformulation
of the rules was out of the question.

As background to my discussion of the two “ghost markers'view in the next section some of the
basics of P ami’'s marker system. Readers familiar with the topic mayhatis skip it and proceed directly
to section 3.

2 The main features of markers

Markers are attached to morphemes to encode their unpabtiicgrammatical properties, and sometimes
just to distinguish between homonymous morphemes or tavallasses to be formed by thwatyahara
technique. They are deleted in actual pronunciation andhair@art of the phonological representation at
any stage in the grammatical derivation. By cleverly expigithe phonotactic restrictions of Sanskrit they
have been chosen in such a way that potential confusion edthphonemes is kept to a minimum. In fact,
the inventory and distribution of markers is based on anratewanalysis of Sanskrit morpheme structure,
an aspect of the language that Pérules do not explicitly cover.

Nazalization of vowels is a strictly allophonic feature resal vowels are available as markers:
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(8) 1.3.2upadese 'c anurasika it
‘A nasal vowel in the lexical (input) representation is a ke

(The nasalization is however not written or recited nowajlajRoots that end in consonants are converted
into vocalic stems by adding a nasal vowel, and affixes ugeaidl in vowels, except that some inflectional
endings end in coronals and-im.> With these limitations, accurately reflected in (9b), finahsonants are
designated as markers by (9a):

(9) a. 1.3.2hal antyam
‘A final consonant in the lexical representation is a marker.

b. 1.3.4na vibhaktau tusmah
‘At the end of inflectional endings, dental stogsandm are not markers.’

In initial position, the markers are (a)-, tu-, du-, (b) s, (c) palatal and retroflex stops in suffixes, andl(d)
§, and velars in (nonaddhitgd suffixes.

(10) a. 1.3.4adir Aitudavah (1.3.2 it)
‘Initial fi-, tu-, and di- are markers.’
b. 1.3.6sah pratyayasya
sat the beginning of a suffix is a marker.’

c. 1.3.7cutu
‘A palatal or retroflex stop at the beginning of a suffix is a keau

d. 1.3.8lasakv ataddhite
l, §, and a velar stop at the beginning of a rtaddhitasuffix is a marker.’

Here again the marker system exploits gaps in the distabuif phonemes.

Markers are deleted by (11) 1.3.9, although their gramrabgiffects remain in force.

(11) 1.3.9tasya lopah
‘It is deleted.’

In addition, the three accents are used on verb roots to rhaikuse of the middle voice. (Like nasality,
accents are not ordinarily pronounced in citing forms, batkmow where the accents are supposed to be.)
The use of accents as markers is possible because, iim’®@malysis, root accent is not distinctive in lexical
representations, though roots can get accented by rulendigly on the suffixes with which they combine.

The need to avoid confusion with real phonemes greatly esitite number of available markers. In
addition, the use of the aspirate consondfiisgh, ch, jh, thdh, phas markers is in certain contexts pre-
empted by their function in those contexts as abbreviationa number of common longer suffixes, which
are substituted for them at the beginning of the derivatidfthin the limits of these restrictions, almost
all available sounds have been pressed into service as mearkkany do double or multiple duty, being
assigned different functions in different contexts. Thegae fairly general grammatical properties of
morphemes, so that they achieve the maximum simplificatfdheosystem. No marker is introduced for
the sake of a single morpheme. Their primary function is fiwa morphological generalizations, as when
several morphemes have the same special behavior, or tleeraage of special behaviors.

SA few others, such asn, are given an extra nasal vowel at the end in order to prateit final consonant from becoming a
marker by (9a).



The markers that encode the shared morphological featfitbe tense/mood categories illustrate how
the markers express generalizations about classes of srogsh The fact that future tense and the condi-
tional mood have the same stem-marking morphesyais captured by assigning them the narti€g and
IRN, and letting the introduction oByabe conditioned by the markeR- that they uniquely share. (Here
and below | capitalize markers in citing morphemes). The tiaat the conditional mootkN also shares
morphological properties with optative mood, imperfectsi, and aorist tense (for example, the so-called
secondary endings) is captured by assigning these thectegpeamesdl N, IAN, andlUN and letting the
rules responsible for their shared morphology be triggbesethe markerN that all four categories uniquely
share (rules 3.4.99 ff.). The fact that future te(iBd) also has unique morphological properties in common
with the present, the perfect, the remote future, the sulipe and the imperative, is captured by assign-
ing these the respective naméd, IIT, LUT, IET, IOT, and letting the rules responsible for their shared
morphology be triggered by the markdrthat all six of them share (rules 3.4.79).

Markers such a¥, N, andP encode a considerable range of special behaviors sharethdses of
morphemes. Suffixes witk and trigger a number of stem changes (this is an entirelgreifft function of
N than the tense-classifying function outlined in the préuoggaargraph). Here are a few important ones;
others will be added as they become relevant in the disqudisat follows.

(12) Vocalization of semivowels, e.gac-Kta— ukta‘said’.

a. 6.1.15vacisvapiyajadinam Kkiti
‘The semivowel of the rootsacetc. is replaced bganprasarana before a suffix marked with
K.

b. 6.1.16grahijy avayivyadhivagivicativr Scatiprchhatibhrjjat inam niti ca
‘The semivowel of the rootgrahi, jya, vayi, vyadhi, véts vicati, vrScati, pichhati, bhijati is
replaced bysanprasarana before a suffix marked witK or N.’

(13) Prenasal vowel lengthening, esgm-Kta— &anta‘calmed'.

6.4.15anunasikasya kvijhaloh kniti
‘The vowel of a base ending in a nasal is lengthened bekvéP and before a suffix which begins
with an obstruent and which is marked wkhor N

(14) Presuffixal vowel lengthening, eg-yaK-te— ciyate'is stacked’ (3Sg.Pass.).

7.2.25akrtsarvadhatukayor dirghah
‘The final vowel of a base is lengthened before a suffix whiatoisakrt or sarvadhatuka and which
begins withy and is marked withK or N ./

Another function of the marker& andN is to block the suffixes that bear them from causgge and
vrddhi strengthening by 7.3.8srvadhatukardhadhayukayoh and following rules, due to the prohibition
(17) 1.1.5.

(15) 7.3.84sarvadhatukardhadhayukayoh
‘Before sarvadhatukaandardhadhatukasuffixes, the last segment of a base is replacedybyg).’

5These markers play a role only in the morphology. They aresnited for handling théunctional affinities among the ten
abstract tense/mood affixes. Instead, these are captuigrdbbying the rules that introduce the affixes under commalings.



(16) 7.3.86pugantalaghupadhasya ca
‘Before sarvadhatuka and ardhadtatuka suffixes, the light penult of a base, or the penult of a base
ending inpUK is replaced byuma.’

(17) 1.1.5kniti ca B
‘Gupra andvrddhi are not substituted (far u, r, I) before an element marked wiky N.’

The markerP is partly antagonistic té& andN. One of its functions is to allow affixes to triggguna and
vrddhi strengthening, by preventing them from getting the mahtexhich blocks that strengthening by
(a7):

(18) 1.2.4sarvadhatukam apit B
‘A sarvadhatukawhich does not have the markeéhas the markeN.’

Another function ofP is to prevent the affix that bears it from getting accented.

(19) 3.1.4anudattau suppitau
‘Case-number endings and endings marked Wi#re unaccented.’

In this way theK—N-P subsystem of markers expresses the generalization th&ewnieg processes like

(12)—(14) and the blocking of (15)—(16) by (17) typicallyppen in unaccented syllables. At the same
time, it does justice to the synchronically morphologizédracter of these stem-changing and accentual
processes, which causes the correlation between them trtied pnd crossed by numerous subregularities.

In addition to the markers’ primary function of generalgiacross classes of morphemes and classes of
processes, they are used to distinguish lookalike morpaemerder to allow them to be identified easily
in rules. For example, the aorist suffixad andCaN have in common the properties triggeredNbysuch
as blocking strengthening, see (17)), @aN has a number of idiosyncrasies which require it to be singled
outin many rules. So that this can be done handily, it has hesigned the markés. The usual function of
this marker is to attract accent to the affix that bears ithieué that function is redundant because (ak§

CaN would get accented anyway by other rules of the system eviehafl noC. So, the redundar@ has
been co-opted to provide a distinctive name for this padicending. Similarly, thért suffixesaN andNa

are individuated just by the placement of the marker. The ¢ase endings pronouncegsare Gen.Sg\as
and Abl.Sg.Nasl, whereN functions to trigger various morphological replacemermcpsses, and Acc.Pl.
Sasand Nom.PlJas where the marker has only an identificatory function. Irt,fads a unique case of

a marker which is not used elsewhere at all; otherwise iflesiory markers are recycled uses of markers
which do more substantial work elsewhere in the system.

Finally, markers are used to form pfatyaharas condensed expressions that represent a continuous
segment of a list by the first item plus the marker that folldleslast. The best-known use @fatyaharas
are the designations of phonological classes formed frmrrfSN?asDiras (Kiparsky 1991, Petersen 2003);
important morphological uses of the same technique arestékentiN (finite person/number ending) and
suP(nominal case/number ending).

P ami takes considerable care to choose and place his mar&ettsat they will be unambiguously
distinct and recognizable (Devasthali 1967, Scharfe ¥ ff:). Markers in word-final position illustrate
this point well. They are selected in such a way that they moll be obscured by final devoicing and
deaspiration and othesandhiprocesses. For example, although any final consonant isededim a marker
(by (9) hal antyam), only one stop from each place of articulation is ever usetthat position, namely the
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stop of the voiceless unaspirated sekesg, { t, p. Stops of the other three series occur as markers only
morpheme-initially. And even there, only those stops aszlwghich do not run the risk of being confused
with real phonemes, namekh, gh, d and only in the types of morphemes where they do not occur in
that position. There is no final marker, presumably becaugenever occurs in word-final position in the
languagg€.

Not only the inventory of markers but also their placememhorphemes is carefully optimized. Conso-
nantal markers are attached to the vocalic edge of a morpligmssible, and unpronounceable clusters are
wholly eschewed (e.g. the markeis attached to the end efa rather than the beginning, since the marker
is pronounceable irtral but not in*-Ltra). When a morpheme has two consonantal markers, one is always
attached at the beginning and the other at the end lyajl, KyaN, Sinac,). Unpronouncable clusters are
eliminated by epentheticor u, with nasalization for the sake of (8) (no longer written comounced), e.g.
dhyamW (5.3.44) Nltha (4.2.116). No morpheme has more than two consonantal nsarker

The same thoughtful approach is seen in the way markers andamed in rules, as the following
example illustrates. Rule 7.1.70 specifies items (other thats) with the markersl andR, and the suffic
-ac. This is done with the expressiamg-id-ag a compound otik-id *having anuK sound as a marker’ and
-ac. The rule indicates the relevant sounds with pinatyahara uK rather than naming them directly with
the compoundi-r-ac, which would be pronouncety-r-id-ac, one syllable shorter but ambiguous.

In a few instances, the grammatical tradition posits “ghosdrkers, unpronounced and unpronounce-
able, contrary to the generalizations just offered. | saale that all of them are later reparsings.

3 The ghost markerG

A much debated rule in the recent literature is (17) 1kh#i ca, which blocks strengthening before suffixes
endowed with the markei§ andN. Rule 1.1.5 is traditionally parsed gsk-n-iti ca, whereg-kn'is reduced
to k-n by the application of three phonological rules (Sharma 18390

(20) gkn-
kkn-  8.4.55khari ca (voicing assimilation)
knn- 8.4.45yaro 'nunasike 'nunasiko va (nasal assimilation)
kn-  8.4.64halo yamam yami lopah (degemination)

The reason for reparsingniti asgkniti has to do with a problem in the derivation of the wattasnu It is
formed with the suffixKsnuby rule 3.2.139:

(21) 3.2.139lajisthas ca ksnuh
‘The rootsbhu, gla, ji, stha take the suffixKsnu’

The suffix-Ksnudoes not triggeguna strengthening by (15) because its marKeactivates the prohibition
(17) 1.1.5kniti ca. Hence we derive the desired forijigu andbhusnu, withoutguna instead ofjesnu and
bhavis.? So far so good. But nosthasnuis a problem. Th& of -Ksnuwill not only block strengthening,
but also trigger an unwanted weakeningsta- to sth- by rule (22) 6.4.66,

’On the other hand;S -§ and-N are tolerated as markers in final position, e.gjhas and jhas (the praty aharasvhich
respectively abbreviate the class of voiced aspirated andpirated stops), and in endings IIK&s, GHaN. These segments don't
occur prepausally but (unlike) they do occur word-finally in sandhi contexts.

8 The reason why form that would be derivedkfsnudid not have the markef is bhavis rather thartbhognu, is because
the suffix would then get the augmearand would not triggegura. Actually, bhavisw is an option in Vedic, but in virtue of the
suffix isnuC which is taken care of by the preceding rule 3.2.138. Thesieaties are not directly relevant here. The main point is
that not onlybhaviswu but alsobh'usu must be derivable, and this requires blockingyofa.
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(22) 6.4.66ghumasthagapajahatisam hali
‘The final segment of the listed rootha, da (= ghu), na...is replaced by before a consonantal
ardhadhatukaending marked withK or N

So, instead obthasnuwe would derive*sthisnu. A clever idea now comes to the rescue, involving the
following moves: (1) posit a markeiG on this suffix, which blocks strengthening just lisand N do,
but unlike them does not trigger weakening by 6.4@j,read the suffixKsnuas-Gsny with devoicing

by 8.4.55khari ca, and(3) construekniti in 1.1.5 asg-k--iti. This correctly derives botkthasnu (no
weakening) angisnu, bhusnu (no strengthening).

Is the change ofKsnuto -Gsnua true reconstruction of Piais intent, as Cardona maintains, oris it a
later workaround, as others believe? | think there is notiprethat it is the latter, because it fits poorly into
P ami's grammatical system and, in a kind of Pinocchio’s noecg, it requires still other changes in the
traditional text.

First, it makes 7.2.11 is inapplicable to the suffix, so timet previously straightforward forihusnu
becomes underivable.

(23) 7.2.118ryukah kiti B
‘The augmentT is not inserted before a suffix with the markeaftersri and roots iru, u, r, and

Rule (23) needs to apply tgnu in order to block it from getting the augmentafterbhu-, but if -snu has the
markerG it can’'t do that. Sdhu-Gsnuwill get the augmeni-, and surface ashavis (fn. 8). Therefore,

to derivebhusnu under the assumption that the suffix@sny it is necessary to reformulate also (23) 7.2.11
Sryukah kiti so that it applies befor& as well as befor&, viz. as*Sryukah gkiti .

The attentive reader may have noticed a technical problegmtive order in which the rules are applied
in (20). To derivekniti from gkniti we have to apply the voicing assimilation rule 8.4l&5orethe nasal
assimilation rule 8.4.45. But that is prohibited by 8.gutvatrasiddham which forces them to apply strictly
in the order listed, without ever going back. As can be seem fthe derivation in (24), this order of rule
application would turn an underlying-k-n-iti into *gniti, a form which is perfectly pronounceable, so it
should show up in the rule. Yet it is wholly without textualpgort.

(24) gkn-
gnn- 8.4.45yaro ‘nunasike ‘nunasiko va
— 8.4.55khari ca
gn-  8.4.64halo yamam yami lopah

Moreover, 8.4.45 and 8.4.64 are both optiofal). Therefore, the grammar predicts two additional
pronunciations¥gnniti ca (derived by choosing not to apply 8.4.64). athkdt niti ca (derived by choosing
not to apply 8.4.45, in which case 8.4.55 must take effect&@dd4 is inapplicable). In a system where
even obligatory rules are sometimes suspended in the mgtedge in order to avoid undesirable ambiguity,
there would be all the more reason to suspepiibnalrules for this purpose. But the-theory implies that,
instead of the three permissible pronunciations of rules] the text perversely chooses one which can't be
derived by the rules of the grammar, and in which the markarasdible to boot. If there is n@ there to
begin with, it is no wonder that none is heard, and all is ireard

Worse, we would actually have to assume thatifl @ias made a special effort to phrase his rule in
such a way that the mark& can be hidden. For, if his intention had been to incl@la (17) kniti ca,
the rule could have been formulated more perspicuouslydtingdl the markers in a different order in the
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rule, either agk- n-giti ca or as*g-n-kiti ca. We would have to suppose that hafor some reason chose,
out of all possible formulations of the rule, precisely thedn which the phonological rules will either
deleteK or make it indistinguishable from one of the other two maskand then rejected all three of these
phonological options in favor of an even worse one whgis deleted, and which violates his own rules.

Not only that, but the putative mark& is not audible inany rule of the grammar. It would be the
only marker which never surfaces at all. Posited in threesr(d1.1.5, 3.2.139, and 7.2.11), it happens to be
deleted in each one — a strange coincidence.

These points are particularly weighty becauseift @not in the habit of making his rules as obscure
as possible. On the contrary, usually he tries to phrase thehe clearest possible way, within the limits
imposed by the economy requirement, of course. The obsamgasummarized in section 2 establish this
for the marker system in particular. The mark&would stand as an exception.

The proposed use of the mark@ifails to conform to P ami’s usual descriptive practice in another way
as well. It would be a unique instance of a marker that has mduced for the sake of a single suffix.
Indeed, it would be a marker that has been introduced fordke ef a singlevord, namelysthasnu This
is completely at odds with the usual style of thet Adhy ay 1. As was discussed in section 2, the function
of P aimi’'s markers is not to deal with exceptions but to expressegalizations across classes of elements.
Unique idiosyncrasies are listed as exceptions to rulesh@xtreme cases, cited ready-madeipatana
rules.

| conclude that the putative “ghost markés’departs from P am’s otherwise very lucid marker tech-
nigue both technically and functionally. It is difficult teelieve that he would have set up a construct so
arcane and so out of step with the rest of his grammar for aryose, and least of all for so meager a yield
as deriving the wordthasnu It is much more respectful of the tradition to $8és the result of a reparsing
from a time when the wording of the grammar had become fixed iThuddenly ceases to be a clumsy
anomaly and can be appreciated as a brilliant tour de forcagdaptation of the existing text to deal with a
newly discovered gap in descriptive coverage. Itis an isgve hack, but it is not Pian

3.1 What could have been done

One conceivable way to reclaim Rraan provenance foG for would be to argue thatthasnuis for some
reason such a hard grammatical nut to crack thairfPweasforcedto compromise his usual tidy technique,
or that P ani somehow got stuck and was unable to extricate himselfauit messing up something else in
the grammar. Nothing of this sort is credible. In the firstcplaif if P-ami had noticed the problem with
sthasny he could easily have dealt with it by following his normaltined, and secondly, there are reasons
why he might have overlooked the problem raised by this @agr word.

Here is how the problensould have been dealt with in a style more consistent with the reshe
grammar. Recall that what needs to be done is just to restdadd6ghumasthagapajahatisam hali so that
it does not apply beforeKsnu But exactly this restriction on 6.4.66 is already statethim grammar for
another suffix;LyaP, in rule 6.4.69a lyapi. It would have been a simple matter to extend this prohibitio
to -Ksnu by reformulating 6.4.69 atha ksnulyapoh. Such prohibitions are the Aadhyay I's preferred
method for dealing with individual lexical exceptions. Tiaet that this method was not used &ihasnu
indicates that the overapplication of 6.4.66 to this wordi(g *sthisnu) had not been noticed when the
grammar was originally put together.
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3.2 What happened?

Having excluded the other alternatives we are left with @@mario, which common sense suggests anyway:
that overapplication of (22) 6.4.66 sthasnuwas not addressed until it was too late to change the wording
of the rules as required. We may never be able to tell exactly ihhappened, but we ought to be able to
make it at least plausible that it did, under reasonablenagtans about how the grammar evolved.

Katy ayana and Patafijali ferreted out quite a few such isaacuracies, so we know that such things
did happen. There are obviously no major errors — these coeNgr have escaped notice — but there
are minor slips and lacunae of a characteristic sort. Onedlgind of case involves an unexpected rule
interaction in a uniqgue morpheme combination. An examplleasvordprasna‘'question’, whose derivation
was discussed in (3)-(4). The morphological rule that foitrnss(25):

(25) 3.3.90yajayacayataviccapraccharak® nan
‘-naN is added to the rootgaj etc. to denote a state (or event).’

The roots listed in (25) includprach ‘ask’, which by this rule gets the suffixal\_lt_o form the action noun
praSna‘question’ (with-ch — S by 6.4.19). UnfortunatelypaN has the markeN and rule (12b) 6.1.16
lists prach as one of the roots that underganprasarana vocalization before suffixes with the markidy
which predicts the outputprSna None of the other roots listed in (25) are candidatesstoprasarana,
and on the other hand the markéhas a huge range of other functions which cause no problgragng

so this mistake was all too easy to make. Any modern grammari® tries to write explicit rules, or for
that matter any computer programmer, is well familiar wité fact that “bugs” arise most commonly in rare
unexpected combinations.

On the scenario that | propose, the casetbiisnuis very similar. Rule (22) 6.4.66 replaces by 1
in certain roots before consonantal suffixes that have thi&emi or N. It applies before such suffixes as
Pass-yaK, Mid./Pass.IntensiveyaN, Pp.-Kta, Absolutive-Ktva, noun-formingKtiN, e.g.giyate'is sung’,
jegiyate‘is sung intensively’ gita ‘sung’, gitva ‘having sung’,giti ‘song’. There are also aorist forms like
adhyagsta ‘he recited’, fromadhi-iN by 2.4.50. Two of the roots in this lis$tha ‘stand’ andma ‘measure’,
are however subject to a special rule which supersedesstaadrequires shoriinstead of long when the
following suffix has the markek and begins with:

(26) 7.4.40dyatisyatimastham it ti kiti
‘Before a suffix that has the markrand begins witht, the final vowel ofdyati (the rootdo) ‘cut’,
syati (so)end’, ma ‘measure’, angtha ‘stand’ is replaced by

Hencesthita, sthita, sthiti, rather tharfsthita etc. So, the onlyi form of stha that is actually used is the
passivestiiyate® Moreover,stha is theonly root in -a that takesKsnu Again, a unique root plus suffix
combination stha-Ksny gives rise to an unforeseen application of a rule, an utatetable oversight.

3.3 Summary

In order to prevent the overapplication of rule (22¥tbasny some grammarians propose to read rules 1.1.5,
3.2.139, and 7.2.11 with an inaudible mark&rThis idea is a post-Piaman innovation, dating from a time
when the recited text of the grammar had become fixed. | haasepted three arguments which converge

*There are no aorists suthsthiga, and the mediopassive intensiagth lyateis stood intensively’ is not attested in usage and
would be unlikely to occur in practice for semantic reasdghsiygh it may have been grammatical).
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on this conclusion. First, the use of the marl&is grossly un-P aman in a number of ways. Secondly,
there is no real difficulty abowudthasnuthat could have forced Pianto stray so far from his own method;
he could easily have treated it in his usual way. But, andigtise third point, whats special abousthasnu

is that it presents a unique context for rule (22). This mighte gone undetected until the text had become
canonized, at which point someone, Patafjali or possiblgalier grammarian, cleverly fixed the problem
without changing so much as a single sound in the text.

4 The case ofd

The neuter inflection of five pronominal stems has the spewiakle that the Nom./Acc. Sg. ends iat
rather thanam This is taken care of by rule (27).

(27) 7.1.25ad dataradibhyah paficabhyah
‘After the neuter nominal basedatara, -catama, itara, anya, anyatarahe Nom.Sg-sU and Acc.Sg.
-amare replaced bat.

(Technically, the replacement could bd instead ofat, which would be pronounced the same way in the
rule and also produce identical outputs.) K'aty ayand'®atafijali’s text had the rule as given in (27), and
that is how Bohtlingk prints it in his edition. But it is conamly printed asadd, where the secondis the
markerD. The sequencatD. .. dwould be reduced tad by the word-final cluster simplification rule (28)
and by voicing assimilation.

(28) 8.2.23samyogantasya lopah
‘The last consonant of a word-final cluster is deleted’.

The reason for positing the marki@ron at is to solve a problem in the derivation of forms likataratfrom
Nom. katara-sUand Acc.katara-am‘which one (among two)?’. The straightforward replacemaintsU
and-amby at would yieldkatara-at which would becomé&atarat by rule (29):

(29) 6.1.102orathamayoh purvasavarnah
‘aK (a, i, u, I, I) and a following vowel in a Nominative or Accusative case agdare (together)
replaced by a long vowel of the same color as the first vowel.’

Adding the markeD avoinds this because its triggers deletion of the stem-fW@lsequence by rule (30):

(30) 6.4.143eh
‘The finalti (rhyme) of abhastem is deleted before a suffix with the market

This causes the stem-final vowel to be deletelatara-at so the correct outpiataratis obtained.

Supplyingad with D was suggested by Pataiijali, and has been accepted by ditoirssince then.
Recently it has been endorsed by Cardona 1997:323, 579rsB8yaloshi and Roodbergen 2003:55, among
others. | believe thaat did not have the markdD in the original rule, and that Patafijali’s proposal is a
rereading, either original with him or borrowed from a nowtlavork. The reasoning is quite parallel to the
previous one abous, so | will present it more briefly. It has three parts again:tfie markeD is here used
in a non-P anian way, (2) if the problem had been noticed while the gramnwmas still being composed, it
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could have been dealt with by a simple reformulation moreaniri?'s style, (3) this is just the type of minor
slip that could easily have arisen in the course of the mavigioms that the grammar went through.

On the first point: we have already noted that iRianakes a special effort to keep markers away from
those places in morphemes where they are bound to be dedeteshrged with other markers or with real
sounds. Thus, in all other eighteen suffixes that have th&enB; it is placed at théeginning The same
procedure is followed witlall markers consisting of voiced stops or of aspirated stopgpably in order
to avoid confusion from arising by final devoicing and deesjon, as discussed above in section 2. The
proposedadd would be the single exception to this generalization. Meegothis single exception would
occur in the worst possible case, namely in the Bnauffix that ends in a consonant, where it is not just
devoiced but completely deleted. It is as if fhahere, in a dramatic reversal of his normal practice, went
out of his way toconcealthe marker by exposing it to the deletion rule (28)! He did thowhere else —
except in the equally suspect casexthat we discussed in the previous section.

The other reason for not ascribing this solution toiRiamthat several perfectly good treatments in his
own authentic style would have been readily available to. liiwven if the markeD for some reason had to
be put at the end, it could have at least been protected byeartregiic vowel, vizatUD, just as was done
with suffixes likematUP(4.2.86),GHinUN (3.2.141), andNamUL (3.4.22). But what he really would have
done is to put the marker at the beginning of the morphemee adways does with voiced stops, vi2at
instead ofatD. The force of the marker would be the same, but putting it atitéginning would at one
stroke get rid of the anomalies that beset the traditioredirey.

These are good reasons to think thdd is a later reparsing. But here it is harder to accept the idai t
the descriptive gap that the reparsing tries to addresdespaped his notice. After all, the problem arises
in every derivation involving rule 7.1.25. | venture to seggthat P ami actually had in mind a derivation
of the nominative and accusative singular neuter forms aad@B1), in which contraction is effected by rule
(32) 6.1.107:

(31) katara-am katara-sU
katara-am katara-am 7.1.240 ‘m (-sU and-am — -amafter neutela-stems)
katara-at  katara-at ~ 7.1.2fl. .. (-am— -at after neutea-stems)
katara-t katara-t 6.1.10ami purvah (see below)

Rule (32) 6.1.107 is a special case which supersedes theganesal contraction rule (29) (which is itself
a special case relative to the even more general vowel abioinarule 6.1.101).

(32) 6.1.107ami purvah
‘aK (a, i, u, I, ]) and a following vowel in the case endingm are (together) replaced by the first
vowel.

Rule (32) applies in ordinary combinations likeksa-am — vrksam The principle that substitutes are
treated like the original except with respect to their pHogizal properties (1.56thanivad adeso ‘nalvid-
hau) dictates that theat which replaces the suffibamis also an instance of that suffix. This is pointed out
by Katyayana in his varttika 1 on 7.1.25, and is discissbd K asika as wéfl. On that understanding,
rule (32) will also apply to the combination af and at in katara-at superseding (29) and yielding the
correct Acc.Sgkataratfrom katara-am

19Joshi and Roodbergen have a different interpretation @& 1.1.56, according to which it does not apply in this case (se
2003:56). For present purposes what counts is that theitnadiias accepted the applicability of 1.1.56 in this case.
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In the derivation of Nom.Sdatarat from katara-sU both 7.1.24 and 7.1.25 are applicable to the input.
If 7.1.24 takes effect first, it feeds 7.1.25 and the resuisiect to 6.1.107. This is the derivation shown
in katara which | am suggesting was assumed by iRiarlf 7.1.25 were to take effect first, it renders
7.1.24 inapplicable, and this time the result is not subjedhe special contraction rule 6.1.107, but to
the more general contraction rule 6.1.102, so that the wfong katarat is derived, as explained above.
The utsarga-apa®ada principle, according to which special rules win over gehankes, selects the former
derivation over the latter derivation, so that the corredpat is derived. It will do so provided it is given
a global, “lookahead” interpretation, as proposed in Jasti Kiparsky (MS) for P am’s “traffic rules”
in general, and extensively justified there for giddhaprinciple in particular. On that interpretation, the
derivation in (31) is chosen because in (31) the special6Ul€l07 takes effect (and not the general rule
6.1.107, as in the alternative).

In the cited article we show that the lookahesdidhaprinciple was lost sight of by later grammarians.
It appears that they also lost sight of the lookahetsdirga-apaada principle. At that point, the derivation
of Nom.Sg.katarat shown in (31) would have ceased to be available, and graransaould have cast
about for an alternative solution. Patafijali hit upon tioéion of a deleted markdp in the substitute, and
this idea won the day.

To summarize: construing the suffix replacematrdsatD violates otherwise exceptionless practices of
the grammar. If P.@m’s intention had been to affix the markBrto at he could have done so in at least two
better ways. Since he did not, we conclude that he did nondhter at to haveD. A possible alternative
derivation in the original system had the straightforwaeddtion of these forms given in (31), which relies
onsthanivadblavaand the “lookahead” character of Rréia rule ordering principles. A reappraisal of these
principles by post-P anan grammarians had the unintended effect of making thrsvation impossible.
The resulting problem was eventually addressed by regpasiasatD.

5 Taddhitas with initial palatal and retroflex stops

The hundreds ofaddhitasuffixes introduced in P iils grammar include a handful that begin with j-
andt-. For examplercuiicuP and-camaP are added by (33) 5.2.26 to a nominal X to form a stem that
means ‘famous for X'. The grammarians illustrate it with therdsvidyacuicu andvidyacana‘famous for
learning’.

(33) 5.2.26tena vittas cuicupcarapau
‘The suffixes-cuicuPand-camaP are added in the meaning “famous for X".

Other such suffixes areela -cira (6.2.126-127);cara (5.3.53),jahaC(5.2.24) jatiyaR(5.3.69), andtitaC
(5.2.31).

Rule (9a) 1.3.%al antyam designates the finap of -cuficuP and-caraP as diacritic markers. The
puzzle is that rule (10c) 1.34utu also designates the initial of these suffixes as markers. Such markers
are deleted by 1.3.&sya lopah The question is how the initial- andt- of the abovementioned suffixes
escape rule 1.3.7 and surface as real phonological consonan

One traditional view is that rule 1.3.7 @nitya ‘variable’, i.e. that it applies in some cases and not in
others, and these suffixes happen to be the ones to whichsitrawapply. This would be an anomaly in the
system. A P anian rule cannot simply be turned off when it does not wotkis loptional only if it has an
explicit qualifier such asa, or falls under the scope of such a qualifieranyuvitti.**

Hsee Kiparsky 1979 for an analysis of fids treatment of optionality.
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An alternative traditional proposal is that the suffixes uestion begin with a coveyt-. This would be
a real phoneme, not a marker (for none of the rules in (9) a@ydéfine initialy as a marker). Although
it is a real phoneme, it is never heard, because rule (34)edgi®bligatorily whenever another consonant
immediately follows.

(34) 6.1.660po vyor vali
‘v andy are deleted beforeal sounds (consonants other than

According to this solution, the underlying forms of the erg#i areycuicuP, ycanaR ytitaC, and so on. The
function of the extra initial consonant is to ensure thatdbertly initial c andt are not initial underlyingly
(upadeSe) That being the case, 1.3chtu does not define them as markers, and there is no question of
deleting them by 1.3.asya lopah

| think that the device of “protecting” the initial consoriasf suffixes like-cuficuP with an invisible
initial y-is non-P anian and that it arose through a post-mi@m reparsing, perhaps by Patafijali. In support
of this view, | will make the same three-point argument asmrevious two cases: (1) the positeid at
odds with P anian descriptive practice, (2) a different treatment inegwvith the system would have been
available, and (3) the descriptive problem is of the type ithaasily overlooked. And I will draw a similar
conclusion: at least the positgdand most likely the suffixes themselves, are late additiorise grammar.

The first argument is familiar by now. Pirintakes great care to make his markers unambiguously
distinct and recognizable, by choosing sounds which wat'ingixed up with real phonemes and deploying
them in positions where they are largely protected from Bapbcesses. Why would he not have done so
with these suffixes?

A new twist on the argument is that thieis not only unnecessarily abstract but unnecessarily cexras
well. P ami always chooses the simplest available formulation, amdng equally simple ones he chooses
the most restrictive and derivationally most direct onep@€sky 1991). If he had built a treatment of the
taddhita suffix -titaC into his grammar he would have simply madeGtita, where the marke€ at the
beginning of the suffix protects the following real consdrfeaom being initial. If he had built a treatment of
taddhitasuffixes like-cuficuPinto his grammar he could have done so without complicatingmnderlying
form or providing it with an extra initial consonant, by litimg the function ofC as a marker to noteddhita
suffixes. He already has the rule to do that: (10d) 1.3.8 datsintitial |, §, and velars are markeescept
in taddhita suffixeslt could have been extended to initia(e.g. (*la- 5a-ca-kv ataddhite)without causing
problems elsewhere. For, although the marf&es used in dozens aéddhitas there is just one that actually
begins with the marke€, the suffixCphaN, and it could have had its markers reversedifthaC (or to
NiphaG, with epenthetid like Nl_tha).12 The fact that these solutions, or other available solutiieshem,
were not implemented indicates that the suffixes in questiere retrofitted into the grammar after the
system of markers, and specifically the functiorCohad already been decided upon.

That the suffixes beginning with “real” palatal and retrofb@xsonants were incorporated at a later stage
of revision is also made likely by two other consideratioRgst, morphologically and phonologically they
look like second members of compounds, and would have beatett as such in the first round of analysis.
The features that motivate a suffixal analysis of them ark bes very subtle, and would not have been
apparent until most of the grammatical system was alreathptaied.

The second reason is that, with one exception, they do natrdcearly literature, and they are van-
ishingly rare in later texts also (Wackernagel-Debrunr@s41546-548); they must have either belonged to

2Even more simply, instead of “covering” the initia! with a deleted consonant, it could have been covered withtarwise
unemployed marker, such as a nasal vowel. (ewgicuP.
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some special register (colloquial?) or have been unpragutt Rare words are obviously easier to overlook
than frequent ones. OnHatiyaR ‘kind of’ is too productive to have gone unnoticed, batiyais explicitly
treated also as the second member of a compound by rule ;148 meaning ‘belonging to’, and this
could well have been the sole analysis initially, until thifis was recognized as a distinct morphological
element.

At this stage, the grammar would have had no suffixes beginwith palatals and retroflexes, a gen-
eralization that rule (10c) 1.3.7 exploits. The additionttd marginaltaddhita suffixes that begin with
palatals and retroflexes subverted this generalizatiahcegated the problems that the grammarians solved
by adding fakey-s to them. But why was the grammar not thoroughly revised ¢penly integrate the
suffixes into the system when they did get added? Evidentdglmse the marke@ andT figure in hundreds
of rules of the grammar and are thoroughly woven into itsitalthey are attached to major suffixes such
as-CaN, -CiN, -Cvl, -Ta, and-TaP, as well as many lesser ones. A proper integration of theynadded
suffixes that begin witke- andt- would have required at the very least changing the markeasd T to
some other available sound, suchlas TH, at least in initial position. This would have had other repe-
sions throughout the system. Reworking the grammar thiswaayd have been a technically complex task
under any circumstances, of the sort that would have clgdireven the author himself, let alone a later
grammarian following in his footsteps.

6 Conclusion

P ami scholars from Franz Kielhorn to S.D. Joshi have regarttedinaudible consonants traditionally
attached to certain suffixes as interpretive artifices @eMy later grammarians, but they have offered very
little evidence. Cardona has challenged this view, but alitioout evidence. | have tried to spell out the
reasons, as | understand them, why the inaudible consoamnt®t part of P_am’'s grammar, and why they
were added later by reparsing the text without overtly ciang. Some of these arguments are certainly
implicit behind the prevailing scepticism towards thesants, others may be new. | reviewed the relevant
descriptive conventions of Piars grammar relating to the marker system, and showed tmanirtaudible
consonants violate all of them, how Frugould have dealt with the data in question in his own stgled
how the need for revisions by later grammarians might hagemr This closer look at the marker system
has given me a new appreciation of the care thatr® @voted to making his grammar not only maximally
simple, but perspicuous and unambiguous, and free of deuiictks. To paraphrase Einstein’s famous
remark about God: Pianis slick, but he isn't mean?

130ne of these suffixest 4, is introduced just for one wordyva-tia ‘hook-nose’, a derivative adiva‘down’, with an idiomatic
meaning.

My adaptation follows Einstein’s own English version of éginal German “Raffiniert ist der Herrgott, aber boshafter
nicht.”
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