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1 The siddha-principle

Pān. ini’s grammarincludesseveraltypesof metaruleswhich determinehow its operationalrules apply.
Among themare“traffic rules” which constrainhow rulesinteractwith eachotherin grammaticalderiva-
tions. Theseare typically formulatedas designatinga rule or classof rules asiddha“not effected” (or
asiddhavat“as if not effected”) with respectto anotherrule or classof rules. For economy, the rulesso
designatedaregroupedinto severalsections,whoseheadingscollectively declarethemto beasiddha(vat).
The biggestsuchsection,underthe famousheading8.2.1pūrvatr āsiddham, extendsfrom 8.2.1through
theendof thegrammar(8.4.68),andis hencecalledtheTripād̄ı ‘ThreeSections’.

[1] 8.2.1pūrvatr āsiddham
(Any rule in this sectionis) asiddhawith respectto anyprevious(rule of thegrammar).

Theheading[1] makeseachrule that falls underit invisible to all rulesthatprecedeit. This is equivalentto
stipulatingthat therulesin theTripād̄ı applystrictly in theorderin which theyareenumerated,afterwhich
thederivationterminates.

Thefirst greatcommentator,Kātyāyana,statesthatfor ruleA to beasiddhawith respectto ruleB means
two things.

[2] a. Ādeśalaks.an. apratis.edha‘prohibition of operationsconditionedby theoutput’. Theoutputof A
is invisible to B, soA cannot“feed” B.

b. Utsargalaks.an. abh̄ava ‘allowing operationsconditionedby the input’. Theinput of A is visible
to B, soA cannot“bleed” B.

For the anti-feedingfunction [2a] of the asiddharelation,a standardexampleis Instr.Pl. rājabhih. ‘by
kings’. Thefollowing two rulesarerelevantin its derivation:

[3] a. 8.2.7nalopah. pr ātipadik āntasya
Stem-finaln is deletedat the end of a word. E.g. rājan-su→ rājasu ‘in kings’ (thereis an
internalwordboundarybefore-su).

b. 7.1.9ato bhisaais
After a baseendingin shorta, Instr.Pl. bhis is replacedby ais. E.g.vrks.a-ais→ vrks.a-bhis(→
vrks.aih. , by otherrules)‘by trees’.

Theserulespotentiallyinteract,for theresultof applying8.2.7to then-stemrājan-bhisis rāja-bhis, a form
to which 7.1.9 is is applicable,but mustnot be allowedto apply. If it did apply, it would cause-bhis in
rāja-bhis to be replacedby -ais, just asin a-stems(suchasvr.ks.a-bhis→ vr.ks.a-ais). In otherwords,the
following derivationmustbeprevented:
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[4] rājan-bhis
rāja-bhis 8.2.7nalopah. pr ātipadik āntasya

*r āja-ais 7.1.9ato bhisaais
*r ājaih. (otherrules)

Thegrammarachievesthisby putting8.2.7nalopah. pr ātipadik āntasyainto theTripād̄ı sectionandputting
rule7.1.9ato bhisaaisearlier. Therestriction[1] thenblocks8.2.7from feeding7.1.9(from supplyingnew
inputsto it).

Theanti-bleedingfunction [2b] of theasiddha-relationcanbeillustratedwith thederivationof bhugna
‘bent’, from bhujO-Kta. (Here and below the capitalizedlettersstandfor diacritic markers,which are
not partof thephonologicalrepresentationbut encodea varietyof idiosyncraticgrammaticalinformation.)
Again therearetwo rulesat stake:

[5] a. 8.2.45oditaś ca
t in nis. t.hā suffixes(suchasthepastparticipleending -Kta) is replacedby n afterrootswith the
markerO. E.g.OpȳayĪ-Kta→ p̄ına ‘swollen’.

b. 8.2.30coh. kuh.
A palatalis replacedby a velarbeforeanobstruentandat theendof a word. E.g.vac-tumUN
→ vaktum‘to speak’.

In underlyingbhujO-Kta, bothrulesareapplicable:thereplacementof -ta by -na after theroot bhujO, and
thesubstitutionof theroot-final -j by -g beforeanobstruent.If -ta→ -na wereto takeeffectfirst, it would
bleed-j → -g, yielding the wrong form *bhujna (→ *bhujña by 8.4.41ścunā ścuh. ). In order to ensure
that [5b] ‘doesnot count’ with respectto [5b], it is placedafter it in theTripād̄ı. It is therebyasiddhawith
respectto it, andfails to bleedit.

As the commentators’analysesmakeclear, imposingthe asiddharelationon operationsis equivalent
to restricting the relative order in which the rules that enjoin thoseoperationstake effect. It seemsthat
Pān. ini in fact thinksof theasiddharelationasa restrictionon rule ordering.Furthermore,Pān. ini seemsto
presupposethatrulestakeeffectoneaftertheother(andnotsimultaneously).1 Therestriction“A is asiddha
(not effected)with respectto B” thenhasthe sameimport as the restriction“B andA takeeffect in that
order”. Therefore,insteadof sayingthat7.1.9is inapplicableto n-stemsbecausetheoperationof n-deletion
enjoinedby 8.2.7is asiddhawith respectto it by [1], we will saythat [1] prohibitsderivationswhere8.2.7
takeseffectbefore7.1.9(suchasderivation[4]), andallowsderivationswhere7.1.9takeseffectbefore8.2.7
(suchasderivation[6]):

[6] rājan-bhis
— 7.1.9ato bhisaais (inapplicable)
rāja-bhis 8.2.7nalopah. pr ātipadik āntasya

Similarly, insteadof sayingthat8.2.30is applicableto bhuj-tabecausetheoperationenjoinedby 8.2.45is
asiddhawith respectto it by [1], we will saythat [1] prohibitsderivationswhere8.2.45takeseffectbefore
8.2.30,andallowsderivationswhere8.2.30takeseffectbefore8.2.45.

Traffic rulessuchas[1] functionasrestrictionson morebasicprinciplesthatgovernhow Pān. ini’s rules
interact. Although thesebackgroundprinciplesarenot statedin the As.t.ādhȳaȳı itself, we can infer them

1As notedby Bronkhorst1980,this canbeconcludedfrom Pān. ini’s useof asiddhavatratherthanasiddhain 6.4.22,wherethe
effectof simultaneousapplicationis desired.
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from thederivationsof thesystem(in sofar asthesecanbeascertainedfrom suchindependentknowledge
of thegrammar’s intendedoutputsaswe possess,of course),from overtrestrictionsstatedin thegrammar,
and from other internal cluesin the wording of the text. Thesestrandsof evidenceconvergeto show, in
particular,that theconverseof theasiddharelation,namelythesiddharelation,holdsbetweenrulesof the
grammarunlesssomerestrictionstatedin thegrammarsaysotherwise.Like theasiddharelation,thesiddha
relationhastwo aspects.

[7] a. Ādeśalaks.an. abh̄ava ‘allowing operationsconditionedby theoutput’: Theoutputof A is visible
to B, sothat,if A createsnewinputsto B, thenB appliesto them(A “feeds” B).

b. Utsargalaks.an. apratis.edha‘prohibition of anoperationconditionedby theinput: theinput of A
is invisible to B, so that, if A removesinputsto B, thenB doesnot apply to them(A “bleeds”
B).

Pān. ini usesthetermasiddha‘not realized,noteffected’andasiddhavat“asif notrealized,asif noteffected”,
in both functionsof [7], ādeśalaks. an. apratis.edhaandutsargalaks. an. abh̄ava. Although he doesnot useits
positivecounterpartsiddha“realized,effected”asa technicalterm,heknowstheconcept,for his asiddha-
restrictionsonly makesenseaslimitationsonanimplicit principlethatrulesaresiddhawith respectto each
otherin sofar aspossible,sothatthatwhenarule is appliedto a form, therelevanteffectsof otherrulesare
takeninto account.Thewe call the thesiddha-principle (for discussionandvariousformulationsof it see
JoshiandKiparsky1979,Kiparsky1982,JoshiandRoodbergen1987,andJoshiandKiparskyMS):

[8] Maximizesiddharelations.

Thewayto maximizesiddharelationsis to applyrulesin whateverorderyieldsaresultthatis differentfrom
theresultof applyingthemsimultaneously. In otherwords,rulesapply in thatorderin which they interact
asmuchaspossible(which maximizesfeedingandbleeding).

Therecanbeno doubtthat thesiddha-principle is part of thedesignof thegrammar. Not only doesit
give theright resultin theoverwhelmingmajority of derivations,andis consistentlyexploitedto obtainthe
simplestpossiblewordingof eachrule, but preciselywhereit fails to predictthe right output,Pān. ini takes
measuresto thwart it. For example,theplacementof a rule into theTripādi=ı (thesectionheadedby [1]) is
invariablymotivatedeitherdirectly by theneedto preventit from feedingand/orbleedinganearlierrule,or
indirectly by a relationthat it bearsto sucha rule (Buiskool1939).

Ourclaimthatthesiddha-principledefinesthenormal,defaultmodesof ruleinteractionin theAs.t.ādhȳaȳı
(the“unmarkedorder”) is uncontroversialasfar assiddharelationsof type[7a] areconcerned.Thetradition
doesnot give this partof thesiddha-principle a specialname,but it clearly takesit for granted.As for the
partof thesiddha-principle that relatesto siddharelationsof type[7b], thesituationis morecomplex.It is
similar to thegrammarians’nitya-principle:

[9] A is a nitya ‘constant’ rule with respectto B if A is applicablewhetheror not B applies,but not
conversely. A nitya rule hasprecedenceoveranon-nitya rule.

A typical instanceof thenitya-principle which is subsumedunderthesiddha-principle is thederivationof
tad ‘that’ (NeuterSg.):

[10] tad-sU
tad 7.1.23svamor napum. sakāt
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Thenominativesingularcaseendingis deletedby thefollowing morphologicallyconditionedrule.

[11] 7.1.23svamor napum. sakāt
Nom.Sg.-sU andAcc.Sg.-amaredeletedafterneuterstems.

until thecaseendingis deleted,theconditionsof rule [12] aremet:

[12] 7.2.102tyadād̄ınām ah.
Beforeacaseending,(thefinal segment)of pronounsof thetyad-classis replacedby a.

If this rule wereinterpolatedin thederivation[10], it would producea vowel sequencethatwould thenbe
contractedby [13],

[13] 6.1.97ato gun.e
For asequenceof theform: shortnon-word-finala + a, e,o gun. a), thelatteris substituted.

with theendresult*ta:

[14] tad-sU
taa-sU 7.2.102tyadād̄ınām ah.
taa 7.1.23svamor napum. sakāt

*ta 6.1.97ato gun.e

Thereasonthis derivationis wrongis thatit violatesthenitya-principle (anda fortiori thesiddha-principle,
which incorporatesa generalizedform of the nitya-principle). Rule 7.2.23is nitya with respectto rule
7.1.102because7.2.23is applicablewhether7.1.102takeseffect or not, while after 7.2.23takeseffect,
7.1.102is no longerapplicable.Thenitya rule 7.2.23haspriority; hence,-sU is first deleted,afterwhich -d
→ -a is inapplicable.

But theimport of thesiddha-principle goesbeyondthatof thenitya-principle in severalrespects.First,
thetraditionassignsthenitya-principleaminor rolebecauseit subordinatesit to theantarānga-principle. In
thecitedreferences,wehavepresentedevidencethat theantarānga-principle doesnot applywithin words,
butmerelygivesword-internaloperationspriority overoperationsthatapplyacrosswordboundaries.If this
is correct,thereis no competitionbetweenthenitya- andantarānga-principleswithin words,andthenitya-
principle (in theform [7b]) comesto play amuchlargerrole in thesystemthantraditionally recognized.

Secondly, thetraditionalform of thenitya-principle,holdsonly for simultaneouslyapplicablerules:

[15] nity āntaran̄gayor balavattvam api yaugapadȳasam. bhavaeva
“A nitya andanantarānga (rule) likewiseonly thenpossessesgreaterforce(or, in otherwords,only
thensupersedes,or takeseffectbefore,anotherrule), whenit cannottakeeffectsimultaneously(with
thatrule).” (Nāgeśa,on Pbh.49, tr. Kielhorn).

The termyaugapadȳasam. bhavarefersto simultaneousapplicability of rules. What [15] says,then,is that
thenitya relation(aswell asthe antarānga relation)arelocally assessed.In the following sectionsof our
articleweattemptto establishthecontraryposition,thatthesiddha-principle,unlike thethenitya-principle,
hasacrucially global“lookahead”character. Theeffectof adoptingtheglobalversionof thenitya-principle
is to increaseits scopeevenmore,beyondtheexpansionalreadycreatedby theeliminationof theantarānga-
principle from word-internaldomains.

4



2 The global nature of the siddha-principle

Theformulationin [8] is still toovague.Thereareseveralwaysto maximizesiddharelationsin derivations.
Let us exploretwo of themmoreclosely: the RESTRICTED siddha-principle and the EXTENDED siddha-
principle. Therestrictedsiddha-principleappliesateachpoint in aderivationto determinewhichof therules
applicableat thatpoint shouldtakeeffect. Theextendedsiddha-principle scansentirecandidatederivations
andchoosestheonein which siddha-relationsaremaximized.

[16] a. Restrictedsiddha-principle: a local conditionwhich prioritizesrule application.

b. Extendedsiddha-principle: aglobal(transderivational)“lookahead”conditiononderivations.

After explaininghow thetwo versionsof thesiddha-principle work we will presentinternalevidencefrom
thewordingof theAs.t.ādhȳaȳı thatPān. ini assumedthelatter.

To return to the siddha-relation itself: what exactlydoesit meanto say that a rule or operationA is
siddha“effected”, or asiddha“not effected”,with respectto anotherrule or operationB?Theideais thatA
is visible or invisible to B in a derivation.Kiparsky1982proposedthatA is asiddhawith respectto B just
in caseB appliescrucially asif A hadnot takeneffect, in thesensethatB would producea different result
if it appliedasif A had takeneffect;otherwiseA is siddhawith respectto B.

To facilitatetheformalstatementof thisandotherdefinitionsof thesiddharelation,let usintroduceabit
of notation.Let C(φ) standfor theresultof applyingC to φ. ThenB(A(φ)) is theresultof first applyingrule
A toφ, andthenapplyingruleB to theresult.And A,B(φ) is theresultof applyingA andB simultaneouslyto
φ). Usingthis notation,theideathatasiddhameans“crucially non-interacting”is capturedby thefollowing
definition:

[17] Definition1

In B(A(φ)),

a. A is asiddhawith respectto B if B(A(φ)) = B,A(φ) andA(B(φ)) 6= B,A(φ),

b. otherwiseA is siddhaw.r.t. B.

[17] definestheasiddharelationpositivelyascrucialnon-interaction,andmakesanythingwhich is notasid-
dhasiddha. Now let usconsiderasomewhatdifferentidea:still definingasiddhaascrucialnon-interaction,
let us redefinesiddhaascrucial interaction, leaving the relationsundefinedin the caseof mutually non-
interactingrules:

[18] Definition2

In B(A(φ)),

a. A is asiddhawith respectto B if B(A(φ)) = B,A(φ) andA(B(φ)) 6= B,A(φ),

b. A is siddhaw.r.t. B if B(A(φ)) 6= B,A(φ)

c. otherwisethesiddhaandasiddharelationsareundefined.

The two definitions[17] and [18] convergefor rules that can interact,but they differ for rules that can’t
interact,namelywhereB(A(φ)) = B,A(φ) = A(B(φ)). In this case,A and B are vacuouslysiddhawith
respectto eachother in both B(A(φ)) andA(B(φ)) by [17], but the siddharelation is undefinedby [18].
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Undertheformerdefinition,avacuoussiddharelationis formally equatedto a crucialone,underthelatter,
only the crucial onecounts. The siddha-principle will apply differently dependingon which definition is
adopted.

At first blushit might seemthat the distinctionbetween[17] and[18] is otiose. Why would it matter
whethera rule is siddhaor notwith respectto a rule thatit cannotinteractwith? Indeed,in theexampleswe
havediscussedsofar, it makesno difference.Let’s seehow thenewinterpretationof thesiddharelationas
crucial interactionworksin thederivationof tad ‘that’. Applying -d→ -a and-sU-deletionsimultaneously
to tad-sU resultsin *taa, asdoesapplyingthemin thatorder(see[10]). Thesiddha-principle accordingly
dictatesthat -sU-deletionshouldbe appliedbefore -d → -a. For purposesof -sU deletion, it makesno
differencewhether-d→ -a hastakeneffector not (weshallsaythatthesiddharelationis undefinedin such
cases).So,oneeffectof maximizingof siddharelationsis thatnitya rulesgetprecedence.

Yet, surprisingly, the two siddha-relationsleadto quitedifferent versionsof thesiddha-principle: [17]
commitsus to the restrictedsiddha-principle [16a], which is assessedlocally. By defining siddhamore
narrowly, [18] makesthesiddha-principlemorestringent.Only [18] allowstheformulationof theextended
siddha-principle [16b], a “look ahead”conditionthatmaximizesthesiddha-relationacrossderivations.In
thenextsectionswewill seethatthis versionis theonethatoperatesin Pān. ini’s gramnar.

3 Evidencefor the extendedsiddha-principle

Thederivationof adh̄ıtya ‘having approached’from adhi-i-Ktvā involvesthreeprocesses:thereplacement
of the absolutivesuffix -Ktvā by -LyaP after prefixedroots, insertionof the augment-t after a short root
vowel before-LyaP, andvowel contraction,herei i → ı̄.

[19] a. 6.1.101akah. savarn. edı̄rghah.
In closecontact,(a, i, u, r. , l.) anda following vowelof thesamecolor are(together)replacedby
a long vowel.

b. 7.1.37samāse’nañpūrve ktvo lyap
In acompoundthatdoesnot beginwith aÑ-, -Ktvā is replacedby -LyaP.

c. 6.1.71hrasvasyapiti kr.ti tuk
t is insertedaftera shortvowel beforeakr. t suffix markedwith P.

If no furtherorderingrestrictionsareplacedon thethreerules,theoutcomeis *adh̄ıya. This is determined
as follows. The input adhi-i-Ktvā is subjectto [19a] and [19b]. If [19a] takeseffect first, then [19b] is
still applicableand the derivation terminatesin *adh̄ıya. If [19b] takeseffect first, then both [19a] and
[19c] areapplicableto theoutput,andthesiddha-principle selects[19a], becauseit is nitya, afterwhich the
derivationagainterminatesin *adh̄ıya. Thegrammarachievesthe right outputadh̄ıtya by stipulatingthat
vowel contractionis asiddhawith respectto insertionof theaugmenttUK:2

[20] 6.1.86s.atvatukor asiddhah.
Thefollowing rules(up to 6.1.110)arenot effectedwith respectto s-retroflexionandinsertionof the
augmenttUK.

By [20], [19a] is invisible to [19c], so that t is addedin spite of the surfacelength of the root’s vowel,
yielding adh̄ıtya.

Thepossiblederivationscanberepresentedby a latticediagramasfollows (I omit thesilentdiacritics):
2Again,6.1.86is moregeneralthanthat,but theotherasiddharelationsthatit stipulateswill not play a rolehere.
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[21] adhi-i-tvā

adhı̄-Ktvā adhi-i-ya

adhı̄ya adhi-it-ya

adhı̄t-ya

Thepaththroughthe boxedforms is the correctderivation. The remainingtwo paths,which convergeon
unwanted*adh̄ıya, areexcludedby [20] 6.1.86s.atvatukor asiddhah. . How exactlydoesstipulatingthat
contractionis asiddhaw.r.t. t-insertionaccomplishthat,on theunderstandingthat it restrictsrule ordering?
Thereis no problemafter -tvā is replacedby -ya to give adhi-i-ya). At that point, either versionof the
siddha-principle requirescontraction,being the nitya rule, to apply first. But at the initial stageof the
derivation,therestrictedsiddha-principle doesnot choosebetween[19a] and[19b]. In otherwords,howdo
weexcludetheleftmostpathin [21] (*adh̄ıya via adh̄ı-Ktvā)? Theansweris thatit is excludedbecausein it
[19a] (contraction)is neitherasiddhanotsiddhato [19c] (t-insertion),while in theactual(boxed)derivation
it is asiddha. Sowecanthink of [20] asafilter whichexcludesall derivationsin which [19a] is notasiddha
to [19c].

This exampleof theglobal “lookahead”characterof Pān. inian derivationswould still haveworkedwith
theold definition [17]. Theneedfor [18] is demonstratedexampleswherecrucialsiddharelationsmustbe
chosenoverwhatin [17] would havebeenvacuoussiddha-relations.

The activeperfectparticipleof sad ‘sit’ is sed-vas, wheresed-replacesthe reduplicatedstemsa-sad-
by ruleswhich neednot bedetailedhere.In bhastems(i.e. beforeobliquevocalicsuffixessuchasGen.Sg.
-as), the suffix -vas is vocalizedto -us by rule 6.4.131,given in [22a], e.g.Gen.Sg.sedus.ah. . Otherwise,
when -vasdoesnot undergovocalization,it receivesan initial augmenti undercertainconditionsby rule
7.2.67,givenin [22b], asin Nom.Sg.sediv̄an (with deleted-sU).

[22] a. 6.4.131vasoh. sam. prasāran. am
Thesemivowelv of thesuffix -vasU is vocalizedin bhastems.

b. 7.2.67vasvekājādghas̄am
TheaugmentiT. is insertedbefore-vasafteramonosyllabicroot.

c. 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasya
BeforelIT. suffixes,anunreduplicatedroot is reduplicated.

Thederivationsof Nom.Sgsed̄ıvān showstheinsertionof theaugmenti before-vasby [22b].

[23] sad
sad-lIT. 3.2.115paroks.e lit.
sad-KvasU 3.2.108bhās.āyām. sadavasásruvah.
sasad-vas [22c] 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasya, etc.
sed-vas 6.4.120ata ekahalmadhye’n ādésāder lit.i
sed-vas-sU 4.1.2svau.. .
sed-ivas-sU [22b] 7.2.67vasvekājādghas̄am
sediv̄an (otherrules)
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In the derivationof sedus.ah. , vocalizationof -vas to -us by [22a] bleedsi-insertion (the first part of the
derivationis thesameasin [23] andis not repeatedin [24]):

[24] sed-vas
sed-vas-̄Nas 4.1.2svau.. .
sed-us-as [22a] 6.4.131vasoh. sam. prasāran. am
sed-us.-ah. (otherrules)

It is this secondderivationthat requiresthe extendedsiddha-principle. It is neededto preventi-insertion
from takingeffectwhile its conditioningenvironmentis still present, asin [25].

[25] sed-vas
sed-ivas 7.2.35ārdhadhātukasyed. valādeh.
sed-ivas-̄Nas 4.1.2svau.. .
sed-ius-as 6.4.131vasoh. sampras̄aran. am

*sed-yus.-ah. (otherrules)

Hereis thelatticerepresentingthepossiblederivations(beginningwith thestagesed-vas):

[26] sed-vas

sed-ivas sed-vas-as

sed-ivas-as sed-us-as

sed-ius-as

sed-yus-as

At thestagesed-vas, thereis achoicebetweenaddingthecaseending(sed-vas-→ sed-vas-̄Nas) andadding
iT. (sed-vas-→ sed-ivas-). Thecorrectoutputis derivedonly if caseaffixation takeseffect first. For then,
at the stagesed-vas-̄Nas, the siddha-principle favorssam. pras̄aran. a (the nitya rule) over iT. , so the output
is sedus.ah. . If, on the other hand, iT. is addedfirst, the derivationproceedsinexorably from sed-ivasto
the wrong output*sed-yus. -ah. , asshownin [25] above.So the questionis why, at the stagesed-vas, case
affixation getspriority over iT. -augmentation.The restrictedsiddha-principle doesnot sayanythingabout
it. Theextendedsiddha-principle does.It selectsthederivationin [24] becauseit createsa siddha-relation
betweenthesam. pras̄aran. a andiT. rules,which(accordingto Definition2 in [18]) is notpresentif the iT. rule
takeseffectbeforethecaseendingis added.Therelevantsiddha-relationsaccordingto the two definitions
in [17] and[18] aredisplayedin [27]:

[27] Therelationof sam. pras̄aran. a (6.4.131)to iT. (7.2.35)in derivations[24] and[23]:

by [17] by [18]
in [24] siddha siddha
in [25] siddha undefined
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By restrictingthesiddha-relationto crucialruleinteractions,[18] characterizesthefactthatderivation[24] is
optimalbecauseit maximizesrule interaction.It doesnot just avoidlocal violationsof thesiddha-principle,
but it is constructedin suchaway thatthesiddha-principledoesasmuchwork in thederivationaspossible.

The following exampleis similar in that it involves the relationshipof sam. pras̄aran. a with another
augmentationrule. In pasttenseforms, verbsreceivean augment,whoseshapedependson whetherthe
root beginswith a consonantor with a vowel, Beforea consonant,they get a shortaugmenta- by 6.4.71
lun̄lan̄lr.n̄ks.v ad. udāttah. , andbeforeavowel, theygeta long augmentby 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām.

[28] a. 6.4.71lun̄lan̄lr.n̄ks.v ad. udāttah.
Shortaccenteda is addedbefore(a root endingin) a lun̄ (aorist),lan̄ (imperfect),or lr. n̄ (condi-
tional) suffix.

b. 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām
Longaccented̄a is added(underthesameconditions)before(aroot)whichbeginswith avowel.

Which form of the augmentis chosendependsnot on the underlyingshapeof the root, but on its surface
shape,as determinedby morphologicaland phonologicaloperationswhich include sam. pras̄aran. a. [29]
showshow this worksin thederivationof aupyata‘it wassowed’.

[29] vap-laN̄
vap-ta (3.1.67mustapplyhereif theright outputis to bederived)
vap-yaK-ta 3.1.67sārvadhātuke yak
up-ya-ta 6.1.15vacisvapiyajādinām. kiti (6.4.72is applicablebut 6.4.71wins by thesiddha-principle)
ā-up-ya-ta 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām (now 6.4.72,not6.4.71,is applicable)
aupyata (otherrules)

Theaugmentmust“wait” for theroot vocalismto bechangedby rule [30a],hencefor thesuffix yaK which
triggersthatchangeto beaddedby [30b].

[30] a. 6.1.15vacisvapiyajādinām. kiti
A semivowelis replacedby sam. pras̄aran. a in therootsvac,yaj,.. . beforeasuffix markedK.

b. 3.1.67sārvadhātuke yak
yaK is addedbeforeasārvadh̄atukasuffix which denotestheGoalor theProcess.

So,at thestagevap-tain [29], why isn’t theaugmentaddedimmediately, which would resultin *opyata?

[31] vap-laN̄
vap-ta (supposenow weapply6.4.71insteadof 3.1.67here)
a-vap-ta 6.4.71lun̄lan̄lr.n̄ks.v ad. udāttah.
a-vap-yaK-ta 3.1.67sārvadhātuke yak
a-up-ya-ta 6.1.15vacisvapiyajādinām. kiti

*op-ya-ta (otherrules)

Therestricted,locally definedsiddha-principle doesnot distinguishbetweenthis derivationandtheonein
which -yaK is addedbeforetheaugment.Theextended,globalsiddha-principledoesgivetheright result.It
choosesthederivationin [29] overtheonein [38] becausetheformerhastwo extrasiddha-relations,namely
betweenthesam. pras̄aran. a rule6.1.15andtheaugmentationrules6.4.71(feeding,ādeśalaks.an. abh̄ava) and
6.4.72(bleeding,utsargalaks. an. apratis.edha).
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[32] vap-laN̄

a-vap-lāN vap-ta

a-vap-ta vap-ya-ta

a-vap-ya-ta up-ya-ta

a-up-ya-ta ā-up-ya-ta

op-ya-ta aup-ya-ta

4 Are sam. pras̄aran. a rules special?

The last two examples,sedus.ah. andaupyata, havesomethingin common. In both, the winning rule vo-
calizesa semivowel(sam. pras̄aran. a). From suchcases,grammarianshavedrawn the generalizationthat
sam. pras̄aran. a rules,suchas[22a] and[30], havepriority over other rules(this is Pbh. 119 of Nāgeśa’a
paribhās.enduśekhara, whereit is howeverrejectedassuperfluous).This ideais inconsistentwith thegen-
eralcharacterof thegrammar. Thewell-establishedunstatedprinciplesbehindthegrammarareverygeneral.
Anythingasparochialasaconstraintonsam. pras̄aran. a ruleswouldhavebeenrecordedasarule in thegram-
maritself. Thereis alsoamoretechnicalobjection,which is simply thatsam. pras̄aran. a rulesdo not always
havepriority overotherrules.Thederivationof śvayitv̄a ‘having swelled’ is acasein point.

[33] śvi-Ktvā
śvi-itvā 7.2.35ārdhadhātukasyed.valādeh. augmentiT.
śvi-itvā 1.2.18na ktvā set. Ktvā losesits markerK
śve-itv̄a 7.3.84sārvadhātukārdhadhāyukayoh. gun. a, triggeredby suffixesnot markedwith K or N̄
śvayitv̄a (otherrules)

Therelevantrulesaregivenin [34].

[34] a. 7.2.35ārdhadhātukasyed. valādeh.
i is insertedbeforean ārdhadh̄atukasuffix beginningwith aconsonantotherthany.

b. 1.2.18na ktvā set.
Ktvā doesnot havethemarkerK whenit hastheaugmentiT. .

c. 7.3.84 sārvadhātukārdhadhātukayoh. (82 gun.ah. ) (6.4.1an̄gasya)
Beforesārvadh̄atuka and ārdhadh̄atuka suffixes,(the last segmentof) (a base)is replacedby
(gun. a).

In [33], rule [34a] insertsthe augmentiT. beforea classof suffixesincluding the absolutivesuffix -Ktvā.
Theaugmented-itvā lacksthe original triggeringmarkerK, becauseof rule [34b]. Thereforeit no longer
conditionssam. pras̄aran. a by [30], andtriggersstronggradeof theroot by rule [34c].

In thederivationin [33], sam. pras̄aran. a replacementcannotbeallowedto takeplaceat thestagebefore
theaugmentis added.But this contradictsthestipulationthatsam. pras̄aran. a ruleshavepriority overother
rules.Thatstipulation,in fact,predictsthewrongderivationin [35].
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[35] śvi-Ktvā
śu-Ktvā 6.1.15vacisvapiyajādinām. kiti , etc.
śu-itvā 7.2.35ārdhadhātukasyed. valādeh.
śo-itvā 7.3.84sārvadhātukārdhadhātukayoh.
śavitv̄a (otherrules)

As for the traditionalnitya-principle, andtherestrictedsiddha-principle which incorporatesit, theydo not
distinguish[35] from [33]. The extendedsiddha-principle, however,correctly selectsthe derivation[33]
over[35]. Thereasonis that[33] instantiatestwo siddha-relationswhicharenot instantiatedin [35], namely
that [34a] 7.2.35(via [34] 1.2.18)bleedssam. pras̄aran. a by [30] 6.1.15,and that it feedsgun. a by [34c]
7.3.84.Thus,[33] is thederivationin which therulesinteractmaximally.

Theputativeprinciple thatsam. pras̄aran. a ruleshavepriority overotherrulesdoesnot comeevenclose
to doing justice to the “lookahead”casesthat the extendedsiddha-principle accountsfor. Considerthe
derivationof formslike dadhati ‘they give’. Therealizationof the3.Pl.endingdependson theform of the
root accordingto [36].

[36] a. 7.1.3jho ’ntah.
ant is substitutedfor jha in asuffix.

b. 7.1.4ad abhyast̄at
After a reduplicatedroot,at (insteadof ant) is substitutedfor jha in asuffix.

In the derivationshownin [37], 7.1.4 appliesto replacethe jh of the underlying the 3.Pl. endingby at
becausetheroot is reduplicated.

[37] dhā-jhi
dhā-ŚaP-jhi 3.1.68kartari śap
dhā-(Ślu)-jhi 2.4.75juhotyādibhyah. śluh.
da-dh̄a-jhi 6.1.10ślau, etc.
da-dh̄a-ati 7.1.4ad abhyast̄at
dadhati (otherrules)

After a simpleroot, jh would havebeenreplacedby ant insteadby 7.1.3. The problemis to preventthis
from happeningprematurelybeforereduplicationactuallytakeseffect:

[38] dhā-jhi
dhā-ŚaP-jhi 3.1.68kartari śap
dhā-ŚaP-anti 7.1.3jho ’ntah.
dhā-(Ślu)-anti 2.4.75juhotyādibhyah. śluh.
da-dh̄a-anti 6.1.10ślau, etc.

*dadhanti (otherrules)

Let’s look atwhatgoeswronghere.At thestagedhā-ŚaP-jhi, two rulespresentthemselves:[36a]7.1.3jho
’ntah. (jhi → anti) and[39] 2.4.75juhotyādibhyah. śluh. (ŚaP→ Ślu).

[39] 2.4.75juhotyādibhyah. śluh.
After huandtheotherrootsof thethird class,ŚaPis replacedby Ślu.
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Therestrictedsiddha-principle,andthetraditionalnitya-principlethatit incorporates,donotdecidebetween
thesetwo rules.Theserulesdo not interact,soneitherof themis nitya, or siddhaby definition1 (see[17]).
And of coursethereis no sam. pras̄aran. a rule involved. Whatdoesensurethecorrectderivation[37] is the
extendedsiddha-principle. It saysthat [39] takesprecedencebecauseit maximizessiddha-relationsin the
derivation(underthedefinitionof siddhain [18]). Thereplacementof ŚaPby ślu feeds6.1.10ślau, which
in turnbleeds7.1.3jho ’ntah. andfeeds7.1.4ad abhyast̄at. If thejhi→ anti replacementappliesfirst, these
siddha-relationsarelost. Thus,thecorrectderivationglobally maximizessiddha-relations,astheextended
(lookahead)versionof thesiddha-principle requires.

5 Are morphologically conditioned rules special?

Theexamplesof theextendedsiddha-principleconsideredsofar havesomethingelsein common:theright
derivationinvolvesapplyinga “morphological”substitutionbeforea“phonological” substitution.Thissug-
gestsyet anotheralternativeto the extendedsiddha-principle. Pān. ini could havemadewhat in modern
termsamountsto a separationbetweenmorphologyandphonology(after all, he distinguishesa classof
rule which he calls alvidhi, which seemsto mean“phonological rule”). A derivationwould proceedby
lining up all its morphemes,andthenapplyinganysubstitutionor augmentationrulesthatmaybeapplica-
ble. This ideais actuallyconsideredby the tradition underthe rubric of the padasam. sk̄arapaks.a (andthe
vākyasam. sk̄arapaks.a, whenthesameprocedureis generalizedto thelevel of thewholesentence).

Undoubtedlymorphologicaloperationsdotendto “precede”phonologicaloperationsin Sanskrit,asthey
do in otherlanguages.But it would neitherbenecessarynor sufficientto imposea constraintto thateffect.
Pān. inian derivationsallow the full rangeof interactionsbetweenmorphologicalandphonologicalopera-
tions.Theycanbefreely interspersedastheform is built up— themethodcalledkramen. ānv̄akhȳanapaks. a.
so it is unlikely that Pān. ini operatedwith a constraintthat givesmorphologicalrulespriority overphono-
logical rules. The tendencyfor morphologyto precedephonologyin derivationssimply emergesfrom the
extendedsiddha-principle, for affixation andothermorphologicaloperationsusuallydeterminethe condi-
tionsunderwhich phonologicalprocessesapply, ratherthanvice versa.It is not anautonomousstipulation
of thegrammar,butasideeffectof theextendedsiddha-principle. Making Pān. ini’s metatheorysimplerand
moregeneral,this is aconceptuallyattractiveaswell ashistoricallyplausibleposition.

An exampleof theinsufficiencyof stipulatingtheprecedenceof morphologicaloperationsoverphono-
logical operations,is the derivationof asmai ‘to him’, wherethe extendedsiddha-principle is neededto
establishthe priority amongmorphologicalrules. The underlying idam-eis subjectto two rules,7.2.112
anāpy akah. (id-→ ana), and[12] 7.2.102tyadād̄ınām ah. (idam→ idaa, followed by idaa→ ida→ a by
otherrules).Of thesetwo rules,it is 7.2.102which shouldtakeeffect:

[40] idam-e (at this point, id-→ ana-by 7.2.112anāpy akah. mustbeblocked)
idaa-e [12] 7.2.102tyadād̄ınām ah.
ida-e 6.1.97ato gun.e ‘short nonword-finala + a, e,o (gun. a) is replacedby thelatter.’
ida-smai 7.1.14sarvanāmnah. smai ‘After apronounstemin a, (Dat. Sg.) N̄e is replacedby smai.’
a-smai 7.2.113hali lopah. ‘ id→ ∅ beforea consonantalending’

A constraintwhich requiresthatmorphologicaloperationsprecedephonologicaloperationsdoesnotdecide
between7.2.102and7.2.112at the first stageof the derivation,sincethe losing rule 7.2.112anāpy akah.
is certainlymorphological.The restrictedsiddha-principle doesnot help either. But the extendedsiddha-
principle correctly chooses7.2.102over 7.2.112,becauseapplicationof 7.2.102createsan extra siddha
relationin thederivation,at thepoint where7.1.14sarvanāmnah. smai feeds7.2.113hali lopah. .
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6 Internal evidencefor the extendedsiddha-principle

Wehaveseenthatthattheextendedsiddha-principle predictstheright rule interactionsevenin caseswhere
plausiblealternativesfail. We now proceedto a different kind of evidencewhich showsthat just whenthe
extendedsiddha-principlepredictsthewrongrule interaction,thegrammartakesstepsto fix theproblem.

Theverb formsagāt ‘he went’ andāyan ‘they went’ offer a minimal pair which demonstratesthat the
siddha-principle in its extended(lookahead)versionplaysarole in thedesignof thegrammar,regardlessof
themorphologicalor phonologicalstatusof therules.Both verbformshavetheunderlyingroot i, which is
replacedby suppletivegā in agāt, andbecomesy in āyan. Thus,theoriginally vocalic root comesto begin
with a consonantin both forms. Recall from [28] that the pasttenseaugmentis ā- beforea vowel anda-
beforea consonant.The siddha-principle dictatesthat this distribution shouldbe checkedon the surface,
predictingashortaugmentin bothforms.This is right for agāt ‘he went’:

[41] i-luN̄
i-ti 3.4.78tip tas jhi. . .
i-t 3.4.100itaś ca (up to this point, [28b] 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām is applicable,giving * ā-i-t(i))
gā-t 2.4.45in.o gā lun̄i
a-ḡa-t (now [28a] 6.4.71lun̄lan̄lr.n̄ks.v ad. udāttah. insertstheaugmenta)

Only the extendedsiddha-principle works here. The correctaugmenta cannotbe inserteduntil the sup-
pletive root gā hasreplacedi, after which point the root hasa consonantalonset. This replacementis
conditionedby the inflectionalending-t(i). At thestagei-ti , the restrictedsiddha-principle (like the tradi-
tionalnitya-principle)doesnotgivepriority to thereplacementoperationi→ gā becauseit is notnitya with
respectto augmentation.Nor, for thatmatter,is it nitya with respectto luN̄→ ti andsubsequentti → t.

Theextendedsiddha-principle works,however. It requirestheaugmentrule to “look ahead”andapply
in suchaway thatsiddharelationsaremaximizedoverthederivation.

By the sametoken,however,the extendedsiddha-principle givesthe wrong result for the other form,
āyan ‘they went’, wherelong a is insertedby 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām, asthoughthe root still beginswith a
vowel. It doesbeginwith a vowel underlyingly, but the siddha-principle saysthat the relevantcontextis
the surfacey, which replacesi beforea vocalic endingby 6.4.81in.o yan. . With this in mind, Pān. ini has
put both relevantrules,6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām and6.4.81in.o yan. , into thespecialsectionheadedby 6.4.22
asiddhavadatr ā bhāt, whichstatesthatall rulesin this sectionareasif asiddhawith respectto eachother.
This rule setsasidethe siddha-principle and tells us to “pretend” that the root still beginswith a vowel,
ensuringthattheaugment̄a is selectedasif theroot vowel hadnotbeenreplacedby y.

[42] i-laN̄
i-anti 3.4.78tip tas jhi. . . , [36a] 7.1.3jho ’ntah.
i-an (up to this point, thedesiredaugment̄acouldbederivedby 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām)
y-an 6.4.81in.o yan.
āyan 6.4.72ād. ajād̄ınām (in virtue of 6.4.22asiddhavadatr ā bhāt)

This constitutesevidencethattheconstructionof Pān. ini’s grammarassumestheextendedsiddha-principle.
Ruleshavebeenput under the scopeof 6.4.22only in order to defeatthe siddha-principle. If only the
extendedsiddha-principle providessufficientreasonfor putting 6.4.81into thatsection,that is theversion
thatPān. ini musthaveworkedwith.
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A similarexampleis 3.Pl. āsan, wherethedeletionof theroot vowelof asby 6.4.111śnasorallopah. is
asiddha, sothelongaugment̄a- is still inserted.Again,bothrulesareputunderthescopeof 6.4.22in order
to defeatthesiddha-principle.

In cakratus, from kr
˚
-atus, thereduplicationrule [22c] mustapplyto thesyllabicform of theroot, ignor-

ing thereplacementof r
˚

by r dueto theglide formationrule [43].

[43] 6.1.77iko yan. aci
i, u, r. , l. (iK) → y, v, r, l (yaN). beforeavowel (aC) in closecontact.

Therequiredderivationis:

[44] kr.-lit. (perfectof kr. ‘protect’)
kr.-tas 3.4.78tip tas jhi. . .
kr.-atus 3.4.82 parasmaipadānām.. .
kr.-kr.-atus [22c] 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasyaandotherrules
kr.-kr-atus [43] 6.1.77iko yan. aci
ca-kr-atus otherrules

If the antarānga-principle wereoperativeinside words, it would predict this result (asKātyāyanapoints
out). But if we areright that the antarānga-principle doesnot apply insidewords, it saysnothingabout
therule interactionin this example.On thecontrary, theextendedsiddha-principle saysthat reduplication
should“wait” for [43] to changetheshapeof theroot. It is significant,therefore,thatPān. ini hasincludeda
specialrule for just thesecases:

[45] 1.1.59dvirvacane ’ci
The substituteof a vowel, whenconditionedby a following vowel, is treatedlike the original with
respectto reduplication.

Theonly functionof [45] is really to setthingsright wheretheextendedsiddha-principle fails.

It is instructiveto comparethederivationof dudȳus.ati, wherereduplicationtakesplacebeforea conso-
nant,thesiddha-principlegivesthecorrectresult.

[46] div-saN-tiP
diū-sa-ti 6.4.19chvoh. śūd. anunāsikeca
dyū-sa-ti [43] 6.1.77iko yan. aci
dyū-dyū-sa-ti [22c] 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasya
dudȳus.ati otherrules

[45] makesvowel substitutionasiddhaonly beforebeforea vowel (aci), not beforea consonant. This
confirmsthat the authorof the grammarwaswell awareof the extendedsiddha-principle and took care
to curb it just whereneeded.Thus,our interpretationof the siddha-principle justifies the wording of the
grammar.

Oncetheproperdomainof theantarānga-principle asgiving priority to word-internaloperationsover
operationsacrossword boundariesis understood,the issuewhetherthe siddha-principle is strongerthan
the antarānga-principle arisesanew. Thereareexampleswhich suggestthat it is, including the familiar
gomatpriyah. ‘fond of cow-owners’.In theunderlying( (gomat+sU)+ (priya+sU) )+sU, thefirst member
of thecompoundcanloseits casesuffix -sU by oneof two rules:
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[47] a. 6.1.68haln̄yābbhyodı̄rghāt sutisyapr.ktam. hal
After a consonantandafter (the feminineendings)long āP, n̄̄ı, (theendings)-sU, -tiP, -siP are
deleted(replacedby thenull elementlopa) if theyconsistof asingleconsonant.

b. 2.4.71supodhātupr ātipadikayoh.
Caseendingsin rootsandstemsaredeleted(replacedby thenull elementluk).

The competitionbetweenlopa-deletionof the casesuffix by rule 6.1.68,and its luk-deletionby 2.4.71,
hasindirect repercussions.If lopa-deletion takesplace,the stemwill undergothe phonologicalchanges
triggeredby the deletedending(becauseof principle [48a] 1.1.62pratyayalope pratyalalaks.an.am), and
will developinto *gomān-. If luk-deletion takesplace, the stemwill not be affectedby thesechanges
(becauseof [48b] na lumatān̄gasya), andit will emergeasgomat-.

[48] a. 1.1.62pratyayalope pratyayalaks.an.am
Whenasuffix is deleted,theoperationstriggeredby it still apply.

b. 1.1.63na lumatāṅgasya
Whenasuffix is deletedby anelementcontaininglu, theoperationsit triggersonanan̄ga(stem)
do not apply.

If thepriority betweenthetwo deletionrulesweredecidedby theantarānga-principle, accordingto which
word-internalprocessestakeprecedenceovercross-wordprocesses,lopadeletion,which is applicableto the
first partof thecompound,shouldtakeprecedenceover luk deletion,which is applicableonly to thewhole
compound. But this would yield the wrong form *gom̄anpriyah. .3 However, if the antarānga-principle
is subordinatedto the extendedsiddha-principle, the correctresult is derived. For the extendedsiddha-
principlegivespriority to luk deletionbecauseit bleeds(via 1.1.63)thephonologicalchangestriggeredby
thedeletedcaseending,therebyestablishinganextrasiddharelation.

The siddha-principle is not the only traffic rule’ of the grammarthat works on a global, “lookahead”
basis.Thetraditionexpresslysaysthattheutsarga/apav̄ada (general/specialrule) relationdoessotoo.

[49] Pbh. 64: upasam. janis.yamān. animitto ’py apavāda upasam. j ānimittam apy upasargam. bādhate
“An apav̄adasupersedes,eventhoughthecausesof its (application)arestill to presentthemselves,a
generalrule thecausesof which arealreadypresent.” (tr. Kielhorn)

An exampleis thederivationof aśvakr̄ıtı̄ ‘boughtwith a horse’(fem.),whichmustgo like this:

[50] aśva-inakrı̄-Kta-sU
aśvakrı̄ta 2.1.32kartr.karan.ekr.tā bahulam
aśvakrı̄ta-N̄ı̄S. 4.1.50kr ı̄tāt karan.apūrvāt
aśvakrı̄tı̄

The femininesuffix -N̄ı̄S. is addedto krı̄ta in an instrumentalcompoundby the specialrule 4.1.50. But at
the input stage,prior to compounding,krı̄ta runsthe risk of getting the generalfemininesuffix -T. ā. The
suffixationrule musthavethe foresightto wait until compoundingestablishesthe properenvironmentfor
thefemininesuffix.4

3To get gomatpriyah. , Patãnjali positsa specialexceptionto the antarānga-principle: Pbh. 52 antaran̄gān api vidhı̄n lug
bahiran̄go bādhate “a bahiran̄ga deletionby luk supersedesevenantarānga rules”. This is quite obviously unacceptableand
extremelyunlikely to havebeenatacitprincipleof Pān. ini’s grammar.Thetraditionalsoentertains(butdoesnotultimatelyendorse)
the ideathat someof the “lookahead”effectsaredueto a conventionthatoperationsareundonewhentheir trigger is eliminated
(nimitt āpāyenaimittikasyaivāpayah. ). Thisconventionis obviouslytoostrongbecauseit forbidsanytypeof utsargalaks.an. abh̄ava
rule interaction.

4SeefurtherthediscussionaroundPbh.75: gatikārakopapadānām. kr.dbhih. sahasamāsavacanam. pr āk subutpatteh. .
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[51] krı̄-Kta
krı̄ta-T. ā 4.1.4ajādy atas.t.āp
aśva-inakrı̄tā-sU 4.1.2svau.. .
aśvakrı̄tā 2.1.32kartr.karan.ekr.tā bahulam

7 Rulesvs. constraints

The siddha-principle, especiallyits extended“lookahead”version,emergesrathernaturally in nonderiva-
tional, constraint-basedphonologicaltheories.It is thereforeof someinterestto askwhetherPān. ini’s gram-
marcould be reformulatedin constraint-basedtermswithout lossof generality. (This is no longersimply
a matterof interpretingPān. ini, of course,but of usinghis work to learnsomethingaboutlanguage.)The
answeris that, in spiteof the lookaheadproperty, Pān. ini’s systemis crucially derivational. Thecontextof
rulescan’t necessarilybedefinedin termsof theoutputrepresentation.Consequently, therulesmustapply
in sequence,andthe grammarcannotbe reformulatedasan OT-type of constraintsystemwithout lossof
generalization.

Thepoint is illustratedby thederivationof theperfectparticiplebibh̄ı-vas-(Nom. Sg.bibh̄ıvān), from
bhi- ‘fear’.

[52] bhı̄
bhı̄-lIT. 3.2.115paroks.e lit. perfecttenselIT. is assigned
bhı̄-KvasU 3.2.107kvasuś ca lIT. replacedby KvasU
bibhı̄-vas [22c] 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasya, etc. reduplication

In this derivation,rule 7.2.67vasv ekājādghas̄am becomesapplicableat the intermediatestagewhenthe
suffix -KvasUhasbeenaddedbut reduplicationhasnot takeneffectyet:

[53] 7.2.67vasvek̄aj ādghas̄am
TheaugmentiT. is addedto theārdhadh̄atukasuffix vasuafteramonosyllabicstems,stemsendingin
-ā,andghas‘eat’.

This throwsapotentialspannerin theworks,for interpolatinganapplicationof [53] leadsto *bibhyiv̄an:

[54] bhı̄
bhı̄-lIT. 3.2.115paroks.e lit.
bhı̄-KvasU 3.2.107kvasuś ca
bhı̄-ivas 7.2.67vasvekājādghas̄am
bibhı̄-ivas [22c] 6.1.8lit.i dhātor anabhyāsasya, etc.
bibhy-ivas 6.4.82er anekāco‘sam. ogapūrvasya

Eachrule in [54] appliesproperly. Theek̄ac (monosyllable)conditionon7.2.67is satisfiedbothin theinput
andin theoutput.But in fact 7.2.67cannotapply. Our theoryexplainswhy. Thederivationin [54] violates
theextendedsiddha-principle at thestagebh̄ı-vas. Theextendedsiddha-principle requiresreduplicationto
applybeforeiT. -insertion,becausetheaugmentiT. is not insertedbefore-vasbecausethereduplicatedroot
is disyllabic, and7.2.67vasv ekājādghas̄am allows insertionof iT. before-vasonly after a monosyllabic
(ek̄ac) root.
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The lessonof this exampleis that lookaheadallows no “amnesties”:eachrule appliesonly whenthe
conditionson its applicationaresatisfied,andthe derivationmustobeythe siddha-principle. That is why
Pān. ini’s phonologicalrulescannotbetranslatedinto constraints(eveninto violableOT constraints).

In this paperwehopeto haveshownthreethings: (1) thatthetwo versionsof thesiddha-principlediffer
formally in howthesiddha-relationis defined,(2) thattheydiffer substantivelyin thatthestrict versionsub-
sumesexactlythetraditionalnitya-principle,whereastheextendedversionsubsumesageneralizedform of
it, and(3) thatPān. ini’sgrammarpresupposestheextendedsiddha-principle. Thisfindingfurtherstrengthens
ourclaimthatthesiddha-principle is thefundamentalprinciplegoverningtheinteractionof rulesin Pān. ini’s
grammar.
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