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for ‘red veins‘, we have ‘With my . . . . . . full of money’. The most 
obvious way of filling the blank is with ‘pockets’ - though ‘red’ is 
unaccounted for. If now we treat the second part of the line in the 
same way, ‘With my red veins full of . . .’ once again the blank-filler 
is obtiou~. It is now also obvious that ‘red’ which we left out before, 
gives us now, by simple transposition ‘With my veins full of red 
blood’. We now have two relatively complete source versions of the 
two lines : 

1. Dressed to kill, the sensual strut began, 
With my pockets full of money 

2. Dressed to kill, the sensual strut began, 
With my veins full of red blood 

Beside these two hypothetical source-lines, we can put the third, the 
present final version. The picture is that of a young man, proud of 
health and youth, ready to spend them on pleasure, as a man dressed 
in his best on holiday is ready to spend his money. Thomas employs 
vocabulary items from all three levels of discourse’ judiciously 
chosen so as to make it possible to recover all three, and make all 
three contribute to the final meaning. As Professor Koch has said, 
poems are often ‘beautiful riddles’. 
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Within its obviously limited scope which is not in keeping with 
it: title, this little book is a meritorious and successful attempt at 
applying the ideas of Noam Chomsky, as far as they relate to ques- 
tions of word order, to the structure of Sanskrit, that is to say, to 
that of the simplest forms of Sanskrit sentences. Hence the con- 
sistent use of terms and the adoption of views and lines of argumen- 
tation which are characteristic of the publications of the American 
scholar. A distinction is, in studying the Sanskrit sentence, made 
between what the speaker (writer) of the language knows implicitly 
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(his competence) and what he actually does (his performance), 
between ‘deep structure’ and ‘surface structure’ of a sentence, and 
Chomsky is followed in the assumption that, it is true, performance 
provides evidence for the investigation of competence, but can only 
be seriously investigated into on the basis of an explicit theory of the 
competence. The most striking aspect of this competence is creativi- 
ty, that means, the ability of the speaker $riter) to produce new 
sentences which, though immediately unlerstood by those who 
know the language, do not resemble sentences which are familiar to 
them, the only sentences which can be characterized by this term 
being cliches or fixed formulas of one sort or another. It may be 
observed that this fact was very well known to linguists of the more 
‘traditional’ type (see e.g. my book Stylistic Repetition in the Veda, 
h ml?+,&ar\ Aca d. 1 QEO 

17J7, passim). cA-n 

. 
Ail Cl l.Cl uam JWIILC 'modeid hriguists are, per- 

haps from unfamiliarity with what has been written before World 
War II, too often inclin :d to make discoveries in terra cognita. So 
the author of the book under review bases himself on the principles 
of the ‘generative gramr :ar’, which - it must be conceded - means, 

also in this respec,, + an advance on the publications of ‘modern 

(structural) linguists’ which have appeared in tie last decades. He 
has not failed to notice the inadequacy of structural linguistics in 
this respect (p. 2)’ but it cannot be said that he has sufficiently gone 
into the methods applied and results reached by ‘traditional’ scholars 
in this particular province of linguistics. 

Starting from the observation that ‘the interpretations (of Sans- 
krit word order) by Indian and Western theorists and grammarians’ 
turned out, ‘rather surprisingly’, to be ‘greatly at variance’ (Pre- 
face) the author makes it his object to analyse these interpretations. 
He accordingly deals, in three chapters, the first of which is a general 
introduction, with the views of the Indian theorists and those of the 
Western Sanskritists, to end with his own conclusions and an 
appendix on some semantic relations. 

I must confess that I do not share the autE_or’s surprise at 
finding the considerable diversity of the results of the investigations 
hitherto undertaken in this field. In instituting a comparison be- 
tween the working-methods and the results of the investigations and 
argumentations of the traditional Indian authors on the one hand 
and modern Western au.thors on the other one should not overlook 
their different aims and purposes. Both types of adthorsJ an Indian 
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like Apte, and a European like myself, are, for various reasons, one- 
si&dly interested in ‘performance’. However, an Indian author - 
I would avoid the term ‘grammarian’ which might be taken in any 
‘modern’ sense - describing, for students, the intricacies of Sanskrit 
style is quite naturally inclined to set out his subject-matter from 
didactic points of view, to give rules and to argue in favour of the 
maintenance of certain norms. A European scholar on the other 
hand is first and foremost interested in determining and explaining 
facts, in establishing the causes of deviatican from more or less 
obvious regularities etc., and in viewing the outcome of his in- 
vestigationsin thelight of either the classical Indian alawk5raSZstraor 
modern stylistics. The modern students of Sanskrit word order in the 
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a great extent a history of style. As. they are, as a rule, more interest- 
ed in latnguage as a vehicle of thought th:ln in theoretical specu- 
lations about its mechanics from some prjint of view of ‘general 
linguistics’, their results and conclusions are not likely to meet the 
demands of a philosopher interested in principles and foundations 
of the complex of phenornena called language. 

We must on the other hand keep in mind that for the great Indian 
authorities Fuch as K5tyiiyana and Patafijali (whose views have up 
to the present day deeply influenced the standpoints taken by their 
successors) Psqini’s work - frequently quoted by the author - was 
mainly a code containing the always and universally valid rules for 
correct word formation, the eternal alld immutable character of the 
Sanskrit language being taken for granted. It was the aim of the 
great grammarian t3 contribute to the preservation of the pu :ty of 
the text of the Veda and of Sanskrit as a vehicle of imports .It and 
exalted thought, not to compile a complete grammar of Sanskrit in 
any modern sense of the term or to describe the intricacies of Sans- 
krit syntax with the inclusion of a complete doctrine of the order of 
words. Phol,etics and the theory of the sentence were therefore dealt 
with in a much less thorough and comprehensive way. Yet he does 
not supply us with an exhaustive treatment of Vedic word for- 
mation etc. either, but presents the relative facts so as to constitute 
marks by which to distinguish between what is purely Vedic and 
what deviating from it may be called classical Sanskrit. So his work 
has provided those who would express their thoughts in the most 
correct and perfect way with a norm and a standard. 
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Leaving it to others to review this publication on its dialectic 

merits arjd as a piece of work in the field of generative grammar, I 
shall confine myself here to some considerations which, I suppose, 
might arise in the head of an average Sanskrit scholar. Although I 
hardly imagine that all Indologists will consider a publication of this 
type an exercise in logic and ingenuity rather than a contribution to 
their understanding of the genius of the language whic:h is the object 
of their lifelong endeavour, I cannot to my regret expect many of 
them to be convinced that their branch of scholarship will gain much 
by studies of this character. The author, like many linguists in the 
last decades, evidences an unmistakable predilection for linguistic 
structures which from the point of view 0;’ a Sanskrit philologist are 
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characteristic of that language and what will interest Sanskrit 
scholars most - for instance complex sentences, complicated nominal 
constructions, sentences with several absolutiv:, and participles etc. 
- is left out of consideration. What is more, the question is neither 
posed nor answered, whether the view of the Sanskrit sentence ex- 
pressed for instance by V. S. Apte (The student’s guide to Sanskrit 
composition. A treatise on Sanskrit for the use of schools and Sol- 
lcges, Benares 251963; see Staal, p. 1 f. etc.) does not first and fore- 
most apply to longer and more complicated syntactic structures: 
‘Worr”s must be so arranged that the ideas \4l! follow one another 
in th. ,r natural order, and the words in therr natural connnection’. 

Anotl er objection to investigations of this type lies in the fact 
that they are almost exclusively based on isolated (short) sentences, 
so that almost any influence exerted by the context (in particular 
bv the preceding and the following sentences) is left out of consider- ” 
ation. This influence, however, is considerable (see e.g. my publi- 
cations La place de la particule n6gative ncl dans la phrase en vieil 
indien, Leiden I951 and Remarques sur la place du verbe dans la 
phrase active et moyenne en langue sanscrite, Utrecht 1952) l Short 
isolated sentences are, moreover, ill adapted for studying the other 
factors which have contributed to a definite word order, for instancf: 
(-motion on the part of the writer, the desire to be clear or make a 
special impression on the reader etc. The author is (p. 63) right in 
stating that apadyad rtimo govivtdam is perfectly grammatical and 
unambiguous, meaning ‘R&ma saw Govinda’, but what interests 
Sanskritists is not in the first place its ‘lower probability value’, but 
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in what context, under what circumstances, when and why it i; 
prefer~-ed to rim govirtdam apaiyat. The answers to these questions 
can be found by a profound study of a sufficiently large and varied 
collection of Sanskrit texts and one does not see why in illustration 
of the al*;ernation of both orders half a page should be devoted to 
srlf-evident statements known to every beginner of Latin, such as 
‘the former wcrd order is in Sanskrit not ungrammatical’ in contra- 
distinction to the English Rama Govinda saw etc. (For a similar in- 
clination to force an open door see p. 64, where the author’s con- 
clusion in connection with the character of ‘free’ word order is not 
new; p. 57 in connection with Canedo’s mcnograph). The author is 
moreover (p. 63) too optimistic in expect.ing everybody to agree 
that both word orders are ‘synonymot s’. Synonymity in the strict 
sense of the term is, in language, a rare occurrence and if it is right 
that the tendencies leading to a choice from this pair of alternatives 
can be detected and the factor determining them can be ascertained, 
they are in a correct fragment of standard Sanskrit not interchange- 
able and, hence, not synonymous. Even the same word order may, 
with a shift of intonation express another semantic nuance (see also 
p. 69, 1. 13 ff.). 

Among the errors and misunderstandings which I noticed is the 
explanation of a nominal sentence on p. 52: ‘a sentence where the 
verb is deleted’. - Western Sanskritists, rollowing Delbriick and 
Speyer, are not, as is said on p. 68 (see p. 52 f.), agreed on the rule 
that in the nominal sentence in Sanskrit the predicate precedes the 
subject: this tendency occurs, when the subject i> not a pronoun, 
especially in the older language, and regularly in equalizations when 
the .sentence is not subordinate. I would (same page) object to using 
terminology which suggests a historical process (e.g. ‘changes place’) 
when (nnly a difference of static facts is meant (it is quite as easy to 
wr?e : ‘occupies another place’). - One does not see the use of 
~olemizing with scholars who wrote ninety years ago (p. 3) on the 
evaluation of PZnini’s grammar. - Some passages (e.g. on p. 16; 18 
top) appear to be superfluous. - There are grounds for being sceptical 
ab0u.t Staal’s (implicite) confidence (p. 58 f.) in the possibility of 
detecting, with his method and in the near future, ‘the more regular 
p&tern’ and the basic rules underlying the highly varied and often 
complicated structure of the Ancient-Indian sentences. - The state- 
ment abolt ‘syntax’ (p. 20, 1.6-3 f. b.) is disputable. - It may finally 
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be asked whether a study of this type would not find a larger circle 
of interested readers, if the author had taken his examples from, and 
based his argument on, one of the generally known living languages. 
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The present publication is a report on the Conference on Lexico- 
graphy heid at indiana University in November 1960. It was origi- 
nally published as Pmt Iv of the International Journal of American 
Linguistics, Volume 28, No. 2 (1962). The book is presented as ‘a 
second edition with Additions and Corrections’, and these are easy to 
detect through comparison of the first with the second photographi- 
cally reproduced edition, since both additions and corrections are in a 
different fount of type. They are neither numerous -.- I found 10 
specimens (p.V, 43-44, 55, 48, 50, 75, 76, 102, 137, 150) - nor im- 
portant, apart from postscripts and new references. A wrong im- 
pression may therefore have been given by H. Vogelsang’s de- 
scription of this book as ‘tweede verbeterd + II vcrmeerderde druk’. l) 

At the Indiana Conference, organized ;lt the instigation of the 
U.S. Office of Education, a small group of linguists and lexico- 
graphers met to discuss problems in dictionary making. The meeting 
was intended as a possible help to scholars working on bilingual 
dictionarits. 

As a result of the different starting -points of the participants the 
content of P.i.L. is rather disparate. ‘The speakers at the conference 

were either experts in general linguistics, dealing with exigencies for 
andrecommendations tolexicography, orlexicographerswith arealex- 
perience in the matter. Among the linguists some give the impres- 
sion of ‘ooking down on Samuel Johnson’s ‘poor drudges’. Some 
contributions filled with the ‘abstrusities of theoretical controversy’ 

1) Levende Taken, January 1968, p. 35 


