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A Note on the Transliteration of

Sanskrit Words and the Typesetting

For the representation of Sanskrit words in the Latin script I have followed a system
that is, perhaps, not very often found to be used elsewhere. Whenever I quote an
uninflected form of a Sanskrit word (i.e. a pratipadika-) 1 indicate this by putting a
hyphen at its end. Should this word be further inflected according to the rules of
English grammar (the most common morphological change being the addition of plural
ending “-s”), I add the necessary changes after a hyphen. Among other things, it allows
visually to disambiguate a form like kavis to kavi-s, which makes it immediately clear
to the reader that the ”-s” does not belong to the Sanskrit word. In following this
general principle, I have for the sake of consistency (and this, I must confess, appears
visually less attractive to me) used such forms as karman- or karin- (instead of, perhaps,
more common but random karma, karin or kari). Whenever, however, the context
required and allowed me to quote an inflected form of a Sanskrit word (a pada- in its
technical sense) and also when referring to feminine nouns ending in a long vowel and
neuter nouns ending in ‘-i’ or *-u’ (i.e. words, whose pre-suffixal stem, anga-, coincides
with the inflected form in Nom. Sg.), I omitted the hyphen and wrote karma, kari,
cikirsa and madhu.

In an obvious contradiction to the above expressed wish to remain consistent is my

rather random choice of Latin transliteration of inflected samskrta- words and their

XV



xvi TRANSLITERATION AND TYPESETTING

representation in EEIT-IFR"I Both systems are used completely interchangeably, the
only visible reason for this being the vacillations of my mind.

A further example of an obvious inconsistency is provided by the typesetting of
individual sections as well as by the arrangement of the reference notes in the bib-
liography. Many solutions may appear arbitrary and, at times, even bad or disturb-
ing. The only reason behind this is my personal lack of skills in navigating through
the complex adjustments of the typesetting engine XgIgX and the reledmac pack-
age, the current version of which was developed by Maieul Rouquette, to whom, un-

bekannterweise, I owe a debt of gratitude.
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Chapter 1

Analytical Framework for the Study
of the Commentaries on

mahakavya-

In this chapter I introduce the general analytical framework, which, I hope, may sub-
stantially contribute to the textual study of the commentarial literature and which will
be only exemplary applied in the following chapters. It is mainly centered around the
newly developed method of structural analysis and is supplemented with several ad-
ditional considerations concerning the composition and the style of the commentar-

ial literature on mahakavya- in Sanskrit.

1.1 Structural Analysis of the Commentaries on
mahakavya-
Though based on the findings of several publications, all cited later in the text, the

1



2 CHAPTER 1. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

aforementioned method of structural analysis was developed in its seminal form and
applied for the first time in the so far unpublished study by Roger Vogt (University of
Hamburg), an annotated critical edition of Srinatha’s commentary on the Raghuvamsa
(see below). Since Vogt has so far not put any of his deliberations on this topic
into writing, in the following pages I will offer my personal contemplation on what he
taught me (knowingly or unknowingly) during our numerous meetings in the years
2011-2012

The logical starting point, but, actually speaking, the real historical finding and the
probandum of the current analysis, when considered in its own right, is the observation
of a parallelism between two fundamental phenomena, which have previously been

noted and studied seprately from each other:

1. the formulaic style of Sanskrit commentaries on mahakavya- (observed from the

point of literary analysis);

2. the peculiar scribal habits exhibited within the manuscript transmission of indi-
vidual commentaries (observed on the basis of their text-historical, i.e. philolog-
ical examination).

In order to provide the reader with a better understanding of the proposed method-

ology, I will first discuss both the phenomena separately and show later how their com-

bined notion evolved into the method of structural analysis.

't must be noted, furthermore, that the particular focus of my doctoral dissertation was largely
inspired by my acquaintance with Roger Vogt’s theory, which I was lucky to discover before beginning
doctoral studies. I hope sincerely that he will write up his various ideas and make them soon accessible
to scholarship.

10

15
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 3

1.2 Formulaic style of Sanskrit commentaries on
mahakavya-

The fact that “[t]he Sanskrit commentaries [...] have a format that is uniform and for-
mulaic”® has been already pointed out in several academic publications.E I believe that
it can be almost universally observed by anyone, while it is usually experienced as
a difficulty by a novice Sanskrit student who sets out to read such a text. In other
words, it easily occurs to a reader of virtually any Sanskrit commentary that it is re-
plete with repetitious expressions and syntactic constructions, and that it is as if built
of textual blocks of stock phraseoplogy and contents. The most formalistic features of
Sanskrit commentaires on mahakavya- (mainly the phraseoplogy) have been exten-
sively dealt with in Roodbergen (1984) and Tubb and Boose (2007).E The former, tak-
ing a difficult task of translating the commentary on Bharavi’s Kiratarjuniya by the me-
dieval champion of the genre, Mallinatha, aimed at the development of his own tech-
nical language capable of conveying the pecularities of the Sanskrit original in En-
glish. The latter publication is a comprehensive textbook “intended to give students
[...] some help in using Sanskrit commentaries”E It is for this reason that, rather than
discussing the individual features, I concentrate here on their overall analysis.

For the current purpose it is provisionally useful to distinguish further between

two aspects of the commentaries’ formulaic nature:

ZPate] (2014, p. 52).

3Mahrke (11933); Maurer (1965); Roodbergen (1984); Briickner (1995); Stietencron (1993); Goodall
and Isaacson (2003); Mccrea and Patil (2006); Slaje (2007); Tubb and Boose (2007); Preisendanz (2008);
Jyviésjarvi (2010); Patel (2014).

*My personal experience here is corroborated by the remark in Tubb and Boose (2007, p. xxv).

5 Another important early study of the formalistic nature of the genre, which, however, focuses
entirely on the analysis of a single late medieval Sanskrit commentary of Sumativijaya on Kalidasa’s
Meghadiita, is Maurey (1965).

6Tubb and Boose (2007, p. xxv).



4 CHAPTER 1. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

(a) on the level of composition, one can talk of “functional” formulas, i.e. repetitions

of recurring types of information, which need not be expressed in similar words
(though may use them as triggers);
(b) on the surface level, however, we can speak of “verbal” formulas, i.e. repetitions

of certain words or syntactic patterns.

1.2.1 “Functional” formulas

Sanskrit commentaries, one may observe, are typically composed of recurring tex-
tual elements, which individually fulfill what Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 3) call “the ser-
vices of a commentary”, or what I prefer to call here its “functions”. Examples of such
functions in a broad sense employed here are (and here I am anticipating the follow-
ing discussion): indication of meanings for given words, analysis of compounds, for-
mal grammatical explanation of complex formations, indication of syntactic connec-
tions, supporting quotations from dictionaries and many more. An individual tex-
tual segment which expresses any of these is called here a “functional” element. The
fact, that such elements continually recur within individual commentaries and that,
as a consequence, the whole text of a commentary can be depicted as an agglomera-
tion of such elements allows me to speak, furthermore, of functional formulaic repeti-
tiousness of these texts.

I would like to argue that the proposed analytical element of “function” echoes
the general line of reasoning followed in the primary Sanskrit scholarship when at-
tempting a description or a general definition of what a commentary (or, a commen-

tary on a kavya-work in particular) is. Even if any serious theoretical deliberation on

10
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 5

this subject is virtually absent from the Sanskrit tradition,?B nevertheless, by analyz-
ing the scarcely available data one can come to the conclusion that the tradition has,
in fact, tried conceptually to approach the commentarial literature from the point of
its functionality, or, staying nearer to the actual view, the topics ought to be dealt with
in a text of this genre.

Perhaps the most famous definition of a commentary in Sanskrit is a mnemonic
verse, different versions of which are anonymously circulated in various textual sources.
According to the attribution of the Nyayakosa (p. 828) and Bhattacharyd (1955, p. 124) it
is found in the 18th chapter of the Parasara-( upa—)purcina,E notably, in the context of a

discussion on §astric literature.ld While the date of composition and the texual history

7 According to my understanding, the only literary genres the composition of which has been widely
theorized within the Sanskrit tradition are, curiously enough, the ones subsumed under the umbrella
term kavya-, that is the belles lettres. The lack of theoretical elaboration can, interestingly, be contrasted
with a rather strict hierarchical structure of different types of technical commentaries within e.g. the Jain
(cf. Kapadia (11935)), the Theravada-Buddhist (cf. Hiniiber (2007)) or the early grammatical (cf. Sharma
(2002a)) literary tradition.

8] am aware of the famous definitions of different types of commentary given by Rajasekhara in
the second chapter of his Kavyamimamsa (possibly borrowed from earlier sources) and expanded upon
by Hemacandra in the Abhidhanacintamani 2.170f. They seem, however, to add no value to the current
discussion, for they are very short and are partly based on the [pseudo-]etymological analyses of the

names given to the different varieties of the commentaries Cf, ST HYUTTGSH in Kavyamimamsa
(Dalal and Sastry, (1934, p. 5)); JAETETHEE S S in Kavyamzmamsa (ibid.), which is altered
to T e WT@T in Abhidhanacintamani 170c; or W@W QIAHT of Kavyamimamsa and

W qaqu of Abhidhanacintamani 170d).

Note, that Hintibey (2007, pp. 100f) (according to my understanding, misinterpreted in Formigatti
(2011, pp. 72f)) has analyzed these definitions into two classes: (1) those based on the type of text com-
mented upon (“textbezogen” in the German original), such as Rajasekhara’s definition of vrtti- (AT-

i Wm%a'{ﬂlqg; and (2) those stressing upon the content of the actual commentary (“inhaltsbe-
zogen”) as the aforementioned defitions of tika and paricika-.

? Although the text of the upapurana- seems to have recently appeared in print in Tripathi (1990),
during the preparation of my thesis I was not able to consult this book. Instead, I have referred to an e-
text of an admittedly dubious origin (http://vedicreserve.mum.edu/upapurana/parashara_purana.pdf ;
Last checked: 12.29.2016). According to this electronic text, the concerned verse bears the number
18.17cd-18ab.

ONote, that the same chapter of the purana- contains three other similarly popular defintitions,

namely that of sutra- (ﬂ@lamﬂ'\lw 5| H|{E|'\|§’ﬂa\|5@q| TANHAT | H\'_J[ H\ﬁ!'\laa“l 1%@;2 !
= e~ N oo o LN o o
18.13cd-14ab), bhasya- (lfﬂ?ﬁ qud 9= aﬁi\[: ATRIH: | ST F UG AT HIS[dG]
o A N e~ . . ~C . e C
1dg: |l 18.15¢d -16ab) and varttika- (STRIGTRGETRIAL Tl I Hddd | d A« Tk ATEATTARE




6 CHAPTER 1. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

of this (Upa-)Purana remain still to be unveiled,™ a certain historicity of the verse un-
der consideration can be established on the basis of its quotations in a handful of bet-
ter studied sources. An alternative reading of the same verse (see below) is found, for
example, in Kumbhakarna’s commentary on the Candisataka 1 (Bahura (1968, p. 10))
that, on the basis of epigraphical sources, can be dated rather precisely to the middle of
the 15th century The beginning of this verse is furthermore quoted in Varadaraja’s
(fl. ca. 1600—1650)E Girvanapadamafijari in a manner that, on the one hand, assumes a
general acquaintance with the contained formula and, on the other hand, points to its
affinity with the $astric milieuld The verse enumerates five characteristic features of
a commentary, which, as one can see, amount to five topics to be elaborated upon or
functions to be carried out by a commentary:
Y

ST T B SR =SS0

Tubb and Boose (2007, pp. 4f.) translate these five functions as “[1] word-division,
separation of the words of the text [...], [2] stating the meaning of words, paraphras-
ing [...], [3] analysis of grammatical complexes (i.e. of nominal compounds and of de-

rived stems) [...], [4] construing the sentences, indicating the construction of the text

HATOT: N 19¢d-20ab).

11Cf. also a brief remark in Minkowski (2002, fn. 85).

12See p. 26 in the introduction to Bahura (1968). The text of Kumbhakarna’s commentary, as printed
in the vulgate edition, contains, furthermore, two anonymous anustubh-verses introduced by an in-

<
triguing sentence “31H SATEETIHT I — [...]” (Bahura (1968, p. 4)). Upon studying the following sec-
tion of the commentary, which contains an unexpectedly elaborated (and therefore extremely curi-
ous) exposition of naiyayika-s’ doctrine of vakyarthabodha-, I am convinced that the introductory sen-

tence should be emended to “37 TTRTSHT T&T —”,
BCf. e.g. Wezler (1996, pp. 327fF.).
14 At the point in the plot (Shah (1960, p. 6)), when the wandering scholar was given food and the due

offerings at the house of Mr. Vajapeyi and now sitted on a blanked replies to the manifold questions of
the host, he, explaining why it is wrong to study other $astra-s before learning grammar, says: qa‘%\ﬂi
q?{[ N o SN NN N ¢ . ﬁ:ﬂ b Y N q ~ |

15A common variant for pada- C, as found e.g. in the Nyayakosa and quoted in @@@@, is Wg\:ﬁg
GHTITEH,

5
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 7

[...], [5] answering of objections”

The Nyayakosa (ibid.) as well as Kumbhakarna’s commentary give another read-
ing of the second half of the verse. By splitting the last element into two, (5) objec-
tions alr‘\ld (6) answering [of objections], they account for overall six different elements:

"ameat sY FHHQT‘SIﬁ AT qigd qadq ||

The fact that the five “characteristic features” can, in fact, be understood as five
“structural elements” of a commentary is corroborated further by another mnemonic
verse of a very similar kind. Here the list of “five parts” (or limbs) of a commentary
has been, perhaps, deliberately adopted for the needs of commentaries on kavya-. This
verse is given e.g. in Roodbergen (1984, p. 2), Goodall and Isaacson (2003, p. 1) or Ra-
madasan (2005, p. 41)

‘Eﬁb"ﬁs fened mmmaaamil
wwuﬂamﬁ ARAEITI= R

Following the above translation this version could be paraphrased as: “The five
constituents of a commentary are: (1) separation of words, (2) providing syntactic ar-
rangement [of words], (3) analysis [of grammatical complexes] such as compounds
etc., (4) stating the meaning of words, (5) stating the intended meaning.”E

One can observe, among other things, that this reading of the mnemonic verse ef-
fectively substitues the final element(s) of the previous list(s), which seem(s) to ad-
dress techniques found primarily within the $astric commentaries. The replacement
item (i.e. “stating the intended meaning”) is, on the other hand, abundantly found in
the commentaries on kavya-.

Another valuable source for the assessment of the traditional view concerning the

1Kumbhakarna reads ca instead of atha.

7Cf. Roodbergen’s (ibid.) translation cited by Goodall and Isaacson (ibid): “the five parts of a com-
mentary are (1) marking off the words, (2) the statement of the words in their order of construction, (3)
the examination of cps., etc., (4) the explanation of wordmeanings, (5) (the statement of) the author’s
intention.”
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topics (ideally) dealt with in the commentaries on mahakavya- is, most unsurprisingly,
that of statements found in the commentaries themselves. In fact, it often happens that
in the introductory sections, apart from stating the circumstances, purposes and the
expected outcome of their compositions, commentators announce the kind of infor-
mation they are going to present to their readers. It is most probable that the rea-
son behind doing so is not only in providing the readership with the necessary bit of
abhidheya-, but, perhaps more importantly, in stressing the conformity of one’s own
commentary with the general definition of an ideal representative of the genre. From
the perspective of the analysis undertaken here (i.e. when looked at from the angle of
the textual structure), one can see that these statements amount to lists of topics or,
as I prefer, functions carried out by the commentary and assigned to invidual textual
elements.

Among earlier sources, where the authors explicitely mention the subjects dealt
with in their works, is Arunagirinatha’s Prakasika on the Raghuvamsa. At the be-
ginning of his commentary Arunagirinatha gives the following list of technical sub-
jects which he is going to discuss or to leave untreated in his work: (1) statement of
arthalamkara-s (vss. 15 — 16), (2) statement of rasa- and bhava- (vs. 17), (3) sporadic
mention of sabdalamkara-s (vs. 18), (4) omission of treatment of guna-s and other
poetological topics (vss. 19 - 20)2 The remark made by his intellectual successor,
Narayanapandita, in his commentary on the Raghuvamsa comes in its tone and con-
tent much closer to the general verse-definitions discussed above:

TRl FETHE TeTeieaaanios|

C e N o

ARSI AT ST (&S | (Padarthadipika 4)

ISR ASEIET | Jal AATHTSER Aged=Ts R1a: 1| 2y || SHATSEEY-
ReTafafreaiifa: | STggRecan s Sisch afidr: | 25 || fFad 9 TGy T i+ed-
U Tl ferstiaal ATt el o fRTRa 2o || STETETieey o SifchRieesd | Id: Ta-
ferRISTUTT Steh e TR Il 2 |1 TYUTIGRICHT ST 107 Ty Hehel: | AT SR 1 Sifet-
fraIEa 1l 22 1| AR FeATE TEHE HRAAT: | ) a1 HERORRY FGHEf 1l R0 11 (ol

duval and Nambiar (1964, pp. 2-3))
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 9

“T write [this] succinct commentary on the mahakavya- [called] Raghu-
vamsa, which is furnished with (1) [statements] of the meaning of words
and (2) their syntactic arrangement, accompanied by (3) [statements of]

the overall meaning of the sentence and (4) the figures of speech.”

In the Vivarana on Kumarasambhava the same author writes:
N o 0 0

RN J AU FeRIdaadg eI |

(\laﬂaﬂqlﬂl q&di ?!EHIHQ$RH|§RQ\H | (Vivarana 9)

[Since there already is another great and large commentary written by a
scholar of old times on the same poem, my effort here is useless, just as a
blow from the mouth is not capable of producing any notable effect, when
the very charming wind from the Malaya-mountains blows.] Nonethe-
less, may this commentary, in which (1) the syntactic arrangement, (2) the
meaning of words and (3) the meanings of the sentences are shown, [so
also] in which (4) compounds are analyzed, provide those who study it

with much help.

Another playful treatment of the same topic and, most probably, a conscious allu-
sion to the fivefold characteristisation quoted above, is found in Dharmagupta’s (fl. ca.
14th — 15th ¢.) Varavarnini on Laksmidasa’s Sukasandesa:2

R g

o o’ [Nl aN

TIIATea AT JeRTTRIAATET ToicerTd Gt |l

TEIERIATEd HEld S AT, [Ahes T TSI H | ATl TR | FElgstd aTd Fe
FohT Tl AT I
My knowledge of this commentary is based entirely on the information given in Unni (1985, pp.

48fT).
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[aN ¢ ¢
A (AT U TEN e : |
WA Sih AT S |

May this commentary, (1) in which the separation of the words of the
text is carried out, (2) which has good analysis of grammatical complexes,
(3) which contains more pleasant explanations of word-meanings, (4) in 5
which syntactic connections are displayed, (5) in which intended mean-
ings are shown,
shine forth
like a young lady, who has colored her feetZ! who has a beautiful body,
whose talk about [various] things is extemely charming, who comes from 10
a celebrated family, who shows her sentiments.
This commentary shall be [known] in the world by the name Varavarnini,
because of the given (i.e. just stated) similarity to a young woman and
because it talks about excellent subject (perhaps, is the poem itself that is

implied to be an “excellent subject”) 2

15

Notwithstanding a trully great number of similarly themed verses scattered through-
out the commentarial literature on kavya-, in conclusion I would like to quote just a
single verse found in Devarajabhatta’s commentary on the Kiratarjuniya:

I T YT qeleade Tehe S |

TERd Wd GEEI! df S TSN (Sukhabodhini 3)B 2%

21 Alternatively, krtapadavicchittih could mean smth. like: “[she] who walks gracefully/ beautifully”
Here I rely upon the meaning of the word vicchitti- more common to the texts of the alamkarasastra-
tradition. It corresponds to some “modern” Sanskrit usages such as e.g. vacovicchitti- in the meaning of
“idiomatic expression”.

22The second term implies yet another pun contained in the the title of the commentary. If applied
to a nayika it could also be understood as a “woman of excellent complexion”.

23The partial edition of Devarajabhatta’s commentary available to me (Chatterji (1934)) reads Sukha-
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 11

(1) Repeating every [word of the poem], (2) explaining formation of words,
(3) making [every] sentence clear by means of syntactic arrangement of
words and (4) showing the intended meaning, [SriDevaraja] composes this
commentary called Sukhabodhini for the sake of understanding [of the

poem] by unexperienced readers.

As far as the secondary scholarship is concerned, a similar train of thought is fol-
lowed and further developed by R. V. Krishnmachariar in his introductory notes to
the 1909’ edition of Purnasarasvati’s Vidyullata on the Meghaduta. While highlight-
ing the value of studying Purnasarasvatl’s commentary against the backdrop of all-
pervading and exclusive propagation of Mallinatha’s scholarship,E Krishnamachariar

describes the qulities of Vidyullata as follows:

In this commentary, one will realize, [1] well-known substitutes for every
single word of the commented text are given as explanations; [2] after ex-
plaining the meaning of single words the [overall] meaning of the sen-
tence is considered in a proper way; [3] at times [possible] objections and
their rejoinders are shown along with the reasons as evidence [for the ex-
pressed opinions]; [4] explanation pertaining to the rasa- is composed in
a very lovely way; [5] so also [points derived from the works on] lexicog-
raphy and grammar are skillfully brought out [6] and alamkara- [present

in a current verse] is analyzed in a superior way; [7] and such a suggested

bodhani as the text title. Prof. Viroopaksha V. Jaddipal from the Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha in Tiru-
pati, who i.a. currently suppervises a PhD thesis on this commentary, has informed me in a personal
communication from 04.09.2016 that the majority of the MSS support the reading Sukhabodhini.

2*The emotional critique, almost distress, on his contemporaries’ unquestioning subjugation to
the interpretations and the authority of Mallinatha’s commentaries on kavya- expressed in Krishna-
machariay (1909, pp. ff) is worth reading. Among other things, it provides a significant evidence for
the exceptional role given to the study of Mallinatha’s texts at the beginning of the 20th c.
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meaning is made particularly clear, that, obviously, could not been even
imagined by Mallinatha; [8] more appropriate readings are chosen, which
often differ from the readings of Mallinatha, but at times agree with the
readings in the Parsvabhyudaya. [9] Furthremore, this commentary pos-
sesses this whole sum of goodness of a completely different type, inas-
much as its author (ayam?) reflects upon the goals achieved by listening

and reciting of this poem.@’@

In the contemporary secondary scholarship the idea of function as the structuring
element of a commentary appears to have been at first silently employed in the path-
breaking study of Goodall and Isaacson (2003) for their assessment of general stylistic

features of Vallabhadeva’s Raghuparicika on the Raghuvamsa:

Vallabhadeva’s style in his Raghuparicika [...] is typically to give first the
purport of a given verse using synonyms. The synonyms he employs are
often choice and alliterative and he not infrequently mirrors even the com-
pound structure of the original. He then follows this with explanations
and observations where such are judged to be necessary. He rarely repro-
duces a word from the root text, quotes lexicographers very infrequently,

and when he enters into grammatical discussions (which he does only

5In the last sentence the reference is to Parnasarasvati’s discussion found between p. 6,1. 9 and p. 7
L. 4 of the concerned edition. The passage is translated and analyzed in Skreep (1979), who, perhaps by
extension, takes it to throw “light on the purposes of a commentary” (p. 180) and not just on those of
poetry.

. o N S -~ S o o
Krishnamachariar (1909, pp. 2°-2): TSl WG HATEHM] il Gy Haldl Y&

o o o o r\lqa_l_(‘ < < . Qi‘l:"%'\ '\~|€13{E|3[ . \a
WWIW?WWIW?WWI S AT

oSN

wiferzrd foafaa: | sxgna RN frdsd:, a: mwmwaw | TR
U I13: m@n@mﬁmmmﬂa‘czﬁr WH?TWWHHHHWI T
TR AR AT, JEaHAHAAUISST ST fa=rafd|
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1.2. FORMULAIC STYLE OF SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON MAHAKAVYA- 13

rarely), he usually alludes to or paraphrases grammatical rules rather than

quote them. Vallabhadeva’s style is thus extremely brief and to the point.@

As one can see, the above description (apart from the remark on the choice of rar-
ified vocabulary) amounts to nothing else but an enumeration of functional elements,
the employment (or avoidance) of which both scholars see as typical for Vallabhadeva’s
commentarial writing: direct glosses with infrequent use of pratika-s, direct glosses in-
stead of analyses of compounds, short explanatory passages, rare quotes from the kosa-
s, rare grammatical discussions mostly without direct quotations. Apart from this enu-
meration, the presentation of Goodall and Isaacson (2003) contains a further analyt-
ical element, namely the general arrangement of Vallabhadeva’s text2d (first glosses,
then explanatory notes, followed by lexicographical and grammatical notes), that will

be discussed later on in this chapter (see [1.6 below).

1.2.2 “Verbal” formulas

While the “functional” formulas are defined in accordance with the content assigned
to them, the “verbal” formulas are determined by the use of specific modes of expres-
sion and thus belong to the realm of lower textual organization. This formulaic repeti-
tiousness comprises the standard technical vocabulary, on the one hand, and the for-
mulaic syntactic constructions, on the other® The technical vocabulary of the com-
mentaries is partly shared with the related fields of knowledge (such as e.g. gram-
mar or poetics), but includes also idioms peculiar to the commentarial genre: consider

expressions such as ‘iti Sesah’, ‘iti yavat’, ‘ity asankya’, ‘yatha syat tatha’ etc. which,

#7Goodall and Isaacsor| (2003, p. xlvii).

%The quoted passage is, in fact, found in a broader context (pp. xliv-xlvii), in which the authors give
an overview over different prototypical arrangements of commentaries on mahakavya-.

#Both types of “verbal” formulas can be most conveniently accessed through the glossary found in
the Roodbergen ({1984, app. iii) as well as via the index of [Tubb and Boos¢ (2007)
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when used within a commentarial work, acquire their technical meaning distinct from
the general one. From the analytical point of view, it may be noted that these expres-
sions, apart from conveying their own technical meanings, are usually employed in or-
der to tag other textual segments to which they are attached with a particular func-
tion. Consider, for example, the expression iti yavat that may be seen to tag the pre-
ceding textual segment as “a paraphrase that expresses the meaning of the original
text more precisely”.E The same observation is valid for the repetitions of syntac-
tic patterns: syntactic formulas (such as e.g. those employed in the analysis of bahu-
vrihi-compounds), apart from conveying a certain meaning specific to a given syntac-
tic construction, may simultaneously be seen as tags identifying the functional ele-
ments they are included in (thus the inclusion of a syntactic construction typical for
the analysis of bahuvrihi-compounds into a textual element simultaneously indicates
the function of this element as, indeed, “analysis of a bahuvrihi-compound”).

At this point, it must be noted that the “verbal” formulas discussed in this sub-
section too, inasmuch as they are assigned with a distinct function (i.e. contain a spe-
cific type of recurring information), are ultimately treated here as subcategories of the
“functional” repetitiousness. To give a simplified illustrative example, a clause “ity
amarah” can be analysed as a “verbal” formula to represent a recurring syntactic pat-
tern “iti + ([abridged] name of a text)-Nom. Sg.” or in accordance with its function as
“an indication of a quotation”. Note that from the first point of view, “ity amarah” may
be argued to belong to the same category as e.g. “iti visvah”, but not as “ity amare” (“iti
+ ([abridged] name of a text)-Loc. Sg.”); from the point of function, however, all three
expressions are treated as one structural element.

In this section I hope to have been able to demonstrate in general terms that the text
of any given commentary can be analyzed by dividing it into shorter segments on the

basis of the function (or, if one prefers, the topic) to which these segments are assigned.

30Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 25).
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1.3. SCRIBAL HABITS 15

This analysis allows, as I will show later, formally to access the characteristic features
of individual commentaries, so as to facilitate their comparison and the text-historical
study. I have also tried to argue that such a modern analysis of commentaries, i.e.
from the viewpoint of their different functions, is in many ways foreshadowed by the
Sanskrit tradition.

In order (1) to elucidate the principles for devising the catalogue of structural ele-
ments to be differentiated within the texts of commentaries, and (2) to explain in what
way the study of the textual transmission of individual commentaries is linked with
the described analytical approach, in the following section I would like to introduce

another important observation.

1.3 Scribal habits

The problem of a great inconsistency in the manuscript transmission of the commen-
taries on mahakavya- has been, though addressed in a handful of early philological
studies,2 widely ignored by the scholarly community. It had been, therefore, not be-
fore the pivotal study of Goodall and Isaacson (2003), that this topic has been treated
in any adequate way. Both the scholars, however, uncovered and thematized a num-
ber of crucial issues concerning the textual history of the genre. On the basis of an ex-
amination of several critical editions of commentaries on different kavya-s and con-
sidering “the distribution of variants” (pp. xxii-xxiv), these scholars have arrived at the

following most significant conclusion (pp. xxiv-xxv):

[W]e must suspect that there has been interpolation [1] of lexical quota-
tions, [2] of labels to quotations that the commentator probably left un-

labelled, [3] of additional explanations of points of grammar or [4] addi-

31Cf. Méhrke (1933); Rau (1949); Hultzsch (1988).
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tional grammatical quotations, [5] of additional glosses, [6] of further ex-
planatory remarks, [7] of additional particles (and the like) that empha-
sise the intended sense, [8] of additional pratikas, [9] and of extensions of

pratikas and quotations.

As for a possible objection that the above list could similarly refer to textual omis-

sions rather than interpolations, it is stated (ibid.):

While there can in general have been no motivation for scribes deliber-
ately to omit material, explanatory amplification can only have been seen

as useful by users of the texts.

This argument can be well supported by the observations about the pedagogical
orientation (as well as rather specific didactic concerns) of the commentaries on ma-
ha‘kdvya-,@ at the later stage in the development of the genre in particular.

Following the formulation of the above list and in result of a thorough scrutiny of
the manuscripts transmitting the text of Vallabhadeva’s commentary on Raghuvamsa,
the scholars have formulated the following enlarged list of scribal habits, i.e. scribes’

“tendencies to make various sorts of changes”, (ibid. pp. lvi-lvii):

[1] adding pratikas from the original text [...] [2] replacing synonyms with
words from the root text [...] [3] analysing compounds which were glossed
without analysis [...] [4] clarifying the strucure of sentences [...] [5] to add
particles [...] [6] to banalyse, typically by substituting uncommon words
of forms with common ones [...] [7] to add mention of well-known variant

readings of the root text [...] [8] where the commentary gives a variant to

32Cf. e.g. [Tubb and Boosd (2007, pp. 2f.)
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MAHAKAVYA- AS APPLIED BY ROGER VOGT 17

the root text that [...] seems preferable, to accept the variant [...] and al-
ter the commentary accordingly [...] [9] to add alternative analyses or in-
terpretations [...] [10] to add factual, lexical and grammatical explanations

[...] [11] to supply unrelated passages of commentary

It seems obvious that, in the light of the remarks made in the previous section, both
of the given lists consist of nothing else than enumeration of different functional el-
ements, which are, in fact, commonly found within the texts of commentarial litera-
ture on kavya-. The statement of Goodall and Isaacson (2003) could be, therefore, para-
phrased in the following way. Within the manuscript transmission of Sanskrit com-
mentaries on mahakavya-, certain functional elements (see the lists above) have the
tendency to be changed by the scribes in certain ways. These changes usually occur

by interpolation, though occasionally involve omission or rearrangement.

1.4 The method of structural analysis of the
commentaries on mahakavya- as applied by
Roger Vogt

On the basis of observations, similar to those discussed in the previous sections, Roger
Vogt has devised the principles for his structural analysis. That scholar, employing a
minimal list of structural elements, analysed large portions of several commentaries
on different kavya-s using this time texts as printed in their (mostly non-critical) vul-
gate editions.B In order to make this analysis easily accessible for later evaluation he
assigned to each of the elements a particular colour or typeface, such as e.g. green for

grammatical observations, bold for pratika-s or italics for all the quotations. On the

33 Among Vogt’s sources only two publications meet the requirements of a critical edition, namely
Goodall and Isaacsor| (2003) and Hultzsch (1988).
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basis of this analysis and its visual representation Vogt attempted, first of all, to make a
statement about the styles that are particular to different commentaries (in a way sim-
ilar to the above quoted statement about Vallabhadeva’s style), and, in the next step, to
determine all the anomalous portions (i.e. those transgressing the general pattern typ-
ical for a particular commentary). Based on the observation that these anomalous pas-
sages would widely correspond with the above list of elements given in Goodall and
[saacson (2003, pp. xxii-xxv, lvi-lvii) as prone to interpolation, Vogt proposed tenta-
tively to treat these text passages as being indeed interpolations.

At the next stage, having further validated the list of structural elements most
frequently found to be interpolated in accordance with his newly acquired statistical
data, Vogt applied this knowledge in preparation of a critical edition of the commen-
tary by Srinatha on the Raghuvams’a.@ In doing so he marked all the passages belong-
ing to these structural elements of the text in grey® so as to indicate to the reader that
they, even though unambiguously transmitted in the MSS, are considered by the edi-
tor as later additions. Although I have reservations about the final stage in the devel-

opment of Vogt’s theory,@ I have entirely grounded my study of the commentaries on

34Tt must be noted that unlike my approach (and this should be certainly considered an important
shortcoming of my study), Vogt’s procedure is extremely precise and is based on exact statistical data.
The scholar has, for example, compiled extensive tables of all the bahuvrihi-analyzes and of many other
formal elements of Srinatha’s text, in order to be able to judge on the commentator’s stylistic features.

%The most suspected candidates being (in order of appearance) (1) the simple kimbhiita-type of
questions (2) grammatical remarks; (3) quotes from the kosa-s; as well as (4) explanatory passages.

3First of all, it appears unlikely that the commentators have at all times submissively followed their
stylistic patterns, and that every deviation therefrom should necessarily indicate an interpolation. It
appears, for example, reasonable to me, unlike it is to Vogt, that commentaries on the opening chapters
of a given work would sometimes be written in a more elaborate style than those on later chapters.
The reason for the elaborate style of initial chapters might thus in fact be the same as the reason Vogt
adduces to justify suspicion of interpolation: the earlier chapters were studied much more rigorously
than the later ones.

Secondly, it appears inappropriate to assume that exactly the same list of elements is equally likely to
be interpolated in all commentaries. It appears likely that, for example, the commentator Pitambara (au-
thor of Kiratacandrika on Kiratarjuniya, see below) did in fact supply his text with copious grammati-
cal explanations, so that one should not leap to the conclusion that they were all interpolated at a later
stage.

Finally, though as shown by Goodall and Isaacson (2003) least decisively, it appears difficult to argue
for the secondary character of a large number of passages attested in all manuscript sources available
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mahakavya- on the basic premises of the structural analysis introduced by him.

1.5 The catalogue of structural elements

In order to follow up the historical development of the described method as well as to
be able to clarify the changes introduced by me into Vogt’s list of structural elements,
it would appear reasonable to introduce Vogt’s list at first and to append mine to it
afterwards. In view of the circumstances mentioned in fn. fI, I will have to abandon

this organization and start straight away with the full catalogue that I have used.

1.5.1 Main principles in the constitution of the catalogue of

structural elementss

At the bottom level of my categorization I have followed the question of whether or not
the devised group can be related to the actual goals of the analysis undertaken here, viz.
(1) to examine the nature of textual variants detected within the transmission of a sin-
gle commentary as well as (2) to see patterns in the development of the commentar-
ial genre as a whole. It is to say that in singling out or grouping together of textual el-
ements I have primarily taken a text-historical (or, philological) point of view and paid
much less attention to the adequacy of this grouping from the point of literary analy-
sis. My division of elements relies heavily on the list of elements liable to be interpo-
lated (see the list on p. [1g), is refined with Vogt’s as well as my own empirical find-
ings and is, therefore, in many ways eclectic. For example, it may appear irrational
from the point of literary analysis that certain items (such as “explanatory remarks”)

are kept rather general and are often assigned to long portions of the text, while oth-

to the editor.

At the same time, I wholeheartedly applaud Vogt’s decision simultaneously to provide the reader
with two versions of the text: the one, as it can be restored from the manuscript sources and general
philological considerations, and the other, as it can be, as a matter of fact, constructed on the basis of
para-textual analytical approach.
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ers are very specific and refer to not more than just a single word (obvious exam-
ples being “pratika-s”, “direct glosses”, or “indication of quotations”). In hope, how-
ever, that in future this catalogue can be improved (i.e. systematized) in order bet-
ter to address the needs of a literary critic, I have tried to adhere to the following prin-

ciples:

1. Textual elements were separated and assigned with particular tags exclusively

on the basis of their semantic function (the “functional” repetitiousness), but not
on the basis of their wording, syntactic structure or their position in relation to
other elements (the “verbal” repetitiousness, cf. section [1.3).

2. Whenever, however, the wording, the syntactic structure or the positioning of a
textual element were decisive for its function, I tried to merge such an element
into the catalogue.

3. T attempted to assign an own tag to as many recurrent textual elements as pos-
sible (i.e. to render the elements as short as possible), provided that their seman-
tic function could be clearly defined.

4. At the same time, I tried to keep the elements as general as possible. (In the
above example ity amarah could have theoretically been split into iti, as e.g.
“indication of the end of a quotation”, and amarah, as e.g. “indication of the
source of a quotation”. Such level of precision, though certainly valid from the
analytical point of view, does not seem to add anything to the main goal of the
present study).

5. Due to the nature of certain elements (such as e.g. “discussions of alternative
readings”), some elements may occasionally overlap with each other. It is, in
such a case, the later, more specific element, the visual tagging of which remains

accessible to the reader.
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1.5. THE CATALOGUE OF STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS 21

1.5.2 Descriptive Catalogue of Structural Elements

What follows is a brief descriptive catalogue of the structural elements used for the
current analysis. In order to demonstrate these elements I refer to several commen-
taries on the Kiratarjuniya 1.7,@ 8.4 and 8.6.88 The names of the elements are given in

the respective colors used for the visual tagging in the later chapters of the thesis.

Primary Elements, which constitute the basis of every commentary, are:
1. pratika-: word(s) of the poem used verbatim in the commentary (without an

indicative particle iti or the like).

- Laghutika (acc. to Bo; Mii and JaiJo;Pa;) ad 8.4: ilTﬁéFﬁSqutl W—
A RUNEEE]

- Laghutika (acc. to Bo; Mii and JaiJo,Pa,) 8.6: W&é‘@ﬁé@|

2. Paraphrase: a simple paraphrase of a previously (or, less commonly, subse-

quently) quoted pratika-.

- Subodhatika ad 1.7: AR FATST ST Gt A TTHSFREUNIEAT Sig
THiEd T=aid & "
- Laghutika (acc. to Jay Pa,) ad 8.6: a‘@a@mﬁé@ hGl3Adl €8l

KA 1.7: TRIGHTAT Wad: TRTE IS At | gletes il qHted a9+ Sid
STt Wi Il Suyodhana, though he is occuping the royal throne, fearing defeat by you, though you
are living in the forest, wishes to conquer the Earth, which he has [once] obtained by deceitful means

in the game of dice, by means of political wisdom.

38K A 8.4 (reading and translation of the verse acc. to Prakasavarsa): G FHTH Wﬁ fera:
ha¥ o N 0 ~ N C NN o bV o
RLIEATIETH MM | GUSHEE Q{ﬁfﬁ&d*‘qul‘d{WI T& JJUTY RIH: | The divine ladies had
left behind the trees, abundantly bearing dense flowers and easy to pick [just] by [stretching out] their
hands, and went on. In fact, the ones used to longing always strive for even better things.
o o X\ haN [aN o ~ <\ N
KA 8.6: FIAHTReH RIS Iaaeugal| et geal Te-iH<gRuHU-
TYATH Il The female folk fancied a branch of an Asoka-tree with its young shoots trembling while its
flower-clusters drunk by the bees to imitate the agitated movements of the hands (by a lady) intensively
bitten in her lip (by a lover).
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3. Direct gloss: direct gloss of a word (or words) used in the poem, without a pre-

ceding or following pratika-.

by o o ¢ o ~ ¢
- Laghutika (acc. to Ba) ad 8.6: QAA[AMHIATINEIATAI! ITH F=h |

Secondary Elements, which need not necessary be present in a commentary, are:

4. Double gloss: two or more consequtively following each other paraphrases of

the same word:

- Kiratacandrika ad 1.7: TCETER [...] Wadea: RIS R

g™ S| . )
- Jonaraja ad 8.4: GG GASTSHFRISAG 719 |

. Simple questions of the kimbhuta-type, which are usually employed to disam-

biguate syntactic connections between different words in the poem:

- Subodhatika ad 1.7: AN FATIAT PTG A FHGAEUNIEAT Sig
TIEd S=afd &1 Far)| glqeeastieTal Jahaeiia™l [...] @
(et | Ve T ferarg e Femm: | [ ] & e | game-
TS eS| waa: Fafard) qaeEme: ST

. Formulaic expressions marking the function of the respective passage. These

formulas mark several of the functional elements described in following and

vary depending on the exact type of that element.

- 3?12?[2 or Ed ldd often conclude simple explanatory remarks, or, otherwise,
are found following a double gloss. In the later case they indicate that
the preceding gloss, rather than being a general synonym, gives a broader
contextual or a more precise meaning of the glossed word respectively (see

e.g. all the three examples given at the following item).

- Other varieties, such as if?l Hd:, QT%[ ?ﬂ?qﬁq\etc. are often found at the end
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1.5. THE CATALOGUE OF STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS 23

of longer passages, which give e.g. an overall or the intended “hidden” idea,
expressed in the verse or its part; so do the expressions similar to 23H ™

o <
Hdld or STHIH:, which, however, precede such explanatory remarks.

Another explanatory element, the so-called avataranika-s (s. below), is usually
marked by a formula such as SHIRIE][E or just SHIE at its end.
The expression g 5\[‘5[:, on the other hand, is a marker of a different type

of element and indicates that the preceding word should be added to the

verse in order to complete the syntax.

"’:"% dl, Y&l, Y dl etc., for their part, mark alternative explanations, whereas
formulas like %&!ﬂ deal with opinions mentioned by other commentators.

Expressions like A QI&Ted¥H or A EET%R_'L [...] gfd 9a1d mark passages
discussing alernative readings.

A comprehensive treatment of these formulas can be found in both

(1984) and Tubb and Boose (2007).

7. general explanatory passages, which give additional explanatory remarks be-

yond mere paraphrasing:

Lokananda ad 1.7: ﬂ@f‘q:h STt o ﬁﬁ @aﬁ THiEd st | Hu
T i A | gUeUsaaeam| STeRdATsded 9d, d-
i TRl | [...] 223l &« aa smE:, 99 J9-
IS T FEAIGN s RnETRgT S |

Kiratacandrika ad 1.7: ?JEIIT'@W g?ﬁ‘«:lﬁ g:ﬂ@%@@@ﬁﬁhﬁ qATHT-
et Gared gt~ |

Jonarajaad 1.7: Wﬁqmmﬁ@aﬁﬁl [...] [@W—

[T BT EEANET=S S R IR FRNRgHRId 59 |

see Vidyamadhaviya listed at the next item.

8. Introductory remarks, avataranika-s, which are most commonly found in the
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beginning of the commentaries on individual verses and state the connection

of the current verse to the preceding ones. At many instances, however, com-

mentators prefer the use of avataranika-s within the running text of a commen-

tary instead of postponed explanatory remarks or the kimbhiuta-questions:

- Jonaraja (pre) 1.7: g‘ﬁﬂﬁﬂ ‘@éﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁq Fﬂ”ﬂ?ﬂl TAE a e 6 & 5
J T Sl AT TS SATGRHTE 7 TR RgHTE —

- Jonaraja 8.4: Wﬁ: @Sﬁ MSFEEQ T4 [...]| THEEIARMHI-
w1 H T gRAE — FARGA FeTfeda™ TN Falaggel: TR-
RYgURIET a1 d TRATE — FOT SR« [ ]| O == g RS- 1
THRAE — Fwa: [0

- Vidyamadhaviyaad 1.7: Wz ﬁmmm
A i THtE ican TRl @Eed | [ ]| o @ geea:
foRmel seare — Jaraee: Riaeee: [ A aaiERe Wea: 9-
T FRTg e = TSEETRIgA: | 2/ — Ia=sdiedl 8- s
& AT AT IcaTRTS] AN 9T I & ARt a9 &R

u: Eliil%ﬁ =9d|

. Remarks pertaining to the syntax of the verse. These remarks may consist of

a single inflected pronoun, which indicates the syntactic value of the discussed
word; of conjunctions or conjunctive adverbs such as “because”, “therefore”, “in 20
this way” etc. that indicate the syntactic connection between the involved ele-
ments; they may include repetitions of words already explained in order to indi-
cate their syntactic connections with the words currently under discussion, or,
furthermore, contain any other, partly also more elaborate discussions concern-

ing the syntactic structure: 25

- Candrika ad 1.7: TATATER Tl TETEAdET: JrASUETAS fa &R
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10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

frgHE SemmE: |
- Jonaraja ad 1.7: anq Hrq'ﬂ%ﬁf GITIEff ‘11%[ ﬁg@| [...] [@ﬂﬁ—
[T B [T BasTaed W ME sl el T3iihd-

HRCAA 57721 | a1 WA Tehrad T TTetuia: argam: & -
e Wl aeg |

Alternative explanations of the whole verse or of its parts. Complex alternative

explanations often consist of further analytical elements:

721 € 79 gliaCeaanTa! 3 forey € el S weited, Wad: EaeaTnT
forTgA: | Ea: AT ST SHREIETeE 2

oo

Opinions mentioned in other commentaries

pratika. This element is somewhat difficult to define and especially to differen-
tiate it from the “simple” pratika-s descibed above. The current element oc-
curs either at the very beginning of the commentary on each verse or, if found
in the running text, only in the presence of the former one. Rather than being
woven into the overall syntactic structure of a commentarial text (and thus ex-
pressing the actual meaning of the word), this element is used to mark the ref-
erent of the secondary explanatory elements (such as the grammatical or lexi-
cographical ones) and can be, therefore, interpreted as a mere “placeholder” and
not as a word with an actual meaning. It can be most typically found in the
commentaries which separate the technical analysis of words from their general

glossing. For a further discussion and examples of this element see B.1.

Laghutika (acc. to JaiJo; Pa, ) ad 8.6: ﬁlﬂg@ﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂﬁ [...] Ed®: W

31Kl | [...] AT T3 ‘:@HTFIEITFI[ ]W—

RUG! I
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. Note that the tatpurusa-

compounds often occur and are thus separately analyzed as such within com-

plex bahuvrihi-formations:

- Candrika 1.7: G GUG: 1 =F < forat swiel gt wig wfed =
|

- Lokananda ad 1.7: @a =35 ﬁﬂ?ﬂ‘ﬂ

Indication of quotations:
- In Ghantapatha 1.7 we find ScHHL:, 3]% EGDE ]
- In Kiratacandrika 1.7 — several instances of 3811:[\(

- In Vidyamadhaviya 1.7 — gl STHEA [...] Fd, 3d & e, ?(Fqﬂ'\a“;l—
<l

Non-technical analysis of grammatical complexes (laukikavigraha-). This ele-
ment includes all the variations of grammatical analysis, which do not, how-

ever, involve the use of technical language of vyakarana-. This element is called

in Roodbergen (1984, p. 4) “meaning-paraphrase”.

- Ghantapatha ad 1.7: E)@:l ?3‘5‘1'?[ WN [...] TARTIEEN ST
ol

- Laghutika (acc. to JaiJo, Pa;): BB m TSI 991 o T2
a3l |

Technical analysis of grammatical complexes (“alaukikavigraha-). This textual
element is frequently found throughout the commentaries on mahakavya- and
consists of technical analysis of grammatical forms involving technical language

of vyakarana-. It is sometimes combined with the laukikavigraha-method de-
scribed above.

15

20
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- @ ZeAd FANA: | i g R Rt gear: | B
- Candrika ad 1.7; 3TT< FEAH~IE WeRIGTd, AR JTEET-
T g qE: ) [...] ¥ad 3l

19. Formulas indicating adverbial constructions. These include 9T @Ti‘q’ll 91
AT, JGT AT, AJT AT, 9T ete.

20. Direct indication of karaka-. This rather unfrequent element consists of single-
word insertions indicating the karaka-, i.e. the “syntactic value” of the current
word. The name of a karaka-is often given in its non-declined form as a pratipadika-

< <
, such as hdq, hH, HLUTH etc.

21. Lexicographical quotations. This is a very frequent element consisting of a quo-
tation from one of the lexicographical works.

22. A secondary indication of the meaning of the discussed word:

- Vidyamadhaviya 1.7: *3531 FTg1 CIEa] JgIE1 foseal HAR:*H gfc] 2TH-
O N < b
[[SEGRIR éamg: |
* 03 o = haN NN haN o
- Kiratacandrika ad 1.7: *2H2IH SAMAJIHE STH ThHRM=ROENY
[N Y N N [aNlaN
TRSAHINTI HIE HHag a=Hd |

23. Remarks concerning the alamkara-s.

- Ghantapatha ad 1.7: 315 GUSTESHAATHI [SRITUENUT GETeT Jq&dl-
el i S A IR SR AGHN:, dgthi *adiaedare-
o HASHFHIRAH* H M|

oY

39Cf. MBhas ad Vt 1 ad Astadhyayi 3,3.130: VTSI FMEGRRIGERAT Jeawhedd| [...] e
ThAH |

“0adye and antye refer here to two alternative interpretations given by the commentator. Acc. to the
first bhavatah = tvattah, while acc. to the second bhavatah = Sivat

CF Vi 1 ad Astadhyayi 5,4.44: TRTIHRLI SATRT ITEEH

42Cf. Amarako$a @@1.7.463@@

“Cf. Amarakosa @@2.7.1169@ @

“See Prataparudriya 8,219
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24. Introduction of different elements of the slesalamkara- (see the example from
Kiratacandrika at the alaukikavigraha-).

25. Remarks concerning the metre employed in the chapter or, less frequently, in
the current verse.

26. Elements structuring the text of the commentary. This is a very rare though
distinct textual element, which structures the text of the commentary itself.
Dharmavijayagani, for example, at all instances (i.e. on every verse) introduces
two parts of his commentary with @[ and 31 HHIH:, Another less specific
remark can be found at the beginning of Prakasavarsa’s commentary on the very
first verse of the Kiratarjuniya. After a long discussion of general characteristics

of a mahakavya- and the Kiratarjuniya in particular, he says: RAES _f'(?ﬂ:ﬁ Fegd|

Below I give two examples of fully marked texts of Mallinatha’s and Jonaraja’s
commentaries (both according to their vulgate editions) on the Kiratarjuniya 1.7.

Ghantapatha ad Kiratarjuniya 1.7: [Mallinatha]: Guid Jg<he dqlg --- ﬁil%;‘-
HIE 3| G Foad Gara=: | ATt g Rrg e gear=a:- | JdI-
FTe: TSy Frmeraadicl SRR awead, ToaTegdicas: | -
A, T T IO AT A SSIFHIT: E) FeHEiHEE O gigt IaHl
m" | *gildj\l ﬁd"bl'{ qui 3@ g(ldj\‘-l\ SCAHT: | dY =3/l oo
fTat i gt SPT HE) ST et Her ARl eRTal: 3 au-
Tt | A A S TR FHIEA A, 7 JE 5090: | dsaceaTiemuie-
FERTH = I H Fdl H: THITIRIA FTE: | 375 GUGTeSHNTdTHId [=2I-

fid T T A=A | Cf. Bhasyam ad Vt 1 ad 3,3.130: IR Wﬁﬁm JIThedH |
[id 9EIEUiCETcETy | Cf. Astadhyayi 6,3.109: JHGUGITH TLICTH,

9 30T ... G| Amara 3,3.172: TUGU YARN 901 Id FUGH,
Bd ST ... OfRIAN: | Vaijayants, p. 247, 9ab: SWICH [ed Helt TRg=@aRear:
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[aNl a

YUTENUT TSI SqEaErd i &I ARG HIN: , TG *&-
RIS FASHISET: 5l I

Jonaraja ad Kiratarjuniya 1.7: GATGeA YATERIHd-A T, T8 Te:
5 % Tk oAl AU Y TSI %) ARG RIgHTE - Gal-
Gl 1O TG ST 3R Sig 98d | gUes 1 <33 S Rarl) Soia-
O M Eddl Tl TRIHJHRTT 59 | Ial Wad: GehRId 90-
e TSTeXuNiee: AFHE: T Rigrawrel Wadl aaeefi| cganmdiee Tsa9l-

R are=m

1.6 Further Considerations on the Commentarial
Styles: Organization of the Textual Elements

On page [14 with the help of a quotation from Goodall and Isaacsor| (2003, p. xlvii) I
have shown how a stylistic description of a commentary (Vallabhadeva’s Raghuparicika
in the given case) can be formulated as a sum of textual elements likely to be employed
or avoided by a commentator. This approach is made use of later in the main chapters
of this study. In this section, however, I come back to another aspect of commentarial
style, the discussion of which has been previously suspended. I would like to talk about
the textual organization and the arrangement of elements within a text™ The working
of some of the phenomena thematized here have been already discussed by Tubb and
Boose (2007, pp. 149ff.). I will, therefore, focus mainly on their classification, which

largely differs from the one adopted by Tubb and Boose (2007), and consider several

T would like to add that several aspects of style, such as the authorial choices pertaining to vocab-
ulary, language register, use of figurative speech, preferences for certain modes of expression (e.g. com-
pounded forms vs. analysed forms) etc., cannot be accessed from the point of formal analysis under-
taken here and need to be considered separately.

~ N LN e = o
i-B EaR ... 3GEAH ] Prataparudriya 8,219: 8 ATFIIGIIS RIHTSEH IqTEAH,
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new findings as well as those parts of the theory which I understand differently. Similar
to Tubb and Boose (2007, loc.cit.), I distinguish mainly between commentarial strategies
concerned with (1) the arrangement of the words of the mula- and with (2) the relative

positioning of other functional elements.

1.6.1 Arrangement of pratika-s and direct glosses

Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 149) observe that “Sanskrit commentaries are built up on a
framework consisting of a rearrangement of the words of the text being commented
on”” In current terms, these words can be equally represented either by pratika-s or by
their direct glosses (see above).@ In the majority of cases, the rearrangement of
these elements fulfills one of the five basic functions traditionally ascribed to a com-
mentary, namely “indicating the anvaya-" (see p. fl above). It acts as a “skeleton” for
the text body of a commentary and is completed (“stuffed”) with all the remaining
explanatory elements, which are usually “placed alongside the words of the mila- in
their appropriate locations”

With regard to the actual techniques, the commentaries, those on kavya- in par-

ticular, largely adhere to one of the two following approaches:

1. A commentator arranges the words of the mula- in one long sentence according

to “the most easily understandable prose order’® (see pp. BAff. for a further
discussion on this word order). According to my understanding of the Sanksrit
metaphor implied in one of the names given to this approach (dandanvaya-, see
below), the words of the mila- are as if lined up along a single rod.

2. A commentator begins by singling out the main simple sentence (subject — object

“Note that Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 156) account the replacement of pratika-s by direct glosses
for a separate variation. For my current purpose, however, this differentiation is unnecessary and even
misleading.

47ibid. p. 151.

“Bibid. p. 150
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- main verbal action) and then relates all the other words of the verse to these
in separate clauses. One of the Sanskrit names of this approach (khandanvaya-)
implies, in fact, breaking of a sentence into smaller pieces, its constituents.

It must be stressed that the actual function of the two above techniques is implic-
itly to indicate the syntactic construction of the concerned verse. It is therefore that
a third approach can be detected among the commentators who, according to my un-
derstanding, do not intend to indicate the anvaya- and usually remark merely on se-

lected words of the verse:£

3. A commentator discusses the words of the mila- exactly in the same order as

they appear in the verse.Hd

In order to illustrate the first two techniques, which will be the focus of the follow-
ing duscussion, I will use two commentaries on Kiratarjuniya 1.7 given earlier in this
chapter (see pp. 28, R9). Mallinatha’s text gives a good example of the former tech-
nique and Jonaraja’s commentary is representative of the second. When reduced to

the elements of “pratika-” and “direct gloss”, the two commentaries read as follows:

Mallinatha’s Ghantapathaad KA 1.7: ... Wi [...]9EE: [ ... ] \’ﬂﬁ [...]
FANETE: [...] ¥ad: [...] TR [ ] fargme: [ gl [...] 3 =3
[...]N@t[... ]S [ ] B_..]S[...] fed [..]

Jonaraja’s Kiratarjuniyatika ad KA 1.7: ... W FﬁF-l [...] Gl"l?ff [...] ﬁa
Jed| gUeY [...] =33 [...] Ram) [...] ¥&a: [...] WOd [...] TEEE:,
[...] et [...] T eefd [...] |

3ee, however, fn. 6.

NCF. e.g. Suvarnarekha ad KA 1.7: TIRIYd: TIEHIA: , AR (HETEH, TEH FITRNUT, TUGTES-
A '193'3[ ﬁrR-IHI?LI Qfﬂaﬁa q= qrEfaal QPIET\TSTE[ wET=ArEa: | (See fn. p7 for the text of the verse.)

Other typical representatives of this style include both the published commentaries by Arunagirinatha
on Raghuvamsa and Kumarasambhava.
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While in the first method the syntactic construction (i.e. anvaya-) is usually indi-
cated solely by the specific positioning of the words, the second method allows for cer-
tain variation as far as the techniques of indicating the connection between the main
simple sentence and the secondary clauses are concerned. The degree of explicitness
may range from (1) implicit, when the author silently places a subordinate clause af-
ter the main one without stating the exact syntactic connection between the two i
to (2) an unequivocal method of “asking questions that bring out the ways in which
those parts fit into the construction of the original text” (ibid., p. 149)H The varia-
tion in the techniques of indicating the connection between the main and the subordi-
nate clauses, one may observe, inevitably causes variation in the employment of fur-
ther functional elements. In case of implicit indications (i.e. in their absence), the com-
mentator confines himself merely to the use of the words of the mula-, in the tech-
nique of asking questions, on the other hand, the catalogue of employed elements is
augmented by the element of “the kimbhiita-type questions” (cf. p. R4). Two further
important techniques of explicating the connection between the main and the sec-
ondary clauses are found, when (3) the commentator does so by adding particles (con-
junctions, conjunctive adverbs etc.), relative pronouns or by repeating the words be-
longing to the main clause (the additional functional element here is that of general
“syntactic remarks”, see p. @),E or when (4) the author introduces secondary clauses

by short introductory considerations belonging to the avataranika-type of textual el-

S1Cf. Jonaraja ad Kiratarjuniya 1.7 from the example above: w EoT [...] F‘FEH';[ [...] -
d %ﬁ' gﬂ@ [...]¥F0]...] ﬁﬂa"ﬂ The text lacks any indication of the fact that the word duro-

daracchadmajitam is an attribute to the word jagatim from the main clause.

52Cf. Dalhana ad Kiratajuniya 1.7: ﬁ!ﬁq:‘“ [...] ST [...] Eon [...] @lﬁwﬁ%ﬁ [...] ]%‘5"1\?"'5[7
gl [...] @ Fyd: 2 Wad: [...] TOTd famrg e [L..] © a2 oSty [ ]
Had: fdard 2 Fanreane: [...] 0

53Cf. the above example of Jonaraja on KA 1.7: ... w:ﬁq [...] GFR& [...] ﬁa@| gﬂaﬁ
{..%?am[...]ﬁam[...]aawaaz [...] O [...] TEHE:, | Rigreeest 7oq: aaegi
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ements M

It must be noted, furthermore, that although many commentators do, in fact, abide
by a single approach of arranging the words of the mila-and, in case of the analytic ap-
proach, by a single method of explicating the connection between the main and the sec-
ondary clauses, several authors deliberately use a mixed style and others allow an occa-
sional transgression of the favored methodology. Among the commentators applying
the “hybrid style” one could name Vidyamédhava,@ Caritravardhanabd or N arayana,

the author of a commentary on the Naisadhl_yacaril,‘a.E

1.6.2 A note on dandanvaya-, khandanvaya-, akanksa,
anvayamukhi and kathambhiitini

As mentioned above, the two discussed approaches of arranging the words of the mula-
and indicating their syntactic connections are often found in the secondary literature to
be referred to by certain Sanskrit names. In this subsection I would like to take a short

digression and briefly to survey the most common of these names. This should help, on

SCf. ]onaraja ad KA 8.4, given as an example of the related structural element on p. 3: W\T‘ﬁ:
gﬁ[ .. ] AT 2 TR — FRa .. ]ﬁm[ | FEgST:
qmnagtmaranapgnala T ST [ ] TS forta: v == QU & SegREE —
e Y [...] ST [ ]

5Cf. VM on KA 1.7 for a kind of blend of two approaches (instead of stringing words in a single
sentence, the commentator constructs two sentences grouped around the maln and the secondary verbal

actions): TUGTSBINAT [ ...] SWIH[.. ]aﬁﬂﬁijwﬁ@[ | el ST Sqare: [ ]
aﬁaarhar%ﬁma:wwﬁﬁm’qﬁ [...]0

VM on KA 1.9 provides an example for the method of a long sentence: ...SVFI&IMH [...] ‘:ﬂ:l#f;[

] g [...] STaafe=un [...] 94 [ ]aﬁﬁaﬁwwﬁmaﬁaﬁaaﬁ Bl

VM on KA 1.13 uses the style of singling out the main simple sentence (note the way he combines
questions, avataranika-s and conjunctions to explicate the syntactic connection between words):

.. R gashy a1 gueq || wifgd foefea [L..] Feaie que? Teqied [...] Tt -
;—Eﬁaﬁmﬁzﬁa [...] ferrommur: [...] @&t [...] o1d @@ A 9egA [L..] 91 TG -

%See [Tubb and Boose (2007, 158) for an example of his style.
*7See Patel (2014, pp. 93f.) for details.
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the one hand, to understand the modus operandi of thus designated phenomena and,
on the other hand, exemplify the problems involved in the use and interpretation of
such traditionally coined terms.

The first method of stringing the words into a single prose sentence is often re-
ferred to as the dandanvaya-, while a commentary that follows such an arrangement
is called anvayamukhi. The other method of grouping the words into several clauses
according to their syntactic ranking is sometimes labeled khandanvaya- or akanksa,

while a commentary that attends to this method is termed kathambhitini®

1.6.2.1 anvaya-

First of all, I would like to discuss the key term anvaya-. It has two or even three
main meanings,E which can at times be used interchangeably within a single text. In
general terms it indicates a particular type of relation, namely the syntactic connection
or agreement, that exists between two or more words in a sentence. In the Nyayakosa

(p. 46, under the sixth meaning of the word), it is defined as follows:

R =G 13| P u R Ite E LB CIE (R R R ERS BB R E|Com I El e 15 A8
RIS JTeT T He: |

[anvaya- is that, which] is endowed with the samsargata-type of visayata-
relation associated with the verbal cognition (i.e., it is the relationship be-
tween the word-meanings, which is cognised at instances of verbal com-

munication)8 For example, in the case of a verbal cognition brought

S8Cf. Zadoo (1947, pp. 2fF.), Chatteriji et al| (1958, pp. 129f.), Unithiri (2002, pp. 162f.), Khatuyd (2003,
p- 23), Tubb and Boose (2007), Bansat-Boudon and Tripathi (2011, p. 64, fn. 243), Pate] (2014, at several
places), Pollock (2015, fn. 14) and many more. Note that some of these publications stick to just a single
pair of names (either danda- vs. khanda- or anvayamukhi vs. kathambhutini) while other mention both
of them.

YHere I exclude a whole range of meanings that the word assumes in the pair anvaya-vyatireka-
and which are, among other things, relevant when discussing construction of logical syllogisms.

00n visayata see, for example, Patil (2014, pp. 32-26) and Wright (2014, pp. 80fF.).
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1”

about by the sentence “Bring a pot!” [anvaya-] is the mutual connection

between the word-meanings such as “pot” and “act of bringing”.

This general sense of anvaya- is, furthermore, given to the word in a short Sanskrit
manual Anvayaprabodha (AP) written around 1940 by one Omkaradasa, in a text that
(according to the author’s own statement)®d was aimed at teaching the students easily

to comprehend the syntactic structure (anvaya-) of poetry:

ST : T Tefedd TfcRTgRISA: |

WL TERd: U IaHe SEUHE N AP 3 |

Therefore, my friend, those who abound in poetic genius are attentive to
creating [easy] understanding of the anvaya-. It (i.e. anvaya-) is defined

by the ancient sages@ as the ever-respected mutual following (i.e. connec-

tion)@ of the [word-]meanings.

Although I was so far not able to spot any formal definition of the word anvaya-
in any pre-modern Sanskrit text,t I believe to have seen it used in the Very sense ex-

plained above. In fact, Hahn (2008, pp. 24f.) speaks of a whole Samanvaya-tradition

<
®1See the Hindi introduction written by the author himself (Omkaradasa (1940, p. 3)): [...] IdHIA
ety ) o hay NS b o o = ~ . O
HHYH HIH[HT YA ek &, T Flhlsh Y ikl GEICEIEa GITHA™E «'—|€[ THW—EE
NN~ < N [N NI sy ~
S - [...] S STk Ty I8 ST I [ ... ] F1an 2 Toh foTeh g0 3+ 31w Hleiaht
o ha¥ N LD e

el T T S ST SSRMF [...]

%2The translation of a similar formation puravid found in MW is “knowing the events of former
times”. It is similarly possible here.

®Note that anugama- here is, most probably, a mere semantic equivalent for the defined “anvaya-
" and not a reference to the technical term of the Navyanyaya (i.e. uniformity, consequtive charac-
ter; see Phillipg (1995)). “anvaya-” is a compound formation (a vrtti-) of an upasarga- “anu” and a sec-
ondary krt-formation of the verbal root | /in gatau (ii,36) with an affix aC (by Astadhyayi 3,3.56: Q-
), whereas “anugama-” is exactly parallel to it as anu + [\/ gaml gatau (1,1031) + aP (Astadhyayi

3,3.58: w'ﬁ'&ﬂﬂq?ﬂ)] Both affixes are added in the sense of bhava- (3,3.18) and karaka- other than
kartr- (3,3.19).

%4 Admittedly, my search should be considered rather defective, because it has completely ignored
the prolific tradition of the navyanyaya-school of Indian philosophy.

>
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(consisting of at least four distinct texts) that was entirely dedicated to the study of
syntax (samanvaya-, i.e. samyag anvayah).@ From the content of at least one speci-
men of this tradition, Devasarman’s (fl. before the beginning of the 15th ct.) Saman-
vayapradipa with an autocommentary Samanvayapradipasariketa, one can see that
these studies were closely related to and, in fact, not different from the theories sur-
rounding the concept of a sentence vigorously debated within the framework of al-
most all the classical Indian $astra-s (vyakarana-, mimamsa, nyaya-, their Buddhist
and Jain counterparts as well as, to a lesser degree, alamkdras’dstra-).@ Among the
important concepts developed by Indian philosophers in order to explain the mecha-
nism, by which words enter into a syntactic connection (anvaya-) within a single utter-
ance, were viSesyata, viSesanata, akanksa, yogyata, asatti-, tatparya- and several oth-
erstl

In its second, extended and more practical meaning the term anvaya- denotes a par-
ticular arrangement of words assumed for the representation of their syntactic rela-
tion (the first meaning of the term anvaya-). It is in this meaning that the term anvaya-
is abundantly used in the commentarial literature and described as a part of standard

vocabulary (verbal formula) by Tubb and Boose (2007, pp. 161f.):4

The word anvaya ("going together,” construction) can refer not only to the
construction of an entire passage [...], but also to the construction of any
part of the whole, and commentators frequently mark a specification of
the construction of the original text by adding the formula ity anvayah,

“thus (is) is the construction.”

®50n samyag anvaya see the concluding verses of the Samanvayadis in Hahn (2008, p. 287).

%See e.g. Sarma (1959); Kunjunni Raja (1977); [yer (1981), but particularly Tatacharyd (2005) for a
most comprehensive overview of these theories.

67Please refer to the publications mentioned in the above footnote (nr. pd) for a detailed study of
these terms.

®8See also Roodbergen ({1984, p. 565).

10

15

20



10

15

1.6. COMMENTARIAL STYLES 37

There is yet another even more specific meaning of the term anvaya-. It is abun-
dantly found e.g. in a variety of modern vulgates of Sanskrit kavya-s printed, as far as
my understanding of this phenomenon goes, keeping the use of Sanskrit schools and
colleges in mind. The editors of these publications often supply Sanskrit verses with
an “anvaya-", i.e. arearrangement of the words from the verse in a single long sentence
following what I call here the “standard prose order”® Thus, in contrast to the sec-
ond meaning of the term, a particular type of arrangement is specified here. This ar-
rangement (and thus the third sense of the term anvaya-) is defined in another early

modern Sanskrit manual, the Samasacakra:

o N 3 o N 03 l
< S ~
HJRHERATIRHAAGIISEUMH || Samasacakra 15 |l
Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 151) translate: The word order is characterized

by subject, object, and verb, placing modifiers before what they modify.@

1.6.2.2 anvayamukhi and kathambhutini

Among the terms introduced at the beginning of this subsection, it is, perhaps, the “an-
vayamukhi”, the historical origin, though not the historically original usage, of which
seems to be pretty clear. It is very probable that it was inspired by one of the sig-
nature verses of Mallinatha, the most influential adherent of the particular arrange-

ment, found in the introduction to almost all of his commentaries on kdvya—.@ The

% Among the editions of the Kiratarjuniya one may think of e.g. Kale (1966) or Sastri (1939).

"The order kartr-karma-kriya in this verse should, perhaps, be taken seriously, and the anvaya-
constructed accordingly.

71Among Mallinatha’s kavya-commentaries, on Raghuvamsa, Kumarasambhava, Meghadiita,
Kiratarjuniya, Sisupalavadha, Bhattikavya and Naisadhacarita (cf. e.g. Khatuyd (2003, pp. 16f)), it is
only the latter that surprisingly lacks any versified intoduction and therefore the relevant verse. Of
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verse reads:

bt < Y
TG §9 ARG 71|
S, s e |
Here (i.e. in this commentary) I explain everything based precisely on the

construction. I do not write anything uncorroborated by evidence or state

anything unnecessary (i.e. unconnected to the main matter).

According to my understanding, the word mukha-, the final member of the con-
cerned compound, should be translated as smth. like “chief, principal, leading part”. In
my view, this meaning is congruent with the technical formation of ‘anvayamukhi’. It
is a bahuvrihi-qualification (ex karmadharaya-) to a supplied feminine noun, vyakhya
(or tika) being the most natural choice. The rule Astadhyayi 4,1.54 that provides for
the desired addition of the feminine affix NiS@ prescribes that the final member of
the compound must be a svanga- of the qualified noun. According to the understand-
ing of later grammarians (starting at least from the times of Kasika), svanga- is a tech-
nical term that designates either a real or a former limb of a body of a living being,
or, in case of a non-living being, its part that relates to it in a way similar to the one
in which limbs of living beings relate to themZ Should the given interpretation of
‘mukha-" be accepted, the literal translation of the whole compound would become

then smth. like “[a commentary], whose primary or leading part is the anvaya-”, i.e. “a

the author’s other commentarial writings not pertaing to poetry, I was able to examine only his Tarala
on Vidyadhara’s work on poetics, the Ekavali. It is interesting to note that although the other two fa-
mous signatures (“vanim kanabhujim ...” and “mallinathakavih so’yam ...”) are present in its introduc-
tion, the concerned verse is absent from it. This fact corroborates the assumption that in the con-
cerned verse Mallinatha talks about his policy for explaining works on poetry in particular, and not
about explaining just any text.

79 =N ¢ NN “
. [\ . o o S o NN
BCE. Kasika ad Astadhyayi 4.1,54: 9188 HIQHEATE TURIHARRSH| Tdced aF T8 =<
Taaagad |l
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1.6. COMMENTARIAL STYLES 39

commentary based on the anvaya-". If one follows the common understanding of this
term prevalent in the secondary literature,™ the word anvaya- should be taken here
in its third sense as a particular arrangement of all the words in a verse that follows
the standard prose order (cf. the verse from the Samasacakra on p. B7). I am not sure
if that was the meaning of anvaya- already implied by Mallinatha, for the author may
have just meant that he merely follows the construction of the verse without inventing
anything anew, stating unfounded things or discussing unconnected topics.

The counterpart of the anvayamukhi-type of commentary is a type called katham-
bhutini. Other than in the case of the former term and similar to the remaing ones
(dandanvaya- and khandanvaya-), the historical origin of this label is unknown to me.

The meaning of the term, on the other hand, is fairly clear. Similar to anvayamukhi,
the word itself is a qualification noun to a supplied feminine qualificand (perhaps,
vyakhya or tikd). The feminine ending NiP is added by the rule Astadhyayi 4,1.5083
to its masculine equivalent “kathambhutin”, which is itself made of kathambhuta- +
inl, an affix added by the rule Astadhyayi 5,2.115 to any pratipadika- ending in -a
in a general sense of posession (matvarthe). The meaning of the compound word is
therefore “A commentary that possesses questions of the type “What kind of?”” The
term kathambhitini refers therefore to such commentaries, in which the connection
between words is made clear by means of putting wh-questions. On p. 31 I have shown
that this approach corresponds to one of several other commentarial techniques, which
may be applied in order to clarify the connection between individual words (or, rather,

word-groups) singled out from the main sentence.

1.6.2.3 dandanvaya- and khandanvaya-

Connected to the anvayamukhi-type of a commentary is the dandanvaya-arrangement

7*See Zadod (1947); Tubb and Boose (2007); Pate] (2014); Pollock (2015) among the above publications
(fn. 53).
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of the words from the mila-, while the kathambhutini corresponds to the khanda-
nvaya-arrangement. As mentioned above, the historical origin of thess designtaions is
unknown to me.

The earliest known to me occurence of one of these technical terms, namely the
dandanvaya-, comes from the beginning of the 20th century. It is found in one of the
introductory verses to Har Dutt Sharma’s (Haradatta Sarman) commentary Casaka on

Jagannatha’s Bhaminivilasa:

UETE: TIGHET: TeqT: TETEHTR: |

NS WA AR RATEIA | (Casaka 5)

[Readers,] in this commentary you should understand the following: (1)
dandanvaya-, (2) alternative readings, (3) words [of the mula-] along with
their synonyms, (4) [identification of the] alamkara-s and (5) the intended

meaning.

Even though the author did not provide us with his definition of the term danda-
nvaya- , we may be able to infer it by looking at his commentary on, for example, the

second verse of the collection:

QU TR AT [N @S A T I qard 96 9T a9: |
H TeaeISYAT o hiEs AUeEedEH: Fad { &9 9d-
GIEA

Q[ .| AR [ T[] Rt E S g e iEd | .
@RI ] ]33 L] 9], S W eEeads: [ -

ATIRES [...] IS, N FY [...] qdai [...] SAXFEE[...]
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When one examines the exemplified commentary one may notice two tendencies.
On the one hand, we find that the words from the miila- are arranged in one long prose
sentence; on the other hand, we can see that the Casaka tries as closely as possible to
follow the actual word order of the poem (this inclination can easily be detected in the
commentary on all other verses of the Bhaminivilasa as well). I believe, however, that
this second tendency can be considered here as a kind of stylistic decoration possible
only due to the specific word-order used by Jagannétha.@ One can see, namely, that in
those cases, where the verses do not allow for this stylistic freedom, Casaka rearranges
the words of the poem in order to provide the resulting prose sentences with a sound
construction. In the example above, as a matter of fact, Casaka changes the position of
the question particle and the finite verb of the subordinate sentence (katham vartatam)
and the clause re kathaya, which constitutes a short main sentence, so as to render the
newly acquired prose sentence intelligible. Additionally, one can at times observe that
even Mallinatha employs the same stylistic device, when the original word-order of
the commented verse allows this (see e.g. Ghantapatha ad KA 15.7; 15.27).

The above considerations seem to point to the conclusion that the additional re-
striction preferably to follow the word order of the commented verses was not in-
cluded in the meaning of the term dandanvaya- employed by Haradatta Sarman. I
think that by this term he identified only the first tendency, to line up the words of
the mula- in a single prose sentence and to string the explanations along this line.

This is, in fact, the sense given to the discussed term in the contemporary secondary

®Goodall and Isaacson (2003, pp. xlv ff.) observe, however, that this arrangement may be employed
even in cases where the word-order of the commented poems does not at all correspond to the natural
prose order. This is exemplified with Parnasarasvati’s Vidyullata on the Meghaduta. Here one needs to
note that Parnasarasvati may have had no interest at all in explicating the syntactic connection between
words. His commentary must have been aimed at more educated public and contained, rather than triv-
ial indications of the anvaya-, “an exhaustive content analysis dominated by the demonstration of im-
plicit meanings and an abundance of quotations from other parts of the Sanskrit literature” (Skreep (1979,
p- 176)). At times, however, when the author considered the syntactic connection unclear or important
for the understanding of the more subtle issues, he has noted it separately (see e.g. his commentary on
Meghaduta 12: “@prcchasva priyasakham ...”). Cf. Bl
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sources mentioned above (see fn. 5§ on p. B4), but also e.g. in the above cited edi-
tion by Sastri (1939), where it is used in the Sanskrit title of the book: [...] fRT-
JHI9Y, HETHRIATAME- (... |- Alg-TGR R SUIEesa gue<ad f&-
r‘cﬂﬂTﬁlﬁaﬁﬂ [..]™ W The dandanvaya-here is translated as “prose-order”
[sic].

An additional evidence for the meaning of the term is provided by the above men-
tioned Anvayaprabodha that defines dandanvaya- and khandanvaya- in the following
way:

W@msmml

Y o NI

WW%WWII AP35 |l
FEUHGASN A 99 querad Wad|
oS GH: FgEH SIS AP 36 |l
e f& gafd -
FeAl FFATEHGLTES HIes fereearse
qTq] SR8 FieTasheaad|
WW&W?E‘(@W\ 'IUIB[\ENQ
T STerHee ST GHTEE: |
ARAULS & WTd: FFHIRHRTGIIS” ScaTie farRISuTie( ) e aa:
HHEEE: || UL - o e, o &, “Foumied ashead TIgH” SA1-
TSR S Il AP 37 |l

The arrangement of words is twofold: similar to a rod and similar to torn
piece. In the first arrangement [one should] put the qualificand after the
qualifier. (35) In the rod-like-arrangement the secondary verbal forma-
tions like Ktva, NamUL, LyaP etc. should in the same way be put [before

the main verb]. But in the piece-like-arrangement [one should put them],

71 follow here Prof. Isaacson’s suggestion to emend °patatah to “putatah.
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1.6. COMMENTARIAL STYLES 43

introduced by questions, at the end [of the main verb].

To explain the author gives an example: Oh Brother! These cowherdesses
come together in order to drink the dark-ocean-like moon rays of [Krsna’s]
face from the cup made of the lotus-leaves which are his eyes, having [in
their agitation] put (krtva, the ktvanta-) saffron-mascara on the pairs of
their eyes, having painted (niripya, a lyabanta-) collyrium on their fore-
heads,repeatedly listening (Sravam sravam, namul) to the sound of his
flute, tingling with their anklets and repeatedly running across the road.
For this verse with regard to the dandanvaya-method, the syntactic con-
struction [is explained] in such a way that one first names the qualificands
etc. starting with "Hey brother, [having put] saffron-mascara on the pairs
of their eyes” and puts the main verb “come together” only after that.
With regard to the khandanvaya-method, one explains the syntax by means
of questions and answers such as “Having done what?”, “In order to do
what?”, “in order to drink the moon rays of [Krsna’s] face that are [like] a

dark ocean”.

From this exposition we can understand a number of things. Firstly, the com-
pounds dandanvaya- and khandanvaya- are some kind of metaphoric karmadharaya-s.
Their meaning could be therefore understood as “the rod-like method of explicating the
syntactic connection” and “the broken-piece-like method” respectively. As mentioned
above (cf. p. B0) the first metaphor may imply the fact that the words of the mila-
are as if lined up along a single rod, while the second implies the breaking of a sen-
tence into smaller constituents. Secondly, the explanation of the construction accord-
ing to the dandanvaya- largely corresponds to what the Samasacakra (p. B7) has ex-
plained to be the standard prose order: the qualifiers are put in front of the qualificands

and the subordinate verbal actions are put in front of the main one. The main verb is
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found at the end of the sentnce X Thirdly, the Anvayaprabodha defines khandanvaya-
not just as a method of gathering the words of the mila- in smaller groups accord-
ing to their syntactic ranking (cf. Bd), it additionally sinlges out a particular incarna-
tion of this method, in which individual clauses are connected to each other by means
of questions. As I have shown on p. B1, this is just one of the methods that the com-
mentator may follow in order to make these connections clear. This is, in fact, par-
allel to the pairing of the anvayamukhi-type of a commentary with the kathambhit-
ini one. This fact should be highlighted here, for, as we will see in the following chap-
ters, this preoccupation of the tradition with this particular method of indicating the
connections between single word-groups in the “split method” has had crucial impli-

cations for the mansucript transmission of commentaries.

1.6.3 Arranging of the textual elements other than pratika-s

and direct glosses

As stated by Tubb and Boose (2007, p. 151) (and partly paraphrased at the beginning
of the subsection on p. Bd), "[t]he basic arrangement of the words of the miila-
[...] serves as a framework upon which the commentator superimposes a mass of ex-
planatory material” Previously (on pp. BIif) I have shown how different approaches
to the “split-sentence” arrangement occasion the use of additional structural elements.
In the current subsection I will try very briefly to review the main strategies applied
in the mahakavya-commentaries while filling out the main structural framework with
further information. I do not have much to add to the analysis presented in Tubb and
Boose (2007, pp. 151ff.) and refer the reader to the relevant section of this publication
for further details and examples.

Firstly, it may be observed that all the explanatory remarks made by the commen-

"8This corresponds to the grammarians’ view, according to which the verbal action is the main qual-
ificant (mukhyavisesana-) of a sentence. Cf. [Tatacharya (2005, pp. 329ft.)
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tators could largely be divided into two main groups: (1) the ones “in ordinary lan-
guage” as well as (2) the “comments using technical language and arguments on tech-
nical matters”2 such as quotations from the dictionaries or grammatical works, argu-
ments pertaining to grammatical explanation of individual forms etc.

Secondly, we may see that, while the explanatory notes of the first type are al-
most always put alongside the referent words from the maula-, the comments belong-
ing to the second group, i.e. the technical remarks, can be (1) either inserted in “the rele-
vant place in the running commentary”, (2) or bunched together “at the end of the com-
mentary on the verse or section of the original text”Bd It may be noted that, although
both the strategies can be employed notwithstanding the applied type of arrangement
of the words from the mila-, the strategy of gathering all the technical notes at the end
of a commentary is, according to my limited observations, more common for the "split-
sentence” arrangement. In some (admittedly rare) cases both the parts of a commen-
tary on a single verse may be additionally marked as such by a short heading.@

Thirdly, we find that “[c]Jomments on technical matters concerning the verse or
section as a whole (e.g., the explanation of the meter in which the verse is written or of
a poetic figure involving the whole verse) are nearly always placed at the end, unless
they are worked into the introduction (avatarana) to the comment on that verse or

section B2

"ibid. p. 153.

ibid.

$1Dharmavijayagani’s Pradipikd on KA, for example, introduces (in its MSS as well as the printed
edition) the first explanatory part of the commentary with a heading “vyakhya” or “vya” and the second
technical part with “atha samasah” or “samasah” or “sam”. Along similar lines, the MS of Pitambara’s

Kiratacandrika demarcates the end of the main explanatory portion with a double danda.
82ibid.
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Chapter 2

Commentaries and the Material

Sources for their Study

The present two chapters of my dissertation are concerned with a preliminary attempt
to analyze some of the techniques and strategies applied by the commentators on ma-
hakavya- while integrating the works of their predecessors into their own composi-
tions. These methods will later be constrasted with those found within the transmis-
sion of a single commentary.

In this chapter I introduce the commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya other than the
Laghutika by Prakasavarsa (that will be discussed in chaps. Hff.), which will be con-
sidered for the summarizing philological analysis in the next chapter. Hereby I try
to treat those commentaries which I consider to play a significant role for this analy-
sis and which have not yet recieved much scholarly attention so far in a more com-
prehensive manner and confine myself to a set of basic data when talking about other
texts. The more elaborate descriptions of the commentaries are subdivided into two
sections: the first section focusses on the material sources (i.e. the manuscripts) for the

study of the considered texts,E and the second one deals with the text itself, its time,

8For the description of the layout and special symbols employed in individual MSS I draw mainly

47
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authorship, reception etc.

2.1 Prasannasahityacandrika of Ekanathabhatta

2.1.1 Material Sources

The NCC (vol. 4, p. 161b) lists ca. 50 MSS of this commentary, a number surpassed
only by its direct textual source, the Ghantapatha of Mallinatha. Most of the listed
MSS are kept in various libraries across North India and only three copies are found
in the South (two MSS in the Adyar Library, Madras, and one MS in Trivandrum) and
one in the library of the British Museum in London, England.E The high number of
manuscripts attests to a relative popularity of the Prasannasahityacandrika (PSC) dur-
ing a certain period in time. A more thorough analysis of the text may, therefore,
throw light on the history of reception of the Kiratarjuniya and its place within the
Sanskrit educational canon during the late medieval and the early modern periods.
A philological analysis of PSC’s textual transmission may, furthermore, furnish sig-
nificant details about the transmission of commentaries during this time (this analy-
sis could, in a way, foreshadow a more laborious study of the transmission of Malli-
natha’s writings). In a stark contrast to these observations, however, in the present
study I have consulted only two MSS of the text that were the easiest for me to ac-
cess. The reconstructed wording of the presented textual excerpts should be, there-
fore, taken with a pinch of salt: its quality could be, perhaps, substantially improved

by looking at additional manuscript material.

2.1.1.1 BORI 432 of 1895-1902

This manuscript forms a part of the collection of the Government Manuscript Library

on Bhattarai (2015) and two of its sources: [Iripathi (1975); Balbir et al| (2006).
84The British Library holds a single MS of the Prasannasahityacandrika catalogued in Bendall (1902,
p- 89) under nr. 233.
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at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute (BORI) in Pune (or Poona), Maharashtra,
India. A detailed catalogue entry is found in Gode (1940, p. 130) and will be cited in
the following description. The manuscript is available to me in the form of black and

white Xerox copies kindly provided to me by the library.

Physical Description This is a complete paper manuscript written in a variety of

Devanagari script. It contains 211 folios. According to the above catalogue, the folio

size is 4 1/3 x 10 inchess (=~ 11 x 25,4 cm).

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in a single block (in pothi-format).

There are ca. 15 lines per folio and ca. 40 letters per line. “[B]orders of folios 1 — 45
[are] ruled in triple red lines, red pigment is used.” (ibid.) The margin size of the folios
beyond 45 is kept the same, but the ruling is missing. The folios are numbered at the
bottom of the right-hand margin of each verso and the margins are otherwise used for
sparse notes. Verses of the Kiratarjuniya are quoted by their beginning. There are no
decorative symbols found at the end of the MS or at the end of any chapter. The chapter
colophons are marked with additional space and double danda-s on each side. Many
chapter colophons (includig the final one) are, furthermore, underlined and at times
rubricated (the black and white Xerox copies seem to suggest that the underlining and
the rubrication were made in different colors). In the majority of cases, the chapter
colophons are affixed with an auspicious symbol, sign or a short asirvada- (such as
e.g. “$rih” after the colophons to chapters 2, 6, 13 and 17; “chah” at the end of 15 and
17; “Sreyo’stu” at the end of e.g. 10 and 16; or their combination “chah// srir astu//
chah//” at the end of 9). The beginning of each chapter is similarly marked with an
auspicious symbol etc.: most commonly with “bhale” (chapters 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
14, 15, 16, 17 and 18), but also with “bhale// om namah at the beginning of chapter 7,

“$rih” at the beginning of 11, with “chah” at the beginning of 13 and with a namas-
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“$riramacandraya namah” at the beginning of chapter 4.

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon, Dating etc. The scribal marngala- at the beginning of

the manuscript reads: [14?35 ] [ a9: W [sic!] = : Il. Further auspicious
symbols are found at the conjunction of all the chapters. These were summarized
above in the context of the layout of the MS. All the chapter colophons repeat the
same formula:

o oo . o o N aN < .
3l 2MURARTE Rt Tl gl [RUdTAa®E! [cardinal

o
nr. of the chap. in Nom. Sg. Masc.] ¥91: I [chapter number|

At the very end of the MS, i.e. after the colophon to the final 18th chapter, there is
a short scribal colophon that mentions a certain date, presumably that on which the
copying of the text was completed. It reads:

FO 2o TS 23 a9 SRS 22 I [sic!]

Assuming that the mentioned era corresponds to the Vikrama-samvat, with the
help of the PANCANGA softwareBd T was so far able to arrive at the following set
of data matching the specification for the week day (guru[vasara-], Thursday): VS
1713 ongoing (vartamana-), i.e. VS 1712 expired (atita-), dark half (-vadi) of the month
asadha- (according to the amanta-system), 11th tithi-. This corresponds with Thursday,
July the 27th, 1655 AD. Gode (1940, p. 131) does not convert the given data and lists it

as “Samvat 1713”.

2.1.1.2 Amer Sastrabhandar 173 (153)

This MS is preserved in the Amer Sastrabhandar, a collection of manuscripts hosted
at the Jain Vidya Samsthan institute (Jaipur, Rajasthan),@ and, according to Kaslival

(1954), it belongs to one of the later acquisitions by the library from the Bada Tera-

85ano and Fushimi (2014).
8 A rather fascinating account of the historical development and the composition of this collection
forms a part of Kragh (2013).

10

15

20



10

15

20

25

2.1. PRASANNASAHITYACANDRIKA OF EKANATHABHATTA 51

hapamthi collection. The most supportive director of the institute, Prof. em. Dr. Ka-
mal Chand Sogani, most kindly allowed me to take the photographs of the MSS in this
collection by myself. Unprepared for this generosity, I had to use my mobile phone to
take pictures. This resulted in a number of slighly blurry color photographs, which I

have been using for the present study.

Physical Description This is a complete paper manuscript written in a variety of

Devanagari script, evidently by several different scribes (see below). The MS contains

166 folios. The size of the folios recorded in the title card is 14 x 30 cm.

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in a single block (in pothi-format).

There are ca. 17 lines per folio and ca. 50 letters per line. The borders of all the fo-
lios are ruled in double lines using black ink. The foliation is as follows: in the top
of the left-hand margin of each verso we find either “kiratatika sahityacandrika” or
“kiratatika prasannasahityacandrika’; below this title there is a folio number, which is
repeated slightly below the middle or at the bottom of the right-hand margin of the
same verso; several (not all) individual sets of folios written by a single scribe are ad-
ditionally foliated with the number of the folio within the respective set at the bot-
tom of the verso right-hand margin. The size of these numerals is much smaller than
the one that correlates with the number of the folio within the whole MS. The in-
dividual sets extend over ca. 30 folios and roughly corresond to two or three sarga-
s of the text. The change of a scribe does, however, at times also occur in the mid-
dle of a chapter. The margins are otherwise used for sparse notes. The verses of the
Kiratarjuniya are quoted by their beginning words. These pratika-s, along with the
final words of the commentary on the preceding verse, are usually rubricated (in red)
throughout the manuscript. Similarly rubricated are the chapter colophons, which are

further visually demarcated by added space around them and are often followed by an
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auspicious sign such as “bhale”, “chah” etc.

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon, Dating etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning

of the manuscript reads:
[¥S5 11 ] STTonReead 79 1| e 99: || ST =9: .

Further auspicious symbols (such as “bhale, chah, $rih” etc.) are found at the con-
junctions of all the chapters before or/ and after the chapter colophons. With slight
variations, all the chapter colophons repeat the same formula:

3id Wm@%‘_{%ﬁm PPl CEaR] ww [cardinal
of the chap. number in Nom. Sg. Masc.] 1 GHE: | [chapter number &

At the end of the MS, there is an extended colophon written by a hand different
from the one that belongs to the copyist of the final part of the actual work. The writing
style is somewhat rough, so that I am not able conclusively to decipher the whole text.
My tentative transcription of the colophon is as follows (the marks “+” enclose text,
which I am not able to understand and thus transcribe merely in accordance with my
reading of the aksara-s):

ST SRRV (2¢%[4]) TR0 TAHS

98 ATt FASTE N +EETE +-FAH 7 |

A AT ASTcaEeH +daTawit-Tgae-

TR TR IS+ -+ BT (7)1l 2 |
AR e ea R IR GulTh|
fosdid agERa e R gaEamE R

87 At times the final samaptah is dropped. At other instances, we find variations in the spelling of
the name: e.g. ekanathabhatta- (w/o the honorific prefix $ri-) in the colophon to the second chapter or
Sribhattaikanatha- in the colophon to chapter 6).

8The reading “ ksa*” at the beginning of the long compound is based partly on my guesswork and
partly on the fact that the year number given in Kaslival (1954, p. 244) is samvat 1845. In reality, [ am
not able to read the complex conjunct.

8 A black (ink?) spot covers these two aksara-s.

*"Unlike the following three pada-s, all of which are composed in upendravajra, this first quarter is
written in the vamsastha metre, which adds an additional short syllable before the final one.
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A BRI T (iR MM 311 8
+IYRARTERAISY Afhg: 2t ded 7 Jeg=:+1 3 |
& T SO dSTRR, GaiiTe] gue-ad|

] HETRE SIS STl SRR [0t €R: 1l ¢ |
TS T faRad qae &peH)

toEigTeh Tl AATEEHT || Y |
TH g Nl

The verses furnish rather precise information about the circumstances of the copy-

ing enterprise. As far as the time of completion is concerned, again, based on the
Vikrama-samvat and the idea that the given year (VS 1845) corresponds to the ongo-
ing (vartamana-) year, with the help of PANCANGA I was able to arrive at the fol-
lowing set: VS 1844 (expired, atita-), month phalguna-, krsnapaksa- (in the amanta-
system), 4th tithi-, that is specifed as a Tuesday (kuje’hni). This corresponds to the
Tuesday, March 25th, 1788 CE. As for the place, I am not able conclusively to inter-
pret (or, possibly, correctly to read) the similarly detailed statement found in the first
verse of the colophon. From the second pada- we learn that the MS was written in
a city called Sarvata(?). It is just possible that it coincides with the modern town (or
a village?) of Sarwat (spelled “Sarvat” in Hindi) located in the Muzaffarnagar district
of Uttar Pradesh, North East of New Delhi. In lack of any knowledge about the his-
tory of Jain communities, I am not able to judge whether this area could have hosted
any substantial Jain community at the end of the 18th century or not™ To the South

West of the current Sarwat (still within the Muzaffarnagar district) there is a Jain site

*1 Acc. to Prof. Isaacson’s suggestion, ‘Sighratarena’ should be understood adverbially .

2mayaka is derived by Astadhyayi 5,3.71 by adding affix akAc before tA of the form maya (the
“asm”-part of asmad- is substituted by “ma” by 7,2.97 and “y” is added by 7,2.89). Although the sitra-s
following 5,3.71 give a number of meanings which can be added to a word by introduction of akAC, in
the curernt rule it is “prescribed [...] without any specific sense for it” (Abhyankar and Shukla (1986, p.
2b)).

%3 According to the report found in [The Imperial Gazetteer of India (1909), the district did not boast
any substantial population of Jains in 1909.
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called “Par$vanath Digambar Jain Atishaye(!) Ksetra”. This is, however, unlikely to
be the place were our MS was completed, because it contradicts a further specifica-
tion made in the fourth pada-. According to it, the copy was completed in a caitya- of
Rsabhanatha (nabhitanujacaitya-). The author of the colophon was bhattaraka- Suren-
drakirti® In view of the fact that the MS was written by several hands (even the actual
scribe of the colophon is different from the one who copied the last bit of the Kiratar-
juniya), Surendrakirti should rather be considered as the initiator and/ or the overseer
of the copying enterprise, a role that has been often attributed to bhattaraka-s2 The
verbal forms alekhi (vs. 1), lipikrta- (vss. 2, 3) and likhita- (vs. 5) should be, therefore,
interpreted as simplex per causativo or, as the Paniniya-s call it, antarbhavitanyartha-
s From verses 1 and 2 we learn, furthermore, that Surendrakirti was the head of a
certain patta- (seat of a bhattaraka- lineage)@ and that his (favorite?) student, for the
sake of whom he instigated the production of this MS, was Sarvasukha. Among the
many Surendrakirtis listed in Johrapurkar (1958), I spotted Surendrakirti of the Dilli-
Jayapurasakha (a subbranch of the Uttarasakha) of the Balékéragana. According to
the same source (pp. 111ff.), this Surendrakirti has been at the head of his lineage from
samvat- 1822 till samvat- 1852, when he was followed by Sukhendrakirti (just possibly
the name of Sarvasukha after his ordination). This identification is, however, purely

speculative.

%4See devasakrayasas- in pada- C vs. 1 as well as surendrakirti- in pada- A vs. 5. It is true that the
name Devendrakirti is similarly often found in the lists of Digambara bhattaraka-s (so called pattavali-
s). Since no metrical restrictions could have prevented the author from choosing Devendrakirti in vs. 5,
however, I belive that Surendrakirti was his actuall name that was freely paraphrased in the first verse
under the influence of the metrical constraints.

%See e.g. De Clercq and Detige (2015, p. 303) among the most recent publications.

%Cf. e.g. Kasika ad 1,3.84 or 3,2.95.

7See i.a. Detige (2015, p. 145).

%See Clercq (2011, pp. 64ff.) for “a brief overview of the most important Digambara schools of
medival North India”.
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2.1.2 Text-Historical Data

Basic information about the author and his text can be extracted from the introductory
verses to the PSC. It is, therefore, somewhat disappointing that both the MSS available
to me seem to transmit a largely corrupt version of several verses. For the following
tentative restoration of the text, in addition to the readings of the MSS, I have also
made use of the partial transcript of the verses found in Bendall (1902, p. 89):

9: ETEIAdE §e SEHSGHasIId

TS FERE G Bl ¢

i JUTHTH THERUTSEY SO UGS dTR |

N oA N

TESTHIGHRL T (A AEGE ORIl R 1
R At FAqaRrRt duT = Jed = FEaTE|

m&ﬁﬂuﬁrﬁgﬁﬁrﬁmwmnw
WSWR@WWI
I &I HO T; meﬁlﬁaﬁ g

R IGIG TR L ER B L B ICCI DI P C- T

*’Bendall (1902) reports the reading of the MS as WW&%\[ and emends to the reading now com-
firmed by the MSS at my disposal.

100yerses 2 and 3 are not transcribed in Bendall (1902). Their content is summarized as “namaskaras
to Rama and Sarasvati”.

1017 prefer the readings ‘nakhamsu’ found in the Jaipur-MS over ‘navamsu’ in the BORI-MS. It
parallels the structure of the preceding metaphorical compounds and completes in this way the
[samastavastu-]ripaka-: ramacarana- <> ambuja-, surasura- <> madhuvrata-, pramoda- <+ makaranda-
(this one is, perhaps, somewhat loose as a ripaka-), nakhamsu- <> kesara-.

102The first pada- contains a major variant. The Jaipur-MS as well as Bendall’s transcript read smth.
like $riman udbhata-panditendra-vasudhadevagranis (Bendall has actually ‘uddhana’ as the name of the
pandita-), while the BORI-MS has §riman nandana-pandito ‘tha vasudhadevagranis. NCC 4 (p. 161b),
supposedly based on the article by P. K. Gode in Calcutta Oriental Journal III, pp. 52ff. (which I was not
able to access), lists Ekanatha Bhatta as “son of Nandana”, thus supporting the reading of the BORI-MS.
In any case, I actually consider Udbhata to be the least probable among the three possibilities. It is
also easy to imagine how a scribe (possibly even unconsciously) emends an unreadable and uncommon

g o7 | Jaipur, G BORI [id fad° ] BORL, Gk Jaipur [10 °FNI ] Jaipur, ‘& BORI
fid 9] Jaipur, om. BORI [i1 °9 ] BORL, “9ad Jaipur [i7 °AS° | BORL Jaipur, “TEAT" Bend
dall (1907) [13 SEQHE | BORL Bendall (1902), FEHEHE Jaipur [1d STHIGELINSAE | Jaipur,
MgEUNSd"=: Bendall (1902), STHSEAIUSAISY BORI

both MSS: 1v1
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A1 9 GYe = 9 B ofi-ahery: gt |0
BRI TR TS FRRTaTFl-
o ha
il e ferTiaRitel TaRt e fQaaraais | 4 |
¢ C o o . b o
EGI g':"g- 4 hTA W
N a [ ~ J L ~ i ~ L i l
iq ST fhad A&
o8 3 Ffedd Tedl: TESTATATET OIS AU | o
N N - o \J . o ha
St T AT A A T el T ERe: R e )
name (such as Udghana) to smth. that he is perfectly familiar with. For a tentative translation of the
first half-verse see the next footnote.

103This half-verse is not entirely clear and Bendall (1902) considers it to be corrupt. At the moment
I do not see any solution but to account for Candrama as a female name of Ekanatha’s mother (rather
than a Masc. Sing. Nom. candramah qualifying, perhaps, the earlier mentioned pandita-). A tentative
translation of this half-verse could be then: He, whom the honorable Udbhata/ Udghana, the best among
pandita-s, the foremost among brahmins, and mother Candrama produced, this scholar Sri Ekanatha en-
dowed with good qualities [...]” If, instead, one were to go with the reading of the BORI-MS, the trans-
lation of the first pada- would be altered into smth. like: “Now/ Then (atha), he, whom the honor-
able pandita- Nandana who is the foremost among brahmins [...]”. In the given translation, atha con-
nects the current verse to the previous three namaskara-s: Obeisance to Mahesa [...]! I bow to Rama’s
feet [...]! I take refuge to Sarasvati [...]! Now/ Then (atha), [...]” atha could, however, also be under-
stood as a particle connecting the visesana- vasudhadevagranih to its visesya- ‘panditah: “He whom the
scholar [...] who also is (atha) the foremost [...]".

104 A pada-break in the middle of a word (in fact, of a pratyaya- cha) is rather curious.

195 didhyasave (from didhyasu- < \/dhyai) is my tentative emendation. Among the textual sources
available to me, only the Jaipur-MS has a grammatically sound reading, which, however, goes against
the restrictions of the metre. The BORI-MS, on the other hand, has a non-sensical, but a metrically sound
reading. Bendall (1902, p. 89b, fn. 3) wonders if the text could have read “a compound of a derivative of
dha (dhitsami)”.

19The reading durvigaham, though attested in both MSS, is metrically faulty. Following Prof.
Goodall’s suggestion, I emended it to metrical durgaham.

107 Although the BORI-MS reads here prasiddhasahityacandrika, it calls the text prasanna® in all the
[chapter-]colophons.

198This verse is not transcribed in Bendall (1902).

199The difference between the readings of the MSS in pada-s A-B is noteworthy.

0Going with the reading of the BORI-MS, I undestand this second half as “Whether [my effort] will
cause joy to these [good ones] or not, still who else (if not them) could make my effort fruitful” The
reading of the Jaipur-MS (vastunavah) could be, perhaps, emended to ‘vastu navam’ and understood as:

“[Even though] it is only a new subject that causes joy for these [good ones], nonetheless [...]” (On
the idea of vastunavata see e.g. famously Nyayamanjari 8: “kuto va nutanam vastu vayam utpreksitum

B qafﬁl BOR], q'ra_iﬁjaipur B ]%W'RT;[] em., a’ghﬁqaq_;[]aipur, fodicaa (?) BORI, EIERSE]
Bendall (1902) H 'gTﬁE] conj., gﬁTIré'BORI, Jaipur °E|»7|Ej] Jaipur, ‘&9 BORI i “HHSC |
BORL “HH* Jaipur | F&@° | Jaipur, Bendall (1902), I8 BORI [ ICHSTATEMRN | BORL 9R-
e E|’7|EE{Jaipur [ Adl] BORI, “AdH Jaipur
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To begin with, it appears that several variant readings, such as those found in pada-
A of vs. 5 or the ones found in the final verse, could point towards two separate redac-
tions of these verses. This hypothesis needs to be laid aside until more MSS will be-
come available for further textual analysis. For my current purpose, it is the fifth verse
that appears the most relevant, for it contains some biographical data about Ekanatha-
bhatta.

As mentioned above (see fn. [102), there is an article by P. K. Gode, according to
which Ekanathabhatta should be tentatively dated between 1400 and 1583 CE. Since
the article is not available to me, I do not know on what basis he proposed this dating.
Given a rather precise date for the terminus ad quem, I can merely hypothesize that this
could have been a date of a MS available to the scholar. The lower limit could be set
by Ekanathabhatta’s quotations from the Prataparudrayasobhuisana (written, perhaps,
sometime in the beginning of the 14th century) and his most obvious borrowings from
Mallinatha (fl. ca. 14 — 15th centuries). Ekanathabhatta also quotes a number of earlier
kosa-s and works on alamkarasastra-. Relying on Rudrata’s definition of mahakavya-,
for example, the commentator identifies the particular subcategory of this genre to
which the Kiratarjuniya belongs (this is, in fact, one of the very few original passages
in Ekanathabhatta’s commentary).

As for the textual features of the Prasannasahityacandrika, especially its most con-
spicuous though unacknowledged reliance upon Mallinatha’s Ghantapatha, these will

be briefly addressed later (see [).

2.2 Kiratacandrika of Pitambara

2.2.1 Material Sources: manuscript C

The text of the Kiratacandrika is available to me in a single manuscript, which I refer

ksamah”).
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to by the siglum “C” (for Candrika). At the moment I am not aware of any other MS

of the text.

Library Identification The manuscript C is preserved at the National Archives in

Kathmandu (NAK), Nepal, and holds the accession number NAK 4/761. It has been
twice microfilmed by the NGMPP under the reel numbers A 1369-12 and B 16-20.11
At the initial stage of my research, the MS was available to me in form of a partly
blurred black and white scan of the microfilm A 1360-12. Later I could acquire high-
resolution digital photographs taken at the National Archives in Kathmandu by Dr.
Bidur Bhattarai.

Physical Description This is a complete and well preserved palm-leaf MS written

in a variety of Newari (i.e. Nepalaksara-) script. The MS contains 223 folios, 37 x 5,5
cm in size, with one string hole in the middle of each folio. The individual palm-leaves
are foliated with a figure numeral in the right hand margin of each verso and furnished
with an auspicious symbol “$ri” in each verso left hand margin. The manuscript ap-
pears to be written by a single scribe, occasional interlinear and marginal corrections
appear to belong to the same or a similar hand.

The manuscript is additionally endowed with two wooden covers. The covers are

artistically painted with floral patterns.

Layout, Special Symbols and General Content The text is written in a single

block (in pothi-format). There are approximately 6 to 7 lines per folio and ca. 70 aksara-
s per complete line. The middle 3 to 4 lines have a gap of ca. 6 to 8 aksara-s around
the string hole. C contains only the text of Kiratacandrika and the individual verses of

Kiratarjuniya are introduced by their pratika-s. The length of the pratika-s varies from

1A catalogue entry prepared by the NGMCP can be accessed under http://catalogue.ngmcep.uni-
hamburg.de/wiki/A_1369-12_Kiratacandrika (last checked 06.08.2016).
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a single aksara to a complete word. The pratika-s are well marked: they are always
highlighted by red rubrict as well as usually preceded by a short space and framed by
double dandas on both sides. The chapter colophons are usually marked with puspika-

S.

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon, Dating etc. The scribe’s mangala- reads: [ﬁf&’qj
i TH AU,

There is no scribal colophon at the end of the MS and it ends with the authorial
colophon (see below). The MS is therefore not dated. On the basis of a paleographical

estimation, it could be, however, tentatively dated to the 15th or early 16th century

AD.

2.2.2 Text-Historical Data

The introductory verse and the lengthy colophon at the end of Candrika provide co-
pious information about the author and the composition of the text. In order care-
fully to examine this, I would like first to present a diplomatic edition of the concerned
verses.

At the beginning of the commentary one reads:

TRGIATUTTALE SUR GIdia & Fod o6 |

it THTUTHRES Grerd o Ziel: GUaHaHT 14 ARIE: |

After honouring the lotus-feet of the Goddess of Speech, Pitambara, bow-
ing to his teacher(s), writes a commentary on the Kiratarjuniya. He has at-

tentively reflected upon all the evidence including even the oldest author-

121t js most probable that the red rubric was added later and possibly not by the scribe himself.

16 °Ad:°] conj.,, AdY.C
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itative commentaries.

The authorial colophon found at the very end of the commentary can be logically
divided into several parts. The first five verses state Pitambara’s male genealogy up to
the fifth generation:

AEATREEATER: Hidal: Fiecaiaaigay

AN N o = o o . l

STTATHEUNTIHE ST SSHRENATEA

ol S MRS feFRITeTel ZE-Ae: 112 |
Qa?ﬂ?nsuﬁwﬁr%ﬁ GBI |

N ey

T fRerell T IRl 0T S e : IR
STETe Wi R aits SoEe: |

AN o o

WWWWW N3N

aamarm@mm‘gmm A FAE STAE

WWSQWWWHQH

T STt R ahtetearausa |

TR TR fEetoer SEiE AtaeEE: 1y

The next verse nr. 6 provides a transition from the genealogical part of the colophon
to the one dealing with the actual text. The author, being a member of a distinguished
family tree, mentions the name of his mother, introduces himself and states that he has
written a commentary on the Kiratarjuniya that he hopes will be useful for the good,

i.e. true scholars:

1130n the meaning of the word pramanabhiita-, a cognate of manabhiita- in the current verse, see
Ruegg (1994).
114The eight systems of Sanskrit grammar are documented e.g. in the following verse of Vopadeva (vs.

2 in his versified version of the Dhatupatha, Kavikalpadruma): ST« : %IQI%}(“(?IIF{QI(& RETARCH
o NN o o
QMUTHTS A STAHBIGRITSGRT: |l . For further information see Raghavan (1974).

fig WREEE° | conj, VR:EISAl C  [iJ SEIRTH] Ccre, AEMRGH Coo [i5 RIS | conj,
<
&St C
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3 haN haY
T} AT TEeaH: Jiana: SimfaaTged: |
3 NN o NN e 3 ha¥
MWWWWWWHQH
The next kulaka- consists of vss. 7 — 11 and can be divided into two paragraphs.
The first three verses provide us with the most valuable information pertaining to the
5 secondary sources which Pitambara has used for the composition of his commentary,
and allow a most precious insight into the study room of a late medieval (Bengali)
pandit:

[W] (20) other comms. on KA,

AN SRPHRISE [ TRRENT o GaraeihH| kosass

fosasrerral Wit = fosd EEs! ansaaREaigt s |

s N\ 03

~ =~ .
10 STHY HigHRY JeEHGRIAT
¢ o N
W | W | < alamkara-works
o < [ a Ny Ky C .
W W <qE A W' vyakarana-works
K3 o (3 [N} o K3
Yk QIATHT = AT USRI IR
The final two verses of the kulaka- describe and name the author, give the text title
15 as well as the date and the place of its composition:
ha¥ o oo haY (e o' hanY
HAFR FleghlhlIY UTRehY: |
oo . ha
R TN TG || el
N T . o
[N NI N NN D ~
FrNRIRIRG- SeAse TeHHITHA |
Lo = o
Jiar=: RIammm STt i 22 |
20 According to a practice often followed by Sanskrit writers, in the final verse of the
colophon Pitambara requests the learned among his readers to correct his inevitable

mistakes of inattentiveness or lack of knowledge. The mockery of the rogues (the nar-

5Note the na-vipula.

116Note the correct ma-vipula.

17Prof. Isaacson suggests to emend ‘mate’ to ‘gate’. In this case the given year would unambiguously
correspond to the number of “expired” years.

2! HHT] conj., 9dl C
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cissistic, mendacious, sycophantic and hypercritical khala-s of Sanskrit poetry), Pitam-
bara adds, can do nothing to him:
SISl H‘qﬁﬂﬁﬁ‘«:ﬂﬂ%‘iﬂ ESHE RIS IFRRESEHEIG

o X e N

TRl FATGRa: ok H GeMHaesdl @l R |

2.2.2.1 Date and Place of Composition

From the 11th verse (p. 1) of the colophon we learn that the text was completed in
the (ongoing) year 335/ 336114 according to the calendar of “the ruler of the Gauda-
country”. The Gauda-ruler in question is, almost certainly, Laksmanasena, and the
year is therefore given according to the widespread era called Laksmanasamvat (LS).
According to the opinion lately advocated in Salomon (1998, p. 193), the epoch year of
this era is 1178/79 CE (and not 1119/20 as assumed before). This results in 1513/14/15
CE as the year of composition of the commentary ™ Its author could have flourished
at some time around the end of the 15th till the middle of the 16th century, i.e. certainly
after Mallinatha (fl. ca. 1350 — 1450).

According to the same verse, Pitambara has completed his work in the village Siva-
grama. In the Epigraphia Indical I was able to spot a single historical Sivagrama (or
Sivagrama), today’s Sewa, located to the northeast of the modern township of Did-
wana (Dendavanakavisaya in the inscription, see next) near to Jodhpur, Rajasthan.
This village was mentioned in a 9th century inscription announcing a grant by the fa-
mous king Bhojadeva. It goes without saying, however, that in the absence of any fur-

ther evidence, the identification of Pitambara’s village with the one donated by King

1180n the so-called bhiitasamkhya-system of representing the numerals by means of “certain signifi-
cant words which have numerical association” and on the principles underlying the inverted order in as-
cription of the place-values see Sarma (2009).

119 According to the *old opinion concerning the computation of LS years, the year of composition
would be 1454/55.

120 An overview of external and internal evidences for the dating of Mallinatha as well as a summary
of opinions expressed in the secondary literature see Khatuya (2003, pp. 7ff.).

121Gee Hultzsch (1889, p. 208ff.), entry 24 authored by F. Kielhorn.

122https://goo.gl/maps/cSWr33QGw442 (Last checked on August 12th, 2016).

10

15

20



10

15

20
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Bhojadeva remains unwarranted to say the least 123 Quite on the contrary, the fact that
Pitambara extensively drew upon Bengali lexicographical, grammatical and commen-
tatorial literary sources (see below) suggests not only that the scholar had received his
education in this part of India, but also that he conceived his target audience to be-
long to the same regional tradition. Additional observations such as (1) that soon af-
ter its composition the Candrika has been transmitted to Nepal, or (2) that some mis-
spellings in the concerned MS (e.g. A for €) may point towards its template being writ-
ten in a Bengali/Maithili-like script strengthen the hypothesis that the text could have
been composed in Bengal. Against this background, it appears tenable to conjecture
that Pitambara’s Sivagrama should be looked for somewhere within the cultural region

of Bengal rather than in Rajasthan.

2.2.2.2 The Identity of the Author

From the above-cited paratextual material we are, furthermore, certain about the au-
thor’s name and, what is historically more promising, about the names and the main
scholarly achievements of five generations of his male ancestry. I have tried to identify
Pitambara’s forefathers by matching individual names and positions within the family
tree with the lists of authors found in the NCC and in Sternbach (1978, 1980). To my
own disappointment, however, I have failed so far conclusively to trace any of them.

A summary of Pitambara’s ancestry tree is as follows:

1. Madhava Misra, a polymath and, possibly, a public servant (see below);

125There are several factors which make it virtually impossible to identify Indian historical toponyms
on the basis of their names. One of the problems arises due to the fact that Indian localities often change
their names, be it by slightly altering the orthography or by accepting new names altogether. There is,
furthermore, no way to know whether “Sivagrama” was not a metrical substitute for another, possibly
more common designation (such as e.g. hypothetical Umagrama etc.; see, for example, how Pitambara
substitutes Subodhatika for the more common Laghutika, the title of Prakasavarsa’s commentary on
the Kiratarjuniya). Similarly, there is no way to know whether Sivagrama mentioned by Pitambara had
really ever been known under this Sanskrit name, or whether this particular Sanskrit form was invented
by the author.
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2. Mayasarma Misra, a pious man, well known in the kingly assembly; Pitambara
reports him to be a worshipper of the Sun;

3. Gangagati Misra, a devout mimamsaka- and, similarly to his father, a dedicated
observant of religious duties;

4. Kesava Misra, a great naiyayika-, who died in Kasi;

5. Sri Vanamalin Misra, Pitambara’s father, who, just like his own father, has
studied nyaya- and is further praised for his particular good looks. He has, pre-

sumably, married Srimati, who became Pitambara’s mother.

Among the portrayals of Pitambara’s celebrated antedecendents, I would like to
concentrate on the one given in the first verse of the colophon (p. bd). The verse it-
self is somewhat difficult for me, for I am not able completely to understand or, possi-
bly, correctly to reconstruct corrupted reading of its last quarter. From the pada-s A, B
and C, however, we learn that Pitambara’s celebrated forefather was a great naiyayika-
(nyayambhoruhabhaskara-), clever at scholarly disputes (vacoyuktiparajitamaraguru-),
that he was good at vedanta- (vedantacintamani-), had mastered eight systems of gram-
mar (astavyakarananidhanam; see fn. above) and, in addition to all that, that he
was a good poet (kavivara-), a knower of poetry (sahityavidyodadhi-) as well as a
poetician (alamkararthavit). Note that it is conceivable, though difficult for me to
check at the moment, that at least some of the above-mentioned epithets (such as
vedantacintamani-, astavyakarananidhanam and others), which I have rendered ac-
cording to their general sense, could have actually been official titles bestowed upon
the scholar. The fact that Pitambara chose to commence the description of his lin-
eage precisely with this forefather (his great-great-great-grandfather) may suggest a

particular renown or other significance of the scholar.!4

124This is, of course, a mere conjecture and one could also imagine other explanations of the given
fact. It could be, for example, that Pitambara complied with a particular (similarly unidentified) local
tradition of following up one’s own family tree up to the fifth generation.
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The last problematic pada-, when presented in the scriptio continua that is typical
of Sanskrit MSS, reads:

R ERATRRE R

The beginning and the end of the pada- are fairly clear and contain a finite ver-
bal form abhut (“he was”: aor. 3rd ps. sing. of /Pht) as well as the pandit’s personal
and “family” name, Madhava Misra, the latter of which identifies, among other things,
his being a brahmin. The remaining part is somewhat obscure. My attempt at an in-
terpretation of the reading without proposing any emendation is as follows:2 T be-
lieve that a:{:ﬁ is a simple orthographical variant of a_fﬁ, the variation of sa- and $a-
being, in fact, commonly found in Nepalese MSS.224 The latter spelling of the word
is found to be used technically in the Manusmrti 7.119 to signify a “superintendent
of ten Villages”. My knowledge of the historical realia of the times does not allow
me to judge whether such a position could have been given to a brahmin or not. We
know for sure, however, that brahmins were, indeed, granted Villages, and it is there-
fore possible to surmise that they might have been also intrusted with their superin-
tendence. The epithet Q_‘fﬁ/ Q-Fﬁ could mean, therefore, that Madhava Misra was offi-
cially responsible for the overseeing of ten villages.

The preceding compound Eﬁaméh‘{aﬁin?ﬂ?l:, should my interpretation be cor-
rect, bears a rather significant meaning. In general terms, I believe that it should be in-

terpreted as a metaphorical (rupaka-) compound structurally exactly parallel to the

o o
S

125Possible small emendations suggested to me by the members of the * online

discussion group could be proposed for the last syllable “®P". 1t could be either changed to “-q"\f”, )

that we will obtain a long tatpurusa-qualification of Madhava “OWTM”, or to “9l-" to change the
personal name of the scholar to “GAHTHA:”. At the moment, however, I consider my interpretation
given above to be more likely.

126See |Adriaensen et all (1998, pp. 49f.), who call such variants “non-substantive” and therefore do
not report them in their most elaborate apparatus criticus.

127See the critical edition of the concerned passage in Olivelle and Olivelld (2003, p. 633) and its
translation on p. 160 (ibid.)

128Gee, for example, fn. 121 on the above-mentioned inscription of the king Bhojadeva.
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first epithet ATATRIRETER: 2 1t means: © [Madhava, who was] the moon for the
night-lotus that is Haritamra”. Now, Haritamra, I suggest, is likely to be a name of
the village that Madhava hailed from and from which he “expanded his moonlight”
on the other ten or the remaining nine villages under his administration.! The ex-
treme rarity of the word haritamra- and its derivatives in the Sanskrit literaturel®2 sup-
ports, in my opinion, the hypothesis of its being a personal name or, in this case, a to-
ponym.

This interpretation, I reckon, is further corroborated by the finding of a personal
name Haritamra SriPitambara that signs two further virtually unknown works, a com-
mentary on the Devimahatmya called Durgasamdehabhedika and a commentary on
Gathasaptasati called Gathasaptasatiprakasika. A single MS of the former work is re-
ported in Shastri and Bendall (1905) and a partial edition of the latter, based again on
a single incomplete MS, is found in Shastri (1942). As for the name of the author, it
appears most natural, without going into details of grammatical derivation, to anal-
yse its first part, i.e. Haritamra, as a secondary nominal formation combining nomi-
nal base “haritamra” with a general taddhita-affix “aN”53 In accordance with the pro-
posed meaning of the word haritamra-, the resulting complex could be interpreted as

“he, who was born in Haritamra™34 or “he, who stays there”, or, what seems most

12The meaning of nyayambhoruhabhaskarah should be smth. like “[Madhava, who was] the sun for
the day lotus that is nyaya-".

130T e. a night-blooming water lily.

311 theory, one could consider the possibility that haritamra- is a so called visesanobhayapada-
karmadharaya-compound composed of two adjectives of color: hari- (greenish) and tamra- (reddish,
copper colored). The meaning of the whole compound, which does not seem to give any real sense to
me however, would be “[Madhava, who was] the moon for the green-reddish night-lotus”.

132] was not able to find any other usage of the word haritamra- or its derivatives in any of the Sanskrit
e-texts of the GRETIL indological collection.

33See Astadhyayi 4,1.83 prag divyato 'n (< taddhitah [4,1.76] + samarthanam prathamad va [4,1.82]
<« pratyayah [3,1.1] + paras ca [3,1.2]).

B4See Astadhyayi 4,3.25 tatra jatah.

135See Astadhyayi 4,3.89: so ’sya nivasah.
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appropriate, “he, whose ancestral place of residence is Haritamra” 13637

In fact, in the following discussion I would like to argue for the hypothesis that
Pitambara, the author of Kiratacandika, a descendant of someone called Madhava, in-
habitant of Haritamra, is identical with two other Pitambara-s, descendants of some-
one whose “ancestral place of residence” (abhijana-) was called the same. Note that
no connection between either of these works has ever been argued for before and that
consequently only a thorough comparative study of these texts (that I have not under-
taken so far) may provide a stable philological ground for such an argument.

As far as the Durgasamdehabhedika is concerned, my knowledge of it is based on
the above-mentioned catalogue entry (No. 1361 dha in Shastri and Bendall (1905, p. 51))
backed up by an extremely poor-quality scan of the NGMCP reel A 56/ 258 The con-
cerned MS must have undergone some damage since the time of its early cataloging:
the MS microfilmed by the NGMPP breaks off somewhere in the middle of the text and
therefore lacks the folio with the scribal colophon transcribed in Shastri and Bendall
(1905) (see below), who do not, unfortunately, state the number of leaves of their MS.
On the basis of to my eyes almost completely illegible scan of A 56/25, the introductory
verse could be tentatively transcribed thus:133

T FUSHNY T T

diara: Fdm gaeaieREl

From the point of composition, this verse exhibits clear parallelism with the one
found at the beginning of the Candrika (see p. 9): most appropriately for a literary

composition and following in the footsteps of Kalidasa, both begin with a form of the

B6See Astadhyayi 4,3.90: abhijanas ca.

37 Affix aN can generally indicate all kinds of connections between the primary (to the affix) and
the derived nominal base. In this way, haritamra- could in principle denote any person who has any
relation to a place called Haritamra, a male descendant of a person called Haritamra, etc.

38 An incomplete and partly damaged palm-leaf MS, consisting of 100 folios, 35cm x 5cm in size.
The MS is written in Maithili script. According to Griinendahl (1989, p. XXXIX), NGMPP has thrice
microfilmed this MS under the reel numbers A 56/25, A 1158/13 and B 173/20.

39T need to thank my colleague Dr. Bidur Bhattarai for his help in deciphering the text.
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noun 99 and an obeisance to the Goddess of Speech (an obeisance to the actual de-
ity of the Devimahatmya is found only after the salutation of Sarasvati!), while in the
respective second half both verses state the authorship of Pitambara (in fact, in both
cases with a Present tense verbal form of \/kr), who writes both works according to
the best of his judgement.

Shastri and Bendall (1905, p. 51) additionally give a transcript of the scribal colophon
(folio missing in A 56/ 25) 14 according to which the MS was copied by a certain Ha-
ladhara at Haripura on a Tuesday, a Visnuvasara during the month of Bhadra in the
year 342 LSM that is just 7 years after the completion of Kiratacandrika. The date in
the MS of Durgasamdehabhedika refers to the copy date of the MS and may not help
to determine the exact year of the completion of the work. It does, however, provide
us with an upper limit for the dating of the text that does not contradict with the as-
sumption of the identity of both the Pitambara’s. In agreement with this idea is, fur-
thermore, the Saivite affiliation of both the commented worksl42 and, from the point
of content, both commentaries’ abundance of grammatical discussions detectable even
by cursory skimming through the text.143

The above-mentioned partial edition of the Gathasaptasatiprakasika (Shastri (1942))
is also available to me. The editor has used a single incomplete Devanagari-MS pre-
served in the Panjab University Library that he assumes to be “about 200 years old” (p.
5, ibid.). Due to the severe damage of the MS no introduction or conclusion of the text

has remained. Three surviving chapter colophons, however, do unanimously state the

W &Giman imam haladharo ’likhad ambikayas tikam ca vams$amanir adyasasesamadhye [sic] (?) /
netrabdhiramayutalaksmanasenavarse bhadre kuje haripure harivasare drak//

41For unknown to me reasons, the catalogue (p. liv, ibid.) states that the MS “was copied [...] in La.
Sam. 378”. The given year is wrong, for the colophon (see fn. [140) clearly states it as netra(2)-abdhi(4)-
rama(3).

1421 have tried to determine if Candrika may in any notable way hightlight the role of the Goddess in
a couple of verses of Kiratarjuniya that mention her presence on the Himalaya’s (see KA 5.13, 5.29 and
5.33). This does not, however, seem to be the case.

431 fact, a clearly grammatical discussion on the very first folio (1. 6) of Durgasamdehabhedika seems
to introduce a reference to Kasika by saying tatha ca vrttih [...]. On grammatical discussions in Candrika

see p. @ in .
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2.2. KIRATACANDRIKA OF PITAMBARA 69

above given name of the author and the title of the text. In a seeming disagreement to
the proposed identity of the commentators on Kiratarjuniya and Gathasaptasati, the
general content of both the commentaries appears to be widely different. While the
former focuses on a detailed exegesis of every single word of the text and abounds in
grammatical remarks (see below), the latter gives a comparatively brief paraphrase of
the Sanskrit version of each gdthd, contains only scarce grammatical notes and is
characterized by a most curious section, in which the author explains the meanings
suggested in each verse with the view on the remaining three purusartha-s: dharma-,
niti- (that is artha-) and mukti- (consistently printed as yukti- in the edition).I This
disagreement in general content, however, may have been caused by an obvious dif-
ference in the type of commented texts and, consequently, by a difference in purposes
(and target audience) conceived by the author for the composition of both the com-
mentaries. In addition, it is feasible to imagine that these texts were written at dif-
ferent stages of Pitambara’s scholarly career (Candrika tentatively being a rather early
work, see below), and that the change of his writing practices may have happened over
time. The general structure of both the texts, on the other hand, seems to show cer-
tain correspondences. Both the commentaries are clearly structured into sections sep-
arately dealing with the explanation of the overall meaning of a verse and the discus-
sion of auxiliary topics (variant readings, grammar, lexicography, poetology etc.), fol-
lowed by further remarks on suggested meanings and attribution particular to Gatha-

saptas'atiprakds’ikd. The choice of authoritative texts used in order to substantiate

144The Sanskrit chaya is given separately at the beginning of the commentary on each stanza.

45Note that the author does not try to merge additional meanings by means of $lesalamkara-, but
rather interprets the verses as vakrokti-s, which suggest more than just one meaning pertaining to
kama-. Admittedly, it does not save these interpretations from often seeming forced and at times trivial.

Another noteworthy feature of Gathasaptasatiprakasika is Pitambara’s attribution of every verse to a
certain author as well as his frequent discussions of alternative readings, interpretations and attributions
found e.g. in Sarasvatikanthabharana- and other commentaries on the work.

146Similarly to Candrika, it happens in the case of Gathasaptasatiprakasika too, that an additional lex-
icographical or other auxiliary remark, which pertains exclusively to the interpretation of an alterna-
tive reading (or an alternative interpretation of the same reading) or to only one of the three suggested
meanings, may be added directly within the concerned section.
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various technical points shows, furthermore, certain correspondences. When it comes
to different aspects of alamkarasastra-, for example, both the works rely almost exclu-
sively on the opinion of the Sarasvatikanthabharana and only sporadically supplement
it with references to Dandin and Mammata. In the realm of lexicography, both the
works often refer to the otherwise rare Dharanikosa and most frequently quote from
Medinikosa. Common to both the texts is also an often found unspecific reference “iti
kosah”.

In my opinion, the above presented sum of evidence strengthens (though cer-
tainly does not unambiguously confirm) my hypothesis about the identity of Pitam-
bara, the author of the Kiratacandrika, with (Haritamra) Pitambara, the composer of

the Durgasamdehabhedika and, perhaps, the author of Gathasaptasatiprakasika.

2.2.2.3 Pitambara’s Sources
2.2.2.3.1 Other Commentaries In the introductory verse at the very beginning

of the commentary (p. 59) Pitambara informs us, among other things, that he has con-
sulted “even the oldest commentaries” (tikah puratanatama api) on the text. The qual-
ification “even the oldest” may suggest that Pitambara knew several commentaries on
the Kiratarjuniya and that he was aware of the relative chronology of at least some
of them. The reasons behind Pitambara’s allusion to the authoritative opinion of the
old ones could have been many: the author may have, for example, wanted to high-
light the thoroughness of his labors or to situate his text within a longer tradition of

commentarial literature.

147While the navya-tradition of alamkarasastra- marginalized Bhoja’s poetological treatises and as-
signed Mammata’s magnum opus with absolute authority on all matters, the situation must have been
quite different during medieval times. Plentiful references to Bhoja’s SKA in the writing of the current
author(s), but also e.g. in the commentaries of the 14th-century Keralite polymath Vidyamadhava, as
well as, what is perhaps more important, a number of late adaptations of Bhoja’s texts and copious al-
lusions to them in the works of later alamkarika-s (Raghavan (1978, pp. 672ff.)) suggest that they were
widely studied throughout Medieval India.
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The first half-verse of the colophon verse nr. 7 (p. 1) mentions two commentaries
on the Kiratarjuniya consulted by Pitambara by name: Saravali by Subhakantha, also
known as Harikantha, and Subodhatika, more commonly referred to as Laghutika, by
Prakasavarsa. Among these two, a single MS of the former has been sporadically con-
sulted by me for the purpose of general collation (2.4.4), while the study of the lat-
ter constitutes an integral part of this thesis (see chap. §ff.).

The choice of these two commentaries is remarkable, especially against the back-
drop of the author’s introductory announcement. It gives us reason to believe that
Pitambara considered both the texts to be fairly old, if not the oldest (puratanatama-
) among the commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya. With regard to my study of the
Laghutika, it proves, furthermore, that a certain version of the text was, in fact, cir-
culated during the early 16th century (presumably in Bengal), and verifies the as-
sumption that Pitambara has at times utilized this text for his interpretations. The text
of Harikantha’s commentary, for its part, may have been chosen by Pitambara i.a. for
its being among the oldest commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya belonging to the Bengali
literary tradition. Its influence on the Candrika is absolutely conspicuous.

Talking of Pitambara’s relation to other commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya, it is
worth noting that, according to my current observations, he did not show any knowl-
edge of Mallinatha’s commentary, be it in the form of (in)direct quotations, references,
critical remarks or anything else. The recensions of the poem accepted by both the

critics are, furthermore, different from each other.

2.2.2.3.2 Lexicographical Works The second half of the verse nr. 7 as well as the

first half of the 8th verse in the colophon (p. p1) give an account of nine lexicographical

works consulted by Pitambara.

148See also for a much earlier evidence of Laghutika ’s existence in Bengal.
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An interesting case, that has puzzled me for some time and that still remains partly
unsolved, is Pitambara’s distinction between Visva and Visvaprakasa, both mentioned
separately in the 7th verse of the colophon. According to my observations, however,
Pitambara used the former (i.e. visva-) to refer to the work commonly known as Visva-
prakasa by Mahesévara #4550 while the latter (i.e. vi§vaprakasa-) he used to refer to the
work of the same author known as Sabdabhedaprakdéa. While it seems to be quite
common to refer to the Visvaprakasa by its abridged form as Visva (see fn. for an
example of a similar usage found in Mallinatha’s text), the identification of Sabdab-
hedaprakasa as Visvaprakasa- was new to me. A further attention to this question can
show whether Pitambara was following a particular local or a pan-Indian tradition in
(re-)naming of this text, or whether he erroneously quoted this text by a *wrong title.
The situation becomes, however, slightly more complicated if one notices the fact that
a text by the name Sabdabheda is mentioned separately in the very same 7th verse of
the colophon. In the actual text of the Candrika, I was so far able to spot just a sin-
gle reference to this text in the commentary to KA 1.20. The quotation TR -
ﬁ?i OIG| W‘H:” can, in fact, be traced in the same Sabdabhedaprakasa i,27 (Kiim-
mel (1940, p. 18)). A brief look at a short treatise Dvirupakosa by Purusottamadeva,
two other lexicographical and three grammatical works of whose are listed among

Pitambara’s sources, suffices to know that the sought verse is not found there and that

_ ~ he'y
9See e.g. Candrika at KA 1.4: 1 SAGHIGHTAINGTY | TH=A 3 [999:, that is found in the
Visvaprakasa 2.40 (Bhatta (1911, p. 189)) (note that this verse is quoted with the same attribution (i.e.

[N a NN aN

iti vi$vah) in Mallinatha’s comment ad KA 3.13); or Candrika ad KA 1.24: §d: JASTSA Al 194,
that is identical to Vi$vaprakasa 19b of the nadvikam-section (p. 83, ibid.).

15Ty this connection, it must be noted that Pitambara’s attributions are not always perfect. See e.g.

=~ oo [l N . =

Candrika 1.8 9 STTHTAIN 28 gId 19*d:, which is, however found as such in the Sasvatakosa 39ab (U

o NN 2 ~

STAIAN A8 qddiqy anﬂT'\GH'?l) The Visvaprakasa reads in the parallel verse (nr. 7 of its radvikam-
section): TSI iaﬁﬁﬁfr C—rma'rﬁ?{q\T | Q@Smﬂﬁqﬁ [...].

B1See e.g. Candrika ad KA 1.9: ElTsz Eﬂ':_s{ﬂ W]ﬁ:"% ﬁm WSFJ 2leq: |, that is
found in Sabdabhedaprakasa i,115 (Kiimme] (1940, p. 64)); or Candrika ad KA 3.31: ng HHHE -

AGgHld I'I-l('*“l(::x dc‘(‘ﬂ(‘ld’:l("l'z%l:l farsasrenT=T :, that with a little difference corresponds with the verse
iii.43 of the same work (see p. 164 ibid.).
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a hypothetical identification of Pitambara’s Sabdabheda with this text cannot be ac-
cepted. At the moment I have no better solution but to accept that both the ti-
tles, Visvaprakasa and Sabdabheda, refer to the same work commonly known as Sabd-
abhedaprakasa of Mahesvara. The reason behind this separate mentioning remains un-
clear to me.

Talking of Pitambara’s problematic attributions of quotations to different lexico-
graphical works, I would like to bring up another example of a text this time not men-
tioned in the above colophon list. The commentaries on KA 3.37, 5.30 and 8.15 con-
tain one quotation each provided with a clear identifier “§'I?l RISES:”. The only lex-
icographical work listed in Vogel (1979) that could have been referred to by this title is
the so-called Siloficha by Jinadeva Muniévara, a relatively short appendix to the ex-
tensive Abhidhanacintamani (AbhiCi), a treatise by the celebrated West Indian poly-
math Hemacandra (1088 — 1172).50 As in the previous case, the problem arises when
one tries and fails to trace any of these quotations in Jinadeva’s text.

The following considerations may help approaching, but perhaps not completely

solving the difficulty. On the one hand, it is briefly reported in Jainadharmaprasarakasabha

(1956) (though not supported by Bohtlingk and Rieu (1847)), that at least some MSS of
the AbhiCi seem to transmit the Siloficha appended to it. Should that have been the
case in the early 16th century Bengal, one could, perhaps, imagine a scenario in which
Pitambara has been misled by the colophon found at the end of a composite MS avail-
able to him, which would have presumably concluded the second of both the transmit-
ted texts, namely the appended Siloficha. Should we be able to accept Pitambara’s quo-
tations as reasonable variants of AbhiCi (see below), we can be strengthened in our be-

lief that the Bengali author did not have a good command over the quoted text.

152See Vogel (1979, p. 333, fn. 124), who states that Purusottama’s short glossary is, in fact, “sometimes
called Sabdabhedaprakasa and must not then be mixed up with Mahe$vara’s work of that title.”

153This work has been dated in Vogel (1979, p. 338) to VS 1433 (AD 1376/77).

4For an early study of the scholar see e.g. Bithler (1889). For a much more recent overview see
Pollock (2006, pp. 181fL.).
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The concerned quotes from the Siloficha found in the Candrika do, in fact, broadly
correspond to some lines of the AbhiCi as available to us today, but are not literally
identical to them. The Candrika’s quote at KA 3.37: Y HaS 9H is
found with a clearly better (and, perhaps, in any case original) reading “@H” and a ne-
glectable variant HIGHE (or ATBH)EE in AbhiCi 493. The Candrika at KA 5.30: fa-
w'q'ﬁ_‘&; 9 could be seen as a variation on AbhiCi 1474b (W -
R?IEIH). Note that in this case, Pitambara uses the kosa- to substantiate his ex-
planation of the word apaviddha- as nirasta- (here smth. like “removed”, “drawn off”
or, as contextually translated in Peterson (2016), even “drained”). The identified verse
from the AbhiCi (should one accept this identification at all) does, however, give syn-
onyms to the governing word pratyakhyata-, i.e. “rejected” in the sense of dismiss-
ing or rejecting of an argument. Finally, the Candrika at 8.15 CIE]] FERE ‘gHT'IT\-I

could be considered as a more significant variant of AbhiCi 673¢ (H?{F-?I@ﬁ
CIcE

With regard to a philological analysis of these lines, I would like to add the follow-
ing. The second quotation (KA 5.30), though its wording appears to be within an ac-
ceptable “fluctuation limit” of the text of AbhiCi 1474b, does actually contain an impor-
tant variant. It is, namely, that the line quoted in the Candrika must have been an odd
pada- of a complete Sloka-, while the correspondent text of AbhiCi is the second pada-
of the verse nr. 1474. The verse in Pitambara’s version of the AbhiCi must, accord-
ingly, be accepted to contain even further variants. Exactly the same problem arises
with regard to the next citation (KA 8.15 <+ AbhiCi 673c). Pitambara quoted the re-
mains of an even pada- of an anustubh-verse (one could imagine smth. like ®Td at its
beginning), while the line from the AbhiCi is an odd one. It is also noteworthy, how-

ever, that the word uccaya- in the meaning desired here is very rare and is not eas-

155This is the reading in Jainadharmaprasarakasabh3 (1956, p. 83).

156This is the reading of Bohtlingk and Rieu (1847, p. 89) and Javeri and Cokasi (1944, p. 68).
B7Javeri and Cokasi (1946, p. 196), Bohtlingk and Riey (1847, p. 274).

18Javeri and Cokasi (1946, p. 92), Bohtlingk and Rieu (1847, p. 123).
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ily found in other kosa-s. Even Mallinatha had to quote from the otherwise unknown
Martandakosa here in order to prove his gloss.

To conclude this exposition, I need to repeat that my current knowledge of Pitam-
bara’s text is simply not sufficient yet in order to form a final opinion on this ques-
tion. A further quest for other texts of the same or a similar title may bear its fruits in
the future.

Coming back to Pitambara’s list of kosa-s, I would like briefly to mention two fur-
ther works, both composed by the Bengali grammarian and lexicographer Purusot-
tamadeva. These are listed as the Haravali and the Purusottamadesana. The latter
must, perhaps, be recognized as the Varnadesana, for it is quoted by name, for exam-
ple, at KA 17.62 “21hcs TUSTCl ATHARTHRNIETE] GGG FEEITH:". Apart
from the listed items, however, Pitambara does also anonymously quote Purusottama’s
Trikdndas’esa.@ As it will be shown later, Pitambara’s use of Purusottama’s works can
be regarded as an important indicator for his Bengali origin.

Among other unlisted, though noteworthy lexicographical texts, one could high-
light (1) Pitambara’s frequent mentioning of the Rudrako$d™® as well as a so far sin-

gle quotation from the old Utpalini of Vyadi, a kosa- currently considered to be lostled

2.2.2.3.3 Poetological Works In the second half of the 8th verse of the colophon

(p. b)) Pitambara names his textual sources for the study of alamkarasastra-. The inter-

1%Tn the case of Mallinatha’s text one cannot always be sure whether a given quotation really stems

from him or has been added in the transmission.
Y o SNLNLN

10Cf. Candrikaad 8.1: HIET %RIY, which is found in Trikandasesa 3,319: SATHHT
oy < S N . =

TEITER SARCGHTE: | F90d Fdied € By G&a ||

161E g, at KA 1.6; 1.14; 1.21; 1.25 and many more.

This lexicographical, though popular at some point in time, is counted to be lost at present. For
a brief survey of further references to the work, see e.g. NCC XXV (p. 131a). Apart from the later
list, Prof. Isaacson refered me to Raghavabhatta’s commentary on the Abhijiianasakuntala as well as
Gunavinayagani’s commentary on the Raghuvamsa, both of which refer to the above kosa-.

_ e .
162 Candrika ad KA 1.16: TGRS - HET TPESTIAI SH=3ggrTead: | daieTs JoEed

N_oOo o o

werwrs i fasmiom g
On Utpalini see NVogel (1979, p. 307).
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pretation of the list is, again, somewhat problematic. It reads “%IdJH%IQIIQQT? o &-
UEIWI?@EF?TI ” and appears to contain four separate elements: (1)Kavyaprakasa,
(2) Kavyadarsa, (3) [Sarasvati]kanthabharana and (4) [the work by] Dandin. While
the numbers (1) and (3) can be easily identified as two celebrated works by Mammata
and Bhojadeva respectively, the latter being Pitambara’s main source of poetological
quotations,@ the remaining items (2) and (4) are somewhat puzzling. My initial guess
was to assume a certain imprecision of Pitambara’s expressions and, parallel to the case
of Mahesévara’s Sabdabhedaprakasa, to identify both items as referring to one and the
same work — namely, the Kavyadarsa by Dandin. However, Prof. Isaacson pointed out
to me that there was “some evidence that Vamana’s Kavyalamkara was known under
the name Kavyadarsa” (personal communication). In fact, he provided me with the
evidence of two commentaries on Amarakosa 1,5.12a,@ the Tikasarvasva, composed
ca. 1159/60 CE by South Indian (Keralite?) Vandyaghatiyasarvénanda,@ and the Pada-
candrika, composed 1474 CE by Bengali polymath Rayamukuta (or Brhaspati Misra). 164
Both commentaries, when arguing for the correctness of the formation durgandha-
(and the incorrectness of *durgandhi-), quote Vamana’s Kavyalamkarasutra 5,2.65.8¢1
Both printed editions of these commentariesi®d report, however, that all(?) the MSS of
both the texts cite the source of this quotation as ‘Wﬂﬁ’.@ While both the editors,
just as I did, supposed this reading to reflect a scribal error, on the basis of thus shap-

ing cumulative evidence, it is possible to hypothesize that at a certain point in time Va-

165Bhoja’s work is quoted e.g. at KA 1.3 (twice), KA 1.18, 5.30, 8.19, 8.20 and at many other instances.
Different parts of Kavyadarsa’s famous definition of mahakavya- are quoted at the beginning of several
chapters of KA, while other quotes are found e.g. ad KA 1.2, 1.8, 1.11, 3.25, 3.39 etc.

LN .
164 Amarakosa 12ab: (A Teaeq I Tl forel TATGRTIT T
165Vogel (1979, p. 315).
186Bhattacharyya (1941).

167Vamana’s Kavyalamkarasiitra 5,2.65: gﬁ'\mtla 3@?2 |

168The relevant text of the Tikasarvasva is found in Sastri (1914, p. 2°¢), that of the Padacandrika in
Dutta Sastri (1966, p. 2¢R).

1691t is difficult to say whether the absence of a note reporting various patha- s can be regarded as a
invariable sign for the absence of these patha- s or not.
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mana’s text circulated under this title. Given Pitambara’s close connection to Raya-
mukuta, as far as the time and place of the scholars’ activity is concerned, it appears
reasonable to argue that they both could have followed the same tradition of naming
Vamana’s composition.

Should the above proposed theory be accepted, the above list of poetological work
utilized by Pitambara could be now understood as follows: (1) Mammata’s Kavaprakasa,
(2) Vamana’s Kavyalamkara/ Kavyadarsa, (3) Bhoja’s Sarasvatikanthabharana and (4)

Dandin’s Kavyadarsa.

2.2.2.3.4 Grammatical Works A topic of special interest to me is concerned with

Pitambara’s lengthy expositions on grammatical issues. It provides sufficient material
for a separate study and is treated here in its most abridged form. At a general level,
a look at the Candrika’s grammatical discussions can help to estimate the geographi-
cal area in which its author could have been active, as well as to speculate about his
scholarly age and agenda.

As for the first argument, Pitambara’s reliance on a specific group of grammatical
texts furnishes, among other things, an important indication for the author’s close
connection with the Bengali grammatical tradition and, as mentioned before, gives
us a clue about his actual place of activity. Along with a number of other criteria,
Wielinska-Soltwedel (2010)E9 convincingly established a list of works, a certain canon
of what may be called the Bengali grammatical tradition, with regard to which she

says (pp. 72f., ibid.):

[W]hen a particular commentary frequently cites writers belonging to the
Bengali tradition or coming from Bengal, but only seldom those who stem

from other parts of India, this clearly shows that the author of this work

170Wielinska-Soltwedel] (2010) is a short summar of a most elaborate research presented in Wielinska-
Soltwede] (2006, vol. ii).
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was acquainted with or even influenced by the Bengali tradition.

For the writings prior to the beginning of the 16th century, this canon consists
of the following items: the Kasikavrtti by Jayaditya and Vamana, the Nyasa — the
most significant for the Bengali school commentary on the Kasika by Jinendrabud-
dhi, the lost Bhagavrtti and the Anunyasa, both of a disputed authorship, works of
Maitreyaraksita, Govardhana (no work of this writer is extant) and Purusottamadeva,
as well as the Durghatavrtti of Saranadeva, the Brhatparibhasavrtti of Siradeva and the
Unadivrtti of Ujjvaladatta.

It will be difficult for me to prove the negative part of the above condition without
recording all the grammatical quotations and showing that the use of non-Bengali
texts in the Candrika is, as a matter of fact, minimal. Below I would like, therefore, to
demonstrate briefly Pitambara’s close acquaintance with several works from the listed
canon.

To begin with, we may survey the authorial list of utilized grammatical works enu-

merated in the 9th colophon verse (see p. p1)). In order of appearance in the verse, they

include: Kasika[ vrtti], Upasargavrtti, Nyasa, Durghata[ vrtti], Jiapaka[ samuccayal, Parib-

hasa[vrtti], Bhasavrtti as well as a commentary (parfijika) on Bhasavrtti, most proba-
bly the Bhasavrttivivaranapafijika of Viévarﬁpa. Most of these works have been ac-
tually not explicitly cited in the parts of the Candrika which I have studied so far, so
that the identity of some of them can only be surmised.

A notable case is, for example, that of the Upasargavrtti (“upasargasya vrttih’, as it
is alluded to in the verse). It is entirely possible that a reference was made to a so far

unknown work (?) by the celebrated Bengali polymath Purusottamadeva,””2 the writer

710ther commentaries on the Bhasavrtti mentioned in Wielinska-Soltwedel (2006) include the
Bhasavrttyarthavivrti by Srstidhara, the Phakkikavrtti by Sanatana Tarkacarya as well as the
Tattvarthasamdipani by Sasthidasa Misracarya.

172“Upasargavrtti by a (?) Purusottamadeva” is listed in NCC 1I (p. 375) without any further attri-
bution, but omitted among the works of Purusuttomadeva in NCC XII (pp. 148ff.). Similarly, no men-

5

10

15

20



10

15

2.2. KIRATACANDRIKA OF PITAMBARA 79

of other lexicographical and grammatical texts mentioned by Pitambara. The reason

for this assumption is that in the commentary on KA 8.20 Pitambara namechecks this

work in the following way: 319 ZGAER A SHCTHRN AHAH

Similarly not beyond doubt are identities of two texts referred to as fiapaka and
Paribhasa. At the moment I assume that two further works of Purusottamadeva, the
Jrapakasamuccaya and the Paribhasavrtti™™ are meant here. In the case of the lat-
ter work, however, it is theoretically possible to think of the Bhrhatparibhasavrtti of
Siradeva, an influential compendium of paribhasa-s composed at some time around the
14th century in Bengal. Since both the texts, however, are followed by plainly rec-
ognizable Bhasavrtti by Purusottama, since other texts by this author are found of-
ten to be quoted by Pitambara (and in the absence of any conclusive counterargu-
ment), I abide by my assumption expressed above.

As for the Durghatavrtti, even though a work by Purusottamadeva with the same
title is known to exist, it is, as a matter of fact, absolutely indisputable that Pitambara
consulted the famous text by Saranadeva for his study. In the commentary on the

(in)famous verse KA 17.634 he provides an unusually lengthy, text-critically signifi-

tion of this work is found in the detailed study of the author’s oeuvre in Wielinska-Soltwedel (2006).

173 Creads T SIS,

174Gee Wielinska-Soltwedel (2006, vol. i, pp. 40fF.).

175See e.g. Brill (2013).

176The verse reads: unmajjan makara ivamarapagaya vegena pratimukham etya bananadyah/ gandivi
kanakasilanibham bhujabhyam ajaghne visamavilocanasya vaksah// Following the straightforward un-
derstanding of Mallinatha, it translates: “Arjuna, who has Gandiva as his bow, emerging from the river
of arrows, like a crocodile from the celestial river Ganga, quickly moved forward and with his [bare]
arms struck the Three-Eyed God in the chest [hard] like a golden rock”

This verse is often discussed and criticized (SKA and SahDar exemplify a particular poetical fault
called padadosa- with this verse) for its grammatically questionable usage of atmanepada- with a- /han,
that is explicitly restricted by Astadhyayi 1,3.28 (ano yamahanah) for intransitive usages and is slightly
expanded by Vt 1 (svangakarmakac ca) to allow transitive cases, where the object is one’s own body.
Bharavi’s usage “@jaghne visamavilocanasya vaksah” ([Arjuna] struck Siva’s chest) at the end of KA
17.63, on the other hand, cannot satisfy any of these restrictions and thus requires “interpretative acro-
batics” in order to make it (seem to) comply with Paninian rules.

Grammatical puritan Mallinatha, for example, reminds his readers of the previous refusal of an at-
tempt at reinterpreting the verse in such a way that Arjuna could have struck himself in his own chest
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as a show of his manly vigour. This was rejected, on the one hand, because wrestlers usually clap or
flap (?) their arms (bhujasphalana-) at the beginning of a fight and, on the other hand, because it would
not at all fit the context of the next verse. In a most unorthodox way, he concludes that one should con-
sider other systems of grammar (vyakaranantarad drastavyam) in order to justify Bharavi’s linguis-
tic use (note that at another instance too, while explaining the word turdsah- in the commentary on
Kumarasambhava 2.1, Mallinatha gives an alternative view expressed by Vopadeva). He nonetheless
concludes with a final remark (possibly a later, post-Bhattoji insertion?) that one could still explain the
phrase by constructing the accusative vaksah with a supplied lyabanta- as e.g. vaksah prapya ([having
approached] Siva’s chest, he struck).

Prakasavarsa does not seem to feel the need to defend Bharavi’s usage for himself. The Laghutika’s
longer conflated versions (JaiJo; Pa; as well as Mp,,, which at this part seems to transmit, in fact,
a version of the Laghutika), however, most interestingly say that some people spend a lot of effort
(anekam ayasyanti) in order to give some grounds for the correctness of the atmanepada-. Their take,
he continues, is to construct the accusative vaksah with the verbal form etya in pada B, so that the finite
verb ajaghne would not take any direct object (he moved towards Siva’s chest and struck).

Vidyamadhava, as often, employs some unique exegetical strategies. The first set of explanations
is based on the separation of the two verse-halves into two separate sentences. The second half, be-
ing an individual sentence now, is interpreted as a passive construction with Arjuna’s arms as agents
(bhujabhyam) and the atmanepada- in “ajaghne” thus expressing passive by Astadhyayi 1,3.13 (bha-
vakarmanoh). The first sentence, when taken as it stands, however, lacks a finite verb. For this prob-
lem Vidyamadhava offers and elaborates three different solutions: (1) supplying “bhavati” (Arjuna be-
came visible and, emerging from the river of arrows, was like a crocodile emerging from the celes-
tial river), (2) dividing words as iva + ama rapagayah, where ama is a perfect of y/am “to go” (DhP
1,493) and “rapa-" is an abstract noun “sound” from , /rap (i,493) “to sound” (Arjuna moved swiftly and
like a crocodile emerging from the noisy flowing river of arrows went in front of Siva), (3) dividing as
“iva + ama rapagaya vege na, deriving ama from , /am x,180 “to be sick” and taking vega- in the mean-
ing “stream, current” (Arjuna moved facing the noisy flowing river of arrows and like a crocodile emerg-
ing [from it] was not hurt). (4) The last solution attributed to some other scholiasts divides aja + ghne.
aja is here, again, a Perfect of \/aj (1,248) “to go” and ghne — Dative of han, action noun “harming, in-
juring” formed with the affix kvip (Arjuna [...] with his hands reached to Siva’s chest for the sake of in-
juring [him]).

Pitambara, though he quotes an opinion of some old authorities (praricah), who oddly construct visa-
mavilocanasya bhujabhyam [svam) vaksa ajaghne (he struck his own chest with Siva’s hands) as well as
from the Durghatavrtti (see the main text), maintains that all of these options contain at least some kind
of defect (aparasmin pakse dosalesa eva kiyan kiyan unniyate). He therefore argues for his own expla-
nation (the one already denounced by Mallinatha) that Arjuna struck himself in his own chest (Pitam-
bara’s construction of the first half is also a bit different from the one found in my translation). The ad-
dition of svam (his own), he maintains, is not a real addition here, for it is implied by the meaning of
the atmanepada- (atmanepadasaktyaiva svam vacyam atra tena nadhyaharadosah). The only difficulty
that he finds here is concerned with the epithet of the chest kanakasilanibha- ([the chest] resembling a
golden rock). While Arjuna’s chest is actually black, he says, the author depicts it as golden, that is to
say, red, in order to indicate the hero’s fury. This substitution, so Pitambara, is needed, because it is en-
tirely inappropriate to talk of Arjuna’s face to redden in fury (yady api parthasya krsnavarnatvena prasid-
dhih, tathapi tatkalinarosad uraso lauhityena kanakena ripanam/ mahasattvataya lauhityasya mukha-
gatatvenavarnaniyatvad urogatatvena varnanam).

To quote at least one grammatical work proper, the tremendously influential Siddhantakaumudi ac-
knowledges the opinion of the Bhagavrtti that considers Bharavi’s usage simply wrong here. Bhattoj,
nevertheless, comes up with three additional ways (all more or less covered in the Durghatavrtti) to vin-
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cant quotation:

— o 3T ferfee 9a gf AR | EEE-
FiCAgd: | I=Ad — [2] TETAEIH, deqqe: — favmfa-
< T T g AT | [] SO ATl T S S
A, [}] STHE a1 [NAS e SRt & 981 STIeTH Hedhial-
SR [] TET FATAIS A T S8, @ q8 STRamHTe-
H, SERIEaaH| [4] T8 Sfag@iid e seringe:, i
~E F4] T IATSTH, ThTgsl | T o << IHe:+ FAT-

G| [(8)] THATEATE ! EIEHHREEA tnadt gfd a1 e

dicate the text: by adding an additional verbal action expressed (1) by a lyabanta-, such as prapya ([hav-
ing approached] Siva’s chest, he struck) or (2) by a tumunnanta-, such as bhettum (he struck [in or-
der to break] Siva’s chest), or (3) by supplying samipam to be constructed as visamavilocanasya [sami-
pam)] etya (having approached Siva, he struck [himself] in [his own] chest).

"TFor an overview of the problem see fn. [l76. The options given in Candrika’s reading of the
Durghatavrtti can be summarized as follows: (1) to supply vaksasa: with Siva’s chest Arjuna struck
his own chest (the place of instrumental bhujabhyam (with the arms) in this interpretation is not clear
to me); to change the syntactic construction in one of the following ways: (2) with his hands Arjuna
moved towards the river of arrows and struck his own chest, or (3) facing Siva Arjuna struck his own
chest resembling a golden rock; (4) to reinterpret the value of the Genitive ending in visamavilocanasya:
in the proximity of Siva, Arjuna struck his own chest; (5) to slightly reinterpret the meaning of pra-
timukham and construct: Arjuna moved towards Siva and struck [his chest] with his arms (in this in-
terpetation, ajaghne does not take any object, and the fact that he hit Siva’s chest is merely under-

 *Tel... | Astadhyayi 1,3.28: 3TST THEA:

B-ftid | Cf. Durghatavrtti 1,3.28: katham “ajaghne visamavilocanasya vaksah” iti bharavih, akarmakad
ity anuvrtteh/ ucyate — vaksasety adhyaharyam/ ayam arthah — visamavilocanasya vaksasa svam vaksa
ajaghne/ bananadyah pratimukham yatha syat tatha bhujabhyam upetya/ atha va visamavilocanasya
bhujabhyam svam vaksa ajaghne/ atha va visamavilocanasyeti samipye sasthi/ svam vaksa ajaghne aspho-
titavan/ yadv a pratimukham iti vibhaktyarthe *vyayibhavah/ visamavilocanasya vaksa etyajaghne/ prakr-
tatvad vaksa eva/ evam cano yamahana iti tan/ purvavyakhyayam akarmakac cety anenatmanepadam iti

bhagavrttih/

M 98ET] conj. cf. Durghata, I&TEIC B YA | conj. cf. Durghata, T C



82 CHAPTER 2. COMMENTARIES AND THEIR SOURCES

Moving to the Kasika, a famous commentary on the Astadhyayi by Jayaditya and
Vamana, the portion of theCandrika studied by me so far seems to contain three inde-
pendent (i.e. not found in other commentaries on Kiratarjuniya) explicit references to
the text: though all three references are labeled with 3'1%[ q%‘fi, a very common abbre-
viation for the Kasika-vrtti within the realm of grammatical literature, 8 T was so far
able conclusively to trace back only two of them.

In the commentary on KA 3.14, while explaining the atmanepada- in “1'%!‘8‘?[”,
Pitambara brings up the relevant sutra- (1,3.23: W@@[ﬁ) and adds:

o [ e AN

. ‘\‘\L 1

This can be identified as an indirect quotation from the Kasika on the same rule:

o o ¢

IEEIERHE NI S WA 3’% YRT: |, The reference to the Kasika here, if taken
individually, is not surprising, because the grammatical text itself quotes this very verse
from the Kiratarjuniya and is, therefore, rather inviting for a commentator on the poem
to allude to it. At the same time, no other commentary on the Kiratarjuniya available
to me follows this invitation, in spite of their almost unanimous mentioning of the
actual sutra-. Pitambara’s reference could, therefore, be given a little more weight and

could be interpreted along the lines of the author’s didactic agenda within the Bengali

stood from the context). Finally, (6) Durghata quotes Bhagavrtti, which itself quotes an even earlier
commentary (piurvavyakhya) that apparently sees no way to defend Bharavi’s usage and proposes an
emendation, which I am, unfortunatelly, unable to decipher in the MS.

178See, for example, the lists of cited authors and works in Liebich (1930, pp. 205ff.) or Sastri (1909).

19KA 3,14: jahatu nainam katham arthasiddhih sam$ayya karnadisu tisthate yah/ asadhuyoga hi
Jjayantarayah pramathininam vipadam padani// Peterson (2016, p. 43) translates (underlining is mine):
“Success will surely him, since he depends on Karna and his ilk for political counsel. Alliance with the
wicked is the sure nemesis of victory, and the sources of catastrophic calamity” A, perhaps, slightly
more literal translation of the first half would be: “How would success not abandon that very man, who,
when in doubt, relies upon Karna and his ilk?”

i} ﬁzﬂao] conj., T ¢ g oﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁ%] conj., °ﬁ|ﬂﬁ?ﬁ?€1ﬁ(!) Cre, Fefcread coc
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grammatical tradition known for its vigorous study of the Kasika B

Another reference to the Kasika is found in form of a brief theoretical remark men-
tioned en passant in the commentary on KA 8.7181 It bears an additional importance
for my study, because it also demonstrates how Pitambara often misinterpreted (or
misunderstood) grammatical texts he utilized. The context of the reference is gram-
matical derivation of the word Jl€-, which is formed by /adhan (ix,17) + SanaC (af-
fix of the present participle atmanepada-). The rule under discussion is Astadhyayi
7,3.80 (‘HF%FIT &%d:). It prescribes shortening of the root vowel for the roots in the
pvadigana- (ix,12 etc.) when followed by an affix marked with the anubandha- S (like
SanaC in our case). With regard to the extend of the pvadigana-, which does not make
any difference for the purpose of deriving ¥ell-, Pitambara says that in accordance

with the opinion of the [Kasika] vrtti, the gana- goes up to the sutra- “vii gatau™:
- haNy o L
+S] Jelel* SCATC *g] I &l T e

The referenced passage in the Kasika is, however, not as straightforward as Pitam-

bara makes it seem. It reads:
— 1= “ =77 . Oy = " L
Kasika ad 7,3.80: [...] “T5] 9" - gad: ("G It g - 3 AT

Sl a NI aN o hay [V . o W aNllaN haY

FehICo ed, TR UHdeedTGHl @Gl o TREATEL )| TR g --- -
¥ o S N o o Y
WW&W STRTUTT: @igd g1 [...] ANHETT-
«[: Jlq4:, oSt ST 9 g6 §|TF|T|T‘T W" 7,3.79) glaé’rawram
AT Wl ST & a—m qfe 31l ?aUT qfer” (7,3.101) g ér‘aa:l SR
oo o

d AT N

180Cf, Wielinska-Soltwede] (2006, vol. ii, pp. 5ff.). Note, on the other hand, that Harikantha’s com-
mentary does not comply with this “Bengali didactic agenda” here.

8IKA 8.7: karau dhunana navapallavakrti vrtha krtha manini ma parisramam/ upeyusi kalpalatab-
hisarikaya katham nv itas trasyati satpadavalih// Peterson (2016, p. 138) (underlining is mine): “Why
tire yourself, proud girl? It is no use waving your arms that look like tender shoots. How will you drive
away this swarm of bees flying towards you, thinking you a vine of paradise?” A syntactically more

literal rendering of the first half could be smth. like “Waving your arms that look like tender shoots, oh
proud girl, why uselessly tire yourself?”

3 1] conj, FC @3 & conj, A2 C
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Some people hold the opinion that [the pvadigana-] extends in the Dha-
tupatha from pun pavane (ix,10) until vii gatau vrt (ix,32), for them the
word vrt in ix,32 is mentioned in order to indicate the ending of two gana-
s at the same time, i.e. the pvadi- (from ix,10 onwards) and [vadi- (from
ix,11 onwards). Others, however, say that the word “vrt” is mentioned
to close only the Ivadigana-, for them [the pvadigana-] extends up to the
end of kryadigana- (9th class roots). [...] For those, who accept that pvadi-
goes up to the end of the 9th class, the root-vowel of the form janati [from
the root jia avabodhane (ix,36)] would be shortened [by this very sutra-
, on account of Sna]. This, however, does not happen, because in the pre-
vious rule 7,3.79 in the replacement “ja” the long “a” is explicitly stated.
And, in fact, even if “jani” would be replaced by “ja”, one could still derive
the form “jayate”, because the short “a” would be replaced by a long “a”

on account of 7,3.101.

I have here translated the whole passage from Kasika not in order to drag the read-
ers into intricacies of the discussed grammatical problem, but to make clear that at
no place in the text it is stated that either of two opinions is prefered over the other.
While the Nyasa seems to follow this impartial view of its root-text, the Padamanjari
as well as the commentaries on the Dhatupatha by Maitreyaraksita and Sayana clearly
indicate their opinion that the concerned pvadi- goes up to the end of the ninth class.

The third, this time unidentifiable explicit reference to the Kasika is found in the

— o 0y
commentary on KA 1.3: [l 9 83 To mention an example of a less deci-

82Numbers of the sitra-s in the Dhatupdatha are given according to the reading Maitreyaraksita and
Sayana.

18 Another indirect quote from Kasika is found in the commentary on the very first verse of KA,
where Pitambara quotes the so-called Anitkarika, which is known to us from Kasika at 7,2.10. It is quite
possible though, that the source of these verses was not know to Pitambara.
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sive case, a text-historically curious allusion to Kasika is, perhaps, found in the gram-

b _ ha¥
matical analysis of the word SRITINEUTH: in KA 4.10: SIS (5,4.131) IA-
T B RICTR USRI FUS S o TIEEUM | B In the explana-

. - 7’ o . <« X [13
tion of Astadhyayi 5,4.131, the Kasika states two positive examples W“:ﬁ” and “Y-

ﬁﬁ”, but, according to the reading of the available vulgates, confines to a single nega-
tive example porabl 'EIW’ at the end. Itis entirely possible that Pitambara has either
wrongly remembered the Kasika or did, in fact, learn a different pratyuddhamna—.

As far as Pitambara’s affiliation with the Bengali tradition is concerned, more sig-
nificant than his [mis]quotes from the Kasika is his acquintance with the writings
of an important actor of Bengali grammatical tradition, Maitreyaraksita. Below I omit
Pitambara’s direct quotation from one of Maitreyaraksaita’s works (presumably, a por-
tion of the Tantrapradipa on A 3,2.13, which is not been recovered so far) in the com-
mentary on KA 1.10, because this qoutation is taken verbatim from Harikantha’s Sara-
vali and, therefore, has no value for the current argument. Instead, I would like to
present a single example that, according to my understanding, suggests Pitambara’s
awareness (and, possibly, misunderstanding) of Maitreyaraksita’s interpretation of the
Dhatupatha.

In the commentary on KA 1.10E8d (here Pitambara’s offers an alternative explana-
tion to the one found in Harikantha’s text) and KA 9.381 Pitambara explains that

o~

[N o
the respective causative forms GRIId and STHHATNAIAT: do not bear any causative

meaning and should be interpreted as simple roots.I# To justify this, he refers to the

184 Astadhyayi 5,4.131 prescribes the substition of anaN at the end of a bahuvrihi-compound ending in
uidhas. This substitution is, however, delimited by a Varttika to occur only in the case when the referent
of the bahuvrihi- is in Feminine gender.

185Note that, for example, Mahabhasya does not contain either of these examples and Bhasavrtti
gives both the positive examples from Kasika but the negative one from Mahabhasya (as mahodhah
parjanyah).

B6KA 1.10: sakhin iva pritiyujo ‘nujivinah samanamanan suhrdas ca bandhubhih/ sa santatam
darsayate gatasmayah krtadhipatyam iva sadhu bandhutam//

8TKA 9.38: asu kantam abhisaritavatya yositah pulakaruddhakapolam/ nirjigaya mukham indum
akhandam khandapatratilakakrti kantya//

188Tn Paninian terminology the causative affix nicis added to the stem “in meaning of its own” (svarthe,
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sutra- “31 YHIGI” that introduces “Ys1 HaHe (ix,266-267 according to Sayana,
ix,264-265 according to Ksirasvamin or ix,249-250 according to Maitreyaraksita) of the
Dhatupatha:

. Candrika ad KA 1.10: TS 7 *aM PEIFY T aﬁzﬁf il

. Candrika ad KA 9.38: @&l WSW 3

The interpretation of the sutra- is ambiguous. In the most plain understanding of
Sayana’s Madhaviyadhatuvrtti, it states that verbal roots starting with “Ys1 Yo |-
P (see above) and ending with “g¥ ER:E_:I” (x,308 according to Sayana, x,306 ac-
cording to Ksirasvamin’s Ksiratarar'zgin and x,292 according to Maitreyaraksita’s
Dhatupradipa) can optionally drop the affix nic of the 10th class (thus e.g. yojayati
or yojati).@ In a similar, though slightly more open way the rule is interpreted by
Ksirasvamin. He adds that in the optional formation one ought to add SaP instead
of NiC. He also states (should my interpretation, that involves an emendation of the
text printed in Liebich (1930), be correct) that, since it is only correct usage that can
determine whether or not NiC is to be added, this rule is not a prescriptive one. It is,
therefore, that some roots, though listed within the limits of a dhrsad va, may actu-
ally be not acceptable in use without NiCEI 1t is obvious that in none of the above in-

terpretations is ther any scope for this rule to grant an optional addition of NiC ei-

see Roodbergen (2008, p. 476)), i.e. without changing the meaning of the stem.

189Liebich (1930, p. 190) reads dhrsa aprasahane.

Y Madhaviyadhatuvrtti (Phadake and Sastri (1934, p. 394)): a dhrsad va/ dhrsa prasahane iti
vaksyamanasahita vibhasitanico veditavyah/ akusmaditivad abhividhav an// The last remark states that
the particle “a” is used here in the sense of “up to and including”, just as it is the case in another sutra-
“a kusmad atmanepadi” (pre x,135).

Y1k siratarangini (Liebich (1930, p. 187)): @ dhrsad va/ dhrsa aprasahana (306) iti vaksyati; @ etasmad
ita uttarebhyo nij va bhavatity adhikriyate/ pakse nyayyo vikaranah Sap/ iha niyamena na nico vikalpah,
anityanyantatvam tu yathalaksyam, kvacid vikalpartham/ 1 propose the emendation “niyamena na” for
Liebich’s “niyamena”. A literal translation of the emended text is thus: “Here the optionality of NiC is
not prescriptive, since it is only on the basis of usage that one can decide whether the prescription of
NiC [within the 10th class] can be optional or not. This [sitra- is therefore stated] in order to prescribe
optionality for some roots” An argument for the correctness of this interpretation is provided by the
roots jusa paritarpane (x,291), dhufi kampane (x,292) and prifi tarpane (x,293), all three within the current
group of roots. For these roots Ksirasvamin offers only nyanta- formations, while the anyanta- forms
he derives from other similar-looking roots, listed in other gana-s.
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ther to the root €[ or § (or, in fact, to any other root at all).
The only possibility I see at the moment that may help explaining Pitambara’s view
is to propose a small emendation (atrapi — anyatrapi) in the text of Maitreyaraksita’s

Dhatupradipa:

Dhatupradipa (Chakravarti (1919, p. 144)): 311 YHIgl| Y HEEA gfd -
8| TAETSINET UTadiid Aeded | JUiedTteicd araed furt
e A Ve Y N PR i iy
EruEr (]

The translation of the thus-emended text of the Dhatupradipa would be:

Later [the author of the Dhatupatha) will say “dhrsa prasahane”. [By the
current rule] one should understand that for [all roots] up to this one NiC
is added optionally. [By this rule he] prescribes optionality with regard
to [addition of] NiC that has been invariably prescribed on account of
the curadigana- (10th class). It has been said that [the author of the Dha-
tupatha] makes this indication in order to state that also for the roots other
than the ones belonging to yujadi-group an optionality [with regard to ad-

dition of NiC] is at times permitted in accordance with the usage.

It is possible, therefore, that Pitambara may have, in fact, had a text of the Dha-
tupradipa with the above reading and that his reference to “adhrsiyanic” was based on
exactly this permission to add it to other roots, should correct usage provide for this.

Given Pitambara’s numerous misinterpretations of various grammatical rules (see
the next example), however, it appears similarly possible that he has simply misun-

derstood Maitreyaraksita’s statement, which should not, after all, be emended in or-
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der to satisfy this odd interpretation. Should one therefore remain with the readings of
the vulgate, the last sentence could be understood to convey roughly the same meaning

as Ksirasvamin’s remark:

It is stated that [the author of the Dhatupatha] makes this indication in
order to state that also here for the yujadi-roots® the optionality [with
regard to the elision of NiC] is permitted only for some cases [and not

restricted] in accordance with usage.

To conclude this digression into the world of Pitambara’s grammatical exegesis, I
would like to point out a peculiar fact that, although a good third of the Candrika’s text
is composed of most detailed expositions of grammatical derivations of various words
in the Kiratarjuniya, many of these derivations are simply wrong and often unneces-
sarily overloaded with dubious exegetical techniques rarely applied in grammatical lit-
erature otherwise. While initially I was tempted to think that Pitambara might have re-
lied upon a certain grammatical treatise undetermined so far,/ a growing mass of ex-
amples similar to the following one strengthened me in another opinion. At the mo-
ment I believe that at the time of composition of the Candrika, Pitambara may have
been still a student and that, among other things, he may have used the text as a kind
of exercise in deriving grammatical forms. This conclusion, though somewhat disap-
pointing at first sight, provides the text with a whole different value. It may, for ex-
ample, allow us to examine the text as an example of application of didactic tech-
niques prevalent in the Medieval India. The following instance should suffice to rein-
force this statement.

- [ NI N
In the text of KA 1.32 we find a syntactic construction T&9I [T (in order to

Y2yujadibhyah is taken here as Dative, not Ablative as in previous case.

195The above proposition of an emendation in the text of the Dhatupradipa is an example of such
idealistic thinking.

949KA 1.3: dvisam vighataya vidhatum icchato rahasy anujfiam adhigamya bhubhrtah / sa
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destroy his enemies). Here the reason behind the genitive in dvisamis very simple. It is
allotted by the rule 2,3.65 (qﬁq;ﬁ'uﬁ: @%‘[) that teaches the use of the sixth triplet end-
ing (i.e., endings of the genitive) either in the sense of agent (kartr-) or object (karman-
) in connection with a verbal activity that is expressed by a krt-derivative (and when
this sense is not expressed otherwise). Roodbergen (1984, p. 384, fn. 107) plainly states:
“In dvisam vighataya the word vighata is a krt-derivation. The meaning dvisah ‘ene-
mies’ is construed as the karman ‘object’ of the action signified by vighata” In quite a

contrast to this simple interpretation, the Candrika reads:

(R CgaER FETaIcaTd, *STIA=TSaTT-* (2.3,56) HHTOT T8 |

In dvisam [vighataya] the sixth triplet ending is added in the sense of
object by Astadhyayi 2,3.56 (jasi-niprahana-nata-kratha-pisam himsayam)
on account of the fact that the prefixes [ni- and pra-] are not intended as
having a prescriptive force [and therefore the rule can be applied to V/han

preceded by other prefixes as well].

To begin with the meaning of the siutra- itself, it unambiguously prescribes the
sixth triplet endings “after a nominal stem to express, as a remainder, the object of an
action denoted by the verbal roots jasU [sic] ‘to wish harm to, to torment’ and han
‘to smite’, used with the preverbs ni and pra, nat ‘to injure’ and krath and pis, they
mean ‘to wish harm to’” (Sharma (2002b, p. 158)). The rule applies only for nouns
associated with the verbal root han preceded by ni- and pra- and cannot possibly be
applicable in the case of a krt-derivative vighata- (vi + han + GHaN). The mentioning
of the rule itself is, therefore, absolutely wrong. Not less misleading is Pitambara’s

use of the exegetical device of atantra-, which is, in fact, at times taken advantage

sausthavaudaryavisesasalinim viniscitartham iti vacam adade //. Peterson (2016, p. 3) (underlining is
mine): “Gaining a private audience with the king, who was eager to act and destroy his enemies, he
spoke, delivering a well-founded speech dignified by carefully chosen words, rich in meaning”
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of in grammatical literature (cf. Roodbergen (2008, p. 12)). A this instance, however,

Pitambara must have misinterpreted the following statement of the Kasika:

el S STl Il aaeaed TEuH | Fieed feeefa) =i -
g | =E e | I HirEf|

“niprahana-" includes the joint, divided and reversed [order of the upasarga-
s ni and pra. Therefore all four usages (ni+pra+han, ni+han, pra+han as

well as pra+ni+han) are accepted.

This interpretation is indisputably accepted by both the Nyasa and the Tantrapradipa
as well as, in fact, by all other commentaries on the sutra- consulted by me so far. There
can be no doubt that Pitambara has misunderstood both the scope of the discussed rule

as well as the additional provision supplied in the Kasika.

2.2.3 A Note on Pitambara’s style

The text of the Candrika invariably consists of two larger parts, which are often visu-
ally distinguished in the MS by one or two double danda-s, at times with additional
space in between. The first part provides for the overall meaning of a verse. As a
general rule, the author quotes every single word from the concerned verse and sup-
plies it with simple paraphrase. Direct glosses are very rare and the compounds are an-
alyzed rather than provided with another compounded gloss. The syntactic connec-
tion between the words is demonstrated by the means of the khandanvaya-method
(see [1.6.2.3), while the connection between the shorter clauses is explicated by mix-
ing all the main techniques (putting questions, using avataranika-s and particles, as
well as placing the clauses side by side, see [L.6.1). The first section is at times con-
cluded by mentions of alternative readings and/ or by a statement of the overall or in-

tended meaning of the whole verse and/ or by a discussion of alternative interpreta-
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2.3. KIRATAPANJIKA BY SUVARNAREKHA 91

tions. The textual variants as well as alternatives are, however, rather rare and, since
they are often concerned with alternative grammatical or lexicographical explanations,
are frequently found within the second part.

The second part consists of a systematic analysis of meanings and grammatical
derivations of individual words and word-forms substantiated by copious quotations
from grammatical and lexicographical literature (see above). The discussed words ei-
ther introduce or conclude their analyses. At the end of this second section one may at
times find poetological discussions or, when applicable, remarks pertaining to the me-
tre of the individual verse or the commencing chapter. Rarely this part is also con-
cluded by a broader contextual remark that usually pertains to a larger part of the
text.

Broadly speaking, the main explanatory part of the Candrika is written in a simple
and lucid style characterized by a very precise choice of words, which I myself have
often found very helpful in order to get hold of the meaning of a verse. This, how-
ever, contrasts with often misleading grammatical and lexicographical references (see
above), which at times may rather confuse than enlighten their reader. Examples of

Candrika’s style can be found in B.7 (pp. [I31fF).

2.3 Kiratapanjika by Suvarnarekha

2.3.1 Material Sources

The text of Suvarnarekha’s Kiratapanjika was accessible to me in the form of some-
what blurry digital images (microfilm scans) of two manuscripts, which were discov-
ered, microfilmed and later digitalized as well as partly catalogued by the efforts of the
former NGMPP and the NGMCP.

Common Characteristics Both MSS were twice microfilmed by the NGMPP, both
times under a single reel: G 108-13 (on 29.7.1971) and E 1170-8 (on 1.3.1981). The title
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cards attached to both the microfilms have different entries for the place of deposit:
according to the earlier card (G 108-13), the MSS (or, perhaps, a single composite MS)
were/ was held at the private collection of Rajopadhyaya and according to the card
attached to E 1170-8, owned by a certain Madan Mishra. The exact location of the
artefact is therefore unknown. Both codicological units are written on palm-leaves
using an archaic variety of the Newari (nepalaksara-) script and seem to be of the same
size, 30.1 X 5.2 cm. They are both layouted in traditional pothi-format predetermined
by the use of palm-leaf as the writing support. Both MSS have a string hole roughly in
the middle of each folio. They are not dated (see below), but, from the palaeographical
point of view (a pure guesswork, in fact), could be presumed to have been written not

later than in the 13th or in the early 14th century.

2.3.1.1 Manuscript S,

The first codicological unit is given the siglum S; (for Suvarnarekha). It is an incom-
plete MS comprising only five folios. The folios are numbered in the left hand mar-
gin of each verse with a letter numeral (as ¥, ]%, ]%[, &h, ®). The same margin of the
first folio bears an additional auspicious symbol %ﬁ Each folio has ca. 7 lines. The
scribal marngala- at the beginning of the MS reads: 1 79: REm|.

The MS contains only the text of the commentary, verses from the Kiratarjuniya
are introduced by short (usually two syllables long) pratika-s. S; covers the text from
the introductory verse of the Pafjika up to the end of the commentary on KA 1.28. The
commentaries on different verses are visually separated by two double-dandas and a

circle in between.

2.3.1.2 Manuscript S,

The second codicological unit is given the siglum S,. It contains 59 folios. The folios

are numbered with the usual figure numerals in the left hand margin of each verso.
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The numbering is, however, slightly confusing. At times one finds numerals to be re-
peated or omitted at other times (the last numbered folio bears the number 57, al-
though, according to my count, it should rather be 59). A possible reason behind this
confusion could be the fact that the MS was evidently prepared by a group of collab-
orating scribes. Several sets of folios written by a single scribe often contain addi-
tional numerals (either in the verso left hand margin or in the verso right hand mar-
gin), which supposedly count the folios written by an individual scribe. In view of the
differences in handwriting of various scribes, each folio of the MS may contain from
six to ten lines. Similarly divergent are the means employed in order visually to de-
marcate individual verses. While some of the more diligent scribes (such as, for exam-
ple, those entrusted with copying of the first and the 15th chapters) add two double-
dandas and a circle as a visual separator, others do not even care of separating the
verses by a double-danda.

The first three folios of the MS are slightly damaged and the first (or more?) folio
is missing. The first available folio (presumably 2r, the margins are broken off) starts
around the end of the commentary on the first verse. The MS extends up to the end of
the whole text and finishes with an authorial colophon, without any scribal remarks
added in conclusion. All chapter colophons are intact and employ a variety of formu-

las, such as:

81538 3fe] FRRISFIAURER AT WRRawEt (1) gem: @
o o & P aN o N <
.+ 1216: S BITOAGIINGEHAT! FROaquiseeml . &:
. 14v6: Tl AONERATE! (RISt g TL: [..]
.« 23v7: HISTGIUNERAE! fhOqaiSEREl o=d: i [
.« 26v1: Tl FITGIINGHAE! FROqarHa qoa: & [ ]
. 33v5: Sfcl GAUNE FH: T: ]
(\

. 36r4: GAINELIRIT ZIEA: L ]

19The folio numbers are given according to the numbering of the MS.
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. 53r1: TROIGRTAS IRl eEaRT: T
. 58r3; TRURTSHE IR ETAEIERA: &91: @A [ 1] Zid

2.3.1.3 A Brief Note on the Relationship between the MSS

Since S; extends over a relatively short portion of the text, it offers only a limited
amount of data necessary for the philological evaluation of the MS. In general terms,
however, one can observe that the quality of readings found in S; is much lower than
that in Sy, so that several passages in the commentary on the KA 1.1, for which S,
is missing, remain incomprehensible (see e.g. 2.3.2.2.1). There are, furthermore, no
indications for any linear connection between the two MSS. Quite on the contrary,
there are virtually no cases where both the MSS would contain an identical lacuna or
a mistake.

From the point of variant readings, an interesting case can be observed e.g. in the
commentary on KA 1.9. Here S, contains an unusually long prose quotation from the
Kautilyarthasastra. It covers almost a whole page of the Sanskrit text as printed in
Jolly| (1923, pp. R3f.) and deals with the sixteen-fold division of day and night (eight
each), in accord with which an effective king should plan his various activities. It is
preceded by a short quotation from the same text (just a couple of lines above in Jolly’s
edition) that is explicitly introduced as such by “Y¥l& El?\lﬁ?lz’ and closed with an
Q'ﬁ‘[. The long prose passage under discussion comes immediately after the ?ﬁ'l and is
closed with Zfcl STSRTE Fl?ﬁl'éaﬁﬂm While the very first sentence of the actual
quotation is found in both MSS, the rest of it is cited only in S,. S;, on the other
hand, abbreviates the description of the remaining fifteen parts of the day and night

3 Q
with a single sentence ¥d "9, which is then oddly followed by the closing sentence

(3 N o

o ha¥
gld qISMUT AhIqdIdHIT:. Considering this strange structure of the text as read in

S1, I believe that among the two available options, the elaborate reading of S; can be

o hnY

1969 EeaTEH R T TEIST-HTEEE! = STET| folly (1923) reads FaeaTeTR T instead.
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regarded more original, while the reading of S; may have originated in consequence

of deliberate truncation.

2.3.2 Text-Historical Data
2.3.2.1 Internal Evidence

As far as my study of the Parijika is concerned, it was so far limited to the examina-
tion of a few selected passages belonging to different parts of the Kiratarjuniya. Al-
though this strategy appeared sufficient in order to form an overall opinion about the
style of Suvarnarekha’s commentary, it certainly cannot provide reliable data, such
as a survey of quotations etc., necessary for a historical evaluation of the text. Be-
low I present several sporadic observations which occurred to me more or less inci-

dentally during my cursory study of the text.

2.3.2.1.1 Name of the Author and the Title of the Text On the basis of the

above quoted chapter colophons, probably added by a scribe, as well as the introduc-
tory verse (see below), presumably composed by the actual author, we can de-
termine that the commentator was called Suvarnarekha. This finding is further sup-
ported by the fact, which is itself corroborated by external evidence (see be-
low), that an author with the same name (or, possibly, Suvarnarekha) could have writ-
ten a commentary on the Kiratarjuniya.

Some of the chapter colophons refer to Suvarnarekha as ‘kaviraja--°, which could
have been the scholar’s official title, but in any case suggests that he was considered (or,
possibly, he considered himself) to be a well-received kavi-, a poet or, more generally,
a courtly intellectual.

Furthermore, one of the concluding verses (the reading and the meaning of which
remain unclear to me) may suggest that Suvarnarekha either himself belonged to a cer-

tain royal family or, what is more likely (especially in view of the appellation kaviraja-),



Slt vl

96 CHAPTER 2. COMMENTARIES AND THEIR SOURCES

worked under the royal patronage of some king.

As for the title of the text, I have so far not found any references to it outside of the
above quoted chapter colophons. The majority of these colophons call the text Kira-
tapanjika, while others, however, label it Suvarnatika or Kiratakavyatika. The coexis-
tence of these designations seems to suggest that all three should be regarded rather
unspecific. None of them, perhaps, needs to be taken as referring to a particular title
given to the text by its author or as pointing to a specific type of a commentary (if the
words panjika, tika etc. were at all ever given their technical meanings reported in spe-
cialised literature)® The words parjika or tika should be, therefore, taken synony-
mously and could, perhaps, be even further substituted by one of their general equiv-
alents such as vyakhya etc. without opposing the authorial intention. Going with the
majority of the chapter colophons, I have here provisionally preferred the form Kira-

tapanjika.
2.3.2.1.2 Authorial Paratexts etc. The introductory verse to the Kiratapafijika

reads:

= o o (NERY NI N

o ey o &
g AR i ~ o ;":" '\L A 1 :l
AT {SHRE: Hedl: AT Feal Fa=] |l

[In this text] Suvarnarekha, touching upon various topics, explains dif-

ficult passages found in the Kiratarjuniya. May the good ones, whose
wealth is the eloquent speech, [with the help of my commentary] under-

stand the true intention [behind the poem] and, pondering over it, carry

197 A similar discussion, which also touches upon the topic of technical definitions of the words for
commentary, is found in connection with Vallabhadeva’s Raghupaficika in Goodall and Isaacson (2003,
p. xiii, fn. 2). On the latter subject see also fn. f{ above.

i gﬁﬁl"] conj., iﬁ'i%f’ S, [ig OEITﬁT:["] conj. DG, °ﬁa" S, [i4 ﬁa‘qﬂ%] conj., ﬁaﬂﬂ%(') S
7 °a<H] conj, ‘ATHS, [7 faMRER: | conj. NK, g s,
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it in their minds 128

The above verse, when considered by itself, although it possesses certain poetic
qualities, such as e.g. an even flow of cleverly arranged consonances, contains what
may be seen as a kind of defect. Against a common expectation for an auspicious be-
ginning of a work, Suvarnarekha sets out here with a rather discouraging durbodha-
(which is, however, immediately followed by auspicious vac-) 2 1 believe that it is
therefore possible that Suvarnarekha may have intended some additional (auspicious)
meaning, which has, however, escaped me so far. Note, furthermore, that one of the
two verses concluding the commentary (should we accept them as such at all) ends
with viduhkham, which may be seen to refer to the initial dur- and in this way to
frame the whole text as a path leading from durbodha- to viduhkha-.

At the end of the Parijika, So contains the following two verses, the reading (as well

as the meaning) of which remain unclear to me:

TS Tt ‘cgdychqi%lqu-uwﬁwu:
Hecl: Fecl: FHeA! IOTHOT: Sfifcgeargied |
3151211 | 1< )| R RS A ES s i o= R

1981t is similarly possible to understand the referent of the correlative pronoun tad to be Suvarna’s
explanations, rather than the actual kavya-. In this case, the second half could be translated as “May
the good ones, whose wealth is the eloquent speech, understand the true intentions [behind my expla-
nations] and, pondering over them, carry them in their minds”

199Gee p. b7.

21The conjecture ‘karunya’ < ‘karunya’is determined i.a. by the metre.

14 “GHA3°| conj., RABSHS, [15 °‘1'rffl?l:] conj., TUIA: S, [1g “HMUA° | conj., “HRIGUAl S,

So: 58r1, sragdhara
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e T FYT FHgHiY = IO g fog e || g | o

STEHET STt Gl S e |

el HeTalaue] fendareed e Eer: || R 11K

Among these two, the first verse seems to convey a general appreciation of the
compassionate and learned scholars who, unlike most people, are capable of expressing
their critique in such a way that it becomes pleasing. The purport of the second verse,
on the other hand, is less clear. Although it is possible to infer that it extols a certain
king who hailed from a renowned royal family, the significance of this king and his
connection to Suvarnarekha remain unknown.

Apart from the usual versified framing at the beginning and at the end of the text,
the fifth chapter of the Kirataparijika, which — similar to the 15th chapter — stands out

due to its length, is embeded within two authorial verses:

< N e o hay
A WHYRSE ATGIAH HIF: |

202 Although the meaning is not absolutely clear to me, the conjecture dosam dosam < dosam seems
to be supported by the phonetic structure of the parallel seconds pada- of the verse.

2 trsayante of S violates the metre and cannot be right. The only two simple conjectures I can think
of are dusayante and bhisayante. Since I cannot properly understand the second half irrespective of the
verb to be chosen here, I have decided for diusayante in keeping with Suvarnarekha’s seeming proclivity
for alliterations.

24The overall meaning of the first half is more or less clear, while I have great difficulties understand-
ing the second half: “The good ones who have travelled across the [meaning of the] words, who up-
hold all the ideas OR whose minds are completely restrained, being the ones who have abandoned self-
ishness and passion, who possess good qualities measured by multiplication (i.e. a great number of good
qualities) (?), out of their [ever] increasing love and compassion for me, a poet (bound ?!? sita) in the
assembly (= ‘sadasisita-’), they are explaining [my] mistakes in such a way that they cause everyone’s
joy. Just like the others (the bad ones) untroubledly criticize [my] mistakes and, using whatever possible
means, even the merits.”

205T am not able to propose any satisfactory conjecture for the last pada- of the verse. Among other
things, it lacks a light (laghu-) syllable in the sixth position (the expected metrical pattern is sa-bha-ra-
la-ga,ie. UU--UU-U-U-).

206 A tentative translation of the recovered part of the verse as it stands now (disregarding the missing
portion in the last pada-) may be smth. like: “In a royal family, that was great, beneficial to its subjects
and well known, there was [a person X?] of a wide fame. He, whose beauty was respected even by the
great ones, was a refuge for the king’s servants [...]”

Efrﬁl&frﬁl] conj., a?rEng @?J.-_{-\[] conj., W(?)Sg B A&di] conj., AR>S, B 0‘5@]
conj., °‘Jl§sz
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. e~
THERITHTA ++51 & Tz |
An approximate translation of the whole verse could be: In this casket? that
really is a chapter [of the Kiratarjuniya | I [first] release the double lock

that are yamaka- s [and then] exhibit Bharavi’s powers [to convey] bhava-

29 to [(7272)]7

e e e i e
SR e TSIy Fig T i Ferr

An approximate translation could be: “Digging with my mind as if with a
shovel, this [way to] ascend the speech of Bharavi has become evident to
me. May this poet (Suvarnarekha ?) subjugate (i.e. attract) the minds of
other poets in the assemblies with the help of this spell, that is a jewel

among commentaries, being heard.”

2.3.2.1.3 Quoted texts Unlike many other representatives of the the same genre,

the Kiratapafijika does not contain many quotations from lexicographical literature.
In fact, I was so far not able to find any quote from any datable kosa-. Noteworthy
from the point of view of literary history, on the other hand, is a citation found in
Suvarnarekha’s comment on KA 1.1. Here in order to substantiate the view that the

word vana- can also be used in the meaning “place of residence” (avasa-) (and thus the

2078, reads, perhaps, smth. like ‘satprajiianam’. I do not know who these satprajfia- s could be.

28Note that samudga- is by itself a name of a certain variety of yamaka- defined as such already at
the earliest stages in the development of the alamkarasastra-: see e.g. Natyasastra 16.68f. (Kavi (1934, p.
328)), Dandin’s Kavyadarsa 3.53ff., Rudrata’s Kavyalamkara 3.16f. etc. Although I do not see how this
meaning could be developed here into a pun, I believe that this rather rare word (much more commonly
used in its technical meaning) was chosen here on purpose as a kind of poetic embelishment.

29Pollowing the logic of the verse, I would expect bhavabala- to be a ripaka-compound, the second
member of which would signify a “usual” content of a casket that one would expectedly reveal by
opening up its double lock. At the moment, I don’t see how ‘bala-’ could mean anything like this. Note,
furthermore, the beginning of pada B constituted by the compound ‘bhavabalani’ is metrically faulty,
inasmuch as both the 2nd and the 3rd syllable are short (cf. Steiney (1996, fn. 54, p. 248)). It is possible,
therefore, that the reading is corrupt.

H °Trﬁ:la] conj., QWSQ

So: 23v5
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compound dvaitavana- can mean “uncertain/ unknown residence”) the commentator
brings up a half-verse from the lost Vikramaditya’s Samsaravarta, quoted by the name
of the author and the title of the work:
N e N © o haY oSN o ha¥ o o
JYh AN [dhHTIgAA — hldd QA & [T dqHSd gld
Note that this excerpt has not been recorded in Birw¢ (1973). This meaning of the s
word vana- is, furthermore, not listed either in Amarakosa or in the Sasvatakosa, both

the relatively old extant dictionaries. The later of these two has been explicitly quoted

in Kiratapafijika in the commentary on KA 5.13:
S, 20v7 QT 9 XMATRN: —
R g 7% Fegaedt I 10
SUREE e T Frwa: |
il

The first chapter of the Panjika contains a number of quotations from several trea-

tises on arthasastra-. Remarkable are two verses attributed to Vatavyadhi, an an-
cient authority, whose views have been so far known to us only on the basis of the 15
Kautilyérthas’dstra:
Si: 2v2,Sy: 2v(?)1 - Kirataparjika ad KA 1.5: ‘ t---
3 hnN N 03 N hnY
AT AHTUTH 233 & |

210Note a na-vipula, cf. Steiner (1994, p. 248).

21This is an exact quote (!) of Sasvatakosa 11 as printed in e.g. Kulkarni (1929, p. 3).

#12Note that the medieval Rasarnavalamkara, a work on poetics by Prakasavarsa (fl. certainly after
11 CE; see also E), mentions Vatavyadhi as a crucial authority on arthasastra-, who based his text on

two extensive and supposedly lost works Mahesvara (“A work composed by/ related to mahesvara-")
and Svayambhuva (“A work composed by/ related to svayambha®). 4.56cd-57 (according to Agrawal

haY K3 O o 20N 3 N0
(2005)): m”a—( RATEHT RIEHATIRH || JATAGI FIETHY EERI dd: | dIdATay T:
o~
U9 Y9dd . The fact that the reference to Vatavyadhi’s work is made in Present Tense has led
pandit Venkataramasarma to a far-fetched view that this Prakasavarsa must have been a contemporary
of Vatavyadhi (I have no access to Venkataramasarma’s original publication, but rely on the summaries

of his views found in D¢ (1929) and Sharma (1997, p. IVf.)). Although Venkataramasarma’s interpretation
should certainly be rejected on the basis of multifold counterevidence, it seems reasonable to surmise

that the Present Tense was used in order to indicate that Vatavyadhi’s work was directly accessible to
the medieval alamkarika-.

7 aTdent: | s, AlqeEnf: s, [ig W] s,, §ErS,
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Sfed] ER;: F ARt |
|
- Kiratapanjika ad KA 1.19: ‘
= dedre R qrgaicaied |
& HEdl o RreRdIEe R |
|

Noteworthy is, furthermore, the fact that the same two verses are anonymously

—
J

quoted in the course of explanation of both the respective passages from the Kiratar-
juniya in Harikantha’s Saravali, from which they are successively reproduced in the
Kiratapanjika and the Sudboha (cf. fn. 14). In view of my rather vague understand-
ing of the mutual relation between these commentaries, at the moment I cannot say
whether Harikantha could have directly drawn these quotations from Suvarnarekha’s
commentary or whether both authors relied upon a common *Bengali commentarial
tradition of the Kiratarjuniya. In either of these scenarios, Harikantha must have been
unfamiliar with the name Vatavyadhi which he has therefore omited from his text. The

question whether Suvarnarekha could have had access to Vatavyadhi’s treatise or not

2I3The reading canakyadih in S; must be a corruption of the original vatavyadhih preserved in S,.
This corruption is not difficult to explain: firstly, the identifier “Y¥T@ =MUIRI:” is really found within
the text of Suvarnarekha’s commentary on the preceding verse, KA 1.18 (here, however, it expectedly
refers to the Kautilyarthasastra); secondly, in view of the fact that at the previous instance (KA 1.5) $;
has similarly corrupted the name of the political authority (that time transforming it into a meaningless
collection of letters) one can surmise that the scribe of 1 did not know this name and had to improvise
whenever (s)he had encountered it.

214The reading of the last pada- could be either (1) kept in accordance with the two MSS (with some
strength perhaps, it could be interpreted as “[when united they may steal the wealth, and] when ad-

o\ haY <
verse they may, due to this fact (tena), get hold of (=steal) the money”) or (2) emended to “TH@T: &

o
&[IUT:”, Both the variants could be, however, criticized to contain a defect of redundancy, inasmuch as
the expressions “hareyuh + vittam” and “*stenarthaharinah” have more or less the same meaning. A pos-
sible solution is offered by a variant reading of the pada- as anonymously quoted in Harikantha’s Sara-

o .~
vali: THATATAIRINUT:, At the moment I lack the data necessary to decide whether Harikantha’s read-
ing reflects upon an earlier stage in the developemnt of the text or whether it contains a direct improve-
ment upon Suvarnarekha’s reading.

H emed] s,, S@leas, [ &A1) s, Tdrs, [ “UAET°] s,, Qas, [ araeam: |
S,, TUTHRITG: S,

81: 4V5, Sg: 5r1
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remains open. It seems, however, possible that this work was still circulated around
the beginning of the second millennium CE (see the discussion in fn. above) and
that the commentator could have had a theoretical chance to consult it.

By far more frequent than the above discussed references to Vatavyadhi are Su-
varnarekha’s quotes from the Kautilyarthasastra and the Kamandakiya (also known

as Nitisara or Kamandakanitisarah). The former text is most of the time introduced as

b\l N

JI1E HllEcd: B but is also preceded by IHT& AMUIHI: e.g. in the commentary on
KA 1.18. The later text, on the other hand, is most of the time quoted anonymously,
while I was so far able to find just a single instance (in the Pafjika on KA 1.11) where
it is clearly introduced as ¥l qrh m

Unfortunately, none of the above discussed works and authorities (similarly to e.g.
the mention of Vatsyayana and his Kamasutra at KA 1.11) can be with any certainty
dated later than Bharavi’s own composition. The only quote that I was so far able to
detect that stems from a text that is certainly later than the Kiratarjuniya itself is found
in the commentary on KA 8.27.27 Here at the conclusion of a seemingly interesting but
virtually illegible discussion on the phenomenon of upamanavyakti-, which can be de-
termined in the current verse, Suvarnarekha quotes Anandavardhana’s own verse from
his thanydloka. Although this verse has been repeated in several later works of
the Kashmiri alamkarasastra-tradition (in Kuntaka’s Vakroktijivita, Pratitharenduraja’s
commentary on Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha and thrice in Mahimabhatta’s
Vyaktiviveka) as well as e.g. in Vidyakara’s Subhasitaratnakosa, Suvarnarekha’s dis-

cussion contextually corresponds best with the one found in the Dhvanyaloka and can

258ee Kiratapanjika at KA 1.9 or 1.11. See also pp. p4f.
26Gee e.g. Kiratapafjika ad 1.4, 1.9, 1.12 (twice) and 1.13.

_ o o (oSN o\ AT N ~ o . o
KA 8.27: MRS g AR HEa R | THISTNG FSea-TaH THg-
&I T U Peterson (2016, p. 143): “Then, with the sweet call of wild geese, the flutter of lo-

tuses jostled by glittering fish, and waves rolling onto banks free of mud, the divine river Ganga in-
vited the women to enter her water”

215855t (1940, p. 261): FAT AT HAT — FTAUTRTTIRIRACHES RIS 79 TH TNST-
| @t FETd A FANTY e He FoAhHd JSURE qir: ||
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be, perhaps, assumed to derive from there. This provides us with the ninth century

AD as a vague terminus post quem for the composition of the Kirataparfijika

2.3.2.2 External Evidence
2.3.2.2.1 Mention in the Durghatavrtti Among the available external data on

the Kirataparnjika, the most notable, in my opinion, is a reference to one Suvarnarekha
[sic!] made in Saranadeva’s Durghatavrtti (1172 CE) on the Astadhyayi 7,2.68.

The context of the discussion is the following: the rule 7,2.68 R TTHEA-
E'I%ITITEE’ says that an augment iT (from 7,2.66) can be optionally attached to vasUE
(from 7,2.67) when the latter comes after the verbal roots Vgam, Vhan, \/vid or \/vis.
In this way four pairs of forms, jagmivan and jaganvan, jaghnivan and jaghanvdn,
vidivan and vividvan, vivisivan and vivisvan are described by this sutra-. Now, another
rule found earlier in the same pada- (7,2.15 “4&H ]%[’F[[GT”) says that the augment iT is
not introduced (net from 7,2.8) when the nistha-aftix follows (nisthayam from 7,2.14)
upon a verbal root with reference to which the optionality of iT has been taught. A
combination of both the rules therefore produces forms such as gatah, gatavan, hatah,
hatavan, vittah, vittavan, vistah, vistavan. At this stage a question may arrise of how
it would be then possible to form a word such as viditah. The answer can be gathered
from the two following statements in the Kasika. (1) On 7,2.68 it says: R |aE-
?ﬁﬁé i&&kﬁqu'?gcbw mﬁw Y&UMH| “Due to the concurrent mentioning of the

root vis$ (vi,130), [one should understand that Panini] referred here to the 6th class

root v vid (vi,138) that has the sense of obtaining [and not e.g. to v/vid in the sense of
knowing (ii,55)].” (2) In the commentary on 7,2.16 (Wﬁa?ﬂ), when discussing the rea-

219Gee e.g. Renou (1940, p. 48)

220yasU or KvasU is the technical designation of the suffix of the perfect active participle, which
according to the Paninian system of replacements takes the place of IIT (verbal endings of the Perfect
Tense) by 3,2.107 (G H).

221Gee Sharma (2003, p. 169) for a clarification of technicalities involved in the derivation of the above
four forms.
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sons behind the separation of this rule from the following one (7,2.17: TeATST -
o LN

[GRHUI:) B2 Kgika repeats from the Mahabhasya and argues that by this seemingly

purposeless differentiation Panini wanted to express some additional meaning that is

Y a ht

the following general principle AGITAIHET dgUT: SSE:: “Prohibition applies

[to an anga-] that is delimited by exactly the same attributes as the one optionality of
which is taught” Therefore, since the optionality taught in 7,2.68 applies to the 6th
class Vvid (to gain, obtain), the prohibition of iT in 7,2.15 applies exactly to this form.
2nd class v/vid (to know) remains unaffected and can produce forms such as viditah
or viditavan23

Finally, an additional concept, which is not explicitely mentioned but perhaps im-
plied in the Kasika, needs to be understood. When one accepts the view that in 7,2.68
Panini has employed the principle of sahacarya- (concurrent mentioning) in order to
specify which v/vid is meant here in particular, a question may arise as to how we
can determine that it is the immediately following v/vi$ (vi,130) and not the immedi-
ately preceding v'han (ii,2) that indicates the sought form of V/vid (ie. vi,138 and not
ii,55). A solution to this problem is provided by Haradatta (in his Padamafijari on Kas
7,2.68) as well as by his near contemporary Kaiyata (in the Pradipa on MBhas 7,2.15).
Both the scholars (as often, using virtually the same wording) invoke the principle
of sabdaparavipratisedhatva-, which has been made use of in the Mahabhasya (at e.g.

2,2.35, 6,1.158 etc.). It is directly mentioned in Vt 12 on 6,1.158 24 in the commentary

2227 2.16 prohibits introduction of iT in front of nistha after verbal roots marked with an @, while
7,2.17 optionally allows addition of iT to the very same roots when the following nistha has the sense of

[N o [aN LN
bhava- or adikarman-. It is argued that a joint rule SMqd# TIHATHT ATATGHHATI: would serve exactly
the same purpose as a single restrictive rule.

N [N NN
2230n the nistha-forms of various v/vid-s see the famous karika in Kasika on 8,2.56: ddq Tdlqdl

o (oY o\ Y N o\ [aN A N [aN b . . o
8T S| [dedldeHd [ HETIIAA [deqd: |l According to it, the perfect past participle

of the 2nd class (ii,55) V/vid (to know) is vidita-, of iv,62 v/vid (to be) — vinna-, vii,13 (to consider, reflect
upon) — vitta- or vinna-, and that of vi,138 (to obtain) — vitta-.

224Note that in the course of his commentary on 6,1.158:12 Patafijali eventually rejects the assumption
that this principle needs to be taken recourse to in the current case.
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on which it is explicated by Kaiyata in the following Way:

TGS TSTferTE requufastiasfcaa il am &-2-tue: R
I

T SIS FEARS PRI Wi e Zeguiesers
e ...\ s

fefererdl o TR fer AT o SuEiamiaNs W wEdi,
RSN FHIAAT TS ETeg S aeTeqt FH Wadicd-
Siseae eiEd [ ] 1 s

Vt 12 ad 6,1.158: Alternatively, since no restriction can be achieved on
the basis of the principle that in a mutual conflict [between two sitra-s]
the later among the two rules becomes effective (sastraparavipratisedha-),
the current problem is solved by resorting to the principle that in a mutual
conflict [between two words within a sutra-] the latter [of the two] words
becomes effective (Sabdaparavipratisedha-).

Bhasya: Alternatively, when one accepts the view that not all the sought
[operations] can be included by the Sastraparavipratisedha-principle, the
sabdaparavipratisedha-principle will be recognized.

Kaiyata: The current restriction cannot be achieved on the basis of the
principle expressed in Astadhyayt 1,4.2: “When there is a conflict between
two rules of equal strength, apply the one which is subsequent in order” 28
because this rule says that in case of a conflict between two definitions
(i.e. sutra-s) the later is to be applied. But, in case of a conflict between

two operations taught in one and the same definition, the later operation,

2251 omit here an exposition of the context of the following quote, because it does not have any bearing
on our current discussion.
2%Translation of the sitra- cited from Sharma (2000, p. 213).
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inasmuch as it applies to the later word 22 is to be applied. This meaning

[of 1,4,2] is also relied on.

With this meaning of Sabdaparavipratisedha- in mind, Kaiyata’s remark on MBhas
7,2.15 becomes easy to comprehend. Ty a':_d:" H@-"i ]%@Tﬁ?[ GO SIW%—
Qﬁﬁﬂm gfed: | 2 “Even though /vid is [equally] associated with
Vhan (ii,2), by the Sabdaparavipratisedha-principle it is v/vi$ (vi,130) that causes the
particular restriction [for the scope of meanings of Vuid) 2 not vhan?

Keeping all this in mind, we may proceed to have a look at the Durghatavrtti

7,2.68:23

fepreT TEfaefeRm L e--5¢
e “fafed: THEE” Iid AR: | FF FAt [9hed “ae fa-
CICIK (\9-? 2w) il IRl S| FSUEMTayE i dreg-
W aNN [a N o oS aN

WWWI Wﬁ?{,lﬁﬁmﬁm'{lﬁ
QWII

Tentative translation: How is [the form viditah] in Bharavi’s expression
“known he came” (KA 1.1) possible? For, in fact, in view of the optional-
ity [of iT] effected by this sutra- with regard to KvasU, the rule 7,2.15 pro-
hibits [the addition of iT to a ppp. of the verbal root v/vid listed in the cur-

< ..
2210n parasabdavisayatvat see Nagesa’s Uddyota: AU R T ALATHHATh NI ASEUTEINT
o ey < e
ATIUH, AT I ARMSGENUTHITId SAH: |: “Just as, because it is impossible to speak of

any own posteriority (paratva-) of an operation, one postulates this posteriority with the help of [the
posteriority] of the rule that is its cause, so also one can figuratively speak [of the posteriority of a
certain operation] with the help of [the posterlorlty] of a word Wthh is the object [of this operatlon]

o o

228Cf Haradatta on Ka$ 7,2.68: W IEI?F!T W ey ﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂmﬂm
mﬂ AT M W
o N e S
2290n vyavastha see Ka$ ad 1,1.34: SHYATIGTATTIH] HTEAT

230Tn view of the preceding elaboration, below I leave all the already discussed technical terms as well
as the rules of the Astadhyayi untranslated.
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rent rule]. We reply: because on account of the sabdaparavipratisedha-
principle [V/vid] needs to be taken in association with v/vi$ (vi,130), [in
this sitra-] it is the v/vid in the sense of obtaining (iv,138) that is meant.
But Suvarnarekha [explains Bharavi’s usage in a different way]: vid means
knowledge (OR knowing), when one adds to [this nominal stem (pratipadika-
)] ending in KviP% the affix itaC, because [vid] belongs to the group of
words headed by taraka (star), the word viditah (one for whom knowl-

edge has manifested ~ one who has known) is derived.

To begin with, I think that the fact that the vulgate of the Durghatavrtti uses a
feminine form of the name Suvarnarekha (i.e. Suvarnarekha), should not be paid much
attention to. The latter form is commonly found as a name of a river and could have
been therefore misspelled by a scribe or even by a whole scribal tradition. Found at
the end of a sentence, furthermore, a visarga- could visually be easily converted into a
long a and vice versa in virtually any North Indian script.

What is more important is the content of the reference. It is a blessing in dis-
guise that the concerned passage from Suvarnarekha’s commentary is preserved in
the largely corrupt S, but not in S, (the first folio of this MS is missing, see .3.1.9). It

reads:

T N N3

1T g fog fafed 969 9 qun|

N N
»1yedana- is a formation with a general krt-affix lyut (replaced by ana in 7,1.1: GANAThI), which
ha¥
can take a variety of meanings (3,3.113: hcAcdEl GEBH). It is most often used to derive action nouns

by 3.3.115: ©9g.

2%2The word vid can be derived from any v/vid (here obviously from vida jAane, ii,55) by adding the

o
affix KviP in accordance with Astadhyayi 3,2.76: Th®d. This affix is deleted by a number of successive
operations and constitutes a zero morpheme.

233The reference is made here to Astadhyayi 5,2.36: AGEH ST dl("hllfa}q A, Sharma (1999, p.
535): “The taddhita affix itaC occurs to denote the sense of sasthi ‘genitive’ after a syntactically related
nominal stem listed in the group headed by taraka ‘star’, when the stem ends in prathama ‘nominative’
and is qualified with samjata ‘manifested’” The word tarakita- therefore means “X for which the star(s)
are manifested” (studded with stars). Note, furthermore, that in accordance with e.g. the Kasika the
tarakadi-group is a so-called akrtigana-, i.e. an “open group”.

Slt 1r5
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This sentence is very difficult to interpret. Its last part ‘ﬁﬁﬁ qE | [aA1], if
taken individually, could point to a common interpretation found e.g. in Mallinatha’s
commentary, according to which vidita- (neuter) means “knowledge” (by Astadhyayi
3,3.114: ’_'IEH—EF ﬂﬁl Th?), to which an affix aC has been added in the sense of possession
by 5,2.127 (3150[31'"%:&[53) The only interpretation I could come up for the whole
sentence, however, is highly unlikely: “Alternatively, vid means vedana- or jiana- (i.e.
knowledge), the one for whom knowledge is the way (this meaning of ita- is reported
in MW from the Satapatabrahmana) [is viditah] (the latter is a formal analysis of a
bahuvrihi-compound)”

This difficulty could, perhaps, leave us with an assumption that the Durghatavrtti
may have, in fact, referred to an opinion of a certain Suvarnarekha who was differ-
ent from the author of the current Kiratapanjika. It is, on the other hand, that we
can luckily call upon an additional evidence from the Saravali by Harikantha, who,
according to my observations, has drawn upon the Kiratapanjika, and, furthermore,
from the Kiratacandrika of Pitambara, which, in its turn, has extensively drawn from

the Saravali:

haY T N o o] 3 .

Saravali ad KA 1.1: Tg] de fdfgled 1 % @ faied:, aRiicanedd|
Candrika ad KA 1.1: 92 Aoz, fhY, O1 SSAMEd dHICETedr a1 &4

In view of the quote from Candrika, the word viditam in the Saravali, to begin with,

could be, with some degree of certainty, interpreted as another synonym of vedana-
and vid. Supposedly for the sake of clarity it has been substituted in Candrika with
the unambiguous jAana-. Saravali’s text could be then easily interpreted as follows:
“Alternatively, vid means vedana- (knowledge), the one for whom knowledge (vidita-
) has manifested is viditah, the affix itaC has been added because vid belongs to the
tarakadi-group.”

In this connection, I am convinced that the above text of the Kiratapanjika is cor-
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rupt and should be conjectured in the following (or in a similar) way:

o s OO\ .

ANYGT A faegH, [afed [Estay] I 9 an|

Should this emendation be adopted (and, as already mentioned, I believe that it
should), one could estimate that it was the author of Kiratapanjika, whose opinion
was referred to and, perhaps, reformulated and elaborated upon, so as to make it bet-
ter comprehensible, by Saranadeva. This being the case, we could arrive at an impor-
tant, though still hypothetical, terminus ante quem for the composition of the Kirata-
parijika: it could/ must have been written before 1172.
2.3.2.2.2 Verses attributed to Suvarnarekha Sternbach (1980, p. 618) records
three verses attributed to a certain Suvarnarekha:

1. Vs. 402 in Vidyakara’s Subhasitaratnakosa, composed aroung 12th century in

Bengal (Kosambi and Gokhale (1957, p. 74)):
03 haN o

NS T JETERETRT

by o o nC
quﬂ HG YT ARGIHHATI
Hag AlEHT SIS HIRT
o =~ . o
WWW: &Y | [0

The current collection unambiguously attributes the verse to a poet called Su-

varnarekha. No other anthology seems to be aware of the verse.
2. Averse quoted in Ujjvaladatta’s commentary (ca. 13th century, Bengal) on the
Unadisutra iii,136 (Aufrecht (1859, p. QO)):’

o N o O

gq: e feran: g |9t gid an w3811
H TFN 3l T FHeRATHNE: || 2

Zngallg (1965, p. 168): “Methinks this slender damsel,// With her tremulous eyes and alluring
breasts,// was made from the liquefied essence of the moon// by a creator most skilful in his art.// How
else should she possess// such repletion of warm beauty,// while the Nightwanderer, losing his figure,//
is reduced to a simple line?”

2%0n Ujjvaladatta’s date see e.g. Wieliniska-Soltwedel (2006, col. ii, pp. 55-57).

2 Unadi- ii,136 W teaches two “ready-made forms” (nipatana-s), Srngara- and bhrigara-.

2"Note that Sternbach (1980, p. 618) reproducess a typo found in [Thomag (1912, p. 116) and prints
ii,136 instead of iii,136 as the number of the unadisiitra- under consideration.

23¥The mutual attraction between a man and a woman (lit.: the desire for union of a man towards a
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ol FauRE:
The current quote follows a quotation from the Sasvatakosa that gives a more
open set of meanings for the word $rigara- taught in the current sutra- (cf. fn.
). Based on the context as well as, in fact, on the content of the quote Thomas
(1912, p. 116) wonders if its author was a lexicographer.

3. The next verse is reproduced in three anthologies: Subhasitaratnakosa 104824
(see above on dating), Saduktikarnamrta 1680 (1205 AD, Bengal) and Prasan-

nasahityaratnakara ? (15th century):

¢ gﬁ\r\ ¢ ﬂ(‘\
L b
O =\

= g e feitaaioset: Jeadd JHe: |
\a\_n:i haY . [N aN N D ha¥ ﬁ
-~ ~ ¢ o o N LN ¢ .

< &l AT 9 = R R0 & || 22

woman and of a woman towards a man) is what is called Srigara-, it creates/ is the moving force behind
amorous sports (krida), sexual enjoyment (rati-) etc.

2%9Kosambi and Gokhald (1957, p. 190).

240Baner;ji (1965, p. 456). On dating see e.g. Sternbach (1974, p. 16).

241This is an unpublished anthology closely related to the text of the Subhasitaratnakosa, in fact,
labeled in Sternbachl (1974) as “imitation of this anthology”. A manuscript of this text has been made use
of by Kosambi and Gokale for their critical edition of the Subhasitaratnakosa and the location of the re-
spective verses in the MS has been indicated in the marginal notes. This MS, now in posession of the Na-
tioinal Archives in Kathmandu, was microfilmed by NGMPP under the reel number B 318-4 and is avail-
able to me. A description of the MS can be found in Kosambi and Gokhale (1957, p. xxiii) and the on-
line catalogue entry of the NGMCP can be accessed on http://catalogue.ngmcp.uni-
hamburg.de/wiki/B_318-4_Prasannasahityaratnakara (last accessed on
16.09.2016). On dating see Kosambi and Gokhald (1957, p. xxiii) repeated in Sternbach (1974, p.
16).

The current verse starts in B 318-4 on fol. 68r3.

242B 318-4 actually reads ksubhyante kadacin and omits the na in front of it. It is, however, undoubt-
edly a spelling mistake, because without na the metre and the sense remain deficient.

ngallg (1965, p. 309): “Because they respect the proper bounds,// because their unmeasured
strength is joined to depth and firmness,// the seas hold back their streams and break not forth.// Yet if
some time they should break forth by turn of fate,// there then would be no earth, no mountains, sun
nor moon,// but all would be an universal sea.”

Ingalls’ rendering of amitarasataya (which is, in my opinion, in fact better than the alternative amr-
tamayataya) could be just possibly improved upon a little bit. While Ingalls seems to construe the In-

9 W] Subhasitaratna’, STHIHIAADT Sadukti’, Prasanna® [1g W diad] Sub-
= o < ~

hasitaratna®, Sadukti®,  g¥d«d HQI¥ Prasanna’ 13 °M] Subhasitaratna®, @31l Sadukti’, °hl-

<Gl Prasanna®

10
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Unlike the previous cases, the attribution of this verse is less definite. Subhasi-
taratnakosa cites it anonymously, Saduktikarnamrta attributes it to Suvarnarekha,

but Prasannasahityaratnakara ascribes it to Badhirakaviraja.

None of the above three verses seem to exhibit any pronounced similarity to any verse
found in the Kiratapanjika. As discussed above, however, a number of internal evi-
dences support the assumption that Suvarnarekha was, indeed, himself a poet of a cer-
tain esteem. It is well conceivable, for that reason, that some of his verses could have,
in fact, ended up in one of the collection of verses. Given the fact that Suvarnarekha
may have held an official title “kaviraja-> (see p. P3) it appears even possible to spec-
ulate that Badhirakaviraja was the name given to him at his old age (?!?). The verse
quoted by Ujjvaladatta, on the other hand, seems not to derive from a purely poetic
work. It may have rather stemmed from a lexicographical treatise (so Thomas’ as-
sumption), or a treatise on the alamkara- or kamasastra-. Whether the commentator
Suvarnarekha also composed any of such technical works or not remains unknown. A
thorough study of the whole text of the Kiratapanjika may, however, help to find more
hints to Suvarnarekha’s oeuvre. Should one, furthermore, accept the hypothetical sup-
position that at least some of the above verses quoted in the anthologies were com-
posed by Suvarnarekha, the author of the Kiratapanjika, this would support the previ-

ously proposition, that the work was written before the 12th century CE.

2.4 Other Commentaries

In this section I will briefly summarize the key data pertaining to the textual sources

and the actual texts of several other commentaries refered to in this thesis.

strumental with yoga-, it appears to me just slightly preferable to understand the Instrumental of an ab-
stract noun either as an adverbial construction or as upalaksane trtiya to mean smth. like “in as much
as [their] waters/ strength are/ is unmeasured”. An account of this quality, the oceans posses firmness
and depth and, possibly also in this connection, fear of breaking their bounds.
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2.4.1 Subodhatika of Dalana/ Dallana

The existence of this commentary among the numerous MSS of the Kiratarjuniya mi-
crofilmed by the former NGMPP was recognized only in relatively recent times. Conse-
quently, this text had not been noticed in the earlier volumes of the NCC 2 but was in-
cluded in the most recently published NCC 39 (2015, p. 290b). The text is listed as Sub-
odha, a commentary “by Talhana alias Tallana on Kiratarjuniya of Bharavi” (ibid.). On 5
the basis of the MSS available to me, however, the name of the author appears to be
more commonly spelled as Dalana or Dallana. In contrast to a comparatively high
number of MSS of this text already detected by the NGMCP (it is, in fact, possible
that even more MSS of the text will emerge in the course of time), virtually nothing is
known to us about its author. On the basis of (1) stylistic features of the text, (2) its dis- 10
tinct dependence upon the text of Pitambara’s Kiratacandrika (the date of composition

of the Kiratacandrika is discussed in R.2.2.1) and (3) the fact that all the known to us
MSS of the text were, most probably, produced in Nepal, it seems reasonable to conjec-
ture that the text too was composed in Nepal sometimes during the late medieval pe-
riod (16th century?). Below I give a short list of the MSS of the Subodhatika avail- 15

able to me and refer the reader to the online catalogue of the NGMCP:

1. NGMCP Nr. A 376 - 11, Siglum N 4: An incomplete paper MS (KA 1.1 - KA 11.4)

written in a variety of Newari script. A detailed catalogue entry for the MS can
be viewed at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/A_376-11_Kiratarjuniya
(Last checked on 21.12.2016).

2. NGMCP Nr. A 379 - 4, Siglum Ng: An incomplete paper MS (KA 1.1 - KA 4.10)

written in a variety of Newari script. A short catalogue entry is found at:

2NCC 4 (kartaviryarjunastavardja — krsnpasarasvati) that includs the entry for the Kiratarjuniya and
its commentaries was published in 1968 and NCC 8 (tarika — dahyamanasiikta) that comprises both the
combinations of the beginning letters ‘dal” and ‘tal” comes from the year 1974.
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http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/A_379-4_Kiratarjuniya

(Last checked on 21.12.2016).

. NGMCP Nr. B 311 - 22, Siglum N¢: Incomplete (KA 1.1 - KA 2.1), paper, Newari

scrpt. Short entry at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_311-2_Kiratarjuniya

(Last checked on 21.12.2016).

. NGMCP Nr. B 312 - 8, Siglum N p: Incomplete (KA 1.1 - KA 18.33), paper, Newari

script. Detailed catalogue entry at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_312-8_Kiratarjuniya
(Last checked on 21.12.2016).

. NGMCP Nr. A 1053 - 17 (partly microfilmed in NGMCP B 310 - 34), Siglum Np:

Paper, Newari script. The MS bundle contains 220 folios of Dalana’s Subodhatika
(KA 1.1 - KA 11.4), which are supplemented by 146 folios of Mallinatha’s Ghanta-
pathaon KA 11.1 - KA 18.48. The folios containing Mallinatha’s commentary are
numbered anew (beginning with ‘1°), so that it is not clear at what stage of the
circulation these codicological units were merged into a single MS. Based on the
outer appearance of the script, however, it seems likely that they both were writ-
ten by one and the same scribe. Should this be the case, the date of the produc-
tion of the second codicological unit (ca. 1610 CE)& could provide us with a ter-
minus ante quem for the composition of the Subodhatika. A short catalogue en-
try for the whole MS is found at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/A_1053-17_Kiratarjuniya
(Last checked on 21.12.2016).

A longer entry for the first 169 folios of the MS can be viewed at:

http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_310-34_Kiratatika

D ha

N o ha¥ o o b o ¢~ .
25(146r3): AqTAhIeg RARN-LH-ANT FRATFTHTH THAIEITH | Hgﬁ AJAHAEH Rt GUET-
O N han} Yy S . .
& GRS | (@=E°] em., IRW° N ; (] em., A1 Np; 9921°] em., 5a° N ). With-
out going into further details, it suffices to note that the given year is NS 731.
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(Last checked on 21.12.2016).
6. NGMCP B 311 - 11, Siglum Nz. Incomplete (KA 9.78 — KA 11.4), paper, Newari
script. Detailed entry at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_311-11_Subodhatika
(Last checked on 21.12.2016). 5
7. NGMCP B 311 - 21 (2), Siglum Ng. Incomplete (KA 4.5 — KA 7.3), paper, Newari
script. Detailed entry at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_311-21_(02)_Subodhatika
(Last checked on 21.12.2016).
8. NGMCP B 312 - 1, Siglum Ny. Paper, Newari script, multiple scibes. Similarly 10
to A 1053 - 17 (N ), this MS contains an excerpt of the Subodhatika (KA 4.12 -
KA 9.78) that is followed by the text of the Ghantapatha (KA 10.1 — KA 18.48). In
this case the change occurs in the middle of a folio (170r) following the chapter
colophon to the 9th chapter of the Kiratarjuniya. Detailed entry at:
http://catalogue-old.ngmcp.uni-hamburg.de/wiki/B_312-1_Kiratarjeniya
(Last checked on 21.12.2016).
The text lacks any authorial colophon, but contains the following introductory verse
(at the beginning of N4, Ng, N¢, Np):
AR eI HTTgSUTRIEuT |

Tl Tefercl IRt e Hefie | 2

2.4.2 Pradipika of Dharmavijayagani

For the study of this text I primarily relied upon the recently published (non-critical)

edition of the text: Prajapati (2009). According to the introductory study undertaken

246 Apart from the printed text of the commentary, I have at times additionally consulated the follow-
ing two MSS: (1) Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute (BORI) 331 1892-95 and (2) Hemacandracarya-

9 °THUN] NANsNp, T Ne B fRIA ] NAN"NoNp, om. N pd BRI ] NANpNe,
AN, Rd TF°] NANNe, BF N
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in the preface to the published text, Dharmavijayagani, whose introductory verses
contain an account of the succession of his teachers up to the third degree, is estimated

to have flourished around the middle of the 17th century in the area of modern Gujarat.

2.4.3 Ghantapatha of Mallinatha

For the study of the text of Mallinatha’s (fl. ca. 14th century) commentary I primarily
relied upon Durgaprasad et al| (1913, 1917), two later improved editions (seventh and
eighth) of the classic Durgaprasad and Paraba (1889). Although the exact reasons be-
hind this fact have not yet been sufficiently studied, it can be stated with some degree
on certainty that rather soon after Mallinatha’s composition of his commentaries on
several important kavya-s, his works acquired immense popularity and and spread all
over the Indian cultural region. Given the signifacance played by Mallinatha’s com-
mentarial works for the study of the actual poems, both the oeuvre as well as the bio-
graphical details of this author have already become subjects of various examinations.
Among several general studies, I would highlight the one found in Khatuya (2003) 228
As far as Mallinatha’s commentary on the Kiratarjuniya is concerned, the major bulk
of this text was most thoroughly analyzed and rendered into English in a book as well

as in a series of articles: Roodbergen (1984, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004).

2.4.4 Saravali by Harikantha

The NCC 4 (p. 165a) lists three manuscripts of this commentary. Of these I was able to
get hold of a single MS kept in the Indian Office Library under the Acc. Nr. IOL San.MS

jhanamandira (Hemachandra Jain Gyan Mandir, H{GM) 16291.

2470ne of the many interesting questions to pursue in this regard would concern the reasons be-
hind the immense popularity of Mallinatha’s commentaries on the Raghuvamsa, Kumarasambhava,
Meghadiita, Kiratarjuniya and Sisupalavadha, but a comparatively modest role that is given to his ex-
egetical works when it comes to the study of the Bhattikavya or the Naisadhacarita.

248Qther publications include e.g. Lalye (1981, 2002) or Narasimhacharya (2002), a collection of autho-
rial articles which contains a great number of detailed studies pertaining to Mallinatha’s views on var-
ious poetological subjects.
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1.O. 543 and described in Eggeling (1904, p. 1429). This is an undated, but, probably, a
relatively new MS written on what Eggeling described as “European paper (watermark
1805)” in Bengali handwriting. The MS contains 276 folios, 162 x 103 in. (~ 42,5 x 27
cm) in size. The individual leaves of the MS are written in what can be called a tripatha-
format: in the middle of each page there is the text of the Kiratarjuniya, which is
“accompanied by four different commentaries, two of which are written above and
two below the text” (ibid.). In the upper part of the page we find the texts of (1) the
“Subodha by vaidya Bharatasena, son of Gaurangamallika” and (2) the “Tattvadipika or
Sarvamangala by Bhagiratha Misra, son of Prabodha Misra and Amala, and nephew of
Utsahakara and Dasaratha” (ibid.). In the lower part of the page, i.e. below the text of
the Kiratarjuniya, there is Harikantha’s Saravali and Mallinatha’s Ghantapatha. The
text of Saravali, as preserved in the current MS, does not contain any introductory or
concluding verses, which could provide us with any additional information about the
identity of the author. On account of (1) the structural pecularities of the actual text,
(2) the fact that all the three MSS listed in the NCC are either written in Bengali script
or are kept in one of the MS-libraries in Bengal, (3) the fact that the text of the Saravali
seems to have been extensively utilized by the early 16th century Bengali commentator
Pitambara, it seems reasonable to assume that this text was written in Bengal, certainly

prior to 1513/14 CE (date of composition of the Kiratacandrika).
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Chapter 3

A Brief Overview of the Main
Strategies of Textual Reuse
Employed in Some Commentaries on

the Kiratarjuniya

In hope that I will be able to deal with this topic at some greater extent elsewhere,
in this short chapter I would like briefly to outline several most common strategies of
textual reuse employed in some of the examined commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya.
When talking about textual reuse, furthermore, I concentrate exclusively on the silent
utilization of other author’s texts and do not deal with cases of acknowledged reuses,
when a commentator quotes or otherwise reports ideas found in the texts of his prede-
cessors and hereby admits their foreign origin. In addition to that, I am primarily con-
cerned with the changes introduced in the course of appropriation of older works and
do not pay much attention to the parts which remain common to both the texts (al-
though, naturally, the identification of that ‘what is different’ is most directly con-

nected to the recognition of that ‘what is common’).

117
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In broad terms, these changes introduced in course of a silent reuse of older com-
mentaries (as indicated above) can be categorized into three groups: (1) rearrange-
ment or (re)structuring, (2) expansion or addition and (3) reformulation. In following
the hypothesis of a mainly didactic purpose of the commentarial literature on kavya-
and for the moment aiming at a certain generalized interpretation, all three types of
adjustments could be assumed to follow a commentator’s wish either to simplify an
encountered work of her/ his forerunner or to complete it with thus far lacking, but
necessary information. From the point of application, all three strategies can be em-
ployed both (1) on the level textual passages encompassing complete structural ele-
ments or spanning over several elements, as well as (2) within the individual struc-
tural elements.

Below I would like to exemplify and analyze these strategies by giving a couple of
representative examples. I will concentrate on two groups of commentaries. On the
hand, I will look at the text of Mallinatha’s Ghantapatha and its assimilation in Eka-
nathabhatta’s Prasannasahityacandrika and Dharmavijayagani’s Pradipika and, on the
other hand, I will consider the interrelations between Suvarnarekha’s Kiratapafijika,

Harikantha’s Saravali, Pitambara’s Kiratacandrika and Dal(l)ana’s Subodha.

3.1 Mallinatha and his “Followers”

3.1.1 Kiratarjuniya 1.724

Ghantapatha by Mallinatha:
TR N . . o - g%l haN hnN ﬁ :l . 3 o [N o -~

29Cf. fn. B7 (on p. B1) for the transcript and a translation of this verse.
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gmfnl gear=a:+ | JaraRe: Rigramreisfy s aamfEma -
T, TSIEEEY I | WadE @< Td GOty fERgHH ST &4l 2-
BHETHE T gOEE T JeIGUIReTeaTy | GUadl FaHR U1 d U 57-
T | O SR e R el gEnieIdl ST HE) ST et Het -
“Hec (RISl 2l Sl | A e g TRk GHIE AT, = g 2-
T | TSACATHRHISRGR T = e AT Fill e G e | o7 8-
QoSN {SRITUTENUT qSTeed IgUUEre Sid Edeai =T Hehe-
[SEASHN:, dgwhd — “Edidigetd FleAfsgHaRad: Zid |

Prasannasahityacandrika by Ekanathabhatta:

HoIfdl Fghed dele — FRIgHTA | Garae:, GE Jrsad gid Garda: | -\t
R gl goamhea:- | 7R w{ical SPT Sig T2ihg SHigd -

[ €1
T, A G 5 | *SITeh] Feredl Wt A= reat: * 5l ot | et
e = o N . ~n NS
| glETAtaH i g gﬂaﬁ T, I |
A | GG et e | e &) 3
M180-[{19/] ¥ ... JSAFA: | Cf. MBhas ad Vt 1 ad 3,3.130: TSI AMERGIERIIRE god-
wH) [...] NS S
A1820-[(19/] WS ... aFA: | Cf. Kasika ad 3,3.130: ATSTAT MR RINHERAT Joawhed:
B gf@fl gflﬁl{] Amara 3,3.172: gﬁaﬁ Wﬁ{ quy EESI gﬁg{q\
E—E aﬂ?‘?f ... CTRISE: ]| Vaijayanti, p. 247, 9ab: aﬂ??f faey Hei °||('g‘°$9rd?||(;|‘\;l‘=|¢l\lt
8 \a?ﬁ_{\ ... 3qlgdH | Prataparudriyam 8,219: E‘cﬁaﬁﬂﬂq?{r?fc—-?l WW
101 WS ... awheA: | Cf. MBhas ad Vt 1 ad 3,3.130: HTSTET FME RIS JoawhedH|
[...] 9u=Id TheHl
1011 WS ... oawhed: | Kasika ad 3,3.130: TSI MG ERTSSHERT Ja<hed:
g ST&dl ... °fSRIEl: | Vaijayants, p. 247, 9ab: SWIH (494 Helt SRS aReal:
13 ‘?{EﬁaTﬂ%"...] Cf. Astadhyayi 6,3.109: WHW
4 gﬁgﬁ e gﬁm] Amarakosa 3,3.172: gﬁaﬁ EEIEhﬁ quy €[€I gﬁw
Iill Oﬂ&fol Jaipur, Zﬁ_ﬁ BORI @ omo] BORI, °qr'e|a"|%[°]aipur Iﬂ °1{'rE|‘PJ\T] conj., °§'\|3[-
gRfi BORI [ VT | conj., ST BORI 13 §UEX ] BORL om. Jaipur [ §UENI | Jaipur, §-
UL BORT [id FHSUT] Jaipur, HEUTBORI [id-fi5 ATIATIHC | BORI, ST Jaipur

BORI: 5r11, Jaipur: 4v2
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qreeey: fHeraees waae @ TR @ T e RRIgA I3iE-
[ T FHSUTaad: | AIEme: | aHsfEadiid aaeem, T, a9
T, TR | TRTEaTHERHRIEN T TN 1B 7 9 -

¢ (oSl o aN [a S NN oSN ~

I Fl AE: EETERER(G T | 2T GUETeaaeTaTid frRIquTgeT 9are-
lfl\f:!@?:jrcrhm%f o \aq&«ﬁqquli%cﬁd FASEASHN: | TEHH — “EdTRITa-
oJcd HATSFHIRTH 34 I

Pradipika by Dharmavijayagani:

Guld 95 dge — faargamEt ..

ST — 2 79 GAERT atae: O NaHE T SPT geal Sid @zl 8-
lﬂaﬁaﬂ%ﬂ%, « Fﬂl'{:ﬁﬁl Wadid \E: | o ﬁ@[‘c?l?lzl TG f9ema-
TS W, IR, WRaUEd fRIgHM STRIgHM:, SSIeH 5-
9: | TSTONEAITANTHA = g YR Y6 FaArasraria wid: | fhoe-
UG | T e, Teaseliaeas: | o s gletes-
ARTAT I STRUITCHER AR, §a@He: |

Y T — (RN Argd 3fd faRrgHE: | JaEe, JurEy fd-
Bl FITEE:, | AR, TERITS! aIETel, qEHTg aTeal-
et | FUaT=ad, TSR, i gUeTws-

A, | TR FA Tl GaArT: | 39y Wed B T T -

250 A possible emendation could be, perhaps, ‘an-anvayagatam’ to mean smth. like ‘[wealth] that was
not inherited’.

#1The Katantra (and following it the Sarasvatavyakarana) call the affix in question here yu (not yuc,
as do Panini and following him Candra). Related satra-s of the Ka° are: Ka 4,5.102 = Pan 3,3.126 ~
CV 1,3.103 (isadduhsusu krcchrakrccrarthesu khal); Ka 4,5.104 ~ (Pan 3,3.128 = CV 1,3.105) (adbhyo yv
adaridrateh) and Ka 4,5.105 ~ CV 1,3.106 ~ Vt 1+2 ad Pan 3,3.130 (Sasuyudhidrsidhrsimrsam va)

B-6 \EE\H{\ ... 3qlgdH | Prataparudriyam 8,219: \éd‘]q?qul-ldﬁi(a *'ﬂ%ﬁhﬂqlg >
g 392° ... @H] . ?

il SRR & | Jaipur, om. BORI [i-B °&HTUT: | conj., “8FHTUT: BORL, Jaipur O‘JE?{E?TO BORI,
fi p j p

TS Jaipur [ FTIRTE | Jaipur, FFRTA BORT [ CHITHRRL | Jaipur, THTTISHTHESSH BORT
B =d8° | BORL, ¥d:* Jaipur | °THE | Jaipur, “TdTE: & BORI
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T | 9T *GARATR S g 0 TIERT:, dgd SuHwa=+ M| 3fd 3-
¢
IEH

3.1.1.1 Ghantapatha vs. Prasannasahityacandrika

As it is the case in the absolute majority of verses, the text of the Prasannasahityacan-
drika (PraSaCa), in its strong leaning upon the text of the Ghantapatha (GhaPa), pro-

vides some of the most vivid examples of the intertextual reuse:

Common Elements A brief look at the text of both the commentaries should

suffice in order to recognize their resemblance. Apart from an almost verbatim assim-
ilation of several secondary elements containing the introductory statement, explana-
tory passages, grammatical notes, various quotations from the lexicographical litera-
ture and a poetological evaluation of the verse, the PaSaCa notably appropriates the
primary elements containing either the actual word glosses or such elements which
supply the meanings of the words by showing the formation of these words and, not
really visible in the current example, dissolving the and com-

pounds or explicating the syntactic function of the words within the poem.

Rearrangement (dandanvaya-= khandénvaya-) The most striking change

introduced by Ekanathabhatta to Mallinatha’s text pertains to the change of the analyt-
ical strategy of explicating the syntactic structure of the verse. Whereas Mallinatha fa-
mously strings the words of the poem in one single sentence ‘anvayamukhena’ (su-

yodhanah [...] nrpasanastho ’pi [...] bhavatah [...] parabhavam [...] visanka-

252The Nominative Singular is called sI in Katantram and following it Sarasvatam.
253Cf. @
BiGee (pp. B4ff.) for the exaplanation of both the terms.

W] Cf. Astadhyayi 7,1.1 = Candra 7,1.1: ﬂaw

= 2
GANATRI | Cf. Katantram ?!? (Ka-Rapamala 559): JIAH_ TR
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mano [...] durodaracchadmajitam|...] jagatim|[...] nayenal...] jetum|...] sam-
ihate), Ekanathabhatta follows the alternative method of khandanvaya- (suyodhanah
[...] nayena [...] jagatim jetum [...] samihate [...] durodaracchadmajitam [...]
nrpasanastho ’pi[...] bhavatah]|...] parabhavam]|...] visankamanah|...] vana-
dhivasinah). The attendance to this method inevitably calls for the introduction of
some additional structural elements necessary in order to clarify the otherwise unex-
pressed syntactic role of the secondary clauses. In following this need, we may ob-
serve, Ekanathabhatta augmented his text by a further element (almost) completely
absent from Mallinatha’s commentaries, namely, that of simple questions: suyod-
hanah [...] nayena [...] jagatim jetum [...] samihate [...] kimlaksanam jagatim
[...] kimlaksanah san [...] kimlaksanad bhavatah [...]. The remaining features of Mal-
linatha’s arrangement remained, however, unchanged: (1) words are glossed and sec-
ondary explained (with the help of grammatical, lexicographical or accompanying ex-
planatory remarks) just as they appear in the running text; (2) after the exposition of
the meaning of all the individual words one finds a summarizing sentence that gives
the overall meaning of the whole verse; (3) a remark pertaining to the contained figure

of speech is found at the very end of the commentary.

Expansion by Introduction of New Elements Ekanathabhatta introduces yet

another structural element absent from Mallinatha’s text and, unlike the simple ques-
tions, not formally prompted by any other of the commentator’s stylistic decisions.
It is the element referred to as pratika- in the catalogue of elements (see [L.5). As al-
ready indicated in the above list, I have some difficulties in providing an exact def-
inition of this element and, especially, in sharply distinguishing it from its cognate
pratika-. Whereas at some cases (see the texts of the Pradipika or the Kiratacandrika
below) this distinction appears to be actually pretty clear, in cases like the ones found

in the PraSaCa it is not so clear which of the textual blocks should be assigned with
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3.1. MALLINATHA AND HIS “FOLLOWERS” 123

which analytical value. With help of following examples from the above text of the
PraSaCa I will try, however, at least to argue for the difference in function held by
the individual textual blocks: visankamaneti/ suyodhanah, sukhena yudhyata iti suy-
odhanah [...] kimlaksanam jagatim durodaracchadmajitam [...] durodaram dyutam
[...] cchadmana misena [...] jitam labdham [...] kimlaksanad bhavatah vanad-
hivasinah [...] vanadhivasi tasmad vanasthat [...]. As1explained in the above list, the
main difference between the function of these two elements is that while the usual
pratika-s are used as “real words” expressing their own meanings, the meaning of the
secondary pratika-s becomes secondary to their function as a “placeholder”. This func-
tion is most vividly exhibited by such textual elements like ‘visankamaneti’ (that can at
times be reduced to just a couple of syllables like *visanketi), whose sole role is to re-
fer the reader to the verse beginning with “visankamana-’. It is, arguably, more diffi-
cult to assign exactly the same value to other cases given above. Certainly, neither of
the words ‘suyodhanah’ used in the commentary does completely abandon its actual
meaning and is used as a mere anukarana-, it is, however, that one of them seems at
least to bear this additional meaning and, in this way, to be distinguished from the
other one (otherwise one would need, in fact, to assume that the commentator sim-
ply repeats the words twice without any any particular reason reason). In the above ex-
amples, furthermore, it is possible to assign the role of a placeholder differently and
to mark the text e.g. thus: suyodhanah, sukhena yudhyata iti suyodhanah [...]. Al-
though I actually do prefer the latter marking (when I think about the actual func-
tion of the individual words ‘suyodhanah’ in the text), I decided for the above tag-
ging in order to keep a certain linearity of representation. Whichever tag one is go-
ing to assign to whichever word, however, this does not seem to alter the fact that in ap-
propriating Mallinatha’s text Ekanathabhatta added an additional structural element
that does, in fact, allow a reader easier to navigate through the text.

Another example of introduction of a new element can be seen in Ekanathabhatta’s
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addition of a secondary explanatory clause ‘durnayapraptam idanim nayenatmasatkar-
tum icchatiti bhavah’ that follows upon an almost identical to GhaPa explanation of
the compound ‘durodaracchadmajitam’. This addition may have been, furthermore,
prompted by Mallinatha’s short summarizing gloss of the whole compound as ‘dur-
nayarjitam’.

Though not dealt with in the current example (and, unfortunately, not in the cur-
rent version of my thesis), one may add that Ekanathabhatta consistently enlarges Mal-
linatha’s text by adding, when missing, the identification of the poetic figures present
in the discussed verses. These additions are unchangeably found at the very end of the
relevant commentary and do not usually exceed a simple nominal sentence of the kind

arthantaranyasa anuprasas ca (as found e.g. in the commentary on KA 9.30 below).

Expansion by Altering the Existing Elements Not particularly numerous at

the current occasion, though stil present is the strategy of expanding the assimilated
texts by altering (augmenting or simplifying) the existing structural elements. In re-
sult of this alteration, the structural role played by a particular textual element in the
template may be also altered. Examples of this expansion provided by the current pair
of commentaries can be seen e.g. in PraSaCa’s addition of a secondary gloss to Malli-
natha’s ‘chadmana misena’ as ‘chadmana misena kapatena’. The reason behind this
addition may be, again, Ekanatha’s wish to simplify the text of his predecessor. Con-
sider another typical case, where Mallinatha’s ‘[...] chadmana [...] jitam labdham
durnayarjitam’ is changed into ‘[...] jitam labdham durnayarjitam ity arthal’. Al-
though Mallinatha’s ‘“durnayarjitam’ does factually have a function of a secondary ex-
planation, it is not marked as such and could be, therefore, read as a mere secondary
gloss. Ekanathabhatta, on the other hand, makes this function of the concerned tex-
tual element absolutely explicit and, in fact, elaborates it in a further explicatory sen-

tence, this time marked with a similarly distinct iti bhavah (see previous paragraph).
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Another case of this alteration can be found in Ekanatha’s expansion of the final ex-
planatory passage by an illegible element ‘fanvayagatam’ that (if emended accord-
ing to the proposition in fn. R50) could be seen to add a certain piece of information,
which Ekanathabhatta may have considered to be missing in Mallinatha’s text. A fur-
ther change of Mallinatha’s ‘manasah samadhih’ to ‘manasah sthairyaprasaktih’ (that,
though it makes perfect sense as it stands, could be, on the basis of the reading in
Pradipika, emended to ‘sthairyaprasattih’) could have been, perhaps, prompted by the
tendency to simplify, as the word sthairya- could be (perhaps?) considered slightly

simpler than samadhi-.

Reuse and Handling of Quotations A further important element of reuse that
needs briefly to be addressed here concerns with the reuse of quotations found in the
assimilated texts. At the current instance, although it remains difficult to determine
whether or not Ekanathabhatta may have cross-checked the lexicographical quota-
tions from the Vaijayanti and the Namalinganusasana himself, in the case of the gram-
matical reference found at the beginning of the commentary, it appears that he may
have actually done so. It is, namely, that Ekanatha quotes exactly the form of the
varttika- (ad 3,3.130) as it appears in the Kdéikd, while Mallinatha’s reference to it
could rather be regarded as a close paraphrase. It must be noted, however, that, al-

though I may not be able to expand upon this topic in the current thesis, the current be-

255Note that the reading of the varttika- commented upon by Patafijali (NTSTHT me
gH\) does not include the last root ‘mrsi’, which the commentator adds separately (HRIZId dhedH).

An integrated reading of all the five roots, expectedly omiting the unnecessary in the given context

o o, o o
reference to bhasa-, is found in Candravyakarana 1,3.106 (RUIRTIMLEIRTELNHY: |). The Kasikavrtti, on
its turn, relying either upon Candra’s reading, or, when following Bronkhorst’s interpretation (see e.g.
Bronkhorst (2002)), utilizing an older source common to both the texts, reports some kind of a composite

. 03 o (oY o o o ~
formulation: HIHET JAMTHIMISRIIHHEHET JsIthed: |

2561t must be noted that (1) in absence of any approximation at a critical edition of Mallinatha’s text
and (2) in view of the fact that only a fraction of the existing manuscripts of the PraSaCa were available
to me, I cannot be sure whether Ekanathabhatta’s reading of the varttika- may have reflected upon the
MS of GhaPa at his disposal or, in fact, whether the “corrected” reading of it may have arrisen in course
of PraSaCa’s own transmission.
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haviour of a commentator is rather exceptional. There are multifold examples of cer-
tain floating quotations, which seem to be transmitted from one text to another with-
out ever being traced back to their actual source 1 As a matter of fact, on the ba-
sis of some peculiar readings of these quotations it is at times possible to determine a

certain relation between the studied texts.

3.1.1.2 Ghantapatha vs. Pradipika

Another specimen of a commentary that can be determined to belong to “Mallinatha’s
school of exegesis” is Dharmavijayagani’s Pradipika (cf. R.4.3). As for Dharmavijaya-

gani’s actual source, the following may be considered:

(a) Several general features of the Pradipika seem to be correspondent to those of

the PraSaCa: both texts attend to the khandanvaya- and they both seem to use
similar (or, in this case, identical) wording of the structuring questions.

(b) At several instances (as in the example given below, see B.1.4) Dharmavijagani’s
text seems to be clearly reminiscent of passages found in Ekanathabhatta’s com-
mentary but not in Mallinatha’s work.

(c) Given that at a certain period of time the Prasannasahityacandrika was also (just
like the Ghantapatha) very popular in the area of Pradipika’s origin (Rajasthan/
Gujarat, cf. .1)), I would like tentatively to propose that it was Ekanatha’s rather
Mallinatha’s work (or, alternatively, both of them) that was utilized by the Jain

scholar.

=

37Compare, for example, PraSaCa’s remark on KA 4.10 (BORI 47r12; Jaipur 36v9): HhRIAEEH-
FEIEHEHIHT THERTHTE, ToFTH| (CTREE°] Jaipur, *TSEIHC BORI; “FHEHT] conj.,
°HHT° BORI, Jaipur; “HI«dHI&] Jaipur, H«¥1I& BORI) with the parallel passage in the GhPa discussed
n (pp. B41ff). Given the fact that the wording of Ekanathabhatta’s reference to Prakasavarsa is
identical to that made by Mallinatha, it appears most likely to assume that Ekanatha did not actually
consult the Laghutika himself. Another telling examples can be found in Ekanatha’s commentary on
KA 3.21 where he repeats Mallinatha’s quote from the Vyaktiviveka, which does not, however, seem to
be found in the actual work.
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3.1. MALLINATHA AND HIS “FOLLOWERS” 127

(d) Even if further research should prove that Dharmavijayagani primarily relied
upon Mallinatha’s Ghantapatha rather than on the PraSaCa, this will not have
much impact on the following analysis, so that this question can ultimately be

considered irrelevant for my current purpose.

Common Elements Among the elements common to the Pradipika as well as

both the PraSaCa and the GhaPa one may highlight the identical introduction to the
commentary, a number of reminiscent glosses and, what appears crucial, very similar

formulation of the secondary explanatory passages.

Rearrangement, (re)Structuring and Expansion Following the arrangement

of its supposed source-text, Pradipika adopts the khandanavaya- method of analysis,
but introduces slight changes in the arrangement of the secondary clauses (a feature of-
ten observed in Pradipika’s interaction with the PraSaCa). In comparison to Ekanatha,
Dharmavijayagani exchanges the position of the qualifiers to the words ‘suyodhanah’
and ‘jagatim’.

Dharmavijayagani reorganizes the text further. He isolates (1) all the structural
elements pertaining to the general and implied meanings of individual words (at times
including lexicographical references), their syntactic connection to each other and the
overall interpretation of the verse from (2) those elements which provide technical
and quasi-technical analysis of various complex formations. Consequently, he ar-
ranges these two types of elements into two separate sections. Each of these sec-
tion is invariably introduced by a separate structuring element or a “heading” (which I
have, as a matter of fact, so far not encountered in any other commentary on any ma-
hakavya-): ‘vyakhya (‘the [actual] commentary’) and ‘atha samasah’ (‘now [analy-
sis] of complexities’). Both of these sections, furthermore, follow their own arrange-

ment: while the first part follows the khandanvaya- arrangement of the words, the sec-
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ond one analyses these words in order of their appearance in the verse.

The uniformity and consistency of Dharmavijaya’s text is stunning. Not only does
he persistently apply the above described structure to the analysis of every single verse,
similarly unchanging is his attitude towards all the other repetitious elements of his
text:

(1) the questions (an integral part of his khandanvaya- method) in the first part of
the text are formulated in exactly the same way throughout: as a declined form
of the question-compound kimlaksana- (or, much less frequently, kimbhita-) in
case of nominal forms and kim krtva, kim kurvat- etc. in case of verbal qualifi-
cation;

(2) a second, third etc. viSesana- to the same viSesya- are always marked with an
added punar-;

(3) all the compounds are provided with their complete analytical strucure and are,
at times, additionally marked by their name: ° “or ’

From the point of textual transmission, this uniformity results in a curious develop-
ment. Both the MSS of the text available to me (see fn in .4.9) do, actually, not
contain these repetitious elements, but (in the absolute majority of cases) read sim-

<

ply ‘vya®, ‘sam”, or ‘kim?, ‘punah kim”, or ‘ba” and ’. Given a rather limited cir-
culation and a rather young age of this text, I assume that this orthography could have

been already used in the original MS.

Expansion by Altering the Existing Elements Several interesting changes

may be observed in Dharmavijayagani’s dealings with the glosses originally found in
Ekanatha’s/ Mallinatha’s text. As mentioned earlier, the author seems generally to
try to avoid verbatim repetitions, a fact that could have been additionally caused by
his wish to simplify the text of the commentary available to him. Consider, for ex-

ample, Ekanatha’s/ Mallinatha’s ‘nayena nitya that becomes ‘nayena nitimargena’
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in the Pradipa, also ‘jetum vasikartum’ = ‘jetum svavasikartum’ or ‘bhavatas tvat-
tal’ = ‘bhavatas tvatsakasat. Another representative instance is ‘visannkamana ut-
preksamana’ = ‘visankamana asanikamana utpreksamana ity arthal’. Here the origi-
nal gloss is retained but is given a status of a secondary explanatory paraphrase. Con-
sider also Pradipa’s ‘durodaracchadmajitam dyutakridamisenatmavastkrtam, dur-
nayalabdham ity arthal’. Since all the compounds are analyzed in a separate section,
in the “main section” of his commentary Dharmavijaya often paraphrazes them with
other compounds. The glosses given to the individual words, however, remain parallel
to the template text(s). Consider Mallinatha’s ‘durodaram dyutam [...] chadmana
misena jitam labdham durnayarjitam’ and Ekanatha’s ‘durodaram dyutam|...] chad-
mana misena kapatena jitam labdham durnayarjitam ity arthah, durnayapraptam
idanim nayenatmasatkartum icchati’. The gloss of the word chadman- with krida seems
to be original to Dharmavijayagani.

A similar policy of appropriating by slightly altering the text is adopted in the
case of the explanatory passages. Cf. Mallinatha’s ‘[...] vyapriyate, na tudasta ity
arthah’ = Dharmavijaya’s ‘[...] varichati, na tudasino bhavati’, also “balavatsvamikam
avisuddhagamam ca dhanam bhurfijanasya kuto manasah samadhir iti bhavah’ = ‘bal-
avatprabhukam apavitragamam ca dravyam bhufijanasya pumsah kutas cittaprasat-
tir iti bhaval’. The text of Dharmavijaya reads in the latter case as if itself being a
commentary to Ekanatha’s/ Mallinatha’s formulations. A similar examples is Malli-
natha’s ‘[...] vanasthat, rajyabhrastad apity arthah’ = Dharmavijaya’s ‘[...] vanayayi-

nah, rajyabhrastad ity arthah’.

3.1.2 Kiratarjuniya 9,302

To provide the reader with just a little bit more textual data, below I would like briefly

to cite just another example which is found much later in the text of the Kiratarjuniya

28Cf, (p. B49) for the transcript and a translation of this verse.
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(KA 9.30) and in which Ekanathabhatta exhibits much more independent agency in
glossing the individual words.B This time I will, however, omit my analysis and leave
the sample to reader’s judgement:

Ghantapatha by Mallinatha :
MY, 5 EELSTN 31, TEAT TehaTal Tl T it Saisaan, Ay -
TRun fraateeua @ e e fRnaR e R A 8 qurt -
g: el ST @ HA T, TR T, ST HigHar | aheE -
S FeTead: | 94 g A 3 ¢ | I TR HaTadl Sy €iey, agEn g
FARHLOT A 7 G 3l TT|)| TS J THEAN

Prasannasahityacandrika by Ekanathabhatta:
AR foresiA =reharehet et asra: R AR, 28 A i) =if-
=t Tt el o STl ATHTTRE e (=10 e W & | -
| ST ITwel | S 3 502, FEA HE Fehae He gfewar Set-
e | B ST et 0Tl 0T foael Sead | o7 @ ey fead gfawa a-
A T8 T THATRE AAASY 3:TE1 AN, GEHR S, b dfgea-
RIS TR g6l AREI E: | THISTAL:, ame — §:-
RerQt Tl - WA T AAIEH, SToaeed Al | ez 31 e | 74
S AT 3l 1S T AT FE A Y Gy, Agferer=sRiHon i 7 -
e 31 drea, b g THIH| ST STgera |

Pradipika by Dharmavijayagani:

29My sample transcripts of Ekanatha’s commentary on verses found in various sections of the poem
show that the level of the author’s dependency on Mallinatha’s glosses varies seemingly independent
of where the verse is found.

260This omission in BORI can be explained as an eyeskip from atape to atapa iti.

F 2RI | Astadhyayi 3,1.99: TRERIH

7 IR | Astadhyayi 3,1.99: JNHERIL

i1 58 A KA Jaipur, §E 9 TGEAABORI i3 7G| BORI, om. Jaipur [3-fid U §:@H
?(Fq?ii [...] G?ﬁﬁaaa'[] Jaipur, om. BORI [14 E&qﬁ] Jaipur, ‘1@33 BORI [14 31d Wd T
ﬁaﬁm] BORI, om. Jaipur [17-[1§ EE%[] BORI, om.Jaipur [1§ €] Jaipur, AT BORI [19
TTH | conj., TIH BORT, TSAITH JAIPUR
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AT | AR Ui, aif=t afead freisemiia anfie-
Ui foaieui =T d &vd | faedim Teharsh- RuER: J=e -
TN A QR A Fier:, 5 TRgad 502 | HOHET| Sy gaad 96 9wl
FI1 TE AT +aqHE Gl Gisadl Feha e Saqisi §:981 <Rt G-
EHN ST+ qeng — g:Rad detag:w Tai e @, st e,
TR FGHIEH &= A0S 5 9@, 79 Fe1 FEadl @ wiy, fhg
AgfeETd TR I A AR 3 I woH J GHFEI 1Y EE: | Y-
TR T, 9 ° | =t [t Aib=iteNat, a 3| &0 @aal 9-
1 9 Erde:, a9 &0 §:% geliaqedid g: Raaqd, aRe.g°| 9 @Y 3| 3id
W?i: I

3.2 “Bengali” Commentators2?

In view of the growing size of my thesis and in view of my intention elaborately to
study the relationship between the “Bengali” group of commentaries on the Kiratar-
juniya in my forthcoming article, 2 in the current subsection I limit myself to a silent
juxtaposition of three individual commentaries on KA 1.7. According to my current
understanding, the Saravali can be regarded the most original among the three. It was
profoundly utilized by a later medieval commentator Pitambara for the composition of
his own Kiratacandrika, the text of which was, in turn, incorporated by Dal(l)ana in his
Subodhatika. A noteworthy feature of this latter appropriation is an inversion of the

strategy applied by Dharmavijayagani to the text of his “template”, the Prasannasahity-

261'This passage as it appears in (2009) is almost certainly corrupt. Given the parallel passage
from PraSaCa, one can be, nonetheless, guess what the underlying text meant to say.

262 Among the commentaries exemplified in the present section, only two can be estimated to originate
from the cultural area of Bengal. The Subodhatika, though almost certainly originated in the area of
modern Nepal, is accounted for here, because of its distinct dependency on Pitambara’s Kiratacandrika.

263The article will be published in the proceedings to the workshop “Commentary Idioms” organized
by the NETamil research group at the Ecole francaise d’Extréme-Orient in Pondicherry, India, on 2nd —
3rd February 2015.
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acandrika by Ekanathabhatta: the technical analyses of individual words, which were
singled out by Pitambara into a separate section at the end of commentary, were inte-
grated into the running text of the Subodha so as to appear next to the primary para-
phrase of individual words. Note, furthermore, the integration of the second pun-
ning interpretation of the whole verse, presumably proposed for the first time by
Harikantha, into the later commentaries. The ambiguous position of two Accusatives
(‘am’ and ‘im’), which I tentatively interpret as a ditransitive construction with the

verb \/ﬁ,E remained similarly unclarified in the successive commentaries as well.

Saravali by Harikantha:
q4d R FEacH TRGHTTRH — foRrgae 3| Gaaet ghersstieTdl 31-
Tl 1O TRTEAREITICAT Sig SHiEd | 31 s @i fofal a1 R 1 -
il TETE | e e T farrg ™ Sea: |18 TeeTedaeis iy 2m=-
Haeafitd aratd| gata 3 TRl G 3 Eanid dedetied: ga-
=2 wferafed| gl Tl 901 Td FUETH T | € 79 glelegenie! gal-
o + 3 = fe], St = 9, € = i, Sig wfied = SegAte,
FHM:, & TR, Ficl: TR, Teeanes: THRm=Ene: |

Kiratacandrika by Pitambara:

AN GUETEY =37 o Rofal STl el Sig EHted 9ud| a1 e #O-

264Cf. SiKau 539 (= Astadhyayi 1,4.51): N ST iaﬁtu ‘he wins hundred from Devadatta’(?).
See also Deshpandeé (1991). In this case the construction ‘am im jetum samihate’ would mean smth. like:
‘He desires to win/ obtain Laksmi from Visnu/ Krsna’

25Given the content of the following explanatory remark and the position of its parallels in the
Kiratacandrika and the Subodhatika (see below), it appears possible to conjecture that a gloss (or a
mention) of the clause ‘nrpasanastho’pi vanadhivasinah’ was initially present in the commentary and
went missing in the course of the transmission of the text.

4 TUS ... US| Amara 3,3.172: TUGU JARN q0T Id FUGTEH,

i3 Q?‘\Fﬂo] conj., Q%@Tﬂ MS
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24 ST ¥ata @1 R 9 Wadiia 69 SHeHiae e eyues SIqaTHied
2| JOTTHRE RETe cerReisfy gaam: | (i sful as el -
TR Al TETEAdET: RIS faeR fRIgHE SedE: | T
gf RAiderii 222 | T87 gUGTeawioTd IR & | Garari STl ¥ ot -
T, 3l RTETaE frRTg e : |

IR I WaRTead, SN ITEEIH: 3id afd: | Szl
Al HIH: T &g SHII:* SEHL 9 S| U6 Iggra- (HeeH 9 ad:
SR I SAMAGITH* A ThaIENOHIY TR HH-
¥iwag FAMI | ST g ot stferareifa | gied e T0
T FUGT 59| JRITOTEd gANaH §: Tea UG TR Il qeTeargsiita:
TR, Aferdfed |

Subodhatika by Dal(l)ana:
A Tl TN RIS — T A 2fd | el gt STl 9ot =
A HHSEREUTICAT Wi GHIEd Toaid 1 | glersasieidl Jawhye-

¥%6@@ Cf. Raghuvams$a 11.55 (acc. to Aruna® and Narayana® [vs. Malli® and Hemadri]): te

caturthasahitas trayo babhuh sunavo navavadhiparigrahah / samadanavidhibhedavigrahah siddhimanta
iva tasya bhupateh // @@

f MRA° ... SUHEH ] Cf. Va 1 ad Astadhyayi 5,4.44: TR SR ITEEH]

A-8 AR ... JHY: ] Amrakosa @@1,1.81@@: AR el iH: U] &g I

B -‘ﬁTFFI ... Add] Amarakosa @@2,.7.995@@: -‘ﬂTH?I Wﬁ ﬁ:i@”ﬂ?i ddd

f THEH EMcdga=™ | Amarakosa @@2.7.1169@@: TR €T [Yga FUTT: I IEEH,
C sl

[lg AERTHI... | Astadhyayt 3,3.170: TEARIRTHIIANU(: |
fig-fi1 gflﬂff .. ]| Amarakosa 3,3.172: @Fﬁff Wﬁ{ quy EE\T @ﬁm

B o;ﬁo] CP°(yo 5 - added in the bottom margin), illeg.(striked out) C* [ °d°] CP“(ta 4 - added
in the upper margin), 5] (?) C*(striked out) [ ﬁtﬁo] conj., ﬂ-q\TC B é] conj., éC B ﬁﬂ
e ] CP¢(added in the bottom margin), +++ C*(striken out) § °¥ITA°] CP¢(added in the bottom
margin), om. Co¢ B °aA] cve, fd coc(deleted) [ MM cre, 0T coc  fig FawR] ce,
WC“C fid °®W1°] CP<(in the upper margin), om. C* [14 OHﬁH] NcNpNEg, °i|ﬁ§q\NANB
id 9°] NANENcNg, 98 Np  [15 WU | conj., “S&FAL NANgNcNEgNp

Na: 3v5, Np: 4r2, N¢o:
4r4, Np: 3vl, Ng: 5r1
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T gUeU AR 901 d FUSEH: TAL: | A1 fohcs HUEA S Hafd, @
e = wafdl, o1dl 79 Sid Fled il | | Waa: @ /o g
A FEH: | AN 333Nl JRTe g eraeiHi garsd sl & -
¥l | JAEESY eS| ed: T SReETe: S
TAAICHIEHISTY FEIY A i SEERIRIGUE aa’qgﬂmﬁm a#lamlc[é
a&lﬁﬁawﬁzéwaa %Wﬁmgqmlnaa ERRISUES|IDCIICH
WQH"

N m\, .. ] Amarakosa 3,3.172: gflaff q\?ﬁﬂ:{ quy q\%‘\f g\m

il FIEA] NANsNpNg, TAN: B ] NgNeNg, FENp B §:81°] NN, TP NN,
YA Np [ TE° | N4Np, TGS NN p, FARE Ny B TH1° ] NpNp, WHINe | TR
conj., TN4NENCNpNy B WIS | NpNe, T5de8 NANpNg



Chapter 4

Study of the Laghutika by

Prakasavarsa. Material Sources

The following chapters of my thesis are devoted to the study of the textual transmission
of a single commentary on the Kiratarjuniya, the Laghutika by Prakasavarsa. As it
was already indicated e.g. in (pp. 70ff) and will be demonstrated with the
help of additional examples on the following pages, this text was well known to the
5 later commentarial tradition on the Kiratarjuniya and may have influenced many of its
exegetical strategies. The evolution of the commentarial genre as such along with the
development of novel understandings of the verses from the Kiratarjuniya may have,
on their turn, largely influenced the transmission of this presumably old commentary.
Below, I will, therefore, thematize and, when possible, analyze and evaluate various
10 aspects of this interaction.

In the present chapter I will introduce the relevant material sources, i.e. the manuscripts
of the Laghutika available to me. In the next chapter I will concentrate on collecting
information on Prakasavarsa and survey the references to him and his work in other
commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya. In chapter f I will first discuss the mutual relation-

15 ship between the MSS of the Laghutika, propose a distinction between several trans-
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missional lines of the text and analyze their historical position.

4.1 Description of the MSS

On the basis of the entries in the NCC and my consultation of further manuscript

catalogues, during the preparatory phase of my dissertation I gathered the following

MSS supposedly transmitting the text of the Laghutika:

BORI Pune
(1]
([2])

BSB Miinchen
(3]
GOML Madras
4t
51
HJGM Patan
(6]

(7]
Jaisalmere JBh
(8]

JVS Jaipur
[9]

MSU Baroda
[10]
RORI Bikaner

([11])
RORI Jodhpur

270 of 1889-84 (Bo,)
377 of 1887-1

Cod.sanscr. 463 (Mi1)

R 5307
SD 2927

2962 (Pay)
10693 (Pa;)

2774 (Jai)

172 (Jay)

9603 (Ba)

19063

Dev.
Dev.

Dev.

Dev.
Grantha

Dev.
Dev.

Dev.

Dev.

Dev.

Dev.

compl.

part., damaged

compl.

compl.

compl., damaged

compl.

compl.

compl.

compl.

incompl.

compl.

PV in col.

Pv in col.

PV in col.

PV in col.
PV in col.

PV in col.
PV in col.

PV in col.

PV in col.

PV in col.

PV in col. to last chap.
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23 02978 Dev. compl. no indication
13} 03405 Dev. compl. no indication
([14]) 03542 (Jos) Dev. 15th chap. PV in col.
[15] 29969 (Jo1) Dev. compl. PV in col.

Among the above listed fifteen MSS, for my current analysis I have selected only
nine. The main motive behind this selection was my lack of time, while the specific

reasons can be summarized thus:

« Asfar as the MSS [12] and [13] are concerned, they both contain the text of the

10 Kiratarjuniya accompanied by one and the same commentary. This commentary
is, however, at no place in the actual MSS attributed to Prakasavarsa (or, as a
matter of fact, to any other author) and, what is more, it does not at all resemble
any other known to me version of the text. At the moment I cannot find any
reasonable explanation for the attribution of this commentary to Prakasavarsa

15 by the librarians of the collection in RORI.

« The case of both the MSS preserved in GOML is quite different, on the other
hand, and I cannot but admit my negligence of their evidence as a major draw-
back of my analysis. [4] is a late Devanagari transcript of [5], which is a largely
damaged though complete and seemingly old palm-leaf MS. The commentary on

20 the Kiratarjuniya preserved in these MSS is attributed to Prakasavarsa in some
of the preserved chapter colophons. My initial enthusiasm about the unique op-
portunity to access a textual transmission that is geographically clearly distinct
from the main bulk of the collected MS-sources was, however, quickly changed
into disappointment. My transcriptions of several sporadically selected portions

25 of the commentary preserved in both the GOML-MSS have shown that the text

preserved therein differed from both the other largely dissimilar (though at least
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structurally coherent) transmissional lines of the Laghutika to such an extent,
that at the moment I would not be able to explain this behaviour by any means
other than assuming a separate composition (rather than alteration) of these
texts. I have, therefore, completely neglected the evidence of these MSS for my
analysis, which admittedly makes its results seem even more preliminary than
they already are.

The MS [2] could be best described as “remains” of a Devanagari-MS of the text.
In fact, not even a single among the 14 “folios” of the MS has been preserved in
its entirety. Noteworthy is that this state of the MS has been observed already
as early as in Gode (1940, p. 140), who stated that the MS was “old and musty”
as well “considerably damaged”. Other than the texts preserved in [4], [5], [12]
and [13], however, MS [2] does actually transmit a text of Laghutika largely
corresponding to the general readings of the group ("B). I have tried to collate
several portions of the text preserved in this MS with the readings of other MSS
from the related group but failed to arrive at any conclusion. I do not, therefore,
systematically include this MS in the following analysis and whenever needed
refer to it only by its accession number in BORL

Till the end of the seventeenth chapter, MS [11] transmits the text of a certain
Kiratatika, which seems to be similar the commentary by a certain Allada Nara-
hari, several MSS of which I was able to consult in RORI Jodhpur and BORI Pune.
The chapter colophon to the eighteenth chapter of the MS, however, unambigu-
ously states the authority of Prakasavarsa. The transmitted text of the 18th chap-
ter does, in fact, correspond to the general reading of the group (*B). Since, sim-
ilar to MS [2], I do not systematically include this MS in my analysis, I remain

with its accession number whenever I need to refer to it.

In the following description of the MSS, I follow a different order that corresponds to
their proposed grouping (see p.1, pp. 53fF.).

10
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4.1.1 MSU Baroda, Acc. No. 9063; Siglum: Ba

This MS forms a part of the manuscript collection of the Oriental Institute at the Ma-
haraja Sayajirao University of Baroda, Gujarat, India. It was available to me in form
of black and white Xerox copies kindly provided to me by Prof. Isaacson. During the
preparation of my thesis I had the opportunity to visit the manuscript library in per-
son and to consult several folios of the MS, the photocopies of which were largely il-
legible.

This is an incomplete paper MS written in variety of Devanagari script. In its cur-
rent state it encompasses 60 folios, all of which are foliated in the lower right hand
margin of each verso. The first extant folio bears the number 29 and sets in some-
where around the end of the commentary on Kiratarjuniya 3.21. The last extant is fo-
lio nr. 112 and the text ends in the beginning of the commentary on 11.38. As can be in-
ferred from the overall number of surviving folios, many leaves between 29 and 112
are missing as well. The updated catalogue entry, that I copied during my visit to the
library and that, as far as I can see, corresponds to the current state of the MS, lists
the following folios as missing: 30 — 34, 50, 98 — 103, 105 — 111. From the many sub-
sequent corrections found to be made by different hands in the catalogue card, it ap-
pears that the number of extant pages of the MS was shrinking over the last decades.

On account of the missing first and final folios, the MS lacks both a mangala-- and
a scribal colophon. All the extant chapter colophons (to 3: 36v1, to 4: 43v5, to 5: 55v1,
to 6: 64v1, to 7: 71r2, to 8: 82v5 and to 9: 96v8) repeat the same formula:

o Vo N I N < .
I SRRSO FRUATIESHE R AT [cardinal nr. of the chap. in

<
Nom. Sg.] &1
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4.1.2 BORI, Acc. No. 270 of 1889-84; Siglum: Bo,

This manuscript forms a part of the collection of the Government Manuscript Library
at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute (BORI) in Pune (or Poona), Maharashtra,
India. A detailed catalogue entry (No. 114) is found in Gode (1940, p. 141) and will be
cited in the following description. The manuscript is available to me in form of black

and white Xerox copies kindly provided to me by the library.

Physical Description This is a complete paper MS written in Devanagari charac-

ters. It contains 73 folios. According to the above catalogue entry, the size of the fo-

lios is 4 1/5 x 9 4/5 inch (=~ 10,7 x 24,9 cm).

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in a single block (in pothi-format).
There are ca. 17 lines per folio and ca. 52 letters per line. All folios are paginated in
the lower right hand margin of each verso. The “borders [are] ruled in two double
black lines; verse-numbers and colophons [are] marked with red pigment; some space
has been left in the middle of every folio so as to form a square” (Gode (1940, p. 141),
additions in the square brackets are mine). This artificial space in form of a square
or, rather, in a diamond shape extends over five lines, whereas the three lines in the

middle of this space repeat the geometrical form with the aksara- s of the text (see fig.

f.1).

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the MS

ey o~
reads: [We5] H: WW Il thus exposing that the scribe must have been a Jain.

The wording of the chapter colophons appears rather random. Some colophons

[aN ¢ S aN < <\
(e.g. chap. 4) read 31 TERTRIANHATA! OGN [ordinal nr. in Nom. Sg.] 8-
< (oSN N <
312 GHTE:, others (e.g. chap. 5, 6, 7, 10) are more laconic and have: ld Th{dN]-

N °
E1p) [ordinal nr. in Nom. Sg.] ®(:. However, several other colophons take more unex-

10

15

20
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FHITRDAT: FFGAs WANGAH
FHANTINAN NANIAE
nHRFATAN TR
AFFeA _ a IR
AR R B @A
YW W oY
gREmea  &owgfg
maeg AW YaaguE
NMAIRRANFHEFIANINE

Figure 4.1: Fragment of a folio from Bo,

oo ca~ ha¥ < o
pected forms, such as (e.g. chap. 8) &ld mﬁfﬂﬂ HETRIA [ordinal nr. |-FIEHR:,
(ol aN C o~ C o oo <
or (chap. 13, 14): RId Wﬂfﬂﬁ [ordinal nr. ]S, or (chap. 10) I [HIAT]-
~ ~ < ol
4 HETETE [ordinal nr. Nom. Sg.] ®I:, GHTATAUI:(!) etc. The colophon to the fi-
nal chapter, which also concludes the whole text reads (a bit clumsy): 3'% IR
AR U HEhe MRSl TRATeiST™l AHEERHE: &0 || Si-
?:ﬁSlﬂ Il which is followed by Y T 3R4,

4.1.3 BSB Miinchen, Cod.sanscr. 463; Siglum: Mii

This MS is held at the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich, Germany, and has been
available to me in form of black and white high resolution digital photographs that I
have ordered from the library at a very early stage in the preparation of my thesis.
Since recently, the library has made the digital color photographs of the same MS
(though in a slightly lower resolution than the one of the available to me photographs)
freely accessible online B4 The historical records about the acquisition of this MS seem
to be lost or, if they have ever existed at all, so that the circumstances under which this
MS travelled from India to Bavaria remain unknown to us. According to the digital

catalogue entry, the manuscript stems from Western India and was written around

%7See: http://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/db/0007/bsb00075063/images/

(Last Accessed: December 7th, 2016).
28https://opacplus.bsb-muenchen.de/search?oclcno=812194464&db=100
(Last Accessed: December 7th, 2016).
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17th — 18th century.

Physical Description This is an incomplete MS written in a variety of Devanagari

script by at least two distinct scribes (which have confined to exactly the same layout).

It comprises 38 folios, the size of which can be measured to be ~ 10 x 24 cm.

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in the so called paricapatha- lay-
out, in which the main central space of each folio is occupied by the text of the actual
poem, which is on all four sides enclosed with the text of the commentary. The order
in which these enclosing blocks are read is typical for this layout and is best visualized

with a figure:

Figure 4.2: Fragment of a folio from Mii

The central block (containing the text of the poem) consists of ca. 7 — 12 lines with
ca. 50 aksara- s per line. Both the horizontal blocks may consist of 6 — 12 lines (the
lower block often contains more lines than the upper one), with usually ca. 70 aksara- s
per line. The vertical blocks contain ca. 30 — 36 lines with ca. 12 — 20 aksara- s per line.
Two vertical borders are ruled in two double black lines with red pigmentation in be-

tween, the pagination is found in the lower right corner of each verso. The verse-

10

15
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numbers and the colophons of the main text as well as those of the commentary are
marked with a red pigment. Similar to the layout of Bo;, the central text-block sim-
ulates the layout of a palm-leaf manuscript by leaving out some space for the string-
hole in the middle of the MS. This space has either a diamond (see fig. t.9) or, in a view
exceptional cases, a simple rectangle shape. The lower text-block is at times decorated
with additional triangular space (as in the figure above).

A noteworthy feature of the MS is the analytical marking of individual words in the
verses of the Kiratarjuniya (copied in the central textual block). This marking includes

two types of signs:

(1) Short vertical or horizontal single or double lines indicate the boundaries of in-

dividual words. In addition to these, at times, the same type of lines or, alter-
natively, short zigzag-shaped lines are used to separate individual constituents
within the compound formations. This marking is, without any exceptions, ap-
plied throughout the whole MS!

(2) Small numerals placed above the individual word indicate their position within
the anvaya- of the given verse, which is, in the absolute majority of cases, clearly
correlated with the understanding of the current verse in the accompanying
commentary by Prakasavarsa. The degrees of elaboration of this numeration
varies from folio to folio. In the most usual case, only those words, which are
identified in the commentary to constitute the core sentence, are numbered. At
some other instances, however, especially but not exclusively when the com-
mentary itself attends to the dandanvaya- type of syntactic elaboration, all the
words of the verse are enumerated. In several (rare) folios of the MS, these num-
bers are either completely or almost absent.

According to my general impression, but, more importantly, in view of the fact that the

style of these annotations changes with the change of the copyist, it appears probable
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to assume that they were copied from the source exemplar and not added directly in

the current MS during e.g. the study of the text.

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the

Kirdtdrjuniya reads || [H@S] Il «H: Hﬁﬁi I, while that at the beginning of the Laghutika
has || [¥c5 ] I 316 Il Similarly, all the chapter colophons are found twice. The colophons
to the Kiratarjuniya read:

(3r) Zil SRIRIAt fRUaTSIa Sem: & |

(511 center) Sicl THRRTEEHAT ( |) FIRTATIATH FETREA ETEANTHA A9 &
T

(7v12 center) 3 8&@% m ﬁ;{mﬂcﬁa R EaC | QISR A d-
s G ot 1 (g 0

(9r3) el BerTE, STt (1) PRSI el =ge: & : I

11v9) 3T BEETE, ST mmmw &

13v6) 3l SeEg, ST ¥8: G: I

15r11) Sl HEFAY, SR TaH: G-

17v4) Sicl BEFIE, LT eaTTeRRl FHTEH: & |

20r6) Sl FEFAE, FRTOYATERTIN 17 a|: TL: |

22r13) Sid HEET, SThTT° mer@rmamm &:

24v2) 3T W@?’ﬁﬂ HETRIE S g, Hlthcpdl ThIGRH: () 0

26r10) Sfcl SEY, ANt FRUATGIE HETHA GRGEGUH! ATH FE2H:
(1) &L

(28v7) 3 Wﬁﬁﬁ HETREA THEEH: (1) &

(31r6) el BEFAE, AT fhN1° EUTILRTET AT Feam™: (1) &1: |

(33r1) el BEFAE, AT FRTaTg- HeTh= m@gﬁaﬁﬂ e 9-
F3@aH: (1) |

(35r10) 3l RO HETe ST RISl Sread: (1) @ |

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
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(37v5) Bl BEFE, ~IRCRTETER] TH TEaa™: (1) @
The colophons to the Laghutika read:

(3r11 t2) gfd Wﬁ?cﬁ ﬁ:{mﬁ:ﬁaﬁ JeH: &1:

(515 t4) Sl TRTRETHA [T HeETRI fgdia: @l: |

(7v7 t4) Tl TRTRIENHAl (HUaa=l gaid: &: |

(913 t1) g mﬁﬁﬁl HEREA %@’5: :

(11v24 t3) 3T l%?ﬂﬁc?ﬁa q=H: &@: )

(13v18 t2) A ﬁa‘(‘lﬁ@ﬁ\a qg: GL: I

(1513 t4) Ifd l%l?{'lﬁﬁ:i?'lﬁ HaH: &

(17v8 12) 3Fel FROITIHIGISTH: TRTIEOT: (1) |

(20r4 13) T F° TRUOTTEAIT =14 Fad: &: |

(22r1 t4) Ifd I%R'Wﬁﬁ'a Qz[H: &

(24v3 t1) ST Wﬁfﬁ‘a TRIGRMH: (!) &

(2612 t4) I S, © GINGFTAEIRTETEHR: (1) I

(28v18 t2) ﬂﬂmﬂ'ﬂﬁ: (N

(31r15 t2) T Wﬁ%\'ﬁ ﬁ@é’ﬂ: &

(33r1 t1) Zfd FRUdOT=SqH: (N &:

(35r11 t3) 3l fRoTTER™: (1) &

(37v3 t2) 3fdl TRl GeeE™: (N &: 0

The last extant folio of the MS, nr. 38, goes up to the end of KA 18.38.

4.1.4 ]JBh Jaisalmere, Acc. No. 2774; Siglum: Jai

145

This MS is held at the Jain Bhandara library in Jaisalmer, Rajasthan. It was available

to me in form of color digital images kindly provided by the library trust and the team

around Muni Pundarikaratnavijayaji, a student of the late Muni Jambuvijayaji, who has

taken upon himself the task to carry on the undertaking of cataloging and digitalizing

the MSS kept at various (Svetambara-) Jain collections around Rajasthan and Gujarat.
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Physical Description Thisis a complete paper MS written in a variety of Devanagari-

script. It contains 101 folios of unknown size.

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in a single block (in pothi- for-

mat). There are usually 19 lines per folio and ca. 55 letters per line. All folios are pag-
inated in the lower righthand margin of each verso. The first 59 folios are addition- 5
ally marked with fR°Z1° and the number of the folio in the upper lefthand margin
of each verso. The later folios, though constantly number in the righthand margin,
do only sporadically contain this additional foliation. In place of the abbreviated ti-
tle, the verso of the first folio reads it in full as ﬁ?{l?n"?‘.?h‘r Both the vertical board-
ers of the space inscribed with the text are ruled by a triple red line, a further red lineis 10
found at both the vertical edges of each folio. There is no space in the middle of the fo-
lio simulating a string hole, nor does the MS contain any puspika- s or other decora-

tive symbols.
Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the MS

reads: [‘TSS] 3 AH: | The exact wording of the chapter colophons is rather random, 15

RN
though they all seem to contain a common element HhRIAYRl E'Qilw that is

at times split across the text, see e.g.:

(9r6): Zel HTRRIETNRA PRI ISR Rl FoH: &1 THE:

(16r3): el SNRTRITNRA AT IIHETR SYHET SR A f-
JM: Hﬁ: 20
(22r19): SF STETATIIY TETHIA TRTRIESFA S IEET JT9: T THTE:
(26r1): il FNHETATGI Hle TSR SR S, =qe: G: GHTE:
(32r17): Sfcl RIS HETHEA THRATHA SYLRMET AAGISHN AH
4N 75|Tc[:
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[...]
(94r10): Zfdl HTFTAIAY TETHS THREATHA SYLHMET Togz™: (1) T
HHY:
(100v8): Zicl HRTRISERISHUTATR TSI Fled BEE, THRRENHAl SYL HEl
AT AHEERM: (1) & 1: Gqut: ||

After thus concluded colophon to the last chapter, Jai contains four verses, 24
which are collectively concluded with a short colophon E{% 2 izlvlld"bld‘lt‘:\l‘il')l"l':(i-
SRR () |HmEn e . This, on its part, is followed by the very final colophon

written on a new folio (!):
(101r1) 3l SHFRTIRTSAE R FHTET ||
qreat Jeah €8 dreal [Shad H7a|
e FTEHRTE 91 7H 1Sl A SFar I 3 Tagas! (<

4.1.5 RORI Jodhpur, Acc. No. 29969; Siglum: Jo,

This MS is preserved in the library of the main branch of the Rajasthan Oriental Re-
search Institute (Rajasthan Pracya Vidya Pratisthan) located in Jodhpur, Rajasthan, In-
dia. The library has provided me with color digital photographs of the MS, which I

have been using for my research.

Physical Description This is a complete paper MS written in a variety of Devana-

gari script. The verses of the Kiratarjuniya are quoted in full. The MS contains 121 fo-

lios. According to the title card, the size of the foliosis 11,5 x 30,5 cm.

209 As T will argue in (pp. [L83fF), the first three of this verses could have possibly been composed
by the author of the commentary himself, while the last, fourth verse must have been added by one of
the early copyists called Jagaddatta. The first three verses are discussed in p.3.1. For the reading and
translation of this last verse, see ??.
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Layout and Special Symbols Judging from the appearance of the script and several

other indications (see below), the MS has been written by three different scribes, all
of whom followed the same layout of the folios. The text is written in a single block
(in pothi- format). Each folio contains 17 lines with either ca. 80 aksara- s (for the first
scribe) or ca. 70 aksara- s per line (for the second and the third scribes). The folios
are numbered in the lower lefthand margin. These numbers are rubricated with red
pigment, they seem to belong to a single hand and were most probably added after
the completion of the whole MS. The part of the MS written by the first scribe extends
over the first 32 folios, the second scribe wrote folios 33 — 74, while the third scribe
completed the MS (ff. 75 - 121). Many folios belonging to the hand of the last scribe
contain an additional numbering in the lower lefthand margin, which counts the folios
written by this copyist (the first of such numbers, nr. 9, appears on folio 83). In the
majority of cases, these secondary numerals are strikeout or cancelled in some other
way. The horizontal margins are ruled with two double-lines on each side of the
space occupied by the text. In the centre of every folio there is 5 lines high diamond-
shaped space left free to simulate the string hole of a palm-leaf MS (cf. fig. k.9). The
MS contains plentiful rubrication with red pigment. Apart from the above mentioned
rubrication of the folio numbers, the numbers of the verses (at the end of the quoted
verses and at the end of the commentary to these), the chapter colophons as well as,
occasionally, various words (such as ‘iti’ or ‘@ha’) as well as double danda- s within the

running text of the commentary are marked with red pigment.

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the

= e ha <
MS reads: I [HSE] Il =T dH1(!) FGEE . The formulas employed in the chap-

21%Examples of some cancelling techniques otherwise uncommon for the current manuscript are the
following: number ‘20’ (94v) is marked with a double line above the figure, while ‘34’ is over lined with
a single line; number ‘30’ (104v) is framed by a dotted square box; and number ‘42’ (116v) is encircled
(which reminds of the technique of cancelling out letters by encircling mentioned in Naisadhiyacarita
1.14).
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ter colophons, which differs from case to case, widely correspond (though not with-
out slight variations) with those found in Jai. Consider the following detailed selec-
tion:

(8v16): Blel STRTRITHHA! FRUATA SYIHET T2H: 9l TATE: |

(16r16): el TRTRINEAT [T HETHIA SYIRMET SIEARTEI( ) 99
%T[: @

(22r17): Zel RO HETHIS ShRRIASHal SYEIRE! Jdid: T 1: THTE: |
(27r10): Z(T RO HETRIE TRRIEASHdl SHLIHE Sy, I8 @l: G-
HE:

(32v18): gfd fRareT=a: &: (This is the last folio written by the first among the

three scribes. The colophon is found at the very end of the additional 18th line, so that
it was, most probably, truncated in order to fit the remaining space.)

(38v9): Zidl FRUATIAIA HEHIE SEHIE ThRIASHAGYL HEl ¥8: il G-
a:

(44r2): Tl TSI TETHIS S8, WISl SRS haHahEl qom:

&:

(55v6): Zfcl RISl HETohTed SeRTRIaS gl SRRl Y Iv AT aH: G-
3: GEE: |

[.]

(74v16): T SHTATGA HETRIA SETE, TRRITI Rl SHL B GHGH© 8
BTG & N [W] 0 [FS] 0[] 0 2 | Hag Feammrg [
ot | N [¥S ] I @Nﬂﬂmll [¥3 ] I [?:IES] Il (This is the last folio written

by the second scribe. The additional auspicious syllables and invocations must have

been added in order to fill out the remaining space on the last line.)

(84v2): Tl PRUATSIY FETHRE TG TF1: FHTE: |

B3 BIGR: | Joi©, EIG2M: Jooo Rq TG | Jol*, SUIGRM: Joi®



150 CHAPTER 4. LAGHUTIKA BY PRAKASAVARSA. MANUSCRIPTS

(93v1): 3Fel FRUITIRIY HETHS SaHT, SHhRIESHAl S IR TUALTE! F1H
e T T I B | [
[...] (108r1): Sfcl FRUATSIA HETHTH SERTRIES Tl CRrEIR L IR 1 T
a: 1l
[..] (116v9): ZFel ARSI WETRTSH TRTRITSAl Sl Seeat: TF: TTa: |
(121r13): 3Tl TRTRIANFAN RIS FETHTE RISl AT 31-
BIGET: T1: TIE: | B || SATEAGH, fhase Sl 3 )

Upon this final colophon follow three plus one verses (cf. fn. 69, p. [[47), which are
concluded thus:
(121v1): Fel PO TR AR TR H U T : 8-
wE: 11 B 1 B |l SoarRdeH I [Rac I

The final sentence identifies the last scribe (or, possibly, the person supervising the
whole copying enterprise) as Mantrilimbaka (or, possibly, a mantrin- called Limbaka

(7)), who lived in Pattana, modern days Patan, Rajasthan, India.

4.1.6 HJGM Patan, Acc. No. 10693; Siglum Pa,

This manuscript is preserved in the Hemachandra Jain Gyan Mandir (SriHemacan-
dracaryajiianamandira) in Patan, Rajasthan, India. With the kind support of Muni Pun-
darikaratnavijayaji, I was able to obtain black and white Xerox copies of the complete

manuscript, which I have utilized for my research.

Physical Description This is a complete paper MS written in a variety of Devanagari-

script. The verses of the Kiratarjuniya are quoted in full. The MS contains 188 folios

of unknown to me size.

B T | Joi*, TGGAM: Jog¢ [ WIEA: | Job©, WEAW: Jo¢¢ B WAGEN: | Joi, THGAM:
Jose E—[ﬂ GTW:] Jo!©, STBIGH: Jo§© @ W:] Jo!©, STBQRMH: Joi© @ OWO] Jo!*
, SR Joge [T OWHATHRA] Jobe, ‘el Joge
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Layout and Special Symbols The MS appears to have been copied by a single
scribe. Each folio contains 14 lines with ca. 55 aksara- s per line. Each folio contains a
double foliation: (1) ‘]%BOEOQO’ or, much rarer, TR°E°E° and the folio number be-
low in the upper lefthand margin as well as (2) the folio number in the lower right-
hand margin of each verso. The abbreviated title in the verso lefthand margin of the
first folio reads slightly differs from the following ones: AET LR &IT. The horizon-
tal margins are ruled with two thin double lines and a bold line in between made in dif-
ferent color, most probably red pigment. Colored rubrication is made use of through-
out the MS and marks the verse numbers (at the end of the actual verses as well as at
the end of the commentarial passages) and the colophons. The central five lines of the
MS are written in such a way so as to leave out a diamond-shaped space in the centre
of the folio in order to simulate the layout of a palm-leaf MS. In the middle of this space
there is a decorative circle (most probably in red pigment). In the verso of the folios

there are further two circles in the middle of each horizontal margin (see fig. [£.3).

Figure 4.3: Folio 19v, Pa,

The recto of the first and the verso of the last folios are decorated with almost iden-

tical floral ornaments drawn, presumably, in the same red color as the rubric within

the MS (see fig. #.4).
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Figure 4.4: Design of the front and back covers in Pa;

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the MS

reads: * ['SI_Q\'S] =T 79: %ﬁ'ﬂéﬁlﬂ :(1) I, The chapter colophons are almost identical
with those found in Jo; (and, therefore, largely correspond with the chapter colophons
in Jai). To give just a couple of examples:

(14v1): 3fel STRTRIHEAT FRUATAE SYIHMET T2H: 9 GATE: |

(26v10): Sicl TRTRITIHA AT FhTe( |) FLEHRET STEAEE=I( ) T8
fdra: &t

(38v1): Zcl FRUIATSIAA HETHTSH SRS Sl SYS IR did: &9l GaTE: ||
[...]

(54v12): Tl RIS HETRIS SeRRIASHal SHEHET AEISHR 7 9-
TH: W GE: 1B N [FS] HES A2 2N e < forei R 1 B

[...]

(72v3): T AT HETHISH SaRTY, 9: TRIaFAl SR RESFaGE ! a-
H: EW1: TETE: |

[...]

(120r2): Tl SHTATIY FETHE FEAY, TSR &° TG TH §le-
2MH:(!) & |

[...]

10
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(180v13): Sfel [RUIATAIY HETHTEH SThRIRENHl SHLIRME Gaaa™:(!) T1: G-

HE:

(187v12): 3 FRUATSI HeTH@ SRREaSHal Mgl TRETaEe™ J9

TRTGRM: (1) G1: GHIE: 1 B | 1| & || Gl s Sdmdi @ |
The above colophon is followed by the four verses alluded to in the previous sec-

tions (cf. fn. P69 on p. [147) and concluded by the final scribal remark:

Had, 2u(s)¢s TH SABAM (1) o=t (1) faet f6(S)Taesgm,
(T PR ATSHE S RATH|

N3 GUSTEgSTsT () 1B I I FETEg 1B BN
B | Heaumed | B

The colophon is written in a rather corrupt register of Sanskrit. The key data can,
nonetheless, be discerned. The colophon does not provide for either the paksa- or
the weekday of the composition, so that it is impossible exactly to identify the given
date. According to the general estimation, however, the MS was completed sometimes
around May or June 1530 CE. The name of the scribe was, perhaps, Balabhadra, but the
name of his mother(?) or father(?) (Kika(?!)) is more difficult to identify. The MS, we

learn further, was written for the sake of the pandita Harsakula.

4.1.7 Jain Vidya Samsthan/ Amer Sastrabhandar 172; Siglum:
Jay

This MS is preserved in the Amer Sastrabhandar, a collection of manuscripts hosted
at the Jain Vidya Samsthan institute (Jaipur, Rajasthan). On the kind support of the

director of the institute, Prof. em. Dr. Kamal Chand Sogani, I was provided with the

271Cf, fn. B,
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opportunity to make the photographs of the MS by myself (cf. 2.1.1.9).
The verses of the Kiratarjuniya are quoted in full and the MS contains the com-
mentary by Lokananda for the first 4 chapters, while the remaining ones are accom-

panied by the Laghutika.

Physical Description This is a complete paper MS written in a variety of Devana-

gari script. It contains 219 folios of an unknown to me size. The verses of the Kiratar-

juniya are quoted in full.

Layout and Special Symbols The text is arranged in a characteristic layout: it is

written in the pothi- format with blank space in the middle of the manuscript simu-
lating the string hole, the horizontal margins are ruled with two double lines on each
side, the verse number and the chapter colophons are rubricated with red pigment (cf.
fig. 4.5). The folios usually contain 13 lines with ca. 45 aksara- s per line. All folios
are numbered in the lower righthand margin of each verso and at times marked with
‘kirata’, which is sometimes followed by the folio number, in the upper left-hand mar-

gin of the verso.
Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. The scribal mangala- at the beginning of the MS

reads |l ['JT(\»S] \ ST 9T IR N . The absolute majority of the chapter colophons
contain exactly the same formula as those found in Pas(see pp. [156ff.). The MS does
not, however, have a lacuna at the end of the 6th chapter, so that its colophon is pre-
served:
(88v10): Sicl HTRUATSIIY HETHTA SERIRIESH & IRET ¥8: T l: ||

On the other hand, the MS lacks the commentary on the final verse of chapter 10
and the first verse on chapter 11, so that the colophon to the 10th chapter is missing.

The curious mistake in the reading of the chapter colophon to the 12th chapter in Pa,
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(GIQRISH?) is “improved” here towards a more common (wrong) form: ‘dvadasamakh’.
The final colophon reads (avoiding some scribal errors found in Pa,, but notably adding
yet even more confusion):

219r10: S HFRTATH-EITIGH: -1 HETHI HTRTRIESHl S HETHIE,
qlesied m «H J\:HPST Il After a couple of auspicious ‘cha’-s the MS adds a
commentary on verse 18.48 (according to Mallinatha’s count of the verses), which is

otherwise absent from all the other MSS of the Kiratarjuniya available to me.

4.1.8 HJGM Patan, Acc. No. 2692; Siglum Pa,

This is yet another MS (cf. j.1.6) preserved in the Hemachandra Jain Gyan Mandir
(SriHemacandracaryajfianamandira) in Patan, Rajasthan, India. With the kind support
of Muni Pundarikaratnavijayaji I was able to obtain black and white Xerox copies of
the complete manuscript, which I have utilized for my research.

Judging from the overall appearance of the script, the MS seems to be written by a
single hand. It does, nonetheless, contain several distinct codicological units separated
from each other by a blank side of a folio. The MS transmits, furthermore, parts of
two different commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya. First 43 folios (chapters 1 — 4 of
the Kiratarjuniya) contain the commentary by Lokananda, while the remaining folios

(chapter 5 — 18) transmit the text of the Laghutika.

Physical Description This is a complete paper MS written in a variety of Devana-

gari script. It contains 174 folios of an unknown to me size. The verses of the Kiratar-

juniya are quoted in full.

Layout and Special Symbols The text is written in a single block (in pothi- format)
with diamond shaped space in the middle five lines of the MS left blank in order to
simulate the appearance of a palm-leaf MS (see fig. [4.5). There are usually 15 lines per
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folio and ca. 55 aksara- s per line. All folios, including the first one, are paginated in
the lower righthand margin of each verso and, furthermore, inscribed with ]%b_ﬂ?‘"(!)
or l%h‘{l?n:(!) in the upper righthand margin of each verso. The horizontal margins
are ruled with two double lines on each side and contains the decorative layout typical
for the late medieval paper MSS from Gujarat and Rajasthan prepared at one of the
numerous Jain scribal workshops (see above and fig. j.5). As far as I can judge from
the black and white Xerox copy at my disposal, the verse numbers as well as the chapter

colophons are rubricated with red(?) ink or pigment.

Figure 4.5: Folio 117v, Pay

Scribal Mangala-, Colophon etc. At the beginning of the MS (first codicological
unit) the scribal benediction reads (1v1): |l [34%'\5] \ =T FqHT IR ; at the begin-
ning of the second unit, i.e. at the beginning of the 5th chapter of the Kiratarjuniya, the

first chapter of the text that is in this MS accompanied with the Laghutika, reads (44r1):

I [‘4@5] \ ST THT {TA=ERE 1 at the beginning of the third and final codicological

unit (beginning fo the 15th chapter of the Kiratarjuniya with the Laghutika) we read
(140r1): Il [‘:@5 \ T THT =R . The chapter and the final colophons read as
follows:

(15r14): Zfl TR HETRIE SRl Ml 9eH: T |
(28c3): Zcl RS HETHTE STl &Il fgatd: &: |
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(35v10): Siel FRUIATIAIY HETHIE SlhTahdl Sl Jard: &t: ||

(43r3): S TR HETHIE SlhlHrahal SRl TREU! AH =ge: & : ||
The remainig part of the 4th line is filled out with several auspicious symbols ‘cha’ and
‘$ri” and the the rest of 43r as well as complete 43v are left blank.

(52r4): Tl HHRTATSIG HETHTE TRRIENHAl S IHET T=q: G: |
Colophon to the 6th chapter is missing: the text of the last verse of the 6th chapter
(6.47) merges into the text of Kiratarjuniya 7.2, so that the commentary on 6.47 and 7.1
is missing.

(65r8): BTl RIS HETHIE TRREASHAl SYLIHE TeH: T: |

(75v1): m%ﬁmﬁawmﬁﬂwﬁﬁﬁﬁmma
[AdTeaR ATH STEH: &

(88v5): Sicl SRS FETRA RIS hdl SRRl YT w8
| I GHETE: |

(100r1): Sfcl SNFTAIAY FETHA THRREATHTE, S HE! HSRoare=
H q3MH: 1 FHE: |

(110r1): Sfl TR ToRTRITSH e IR AR ERIER : |

(117v11): Efdl TG TETHTH SEFTE, HETh S TR RIS Hal e waT G-
cb{?géirlﬁ AR T GIEREH: (1) T THE:

(129r2): Efcl AT HETHIS THRIENHl SYLIHE! e &: ||

(139r13): Zicl RO FETHTEA SHTRTRIAS Rl SER IRl TUMTaaEl wH
%@éﬂi TT: | The rest of 139r as well as complete 139v are left blank.

(147r15): Ecl SFRUATITE HETRTA TeRRIASHl YL R THRMA RS-
)/

(157v2): Zicl FRIaTSId HETehied SRS g SHe Rl ezt &: |
(167r11): Sl HTRTATGIY TETRE HIIHRREN R SR, G3fide-
2H:( 1) & |

(174r11): Sicl SRS HeThE SoHRESS( ) FYEREM e
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T'\QE’JTEEI‘@T AT *gTeRT: (N T GHE: | “gIERT: is added in the margin. The
next two and a half lines are filled out with auspicious symbols ‘cha’ and “sri’. There-
after we find a highly corrupt version of a formulaic verse: W aﬁ% agl dl-
ﬂ_{:ﬂ ]%)T%E\T HAT 'Jl% w21 a1 71 Eflﬂ\T L Zﬁ'\‘l’?l Il and a couple of further auspicious

symbols.
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Chapter 5

Study of the Laghutika by

Prakasavarsa. Text-Historical Data

The New Catalogus Catalogorum (vol. 12, p. 212b) lists five different Prakasavarsas
known to the history of Indian literature. These are (in my own order):

1. Prakasavarsa I, the author of the Laghutika;

2. Prakasavarsa II, the teacher of Vallabhadeva;

3. Prakasavarsa I, a poet;

4. Prakasavarsa IV, the athor of the Rasarnavalamkara;

5. Prakasavarsa V, the author of the Ganapatha.
As far as Prakasavarsa V is concerned, a single MS of the text attributed to him, the
Ganapatha, is reported to be held in the Prajia Pathasala in Wai, Satara District, Ma-
harashtra, India. Till date I was not able to pay a visit to this library or to obtain a
copy of this MS by other means. Consequently, literally no information is available
to me about either Prakasavarsa V or his text. Therefore, I will need to exclude him
from my present analysis and hope eventually to improve this shortcoming. Praka-

savarsa IV has been most conclusively demostrated in Raghavan (1934) to depend

272Gee Sharmd (1997) for a summary of various views concerning the identity and the time of Praka-

159
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upon Bhoja’s Srrigaraprakasa. This circumstance establishes beyond any doubt that
Prakasavarsa IV was different from Prakasavarsa II, an early contemporary of Vallab-
hadeva (1l. ca. first half of the 10th century).223 As argued on p. [163 of the current the-
sis there are some internal indications for a distinction between Prakasavarsa III and
IV. As for the relation of IV to I, which is of the main interest to us here, it seems
that several features of the Rasarnavalamkara (such as the absence of any introduc-
tory or concluding verses or the absence of arya- verses often employed by Prakasa-
varsa I) as well as a complete absence of any reference to the poetological concepts pe-
culiar to the Bhoja-school in the Laghutika, all point towards the tenability of a distinc-
tion between Prakasa [ and IV. In fact, since I belive that at least the identity of Praka-
$avarsa I and Prakasavarsa III can be established with a relative high degree of certain-
ity (see 5.1 and b.9), the cumulative evidence seems to provide for a good reason to dis-
tinguish him from the author of the poetological work.

In the current chapter I will concentrate on the information available to us about
Prakasavarsa I and discuss the connection between this author with Prakasavarsa II

and IIL

5.1 Verses Attributed to Prakasavarsa in the
Anthologies. Prakasavarsa III

Sternbach (1980, pp. 62f.) records a relatively high number of verses, that is 32, at-
tributed to the poet(s) called Prakasavarsa in different anthologies. This number
should be, however, reduced to 29, because, firstly, on account of a really minor vari-

ant in the first pada- Sternbach lists a single verse thrice (under nrs. 1, 6 and 31, see be-

Savarsa IV.

23Goodall and Isaacson (2003, p. xviii).

214For the sake of comparison, note that e.g. for Kumaradasa, the celebrated author of an old maha-
kavya- Janakiharana, Sternbach (1978, pp. 208ff.) records only 42 verses, quoted in this case, however,
not only in the anthologies, but also in the poetological literature.
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low) and, secondly, because the verse nr. 3 is not written by Prakasavarsa (see be-

low).
5.1.1 To the question of dating
Noteworthy is the fact that all of the recorded verses are found in the Subhasitavali

and that the absolute majority of these poems does not occur in any other known an-
thology. As for the latter work, we know that it was compiled by a certain Vallab-
hadeva and, after it had probably undergone several editions and enlargements, was
brought to its current state around the 15th century AD (see Sternbach (1974, p. 23)).
As for Vallabhadeva’s place of activity, Balogh (2013, p. 251) thinks that he flourished
“perhaps, but not beyond doubt in Kashmir” This conjecture seems very plausible to
me in view of the fact that the Subhasitavali quotes a number of decidedly Kashmiri au-
thors which have not at all (or only scarcely) been quoted in any of the earlier collec-
tions: among such telling examples are Kalhana, Mankha, and a whole flock of au-
thors whose names are prefixed by a distinctly Kashmiri title rajanaka-E3

As for the three oldest compendia, none of the listed verses has been included in
the Saduktikarnamrta (1205 CE) and just a single verse (nr. 27 below) has been anony-
mously cited in the Subhasitaratnakosa (ca. 11th — 12th centure CE). The latest among
these three subhasitasamgraha-s, the Suktimuktavali by Jalhana (1258 CE, present-day
Maharastra), collects all in all six verses with an attribution to Prakasavarsa. Suktimuk-
tavali 35.7 (nr. 3 below), however, can be with certainity attributed to the ninth cen-
tury Kashmiri pandit Bhallata, because it is found in his satirical work, itself a collec-
tion of epigrams (see Vasudevd (2005)), and because the same verse is ascribed to him

by the compiler of the SubhasitavaliZ8 In view of these observations we may infer that

15See the entries for the individual poets in Sternbach (1978, 1980) as well as a list of presumably
Kashmiri poets quoted in the Subhasitavali in Bhanerji and Majumdary (1965, app. I).

215This verse, though reproduced here for the sake of completeness, is typeset in grey so as to indicate
that it has not been composed by Prakasavarsa.
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Prakasavarsa’s verses must have circulated along with their attribution at the latest by
the middle of the 13th century AD in Central India and that at least one of his verses
(should we take Vallabhadeva’s attribution for granted) was anonymously known to
the early Bengali compiler of the Subhasitaratnakosa.

As stated e.g. in Sharma (1997, p. vi), the occurence of Prakasavarsa’s verses in
the SaktimuktavaliZZ does not suffice to distinguish Prakasavarsa III the poet (assum-
ing that all verses are, in fact, authored by one and the same person) from Prakasa-
varsa the alamkarika-, i.e. the author of Rasarnavalamkara (Prakasavarsa IV). The fol-
lowing observation may help to approach this question. It is namely that the verse nr.
2876 in the Subhasitavali (vs. 10 on p. below) is found to be anonymously cited in
the eighth chapter of the Sriigaraprakasa (Raghavan (1998, p. 426) of the king Bhoja
(11th century CE). In view of the fact that Prakasavarsa the poetician (PV IV) has heav-
ily utilized the text of the Srrigaraprakasa for the composition of his own work,Z8 we
may conclude that the poet Prakasavarsa was different from the same-named author
of the Rasdrnavdlamkdra. Bhoja’s quotation does, in fact, also furnish an even ear-
lier terminus ante quem for the composition of at least one verse attributed to Praka-
savarsa. The following observations seem to substantiate this assumption.

Jalhana’s misattribution of Bhallata’s verse is actually curious, for it could not have
arisen from the compiler’s unfamiliarity with the latter author, to whom the collection
rightly attributes 37 verses. Assuming this to be an authorial mistake (an assumption I
cannot prove at the moment), we may speculate whether it could have been based on a
certain affinity between both the authors that was in one or another way perceived by

Jalhana. Whether this perception was based on a thematic or stylistic similarity, on the

277Sharma (11997) has overlooked Sternbach’s mention of the fact that one verse possibly by Prakasa-
varsa is also found in the earlier Subhasitaratnakosa

278See Raghavan (1934), whose argumentation is repeated in Sharmd (1997).

219 Acceptance of the difference between the poet and the poetician Prakasavarsa, may unsettle the
issue pertaining to the date of the Rasarnavalamkara, which was so far based on the assumption of its
being posterior to Bhoja and prior to Jalhana.
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poets’ common place and time of origin, or, what seems more likely, on a combination
of these factors, remains uncertain.

A further verse attributed to Prakasavarsa in Vallabhadeva’s collection provides
an additional, though likewise individually not compelling argument in favour of the
poet’s assumed connection to Kasmir. The current verse is the only one among Pra-
kasavarsa’s compositions found in the section on salutations to the Gods (namas-
karapaddhati-). 1t is the second verse of the actual collection (see vs. 14 below) and,
just as the opening verse of the collection, which is attributed to Bhartrhari, is directed
to the Supreme Being in general (though, based on the imagery one could, perhaps, as-
sume that the intended deity is Siva). In his verse Prakasavarsa exhausts the greatness
of the paramesthin- by fancying that what people conceive of as transcendental acts of
creation and dissolution of the whole Universe to be nothing but the playful blinking
of the God’s eyes. What is remarkable about this verse is that its main imagery most
evidently corresponds with the one found in the first introductory verse to the Span-
dakarika, a Saivite work by the Kashmiri Bhagavatotpala tentatively dated to the mid-
dle of the tenth century ADBI a5 well as in two verses of the so-called Moksopaya, an-
other Kashmiri work that is more confidently dated to the same period, (see the foot-
notes to vs. 14 below). While this finding may not be sufficient in order to establish any
linear type of relationship between the poet Prakasavarsa and either of the two religio-
philosophical works, it certainly suggests that they must have had something in com-
mon: though it is possible that Prakasavarsa had direct access to one of the works, it is
conceivable as well that all three texts have drawn from a common source. Both sce-

narios are, perhaps, easiest to think of when placing Prakasavarsa in the same region

280 interpretatively render this verse here to be based on an utpreksa. It could be, however, similarly
read in a more descriptive manner as a mere statement of “the fact” (and not fancying of it) that people
(e.g. Saiva intellectuals) postulate the creation and dissolution of the universe to be the blinking of Siva’s
eyes.

281Gee Sanderson (2009, p. 64, fn. 71) on the approximate dating of the work.

2820n various topics pertaining to the study of the Moksopaya see e.g. collected articles in Hanneder
(2003).
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(and, perhaps, in a similar time) as the other two works.

Summarizing the above deliberations and for the moment accepting a singular au-
thorship of all verses attributed to Prakasavarsa in the Subhasitavali, one may state
that this poet could have flourished, perhaps, in ca. 10th — 11th century CE (i.e. before

Bhoja), but almost certainly hailed from Ka$mir.2

5.1.2 To the questions of authorship & literary analysis
I am not able to provide here a detailed literary analysis of the recorded verses, which

could be rather useful in order to ascertain whether they may reasonably stem from
the same author or not. Instead, I will briefly state some obvious facts guided by my
personal general impression that all or the majority of the listed verses could, in fact,
have been written by one poet. There is an apparent similarity between them as far
as the topic is concerned. As asserted in Sternbach (1980, p. 63), Prakasavarsa wrote
“[m]ostly gnomic, sententious verses; some descriptive verses and anyokti-s”. While
just a single verse of Prakasvarsa belongs to the genre of venerations (see vs. 14 below
and the discussion of its sources above), all the remaining epigrams are gnomic and
sententious: nine of these 28 versesZ are anyokti-s, metaphorical verses, found in
different chapters of the Subhasitavali in accordance with the object, such as elephants
(vs. 4), clouds (vs. 7), ocean (vss. 12 and 26) etc., used as the standard of comparison
in a given metaphor. All of these are gnomic and, as frequently the case in this kind
of verses, address the theme of rich and powerful people on whom the poets all too

often depend and whose behaviour is criticized B Further 18 verses contain more or

28 Apart from the above given evidence, one could bring up another extremely shaky argument for
Prakasavarsa’s connection to Kasmir (or, in fact, to any other Himalayan region): in vs. 28 he seems to
exhibit acquaintance with the phenomenon of melting snow, which is though liquified, the poet says,
still cold.

#4Vss. 2, 4,7, 12, 16, 18, 23, 25, 26.

285Verse nr. 4 (one of my personal favourites) is the only one that could be, perhaps, read in a positive
way as well.
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less direct, though rather poetic, statements which could be, in a broad sense of the
word as explained e.g. in [ngalls (1965, p. 342), classified under the genre of niti-: “Niti
means worldly wisdom, the art of getting along in the world. While worldly wisdom
sometimes wears the clothes of the cynic [...] its purpose is neither to disparage the
world nor to flatter it but to see it as it is. Accordingly, niti verses dispense with
elaborate ornament; they are clipped, sententious, epigrammatic; and they include a
wide range within their field of attention [...]” (ibid.). All this applies to Prakasavarsa’s
compositions: four verses deal with the conduct of the good people, eight — with
the manners of the bad ones2 and another seven cover general nl'ti-topics.

As for the structural and stylistic charactersitics of the verses, one may observe,
first of all, the authorial predilection for shorter metres with the strongest preference
for different varieties of the arya (14 verses), followed by the vasantatilaka (6 vss.), the
rathoddhata (3 vss.), the vamsastha (2 vss.) as well as the upajati-, the drutavilambita
and the anustubh- (1 verse each). The only verse written in the longer Sardulavikridita
metre is, as a matter of fact, the only epigram the authorship of which appears doubt-
ful to me, because of its anonymous mentioning in the old Subhasitaratnakara. As far
as the poetic figures (alamkara-s) are concerned, one may observe that in the verses
other than the anyokti-s (where the metaphor itself constitutes the main embellish-
ment) Prakasavarsa uses exclusively “simple” figures, mainly the arthantaranyasa- or
drs_tdnta—, at times reduced to a “mere” upamc‘z.@ At other instances one may even

find verses of almost purely descriptive characterZZ! Verse 17, and to some extent verse

286n the classification of the Subhasitavali vss. 24, 28 and 29 belong to the section on sajjana-s and
vs. 17 to the one on udara-s.

287A(:c0rding to the Subhasitavali, vss. 5, 8, 19, 20, 27 and 31 belong to the section on durjana-s and
vs. 11 belongs to the section on kadarya-s, the misers. Vs. 21, though found in the section called hasya-
(satirical verses), criticises in a more or less straight forward manner the behaviour of the spoiled “rich
kids”.

2881n the Subhasitavali vss. 10, 13, 22 and 30 are found in the section actually called niti-, while three
others, 1, 9 and 15, are put in the related section on daiva-.

289Cf. vss. 5, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 22, 28, 30, 32.

20Gee e.g. vss. 20 and 24.

1Gee vss. 21, 24, 27 (this is the questionable verse quoted in the Subhasitavali) and 29.
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nr. 5, use $astric themes as the standards of comparison, while other verses address
more worldly (at least in the world of kavya-) phenomena (such as e.g. fire blown up
by wind in vs. 8 or poisonous trees in vs. 19). The only namaskara-type of verse (nr. 14)
is further distinguished by its phonetic structure that exhibits some striking cases of al-
literation. Finally, it must be noted that although many verses have a rather straight-
forward composition and can be understood easily, others (such as vss. 18 and 26) re-

main unclear to me till date.

5.1.3 Verses attributed to Prakasavarsa in anthologies, in [the

alphabetical] order of Sternbach (1980, vol. ii, pp. 62f.)

Below I present all the verses listed in the aforementioned catalogue along with their
variant readings and my tentative translations of these (translations by other scholars
have been invariably marked as such).22 In my own translations I have not attempted
any poetic beauty but have aimed mainly at reproducing the gist of each verse. Each
Sanskrit verse is followed by at least two footnotes: the first note consists of a detailed
description of the locus of each verse, including the full title of the current anthology,
the poem’s number in it as well as the name of the chapter in which it is located. The
second note, on the other hand, constitutes a reproduction of Sternbach’s entry for the

current verse, given merely for the sake of comparison.

aTm? haShan =N _l%q;l_f\ NN [N aN f\l

Tohel U1 ITST: ) A G @R el ¢ ||

9Subhasitavali [VS] 3119: prakasavarsasya, daivam; Suktiratnahara [SRHr] 163.140 (p. 199):
prakasavarsasya, samanyanitipaddhatih; Suktimuktavali [JS] 121.3: prakasavarsasya, gunapad-
dhatih

bSternbach: (1 alpena): VS 3119, SRRU 893 an., SMS 3919 [should be 3209]; (6 ekena): SRHt

2%2My initial approximations at meanings were substantially improved by Prof. Isaacson, to whom at
this occasion I would like repeatedly to express my gratitude.
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199.140, SMS 7687 ; (31 svalpena) : JS 429.3 (121.3 ?).

[IH SF=a] Vs, SRRU, Theld SRHr, & 15

1. In fact, some people may become renowned in the world only due to just a little
bit of virtue. It is the elephant with his single kara- (trunk) and not the sun with its

thousand of kara-s (rays), who is called kari (one, endowed with kara-).E

?The reading “ekena” of SRHt makes the upameyabhaga- of the comparison tighter.

T TR T T STl Y= a: | Aog: TGl eS|
o o =~ =~ = o o <
el TS ddd ded I lid:afd: g feasaanearE: 18R |

9Subhasitavali [VS] 981: prakasavarsasya, samkirnavastupaddhatih
"Sternbach: VS 981, SMS 4703

BH STE] vs, STER™ SMs

2. A water-giving cloud, who pours the water back exactly there from where it took
it, is the foremost among the stupid ones (the watery beings), but this ocean, Lord of
Rivers, who intensively longs for that and only that what he has rejected (vomited), is

the foremost among the shameless ones.

3 foh TSI TT: fohr e g

FAl: FEBIGH: JOT: T Jeaciara: |
AT I':-lijl‘«lé\l‘«lq(zﬂ-l\lgé\(l\calflt;\\calégt L

M AT He [HEI Tsh THG HJ AU BE3

4Suktimuktavali [JS] 35.7: prakasavarsasya, marupaddhatih ; Subhasitavali 950: bhallatasya, maruh
Bhallatasataka 54 (acc. to “Three Satires” in CSL p. 56.)
bSternbach : (3) JS 120.7, VS 950 (a. Bhallata), SMS 5058 = Bhallatasataka 57

BH °MEERN: | Suktimuktavali, Subhasitavali,  °ITTEReaT: Bhallata

3. S. Vasudeva, “Three Satires”, CSL 2005, p. 57: Are there mango trees, bowing their

heads with burdens of fruits? Are there fragrant, shady plantains to dispel the heat?
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Are there blossoming champaka trees? Here there are shami hardwoods, straggly for
being chewed by fierce wild camels. Fool! Why, in vain, are you straying to your death
in this windless desert?
S N NN a [N oN |
I NI o o o PR aN .
<Al 92 RNYH EAYRMGUT Aeg: Y IMHT T IR0 IG=A NEE ¢ )

9Subhasitavali [VS] 0624 : prakasavarsasya, gajah

bSternbach : (4) VS 624, SMS 6364
4. How is it that this very elephant who pulled himself free from his fetters and in his
intoxication threw everything in disorder with no regard for anything at all, now idle

was forcibly subdued by a mahout-boy who stepped on his head?

SUFHCNE TS S5 TFE! Waid 2d: |
k¥ o o o <
TR € FHld ATIAISTAIH N B Y )

9Subhasitavali [VS] 417: prakasavarsasya, durjanah; Suktiratnahara [SRHt] 32.58: (p. 44 in TSS
141)) : capphaladevasya, durjanapaddhatih

bSternbach: (5) VS 417, SRHt 44:58 (32.52) (a. Capphaladeva), SMS 7041 = Dvi 105 (Nitidvisastika
of Sundarapandya)

B aree Tl Hald &q: | vs, arsed T B SRH

5. It is exactly a favour to the rogues that becomes a cause for the worst disaster. In

fact, diseases excessively increase by a conduct conformable [to their cause].

Ne= &Il

wwfmﬁaww
FereaTeR, EgEglaatean fhHfd ‘EIETIFﬁIlﬂﬂ o

?Anyoktimuktavali xx.183: (p. 22 in KM 88) akalajaladanyoktayah; Suktimuktavali

[JS] 13.9: prakasavarsasya, meghapaddhatih; Subhasitavali [VS] 834: prakasavarsasya,
meghah; Sarngadharapaddhatih [SP] 783:  prakasavarsasya, meghanyoktayah (42,19);
Subhasitaratnabhandagara [SR] p. 212 v. 23: meghanyoktayah

bSternbach : JS 70.9, SP 783, VS 834, Any 22.183 an., SR 212.23, SSB [Subhasitasudharantab-

3.3

35

4.1

4.3

5.1
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handagara] 591.29 (a Prakasavarsa), AP 48 (cf. ZDMG 27.633), SMS 7810

AR °Siied ] Any,Js, VS, SMS, SR, °SlaM $p [ FRRIRI] Any, Js, S, SMs, FHRTE vs, SR
B AT ] Any.Js, SP,SMs, SR, T [ szamaei] Js, sms, EZamEe vs,
EE%F'{\ VS . dsfeati=t Any, SP, SR

Ad TS| Any, VS, SP, SR, {JS, SMS

7. (acc. to Haksar (2007, p. 32)): Look. how this lake, sole life support

for travellers, is going dry!

Fie, O cloud, you flood for nothing

the riverside market and obstruct

good people there from passing by.

TgHY Afg Sed ST R Jaiaagy HTl
e~ o N e Y aN
WA (€ G5 T RISAS: oh I TaSAGANG: 188 ¢ |

9Subhasitavali 428: prakasavarsasya, durjana-; SMS 8108
bSternbach : (8) VS 428, SMS 8108
8. Certainly, even when things remain as they usually are, no one can subsist upon a

wicked one , what to speak of a wicked one who becomes king’s favourite? In fact, fire
is unbearable already from the start, how much more so when blown up by a strong

wind?

FEIGHI N TAATS BT Gl ATl HRATT |2
T {3 g Seoy earcgsaes: @ ue fAfed:l wdia: 12 g

“For the lack of any further evidence I keep with the variant of the more common adhisa-. The
variant is found in the printed vulgate of the Subhasitavali and reproduced in SMS.

bNote the stylistically refined use of the same ni-dha in both cases.

“Subhasitavali 3135: prakasavarsasya, daivam (vairagyapaddhatyam)

Sternbach : (9) VS 3135, SMS 9046
9. The Creator, who for ever intrusted the wish-fulfilling trees to the Mountain Meru

with its inhabitants free from desires, the jewels to the Ocean, the Lord of Rivers, with

CArEdl
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its deep waters, [and] the welfare (and kingly power) to the absolutely wicked ones, 93

one will realize, has [also] placed a perfectly radiant lamp into a clay pot.

aE wE: IPEAl A JAHE A B afd |
TEATEHST: M=ot Fel qeit 1182 g0 ||

Subhasitavali [VS] 2876: prakasavarsasya, nitipaddhatih; Srngaraprakasa ch. 8: Raghavan (1998,
N
p. 426) points towards the attribution of this verse to Prakasavarsa in VS 2876 and remarks: I(SY

N =
Wﬁ 7?4 wmi, gq AW Wﬁlﬁai | "Who is this Prakasavarsa? He cannot be

the author of Rasarnavalamkara, because the latter has himself drawn upon the Srrigaraprakasa” ; SMS:
9737
bSternbach: (10) VS 2876, SMS 9737, (cf. C. Cappeller in Album Kern p. 243, No. 62)

10. One should seek advice from someone who knows what to do, but not because (iti) 10.1

they are respected or dear to oneself.Can the buttocks of a beloved lady, though heavy
(respectable) [and thus] ought to be honoured by offering them a seat, ever be sought 103

as a councilor?®

“Bhoja’s short commentary in the Srngaraprakasa (see Raghavan (1998 p- 426)) reads: 1A 0 -
o O O a1 9 a9 qéﬁm Q== W HI"QIHQI':LGJ‘dI T PRTTIqEe-

IECIE CECE| F'EFQFH “This verse [can be analyzed as fol-
lows]: ‘He who is respected by or beloved to someone is this person’s councillor’ — in this way [one]
generally [speaks of] the quality of being fit for seeking advice from that is followed [to exist] in a re-
spectable or a beloved person on account of their [respective] qualities of being respected or beloved.
This quality is blocked by an expression that is, [on the one hand], beautiful on the basis of an exam-
ple of the buttocks of a beloved lady and that points, [on the other hand], towards [their] lack of qual-
ity of knowing what to do that is being spoken of [as decisive for a a person ‘fit for seeking advice from’,
a ‘councillor’]”

(\; ?,\ ;r_\l\ oD . [ NN NI N o :l
. ~ - O . N ¢ W
SIS SR & Zisaciardt 188 g2 1

“Variant readings cited acc. to SMS 11200 (vol. vi, p. 2944).

bSubhasitavali [VS] 484: prakasavarsasya, kadaryah; Sarngadharapaddhati [SP] 383:
prakasavarsasya, krpananinda; Subhasitaratnabhandagaram [SR] 72.36: (p. 102,31) krpananinda;

‘Sternbach: (11) VS 484, SP 383, AP 48, SR 72.36, SSB [Subhasitasudharatnabhandagara] 342.36,
SRK 62.14, ZDMG 27.633, SMS 11200
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i1H FIU°] ¥, FYUI SRK FASETH SRK, Tlfed J31 Taad Faml: SR,
~ . ¢S ~ .
fLlld AT S AAGEET] ¥, Hlled T SR, SSB

11. (acc. to SMS vol. vi, p. 2944, trl. by A.A.R.): Even of the accumulated wealth of a miser
there are some clever people who are capable of enjoying it; the wealth of the waters
of the ocean gets always consumed in the submarine fire.

&N & TR o 34 7 SSTid Fifeaera)

Aieunasfa ol sl T=rruTE fRAemsa: 182 ¢R )

“Subhasitavali 860: prakasavarsasya, samudrah
bSternbach : (12) VS 860, SMS 12149
12. Ocean! Certainly, the very salinity is such a quality of yours due to which no one

[dares] to approach you. For what reason then do you keep in front of you a terrifying
host/ army of sea-monsters?

T feIG2T: F T FHCAY qUHIA: |
STSHAHIRUT AT [ | QAT Il 23 WEE 23 )

9Subhasitavali [VS] 2877: prakasavarsasya, nitipaddhatih; Suktimuktavali [JS] 110.37:
prakasavarsasya, nitipaddhatih; Suktiratnahara [SRHt] 163.142 (p. 199): (attribution “raviguptasya”
is found after verse 144, verses 141-144 could thus possibly share this attribution) samanyanitipad-
dhatih

bSternbach : (13) JS 406.37, VS 2877, SRHt 199.142 (a. (?) Ravigupta), SMS VII, (v. ABORI 48.152 (p.
27))

3R ez ] vs, Js, feRM: SrRHt

13. “T have many good qualities! What can be a foreign country for me?” — this is just
a trace of bad pride. Kajal is beautiful when applied on the eyes, but not on the jewel

of the lower lip. H

“As pointed out by Prof. Isaacson this verse may bear a reference to a kind of doctrine formulated e.g.
in the following “floating” verse: svagrhe pujyate murkhah svagrame pujyate prabhuh/ svadese pujyate
raja vidvan sarvatra pujyate//

N_OoN 0

o o o N |
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Igfed THLUTSIGIEHUT T T TCHD 7: W 9% |

9Subhasitavali [VS] 4: prakasavarsasya, namaskara-
bSternbach : (14) VS 4, SMS VIII

NI NN

id-i Cf Spandakarika 1,1: IEHFHEHERGT SFIC: WIQIITI d FAEERTTR E1Td

JA: |

fid-fl  Cf Moksopaya 3,.10: AL (TR {odl: TSTERTEN| TRATASIRT: @EH: G S4-
6 SN

nd-pff cf Moksopaya 4,33.23; WSWW SHNIHE

SL |§q|g¥@¢dlad|qwuqﬁqﬂ [
14. Obeisance to this Highest Supreme Lord, the playful twinkling and shutting of 14.1

the swinging eyelashes of whose eyes they call His [perpetual] acts of creation and
dissolution of the Universe! 143

T OMSMISERG R Mg |
VG @RI THaT feft ZOET 188 9% ||

9Subhasitavali [VS] 3118: prakasavarsasya, daivam
bSternbach : (15) VS 3118
15. Certainly (addha), even acquisition of a thing difficult to obtain [can] for some 15.1

people cause only misfortune. Rahu having obtained the amrtam, lost his own body.

I aﬁwmmmumwn
GHT TR + ol Tzt 122 25 |

9Subhasitavali 797: prakasavarsasya, vrksah

bSternbach: (16) VS 797, Vjv [Vidagdhajanavallabha] 84 (p. 150) (a. Prakasavardhana)
16. Those [beings] on this earth, who, even a trace of their self-interest gone, rise (are 16.1
ready to act) in order to alleviate peoples’ heat (afflictions), these are no one but trees,
they cannot move. We certainly cannot understand even a little of Creator’s intention 16.3

behind it.

IEif (o) SeTgeaHEd;: HISTY fERTer g |
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G REARgE: T AR 180 go |

9Subhasitavali 522: prakasavarsasya, udarah

bSternbach : (17) VS 522
17. The abundance of wealth cannot be [accepted as] the probans (logical reason), [for]
some people are generous just by birth. [Or is it the case that] the supply of a cloud

[abundantly] releasing water during the rainy season is greater than that of an ocean?

'_-| . r\:[a'[a?;— o ‘\r\‘a: ﬂ |
ITNFd Fad: Tgd A | TG N8E g¢ )

“Subhasitavali [VS] 959: prakasavarsasya, samKkirna-
bSternbach : (18) VS 959
18. Pada-s A-B ?!

On the contrary, my eyes are blinded by the smoke [produced] by bad lamps.B

“This verse is unclear to me. According to the understanding of Malaviya (1974, p. 149) (at this point
I need to thank Judith Unterdorfler for her help in translation of the Hindi text to me), the verse could
have been uttered by a person who, while wandering in a deep jungle on a mountain found a cave, on
the qualities of which he contemplaites in the following way: by the abundance of grasses and straw
(ghas-phus in Hindji, trl. of Skt sucirasevita- ?1?!) [found in this cave] there would neither be any echo
(not sure why this quality should be desirable) nor there is cold water. On the contrary, by burning this
straw-grasses at night my eyes would get blinded. I am really not sure if this translation can help.

TIREfl Tt e srrTe SRS 1188 ¢ 1

“Subhasitavali 418: prakasavarsasya, durjana-

bSternbach : (19) VS 418
19. Certainly, a rogue is not capable of anything else at all, he only brings about mis-
chief. A poisonous tree immediately kills anyone who leans on it in order to remove

his tiredness.

T: GRA: T TATYET A A AHECE AT RASTiag: |
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9Subhasitavali 326: prakasavarsasya, durjana-
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bSternbach : (20) VS 326
°Cf. 30
20. Obeisance to the rogues! Or could there ever be anyone desirous for life who 201

wouldn’t sufficiently pay respect to them? They, as the best of Sages, even without

any fault [on the side of people] guide them to Hell with their curses. 20.3

N2 e S\ ha o

wE RS O SR qreeirRr: |
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“Subhasitavali 2335: prakasavarsasya, hasya-
bSternbach : (21) VS 2335
21. By blame of others — good quality, by particularly chosen dress — excellence in 211

manliness, by doing whatever they wish men acquire the quality of being a prince (rich

kid). 21.3

T AR S F: |
TS TAGTAHTH [T SEIAaUH I EE R I

“Subhasitavali 2879: prakasavarsasya, nitipaddhatih
bSternbach : VS 2879, IS 4092 (?) = P (Pts 1.324, PtsK 1.368)
22. For weak people anger becomes only harmful to themselves: a pot that is cooking 22.1

too strongly (when the fire is too strong or one cooks for too long) burns its own sides.

gaeRads. AR Il AT casiid STTg «istt Jahfd 3¢ |
IS ThHISHE FeFTHET Wil SR I: 183 )

9Subhasitavali [VS] 899: prakasavarsasya, manayah
bSternbach : (23) VS 899
23. The impure nature of an emerald, which never ever changes its innate form, is 23.

better than the purity of a crystal, which immediately takes up the color of any object

brought in its vicinity. 23.3

ForEHE  ATHT9g AT WHATTHTA gxid (4 g WA @iy |
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“Subhasitavali 274: prakasavarsasya, sajjanavarnanam
bSternabch : (24) VS 274
24. What is after all the point of even extremely generous giving if one first makes

the receiver to beg for it, an undertaking as painful as death? Certainly, in this world,
the good people, as if mocking the Wish-fulfilling Trees, abundantly give that what is

useful just on account of peoples’ wishes.

SEEYREIISY §N: qerg feifaram)
TG UG TG TS 1188 Ry |

4Suktimuktavali [JS] 32.2: prakasavarsasya, kamalapaddhatilh; Subhasitavali [VS] 920:
prakasavarsasya, padmah; Sarngadharapaddhati [SP] 1139: ??, kamalanyoktayah (69,7);
Subhasitaratnabhandagara [SR] p. 388 v. 207: ??, jalacaranyoktayah : kamalani

bSternbach : (25) JS 105.2, VS 920

B3H °®4l] Js,vs, °Sdl Sp, SR B5E CameIeal | Js, Vs, TR F° $P, SR
R5g 3T Js,vs, THSP, SR
25. It is certain that the lotus must have committed this crime of uniting with Laksmi,
the Goddess of Wealth, because it is averse to the moon, the treasure-store of a multi-
tude of virtues.
N AN haSaN . [N o\ [N o\ [N
AWHE dYHE[ HRJAHH AR AMEAhT: quﬁ)f I[EEUGST
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9Subhasitavali [VS] 867: prakasavarsasya, samudrah; Subhasitaratnabhandagara [SR] p. 341 v. 20:
??, samudranyoktayah
bSternbach : (26) VS 867

PgH RHEEF | vs, T[S & SR Bad UG ] SR, “HFI Vs
Rgld TReT°] Vs, STE SR

26. Oh my! Even though we may be ashamed a lot, those numerous sea-merchants
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enter the ocean, because, [allthough] their bags filled with well water are worn over

the shoulders at their sides, their thirst is [nonetheless] excited ! 26.3

%The translation of this verse is not clear to me.
ﬂﬁ@'ﬁﬁﬁm CLO I CARKAICRIGRESRIEI R ECICOEIS |
BB NI (LRI RIERRIERIE]
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TR TR I T aed auar
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9Subhasitavali 459: prakasavarsasya, durjana-; Subhasitaratnakosa [SkV] 38.21 *(1274): anonym.,
asadvrajya

bSternbach : (27) VS 459, SkV 1274

‘From the point of the literary composition, I would personally, perhaps, opt for a version combining
the reading of the Subhasitaratnakosa in the pada- C and that of the Subhasitavali in the pada- D, so that
all attributes to khala- would be expressed with finite verbs. Considering the versions as they stand, I
have a slight preference for the one found in the Subhasitaratnakosa.

N D . o (aN =
7 HIETTEAF ARE] Vs, BAM S IO vS, SREAIUN Skv
AT Skv

27. (Ingalls, p. 353): The villain slanders worthy men and laughs at the unhappy, 27.1
hurts his friends, hates men of courage, insults the poor,

and is ever giving orders to dependents. 27.3
He opens secrets, lays the ground for quarrelsE

and speaks whatever would be better left unspoken, 275
for having given up all virtuel he is quick to find a vice.

27.7

%The reading of the Subhasitavali differs here: “He opens secrets while diligently engendering hos-
tile intention(s)”. As for Ingalls’ translation “lays the ground for quarrels”, I would, perhaps, slightly
change it to smth. like “he sets people against each other” (lit.: makes them to be receptacles of mutual
enimity).

"Here, again, Subhasitavali differs and reads instead of a bahuvrihi-attribute a verbal one: “he aban-
dons virtues”.

Fafoom 36 9 W@ ot € W@ UR: el [deay J g1 9: @WEe
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9Subhasitavali [VS] 273: prakasavarsasya, sajjanavarnana-
bSternbach : (28) VS 273
28. Only such a praiseworthy firm person [should be known as] pure and of noble

origin who even in difficulties does not give up his natural disposition: just as the

snow melted by thousands of sun rays adandons its form but not its coolness.

weftefHe Fadi ‘Jﬁﬁilﬁm T[UTY, FAUTEH|
UG Il A& 99 @g:Eg il 9 1)

“Subhasitavali 248: prakasavarsasya, sajjanavarpana-

bSternbach : (29) VS 248
29. These [qualities] are innate to the Great Ones: lack of reliance upon material goods,
hoarding of virtues, cowardice towards others’ pain and great firmness with regards

to own sufferings.

TSR el ST HIct ATfcrarret: |
TESHATGRENT! TN FASARTUTANEE 3o ||

4Saktimuktavali [JS] 110.38 (p. 406): prakasavarsasya, nitipaddhatih; Subhasitavali [VS] 2878:
prakagavarsasya, nitipaddhatih; Suktiratnahara [SRHt] 28.25 (p. 30): ?? (“vallabhadevasya” after 25-
28), srutaprasamsapaddhatih

bSternbach (30) JS 406.38, VS 28762878

BOd TEET: | Js, FETR: Vs,

30. An inwardly firm person obtains high esteem in the world without bowing down
too deeply (without being over-submissive). For this [behaviour] there is a very clear
example: the breasts of the lotus-eyed girls, [which, when firm, can obtain a big size

without drooping].
=%= I
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“Subhasitavali 419: prakasavarsasya, durjana-

bCf. VidSrk 38.16 (1269) : parisuddham api vrttim samasrito durjanah paran vyathate/ pavanasino
’pi bhujagah paropaghatam na muficanti// *raviguptasya
32. In fact, the injury of others without a view on personal profit is the strongest ad-

diction of the rogues. Neither hunger nor thirst of a snake disappear after a bite B

?As pointed out by Prof. Isaacson, the idea that the most cruel among the wicked ones harm others
just for the sake of harming and not even (as the “usual” wicked) for the sake of gaining some personal
profit, reminds us of one of Bhartrhari’s niti-verses: eke satpurusah pararthaghatakah svartham paritya-
janti ye samanyas tu parartham udyamabhrtah svarthavirodhena ye/ te 'mi manusaraksasah parahitam
svarthaya nighnanti ye ye tu ghnanti nirarthakam parahitam te ke na janimahe//

5.2 Introductory Verses found in some MSS of the
Laghutika by Prakasavarsa I

In a direct opposition to the previously quoted muktaka-s attributed to a certain Pra-
kasavarsa, or Prakasavarsa IIl, in the Subhasitavali, below I would like to present a se-
ries of verses found in the introduction to some of the MSS of the Laghutika. The ex-
act location of these verses within the text as well as their number, though thank-
fully not the wording of the common verses, differs from group to group. Accord-
ing to the following numeration, Bo; Mii contain only the verses 2, 4, 5 and 6 (the lat-
ter is omitted in Boy ), which are found at the end of the prose introduction to the com-
mentary (which is, as expected, slightly shorter than its version in JaiJo, Pa; ) before
the commentary on the first verse. JaiJo; Pa;, on the other hand, have the verses 1, 2,
4 and 6 right at the beginning of the commentary, but do also contain verses 2, 3, 4, 5
and 6 at the end of the commentary on the first verse of the Kiratarjuniya. The reading

ins

of this latter inserted group is accordingly assigned with the sigla Jai"* Jo!"* Pa
Note that the verse nr. 3 is found solely in Jai”** Jo!"* Pa’"* and nowhere else. In con-
trast to this spectrum of variance, all of the following seem to exhibit certain similar-

ity to each other and could be, preliminary at least, accepted to be compositions of a

32.1

10

15
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single author.23

Keeping the question of the relation between Prakasavarsa III and Prakasavarsa I
in mind, I would like to state that, according to my (optimistic) personal impression, it
is likely that the poet, whose verses were quoted in the anthologies, was the author of
the following verses as well. The following similarities could be listed: (1) Both group
of verses exhibit a clear preference for short meters, with the arya being the most fre-
quently used. Among the following six verses, the first one, an opening asirvada-
is appropriately written in the anustubh-, while all the remaining five verses are com-
posed in one or another variety of the arya metre. (2) The first benedictory verse is rem-
iniscent of the namaskara- found in the Subhasitavali inasmuch as it abounds in com-
plex alliterations. Apart from this stylistic correspondance, one may further note that
both verses address the same istadevata, Siva being the highest supreme God. (3) The
final two verses (and to some extent the fourth verse as well) could be read as more
or less general niti-verses (though they certainly are connected to the author’s present
effort in writing a commentary and his hope that it will not be spoiled by the criticism
of hypocrites). As shown above, this was, in fact, the favorite topic of the poet Pra-
kasavarsa known to the Subhasitavali. (4) The $astric reference in the fourth verse re-
minds, furthermore, of the one that we saw in the 17th verse above. The reference to
the notion of pratyudaharana- in the sixth verse is reminiscent of the udaharana- in
vs. 30 and the form bhavatitaram in the same verse reminds us of Susyatitaram and

dahatitaram in vss. 7 and 22 respectively.

(oS ﬂ < =) hay ’l
AT SHTCATg SR e ¢ )

23Prankly speaking, I find this whole issue rather confusing. On the one hand, I do not see any good
reason for why anyone would like to add any of the following verses (apart from the first asirvada-,
perhaps, the absence of which could have been considered disturbing by some readers) to the text of a
commentary on a poem. On the other hand, I cannot really explain either the omission of some verses
in some groups nor their odd placing.
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“%This verse is found only in Jo; Jai Pa; .
1. [May he, who is] the object of veneration for the multitude of Speech-Arrowed

Gods [even though they are] proud of their [own] virtues, Bhava, the Origin [of the

Universe]a, who has the absolute power to protect the world, [bestow] vibhiti-s B

“This is acc. to Ksira’s gloss ad Amara 1.36.
bvibhiiti- has a range of meanings: wealth, success, supernatural powers.
“The pada-s CD have an example of chiasmus.

R HEATE TTeed FaqangsTog,T|
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%This verse is found in all sources. It is the second verse in Jai Jo; Pa; and the first verse in Bo; Mii
and Jai'™* Joins Pains .

BH S| MiiJai™* Joi"* Paj"*, °Gell BoiJai o

Jo Pa; BE I &Y ] Bo, MiiJaiJo, Pa;, I Y
BH F9L] JoiPa; MitJai™* Joi**Pai™, FA°  juyins FEGRd paine

2. Having received [the explana’[ions]E from the lotus-like-face of the poet Bhatta
Narasimha from Gauda, I will compose a short explanation of selected points of the

Kiratarj uniya.B

“Cf. Astadhyayt 1,4.29: akhyatopayoge

bNarasimha is known from different collections (nr. 715 in Sternbach: “must have lived in the be-
ginning of 12th ctr. or earlier”), i.a. StMukt, VidSuRaKo as well SuAva. The latter attributes to him i.a. a
beautiful verse quoted in Locana 3.2. The same verse is found under nr. 104 in Vemabhtipala’s version of
Amarusataka, and attributed to Amaruka also by Parnasarasvati in his commentary on the Malatimad-
hava:

AN C N o ¢ oo
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“This verse is found only in Jai’"® Joi"* Pa’"*, where it bears number 2.

1.1

1.3

2.1

2.3
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43
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B SERTHA | Join Pajns, A (IZTHA Jaiin®

3. A2 12212 N7 There is no need to explain [every single instance] where there is
[anything] particular [to explain]¥ It will be understood [by anyone, who] will see

this very [particular subject]. In fact, [also] in the world [not just in kavya-] there is
no need to describe everything.@

“In this I follow Astadhyayt 3,4.18: alamkhalvoh pratisedhayoh pracam ktva, according to which
alam kathayitva = alam kathanena = *ma cakathah.

Here I would like to understand yatha in the meaning of vipsa (pervasion) and not in the meaning
of padarthanativrtti- (= not going beyond), although this meaning is, perhaps, more common for this
type of formation. With the latter sense of yatha, the second half would mean smth. like: “In the world
there is no need to describe things just as they really are”

HI (circa): Wherever there is any [point of a] particular [interest], it is enough to explain just that
much. jaasyate sa drstvainam — ?

N0 e
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“This is vs. nr. 2 in Bo; Mii, and vs. 3 in JaiJo; Pa; & Jai™™® Joi"*Pai"s.
4. A non-uniform explanation is a clear sign of an ignorant person (OR ignorance),

just as smoke is a clear sign of fire. Someone who doesn’t know where the main road

goes, perplexed tries out many different paths.

mawqﬁlﬂmasﬁaamaaﬂm
HEdTHIAR 9e faeeid S9&d: aig: N8y |

“This is vs. nr. 3 of Bo; Mii, and 4 of Jai™™* Jo{"*Pai"* . It is not found in JaiJo; Pa; .

EB q—a?rrﬁ:'ao] Jaiins Joins Pa’i”s’ q@]ﬁa\o EE q-iﬂ: ] Jaims Joins Pazins, a]g: Mii
Mii

5. There is nothing in this world that would be impassable for those of the most minute

nature. In this way (iti) the dust whirled up takes up the its place above the great ones.

g
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WWW@’WI
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“This is vs. nr. 4 in Mii & JaiJo; Pa;, as well as vs. nr. 5 in Jai™* Joi"* Pai"*.

B TR ] MiiJai"* Joi"* Paj™*, om. EdJo, Jai B.d °UT° ] Jo!“(-add. line margin), om.Jo$°
Pa1
6. Avillain discrediting a virtue of a noble person [on the contrary] makes it only more

visible. The understanding of a suitra becomes better by means of a counterexample.

As already thematized in a footnote to the second verse of the current collection,
the introductory verses to the Laghutika, apart from providing us with an assump-
tion that Prakasavarsa I could have well been identical with Prakasavarsa III, furnish
the first biographical data about the author of the Laghutika. We learn that Prakasa-
varsa has studied under a certain Narasimha Bhatta, a poet from the Gauda region.
Whether it was Prakasavarsa’s teacher who settled down in Kasmir, or it was Praka-
$avarsa himself who travelled to the far East remains unknown. In the following sec-
tion I would like gather further available information pertaining to the biography of

Prakasavarsa I.

5.3 What do we know about Prakééavarga?

5.3.1 Srikiratakavyatikakartrprasastih

The most valuable source of biographical information on Prakasavarsa I is undoubt-
edly the authorial colophon preserved in several MSS of the Laghutika. As almost any-
thing related to the transmission of the text, however, the recognition of this colophon

as such (i.e. its attribution to the actual author of the commentary) as well as the re-

2] need to excuse myself for plagiarizing the title of the first section in the preface to Goodall and
[saacson (2003): “What do we know about Vallabhadeva?”.

6.1
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construction of its exact wording remain open to question.

The colophon under discussion consists of three verses, which, on the one hand,
address a rather characteristic for Prakasavarsa topic of social criticism (see 5.1l and p.J),
in this case related to the reception of his work, and, on the other hand, supply us with
valuable personal information about the pandit. We learn, namely, that Prakasavarsa
himself was a poet, i.e. a courtly intellectual (kavi-), that he hailed from Kashmir and
that his father’s name was Harsa.

Unfortunately, I was not able to find any information that could possibly help us
to identify Prakasavarsa’s father. The [old] Catalogus Catalogorum (Aufrecht (1962,
p. 137))® has a single entry for Harsa, the author of the Ankayantravidhi and the
Mantroddharakosa. The respective entries for these texts in the NCC (vol. 1, p. 50a
and vol. 18, p. 252a) support the authorship of some Harsa(s). No additional informa-
tion is provided about the author though. The only Harsa (apart from the famous poet
Sriharsa, of course) reported in Sternbach (1980, p. 657), on the other hand, was the au-
thor of “the pillar-inscription of the Rastrakuta king Parabala, found at Pathari (Bhopal)
and dated (Vikrama-samvat) 917 (= A.D. 861)” He wrote “[i]nvocatory, descriptive
and genealogical verses. Some verses were [...] inspired by Magha’s Si$[upalavadha].
Many verses are of poetical value” (ibid.). The complete transcription of the inscrip-
tion along with its translation is found in Hultzsch and Konow (1981, no. 34, pp. 248ff.).
Although, on account of one of the verses written by Prakasavarsa III = I (see vs. 13,
p. [171)), it is possible to fancy the scholar to have experienced some hardship of living
abroad, there is no further evidence at all to indicate a connection between this Harsa
and Prakééavars;.a.

The text of this colophon was for the first time noted as early as in Bhandarkar

(1887) (see below), from where the information on Prakasavarsa’s father was repeated

2%The final volume(s) of the NCC encompassing the entries for the letter ‘ha’ has not been published
yet.

2%In fact, there is even no reason to assume that Harsa was primarily a poet, and not e.g. a
vaiyakarana- or a naiyayika-, in the first place.
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in several later sources (CC 347a, NCC vol. 4, p. 162 & vol. 12 p. 212b). Among the MSS
available to me, the respective verses are found only at the end of the Jagaddatta-group
of MSS (JaiJo; Pa;). Among these, furthermore, in Jo; it is placed after the colophon
to the 18th chapter and the concluding statement Wﬂﬁqa A H?‘j?h_l:[ It is im-

mediately followed by Jagaddatta’s final colophon and yet another concluding state-
ment: Zicl FRUATIAIE FETHE Mt TRAAEISMI A ERM: @1 G-
HTH: and the final auspicious symbols. Pa; presents basically the same though some-
what less haphazard behavior, inasmuch as it lacks the second concluding phrase (_Sﬁ‘[
mﬁﬁﬁ ...) and starts the final scribal colophon (containing the date et.al.) imme-
diately after Jagaddatta’s verse. Jai, which, I believe, belongs to a different (less con-
flated) subgroup (see f§), exhibits the following order: the chapter colophon is followed
by the current three verses, which are succeeded by Jagaddatta’s colophon and the fi-
nal remarks 3Tl ﬁwm [!] GHET and 3l SRR T
GHTHT followed by formulaic scribal verse at the very end of the MS. The positioning
of Jai’s remark identifying the prasasti- has initially led me to the erroneous assump-
tion that it referred to all the four verses (including the one by Jagaddatta) and that, ac-
cordingly, all of them had to be interpreted as a single textual unit presumably com-
posed by ]agaddatta.@ In compliance with the observation presented below, how-
ever, I feel rather certain now that this short colophon statement must have been mis-
placed either by the scribe of Jai or by one of his predecessors within the current sub-
line of transmission. Rather than concluding the colophon verse by an older scibe
(i.e. by Jagaddatta), this remark should have initially belonged to the three preceding
verses. The word prasasti- should be, therefore, interpreted not in its general mean-
ing (= stotra-), but, more appropriately, in its technical sense to mean smth. like a
“colophon”, so that the whole remark, supposedly added by a copyist, should mean

“Thus is completed the colophon composed by the writer of the commentary on the

27Tt took me, in fact, a lot of trouble to try to interpret already corrupt reading of Jai Jo; Pa; in such
a way that its meaning becomes at least to some degree plausible as a composition of the scribe.
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poem Kiratarjuniya”.

The latter assumption can be substantiated by the fact that the three verses un-
der consideration have been found separately from Jagaddatta’s colophon in MS “NN
No 71”7 of the MS-catalogue Bhandarkar (1887) that I was not able to trace so far. As
far as I can tell, the MS was procured by the learned scholar from one of the collec-
tions in Gujarat. It contains Jonaraja’s commentary on the Kiratarjuniya up to the end
of the 16th chapter of the work, while the concluding (two?) chapter(s) of the poem
are accompanied by Prakasavarsa’s Laghutika. The MS seems to lack any concluding
scribal colophon indicating its place or date of copy (the current three verses are fol-
lowed by a colophon concluding the chapter as well as the whole work). It is, how-
ever, reported (p. 262, ibid.) to be written in the Sarada script and must have there-
fore been produced in Kasmir.

In view of the fact that less than a half of the MSS available to me contain the cur-
rent prasasti-, its authorship remains uncertain. On account of the additional evidence
of the Sarada-MS introduced above, it appears, however, likely that the colophon was
composed before the transmission of the Laghutika left Kasmir and that it may, there-
fore, attest to a relatively early stage of textual history.

As for the wording of the text, its reading preserved in JaiJo; Pa; is to an unusual
degree corrupt, so that for my preliminary edition below I have for the most part ac-
cepted the variants found in the above mentioned transcript of the Sarada manuscript
(Bhandarkar (1887, pp. 356f.)). Even after this collation, however, the meaning of
the following verses remains largely unclear to me. The given translations should be,

therefore, considered as merely tentative.

2%Note that many of these variants had been already suggested to me (as conjectures) by Prof. Isaac-
son even before I discovered the Bhandarkar’s reference.

On a general, though not compelling superiority of Kashmiri MSS in transmitting the texts of Kashmiri
authors (commentaries on kavya- in particular) see e.g. Murtj (1980, pp. XIVff.) or Goodall and Isaacson
(2003, pp. liv)
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bThe corruption from <¥d — ¥d is rather simple to explain in almost any North Indian script.
The corruption of H — 9 that is also found in the next verse, could, perhaps, happen in a Maithili-type
of script.
°l — 9 is not so obvious.

g oﬁ'lmo] Bhandarkar (1887), °fST@RTA° Jo, Pa;

JaiJo, Pa, md E-a:l] Bhandarkar| (1887), Eﬁsa" JaiJo;
nd W] Bhandarkar (1887), ﬁqmﬁ]ai Pa,

1. This commentary on the Kirat[arjuniya] is composed by the Kashmiri poet Praka-
$avarsa, son of Harsa. Surely, [even such] people whose [ability to] speak is restrained

by the false disease of their envy/ selfishness, will value it with their inner eye.

WWE@TWHQ%WW|
R RF AN g aeauRra |2 R 1

93T and %l could be, perhaps, confused in Sarada.
bThe wording of this verse remains uncertain and its interpretation unclear to me.

= €
BH @R‘iﬁa’] JaiJo, Pay, EFITﬂﬁH Bhandarkar Jo., Fd: THI Pa,

(1887) BE S2F° | JaijJo, Pa,, SRFEC
BR Elggl)[] Bhandarkar (1887), agél:fjai_]ol Pa;  Bhandarkar (1887)
BB ] Bhandarkar (1887), STHd JaiJo,, B OW\R{] conj., O?‘W{‘ﬁﬂBhandarkar

S Pa, (1887), “TOT Jai Jo, Pa;
BH 93] conj., A9 JaiJo;, A Pa;, A4 Bd dHEMN ] Bhandarkar (1887), =9l Jai
Bhandarkar (1887) JoqPa;

BB FA%HT] Bhandarkar (1887), ), Hd: HI Jai Bd 3\1?'[0] Bhandarkar (1887) Jo; Pa;, &d° Jai

2. 717! Peoples’ learning can be known only by the lustre/ appearance of their speech,

1.1

1.3

2.1



2.3

3.1

33

5.3. WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT PRAKASAVARSA? 187

but it, [even when] obtained with a great effort, cannot be known by ascertainments
made in their (peoples’) absence. Therefore the exhibition (teaching?) of whatever little

one has heard can happen only from the person’s mouth.
. Co o
ST AT TRHGHY Wﬂ
?IU|'EI, YeN: |$H?'| |55HE|I|%1<_GI'IERE |

FEfeeel: 731 T o eiteeatadt
AfeTATEEleld 7 FarantRad i 3 |

“Jo; Pa; ’s defficient reading ;ﬂ:“ could, in fact, point towards GF[F‘IT The latter reading could be
argued to be preferable to Jai’s AT, for it gives yet another synonym to the word “person, people”,
found in vs. 1 as loka- and in vs. 2 as nr-. It makes, furthermore, a clear reference to vijane in the third
pada-, so that the comparison between a badly attended performance and the commentary read by

“bad”( ?) people becomes more visible.
’The change ATRITA® — 9T q2R° is rather difficult to explain.

BH 1] Bhandarkar (1887), I Jo, Pa;, B q?‘jijq:l\] Bhandarkar (1887), Z|a:r|'i:':|:l\_]ai

A{UTH Jai JoiPa;

BH 1:"F\‘:""ﬁ Bhandarkar (1887), S0 JaiJo, B °R¥ES: | Bhandarkal (1887), °FE=° Jai
Pa; JoiPa;

B =[] conj.,, ATRTA® Bhandarkar (1887), BH ﬂ?ﬁo] Bhandarkay (1887), Q?ﬁo JaiJo; Pa;
a1 F° JaiJo, , A1 T° Pay B S9U] Bhandarkaf (1887), 3™ Jo, Pa,,

BH EI\QEI: ] JaiJo,Pa,, Y&Y Bhandarkar (1887) T Jai
BH ](_;F&H] JaiJo Pay, foRfHdl Bhandarkat Bd Wﬁ{% ] JaiJo,Pa,, 3114?{!'1\1 Bhandarkar

(1887) (1887)
s <
BE °IAMUE® | conj. Goodall, °ITHE°® %

3. Is it peoples’ jealousy or rather the greatness of their ignorance? Or is it [their]
hatred towards qualities, or their absence of need? That with regard to this effort of

mine, just as during a dance performance where nobody is present, no one speaks up

loudly: “Good!” or [shouts] from afar: “Bad!”
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5.3.2 Text-internal Data

The cumulative evidence of (1) the proposed identification of Prakasavarsa I with Pra-
kasavarsa Il as well as (2) the unequivocal statement about Prakasavarsa I’s place of ac-
tivity found in the ‘Kirdtakdvyaﬁkdkartrpras’asti’@ seems to suggest that the scholar
may have hailed from or was active in Kashmir and that, arguably with lesser de-
gree of certainty, he could be placed at the time around the turn of the second mille-
nium CE. In the current section, I will summarize several facts internal to the trans-
mitted text of the Laghutika, which, in my view, favor the assumed provenance of Pra-
kasavarsa I, and, furthermore, possibly suggest an even earlier date for the composi-
tion of his work.

To begin with general observations, it may be noted that, apart from the isolated
occurrence examined below, I was so far not able to find any quotation from a text
belonging to the realm of poetological, or, in fact, almost any other technical litera-
ture within any of the transmissional lines of the Laghutika. Obvious exceptions to this
statement constitute Prakasavarsa’s laconic references to the Astadhyayi (these are of-
ten expanded in the conflated versions of Jo; Pa; and Jay Pa,), several quotes from the
Mahabharata and a couple of niti-verses, which, however, appear to be quoted in other
early works as well (such as e.g. in Sarikara’s early commentary on the Harsacarita).
On the other hand, Jagaddatta’s group of MSS (at times only its Jo; Pa; -subgroup,
but at other times supported by Bo; Mii and/or Jay Pay) quotes a considerable num-
ber of Sanskrit and Prakrit verses. Though most of the Prakrit verses remain un-
traced, many of the so far detected Sanskrit verses could either be followed back
to their source or found to be quoted in other relatively early texts (commonly in

Bhojadeva’s Srrgaraprakasa). Among the detected sources for the quoted verses are:

2In the current context we may ignore the so far unsolvable question whether or not the ‘Kira-
takavyatikakartrprasasti’ can be regarded as a composition of Prakasavarsa I or not. Even if a sepa-
rate authoship should be accepted, we may, nonetheless, take the information provided in the prasasti-
into account as an “external” evidence.
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Amarusataka, Kuttanimata, Kumarasambhava, Mayurasataka, Mahabharata, Ratna-
vali and Sisupalavadha, the latter text appearing as the most frequent source for quo-
tations.

Since many of these quotations are characteristic for the respective transmissional
lines, they will be discussed later separately. Here, however, I would like to focus on a
single most striking, in style and content, passage found at the very beginning of the
Laghutika. With minor variations it is preserved in all the MSS available for this part
of the text, i.e. in the Jagaddatta group of MSS (JaiJo,Pa;) as well as in the related
Bo; Mii-group. Several things about this section seem to be extraordinary. With its
style, a skilful blend of $astric precision with the characteristic for the Sanskrit kavya-
literature poetic elaboration, it stands in a rather stark contrast to the main bulk of
the following commentary. These are, however, several things about the content of
the passage that seem to provide some (vague) indications for the date and place of its
composition.

This introduction, though composed as a single coherent argument, could be, for
the sake of analysis, broadly divided into three parts. In the first part, Prakasavarsa
thematizes the purpose of and the resulting necessity for a namaskara- at the beginning
of a (poetic) work and demonstrates its presence in the first verse of the Kiratarjuniya.
The second part is introduced by the consideration that even if the poem would not
have a namaskara-, it is the auspicious nature of the beginning of a kavya- itself that
would effect a grand result in the form of fame (kirti-) and pleasure (priti-), of which
the former is elaborated in some extent. In the third part, Prakasavarsa states that the
auspicious fruit does not arise just by producing any kavya-, but can be effected only
by the composition of a good poem (su- or Sobhana-kavya-), a designation that, as the
commentator shows in some detail, can certainly be applied to the Kiratarjuniya.

Before looking at each of these sections separately, a short note on the edition and

390 As discussed later in this thesis, several discursive passages attested only in the Jagaddatta-group
of MSS may be seen stylistically to resemble this introductory section.
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its visual representation is due. Below I tried as much as possible to avoid any con-
jectural emendations and to follow the readings preserved in the MSS. At a few oc-
casions, when I could not make any satisfactory sense of the preserved variants and
when I was able to think of a relatively simple improvement, I ventured to propose
an alternative reading. In the critical apparatus, furthermore, I indicated the read-
ing of Jaddipal (2008) (Ed in the apparatus) separately. Although in the absolute ma-
jority of cases Ed follows Joi, it does, nonetheless, occasionally introduce conjec-
tures. In keeping with the actual purpose of my study, viz. to study the transmission
of the Laghutika, I supplied the following edition with several additional visual mark-
ings: in the apparatus criticus I highlighted my conjectures as well as notable vari-
ant readings with red color. In the main text, I typeset individual words and, perhaps
more strikingly, longer textual passages in grey, so as to indicate that these are miss-
ing either from a complete transmissional line (in all cases it is Bo; Mii) or, at sev-
eral exceptional cases, only from Bo;. This should make readers aware of the prob-
lems involved in establishing the ‘original’ text of the Laghutika and, furthermore, vi-
sually distinguish those sections the reading of which is supported by both the trans-
missional lines from the ones, where the reading is liable to more serious doubts. Fi-

nally, although I generally refrained from using more elaborate color-markings de-
scribed in (pp. 1), in several cases I utilized it below as a kind of highlighter.
[2. A&
T8 f FETHE DR TRUT 2T Shas TS R E AR
TR PR aRRRTRITRIEAT: ST S T -
AU TR 1 =9 AHH |

301The names of the sections are obviously mine.

1 OTn:ﬁ] EdJo; Pa; Mii, °73:E|Jai, illeg. Bo; 1 °§T=|F|T°] Jo!{“(-add. left hand margin), RIS
Jo$¢(-canceled) @ OERIO] Jo!“(-add. upper margin), om.Jo$¢ @ OHT\[] Jo!“(-canceled), Flfl’ﬂ
Jot¢ B3 °fATI®IU® | EdJo, JaiPa;, TIFIRMT &9 Bo, Mii 3 °TIEAT° | conj., om. Boy,
“JHSUAT Mii Jo; Pay , "N EdJai 2 T1] Bo, EdJo; Pa; Mii, A% Jai
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A T =a adl el
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A faferea ©9 W T AEEN e R SR quEi-
Tg: | atwwgmamaﬂmwml -
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[Approximate translation]: Certainly, it is generally observed (iha hi) that
beginning with venerable Vyasa onwards all the thoughful [authors] have
commenced the composition of their kavya- s with a namaskara- to their
tutelary deity, which aims at dispelling of Vinayakas [causing] various ob-
stacles (OR Vighnas and Vinéyakas)@ and at upholding the [traditionally]
righteous way of conduct. Furthermore, one explains that the homage to
the tutelary deity in the way in which it is done in the verse from the
Mahabharata and at other instances results in the elimination of obsta-
cles etc. (OR: of Vighna etc.) only successively, but not directly. In fact,
when a namaskara- is performed [and] on the basis of [thus] accumu-

lated [positive] dharma- the adverse dharma- gets eradicated, the obsta-

3027 seemingly more common and less specific (i.e. open to both the positive and the negative in-
terpretation) analysis of the word ‘vighnavinayaka- as a praditatpurusa- is offered e. eg in Subhutican-

DN N NN

dra’s Kavzkamadhenu and Sarvananda’s Tikasarvasva, both on Amarakosa 1,1.38: ERIGREREIGE
Th: = [oaTa: | (Thanks to Prof. Isaacson for these references).

9dp3-191f1 MBhar 1-18.1: ...

i <9(] EdJo, Pa; Mii, 99lJai [| °W@d] EdPa;, & Mit, @Jo, B d] %, om. Bo; B
qUEf*d | EdJo, Pa; Mii, UM Jai [ [T | Bo, Jo: Jai Pa; Mii, [0 Ed B °fa<il |
Bo; EdJo; Pa; Mi, ﬁ?ﬁ]ai B W] Pal“(-canceled), T&d Pajc H ﬁ?ﬂfﬂ%ﬁ] JaiJo; Pa; Mii
Ed, om.Bo; f dHERNAA] Bo,EdJo, Pa;, "le“hl":Jai B T93° | Bo;JaiJo, Pa; Mii, 3gq"
Ed B 9] conj.(Ed), B Bo, Jo, Jai Pa;Mii | °U&A° | Bo, EdJaiJo; Mii, “U&dl Pa;

§ T ] &, d83e9Bo, B ST] BoiEdJo,Pai Mii, om.Jai [ “IRIBNRC] =, om.Boi [
°H%2L] Bo;EdPa; Mii, RNM§Jo,, “FF° Jai
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cles etc. (OR Vighna etc.) effected by it (i.e. by the negative dharma-) do
not arise. With exactly this meaning in mind all the authors of Sastra-
s have explained that a namaskara- results in dispelling of obstacles etc.
(OR Vighna etc.), which is necessary for a [successful] composition of a
commentary.@ [Furthermore,] they hold that just like a namaskara- such
things as [the description of a] context that contains a particular mention
of some exalted personality etc. also [posseses] the quality of [bestow-
ing] elevation/ auspiciousness (udayatva-). And the fact that this poet has
commenced his kavya- without a namaskara- points at the following in-
tention: In this verse it is the word “$ri-’ that causes the auspicious eleva-
tion, and it does actually [also] contain a mention of an exalted personal-

ity such as Yudhisthira etc B4

Below I would like to proceed to the analyis of this most striking passage:

1) On a rather general level, I would like to point out that the very presence,

leave alone the degree of elaboration, of the current discussion is noteworthy. Not
that the question of an appropriate beginning of a kavya- is an unusual topic for the
beginning of a commentary (on the opposite, a good deal of the commentaries on the
Kiratarjuniya available to me commence with an explanation of the auspicious nature
of the initial word ‘$ri-’), it is, however, that this topic is most usually supplemented by
(or, at times, even reduced to) the famous quote from Kavyadarsa 1.14cd B9 This half-
verse is, first of all, taken to provide the necessary (and sufficient) authority for es-

tablishing the need for an auspicious beginning and, secondly, it often (in fact, in all

3931t appears possible alternatively to construe ‘vivaranakrtaye’ not with the main verbal action, but
rather with the ‘vighna-’ in the compound: [...] all the $astrkara- s declared a namaskara- to effect
dispelling of obstacles for the composition of a commentary”.

3%4Note that this yudhisthiradi® is lacking from Bo; and could, in fact, be easily done away with.

< <
05 Kayyadarsa 1.14cd: SRS TEfelall Ay de @ |l
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known to me commentaries of KA which quote this verse) identifies KA 1.1 to con-
tain yet another element conform to Dandin’s definitive view, a vastunirdesa-, indica-
tion of the subject. Prakasavarsa, on the other hand, does not seem to take any no-
tice of Dandin’s famous statement and, what is more important, of the doctrine pro-
pounded herein B4 Quite on the contrary (I would like to say), he, first of all, feels the
need “singlehandedly” to establish the necessity of a namaskara- at the beginning of
a kavya-. Hereby, at least initially, Prakasavarsa speaks exclusively of a namaskara-
and not more generally of a mangala- or the like. Though I am not able to provide
any statistical data, it appears to me that the earlier sastric discussions on this topic
(more on which see below) did primarily employ the former term (i.e. namaskara-, na-
maskriya, pranama- etc.), while the later term became more prominent in the subse-
quent (i.e. post-Sasadhara/ Gangesa) period. As a matter of fact, Prakasavarsa’s pro-

cedure is quite $astric, i.e. formal in its nature. His arguments are the following:

3%Though not directly connected to the current matter, it may be noted that Ratnaérijiiana (also
known as Ratnamati or Ruvanmi, see Dimitrov (2016)), an early commentator on the Kavyadarsa, did

not take vastu- here to mean (technically) ‘the principal plot’, but interpreted it in a broad sense as
o e

‘any subject connected to the composition’ (Wﬁﬁél:k Wﬁmﬂﬁzaﬁ’i@ TAGRT: =hYH, see
Thakur and Jha (1957, p. %°)). An evidence for the fact that this interpretation was not at all obvious
to the later commentarial tradition can be found e.g. in Citrabhanu’s commentary on KA 1.1. Here
the author initially accuses Bharavi for not having complied with any of Dandin’s requirements for an
appropriate beginning of a mahakavya- and then refutes this position of a piarvapaksin- by stating that
Bharavi must have expressed a namaskara- and an asir prior to the composition of the work and that
he did, in fact, thoughtfully mention Yudhisthira at the beginning of his poem, because it was exactly
him, and not Arjuna, as some (see e.g. Vidyamadhava’s interpretation) may think, who was the main
hero connected to the primary plot. Another interesting discussion that eventually arrives at a position
similar to that expressed by Ratnasrijfiana is found in Narayanapandita’s commentary on KS 1.1. Here
the commentator justifies Kalidasa’s description of Himalaya (instead of the expected description of e.g.
Siva) by saying that the vastunirdesa- can be achieved by the description of the nayaka- (a point that
does not seem to have been disputed in any way) and that, since nayaka- s are of three types (pradhana-
‘hero of the main plot = main hero’, pataka- ‘hero of the major sub-plot’ and pratinayaka- ‘counter-
hero’), a description of any of them can be taken to consitute a vastunirdesa- (see a discussion of this
reference in [Tubb (1979, pp. 113f.)).

307Note that Dandin’s verse is similarly not referred to in any of the commentaries on kavya- by
Vallabhadeva available to us so far.

308This statement should not be taken to have an absolute value. There are, certainly, examples of
an early use of the term mangala- in connection with the discussion of an appropriate beginning of a
Sastra-, for which see, to give just one illustration, Sucaritamisra’s Kasika on the Mimamsaslokavarttika.

Cf. also fn. B11.
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(a) All kavi-sbeginning with Vyasa (!) have commenced their poems with a namaskara-,

which can be demonstrated with an example of a verse found at the beginning
of each parvan- of the Mahabharata.

(b) They have done so on purpose, because it conforms with the traditional way of
conduct and destroys the obstacles on the way. The traditional way of conduct,
on its part, could be seen to be exemplified in the same verse from the Mahab-
harata, while the validity of the second purpose is shown to be argued for by
learned scholars.

(c) This being the case, Bharavi must have certainly employed a namaskara- too.
After establishing the authoritative view that a namaskara- is, indeed, in place at the
beginning of a kavya- (and prior to the concluding statement, (c) above), Prakasa-
varsa proceeds to say that these very learned people who established the purpose of a
maﬁgala@ also think that the talk of certain exalted persona can bring about the same
effect as a namaskara-. It is exactly for this reason, so Prakasavarsa, (and not, as other
commentators may think, due to the authority of Dandin’s words), that the mention
of a story connected to Yudhisthira in KA 1.1 is an appropriate and, as a matter of fact,

auspicious thing.

2) The above discussed section on the purpose of an initial namaskara- is curious

for yet another reason. As discussed e.g. in Varadachari (1962), the history of Indian
sastra- s (especially that of the nyayavaisesika- school of thought) knows of two main
approaches in theorizing about this topic. While all or, at least, most of the authors

seem to agree upon the fact that a mar'zgala@ is needed in order to conform to the au-

3%Even if one should not accept the conjecture to ‘manyante’ from the reading of all (!) the MSS
‘manyate’, there too, the logical subject could be supplied from the previous sentence.

3100n an interpretation of Dandin’s vastunirdesa- as being based mainly on the description of the
nayaka-, cf. fn. Bod.

3Tn the following discussion I use the words mangala- and namaskara- interchangeably, as they
latter seems, at least in view of the earlier authors, to have been the most common variety of the former.
The navya- scholars, however, prefer to speak in more general terms of a mangala- (Cf. Sasadhara’s
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thoritative practice of Sista- 83 and, in this way, to instruct the readership of this tradi-
tion, the exact procedure according to which the same mangala- may be effective with
regard to the commenced undertaking of writing a text, seems to have been thought
of in different ways.

According to the detailed exposition of an early navyanaiyayika- Sasadhara (fl.
about 1125)23 which was with an even greater rigor elaborated by Gangesa (fl. about
1320),B4 5 mangala- can effect only as much as the elimination of obstacles that may
stand in the author’s way, but cannot possibly be a cause for the completion of the ac-
tual writing. The reason given for this by Sasadhara (and, again, later on repeated by
Gangesa) is related to the concept of samanadhikaranya- (= ‘coreference’ or, more lit-
erary, ‘sharing the same locus’). It is, to retell Sasadhara’s conclusions, only a per-
son possessing obstacles and wishing to get rid of them who can be identified to have
the adhikara- (‘[col]-location’ or here, contextually, ‘agency’) with regard to the per-
formance of a mangala-, while the completion of a book can only be enacted by a per-
son free from obstacles. In this way, as one formally postulates that these two dif-
ferent fruits (objects) have two different agents, one cannot possibly speak of one of
them (i.e. removal of obstacles) as being in any way subordinate to another (i.e. com-
pletion of the text).B1 According to this exposition, and in following the later commen-
tarial tradition, there are basically two views on the current topic: according to the “an-

cient scholars” 9 a namaskara- “brings about the successful end of the work by [means

Nyayasiddhantadipa: T HEGE AERIAEA 91 AHERN [...] FIHIES JTH).

3121t may not suffice to translate the word ‘Sista- * with something general like ‘a wise man’. For an
oneliner summarizing the views of some early navyanaiyayika- s, one may refer to Varadachari (1962,
fn. 1, p. 27); or, for a by far more comprehensive discussion across the $astra- s, to Bowleg (2007, pp.
3371.); or, for the views of early vaiyakarana- s, to Deshpande (1993).

313For Sasadhara’s date see the detailed survey in Matilal (1976, pp. 11ff).

314Cf. Potter and Sibajibar| (1993, pp. 85f.).

315 Nyayasiddhantadipa by Sasadhara (Matilal (1976, pp. ¥f), also quoted in Varadachari (1962 P 30))

@ﬁmwwéaﬁwaﬁawl [.. ]wsawmmﬂwmﬂ-
a7 TSR TREETT [ERa e aE ) | RRASATEIE! Hafd|

316Cf. various references to later texts in Varadacharj (1962), which clearly distinguish both the opin-
ions by their belonging to the navya- s or the pracina- s.
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of] destroying all obstacles in the way” (Varadachari (1962, p. 29), the minor addition
within the square brackets is mine), while the “new ones” think that it “leads only to
the destruction of obstacles and that successful completion of the work is due to the au-
thor’s intuition, application and other factors” (ibid.). A strict disctinction between the
ancient and the new ones seems to be, however, not very accurate. It is, in fact, that, to
give just a single example, one of the most popular navya- texts, the Tarkasamgraha by
Annambhatta, famously attended to the view of the ancient ones, while a great num-
ber of authors active prior to Sasadhara have stated, though, as far as I can see, not en-
gaging themselves in any theoretical discussion with the “ancient” view, the purpose
of a mangala- in accordance with the “new” doctrine (cf. p. 33, ibid.)E

In view of the above, one may find Prakasavarsa’s identification of the purpose of
a namaskara- to constitute yet another “ancient” example for the “new” doctrine. It is,
moreover, that his statements on this issue appears in a way unusually detailed for an
early author. Apart from naming the purpose of a namaskara- to be performed by a
kavi- at the beginning of his work, he gives his interpretation of how this namaskara-
does actually bring about the sought effect. It is, namely, that the removal of obsta-
cles itself is a an effect of a namaskara- that is brought about only in steps, suc-
cessively, but not, Prakasavarsa emphasizes, directly. The author’s stress on this di-
chotomy is further developed by explicating the actual steps involved in the produc-
tion of the sought effect: “When a namaskara- is performed [and] on the basis of [thus]
accumulated [positive] dharma- the adverse dharma- gets eradicated, the obstacles ef-

fected by it (i.e. by the negative dharma-) do not arise” The discursive style of this

317The statements of these “ancient” scholars do, however, attest of the existence of further competing
standpoints. Bhattombeka’s (fl. ca. 8th century) comment on the Slokavarttika, for example, tersely re-

N O,
jects someone’s opinion that a margala- is made with the view of attainment of svarga-: U«qNFASH-
bW aN [N

ha . o bl aN < I aN ha . o
HAGH! HENd MR — [FR&ld | & hd=AdEl RIEMHEN: JHUH| JHISTH | dHERMEH:,

oY N < O\ o N 0N
AT YeJMRASILIAT, d J 9T, AqUIEId T, AN

318Note that one of the important aspects of Sasadhara’s and Gangesa’s criticism of the “ancient”
doctrine is the inconsistency of the view that the removal of obstacles may be regarded as a subordinate
(anga-) fruit for the subsequent completion of the text.
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passage seems to attest to the fact that Prakasavarsa may have been aware of a cer-
tain theoretical discussion in which a theory of a direct efficacy of a marngala- on the
elimination of obstacles was propounded. While I was not able to spot any text at-
tending to the view seemingly disputed by Prakasavarsa, I was reminded of a pas-
sage found at the very beginning of Bhasarvajiia’s (fl. ca. 10th century in Kashmir)
Nyayabhusana, an autocommentary to his laconic Nyayasara, that seems also to ex-
press just exactly the opinion of Sasadhara’s pirvapaksin and thus contradict with Pra-
kasavarsa’s “new” doctrine. The part of the commentary on the Nyayasara’s intro-
ductory verse relevant for the comparison with Prakasavarsa’s text reads: “HUIH%-
e & AT T ferefe et SiodEind, dd: SETTREHT-
ﬁa’ﬁaﬂwi |’, “In fact, the mar’zgala-, that is accumulated in result of an obei-
sance (pranama- = namaskara-) and that obstructs the negative dharma-, dispells the
Vinayakas [causing] obstacles (OR: Vighnas and Vinayakas), which are produced by
this negative dharma-. This results in completion of the work. [In this way] pranama-
has [exactly] this purpose”. In result of a close parallelism between the procedures of

averting the vighavinayaka- s described by both Prakasavarsa and Bhasarvajiia, along

$19Here marngala- does not seem to be simply a synonym of namaskdra-. In my understanding, it
is parallel to dharma- in Prakasavarsa’s text (=~ punya-) and could be translated as smth. like ‘good
fortune’, ‘merit’ etc.

320Bhasarvajfia’s statement is echoed by an undated commentary Brahmasiddhivyakhya “by one
Sankhapani, about whom nothing definite is known” (Kuppuswami Sastri (1937, vol. i, p. Ixxv)). Note
that this commentator also repeats Bhattombeka’s disapproval of the opinion that a mangala- leads to
heaven (cf. fn. B17). ToROTCA TTHATITE QUHS | AIqUIRIGATAG! dadt TIaqL: T FHeid —

o o

[Nl ¢ [N O o S ~ [ N ~
ST [...] € T HEAH dAHTERASTHHATAAT REU=H [... | Tl A [FaNTeEbd -
< LY NN Y NN < N o Y (oY al <
TR | AATRNE YHIERMY:, ddl [FHe dIEHS &Y, ddl @A dIIgHIGAAl TR -

(e aYaN 03 < <
HHMENIAES hIEATHTE LA THERE |
Note, furthermore, Sarikhapani’s contradictory statements about the actual purpose of a namaskara.
While at the beginning of the cited passage it is stated to lead to vighnanivrtti-, towards the end of the
same it is proclaimed to be karyasamaptyartha-. This inconsistency, I would like to add, strenghtens

my general doubt about the fertility of Varadachari’s learned attempt strictly to assign one of the views
to each of the examined scholars. Unless an early specimen of Sasadhara-Gangesa’s type of reasoning

can be found, it appears well possible to assume that many of the earlier intellectuals, also including
Prakasavarsa, did not mean strictly to exclude karyaparisamapti- from being an [indirect] fruit of a
namaskara- and spoke merely of vighnanivrtti- and the like as its most direct effect.
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with my hesitation rigidly to distinguish the views of these scholars in accordance with
the accepted “ultimate” fruit of a namaskara- (see fn. B20), I believe that both authors
could have been possibly referring to a common source of ideas and thus could have

flourished around the same place and time.

3) Yet another element in Prakasavarsa’s text (which is, in fact, common to the

Nyayabhusana as well) points to a relatively early age of the composition of the pas-
sage or, what is not mutually exclusive, to its borrowing from a relatively early source.
The element in question is the mention of a certain class of unfavourable divinities
known as Vinayaka- s, or, as indicated in my above translations, possibly Vighna- s
and Vinayaka- s. Based on the context of both the excerpts from the Laghutika and
the Nyayabhiisana these can only be taken to refer to some malicious supernatural be-
ings (demons), which (rather than destroying) bring about obstacles. Hazra (1948), fol-
lowed by some later publications, most vividly pointed to several historical stages
in the development of the worship of a single God, which during the latest stage of
its evolution has been most commonly referred to by such names as Ganesa or Gana-
pati. The scholar demonstrated, furthermore, that as far as the qualities of this de-
ity are concerned, these confluenced in the character of Ganesa being borrowed from
a number of initially distinct divinities. Some of the most characteristic features (such
as e.g. its appearance and, in fact, its association with obstacles) Ganesa seems to have
inherited from certain supernatural beings known as Vinayaka-s. According to both
the earliest (though, relatively speaking, rather late) accounts found in the Manav-
agrhyasutra as well as the Yajravalkyasmrti (p. 264, ibid.; cf. also Gonda (1977, pp.
599f.)), Vinayakas were “maleveolent demons four in number”, whose negative influ-
ence needed to be averted by means of both expiatory and propitiatory rituals. The as-

sociation of Vinayakas with the number four, so Hazra (1948) and Dhavalikar (1991),

321Gee e.g. the historical overview over the ‘Ganapatipija’ in Kane (1941, p. 213pp.) as well as the
study in Dhavalikar (1991).
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can be traced, i.a., in the medieval iconography of Ganesa as a four-faced God. In the
account found in the Mahabharata, which Hazra (1948) holds to represent the next
stage in the development of Vinayakas, these are found in a list of demonic beings
along with bhuta- s, raksasa- s and pisaca- sE2 A further possibly relevant reference is
provided by Kane (1941, p. 213f) (repeated from Hazra (1948, p. 271)), who cites a pas-
sage “of doubtful authenticity” from the Baudhayanadharmasitra, in which Vinayaka
is accounted for in a longer list of similar divinities: “Vighna, Vinayaka, Vira, Sthila,
Varada, Hastimukha, Vakratunda, Ekadanta and Lambodara” ( ibid.). The “doubtful
authenticity” of the current passage is actually not really a disadvantage for the cur-
rent study, for, as a matter of fact, we would like to find possibly the latest possible at-
testations for any of these ideas. Note, furthermore, that it is referring to this quota-
tion that in my translations I have considered the possibility that the word ‘vighna-’
may theoretically refer to a separate super-natural being called Vighna and similar to
Vinayaka. The latest datable textual reference that “associates ‘Vinayaka’ with [the
production of] obstacles and also indicates that this deity had the head of an elephant”
(Hazra (1948, p. 270)) provided by the scholar is located in the third chapter of Bana’s
(fl. ca. 7th century) Harsacarita® To these occurrences one could add the textual pas-
sage from the Nyayabhiuisana as well as Abhinavagupta’s remark in his Abhinavab-
hararati on Natyasastra 5.51, which attests to a certain intermediate stage in the de-

velopment of the concept.

o o o . LN
322Note that the verse alluded to by Hazra (< UW&EI: TYRATHT 9T | H{dT | €K | FH $F[&

= I 9SAd W I is found in a the supplement to chapter 12.28 in the critical edition of the
Mahabharata and could be, perhaps, regarded as relatively late

N . LN N N o . LN N o] . C_ ] .
SB3CE. Olivelle (2000, p. 272): AT FH dIIMH| 3T TG dIAMHI AT CirgciEp Tl Y )
<
dqaH [ ] - -
324 As quoted in Hazra (1948, p. 270, fn. 32) (the hyphenation is Hazra’s): RIE-TETd-Hel-RIAHAH-
haY NN o o ha¥ AN o o faN N N C_et o
FUSH U [SRAMF-hIqUed HH—W—W@-W—WWWW SRGRERICEIRGIRELUS S
S e___¢
[. ) .] l o o o o o o ha
325 Abhinavabharati ad 5.51: TTATA[ T TIATIRT = AT, T =1 HATd | ArAIROMRUTEHT-
o~ [N A N . < o
STANGHTIATIRT TI&YIEGH: | d [&dHld @r_\‘ﬁm| I need to thank Prof. Isaacson for pointing out
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While the above references may not be able to provide us with any fixed pe-

riod during which the notion of Vinayakas as vighnakartr- s (as opposed to the later

vighnahartr-; see Dhavalikar (1991)) was popular, they certainly strengthen the inter-

pretation of this usage in the Laghutika and do qualify it as being to some degree ar-
chaic and increasingly uncommon in the later literature.

At this occasion, one should be, however, reminded that as far as the text of the
Laghutika is concerned, the adopted reading ‘vividhavighnavinayakopasamanarthal’
is found only in one of the transmissional groups (JaiJo; Pa; ) and that the other group
(Bo; Mi1) reads ‘vividhavighnavinasaya kopasamanarthah’. While it seems to be rea-
sonable to argue that the later variant was caused by a *redactor’s unfamiliarity with
the older role of Vighnavinayaka and his (rather ingenious) “improvement” of the text,
it appears possible to argue the opposite as well. The appearance of Vighnavinayaka
in the text have been considered by some kind of a mental slip of one of the earlier
copyist, who was reminded of the word by seeing ‘vighna-’ and the following syllable
‘ka- . At the moment, however, I believe the support given to the former reading by
Bhasarvajiia’s text is sufficient to consider it original.

[R. RIATIISTI&0TH]
TAEHRAINONTY A HERE Fafd| 7d: FEARR: Ficdd: N | s @-
SR, T 2T

T, el AT Tl |

A ChSTITAT Gl a9 TSH I *

S N
1 G el TR TR Ecll A1 UGl §UTTg TR

this passage to me.

Bd-B1] Bhamaha-Kavyalamkara 1.7: ...

&g (el TRl Ia: 23 | Bo, Mii, Hiidl: SRR & Td TUGH EdJo, JaiPa, g
3% | Bo, EdJo, Pa, Mii, 31U Jai 7 TIRIAHT | conj., IRIAHT Jo, Pa; , TRIAH Jai
P Wmﬂ?ﬁm] JaiJo, Pa;, FMTHTEAE T Ed k3 O#ﬁ] Pa’“(-add. lower margin), om.
Pajc B3 °U°| Pa’“(-canceled), “~dBU° Page
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& S Ted GHel Age TGS FRTSERAS | 51 R 76 e |
TSR ATREATHE AU | S5 T Tl fohes folfer g e e -
i frare: FrafEeee ST'E'WWW@H“[J + FfIAET=gel-

ST H’Gﬁﬁ?l FEPTEH G Tl R TSIRHTEIG ) 2 |

I would like to excuse myself from providing a translation of the current and the

following largely descriptive passage and to proceed to a summarizing analyis:

1) Notable, to begin with, is the formulation of the goals of a poetic composition,

the wording of which does, in fact, correspond to those expressed by the early Kashmiri
alamkarika- s such as Bhamahat? and Vamana B2 Rudrata seems first (1.4 - 6, cf. fn.
B32) to emphasize the single element of yasas- (=kirti-), but considerably extends his
list in the following verses (1.7 — 11 and 21) to include several other elements, which at
a later point were integrated into Mammata’s influential definition (Kavyaprakasa 2),
of which Prakasavarsa does not show any knowledge. Without entering into a detailed
historical analysis of this topic, it should suffice to note the affinity between both the

older definitions with that appropriated by Prakasavarsa.

2) The quote from Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara is curious by itself. Although, as

illustrated e.g. in Bronner (2012), Bhamaha was widely known and quoted by vari-
ous authors from within the $astric lore (and, just possibly, by poets themselves), his

work has not been, as far as I can see, often utilized by the Sanskrit commentarial

326 Bhamahakavyalamkara 1.2: ‘ellﬂTWﬁTiTg :G\RI%TW A Al et AT ﬁﬁ o HTW'&I-
JqH ||

327 Kavyalamkarasiitra 1,1.5: GG | Wﬁ& ﬁﬁlﬂﬁﬁ%@ﬁlﬂll
YA | JaiPa,, T Edjo, [| ENIGHH] Ed, IHH Pa, podp3-Bolfl &1 GHiH:
gl .. W@ﬁgﬁ‘[] EdJaiJo;Pa;, om. Bo; Mii 3’%] 3, ?@1’B01 3TH: | Bo, Ed
JaiJo, Pa;, IFIA: Mit P CURAFHGRNUTIH<STH | ¥, om.Bo, B f9°] &, om.Bo; f
O]'\\T'iao] Bo; EdJaiPa; Mii, °i:_7ia°]01 B °°] Jol“(-canceled), IR Joi° B O?Rclo] 3, dqsw
Bo, [ °SlifdA: | Bo,EdJaiJo,, “SHIG MiiPa, [ *Fo3IEHERNE | Bo, Mii, Fo39IE EdJai
JoiPa;
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tradition. In fact, the only reference (not a quotation) to Bhamaha’s authority in a
poetic commentary is found in a rather old commentary by Sankara on Harsacarita
1.12, where the commentator explains the word ‘krama-’ in ‘krtavarnakramasthitil’
(as applied to the prose composition of Hari$candra) as ‘kramena bhamahadipradarsi-
taritya’. As for the alamkarasastra- tradition, apart from the lost commentary on
Bhamaha’s work by Udbhata, most of the later authors seem to have been referring
to him mainly as to an “ancient” authority, whose views need to be reinterpreted
in accordance with the newer developments (cf. Induraja’s introduction to his com-
mentary on Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasamgraha, several critical remarks in Abhinav-
agupta’s Locana or Ruyyaka’s introductory section to his Akamkarasarvasva). Pra-
kasavarsa, on the other hand, though clearly acknowledging that Bhamaha was, af-
ter all, an ancient (vrddha-) author, seemingly ascribes to him a rather important au-

thority (see also the next section).

3) In following the actual purpose of this section, which is to establish the fact

that the composition of a poem itself bestows most excellent fruits, Prakasavarsa pro-
ceeds by furnishing a sort of a commentary on the quoted verse. By means of an ex-
ample he proves that kirti- is, in fact, productive of the highest fruit of obtainment of
svarga-. Hereby he summarizes the story of the king Indradyumna, which is told in
chapter 191 of the Aranyakaparvan in the Mahabharata2 King Indradyumna, upon
exhausting his punya-, started his earthly quest for someone who would remember his
good deeds. After a series of vain trials, the mention of which is omitted from Prakasa-
varsa’s summary, he finally found an old turtle who still remembered some of the fan-
tastic rituals that the king performed on the bank of the lake that was now inhabited
by her. As the turtle pronounced this, a heavenly wagon came down on earth and took

the fallen devarsi- back to heaven. Apart from the rather characteristic style of Pra-

328Sukthankar (1942, pp. 678fF.).
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kasavarsa’s prose (a mix of §astric precision and poetic stylization), this passage is in-
teresting for it seems to provide some kind of a commentary to Bhamaha’s verse and
thus possibly imply the fact that the text was not very well known or understood at the
time of the composition of the current passage. In addition to that, the grey typeset sec-
tion found right after the verse and preserved only in the Jagaddatta’s group, is actu-
ally nothing but a formal commentary on the verse: it explicates the meaning of the in-
dividual words and puts them in the “natural” word order of a prose sentence (accord-
ing to the dandanvaya-). On account of the odd positioning of the quotative parti-
cle ‘iti’, however, it seems most probable that this section should be considered sec-

ondary.

4) Following the general logic of the passage, furthermore, it appears possible

to surmise that Prakasavarsa could have considered kirti- (and, therefore svarga-) to
be the fruits attained by the kavi-, who, consequently, would not absolutely need to
pronounce any namaskara- at the beginning of his work B2 This interpretation for
the locus of kirti- was explicitly highlighted by Mammata and, starting from his
work, accepted into the subsequent traditionB  As it is seemingly often the case,
Mammata’s own view could have been inspired by Rudrata’s Kavyalamkara, which
mentions two sets of outcomes brought about by the composition of a poem. In the
first set (1.4 — 11) kavya is exalted for bringing fruits for others (within this set, the

element of kirti- for others is thematized in vss. 4 and 5), while in the last but one

29T must confess that I find this logic rather circular. If a pranama- is said to eliminate the obstacles
that may arise at the beginning of the actual enterprise of composing a kavya-, how could one argue
that the same (or, in fact, even better) result can be achieved by a completed work? The latter seems to
presuppose the former but in no way to replace it.

0 Kavyaprakasa ad 2: BGSTATGIATHS TT:.
331Cf. e.g. Hemacandra’s Kavyanusasana ad 3: 9ARNEJ A\ or Prataparudriya 1,7abc: SeEoIE|
o [\ N =~
A JUTTHY TSI Tersa: | HAH [...], to mention just a few explicit statements.
. < [aN
332Cf. Rudrata’s Kavyalamkara 1.4 - 5 SAAGSASAEATL: G FdHEThR[: RIHH| THIHT &-
T T TRT: T || AhTRAGEEATR I A8 dlE HISH | A oAy adl ard =
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verse of the first chapter (1.21) the poet himself is declared to obtain most extraordinary
level of fame#3 During the earlier period, however, it was the tradition of assigning
kirti- to the nayaka-, that seems to have been prevalent among the alamkarika- s.
Though it is not distinctly expressed in Bhamaha’s own statement (see fn. B26), it was
explicitly followed by Dandin, who has illustrated this fact in one of his short and
attractive verses 24 It must be emphasized, however, that in following Bhahamaha’s
own example, Prakasavarsa did not explicitly mention which of the above views he
actually preferred.
[2. PRI FefeeauH]
|1 Fifd: S sﬁma?lwﬁ\@vmmaa?ﬁ A J RIAAEARRUNG| T -
W HT‘W quedd dT|

Fhfac GH: ETTTg T |
il

T TRV e R Zw

N
: hdIT UMH | Note that according to a thoughtful statement of a later commentator Namisadhu,
the ‘api’ in 1.4 should not be interpreted to mean that the yasas- is produced ‘also’ for others (i.e. to im-

ply that it is produced for the kavi- himself as well), but, rather, to express a certain amazement about
the fact that a poet is capable of producing such a longliving kirti- [for others] (STYRISGISH [dEHHA|

o [ NI o N e\

e Il AT e TZRAI ). The reason for this interpretation, Namisadhu adds, is

that otherwise there would be no point of separately stating verse 1.21 (see below).

3%Rudrata’s Kavyalamkara 1.21: W@T fEraad H%@(’J\I%%H"'I\lql-l\l FeTeedT
1 STl HETHI: HIAT

9Cf. Dandin’s Kavyadarsa 1.5: SCSTARNSRaTTET T STegd | v SFEfamsiy 7 @
EEREER I

12 Bhamaha 1.12 (KSS 1928): nakavitamadharmaya vadhaye dandanaya va / kukavitam punah
y y y p

saksanmrtimahurmanisinah//

g ﬂ"\fo] Pa!“(-canceled), T2 Paj¢ [id OWH%O] EdJaiJo; Mii, °%II° Boq, Eﬁa‘:m% Pa;
i IUE° ] ¥, YU Bo; [ A1°] conj,, A% [u1 EH%TO] Pa’“(-canceled), EACE| Pa’c 12
HfH | Bo, EdJo, Pa, Mit, i Jai  [2041d-Ro5 ] TRISIESFC. .. HETR Jdd | JaiJo, Pa,
, < HETHIH, Tl Bo; Mii
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AT ~7dl | FgaeRTOT ARG LA e N U A TE-
hay o [ =~ by ha¥
clHrdchd:ic:)QLlFlcé'iU{Ifl‘df-jdcbqslf'lﬁ;qqul%dl-lql-ﬂ%l(ﬂqwjrﬁ\lg%{j‘\dﬂwﬂm—
~ RIICR| UTHETRIA i1
Hslefg,g,qumwugqmudqWQ : &UTg AT LFIEI\%?&H Mii: 1-R
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HedH: |

_

The last section of Prakasavarsa’s introction contains a further quote from Bhamaha’s
work, which yet again highlights Prakasavarsa’s fondness of (or, perhaps, familiar-
ity with) the work of the early Kashmiri alamkarika-. Rather than this fact, how-
ever, much more striking is Prakasavarsa’s (or, possibly, his *redactor’s) repeated re-
luctance to refer to Dandin’s work in the following list of subjects ought to be cov-
ered in a mahakavya-. The intial part of this list, which is common to both the trans-
missional lines, can be, in fact, recognized as either Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara 1.20ab,
or Dandin’s Kavyadarsa 1.17cd (see the aparatus above). It is, however, not only the
fact that Prakasavarsa had previously already quoted from Bhamaha’s work that makes

me think that it was the verse of the former that the commentator had in mind here.

Ro412-R0o5F Cf. Kavyadarsa1.(14)16-17(18): mahakavyam [...] nagararnavasailartucandrarkodayavarnanaih/

udyanasalilakridamadhupanaratotsavaih// 1.16 // vipralambhairvivahaisca kumarodayavarnanaih / mantra-

dataprayanajinayakabhyudayairapi// 1.17 // alamkrtam [...]
R0412-R05F Cf. Bhamaha 1.(19-)20: mahakavyam [...] mantradataprayanajinayakabhyudayaica

yat/ paficabhih sandhibhiryuktam nativyakhyeyamrddhimat//

°HRE° | EdJaiJo; Pa;, "G Mii [ °HSI° | EdJaiPa; Mii, “HSMET Jo, J °F99°]
EdJaiJo; Mii, ‘@99 Pa, B °@3°] EdJaiJo,, ‘a9 Pa; [I-f CAEERNIGAGFNERR ...
AU | &, “AMHNGENE Bo, B °FTh° ] Jo, MitPa;, It EdJai [ °faae° ] Jai
Jo, Pa,, Tafiraierede Ed A TEHA ... °AG: | JaiJo, Pa;, G TES: Bo, Mii [
°§|§UE°] JaiJoPa;, om.Ed B °leU™°] JaiJo, Pa,, MR Ed B °Yq@° | EdJo,Pa;, om.
Jai [ °3@A°] Pa,, AlE: JaiJo,, ‘AGA Ed B °[&°] JaiJo, Pa;, 9[&: Ed F °&°] Jai
Jo Ed, Q&I Pa; [ "I ]| JaiJo, Pa;, “UFHE Ed [ °HEI° | conj., “HEI JaiJo, Pa;,
om.Ed § Sﬁ:[c’] EdJo;Pa;, om.Jai [ “HdH] JaiJo,Ed, “Hd: Ed [-f W?ﬁﬁ‘ﬁwo...
2515 3G S&Ad | JaiJo, Pa, Ed, om. Bo, Mi
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It is, furthermore, that the quoted part corresponds to the complete list of topics enu-
merated by Bhamaha and, on the other hand, covers just the last half verse in a two-
verse long enumeration in Dandin’s textE3 A brief examination of the text transmit-
ted only in Jagaddatta’s group shows, moreover, that this list is most obviously dis-
tinct from Dandin’s catalog. Not only is it by far more extensive, it does, remark-
ably indeed, at only most exceptional cases use the same words as the early poetician,
while the absolute majority of identical items are, as if purposely, expressed with alter-
native words B As it appears implausible to assign Prakasavarsa to such an early pe-
riod of time as to imagine that he was not aware of Dandin’s work, it seems most rea-
sonable to attend to the explanation proposed in Bronner (2012, p. 71). According to
the scholar’s theory, the extreme rareness of references to Dandin’s text among the
Kashmiri alamkarika- s “reflects more a bias against Dandin than a lack of familiarity

with his work, which was clearly studied there as well”.
The strength of the individual observations presented above appears to confirm the

tentative attribution of Prakasavarsa to ca. 10th — 11th century Kashmir.

5.3.3 Prakasavarsa’s son Darsaniya

A further piece in the puzzle of Prakasavarsa’s biography is offered by yet another

335In fact, the ‘api’ at the end of the list in the Kavyadarsa sounds a little bit, as if the author would
hereby include additional elements known to him from somewhere else. I do not know, if this was
already discussed in one of the multifold articles on the connection between both the early poeticians
or not.

3%0n account of the ornate descriptive style of the passage transmitted exclusively in the MSS of the
Jagaddatta’s group, as well as in view of the assumption that the text of the Laghutika preserved in Bo;
Mii may represent a result of a deliberate truncation, I believe that in this case too, the text of JaiJo;
Pa; may attest to an earlier stage of composition/ redaction of the commentary and its absense in Bo;
Mii should be explained by an intentional abbreviation.

337t seems that it is only the element ‘nagara- it is absolutely identical in both the list. Among other
similar words, one may note e.g. Dandin’s ‘candrarkodaya-’, ‘salilakrida-’ and rtu-, which correspond
(in a completely different order) Laghutika’s suryodayastamaya-, candrodaya-, jalakrida- and sadrtu-.

It seems to be not completely inconceivable that the author of this list could have, in fact, tried delib-
erately to avoid any possible similarity to Dandin’s work.
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short set of stanzas found in the Subhasitavali. Two verses of this collection are at-
tributed to the poet Darsaniya the son of Prakasavarsa (vss. 2504 and 2505 are signed
as Qfﬁ Wﬁ?ﬁfﬁfﬁlﬂ@). Given a relatively high number of verses which the
anthology ascribed to Prakasavarsa (IIl ~ I) himself, it seems likely that it was him
whom Vallabhadeva identified as Darsaniya’s father. Apart from these two verses (lo-
cated in the section on catu-, flattery to the kings etc.), there are another two verses
(vss. 1171 & 1172, both in the section on sakhivacyata, verses spoken by a female friend
and usually addressed to of a love-sick girl) respectively attributed to Darsaniya (with-
out its previous qualification) and Dorlatikadarsaniya. The fact that these two epi-
gramms follow upon each other and bear different signatures could either suggest a
difference between their authors or, on the other hand, could be understood as Vallab-
hadeva’s wish to point out that Dar$§aniya’s nickname was based exactly on his author-
ship of the latter verse (which starts with W@?fﬂ%l%). Whether or not Darsaniya
the son of Prakasavarsa was identical with the other Darsaniya(s) cannot be estab-
lished with any degree of certainty and does not, in fact, have any impact on our cur-
rent purpose to gather Prakasavarsa’s biographical data. Sternbach (1978, pp. 401f.)
considers the verses 1171 and 1172 to have a single author, who was different from
prakasavarsasunu- Dar$aniya. Below I accept Sterbach’s assertion and present here
the only two verses which are explicitly attributed to Darsaniya the son of Prakasa-

varsa.

Verses attributed to Darsaniya the son of Prakasavarsa

o hay haY ha
1 ‘
A N N

WWWI

foraT: TEShaT TRATRCEaE-
AT Tt ZTaT: 118 ¢ 1
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“Subhasitavali 2504: prakasavarsasinor darsaniyasya, catavah

1. [Oh King!] The swans (Himalayan geese), untimely celebrating the festival of their
reunion with the Manasa-lake, as well as musters of peacocks, suddenly [bursting into]
vehement dance, [act so, because they] observe the directions darkened [as if at the
onset of the rainy season] by the earth-dust produced by your large army, which is
shining with great intensity because of its energy.
et FerTgen ey ST
TR T TR Y A T |
g4 AU Y [Faia™d: 18R 1|

“Subhasitavali [VS] 2505: prakasavarsasunor dar$aniyasya, catavah

2. [Oh King] How is it possible that now your enemies, though unarmed, are with
weapons (sa-hetayah)? Although they were abandoned by everyone, they wander along
with their attendants (sa-anucarah)? Although they wandered around on every road
on feet, they now have elephants (sa-varanah)? [It is because they actually are dis-
tressed (saha-itayah), they actually wander [alone] in the mountains (sanu-carah) and

they are met with obstacles (sa-varanah)].

5.4 Vallabhadeva’s references to Prakasavarsa.
Prakasavarsa II

Undoubtedly historically the most significant and the best known among the refer-
ences to someone called Prakasavarsa, tentatively identified with the commentator on

the Kiratarjuniya, are the ones given by Vallabhadeva (fl. ca. 10th century). The later

1.1

1.3

1.5

2.1

2.3

2.5
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was a celebrated Kashmiri scholar, commentator on Kalidasa’s Raghuvamsa, Kumarasamb-

hava and Meghadiita, on Magha’s Sisupalavadha as well as on Ratnakara’s Vakrokti-
pancasika, to mention only the extant works of the author B Relying on these ref-
erences, Prakasavarsa was assumed to be Vallabhadeva’s teacher and to have writ-
ten a commentary on the Kirdta‘rjunl'ya. The former assumption was made on the
basis of the fact that in four of five instances Vallabhadeva referred to Prakasavarsa by
the title upadhyaya-. Although this honorific need not be interpreted as ‘my teacher’
when considered individually, “any suspicion as to whether upadhyaya signifies that
Vallabhadeva was Prakasavarsa’s direct disciple is dispelled by Vallabhadeva’s envoi
to his commentary on Sisupalavadha 4:55” (Goodall and Isaacson (2003, p. xvi, fn. 8),
see below). The reason underlying the latter assumption is based on a combi-
nation of two further observations, namely (1) that a certain Prakasavarsa has been
noted as early as in the CC to have written a commentary on the Kiratarjuniya and
(2) that at one instance (in the commentary on SPV 10,20; see 5.4.3) the opinion of
Prakasavarsa was substantiated by a verse from the Kiratarjuniya. The second argu-
ment does not seem to be compelling by itself. In the Meghadutaparicika, for exam-
ple, Vallabhadeva cited all in all 15 verses from Bharavi’s poem, so that his acquain-
tance with this text (be it with or without the help of his teacher Prakasavarsa) could
not be doubted.

Below I would like to offer a brief analysis of Vallabhadeva’s references to his

teacher Prakasavarsa, an effort which has not been done previously. I would like to

38 A detailed survey and analysis of the data available to us on the life and works of Vallabhadeva
can be found in the extensive introduction to Goodall and Isaacsor| (2003). The results of their research
are taken for granted here.

3%9See e.g. Hultzsch (1988, p. xviii) (originally published in 1911), who was cited in both Rau (1949, pp.
16f.) and Goodall and Isaacson (2003, fn. 8, p. XVI). The latter publication additionally provides several
general observations pertaining to the state of the text of the Laghutika as found in a few MSS available
to the scholars. Prof. Isaacson has kindly provided his personal copies of these MSS to me, so that they
were utilized for my current study as well.

340See Hultzsch (1988, p. 9) for a survey of Vallabhadeva’s quotations in the commentary on the
Meghaduta.
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pay a particular attention to the question whether, in view of our current acquain-
tance with a certain version of the Laghutika, we can find any evidence to reinforce or
to confute the supposition that Prakasavarsa I, the commentator, i.e. the author of the
later work, was the same person as Prakasavarsa I, the teacher of Vallabhadeva.

All the references to Prakasavarsa are found in the most elaborate in style and
content of Vallabhadeva’s commentaries, the Sandehavisausadhi on SPV, and, notably,
not in any other of his works, even when at times similar points were addressed there
as well. The transmission of the Sandehavisausadhi (and thus the wording of the ref-
erences relevant for our discussion) is not beyond doubt. An analysis of this prob-
lem would go far beyond my current capabilities and is therefore omitted. One should,
however, remain aware of the fact that the text of the Sandehavisausadhi relied upon
here mainly (Kak and Shastri (1990)) has not been reconstructed according to the re-
quirements of a scholarly critical edition. It is, however, in many respects superior to
the older vulgate (Sastri Vetal (1929)). Its main value results from the fact that it is
based exclusively on three Kashmiri manuscripts of the text, which have been shown
as early as in Rau (1949) to transmit a much better version of the text than the one(s)
found in the MSS from other parts of India 4 In order to provide a broader view on the
“Kashmiri version” of the Sandehavisausadhi, below I supply the wording of the rel-
evant text passages as presented in Rau (1949) from a single Kashmiri MS not avail-
able to Kak and Shastri (1990). Both the sources count all in all five explicit refer-

ences to Prakasavarsa, all of which shall be briefly discussed in what follows.

341Gee Goodall and Isaacson| (2003) for a detailed discussion on the value of the Kashmiri transmis-
sion for the reconstruction of Vallabhadeva’s text. Note, furthermore, that the reading of the Sande-
havisausadhi found in the Kashmiri MS consulted by Rau differs from that printed in Kak and Shas-
tri (1990).
~ Cr

342SPV 1,35: didfﬂ‘id«lli-dq ETETCH W%WI Hﬁ‘i’:ﬁ?:l'ﬂ'q WW

W FA: |l Freely translated in accordance with Vallabhadeva’s commentary, the verse means:

“[Purusottama!] Even embodied in human form you exceed the Gods and the Demons (Anti-Gods) with
your qualities which librate from the samsara-! Is there anyone able to grasp the whole eminence of
your subtle body that has nothing greater to it?”
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5.4.1 Sisupalavadha 1,35
While explaining the Plural Accusative form (surasuran) of a dvandva-compound surasura-
Vallabhadeva wrote:

Kak and Shastri (1990, p. 21): Wﬂ%ﬁ‘f ﬁﬁmﬁ‘q'w ﬁm@ai | 2M-
o [aN aN . (‘: l < N 'l% hat . ]%T‘\Pq‘_\l_

ST

Rau’s manuscript (Rau (1949, p. 16)): ﬁTﬂiﬂﬁﬁ ﬁﬁwﬁa&ﬁlﬂﬁm-

TG, AR T  SeRTRTas:

The background of the discussion is the following. In the section of the Astadhya-
yi starting from rule 2,4.2 (&8 Wﬁ?@ﬁﬁlﬁ'ﬁﬁ) Panini describes the formation
of a particular type of dvandva-compounds which takes the Singular number and the
Neuter gender (this dvandva- is conventionally termed samdhdradvandva—). In this
section we find rule 2,4.9: a'E" | ]%R:Pqi m%ﬁ% : “A dvandva compound with con-
stituents which denote [eternal] antipathy has the denotatum one” (Sharma (2002b,
p- 180))E4 In compliance with this rule one would expect, therefore, the compound
surasura- (Gods and Anti-Gods) to be declined accordingly, i.e. as a Neuter Singular
noun (and not according to the general rule 2,2.29: ﬂT?\f g76:). The above quoted

longer text of Vallabhadeva’s commentary says:

On the form ‘surasuran’ (Pl. Masc. Acc.): [here the dvandva-compound

surasura-] does not obtain the denotatum of one, because [the author] did

343Gee e.g. Kas ad 2,2.29.
344Sharmd (2002b, p. 180) translates $asvatika- as “natural”. Although I do not disagree with this
translation in general, for the sake of clarity, I prefer to substitute it here with ‘eternal’.
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not wish to express any antipathy [betwenn Gods and Anti-Gods]. How-
ever, upadhyaya- Prakasavarsa says that [here the dvandva-compound
surasura- does not obtain the denotatum of one], because their antipa-
thy is not an eternal one, for, in fact, the antipathy between Gods and

Anti-Gods is produced and not natural.

It may be noted, to begin with, that the explanation of the upadhyaya- Prakasa-
varsa, unlike Vallabhadeva’s comment, does not go beyond the strict interpretation of
the given sutra-. According to the Kasika, it is, in fact, implied by the use of the word
$asvatika-. On Kasika’s counterexample (pratyudaharana-) ‘ﬁqm hh-
El'qr—r\l (the descendants of Gopala and Salanki quarrel) the early commentator Jinen-
drabuddhi says in the Nyasa: «l[3 RCIREA AP ER L FACI E R G R (the antipathy
[expressed] here is not an eternal one, therefore [the compound gaupalisalankyana- ]
does not obtain the denotatum of one). It is not surprising, therefore, that the exeget-
ical strategy ascribed to Prakasavarsa has been adopted by the most part of the com-
mentarial (as well as strictly grammatical) tradition. On the same verse of SPV Malli-

natha wrote:

| o =~ o N o ”a_q_i_ a o .
TR (R-8-R) 3i A Grahaald SATg: |

On the form surasuran: [Learned commentators] say that [the compound
surasura-] does not obtain the denotatum of one by 2,4.9, because the an-
tipathy of Gods and Anti-Gods cannot be considered eternal inasmuch as
it (the antipathy) possess a delimiting factor of being an effect.(i.e. must

be preceded by some action leading to it).

It may be noted in passing that in the commentary on RaV 12.94, which con-
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tains a parallel formation “surasuraih”, neither Vallabhadevat nor, in fact, Mallinatha,
Arunagirinatha or Narayanapandita pay any attention to this supposedly disputable
formation.2¥ The text of Hemadri’s Raghuvamsadarpana is incomplete here. The only
information I am able to infer from the extant bits of the text is that Hemadri must
have addressed this problem and referred to yet another parallel usage found in KA
5.30.

KA 5.30, one of the fine examples for Bharavi’s arthagaurava-, is relevant for
the current prosaic discussion for its use of the formation ‘devasuraih’. In fact, it was
exactly this verse (and not the one from e.g. SPV or RaV) that had been picked up
by a technical grammatical treatise, the Tantrapradipa of Maitreyaraksita (which, in
turn, was utilized by Purusottamadeva in his Jiapakasamuccaya and later on directly
quoted by Saranadeva in the Durghatavrt‘ti) in order to deepen the understanding of
the current sutra- (2,4.9). The use of ‘devasuraik’ in Bharavi’s verse called for Mal-
linatha’s explanatory remark, the content of which agreed exactly with his, histor-
ically speaking, later statement expressed in a more technical language in the com-

mentary on SPVEE The Sgravali and the Candrika (the later clearly depending on

3%5Here and in following, when referring to Vallabhadeva’s Raghuparicika on chapters beyond the
sixth, I use the forthcoming edtion of the text jointly prepared by Csaba Dezs8, Dominic Goodall,
Harunaga Isaacson, and Csaba Kiss. I need to thank Prof. Goodall and Prof. Isaacson for generously
providing me with their working drafts of various parts of this text.

346This observation may be regarded as significant, should we try to ascertain the different purposes

assigned by the respective authors to their commentaries on different mahakavya-s),
~ <\ A~ ¢ [ NN o

- S N o -
$TKA 5.30: JAMIGHASG: THSANTHIT qAMGHIAR]AMHAY | AT IdETHTE TS,
0y o o o o o « L. . .
E HNMSEE [IHId | HQUIS: |l Peterson (2016, p. 87): “Splitting the sky asunder, this mountain
looks like Mount Mandara, whose slopes were grooved by the coils of Vasuki, king of snakes, when the
gods and demons, seeking ambrossia, turned Mandara into a stick to churn the milk ocean, draining its
waters and exposing the netherworlds, the abode of the snakes”
3%8Note that Saranadeva quoted only the concluding part of the discussion in the Tantrapadipa thus
omiting the technical particularities.
3%9Maitreyaraksita’s take on the issue, though it follows the general understanding ascribed to Pra-

kasavarsa, adds some technicalities, which I hope to be able to discuss elsewhere.
Y

%0Mallinatha ad KA 5.30: ST2IGU daamgy: | “Aei < foqre: ansafaes:” 3fd dkagm: | aui
Tq: FTAA T R A ST T |

3We know that Mallinatha’s commentary on the Kiratarjuniya precedes the one on the
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the former here) relied upon the explanation offered in the Tantrapradipa (cf. fn. B49)
The text of the Kirataparijika on this verse is extremely laconic and contains merely to
a brief gloss of the words ‘apaviddhasalilah’ and ‘vyalikhan’.

It may appear disappointing to learn that none of the versions of the Laghutika
available for this verse (Bo; Mii, JaiJo;Pa; and JayPa,) contains any mention of
the curernt problem at all. This circumstance may call for a certain skepticism to the
identification of Vallabhadeva’s upadhyaya- Prakasavarsa with the supposed author
of the Laghutika. 1 would like, nonetheless, to present a possible interpretation in
favour of this identification. For this I would like to recall the following two observa-
tions. Firstly, it may have become evident from the preceding analysis that the tech-
nical context of the current discussion is a rather trivial one and that, in view of this
fact, a reference to an alternative opinion may seem to be somewhat superfluous. Sec-
ondly, the opinion ascribed to Prakasavarsa does not seem to stand out as particu-
larly controversial, fancy or complicated (in which cases a name tagging would imme-
diately appear well justified). Quite on the contrary, I have tried to demonstrate ear-
lier in this section that it corresponds with the strict interpretation of Astadhyayi 2,4.9
that was articulated e.g. in its early sub-commentary by Jinendrabuddhi. In the light
of the above observations, I believe that the label ‘Prakasavarsa’ may have been used
by Vallabhadeva in order exactly to identify thus tagged opinion as being in agree-
ment with the strict grammatical interpretation of the usage. The interpretation pre-
ferred by Vallabhadeva himself, on the other hand, appears to touch upon the liter-
ary, i.e. the poetic aspect of Magha’s composition: it is, Vallabhadeva seems to say, be-
cause the author did not want to express any animosity between Gods and demons
in their relation to Purusottama and because he wanted indirectly to praise Purusot-
tama in this way, that he has deliberately chosen to use this grammatial form (and

not ‘just’ because of his ‘dry’ ability correctly to interpret the rules of Sanskrit gram-

S‘is'updlavadha, because, among other things, in his comment on SPV 125 he directly refers back to
his own explanations on KA 1.10.
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mar). At the same time, Vallabhadeva could not omit a more ‘traditional’ explana-
tion of the present form and mentioned it as being taught by his teacher (thus be-
ing ‘authoritative’ and certainly correct). Prakasavarsa, in his turn, may have consid-
ered it unnecessary to remark on this, in fact, trivial grammatical point, so that no rel-
evant discussion is found in his commentary.

In connection with KA 5.30 it appears worth an additional note that its second
pada- (the one that contains the dubious word ‘devasuraih’ as well) was quoted in
Vallabhadeva’s commentary on the KuS 1.51 in the discussion of a completely unrelated
grammatical point. Here, namely, the stanza was employed in order to exemplify the

use of a double Accusativel® and the compound-formation was ignored.

5.4.2 Sisupalavadha 4.5553

The reference to Prakasavarsa given by Vallabhadeva in the commentary on the cur-
rent verse is, perhaps, the best known of all. It was noted as early as in Peterson and
Durgaprasada (1886, p. 59) in their catalogue of poets whose verses found entrance into
the Subhasitavali. Just as the original stanza of Magha, its exposition in the Sandehav-
isausadhi is replete with indirect yet unequivocal references to the Patanjalayogasas-

tra (on these see Maas (2015)) and concludes with a rather curious short stanza:

Sl SRR AT ez
ferRISeRg AaTR AT ST |l

[It may seem that I have given a profound analysis of Magha’s verse,] but

320nly the conflated version of *Jagaddatta’s MS, i.e. Jo; Pa; contains a grammatically wrong (!)

reference to this problem in the commentary on 5.30.
X oo o A NN N

haN o ha¥ [aX}
353SPV 4,55: HANGIAINRHIEG] [ FIAURIUHE ST | T HdJeu=ad-
IR ariedt ATHY w'\'a‘i?‘ﬁ ﬁﬁ‘_\gq\“ Maas (2015, p. 9) translates: “And here absorption practic-
ing yogis, knowing that benevolence et cetera prepare the mind, effect the removal of afflictions (klesa)
and reach an object-related concentration. They realize the awareness of the difference of mind-matter
(sattva) and subject (purusa), and then they even want to let this cease”
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(tu) T have explained [it] just (tavat) in the way in which I have received
[these explanations] from Prakasavarsa.But without [a direct] experience
there certainly cannot be any detailed understanding of this verse (of these

matters?).

This reference suggests, first of all, that Vallabhadeva received instructions on the
meaning of the current verse from Prakasavarsa and that these instructions may have
had a certain formal character. The latter is supported by the strict Paninian sense of
the Ablative case,2d which I belive may have been intended here. The stanza indicates,
furthermore, that Prakasavarsa was knowledgeable about the yogasastra-, and that, yet
another pointer, Vallabhadeva himself did not possess any direct yogic insights. In my
reckoning, one can interpret Vallabhadeva’s statement to imply that Prakasavarsa was
similarly not familiar with the practical aspect of yoga. This idea is, however, not
explicitly put into words, so that another interpretation cannot be ruled out.

As for Prakasavarsa I, the author of the Laghutika, it must be noted at the outset
that no verse from the Kiratarjuniya is known to me to be as densely packed with yogic
terminology as it is the case in Magha’s poem. In this way, Bharavi did not provide any
occasion for a commentator, be (s)he learned on the subject or not, to expose her/ his
full erudition on the field of the yogasastra-. Nevertheless, the Kiratarjuniya contains
a couple of verses with some general references to yoga-. On the basis of these verses
it is, as a matter of fact, possible to infer that Prakasavarsa the author of Laghutika was
at the very least aware of some general concepts of this religio-philosophical system.
The evidences for this conclusion shall be summarized in the following.

In the third chapter of the Kiratarjuniya we find the following verse:

A 9 d IRIdHE a8 d9: AT Edd’ §9: |

ENEEENEN
$B4CE. Astadhyayt 1,4.29: STRHTAMIANT: “A karaka which serves as he who relates is termed apadana
when regular instruction is denoted.” (Sharma (2000, p. 240)).
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T aIY Fid ST THfHHIT 0T T8 | 3.8 |

Peterson (2016, p. 47): “At once, through his ascetic powers the sage im-
parted that yogic knowledge to the hero, who was perfectly qualified to
recieve it, and Arjuna’s eyes were opened with abiding insight to directly

5 perceive the very component elements of the cosmos.”

As already indicated in Peterson’s translation, these are the words yoga- and tattva-
that have a clear bearing from the standpoint of yoga-/samkhya-philosophy (though,
perhaps, other concepts such as tapas- or *caksuhsamunmilana- could be interpreted
as such as well). For this verse we have a testimony of the groups MiiBo,, JaiJo; Pa;

10 as well as a partial evidence of Ba, which breaks in the middle of the commentary.
All the three available groups (a noteworthy and extremely rare circumstance) have
the following gloss for the word yoga- (below I omit the many little variants clearly

resulting from scribal errors):

o [N a Nl o A [N a NN
[...] AT Trageef-ies g ieRsd [...] faaar)
15 [The sage] imparted [that] yoga-, a particular type of concentration taught

by Patanjalas and others.

Similarly unambiguous is the gloss given, again, by all the three MSS-groups to the

word tattva-:

[...] T STy =izt [...]

20 [Arjuna’s eyes were opened] [...] to tattva-s, that is to twenty four [com-

ponent elements] beginning with prakrti- [...]

As pointed out in Peterson (2016, p. 389, fn. 8) “the twenty-four components (tattva)



Jai: 18v8, Jo;: 19r11,
Pa1: 31v5
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of the cosmos [are] discussed in the commentaries on Ishvarakrishna’s Samkhyakarika
(verses on Samkhya) 1.3”, so that there can be no doubt about the reference point of
this allusion. As both of the above excerpts are found in all of the largely varying lines
of transmission of the Laghutika, we are equipped with a rather solid argument to
assume that they have existed as such already at a very early stage in the development
of the text and that they may have, in fact, been composed by the actual author of the
text. Thus we can conclude that Prakasavarsa, the supposed author of the Laghutika,
was at the very least aware of the existence of the Patafijalayogasastra and that he was
acquainted with the basic concepts of the samkhyadarsana-. Much less telling for the
current discussion is an elaborate exposition of the nature of these twenty-four tattva-
s found in one of the conflated lines, the JaiJo; Pa; (notably, in both of its subgroups,
Jai and Jo,Pa; )3 This elaboration is found at the very end of the commentary on
the current verse, for which we do not have the valuable evidence of Ba. It remains,
therefore, open to doubts (and I am rather skeptical on this point) whether or not this
passage was present in Ba (and thus, perhaps, the original text) or not. For the sake

of completeness I quote this interesting *insertion* in full:

JaiJo, Pa; ad KA 3.26: SRIHEIEHN Al HAUTagesH, T
AT CERNETETT:, T8 TR0 et AT 2
5 e, 7 FHIEAO AU, T qw = Sagl-
TIRUTETAIeqaT, T i G2t Aol agUaTIHeaTe-
T, Tgfericrereatieaettil, wfaaticier: el forjm gl ererefafey:
T = |

355The text, as found to be transmitted by the sub-group Jai , was, perhaps, known to the 12th century
author of the Durghatavrtti (see p.3.2.1).

3%Since the given passage presents merely an elaborate list and since I lack the necessary indepth
knowledge about the listed concepts, I do not provide here any translation of the quoted Sanskrit text.

7 °=A:%° ] Jo, Pay, A Jai [18-19 ] conj, M JaiJo, Bd G| conj, T Jai
Jo,Pa; PR0-R1 OW?'_(‘[] conj., °@Tﬁ‘[]ai]01Pa1 B1 °dH: ] Jai, “d Jo, Pa; PRI H-EQ\T] Jai
, 13‘?3[.101 Pa;
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At a later point, in the sixth chapter of the Kiratarjuniya, Bharavi describes Ar-
juna’s tapas- (6.19 — 6.27). While the majority of verses are ‘merely’ poetic, vss. 20
& 21 have just a slight $astric feeling to them. And in fact, it is in the commentary
to these verses that we find yet another set of references to some concepts that can
be associated with the yogasastra-. In order not to deviate into an elaborate discus-
sion about the changes introduced to the text of the Laghutika in its various transmis-
sional lines, here I will concentrate exclusively on the text of the Laghutika as found

in its shortest (and, perhaps, the most authentic) version preserved in Ba.

[N S

TRl TR : AR & qH: |
ST, GHfAET fore: FHRe aiider: | &.0 |

Peterson (2016, p. 105): “His sole pleasure disciplining the senses, he de-
stroyed dark impurity with his shining virtues. Free of blemish, he flour-
ished day by day with acts of austerity, like the cool-rayed moon, dispeller

of darkness, waxing with its digits.”

Ba: T Widfer et Frahimgd| fesantah: Wi
@'aﬁﬁﬁ@mw&rﬁzﬂm T gE | T g
fafY: FHST: TH: TE e 94 |

Of interest for the current discussion are Ba’s glosses of the expressions ‘nirmalaih
[gunaih]’ and ‘aghamayam tamak’, which are explained respectively as ‘maitryadib-
hik’ and ‘ragadvesadibhya agatam [...] moham’. The maitryadi-list (in fact, parallel
to the wording of Magha’s verse) should almost certainly be understood as the list
of positive qualities, through the cultivation of which a yogin- attains what is called

cittaprasada-. These qualities are enumerated in the Yogasitra 1.3387 (and explained as

7YS 1.33:  maitrikarunamuditopeksanamsukhaduhkhapunyapunyavisayanam bhavanatas citta-

15 a—%@l] em., 'ﬁ"aBa 17 Oﬁ:l] conj., °ﬁe|Ba

Ba: 5918



Ba: 59v3
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such in Vallabhadeva’s Sandehavisausadhi ad SPV 4,55). One could surmise that Pra-
kasavarsa has expected his readership immediately to grasp the reference to the pas-
sage in the YS. As for the gloss of the expression ‘aghamayam tamak’, though it does
not bear such a clear technical reference as the previous example, it certainly shows the
author’s preference for an understanding of this expression in a rather yogic than in a
general dharmic sense. While, for example, Mallinatha glosses ‘aghamayam’ with ‘pa-
parupam’, Ba’s explanation ‘ragadvesadibhya agatam’, though is not, perhaps, a refer-
ence to the list of klesa-s found in YS 2.3,B% s certainly directed towards a more philo-
sophical understanding of the word. As for the understanding of tamas- to be equal to
moha-, one could refer e.g. to a similar reference in the Jayamangala on Samkhyaka-
rika 12: visadatmakam mohatmakam tamah.

The Ba-version of the text of Laghutika on 6.21 bears, as it appears to me, further
references to the yogasastra-. Unfortunately, I was not able to decipher the whole text

of the commentary, so that below I present whatever I was able to read:

IATRR T R UTIEory e foramedad: |
lCTETTarel g (Fe9ga: JEEERE: 1| §.2 ||

Peterson (2016, p. 105): “As he controlled vicious thoughts by the virtue

of insight, a joyous tranquility boundlessly spread over him and overcame

all harmful passion.”

o < o = [ o o NN .
Ba AN o TSI fasrrafhrrtiid | sifcef~ sisaz
Sferenere it fraTReE g @i He | ST Gl S
o b o C = O

;| ST SYGAIS =l | ERETHARTEHARTY g Heded: |

prasadanam
38YS 2.3: avidyasmita-raga-dvesabhinivesah klesah

C sl

kg Hfcafed SRNSTRAH| Cf. Astadhyayi 3,3.170: SARIAHTTHTLIT U1

@ OH&BO] conj., °5|'\|?5° Ba @ QE[\T] conj., S5|-‘q\TBa @ °EI] conj., °E|\T Ba @ "giﬁ] conj.,
"I Ba P quﬁao] conj., Hﬂﬁa Ba P2 W] conj., ¥+ Ba
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terferTereg it | fera e+ +-+&g;:

To begin with, I would like to argue that in composing the current verses (6.20 and
6.21) Bharavi may have employed the word sama- having a certain technical under-
standing of this concept in mind. Compare, for example, the following two verses from

the Bhagavadgita:

N O ¢ , <

MEEAHAINT HH FNORT= |
TN 0 FH: FRU=AA | BhG 6.3 [MBh 6,28.3]

oSN

~ < =

Iql T Ale=didY d hAEJHSId |

¢ . 03 haN - -

GadheqH=Tal JETESEIG=Ad Il BhG 6.4 [MBh 6,28.4]

As far as my understanding of these verses goes, the first half of 6.4 seems to pro-
vide a kind of definition or, rather, to explain the content of the concept of §ama-, which
was postulated in 6.3 to be the effective means for a person to achieve higher mastery
of yoga-. In this way, the content of Sama- is the discontinuation of the attachment
to the external objects and activities. Among these two, Bharavi’s verses seem to em-

e ha
phasize the former element (i.e. the external objects: “JdlexIRMHDYGHE:’ and “3HI-
e [...] ]%W% [...]RATETGHE:’). In this context, it appears that Pra-

kasavarsa’s unexpected gloss of the word ‘gunaih’ as ‘kriyabhik’ (in 6.20) seeks ex-

actly to supply the missing element. In 6.21 he gives a kind of general definition of
sama-: “W l%ﬁlaﬁﬁ Eﬂ'{r\ﬁ: QMH:”. On the one hand, it reminds us of the
wording (though not the content) of the formulation found in the Sarikarabhasya ad
BhG 6.4 “QMH IYRAH: Eﬁ?ﬁ"zﬁ ﬁqﬁ‘dt” and, on the other hand, it may be under-
stood (though not necessarily so) as Prakasavarsa’s attempt to give Bharavi’s expres-
sion a broader meaning (in which case I would like to read indriya- here as encompass-
ing all the three categories: internal, external as well as the organs of action). Even if
one should not agree upon this generalizing understanding of Prakasavarsa’s remark,

the curious introduction of the concept of action to the meaning of the word guna-
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in 6.20 seems to point towards Prakasavarsa’s awareness of the idea expressed in the
cited verses from the BhG. His “definition” of the word sama- records, at the very least,
his general understanding of the samkhya- onthology.

The final statement to the commentary on 6.21, which remains largely unread-
able, seems to conclude the explanation by declaring that Arjuna’s practice was in ac-
cordance with the dictum that a yogin- needs to free his mind from avidya, an illeg-
ible definition of which is given at the very end. I imagine here, however, a state-
ment along the lines of the YS (PYS) 2.23 - 24:

~ =~ =~ oS LN
CEHIAW: EEYYA=dad: 99T |
haN o
A &egUd=IT Il
o o o

A feasible emendation of this last sentence could be smth. like ST [THYTHI<h-
haN o o o haN
&q: or ST [IHISTIHIR ]! (on account of the fact that the illegible portion seems
to exhibit a great amount of syllables “31°).

Also noteworhty, though more difficult to interpret in a technical sense, is Praka-

Savarsa explanatory remark “ﬁWI’H'I%h‘gG glElﬁTq’ T as well as his unexpected
gloss of Bharavi’s “ﬁawm” as “]%qumh-ﬂmﬁg”. The former develops
the idea of the visayasakti- that needs to be cut off (hereby using a grammatically el-
egant idiomatic expression), while the later emphasizes the importance of vairagya-
, a quality that is often found to be praised in connection with yogic concentration,
and, in fact, taught as the highest attainment in the continuation of the passage from
the BhG quoted above:

FACTeH: STRITwe ST HHTiR: |

FAITGEG: WY AT AAGH: | BhG 6.7 [MBh 6,28.7]

AIHGHICHT HEedl fafTdfesd: |

g<h 383?1'?[ 0T THSEREFRIE: || BhG 6.8 [MBh 6,28.8]

o < ﬂ =~ |
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o et [a Nl a Y a¥ =~
I | 99y GHMSIERSE | BhG 6.9 [MBh 6,28.9]

5.4.3 Sisupalavadha 10.20

In the commentary to this verse Vallabhadeva again refers to the grammatical author-
ity of Prakasavarsa. Similar to the case discussed in (Siéupdlavadha 1,35), the ren-
dition ascribed to Prakasavarsa seems to have been followed by the most part of the
commentatorial tradition (as it does, in fact, appear to be simpler or even more natu-
ral), while Vallabhadeva’s preferred interpretation again takes a more intricate route.

The relevant portion of Vallabhadeva’s commentary runs as follows:

T ARGl ARG SR TSR e
frgeaf: | SRR a RG] T st | ae

“ 3] FAHRTAIRATT AMHd: JoReemRIGH| 7B KA 9.38

3f| quE

N PNEXN - o)

]%F&'E AT T[Q]ﬁ:lﬁgaﬁg_ﬂ'lﬁ ﬁTﬁﬁl " Source unknown

3| A @ vgEisia | TeRETEd g S |

The affix NiC is used with the intention [explicitly] to express both the in-
stigated and the instigating [agents] (prayojya- and prayojaka-) in the fol-

lowing sense: the male lovers (prayojya-) approach [the ladies] for a meet-

. o o oo ~ [N N [ SN

395PV 10,20: ANTATAITUIAHAITATA IGHTAMHTHATNIHIYIMH| Y9 FdTH HIGHAHN GHAHA-
T TR Freely translated in accordance with Vallabhadeva’s main interpretation: “In their minds
filled with remorse the lovely-browed ladies considered it the right occasion for drinking wine. These
ladies wished to pursue their lovers to visit them again after they had once come and, as they had not
been paid any attention to, went away””

Note, furthermore, an instance of a figure designated by Hahn (2007, p. 72) as “dhatuyamaka-" (or
“Wurzel-Yamaka”) between ‘abhisisarayisunam’, ‘savipratisare’, ‘avasarah’ and ‘sarakena’.

3¢0Rau (1949) quotes the passage only up to here. In the given case the reading of his MS is identical
with the text printed in Kak and Shastri (1990).
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ing and they (the ladies, prayojaka-) pursue them (the lovers), who are ap-
proaching them, to approach. However, upadhyaya- Prakasavarsa holds
that here and in similar cases (evamadau) [the affix NiC] expresses the
own meaning [of the stem] (svarthe). Just as it is the case in Kiratarjuniya
9.38. In the same way one (Prakasavarsa?) explains: [a prakrta- verse of
unknown source].@ In fact, here there is no [own, i.e. causative] mean-
ing of the affix NiC, [and] the meaning is [just]: to/ when Sugriva was ap-
proached by the Kingly Glory (and not Sugriva was caused by the Kingly
Glory to approach her).

The discussion concerns the understanding of the complex formation abhisisarayisu- 10

(a viSesana-to ‘subhruvam’ in the verse). The current complex is a primary nominal for-
mation (krdanta-) with the affix u (3,2.168) added to a derivate verbal base, a desidera-
tive (sannanta-, 3,1.5 and 3,1.7), which, in turn, is derived from \/sari, a causative root
(nijanta-) of /sr (1,982 or iii,17; both in the general meaning of gati-, motion).@ The
particular point under dispute is the meaning intended by the poet by the use of the af-
fix NiC. According to Vallabhadeva’s own interpretation, the nijanta- abhi-/sari ex-
presses its actual causative meaning (3,1.26), while in the alternative opinion ascribed
to Prakasavarsa, the NiC should be considered svarthe, i.e. to express the own non-
causative meaning [of the verbal root]. In the latter case, the meaning of abhi-\/sari
is equal to that of abhi-y/sr.

This grammatical difference has an obvious implication for the meaning of the
verse. In Vallabhadeva’s interpretation, the women wish to pursue their lovers to come
again. They find it embarassing, in fact, humiliating for their lovers, that they did not

pay any respect to them, when they came to visit them previously. In this way, they

%61 must confess that I am unable to understand the verse by myself.
%62y/saia does actually occur as a simple root in x,322. In this case, however, the root takes the
meaning of daurbalya-, being weak, and does not match the context.
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want to use the drinking party as a reason to invite them back and to blame their pre-
vious disregard for the lovers on the drunkenness In Prakasavarsa’s interpreta-
tion, on the other hand, the ladies wish to go to their lovers themselves. Mallinatha
proposes that they use wine in order to lighten up and to wash away the heaviness of
their remourseful minds % Both the interpretations, it must be noted, have to cope
with certain difficulties in the context of the following verses. Taking the causative
of \/sr to express the meaning of the simple stem calls for a similar interpretation of
the causative-based formation (‘abhisisaram’ in the next verse (SPV 10.21; see Mal-
linatha). Vallabhadeva’s causative interpretation, however, seems to go against the
statement in SPV 10.22, according to which the wine quickly brought the sought effect
and, abandoning ladies’ shame and embarassment, led them to their lovers.Bsd

Based on the reference to the Kiratarjuniya, Rau (1949, p. 23) concluded: “Die Stelle
X.20 bestitigt die Nachricht, das Prakasavarsa einen Kommentar zum Kiratarjuniya
verfasst hat” Even if one need not necessarily conclude from the above remark that
Prakasavarsa has written a commentary on the Kiratarjuniya, it certainly points to
the fact that he was well-versed in the interpretation of this poem. As a matter of
fact, all the commentaries known to me, including the various transmissions of the
Laghu;‘ikd, support the understanding of the nijanta-form in KA 9.38 as svarthe.
However, it is only the most conflated version of the Laghutika (Jo,Pa;) that pays
at least some attention to this grammatically peculiar usage and none of the transmit-

ted versions of the text makes any reference to the prakrta-verse that Vallabhadeva’s

363 Sandehavisausadhi ad Sisupalavadha 10.20: TVTEHT: Toheh o [TERT: ] ATRWERTAT ST
31 TF T, 3T Al: [ | TRUG: — FRHAGHIS AT Faid | Afg T JAa-radid d-
FETHIH TEHRITEESSAN, TRae 8dd S| 9 9 e &l FadehdticgTigl-
a1l

34 Sarvamkasa ad Sisupalavadha 10.20: &4 TR YA Wq |

W5SpV 10.22: EIHIEHEE AT ek U@ e | S Sidarmeics Td R
g qEr

3%Tn the case of the current verse (i.e. Kiratarjuniya 9.38), the reading of Ba considerably differs
from those in Bo; Mii & JaiJoq Pa; .
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teacher Prakasavarsa seem to have used in order to substantiate his opinion to his
student.

On the basis of the above observations, we seem again not to be able to arrive
at any clear evidence for or against the assumption that Prakasavarsa the teacher of
Vallabhadeva could have been, in fact, identical with the author of the transmitted
Laghutika. On the other hand, it may be possible to think of a scenario similar to that
described in p.4.1: Vallabhadeva referred to a “more common” interpretation of the
verse and marked it as such by ascribing it to his teacher,@ while his teacher did not

consider it necessary to discuss this “self-evident” point in any detail.

5.4.4 Sisupalavadha 16.17%4

Differently from the previous cases, at the current instance Prakasavarsa’s opinion is
called upon in a discussion that is not directly connected to any $astric topic and per-
tains “merely” to a non-technical interpretation of the word “sakalarthataya” in pada-
C of the verse. Both the exegetes, i.e. Vallabhadeva and his upadhyaya-, understand
this word to give a reason (the meaning of the third triplet, trtiya, taught in Astadhyayt
2,3.23), but differ with regard to the exact analysis of its meaning. The relevant text of

the Sandehavisausadhi reads as follows:

Kak and Shastri (1990, p. 174): Hhh ITIEISH! T dEFAE dal-

NN N

< o o ~ < o
AT AT TSN, IR ad¥¥: | SUTATIHRRAATE] 199-

367 cannot, in fact, be sure whether this interpretation was more common than the other or not. For
SPV 10.20 I have evidence of only three commentaries: Vallabhadeva’s Sandehavisausadhi, Mallinatha’s
Sarvamkasa and an anonymous Subodhapaiijika or -tika preserved in NGMCP C 1/2 (KLD 0051). Of
these three, the later two commentaries go for the svarthe-interpretation. (The only available to me MS
of Vidyamadhava’s commentary on the Sisupalavadha omits the commentary on the current verse).

BSPV 16.17: A, RTINS FIHTET a=edell = | hasead fanrerd f e
AT Freely translated in accordance with Vallabhadeva’s main interpretation: “You, a trully skillful
person, have pronounced your speech, which [appears] to be sweet outside and unpleasant inside, in
such a way that, due to the fact that it encompasses two meanings, it is [actually] understood to be
unpleasant outside and pleasant inside”
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darel EqATE — SRS RGN SEmete i -
WA Ta: |

Rad (1949, p. 23): SUTATATRRIEEE] [ATES v TE EqHTE . ..

An approximate (non-literal) translation of the passage: ‘sakalartham’ is a bahuvrihi-
compound in the following sense: that [speech] which posseses the whole,
consisting of two, meaning; in the sense of ‘tadbhava- [by adding affix

taL in accordance with Astadhyayi 5,1.119 we derive] tatta (i.e. sakalarthata

~ the state/ abstract quality of having two meanings), Instr. Sg. — sakalarthataya,
this is the reason for the expression of pleasant and unpleasant [mean-
ing]. However, upadhyaya- Prakasavarsa explains [this word] as the rea-

son for the [appearance of the]tX opposite meaning in the following way:
‘sakalarthataya’, i.e. due to a [close] examination of the meaning of the
sentence, [your speech] is understood to be pleasant inside and unpleas-

ant outside.

In simplified terms the difference of opinions could be presented thus. Vallab-
hadeva understands ‘sakalarthataya as smth. like ‘on account of the fact that your
speech has two meanings, it appears as ... and is understood as .... The reported opin-
ion of his teacher, however, seems to propose another interpretation: ‘your speech ap-
pears as ..., but, on account of a close examination of its meaning, it can be understood
as ... As far as the grammatical derivation of the compound as well as the content

and the context of the verse are concerned, both interpretations appear equally pos-

39The general set of meanings assumed by the word ‘bhava-" in the Astadhyayi and in the current
stitra- in particular is discussed in some detail in Ogawd (2005).

370This is an approximation of ‘pratibhasa-" found in Rau’s MS.

3"1Mallinatha seems to combine both the interpretations: the meaning of the compound is explained
according to Vallabhadeva’s, while its syntactic/ contextual value is given according to Prakasavarsa’s

view. Durgaprasada et all (1940, p. 406): Il [...] TIEAAT o FRNOTET [...] T I THWO
< PR < ha [T o N aN o ¥
FHSTIAAT YU 2gT 3w B Sfefem e | ]
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sible and fitting, so that Vallabhadeva may have mentioned the (perhaps, less prefer-
able in his view) alternative “just” in order to give a fuller account of the verse and, per-

haps, to acknowledge his teacher’s lessons.

5.4.5 Sisupalavadha 20.71*2

In this last reference to Prakasavarsa found in Vallabhadeva’s Sandehavisausadhi we
again turn to a discussion connected to the grammatical derivation and the associated
interpretation of a word. The problematic word is the compound ‘pavamanasakhah’.
According to Astadhyayi 5,4.9153 it needs to be interpreted as a tatpurusa-, i.e. ‘com-
panion of the Wind’, and not as a bahuvrihi-, i.e. ‘he, whose companion is the Wind’,
because in the latter case the compound formation would not get the affix TaC and
the derived form would be pavamanasakhi-, the masc. Nom. Sg. of which (in accor-
dance with Astadhyayi 7,1.93) would be ‘pavamanasakha’. Here, however, Vallab-
hadeva sees a certain probelm, a contradiction to the expected meaning, in order to

eliminate which he resorts to the opinion of his teacher:

Kak and Shastri (1990, p. 302): 9o Zidl JerHIA aTg: | “q&ISTl F
(3,R.2R¢) | TE TET T: FEaATd | “TAREARPITT” (4,%.22) |
I TS A1, A J T AGEAAH: , T F I HEad (e

o o . o A ¢
dHdA dgﬁﬁlé(ﬂ did<h Sld 6 W: | STATTATIHIR Y 3@ — U-
28V 16.17: HERUY IE1 @ WA U Uegd ATRAIIEEY | JereTeRed: FHUT JUTgehie 3-

dIRMATEATG: | Freely translated in accordance with Vallabhadeva’s main interpretation: “Just as con-
ciliatory words [of a lover] in case of [his beloved’s] anger in a love-quarrel, the sparse/ sweet drops of
rain have, first, even increased the Fire, the companion of the Wind, but then gradually calmed it down”
o

373 Astadhyayi 5,4.91: USTREHARTIEH || Sharma (1999, p. 721): “The taddhita affix TaC occurs after
rajan ‘king’, ahan ‘day’ and sakhi ‘companion’ used in combination as final consituents of a tatpurusa
compound.”

-

374 Astadhyayi 7,1.93: STAGIIl Sharma (2003, p. 87): “The final vowel of an ariga, namely sakhi, is

replaced with anAN when a sU, other than that of sambuddhi, follows”

14 2] conj., A Kak and Shastri (1990)
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SIEHTE S agaigisavacd, I & T6 G @1 qeEEy Sl |-
el | TEHSIIY ) q WRd: —

SIS TS T AR STaei: |

] TRHIEEE: TGS AR Tuas: 1| (2.33) 31

An approximate translation of the passage: In the sense ‘he purifies’ by Asta-
dhyayt 3,2.12888 we derive pavamana-, ‘the purifying one’, i.e. the wind.
In the sense ‘his companion’ [by Astadhyayi 2,2.8]8% [we derive pavamanasakha-
‘companion of the wind’], i.e. the fire, because of [its] association [with the
wind]. [The affix TaC at the end of the compound is added by] Astadhya-
yi 5.4.91. Objection: [a sound invariable concomitance should be formu-
lated as] ‘whenever there is fire, there is wind’, but not as ‘whenever there
is wind, there is fire’. And also in this verse it is wind’s association [with
the fire] that is intended [and not the other way around]. Therefore it
is a bahuvrihi- compound that expresses [the intended meaning and not
a tatpurusa-]. [Things being so,] how could we then account for the ad-
dition of the affix TaC? With regard to this problem (atra), upadhyaya-
Prakasavarsa says: Here the meaning [expressible by] a bahuvrihi- is in-
cluded also in the meaning of the genitive [tatpurusa-]Jcompound. In fact,
if someone (i.e. fire) is a companion of someone else (i.e. wind), he (fire)
also becomes the one whose companion the other one (wind) is. And a

similar usage is found in Bharavi’s verse: [Kiratarjuniya 9.33].

To begin with, I would like briefly to clarify Vallabhadeva’s doubt and Prakasa-

varsa’s explanation. The discussion evolves along the following points:

hnY -
375 Astadhyayi 3,2.128: YIS RMMA |l Sharma (2002H, p. 431): “Affix SanaN occures after verbal
roots piN ‘to cleanse’ and yajA ‘to sacrifice’ when the action is denoted at the current time.”

376 Astadhyayi 2,2.8: Y51l Sharma (2002b, p. 74): “A oada which ends in sasthi ‘sixth triplet of sUP’
optionally combines, in a tatpurusa compound, with a syntatically related pada which ends in sUP”
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1a The tatpurusa-based expression ‘P-sakhah A’ means ‘A is a companion of P’. This is
to say that A *always accompanies P so that we can arrive at a formal postulation
‘whenever there is P (wind), there is A (fire)’ (P = A).

1b The bahuvrihi-compound ‘P-sakha A’, on the other hand, means ‘A is someone,
whose companion is P’ or, to simplify, ‘P is a companion of A’. This is to say that
P *always accompanies A, a formal representation of which would be ‘whenever
there is A (fire), there is P (wind)’ (P = A).

2 According to Vallabhadeva (and, in fact, common sense), it is the later (1b), but not
the former expression, which is logically sound. Just like the existence of smoke
presupposes the existence of fire, so also the existence of fire (A) presupposes
the existence of wind (P) (because, I reckon, the wind is needed for the fire to
blaze up, so that there cannot be any instance of fire existing without wind).
The opposite (1a), however, is not true, because, just as there are instances of
fire emitting no smoke, there are multiple instances of wind blowing without
fire.

Thus we arrive at a contradiction between the logical expectation for a compound of the
type 1b and the grammatical argumentation, according to which the given compound
should be interpreted as belonging to the type 1a. This problem does, in fact, sound
like a case for the $astric superhero Prakasavarsa, whose help is relied upon here.

3 Prakasavarsa, so Vallabhadeva, proposes a kind of rhetorical solution. When we
affirm that A is a companion of P (1a) we can actually equally affirm that P is a
companion of A (1b) (i.e. the above relations should be postulated in form of a
certain reciprocally proportional function s(x)). Therefore, by using 1a the poet
implies the meaning of 1b.

To trace the development of these exegetical deliberations in the later commentarial
tradition, it may be noted that in the Sarvamkasa Mallinatha follows the general train

of thoughts proposed by Prakasavarsa:
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Durgaprasada et al| (1940, p. 517):22 qad SERCEIC] qg: | ”@\T‘ﬁ 2AT-
T (3,R.23¢) | T GET IR: | “TEEERDTET” (4,8.22)1 H-
T AR TgAEl g A THE: | TR g Al TgEe:”
(TR, 2. 44) SHEHHIAIISH HANEHTE | ST T I 7 Fi-
gdad: |l

Approximate translation: In the sense ‘he purifies’ by Astadhyayi 3,2.128E%
we derive pavamana-, ‘the purifying one’, i.e. the wind. In the sense ‘his
companion’ [by Astadhyayi 2,2.8][we derive pavamanasakha- ‘compan-
ion of the wind’], i.e. the fire. [The affix TaC at the end of the compound
is added by] Astadhyayt 5.4.917 This indication is intended at expressing
only as much as [fire’s] friendship [with wind], because of the rule that
friendship [is based on] reciprocal assistance, [and] because of a contra-
diction that would arise if no [such] assistance was intended. If this com-
pound was a bahuvrihi-, however, one could not account for the [affix
TaC that forms] the final part of the compound. However, Ksirasvamin,
accepting the reading rohitasva in Amarakosa 1,1.55 without this afﬁx,
explains it as a bahuvrihi-. In this verse too, there is no problem to accept

such a reading (i.e. to read pavamanasakha).

In the following I would like to have a look at the quoted verse from the Kiratar-

377The punctuation used in the following quote differs at times from the one found in the printed
vulgate.

578 Astadhyayi 3,2.128: @Gﬁ 2Tl Sharma (2002b, p. 431): “Affix SanaN occures after verbal
roots piN ‘to cleanse’ and yajA ‘to sacrifice’ when the action is denoted at the current time””

37Note that this part of Mallinatha’s text is virtually identical with the corresponding passage in the
Sandehavisausadhi.

380Note that the reading of 1,1.55 in Okd (1913, p. 12), as well as the citation in Durgaprasada et all
(11940, p. 527) should be emended accordingly.

7| fﬂQQ'ﬁTpaT] conj., qlarsd: Durgaprasada et all (1940)
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juniya. This quote is not reproduced in Rau (1949, p. 23), although, according to the
same logic as he applied to SPV 10.20 (cf. 5.4.3), it could be seen as a evidence for “die
Nachricht, dass Prakasavarsa einen Kommentar zum Kiratarjuniya verfasst hat” (ibid.).
Since this verse is omitted not only from Rau’s transcription of ‘his’ Sarada-MS, but
also from his rendition of Sastri Vetal (1929), where it is actually found, we cannot be
sure whether it was or was not present in the MS. According to Prakasavarsa and sev-
eral other commentators (as opposed to Mallinatha and ‘his followers’) Kiratarjuniya

9.33 reads as follows:

I TG A Faaqaand sTaeil: |
iR FARTHTETE: Hellge [ TaHg: || .33

BB HHETIH ] Prakasavarsa, Pitambara, ATH&TYH Mallinatha (+ Dharmavijayagani),
Jonaraja, Harikantha, Ekanathabhatta (!), Vidyamadhava

Certainly, one will realize, Victory gives herself even to a strong person
[only when] he is endowed with good companions/ allies, because [even]
Kamadeva, [though] mighty he was, took up his victorious bow [only] as
a companion of the moonbeams (tatpurusa-) (bahuvrihyarthe: only when

accompanied by the moonbeams) B

While, in the case of SPV 20.71, it can be argued that the exact analytical form of the
compound formation ‘pavamana- + sakhi- does not actually make any difference to
the overall meaning of the verse and that Magha may have used this word based on the

conventional meaning given at least in some version of Amarakosa 1,1.55 to the word

81peterson (2016, p. 165) translates Mallinatha’s version of the verse (ndsahdyam instead of sat-
sahayam in pada- B): “To be sure, victory does not favor a man with military strength but lacking al-
lies. That is why the love god, powerful though he is, did not lift his bow for conquest before recruit-
ing the moon’s rays as helpmates”
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“vayusakhah”, the case of KA 9.33 seems to be quite different. The complex compound
‘Sasimayukha- + sakhi- does not seem to correspond to any conventional byname of
Kama (at least not to any of those which are listed in the Amarakosa) and, more im-
portantly, it is, in fact, intended exactly at expressing its analytical meaning that could
be best captured by a bahuvrihi-compound (Sasimayukhasakhi-, ‘he who has moon-
rays as his companions’), parallel to sasahaya- ‘he who is with companion(s)’ in pada-
B of the same verse. Here, indeed, we seem to be in need of a certain interpretative in-
tervention in order to explain the reason behind Bharavi’s choice of vocabulary. Ap-
plying the same reasoning as proposed by Prakasavarsa at SPV 20.71, we can, in fact,
get away with the apparent inconsistence in KA 9.33 as well.

It appears in a way surprising, though telling in many other ways, that none of the
known to me commentaries on KA 9.33 (apart from the secondary conflated redaction
of “Jagaddatta’s” version of the Laghutika, Jo, Pa; ) pays any attention to this interpre-
tative difﬁculty. The observation that no similar discussion was found in the pre-
Jo; Pa; -version of the Laghutika is further supported by the absence of any explana-
tory remark in the Ghantapatha of Mallinatha, who, as we have seen, in his chrono-
logically later commentary on SPV 20.71 goes even so far as to examine various ver-
sions of the Amarakosa and openly to propose an emendation to Magha’s verse. As
we are certain that Mallinatha was acquainted with some version of Laghutika (see
b.5.2) and that many of his elaborate exegetical discussions (such as, most famously,
the ones at KA 1.10 or Meghadiita 2, or, in fact, the above SPV 20.71) were inspired
by his study of earlier commentaries, we may surmise that the scholar recognized this
problem only at the time of composition of his later work (i.e. the Sarvamkasa on the
Sisupalavadha).

As far as the reasons behind the lack of any explanatory note in the Laghutika

is concerned, however, this seems to be slightly more difficult to explain. Should we

382[n fact, it is rather the “strange” agglomeration of particles in pada- A that seems to worry the
majority of the commentators.
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stick to the theory that Vallabhadeva’s upadhyaya- was identical with the author of the
Laghutika, we could, perhaps, speculate that either this commentary was a rather early
work of then-young Prakasavarsa or/ and that the scholar deliberately confined himself
to the “bare necessities” and aimed at writing a truly ‘short’ (laghu-) commentary that
did not go beyond mere elucidation of the syntactic structure of the verses and the
meanings of the words used therein.

In conclusion of this section, the following points could be repeated:

1. In three among the five explicit references to Prakasavarsa by Vallabhadeva,

his opinion is invoked as that of an “authoritative other” (cf. the repetition of
the characteristic clause ‘upadhyayaprakasavarsas tu ...’). At this cases Vallab-
hadeva prefers his own, somewhat “novel” interpretation of the discussed verses,
but, nonetheless, finds it indispensable to acknowledge a more “traditional” view
taught by or, at least, ascribed to his teacher.

2. In other two references, Prakasavarsa is presented under a different light. He
is invoked as an authoritative and reliable teacher, to whom Vallabhadeva ex-
presses his indebtedness by either separately composing a short vote of thanks
or, at the other instance, by directly “quoting” his opinion on a passage that
seems to be difficult to explain.

3. All but one references seem to refer to the opinion of Prakasavarsa at topics
related to $astric discussions (vyakarana- most of the time, but famously also
yoga-).

4. It is noteworthy, I belive, that the interpretations of the later commentator Mal-
linatha either directly follow the understanding suggested by Prakasavarsa or,
otherwise, incorporate them in a further developed exegetical argument. This
seems to strengthen the supposition that Mallinatha may have seen the tag ‘Pra-

kasavarsa’ to bear certain authority (or, possibly, just used the occasion to ar-
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gue against the opinion of Vallabhadeva, which he appears often to dislike).

5. Finally, it needs to be highlighted that, on the basis of the versions of the Laghutika
available to us, we seem not to be able to arrive at any decisive argument for the
supposition that Prakasavarsa II, the teacher of Vallabhadeva, was the author
of this text. Nevertheless, in view of further available to us evidence for the
assumption that Prakasavarsa the author of Laghutika was, in fact, a relatively

early pandita- from Kaémir (see 5.3) and whose commentary was regarded as

old and authoritative by the tradition (see 2.2.2.3.1, @, 5.5.9, 5.5.1), I am still

inclined to identify both the persona (admittedly using a somewhat inconsistent

argumentum ad ignorantiam).

5.5 References to Prakasavarsa and his work in the
later commentaries on the kavya-

Setting the difficult task of putting together the jigsaw of Prakasavarsa’s identity aside,
in the following final section to this chapter I would like to investigate the traces that
his text, the Laghutika, left in the later commentarial tradition on the Kiratarjuniya.
Having established that this text was known to and, perhaps, even studied by several
later representatives of the tradition, I would like to try to establish (a) which role did
these commentators assign to Prakasavarsa; and (b) which version of the Laghutika

could these later scholars have at their disposal.

5.5.1 General References

Apart from Mallinatha’s technical references to the Laghutika dealt with in 5.5.3, there

are several instances, at which later commentators on the Kiratarjuniya have acknowl-
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edged their general acquaintance with this work. One of such cases detected in Pitam-

bara’s Kiratacandrika is discussed elsewhere in this thesis (see on pp. [10ff.),
the other two shall be briefly looked at here.

5.5.1.1 Gadasimha’s Tattvacandrika

The entry for Prakasavarsa found in in NCC 12 (p. 212b) notes that the commentary 5
Laghutika on the Kiratarjuniya written by this author has been referred by Mallinatha
(here the reference is to KA 4.10 discussed above) as well as by Gadasimha in “C. Tattva-
candrika on Kiratarjuniya, L. 2140”. The later is a reference to a manuscript described

in a comprehensive catalogue of Sanskrit MSS held in private collections (in Bengal?)
compiled by Rajendralala Mitra during the years 1870 — 1888. In the sixth volume of 10
this catalogue (Mitra (1882, pp. 205f.)) we find the entry for the sought MS. According

to this, the MS was written in Bengali characters and appeared to the compiler to be
“old”. A short remark on the text reads (ibid.): “A commentary on the Kiratarjuniya

of Bharavi. By Gadasimha, a grammarian of some repute.” The introductory verses to

the text are transcribed as follows: 15

U IT Tf9eH ++ T T (1)

ERER I CR LI Ee sk -Ca L T E)

Hied SRR A GRET: |

Y SR TRl SHUTCHT

FgeedTaeTid ¥rg: SifiEriea: | 2
TEARATGSTIG I Eune] ferfoseqd || B

383The end of the first half should almost certainly be emended to W?ﬂ"{

(oI aN

384Here TddIT- should be, perhpas, preferred.
385This verse contains, in fact, rather curious information about the author and the circumstances
of the composition for the commentary. Gadasimha says that just as he himself was instructed by his
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The reference pertinant to our current discussion is found in the second mangala-
verse. It says: “Even though there are (available) very extensive commentaries [writ-
ten by] Prakasavarsa and others, nonetheless, I, Gadasimha, compose this [ Tattvacan-
drika) for the sake of easy understanding”. The key word seems to be “very extensive”
(suvistara-) that seems to describe the state in which this commentary came down to

the late Bengali commentator.28

5.5.1.2 Devaraja’s Sukhabodhini = Subodhini

The introductory verses to the Sukhabodhini by Devaraja (Chatterji (1934, p. 1)) read:

T SEHNSIEY UG FFINI: |

TR STl @ &: TETSe: I 2

SERTRISSSRI CTSTUTI ST | qUT Sid HREH |

T SR [Tt ikt 2fieaa fagat ezl R
a@ﬂéwﬁ'@wquad TR |

viezd WIaH G o Fc 3 SiSEaragm il 2

On whose neck, when embraced by the arms of Laksmi, the lines of [her]
marriage-strings look like jewel necklaces, may he, Janardana, protect
you. (1)

Since the commentaries on Bharavi’s poem written by Prakasavarsa and

[elder] brother SriSimhasimha, who was like a father to him (pitrkalpa-), he now, therefore (i.e. perhaps,
to “pay back” his debt to him), writes this commentary so that his brother’s children and other would
remember (the explanations of his own brother, I guess).

386 Apart from the fact that the MS(s) (the entry in Mitrd (1882, pp. 205f.) seems to refer to two MSS
at once) is/are found in Bengal and is/are written in Bengali characters, the Bengali provenience of this
author is further supported by additional intertextual evidence. It is, namely, that in his commentary
to KA 9.15 (so Bhattacharyd (1946, p. 6f.), who gives a transcript of the related portion of the text)
Gadasimha refers to the reading of the verse argued for in the Bhagavrtti, a lost Bengali commentary
on the Astadhyayi (this discussion is summarized in Wieliniska-Soltwede] (2006, vol. 2, p. 23)).
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others are incomplete, I, Devaraja, by command of the learned ones com-
pose [now] an extensive commentary [on this work]. (2)

[For the translation of the thrid verse, see p. L0 of this thesis.]

The remark about the incompleteness of the Laghutika is rather curious. Since
there are no reasons to assume that the commentary did not cover the complete poem,
Devaraja’s statement should be interpreted as referring to the MSS of the Laghutika
available to him. Not much seems to be known so far about the time and the prove-
nance of this scholar, so that it is somewhat difficult to contextualize this finding. Based
on the location of the absolute majority of the MSS of the Subodhini, one could surmise
that Devaraja was active somewhere around Kerala (or, to put it less precise, in South
India). As already mentioned in the fn. R3 (p. [L0), a critical edition and a study of this
text is currently being prepared at the Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha in Tirupati, so
that more details may emerge in the course of time.

At a later instance, in the commentary to KA 1.14,Devaraja exhibits his acquain-
tance with the ancient, though incomplete commentary by directly referring to (or
possibly quoting) an opinion of Prakasavarsa. Though not completely clear from the
text of the Subodhini as available to me (i.e. the above cited vulgate Chatterji (1934)),

Devaraja seems, furthermore, to accept a different reading of the verse:

W LI&T[ gRa: WW Ffga: |

PR s eTehall: FIgIdTHe defed Trae: ||

Approximate translation in following Devaraja’s main interpretation: Having dis-
tributed his guard all around, he, [though] distrustful [inside], approaches

his enemies and his friends in such a way that he appears to be trustful.

iT| l%l‘am] Devaraja, Lokananda-patha, Suvarnarekha, foam= Devaraja-patha, Jonaraja, Dalhana,
Mallinatha, *Prakasavarsa, Pitambara, Lokananda, Vidyamadhava [19 T&T[] Devaréaja, Vidyamadhava,
Suvarnarekha (?), Y& Devaraja-patha, Jonaraja, Dalhana, Mallinatha, Prakasavarsa, Pitambara, Loka-

nanda, Vidyamadhava-patha
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The reaches that were made subservient to his dependants upon the com-

pletion of their tasks speak of his gratitude.

After completing the explanation of the first half of the verse according to his own
understanding, Devaraja sets out to discuss possible alternative readings and interpre-
tations by evoking the opinion of Prakasavarsa. It is difficult to decide whether it is
the whole alternative interpretation that Devaraja credited to (or borrowed from) Pra-
kasavarsa, or just its beginning portion. Below, I quote only that part of the explana-
tion, which actually is reminiscent of the available to me text of one of the versions
of the Laghutika and, moreover, that was most probably utilized in Mallinatha’s com-
mentary. For this verse we have the evidence of two subgroups of “B, Bo; Mii & Jai
Jo;Pa;. Although all the elements in the analysis of the compound ‘paretaran’ are ex-
actly identical (!) in both of these version, Bo; Mii lacks any reference to the forma-
tion of the word raksa-. On this basis I am inclined to conclude that Devaraja’s ver-

sion of Laghutika was, in all likelihood, akin to that preserved in the Jagadatta-group.

Devaraja ad 1.14: [...] H%IQIQ‘;{‘@I@ _ &I T QA< | 9-
o ﬂ S “:\[a:” N < . | = <

T Tl N AEfegun:, draaTseERTe T @ o

387Roodbergen (1984, p. 33) follows the reading and the interpretation offered by Mallinatha: “Having
put reliable guards all around out of distrust, he (nevertheless) assumes the appearance of somebody
who does not entertain suspicion. The wealth bestowed on his servants on the successful completion
of their tasks speaks of his gratitude”

Peterson (2016, p. 7), though follows the same reading, offers a slightly different interpretation of
individual words. In fact, she seems to have translated the word ‘paretaran’ twice: once, following
Mallinatha’s main interpretation, as ‘trusted’ and yet once more, following Prakasavarsa, as ‘spies’.
“Acutely suspicious of treachery, he has surrounded himself with trusted guards and spies, yet pretends
to be utterly trusting. The gifts with which he rewards his men at the successful completion of their
tasks proclaim his gratitude.

1§ TR Cf. Astadhyayi 3,1.134: AecHRIANRHT SGUEH: |
< <
16 FHIAUL | Astadhyayi 3,2.1: RHUIUL|
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Rl et Reaaed wid| |[...]

Cf. Mallinatha: T&1 T=TaRA e H AT cilicl G ek
Sfcl T U | T&TilTe] TR, [ ]| “fvaie- * 51
ESIREIDE(

Prakasavarsa (JaiJo; Pay, the critical apparate is omitted): [ . ] Iaf_(‘ﬁﬁ'[
Tz, A FTaT )| WA, T 3, S 9ead:, dl ¥-
ST At |

On the basis of these parallels, I consider the clause ‘atmiyan kurvanti’ in the Sub-
odhini most likely to be a corruption of ‘atmasatkurvanti’ supported by the Laghutika
and the Ghantapatha. As far the text of the Laghutika is concerned, the parallel word-
ings of Devaraja’s and Mallinatha’s commentaries support the assumption that the
gloss ‘Satrun’ found within the element of word-formation ‘paran itarayanti’ should

be considered a secondary insertion as well.

5.5.2 Mallinatha

As pointed out above, Mallinatha’s text contains i.a. a rather technical reference to the
opinion expressed by Prakasavarsa in his commentary on the Kiratarjuniya. In order
to understand whether or not the text of the Laghutika available to Mallinatha could
have been possibly similar to any of its versions available to us, below I would like to
have a closer look at Mallinatha’s reference.

At the moment I am aware of a single occurrence in the Ghantapatha at which Mal-
linatha explicitly refers to the opinion of Prakasavarsa. There are, however, a number

of other cases where Mallinatha’s unidentified predecessor (usually, a custodian of an

B AR ] Cf ViV ad 3,1.26: Od FUIIIGEA GEaamaEd |
¢ <

B FHU] Astadhyayi 3,2.1: FHUAULI

B AREHR® | Astadhyayi 3,1.134: A AU oJUT=4: ||
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alternative opinion) may have also been the same author. Below, I would like to dis-
cuss just one of such cases, where the opinion of an unnamed early exegete can be with
some degree of probability traced back to Prakasavarsa. Yet other cases (having more
direct bearing on the positioning of the various transmissional lines of the Laghutika)
will be treated separately. To begin with, however, I would like to have a look at Malli-
natha’s unambiguous reference to Prakasavarsa found in the commentary on Kiratar-

Jjuniya 4.10.

5.5.2.1 Kiratarjuniya 4.10

According to Mallinatha, the text of Kiratarjuniya 4.10 should be read and understood
as follows:
JURAT: FEFAERTERIGHRE: g Stad I
haN ha¥ 3 - b
AHGRIHIHIIEI I 3T I qﬁa‘ilaﬂaﬂi % 20l

@E QAT | Mallinatha, (Dalhana), Lokananda, Suvarnarekha &
Dharmavijayagani, Sahityacandrka, qEFAEC Siddhantakaumudi 712

Prakasavarsa, Jonaraja, Candrika, Subodhatika

The herds of cows who left from their pasture grounds [on which they
were grazing] in the late evening and who, eager [to meet their calves],
were unable quickly to step on the ground with their swollen udders [al-

ready] dripping [milk], made him eager to watch them 8

As one can already predict from the short critical apparatus to the verse above,

388Cf. Roodbergen (1984, p. 227): “The herds of cows returning from their pasture-ground in the
late evening, unable to run fast because they had swollen udders, longing (for their calves), made him
desirous to watch.”

Peterson (2016, p. 65): “He steadily gazed at the herds of cows returning from the pasture in the late
evening, gait slowed down by heavy udders oozing milk as they longed to join their calves.”
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the difference in opinions arises at the reading (or, rather, the underlying grammatical
derivation) of the former member of the compound ‘pascimaratrigocara-’, i.e. ‘pascimaratri-
’, which, according to Prakasavarsa and a number of other commentators, should be
read as ‘pasScimaratra-. When discussing this word at the very beginning of his com-

mentary on KA 4.10, Mallinatha writes: 5

[ eI a NN aN

g St el R | TR g | qa foE, afim

T ~ ~ -~ RN ~ ~ ~~_ ¢ 3

d i ERAwRET:, dfgaes qE-eedgs (R,R.2) -
PTRISCERUTG)| o7 UF “ITE: TeehaRl-"cqTanT (4,9.€%) 7 THTET-

STy, Ty qE T E T ST | SERTRIase] Tha - 10
THEHAT T THTETHTE T |l

Roodbergen (1984, p. 227): (In the sense of) pascima casau ratris ca ‘it is
both later and evening’ (we derive pascimaratrih). This is viSesanasamasa
‘cp.-formation with a qualifying word’. That is to say, the later evening.
(Here) since the word standing for the whole stands in syntactic agreement 15
with the word standing for the part, just as in parva dik ‘the eastern direc-
tion’, pascimam nabhah ‘the western sky’, it finally comes to mean a part.
But this is not (an instance of) ekadesisamasa ‘cp.-formation with a word
standing for a whole’ as (we have it in) pascimam ratreh ‘the later part of
the evening’. The reason is that the word pascima has not been mentioned 20
in the purvapara, etc. rule which prescribes that (ekadesisamasa). That is
why no samasanta (suffix) ‘(suffix causing a change at) the end of a cp’
(has been added) by P.5.4.67 either. The reason is that this samasanta suf-
fix also belongs to the domain of cp.-formation stated by the purvapara
etc. rule. But Prakasavarsa assumes ekadesisamasa ‘cp.-formation with (a 25

word standing for) the whole’, and says that a samasanta (suffix is added).
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This is questionable.

From the above quote it appears that the text of Prakasavarsa’s commentary avail-
able to Mallinatha may have not provided any justification for the correctness of the ac-
cepted grammatical formation. This, so Mallinatha, needs to be further investigated.
Before looking at the versions of the Laghutika that have come down to us, I would
like to give a brief explanation of Mallinatha’s grammatical argument:

1 Astadhyayi 5,4.87 lists a number of nominal bases and their classes; when these
are combined with the word ratri- ‘night’ as a final member of the resulting
tatpurusa-compound, then there is an addition of the samasanta-affix aC, so that
the resulting formation takes the form X-ratra- B

1a One of the listed items is ekadesa- ‘part of a whole’. An example and the technical
analysis of a compound, in which an ekadesa- word takes the position of the
former member, provided by Kasika is ‘purvam ratreh, purvaratrah’ that is ‘the
earlier part of the night’.@ In the above analysis the word purva- is not an
adjectival qualification of the night (‘early’), but signifies a part (ekadesa-) of the
whole (ekadesin-), i.e. of the night, and could be thus, perhaps, analyzed as a
collective noun in the meaning of ‘that what is early’ or the ‘early part’. Such
a compound is called ekadesisamasa- (cf. Kasika ad 6,3.110 or 7,3.11), that is a
compound where the final member is an ekadesin-, and its formation is provided
by Astadhyayi 2,2.1 (see below).

1b A usual qualifying karmadharaya-compound (or viSesanasamasa-)E2 on the other

389 Astadhyayi 5,4.87: W:H%I'HW T3: | Bharma (1999, p. 717): “The taddhita affix aC
occurs after a tatpurusa compound which contains ratri ‘night’, used in combination after ahar ‘day’,
sarva ‘all’, ekadesa ‘part of a whole’, samkhyata ‘counted, numbered’ and punya ‘merit’, auspicious, in
addition to samkhya ‘number’ and avyaya ‘indeclinable’” The last two items are carried over from the
preceding Astadhyayi 5,4.86.

390This formation can be, in fact, found in actual use in Buddhacarita 13.28.

31This type of formation is provided by the general sutra- Astadhyayi 2,1.57: ICREURERE dg-
SH | Sharma (2002H, p. 54): “A pada which ends in sUp and denotes a qualifying property (visesanavac)
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hand, would be accounted for by a different technical analysis ‘purva casau
ratris ca’ (that which is early and which is night) and, accordingly, would have,
strictly speaking, a different meaning ‘the early night’ (that would, as Malli-
natha says, ultimately amount to mean the same as 1a). Here the word purva-
should be interpreted not as an ekadesa- but as a “regular” qualifier. The re-
sulting visesanasamasa- would not be a subject to 5,4.87 and thus have the form
pﬁrvaratri—.
3 Astadhyayi 2,2.1,@ that, on the one hand, allows the formation of ekadeSisamasa-
s, does, at the same time, restrict the scope of words which are liable to become
a former member in these compounds. These are purva-, apara-, uttara as well
as, optionally, ardha- (by 2,2.2).@
As pascima- is not recorded in the list mentioned in Astadhyayi 2,2.1 - 2, so Mallinatha,
it cannot combine as a former member of a compound of the type 1a, so that we can
only form a viSesanasamasa- ‘pascimaratri- (1b), which would ultimately have the
same meaning as 1a (just as, perhaps, in English, ‘the former part of the night’ amounts
to the same meaning as ‘the early night’).
In conclusion of this comparatively elaborate discussion, Mallinatha adds just a

short statement, according to which Prakasavarsa accepted the change of the final

variously combines in a tatpurusa compound, which a syntactically related coreferential pada wich ends
in sUP and denotes the object so qualified”
392This option is explicitly argued for in the Tattvabodhini, Jianendrasarasvata’s commentary on the
~ NN o <
Siddhantakaumudi. At SiKau 786 (= 5,4.87) it says: gl  UHARSGEIRGI S&UM {'O?I'iz(*‘l RHUN-
C e = [N

N
&[SW dql GEAUERAT HAld | Though I am not aware of any counterargument, it is possi-

ble that a staunch grammarian could argue against this usage on account of Astadhyayi 2,2.1 (see 3).
Even in such a case, adopting another common meaning of the word purva-, pirvaratra- can certainly

be formed in the meaning ‘the previous night’.
< e N SN e N o b

3% Astadhyayi 2,2.1: JATIETHBGRIARITLRLIT | Sharma (2002b, p. 67): “A pada which ends

in sUP and contains purva ‘fore’, apara ‘back’, adhara ‘lover’, or uttara ‘upper’ optionally combines,
in a tatpurusa compound, with a syntactically related pada which ends in sUP and refers to a single
substance (ekadhikarana) with parts (ekadesin).

S _ .

3% Astadhyayi 2,2.2: 3T AHRH N Sharma (2002b, pp. 68f.): “A pada which contains ardha ‘half’ in
neuter optionally combines, in a tatpurusa compound, with a syntactically related pada which ends in
sUP and refers to a single subtance with parts.

10
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vowel in the compound formation ‘pascima- + ratri-’. The brevity of Mallinatha’s ref-
erence to this alternative opinion, as well as his characteristic ‘tan mrgyam’ (rather
than a refutation of rival arguments) make me think that the text of the Laghutika

available to Mallinatha did not, in fact, offer much more than just a silent acceptance

of the alternative formation.

For the current verse, there are two versions of the Laghutika which are available
to me. Both of these belong to the larger group “B. The abridged version of this text
(MiiBo; ), though it indubitably supports the reading ‘ratra-, does not seem to pay
any attention to this point. All three MSS stemming from Jagaddatta’s exemplar (Jai
& JoiPa;), on the other hand, have a very brief remark on this formation (that is
incorporated in the running text of the commentary and not, as it often happens in
the conflated version Jo; Pa;, added at the end of the commentary). The brief, though
definite tone of this remark allows a conjecture that it could have been exactly this (or a
very similar) statement that Mallinatha had in mind when referring to Prakasavarsa’s
words. In absence of an evidence of the group *A (Ba), however, this supposition

remains liable to doubts. The part of the commentary found in all three MSS reads as

follows (see ?? for the complete transcript):

o [N aN haN

L

JaiJo, Pa : TEERARH <Al TT=:+| I/t IIOm =TT, THSH-
TN TP FRAAFIEHIAGIAHIGL 5721 | el Tl
O | QTR g T | QPRI , GHTET-
, TR, TEHEIRET (g GEee TTea:, 31d -
GH IHUSAT T, A T TR, T SR

o [Nl aN haY

ig TMER=d. .. | Cf. Kasika ad 3,3.119: A2 ed STRHTHAT I

g & ] JaiPa,, ¥Jo, g TAA°] Jo,, A Jai, TR Pa;, [19 ARG Pa,, A Jo,
Bd °TA°] JaiJolPa;, U Jote [ TIETHAUS THE ] Jai, TEFNTE AN GEHUENIEE,

Jol,mWWPal R1-p9 3Td Q.Eﬁw 5"%[] JaiJo1, repeated twice Pa;

Jai: 23r15, Joq : 24v1,
Pa;: 40r6
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e haSiaN [aX)
S A I, 3 O S 9 I i ARl s Tge: |

The relevant for the current discussion statement is found in the lines g - 1.
Here we find a technical analysis of an ekadesisamasa- (1a): ‘ratreh pascimabhagah’
‘the later part of the night’ and an explicit reference to the occurence of a samasanta-
affix. Instead of the expected aC, all the MSS read aT, which can be, perhaps, accepted
as a reference to the final letter ‘a’ that occurs on account of the samasanta-affix aC.

Without going into an elaborated discussion about the historical development of
the theoretical provision for the compound formations of the type ‘pascimaratra-,
which IThope to undertake elsewhere, I will leap to a relatively late stage in the develop-
ment of the grammatical tradition recorded in the Siddhantakaumudi. In the commen-
tary on Astadhyayi 2,2.1 (SiKau 712), Bhattoji Diksita refers to an argumentative strat-
egy of some scholars, by means of which the form pascimaratra-, apparently found in
the version of the Kiratarjuniya known to the grammarian, can be accounted for. The

relevant portion of the text reads as follows:

TAISHRRN ST THE | “HEATEE-" (§,3.220 - RA°F° R3¢) T
TR TR | THETE: | i GaISEHaal: Hie- GHEd = &-
29| TR AT oF T | “IIRAT: JTAEnie-
T (BT 9, 20) FeTie; Fegitreag: |

Approximate translation: Absolutely all words expressing a part of the whole

can be compounded [as former members of an ekadesisamasa- | with the
nominal base ahar-, this is indicated by Astadhyayi 6,3.110. Examples
are madhyahnah ‘the middle part of the day’ and sayahnah ‘the evening
part of the day’. Some [grammarians] say, however, that all words ex-

pressing a part of the whole can be compounded [as former members of

'a'q'[] Jai, 91 Jo; Pa; qﬁﬂ] JoiPay, Qﬁ'[]ai
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an ekadesisamasa- | with any word expressive of time and not only with
ahar-, because the indication [in Astadhyayi 6,3.110] refers [not to a spe-
cific base ahar- but] to a general notion [of time]. In this way one can
form [a compound such as] madhyaratrah ‘the middle part of the night’

5 and [pascimaratra- used] in KA 4.10a.

Bhattoji’s explanation can be unpacked as follows:

4 Astadhyayi 5,4.888 teaches that the base ahar-, when compounded into a tatpurusa-
with the words and word classes mentioned in 5,4.87 (and 5,4.86), is substituted
by ahna-. Thus, when compounded with purva-, an ekadesa- base listed in 2,2.1,

10 we obtain ‘purvahna-’.

5 Astadhyayi 6,3.1108% lists a number of bases and base classes. When these are com-
pounded into a tatpurusa- with ahar- and the latter is turned into ahna- (on the
basis of 5,4.88, see 4) then this, on its turn, can be optionally substituted by ahan-
in Locative Singular. Thus the Loc. Sg. of purvahna- can be either purvahne, or

15 purvahani and pﬂrvdhni.@

5a One can observe that all but one item listed in 6,3.110 are accounted for by 5,4.88,
which provides for the form “X-ahna-’ that serves as the basis for the application
of the current rule. One word, however, namely ‘sayam’ cannot be found there.
The question arises, therefore, on what basis we are allowed to form ‘sayahna-’

20 in the first place. Kasika argues here, that this formation should be accounted for

as an ekadesisamasa- covered by 5,4.88. As it appears contradictory that Panini

haN haY
35 Astadhyayi 5,4.88: 3TgIS& YA¥: || Sharmad (1999, p. 719): “The form ahan is replaced with ahna,
when it is used in combination in a tatpurusa compound atfer sarva, ekadesa, samkhyata and a con-
stituent which denotes samkhya, or is termed an avyaya ‘indeclinable’, provided taC follows.

. < o
3% Astadhyayi 6,3.110: W@W STl Sharma (2001, p. 398): “The word
ahna, when used in combination after samkhya, vi and saya, is optionally replaced with ahan when Ni
follows.

37The optional deletion of ‘@’ is taught in Astadhyayi 6,4.134: a?@ﬁTSFI: Il Sharmd (2001, p. 533):
“The aT of an anga termed bha which ends in an is deleted by means of LOPA”
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did not include this base in the list found in 2,2.1, but taught some operations
for it in 6,3.11, one is allowed (and even prompted) to explain this seeming con-
tradiction by attending to some secondary exegetical rules. In this case one at-
tends to the device of jiapaka-. The Kasika explains that by not including sayam
in the list of ekadesa- s in 2,2.1 and by providing for an ekadesisamasa- in the cur-
rent 6,3.110, Panini wanted to indicate that, in actuality, all words expressive of
ekadesa- (and not only those listed in 2,2.1) can combine into an ekadesisamasa-
with the word ahar-B2 This part of the argument seems to be unconditionally
accepted by Bhattoji.
5b According to ‘some other’ grammarians, however, this indication should be taken
to have a broader application. According to them, so Bhattoji, the above con-
tradiction should indicate not only that all the ekadesa- words should be able to
form an ekadesisamasa- with ahar-, but also that such a composition should be
possible with any other word expressing time in place of ahar-. Thus, he contin-
ues, this jiapaka- would similarly cover cases like madhyaratrah or pascimara-
trah.@
Although understanding the technical content of the view ascribed to Prakasavarsa
may in a long run help us to position the author within the history of Indian literature,
several other conclusions may be drawn even without acquiring any detailed com-
prehension of the involved arguments. In this regard, I would like once again to em-
phasize that the current reference to Prakasavarsa establishes beyond any doubt the
fact that Mallinatha was actually acquainted with some version of the Laghutika. It ap-

pears probable, furthermore, that among the versions of the Laghutika currently avail-

<
98 K asika ad 6,3.110: ATATRS, TR, TG | TheRIEHTE: JaleaIS~IeaTy Wadicided fJ-
< . ey o o
YA/ &0l HRH| dd HHg: HAR A A
3Much prior to Bhattoji this interpretation was pronounced e.g. by Purusottamadeva, whose

JAapakasamuccaya tells the following: WW@W call (¥,3.2¢) 3H-

T AR, 89 U9 THREEEl Siagiedl SRS 4 d Eed W@l i
AR EERIRIATEE ! fafg: |
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able to us, it is the one preserved in Jagaddatta’s MSS that could be estimated most sim-

ilar to the text of the commentary known by Mallinatha.

5.5.2.2 Kiratarjuniya 9.30

In this example Mallinatha, instead of referring to any particular commentator, talks
of the opinion of the ‘previous ones’ (or, in fact, ‘a respectable previous one’, purve). It
is possible to imagine that the point of this reference may have been Prakasavarsa.
ha o o [ NI aN o N
MY i1 T8 T AR Sas |

NN o

A A fero femase: e A daree™l 2. 3o I

@E A9 | Mallinatha, Jonaraja, Pitambara, *Prakasavarsa, purve (Mallinatha), parvatra
Harikantha, Vidyamadhava, Ekanathabhatta, (Ekanathabhatta)
Dalhana, Dharmavijayagani, 3Tddl

Roodbergen (2003, p. 73): By the male cakravaka duck experiencing in-
variable separation (from the female) by night, content, when being to-
gether with his wife even when during the sun heat, the rays of the cold-
rayed one (i.e., the moon) could not be tolerated. When the mind is trou-

bled, everything becomes unbearable 220

As can be inferred from the critical apparatus above, the alternative opinion re-
ported by Mallinatha concerns the reading (and the interpretation) of pada- A, in fact,
the very first word of the verse. At the end of his commentary to the verse, Mallinatha

adds:

400Cf. less literal (better readable instead) translation in Peterson (2016, p. 165): “In the company of
his mate the shelldrake had found pleasure even in the hot sunlight, yet doomed to part from her every
night, he found the moon’s cool rays unbearable. All things are painful when the heart is heavy”
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= NN [N aN

9 g <A el 9g: | T TeA TR AW Hfe, qfEI=on g 2-
FRTTRTUTT 1Y <1 |ieX 3 TTH) Tdb A &

Approximate translation: The previous commentator(s), however, accepted
the reading ‘atapah’ [in place of ‘atape’ in the first pada- of the verse]. In
this case one should construe the verse in the following way: [a cakravaka-
bird] along with his wife could even bear the sun’s heat (P1.), but in sep-
aration from her could not bear even the moonrays. The meaning ulti-

mately amounts for the same.

As one can further gather from the above critical apparatus, none of the com-
mentaries on the KA known to me , apart from the various transmissional lines of
the Laghutika, seem to accept this reading of the text. In fact, none of them, apart
from Mallinatha and almost certainly repeating from him Ekanathabhatta, seems to be
aware of this alternative or, otherwise, to find it worth mentioning. The transmissional
groups “A and "B of the Laghutika, though distinctly dissimilar to each other as far
as the transmitted wording of the commentary on the verse in general is concerned,
both undoubtedly accept the reading and, as a matter of fact, the associated syntac-
tic construction attributed by Mallinatha to the ‘previous one(s)’. In order not to en-
ter a discussion of several difficulties pertaining to the readings of the *B-versions, be-

low I will give a single example of Ba’s (*A) version of the text:

Ba: UCITERIGUI FehaTehelIaTaT: Ee! Yrerarcg e, Jat &: — a-
AT TehaTa TERA: | R fhon 9 |/ 79 3:9eT oma-
oT: W, A Teawe R wa: el g - g+ Red weify weweaed
=l

“01This passage is almost literally repeated in the Ekanathabhatta Sahityacandrika (fol. 78v10 in the
Jaipur MS and fol. 99r5 in the BORI MS).

Bd G | conj., HIdHETd Ba 2 T SRS | conj., AT [(1)] Ba
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The above observations, even if they do not provide us with a binding argument,
seem to strengthen the assumption that Mallinatha did, in fact, refer here to the opin-
ion of Prakasavarsa (and, possibly, other ancient commentators?!?). Even accepting
this proposition, we argument, however, discern on the basis of which version of the
Laghutika Mallinatha drew his reference, for all the known to me variants of the text
seem to agree on the point relevant for the current discussion. The choice of the tag
‘purve’ (instead of a direct ascription to Prakasavarsa or the Laghutika) could be, per-
haps, explained by Mallinatha’s wish, on the one hand, to ascribe a certain author-
ity to the expressed view (as he does not seem to criticise it in any way) and, on the
other hand, possibly to dissociate himself from it by stressing that this opinion was

held *only by the ancient authors.

Various references to Prakasavarsa from within the later commentarial tradition
on the Kiratarjuniya discussed in the current section and supplemented by the Kirata-
candrika (see p.2.2.3.1), suggest, to begin with, that Prakasavarsa was known as an au-
thor of an old and therefore authoritative commentary on the Kiratarjuniya. This com-
mentary was noted by its actual name ‘Laghutika ’ by Pitambara and considered ei-
ther overly elaborate or insufficiently detailed by other commentators. Besides that,
we can surmize that Prakasavarsa was known across the Indian sub-continent: among
the available testimonials two stem from Bengal, one from Kerala, or more generally,
from the South India and one (that of Mallinatha) from the area of today’s state of
Telangana. Based on more specific references of Devarajabhatta and Mallinatha, one
could infer that the text of the Laghutika available to these authors was in agreement
with some versions of the text available to us today. Moreover, in the case of Devara-
jabhatta’s reference in particular, one could state more precisely that the text of the
Laghutika known to this author was closer to the version of the text transmitted in the

MSS of Jagaddatta’s group than to any other variant of the same.
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Chapter 6

Study of the Laghutika by
Prakasavarsa. Evaluation of the

Transmissional Lines

In this chapter I shall have a brief look at the general features of the individual lines
of transmission of the text of the Laghutika. In view of various limitations, I will not
be able to provide any detailed comparison of the available lines, but rather contain
myself to their broad descriptions. I hope that these generalizations may be utilized

for a more thorough reexamination of the ascertained problems.

6.1 Establishing the Transmissional Lines

In the current chapter I would like to furnish a brief text-historical evaluation of the
position occupied by the individual transmissional lines of the Laghutika. In order to
do so, in the first step, I need to establish these individual lines. This process is in its
various aspects parallel to the establishment of an analytical stemma of the MSS used

for the preparation of a critical edition of a single text. The main purpose of my analysis

253
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is, however, exactly to distinguish between several discrete transmissional lines of the
Laghutika rather than to arrive at any hierarchical arrangement of these, which would
allow me to merge them into the wording of a single *Ur-text. In fact, even if I would
like eventually to attempt a certain hierarchical arrangement of the discerned versions
of the text,® the arguments employed in any such proposition should not be based
on any hypothetical relationship between the actual MSS transmitting these version
(unless, of course, a very old MS of the text signed by Prakasavarsa himself would
emerge in the course of time).

In distinguishing between several transmissional lines, I was mainly led by two
sets of observations: textual and codicological (or, para-textual, if one would prefer to
confuse this term even more). The textual observations are related to the evaluation of
the actual readings of the transmitted text. In the case of the Laghutika, the difference
between the readings transmitted in various groups of the MSS is so tremendous that
it does not require any minute statistical evaluation in order to be noticed. It is, there-
fore, that for the purpose of mere arranging of the MSS into several groups (and the pre-
served text into several transmissional lines) it suffices to have a brief look at the tran-
script of the individual MSS (see ??). There are, however, several additional codico-
logical observations. These help us additionally to relate the actual MSS to each other
and, in this way, to reinforce the assumption that similar readings transmitted in var-
ious MSS within a single transmissional line did not emerge instantaneously at differ-
ent points in space in time. Quite on the contrary, the existence of a distinct relation-
ship between the MSS (as physical objects) which preserve similar readings shows that
these readings too share a certain history of their physical transmission and may, for
example, go back to a single redactional process.

Below I summarize the codicological facts about the MSS available to me:

402My current knowledge of the transmission does not, however, allow me to propose any definite
hierarchy.
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Bo; Mii Apart from the actual wording of the transmitted text peculiar to the

current subgroup, there are several secondary indications that point towards the exis-
tence of a certain connection between both the actual artefacts. Among such indica-
tions is, for example, the position of the introductory verses to the Laghutika. While
these verses are looked at more closely in @, it amounts to mention here, that both
the current MSS, Bo; and Mii, transmit them at a peculiar position after(!) the intro-
ductory section to the commentary and prior to the actual commentary on the first
verse. As far as the number of verses is concerned, however, both MSS show a cer-
tain discrepancy. This supports my conjecture (based primarily on multifold compar-
atively “minor”, though textually relevant variants in Bo; and Mii) that they are nei-
ther directly connected to each other nor that they have the same relation to their com-
mon ancestor.

A noteworthy behaviour that does, however, strengthen the assumption of a com-
mon ancestor can be observed in the transmission of the Laghutika ad Kiratarjuniya
8.1. At the beginning of the commentary Mii% reads (15r4 t4): [...] gi ﬁﬁgl | %ﬁg-
A W: [...]. A double stroke above the last syllable of ‘vijahuh’ in-

dicates a marginal note, which is found in the lower margin. This note contains an in-
. LI N « O o < cms . .
sertion: YL T9&TH 9 Flﬁ'gl'{?«‘w: R. The number ‘2’ at the end of the note indi-

cates that its referent must be looked for in the second line from the bottom. The text

of the relevant passage from Mii* is, therefore, the following: |[...] ai ﬁﬁgi | ‘I{

foreT™ 3 ﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁ | aﬁgﬂTqJ Wi [...]. The relevant text in Bo;
. however, reads here (20v10): [...] 3¢ foeTg: | HlERM: | HRAERA: (1) I fa-
W( N ﬁﬂ@%ﬁ | qﬁ!ﬁt [...] At this point I consider it almost certain that
the reading of Bo, reflects a misinterpretation of a marginal note that may have been
not so clearly placed in its template. In this connection one can also surmise that the
marginal note in Mii may be a direct reproduction of the layout found in its template

and did not arrise from the scribe’s wish to improve his own omission. On the basis of



Jai: 110r12
Joi: 117r17

Pa;: 188r1
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this and other similar observations, I consider it very likely that Bo; and Mii shared
a certain common source (their respective relationship to this source cannot be deter-

mined so far).

Jagaddatta’s group of MSS. Subgroups Jai and Jo; Pa; A strong link between

the three MS and also the reason behind the designation that I gave to this group
is provided by the fact that all three MSS contain a common scribal colophon. This
colophon presumably originates in [one of] their common (far?) ancestors and states
the name of the scribe of this *Ur-template, namely Jagaddatta. On the exact position
of this colophon as well as the arguments for its being a secondary addition and not,
as wondered e.g. in Jaddipal (2008, p. xv), possibly added already to the master-copy
of the Laghutika, see b.3.1. This scribal colophon reads:

[N [N e D ~ Q Q
FHRIR AT AREHTA RN Sgare|
TS SEAHIAH 1! TSRS ISE: I

That short though broad in meaning commentary that Prakasavarsa wrote

on the ocean that is the poem of Bharavi was first studied and then written

down by the broadminded Mr. Jagaddatta.

Further similarity between the MSS can be observed e.g. in the peculiar position of
the introductory verses to the Laghutika. As explained in 5.7, all of these MSS contain
two (partly repetitious) sets of introductory verses: once at the beginning of the whole
text and yet another at the end of the commentary to the first verse. This second set
of introductory verses is in all the three MSS followed by an identical remark that

indicates the intended position of these at the beginning of the work:

10
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haN o o o N
B?‘! ST ARl | dd: 919 HEIMHANG:, HATATAISIH Jai: 316, Jo : 2r10
These are the introductory verses. After these comes the verse beginning Pa;: 3v4

with “Sriyah kurunam”. This one has already been commented upon.

This remark, though not in any way elaborate or ornamented, attests to its au-
5 thor’s ability to express herself/ himself in Sanskrit. We have seen in the above de-
scriptions of the MSS in chapter @ however, that none of the actual scribes of Jai, Jo,
or Pa; seemed to posses this ability, so that an external authorship (just possibly that

of Jagaddatta) should be assumed.
Within the descendants of Jagaddatta’s template one can, however, further distin-
10 guish between two subgroups constituted by Jai, on the one hand, and Jo; and Pa;
on the other. This distinction becomes most conspicuous when one examines the dis-
tribution of the actual textual variants. There are, however, several codicological in-
dications for this. In the descriptions of the MSS (chap. l) I have highlighted, for ex-
ample, that the wording of the chapter colophons to Jo; and Pa; coincides in the ab-
15 solute majority of cases. Given a rather broad distribution of various formulas used in
other MSS of the Laghutika at the completion of individual chapters, this correlation

appears noteworthy and, in fact, favorable to the above assumption.

JayPa, There are several codicological indications for a very close connection

between the MSS Jay and Pas:
20 (1) Both MSS transmit two different texts, Lokananda’s commentary on Kiratar-
juniya 1 — 4 and the Laghutika on the remaining chapters;

(2) Both MSS have absolutely identical colophons to all the chapters, including some
of the most curious formulations, such as those found e.g. in the colophon to
Kiratarjuniya 8 (Jay: 85v12; Pay: 75v1), 9 (Jay: 115r7; Pay: 88v5) or 12 (Jay:

25 150r5; Pas: 117v11). Another important indication is provided by the reading of
qd] conj., QﬁaJai,QE‘\Uole
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o o [ ca~
the final chapter colophon. Here Paj° reads: (174r11): ®Id ﬁmmﬁﬂﬁ:ﬁq
b 2 < o ~ <
HETH HTRRESHA SR sl A &: -

HTE: |l (1). The portion of text underlined with a wavy line has however been sec-

ondarily struck through (with a triple line) and the reading Qﬁﬂ () (in the left-

hand margin) has been inserted between nama and sargah with the help of anin- 5

o o [ LA 2V
sertion mark . Compare this with the reading of Jay (219r10): I ifeRardgaad 2@#‘3
~ < AN ¢ [aN ~ .
e SERIEEH SR, Teaied e 9 JY-
<
ar: |l

(3) There are, furthermore, multiple cases of common lacunas. Among the verses
discussed at other places in this thesis, consider, for example, Kiratarjuniya 8.21 10
(6:3.2.1).

(4) Notwithstanding the strong affinity between both the MSS, we can be not, per-
haps, postulate their mutual interdependence, because both of them contain in-
dependent lacuna: Jay, for example, lacks the commentary on the final verse of
KA 10 and the first verse of KA 11, while the same is true for Pa, in the case of 15
the final verse of KA 6 and the first verse of KA 7. The corresponding passage is
other MS is, however, complete.

(5) A further piece of evidence for the fact that Jay must have at least made sporadic
use of some additional MS is provided by the commentary on KA 18.48 (not
commented in any other transmissional line of the Laghutika). I was so far not 20

able to identify the source of this text.

Based on both the codicological evidence presented above and the textual evidence
thematized in the following sections, I have arrived at conjecturing a hypothetical
scheme of relationships between the available MSS and the transmitted textual lines. 25
Note once again that the schematic representation of these relationships in fig. b.1 is

parallel but not identical to an analytical stemma of the consulted MSS. The “distance”
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*Laghutika

A *B
IR ?
Ba Tt
? \““‘u\Jagaddatta
Bo, Mii Jai N il p
/\ ? /\
Joi Pa;  Jay Pay

Figure 6.1: Hypothetical Grouping of the MSS of the Laghutika

between the individual groups of MSS from the hypothetical *Urtext of the Laghutika,
for example, does not in any way reflect upon the historical position of these groups
and its actual “distance” from the initial text. To give an example, I belive that the text
transmitted in Jai may be, text-historically speaking, more original (i.e. hierarchically

closer to the *Urtext) than the one transmitted in the groups Bo; Mii or Jay Pa,.

6.2 General Evaluation of the Transmissional Lines

Even a brief look at the textual examples presented in app. [A| can suffice in order to
detect the overall tendencies characteristic for the transmission of the Laghutika. At

the most general level, one can clearly distinguish between the two main groups rep-
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resented, on the one hand, by a single carrier Ba (group “A) and, on the other hand,
by the rest of the consulted manuscripts (Bo; Mii, JaiJo,Pa;, JayPa,y: group “B).
While from the viewpoint of the actual wording, their difference may appear decisive
enough in order entirely to reject any possibility for a mutual relation, from the point
of the structural analysis attended to here, it does not seem to be insurmountable, even
though it requires postulation of a certain deliberate redactorial effort in order to be

explained.

khandanvaya- and connected to it structural elements From the point of

the overall structure, one can observe that both the lines almost without exception fol-
low the khandanvaya- method of syntactic analysis: the first sentence of the com-
mentary in both the lines furnishes the syntactic “skeleton” of the concerned verse, to
which the secondary qualifying clauses are appended. Thus almost invariably parallel
to each other with regards to the overall syntactic structure, the actual readings of both
the MS-groups, perhaps with even a greater degree of consistency, differ from each
other in one decisive aspect. While the MSS of group “B construe the main sentence
by quoting the words from the poem and, when needed, provide their gloss sepa-
rately in a following explanatory sentence (the glosses for the words of the main sen-
tence are often omitted though),@ the text transmitted in Ba construes the main sen-
tence almost exclusively by using direct glosses and, as a matter of fact, exhibits a
most obvious preference for this textual element throughout the commentary on the
secondary clauses as well. In this way, though the actual wording of the text pre-
served in “A and "B may appear completely different from each other, from the struc-
tural point of view it can be at times described as a “mere” substitution of parallel tex-
tual elements for each other. It must be noted, however, that such an equation is not al-

ways possible to achieve by mere substitution of elements, because at many instances

405 The subgroup Jay Pa, is distinctly different in this regard from both the other groups, inasmuch
as it glosses the words from the mila- in the first sentence as well.
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the order of individual words (represented by either of two structural elements) is dis-
tinctly different from each other. Here, however, one can observe another interest-
ing circumstance, that, namely, the word order of JayPa, does often coincide with

that in Ba. Consider the following examples:

(8.1): Bo;Mii =JaiJo, Pa,: atha surangana vananam vijihirsaya puram vijahuh

< Ba: athanantaram surasundaryah kanananam vihartum icchaya nagaram

tatyajuh. Though untypical, nonetheless worth a special note is the reading of
the parallel sentence in Jay Pa,: atha surangana vananam vijihirsaya pu-
ram jahuh, kanananam vihartum icchaya nagaram tatyajuh, which, as one can
see, combines both the above versions. The elements of direct gloss are here
transformed into mere glosses.

(8.2): Bo;Mii = JaiJo,Pa;: ta vanam visantyah ksanadyutinamekarupatam

dadhuh < Ba: ta angana vanam visantyo vidyutam samyam dadhuh. The

reading of JayPa, involving additional glosses not found elsewhere is more
typical for the subgroup than the one found in KA 8.1: tah surangana vanam
visantyah kananam pravisantyah ksanadyutinam vidyutam ekarupatam sadrsyam
dadhuh prapuh.

(8.3): Bo;Mii = JaiJo, Pa;: nabhahprayanad avanau parikramo nitambininam

bhrsam ratim adadhe < Ba: nayikanam akasagamanad bhigamanam atisayena

dhrtim cakre. JayPay: nabhahprayanad gagane gamanad avanau parikra-
mah prthivyam cankramanam nitambininam, apsarasam ity arthah, dhrtim
adadhe paritosam cakre.

(8.4): here the same behaviour as in the previous examples

(8.5): Here the situation is quite different, because Bo; Mit & JaiJo;Pa; follow dan-
danvaya- method. Ba and JayPa,, however, remain with the usual analy-

sis. Ba: vanabhramarah kaminibahavo latabhrantya sevante sma and Jay Pas
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: vanalayah kananabhrrga vilasinibahulata devanganabhujavallih sisevire
bhejire etc.

Furthermore, in order to specify the connection between the main and the sec-
ondary syntactic clauses, “A usually either does not employ any additional struc-
tural elements or uses the most basic connecting particles (like ‘ata eva’ in 8.6, ‘yatah
karanat in 8.8, ‘yatah’ in 8.19 etc.) and, much more frequently, more “advanced” ex-
planatory element of so-called avataranikas (see e.g. 8.4, 8.8, 8.13 etc.). Apart from its
syntactic function, the latter element usually also covers the functions of an explana-
tory element, inasmuch as it explicates the context and, in fact, the overall idea of the
introduced passage. In addition to that, we do also come across cases when Ba makes
use of the most basic of all the possibilities and employs questions, either of the sim-
ple kimbhuta-type (e.g. 8.9, 8.16) or more elaborate ones (cf. ‘tarhy anaya mandayab-
hagyaya kim akari’ in 8.14), which could be, perhaps, seen rather as a variety of an in-
troductory clause rather an a mere question. Note, furthermore, that in all (or, cer-
tainly, in the most of) the detected cases, where Ba employs the former type of ques-
tions, these are found in the MS in a contracted form as ‘ki° bhu”, which, according to
my understanding, strengthens the suspicion of their secondariness.

As far as group "B is concerned, though we are in need to differentiate between
its various subgroups here, one could determine a tendency much more frequently to
employ the simple kimbhuta- type of questions. Absolutely noteworthy is, however,
as far the use of this element is concerned, one can observe a great degree of variation
between the various subgroups and, moreover, between the individual MSS within
a single subgroup. Observe, for example, ‘kidrsam’ in Boy Mii (that introduces the
viSesana- s of the word ‘puram’ in 8.1) that is not found any other subgroup. Similarly,
in 8.2: ‘kutah, kidrsyah’ (BoyMiu), ‘kutah’ (JaiJo;Pa;), no question in Jay Pay; in 8.6
‘kidrst (JaiJo,Pa; & JayPay), but no question in Bo; Mii; three different questions

in Jay Pa;-version of 8.13, none of which is found in either Bo; Mii or JaiJo; Pa; etc.;
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but also ‘kutah’ in 8.3, ‘kada’ in 8.20 or ‘kidrk’ in 8.21 found in a similar position in
all MSS of “B. Similar observations can be made with regards to the use of connecting
particles, which do at times coincide in all the subgroups (e.g. ‘ata eva’ in 8.6), but differ
at other instances (e.g. ‘tathd’ in vs. 8.1 used in Bo; Mii, not in JaiJo, Pa; JayPa,).
In many other cases, the MSS of group “B do also make use of the more elaborate
introductory element. In many such instances, and this needs to be highlighted, the
reading of these elements coincides with that found in the parallel group *A. Compare
KA 8.4:
Ba: kadacid viralah syur apuspa atisayena pramsava ity aha —~ Bo; Mii = JaiJo, Pa; :
kadacid viralah syur apuspa atipramsavo vety aha — ~ Jay Pay: kadacid viralah syur
ity aha —
Ba: nanu yady evamgunayuktas taravas tat katham tan parityajyagre suranganabhir
gatam ity aha — ~ Bo;Mii: yady evam tarhi katham tyaktas te surasundarijanaih ~
JaiJo; Pa;: yady evamgunayuktas te taravas tat katham tan parityajyagre surasundari-
janair gatam ity aha — =~ Jay Pay: yady evamgunayuktas te taravas tat katham tan par-
ityajyagre suranganabhir gatam ity aha —,
or KA 8.8: Ba: yady api bhavati mam nisedhayati, tathapi mayavasyam tava hitam va-
cyam eva, tad aha — =~ JaiJo, Pa; : etad uktam bhavati, yady api bhavati mam nisedhati
tathapi mayavasyam eva tava hitam vacyam, tad aha —~ Jay Pay: etad uktam bhavati,
ayam abhiprayah: yady api bhavati mam nisedhati tathapi mayavasyam eva tava hi-
tam vacyam, tad aha —,
and KA 8.19: Ba: nimittam aha —=Bo;Mii = JaiJo,Pa, ~ JayPa, ahanane karanam
aha —, not in Bo; Mii.
It must similarly be emphasized, however, that at numerous instances “B (or its
subgroups) introduce introductory elements which are not at all found in Ba(cf. e.g.
introduction to 8.5 in Bo; Mii & JaiJo,Pay, not in Jay Pa,; Ba’s drstantenaha similar

to JaiJo; Pa,’s and Jay Pa,’s drstantadvarena vrthatvam darsayatiin 8.8; or Bo; Mii’s,
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JaiJo; Pa,’s and, with slight corruption, Jay Pay’s katham yacriaya priyam krtam bha-
vatity aha — in KA 8.13, the parallel of which in Ba reads quite differently: kadacid

visaya eva tasam na syad ity aha).

Similar Wording of Parallel Elements There are a number of cases where cer-

tain textual elements reoccur in both the transmissional lines and exhibit a distinctly
similar wording. Above I have already addressed a number of such cases, which oc-
curred in the textual elements in one or another way connected to the overall analyt-
ical structure of the texts. Here I would like very briefly to accentuate readers’ atten-
tion on the fact that this behaviour can similarly be observed in a number of other el-
ements.

It occurs rather often, for example, that both the transmission lines offer very
similar glosses of individual words (sometimes these glosses appear as paraphrases
in Ba). Consider, for example, an unusual gloss ‘pratoli’ for the word ‘gopura-’, as
well as ‘gandharvanam [...] $asvatam [puram] (in Bo;Mii, JaiJo,; Pa; and JayPa,
this glosses are found alongside their referents, while in Ba they change their struc-
tural value as direct glosses) found in all the MSS of the Laghutika in KA 8.1. These ex-
amples are, in fact, numerous and are found in every single verse, so that I refrain from
listing more of them here. For other obvious examples of reoccurring elements, see e.g.
‘adahrasthaniya” in 8.6; ‘bhuruhaparityage nihsarato hetul’ and ‘saro gunotkarsayo-

gal’, both in 8.20, etc.

Reading of the verses of the Kiratarjuniya In this short paragraph I would

like to report several observations, which arguably contradict the above attempt to
prove that, in spite of all the differences, the versions “A and *B share certain basic
characteristics, which could point to their ultimate origin in a single *Ur-text of the

Laghutika. It is, namely, that at several, admittedly rare, occasions the text of Laghutika
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as transmitted in both of its main versions seems to presuppose different readings of
the Kiratarjuniya.

Consider, for example, KA 8.15b. Here, the MSS of the group *B read the bahuvrihi-
compound ‘Sithilakuloccaya-’ to qualify the Neuter word ‘amsuka-’ found in Sg. Acc.
in the pada- C of the verse. The received reading of the poem must have been, therefore,
‘Sithilakuloccayam’. Ba, however, seems to understand it as a qualifier to the apara
[nayika], Fem. Sg. Nom., and thus, most probably, presuppose the reading Sithilakulo-
ccaya, which is, in fact, reported in the Candrika as an existing patha-. While the
occurrence of the actual variant in the poem can easily be explained with the help of
basic text-critical argumentative tools (a change in either direction could occur rather
easily), the consequent change in the reading of the Laghutika appears more difficult
to be accounted for.

Another example is found in 8.4. Here, similar to the case of the syntactic structure
of the commentary on 8.5 (see above), the transmission seems to be additionally divided
into Ba & JayPas, on the one side, and Bo; Mii & JaiJo;Pa; on the other. Although
all the transmissional lines (and their subgroups) accept the reading ‘karapraceyan’ in
pada- B (Masc. Pl. Acc. qualifier to ‘Sakhinal’), it appears that they differ with regard
to the reading of pada- A. Here Bo; Mii JaiJo, Pa; construe ‘ghanani’ as a qualifier to
kusumani, while Ba & Jay Pa, seem to prefer ‘ghanan’ as a viSesana- of the masculine
‘Sakhinah’. The reading of the following adverb is, accordingly, different: ‘kamam’ in

Bo; MiiJaiJo; Pa; and ‘nikamam’ in BaJay Pa,.

6.3 Brief Evaluation of Individual Groups and
Subgroups

In the previous section, focusing on the two main transmissional lines of the Laghutika,

I'hope to have been able to demonstrate that the versions of the text preserved therein,
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although distinctly different from each other, bear certain similarities in their structure
and wording. In the current section, I would like in a summarizing manner to evaluate

individual versions of the text and highlight their characteristic features.

6.3.1 "A:Ba

The text of the Laghutika as preserved in Ba, the only MS belonging to the hypothetical

group “A, is characterized by the following features:

« Invariable adherence to the khandanvaya- method, in which the secondary clauses

are either silently juxtaposed with the main sentence and with each other, or are
introduced by short introductory clauses and, less frequently, by simple syntac-
tic particles. At a very few rather exceptional occasions, the text of Laghutika
preserved in Ba makes use of specifying questions.

« As far as the primary elements are concerned, one may observe Ba’s preference
for the use of direct glosses, which are often interwoven with direct quotations
from the mula-. The very first sentence of the commentary on each verse, does
— in the majority of cases — attend to such a combination of these two elements.
The subordinate syntactic clauses are more often found to be explained by the
use of a pair “pratika- & its simple gloss”, though this method of glossing is still
much less frequent than the use of the direct glosses and the actual words of
the poem w/o0 a paraphrase.

« The laconic primary explanatory elements are occasionally found alongside sec-
ondary explanatory passages (whose function is at times carried out by the in-
troductory elements). These remarks are most usually found to follow the ac-
tual explanations of the words and passages they interpret (and not relocated
e.g. to the end of the commentary). These secondary explanations are usually

similarly succinct and may at times contain to a single word e.g. expressing the
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reason for a certain idea.

+ The commentary almost completely lacks any additional explanatory elements
such as discussions of grammatical issues or quotes from lexicographical works.
As a matter of fact, within the current version of the Laghutika, I have so far
not come across any single quote from a kosa- and have detected only rarified
grammatical discussions. The placement of the latter is parallel to the one of the
secondary explanatory remarks: rather than being separated into a disconnected
section at the end of the commentary, they are found in the running text next to
the words and clauses they explain. None of the grammatical discussions spotted
so far in Ba does actually quote any rule from the Astadhyayi (or any other
grammatical text), but refers to them rather indirectly.@ Note, furthermore,
that some of the grammatical remarks found in Ba are not repeated in any of
the other versions of the Laghu_tikd.@

« Another technical element that typically occurs in Ba is concerned with the
analysis of various kinds of nominal compounds. These are explained according
to the standard procedure of the so-called “laukikavigraha-”, for which see e.g.
Tubb and Boose (2007, pp. 85ff.). The in Ba is un-
usually uniform and consists of (1) the indication of the internal relation be-
tween the actual members of the compound (usually a karmadharaya- type of
relationship), which is followed by (2) an inflected relative pronoun, which in-
dicates the relationship of the compound to the main word (Genitive, Instru-
mental etc.), and a correlative pronoun in Nominative case (this correlative rep-

resents the actual viSesya- and therefore appropriates its grammatical features,

04Cf. e.g. KA 6.21, Ba: Hi?'lélr:'d DB INEED| mL which contains an indirect reference to
Astadhyayi 3,3.170.
405Gee, for example, Laghutika ad KA 6.19, where Ba’s version of the text is the only one that con-

o haY o
tains a remark on the syntactic role of the absolutive form ‘pranidhaya’: AASHATIEIT ATUTATAE G-

<
IhIAEH | This is, furthermore, another example of an indirect reference to the Astadhyayi (3,4.21 in
this case).
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gender and number). No additional words such as ‘tathabhita-’, further correl-
atives indicating the actual case, in which the compound is used in the verse, or
repetitions of the whole compound formations can be found in Ba.

+ The overall style of the Laghutika preserved in Ba can be characterized as being
extremely brief, but yet to contain all the information necessary for the general
understanding and at times more advanced interpretation of the verse. Unlike
e.g. the commentaries by Suvarnarekha or Harikantha, the *A-transmission of
the Laghutika touches upon every word of the poem. The the choice of glosses
and paraphrases is neither simplistic nor particularly intricate, so that the text
could be read by a wide range of audience.

It is noteworthy that several of the above listed features of the current version of the
Laghutika seem to resemble those, which were singled out by Goodall and Isaacson
(2003) in the case of Vallabhadeva’s commentary on the Raghuvamsa (quoted on pp.
L3f. in the current thesis) 24 The important correspondences pertain to the use of
direct glosses, very infrequent quotes of lexicographers, rare grammatical discussions
without direct quotes from the Astadhyayt, as well as the overall style of both the texts,
viz. “extremely brief and to the point” (ibid. p. xlvii).

It must be briefly noted, furthermore, that the above listed stylistic characteris-
tics could be to a large degree applied to the texts of some later Kashmiri commenta-
tors, which, unlike the works of their celebrated predecessors (Vallabhadeva and Praka-
$avarsa), were transmitted mainly locally and, more importantly, have not been sub-

jected to such a rigorous editorial intervention. Even a brief look at Jonaraja’s (fl.

406Note, however, that both the other available commentaries on a mahakavya- written by Vallab-
hadeva (i.e. his commentaries on the Kumarasambhava and the Sisupalavadha) do not entirely (or, at
times, not at all) conform to the description of the authorial style offered by Goodall and Isaacson (2003).
It remains unclear at the moment whether it was the author himself who altered the style of his writing
in accordance with the target text and the expected readership or, which cannot be ruled out at the
moment, whether the available to us texts reflect primarily upon the additions and changes introduced
into their manuscript transmission.
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15th century)@ commentaries on the Srikanthacarita, Kiratarjuniya and Prthvira-
javijaya, as well as Ratnakantha’s (fl. 17th century)@ commentary on the Yudhisthi-
ravijaya should suffice to note a number of obvious similarities:

« Allthe texts show a clear preference for the khandanvaya-method: Hereby Jonaraja’s
texts invariably attend to this analytical structure and almost exclusively em-
ploy the element of avataranika in order to introduce subordinate clauses. Rat-
nakantha’s text is less constant in this regard and does at times employ the
dandanvaya- or a combination of both the methods. Nevertheless, one can ob-
serve that the commentary on the majority of verses follows the khandanvaya-.

+ The main importance is given to the actual meaning of the words and to ex-
planation of the implications of the verses and individual passages. Other sec-
ondary elements are extremely rare.

« All the four texts are extremely scarce at quoting from lexicographical works.

« As far as grammatical citations are concerned, one may observe a general ten-
dency to paraphrase the grammatical rules rather than to quote them (though
the later behaviour can be at times observed as well).

« Similarly to the works of the early exegetes, Jonaraja’s and Ratnakantha’s com-
mentaries are rather short and pregnant with meaning.

From the viewpoint of the textual analysis, it appears therefore possible hypothetically
to assign the "A-version of the Laghutika with a rather high value. Even if certainly
not transmitting the *Ur-version of the commentary (the transmitted text exhibits nu-
merous mistakes, omissions and other corruptions), the Ba-version of the Laghutika
seems to exhibit several features, which can be considered archaic and characteristic
for Kashmiri style of commentarial literature. This text could, therefore, be considered

to have a rather close relation to the hypothetical original.

47Cf. Obrock (2015, pp. 72ff.). On Jonaraja’s activity as a commentator see ibid. (pp. 76f).
48 The style of this commentary has recently been briefly thematized in Slaj¢ (2015).
409Cf. Hanneder et al! (2013).
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Note, furthermore, that the mere fact of Jonaraja’s composition of a commentary
on the Kiratarjuniya, but, especially, a complete absence of any reference to Prakasa-
varsa’s work therein may indicate that the Laghutika was not anymore preserved in

Kashmir as early as in the 15th century.

6.3.2 *B:Bo;Mii, JaiJo,Pa, JayPa,

While from the point of the stylistic and literary analysis it is the version of the Laghutika 5

transmitted in Ba that can be argued to preserve certain features of a historically *old
version of the text (see above), there is a number of text-external evidences (see below)
that seems to prove the same fact for a certain text underlying the transmission of the
MSS within the *B-group.

On the basis of the external evidence presented below, at the moment I conjecture
the following hypothetical scheme of relationship between the MSS within the group
*B: as far as the extend and the content of the text is concerned, I consider the version
of the text transmitted in Jai to be the most original one. To this *original version of
the text, the common *template of Jo; Pa;, which seems to be also shared by Jay Pa,
has added numerous additional discussions of mainly grammatical, but also of poet-
ological nature. Note, furthermore, that the *author of Jo; Pa; seems to have exhib-
ited a particular individual interest in grammar, because many of the grammatical dis-
cussions present in these MSS are absent from JayPa, B The version of the “main
part” of the Laghutika transmitted in Jay Pay can be, perhaps, regarded as the most

conflated one. On the other hand, it does at times exhibit most conspicuous parallelism

410There are, furthermore, numerous examples of cases, where the grammatical discussions presented
only in Jo; Pa; -subgroup are simply wrong. Cf. e.g. KA 5.38 or 6.19. See, on the other hand, the

- o . [aN b o
remark in KA 9.33: QUEHIEE! HET JARMIEHH 29 a@aﬁSW| ’ that is found only

in Jo; Pa; and that seems to report just exactly the opinion that was ascribed by Vallabhadeva to his
teacher Prakasavarsa in the commentary on SPV 20.71 (cf. sec. p.4.5). This remark in Jo; Pa;, as well
as numerous other remarks too, shows, perhaps, that its author (though, perhaps, not Prakasavarsa
himself) was a learned person, indeed.
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with the version of the text found in Ba (see above), which makes it even more prob-
able that this subgroup needs to be considered a product of a complex conflation pro-
cess. As far as Bo; Mii is concerned, on account of its brevity this version may at the
first sight appear to be the most original of all the versions of *B. At the moment, how-
ever, I consider it to be a result of systematic abbreviation and truncation of a cer-
tain version that may have been similar to that transmitted in Jai. There are sev-
eral cases, where the abbreviated wording of Bo; Mii appears to be insufficient to un-
derstand the examined verses. Moreover, the template of both the MSS seems to have
contained “physical” traces of the textual truncation, because many words are found
in both the MSS to be abbreviated by use of a kundala- or, in fact, without any visual

marking.

6.3.2.1 Kiratarjuniya 8.21 (Formation of the word ‘sugandhi-’)

The excerpt of the Laghutika I would like to discuss here is found in the commentary

to Kiratarjuniya 8.21 (see pp. B10ff.):

TRUTTUTTEg e : TRTAIOFHA eET: |

HATSHFTRUTINUY A g :
o haY ha¥ o

q@‘iﬁ: TG dP NS TIAHATFATSTA: | €.RQ N
L i
[Approximate translation according to the reading of the verse and the inter-
pretation followed by the Laghutika]: The celestial women, shoots of their
hands reddened by breaking off twigs, their full breasts painted yellow by
pollen, and [their whole bodies fragrant] with the aroma of flowers, took,

as it were, a greater intensity of [bodily] qualities from the mountain to

15 q@‘ﬁi ] Joy* Mii® Pay* Pa}®: *Prakasa, Jonaraja, Subodha(?), EIGE: Candrika, Ghantapatha,
Vidyamadhaviya, Pradipika (Viajayagana®), Durghata(?)
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their bodies F1-E12

6.3.2.1.1 General Evaluation of the Transmission In a manner characteristic

for the overall transmission of the Laghutika, we can observe a clear distinction be-

tween the lines *A and *B as well as within the various sub-lines of *B.

1. While both the main lines coincide with regard to the general analytic ap-

proach (use of the khandanvaya-) and the progression, in which the individual seg-
ments of the verse are explained (main sentence — ‘pravalabhangarunapanipallavah’

— ‘paragapandukrtapivarastanah’ — ‘puspasugandhilt’, in this case strictly following

“The grammatical/ syntactic role ascribed by the Laghutika to the word vapus- is not entirely clear
to me. The direct gloss of this word in Ba clearly reads ‘Sariram’, and thus seems to suggest that we need
to read ‘vapur gunanam’ as two separate words, ‘vapus’ hereby being Accusative Singular (this under-
standing is reflected in the above translation). In this case, the syntactic construction of the whole verse
would assume a ditransitive use of the verb a-v/da (to take): ‘they took gunocchrayam [to] vapuh’. As
far as I can see, the verb itself is not present in the common lists of dvikarmaka- roots found in the com-

mentaries to Astadhyayi 1,4.51 (Wr@lﬁ H; see e.g. Deshpandé (1991)). One could, nonetheless, argue
that the meaning of -v/da in this case is similar to that of v/Ar ‘take/ carry [away]’ (that is a member of
the extended list of dvikarmaka- s) and, therefore, a ditransitive construction is possible. The first sum-
marizing sentence of each Bo; Mii and Jai Jo; Pa; are formulated in such a way that it is difficult to de-
termine, whether they intended this word as the first member of a compound or separately. A corrob-
oration of the above interpretation may be seen, however, in the explanatory passage in JaiJo; Pa;
and Jay Pa,, which paraphrases the main syntactic structure as ‘vapusi [ ...] gunaprakarsam jagraha’
and thus distinctly separates vapus- out of the compound (an analytical form *‘vapusi gunaprakarsah =
vapurgunaprakarsal’, i.e. a saptamitatpurusa-, appears very unlikely to me). On the other hand, there
are also several contraindications for this interpretations. Firstly, the explanatory passage in the same
Ba ‘vapur-?-gunanam panipallavadisv arunatvadinam vivrdhim adade’ points rather to the compounded
reading (because in this paraphrase another akathitakarman- of ‘adade-’ is expressed in Locative and it
is unlikely that the same syntactic connection would be expressed with two different case when refer-
ring to one and the same verbal action). A further, though less compelling counterargument is found
in the paraphrase of the first sentence in Jay Pas: ‘“vapurgunocchrayam iva = tanugunaprakarsam iva’.
Should the latter interpretation be preferred, it is reasonable to emend the text of Ba to a compounded
reading (‘Sariram gunadhikyam’ — ‘$ariragunadhikyam’). For the translation of the vapus- as a part of
compound, see fn. 17,

“12Peterson (2016, p. 142) translates in accordance with the more widespread reading of pada- C:
“Smelling sweeter with the scent of flowers, shootlike hands redder from breaking off twigs, full breasts
glidden with pollen, the woman seemed to have simply added to their own charms.”

Roodbergen (2001, p. 102): “The women, hand-buds reddish due to breaking off twigs, plump breasts
made yellowish by pollen, fragrant because flowers, have taken, as it were, heightened bodily qualities
from the trees”
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the order of appearance of the visesana-s in the verse), they also exhibit the typical

differences: *A (1) directly glosses most of the words, (2) almost completely avoids

any of Bharavi’s expressions in constructing of the main sentence and (3) adds the ex-
planatory passages within the running text of the commentary; *B, on its turn, (1) con-
structs the main sentence by attending exclusively to the actual words of the poem,
(2) explicates the connection between the the main and the subordinate sentences with
the help of questions, (3) uses the standard way of glossing the visesana- s (quote from
the poem followed by its gloss) and (4) moves the explanatory passage to the end of

the glossing part.

2. Several characteristic expressions do, furthermore, coincide in both the main

lines.d These are:

1) Analysis of the compound ‘pravalabhangarunapanipallavah’ as ‘kisalayacchedanat
tadrasena+arunah panipallava " (note that the structural value of
‘kisalayacchedanat’ differs in both the lines: in *A it is a direct gloss, while in B
it becomes a “normal” gloss);

2) Analysis of the compound ‘puspasugandhil’ as ‘puspaih susthu gandho

3) With a slightly higher degree of variation (resulting i.a. from the deliberate trun-
cation of the group Bo; Mii), analysis of the compound ‘paragapandikrtapi-
varastanah’ as ‘paragena pusparajasa pandu(ra)tam apaditau sthulau stanau

(a) The beginning constituent of the compound (paraga-) is, in fact, analyzed
in exactly identical way in all the four lines;

(b) The *original analysis of the element ‘pandukrta- > must have been smth.

#3Should one accept the premises of stemmatic analysis, these coinciding textual bits should be,
consequently, considered the most original and with some certainty regarded as belonging to the *Ur-
text of the Laghutika.
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like ‘pandutam’ (or, in fact, ‘panduratam’) ‘apaditaw’, that could have been
in the first step supplied by its parallel from the verse (‘pandukrtau’) and
then abbreviated in Bo; Mii. The interchange between the affixes tal and
tva could have, in fact, happened in both ways (although I have a certain
preference for thinking of tal — tva as being more probable to happen
in the later period, for which I do not have any statistical data at hand), so
also is the case for pandu- <+ pandura- (here I really believe that the change
could have occurred in both directions);

Interesting is, furthermore, the case of the compound constituent ‘pivara-
stana-". While the loss of its analysis in MiiBo; could have happened fol-
lowing the same scenario as described in the case of ‘pandukrta-* above,
the *original structural value of the word ‘sthulau’ may have been pre-
served in JaiJo;Pa; (*B) rather than in Ba(*A). In Ba(as well as in Jay
Pa,), namely, it takes the value of a simple gloss that follows its refer-
ent from the verse, while in JaiJo,Pa; it is a direct gloss. The agree-
ment between Ba and Jay Pas, both representatives of two different main
lines, should not be taken too serious here. The addition of the element

pivarau is rather straightforward and could have easily happened in both
the (sub)lines independently.

4) The explanatory element, though its wording (and the exact content) is not same

in *A and "B (and, in fact, in JaiJo; Pa; and JayPa,), does, nonetheless, seem
to contain several repeating linguistic elements, the only absolutely identical
being the Loc. Pl. form ‘panipallavadisu’. 1t is, however, followed in both *A
and "B by a Plural of ‘arunatvadi-’, though in *A it takes a Genitive, correlative
with ‘gunanam’ at the beginning of the sentence and in *B Nominative, similarly
agreeing with ‘gunah’ at the beginning of the clause. Both the readings of the

element summarize the overall meaning and the syntax of the verse, while the
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version in *B does it in a more elaborate style. Noteworthy is, however, that
several linguistic elements of "B are taken from other structural elements (i.e.
direct glosses) of *A: ‘sundarisartha-", ‘parvatat’, “sarira- (?)’ and ‘jagraha’.The
presence of the element ‘Sarira-’ in *B is actually not absolutely certain, for it is
missing from Jay Pas, that is usually characterized by a high level of complexity

and the proneness to elaboration rather than abbreviation.

3. Noteworthy for its typicality is the behaviour of the analytical element spec-

ifying the . It is found throughout in its most
simple form (as ’) in the case of all the three formations in Ba and can be
seen increasingly to gain complexity within several sub-lines of *B, with its culmina-
tion characteristically found in Jai Jo, Pa; . The agreement of the element

among all the three sub-lines of *B may point, furthermore, to its origi-

nality within the line.

4. Typical, furthermore, is the level of elaboration of glosses achieved in Jay Pa,.

While both the other sub-lines of *B contain merely to the words of the poem when
arranging the main syntactic construction of the verse in the very first sentence, Jay

Pa, constantly intercepts this arrangement by giving the “missing” glosses.

6.3.2.1.2 Text-Historical Analysis of the Passage The specific significance of

the commentary on this verse is entailed in the fact that an excerpt of the version
of the Laghutika as preserved in Jagaddatta’s sub-line of *B as well as in JayPa, is
quoted in Saranadeva’s grammatical treatise Durghatavrtti, the composition of which
is exactly dated to SS 1095 = 1172 CE. The relevant passage, expectedly, represents

the element of grammatical explications and, as far as Jagaddatta’s group of MSS is
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concerned, is found as such in both of its subgroups Jai and Jo;Pa;. This fact is,
indeed, noteworthy, especially against the background of the general behaviour of
these subgroups, according to which Jai usually omits the grammatical discussions
appended at the end of the commentary in Jo; Pa; . As a matter of fact, in this particular
case too, Jai contains only that part of the grammatical discussion, which is quoted in
the Durghatavrtti, while Jo; Pa; and, for that matter, Jay Pa, incorporate a discussion

of additional grammatical material.

The technical background of the discussion The current grammatical dis-

cussion is concerned with the formation of the word puspasugandhi- and its element
sugandhi- in particular. On a very general level, this formation is allotted by Astadhya-
yi 5,4.135, in accordance with which the word gandha- at the end of a bahuvrihi- com-
pound (cf. 5,4.113) changes its final (cf. 5,4.68) “-aT’ into ‘-iT’, when preceded by ei-
ther ‘ut’, ‘puti’, ‘su’ and ‘surabhi’ ™3 This sitra- is, however, supplemented by a sin-
gle varttika- T m the content of which seems to have been ac-
cepted by the subsequent tradition and that specifies that the above rule needs to be
supplemented by the addition of the word tadekanta-. The latter word is usually inter-
preted as a bahuvrihi- compound, in which the pronoun tat refers to that which is ex-
pressed by the whole formation ‘su- etc. + gandha-’ (itself a bahuvrihi- compound).
According to the interpretation expressed by Jinendrabuddhi in his relatively early
commentary on the Kasika as an alternative opinion of some scholarst and fully ac-

cepted in Haradatta’s Padamafijari (on the de'ikd) and Kaiyyata’s Pradipa (on the

M Astadhyayt 5,4.135: TW@W%W: Il. Sharma (1999, p. 747): “The form iT comes in
place of the final sound segment of a bahuvrihi compound which ends in gandha ‘fragrance’, used in

combination after ud, pati, su and surabhi”

415Ny asa ad Kasika 5,4.135: 919 d1 — 3D TwIRIe3] SeAa=: — I faehiunid gla | IRd
TUEEH:, TAT — TIEdt G| I3 IUEE-ede T8UH, | geaa-e|

416 padamarijari ad Kasika 5,4.135: Wm@smﬁ?{ geddd: — GRAR| EEI"TWH, faf yeanfea-
fiyfer, R =1 SuTaE: — SranE T 2, O JUETRET SEUTEHTE — TR S
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Mahdbhdsya), this varttika- should limit the scope of the sutra- to apply only to the
word gandha- in the sense of a ‘quality’ (guna-), i.e. gandha- as ‘smell’, but not to that
expressing a ‘substance’ (dravya-), i.e. gandha- as ‘fragrance, incense’. As far as I can
see, this interpretation is based, among other things, on the pratyudaharana- given by

Pataiijali when explicating the motive for the restriction supplemented by Katyayana:

MBhas ad 5,4.135 (1): 38 HT ¥d — AT IT+T 316 T~ AT el |
[The purpose of the varttika- is that in the usages like] the following [the
substitution of aT by iT] would not occur: the trader, whose fragrances

are good = sugandha-.

In this case, indeed, the word gandha- clearly refers to the substances sold by a
shopkeeper and not to his smell. It is therefore, so the above quoted authorities, that
the sutra- does not apply to the current case and the description of language offered by
munitraya- is shown to be perfect. Consider, however, the content of Patanjali remark

that follows right after the above cited counter-example:

MBhas 5,4.135 (2): STATfH we WddeaH ? Al AEAGIId dgRTa-
Tifercl getfeaRfer wiremm) ot geferaiiot gorea gfe wiidem)

Mahabhasya: In this case how should one refer to [a person] who was
anointed [with fragrant substances]? If, to begin with, we perceive [the
ointment] when it is [still] clinging [to the person], then it is [appropri-
ate to use] ‘sugandhi-’ [with regard to this person], when, however, [we
perceive it] when [already] rubbed off, [then] it is [appropriate to use]

‘sugandha-’.

47 pradipa ad MBhas 5,4.135: TGERTeRIST Gl — IR [URSITd, 3TRd = T — Fg-
T 3fel| T IUETTRUITEHTE — TR S|
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While it is possible to interpret Patafijali’s remark in accordance with the proposed
dichotomy of dravya- and guna- (and it is, perhaps, what Kaiyyata does in his com-
mentary), this explanation may, nonetheless, appear unsatisfactory, for certainly nei-
ther the applied substances (dravya-) nor their own smell (guna-) can be seen as an ac-
tual quality of Devadatta. It is, rather, it seems, that the applied substances could be re-
garded as forming a “part” of Devadatta at the moment when they are still clinging to
him. Without furthering my explorations of the historical development in the interpre-
tation of this sutra-, it suffices to say that it was exactly the latter interpretation of the

the varttika- that was followed in the 12th century Bengali treatise Durghatavrtti.

Text-Historical Implications The importance of this discussion for the current

study is explained by the fact that the Durghatavrtti quotes (and seemingly accepts as
authoritative) an explanation of the sutra- proposed in an anonymous commentary on
the Kiratarjuniya (Bharaviyavyakhya). This quote is, in turn, exactly parallel to the

text found in several versions of the Laghutika:

Durghatavrtti ad 5,4.135: LR W 3 RN
Heh AT S~ AT TG g TR Tt -
IR} TR IO

The commentary on Bharavi’s poem said with regard to [the formation]
‘puspasugandhih’ in verse 8.21 the following: Because [the flowers] have
caused the appearance of some smell that was different from [that in] the

previous moment, [their] smell acts here exactly as a component cause.

N . < [Nl aN ~ o o
418 Durghatavrtti ad 5,4.135: AGRI«AH&U[ hdHHId THAIG I EMHTHR FAAIIE-
DICIG

“The parallel passage in Jagaddatta’s group can be referred to on p. 311, 1. 21fF; that transmitted by
Jay Pay on p. 312, 1l. 21fF.
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Therefore the smell [of flowers] can be specified here as referring to the

part of the whole 22

Momentarily disregarding a discussion of textual variants preserved in both the
versions of the Laghutika, it amounts, first of all, to be emphasized that a certain ver-
sion of the Laghutika containing the above passage must have been available to the
Bengali grammarian as early as in the second half of the 12th century. Of all the avail-
able versions of the text, furthermore, it is the reading of Jai that preserves just as
much text as was quoted in the grammatical treatise, while the conflated version of
Jagaddatta’s subgroup along with JayPa, contain an additional alternative explana-
tion of the grammatical fact in accordance with the above explained view adhered by
Kaiyyata and Haradatta. What appears similarly important, is the fact that Bo; Mii do

not transmit any trace of the concerned textual passage.

6.3.2.2 Additional text-external observations

Several additional passages transmitted in the Jagaddatta’s group of MSS exhibit a high
degree on originality and could be, therefore, considered to be “authorial” as well 221
Consider, for example, elaborate poetological and partly grammatical discussions, usu-
ally involving quotaions of several parallel poetic compositions, found exclusively in
the Jagaddatta’s MSS ad KA 1.3, 1.4, 1.38, 2.40, 3.21, 3.25, 3.40, 3.45-47 as well as 3.49
and 8.14 to name just a few. Among the referred discussions, it is only the one on
8.14 for which we have the evidence of the Jay Pa,-group as well (because the ini-
tial chapters of the Laghutika are not transmitted therein), so that we cannot be sure

whether its *template may have included (perhaps, it did) these textual passages as well

20T would like to express my gratitude to Dr. SLP Anjaneya Sarma for his help in understanding of
this somewhat cryptic passage.

#21Tn order to account for both the versions of the Laghutika transmitted in Ba and in the Jagaddatta’s
group to be “authorial” one would need, so my current estimation, eventually to postulate two different
authors.
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or not. While every single of these discussions deserves a detailed examination, in this
brief summary I will not be able to pay any considerable attention to any of these. It
amounts to mention briefly that at many of the above cases, the elaborate discussions
are present exclusively in Jo; Pa;-subgroup of Jagaddatta’s group and are not at all
found in Jai. Consider, for example, a grammatical discussion in 3.21. Here in order
to explain the somewhat unclear syntactic position of the Absolutive ‘niriksya’, the Jo,
Pa, -subgroup quotes a verse ‘samcintya samcintya hi jivaloke [...]’, which is found to
be quoted by Vallabhadeva at an exactly parallel discussion in the commentary on SPV
9.22. Another interesting case can be detected in the JaiJo; Pa, -version of the com-
mentary on 3.25. Here the text of Laghutika contains a most elaborate poetological dis-
cussion that is in many ways parallel to (though by far exceeding in extend and elabora-
tion) the discussion found in Vallabhadeva’s commentary on SPV 12.55. From the text-
historical point of view, it may be noted that, although the discussion itself is con-
tained in both the subgroups of Jagaddatta’s MSS, Jai exhibits an untypical behav-
ior and quotes an additional verse in Prakrit, which is not transmitted in either Jo; or

Pa1 .

6.4 Conclusion

In this final chapter of my doctoral dissertation I hope to have been able to highlight the
high degree of ambiguity involved in the postulation of a hypothesis concerning the
mutual relationship between several versions of the Laghutika transmitted in various
manuscripts of the text available to me. In this concluding section I would like to
emphasize the fact that, in my view, the detected textual variations cannot be explained
without assuming a deliberate redactorial or, in fact, compositional effort. The nature
of this redactorial undertaking can be best understood when taking into consideration

the strategies of textual reuse summarized in chapter B. In this connection, I believe
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that any further study of the Laghutika should consider a detailed analysis of individual
versions of the text taken in their own right. Only in consequence of this preliminary
scrutiny one may be able to achieve a detailed description of the relationship between
the various versions of the text, on the basis of which one may be able eventually to

attempt an integrative critical edition of the *Ur-version of the Laghutika.

Postscript

As a postscript to this study, I would like to report that during the very last days of the
preparation of my thesis I have received a personal message from Prof. Dr. Viroopak-
sha V. Jaddipal from the Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha in Tirupati, India. Prof. Jaddi-
pal reported to me that he was able to get hold of several stray folios of, perhaps, sev-
eral MSS of the Laghutika written in the Sarada-script and, therefore, originating from
Kashmir. It is well possible that an examination of these invaluable evidence, which I
hope to be able to undertake in one of my forthcoming articles, may be able to through
new light on the relation of the available versions of the commentary to its *original.
Prof. Jaddipal, for his part, is currently preparing a critical edition of the complete text
of the Laghutika, which he hopes to be able to complete during the year 2017. I be-
lieve that in view of the additional manuscript evidence that has now become avail-
able to him, his publication will render the text-historical analysis attempted in the fi-

nal chapter of my thesis totally worthless.
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Textual Examples. Laghutika by
Prakasavarsa on Selected Verses of
KA 8.
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“Here the kundala-type of sign is found in both, Mii and Bo; , though in the latter it looks more like
some aksara, e.g. 4.

Al 39EI] Mii, om. Bo; [Mf-2 giﬁgma?lﬁfl'gﬁ?lﬁl Eﬁgﬂtu HEIRA® | conj., Fl-
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SELECTED VERSES OF KA 8.
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BB U ... AAAREAT] Cf. Astadhyayi 8,1.14 and Kasika: TS TUTALH) FIRTERT : I T 0T,
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Mii, F9S T91 d T Bo,
B T3°] Bo,, 53° Mii
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JoiJaiPa, : A1 3 FRIwA: HURIAFMHEYAl QF: | Ficl: | ST R TERTIe-
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%This inversion could have been caused by a scribe being reminded of 8,1.14. A secondary step in
the contamination could be imagined, where the “original” yathayatham yathasvam could have been at
some point in time emended to the quote from Astadhyayi, which was then “improved” to what we find
in the MS now.

"qde¥ could be a corruption from Y3 in the Group_B. Cf. the readings in Ba & Pas.
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| W dl is, similarly to 9« W dl, perhaps an example of the contamination of both
the transmission groups A and B.
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“From the point of the acoustic (phonetical) structure of the verse, it is interesting to note the
resounding ghanani kamam and gunesu kaminah at the beginning and the end of the verse respectively.

Ghantapatha notes here an arthantaranyasa intensified by parikarah. The latter is found in the
use of viSesya-s to the words $akhinah and kusumani, which show their excellent qualities. By this
yathottareccha in the arthantaranyasa becomes more evident.
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Ba comm Jay"® +comm Pa$® +comm Ghantapatha, Candrika, Subodha
Bo, Mii : JMRAISHETE YLFR0T: TUSHTEG! | FaTareta: SO szl
ICATE — AT T AT FoRlet:, TG FEaTelie] | T8 dfe H
haY ha} ha¥ ha¥
: qErRH=ST
IhIE Grgradieie: | & e wiftee d |

A oG8 ] Mi, TE® Bo, [f AAf°] Mia, H°Bo, [HE THAGENUN | Mt -added in
the line below, om. Bo, Mii* [ oﬁﬁ‘[] Mu, O:ﬁﬁ‘[ Bo, HB 1?\[] Bo; Mii*¢, om. Mii®®

Jay: 86r11

forstd: =, (U0

Bo; : 29v16, Mii :
15v4-UM



Jai: 40r8, Joi : 44r12,
Pa;: 72r2

Ba: 71v4

Jay: 86v5, Pay: 65v11

n
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JaiJo, Pa, : TRGAISTE GEEraleTA: GUSAEE | FIielel: TUYST AT 5.
A e — T FHTH AT FRAcT: FTATIC | TG TEETwe
AR FEEreTI (A HATE — JEATg 3 FIHA THUTRTIeTe IOy 0T
T, TR IR, TRt | T PRt | 5.4
ATk g TR

AB FA] Jo, Pay, FET(?) Jai BB 4] JoyPay, om.Jai B T Feire 7 |
JoiPa;, GAN R Jai [ SM°] Pa;, SKIHI JaiJo,

Ba : SA=AT I RT-ARE AT ITH =6k | FaTafete: TRge S T2 o
SCUTE — Wl THcrarE IS oI, ATHwA T Sl ARl e TN I hied-
T AFIREISIR JUEAT s — & el s hrureafi=s i |

M 2] conj., °ZTEl Ba HE 9%@] conj., Y=E° Ba HP °gwEd® | conj., “G@°Ba  UB
T | conj., MHTE Ba [B SFI°] conj,, °S9° Ba

Jay Pan: ﬁrgaﬂaﬁ gﬂsﬁmﬁsunam !amquﬂ?m| FIA(G- 4

W@ﬂ@?—l. | EIHHW. =g WFLI FYAIITGRRI eicehe dl-

R GUEAFIAHATE — & T HieE: e oy o 1.
S QLREST: | A1 9 I T H, TAAH=ST | T ATSTIRI

IOT: A=t s

il Fgm Pal®, T Jay{@'ﬁﬁqmpagc AP A | conj, ™ ST Jay,
AT FGAT b 298 Pa, [ ONAFL] Pay, °FdlJay

ARIEUTTUTIGaT: Wﬁﬁ@?{qﬁﬂ?ﬁl
fSTREE ST aaTal [aTHIGEdT: RasfEaIld Y |

9A very similar progression (arms - creepers, hands/ fingers - shoots, rays of the nails - buds/ flo-
wers) is found e.g. in KA 2.66 and 2.67 as exemplifieng two different types of ripakam, the figure in qu-
estion here : upamaiva tirobhiutabheda riupakam ucyate/ yatha bahulata panipadmam caranapallavah//
2.66 // angulyah pallavany asan kusumani nakharcisah/ bahu late vasantasris tvam nah pratyaksacarini//
2.67 // ity etad asamastakhyam samastam purvaripakam/ 2.87ab /
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5.4

5.1

5.4

5.1

5.1
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Ghantapatha specifies here a samastavastuvisayaripakam (vs. ekadesavivarti), a subdivision proposed

already by Bhamaha.

BH STAI° ] Jo, Mii Pa; Pa, Candrika, 3TAThI° iR Jo,
Ghantapatha SIS

oo

Bd ™HE ] Miiv® Pay®Jay’ Pay*[...],

Bo, Mii: Il &cll: STEal Sell:, TH el — qeCehl: TTEd TGN Sliedl
QIO < gl | TRCAEIRIERT 7 JE 1 ferelt

[ NN o N

| Tl eiEa: | o aenT g | E?IT ERUSEIA

o Sx¢ ¢

AT AT ared: Hawd & | FIE0] HREAS g |

42?1 Does it mean : He now says the reason for which the arms are the creepers (?!)

B 9Ea] Mi, ¥€d1Bo, B 9] Mii, T Bo, B °Hig: | M, HIE: Bo,  Gfi

qESA° | Mii, 9GS° Bo, B TR0 HIEANUIGAIE | Mii, FISHARSAIqIIGTEH

B01

JaiJo, Pa, : Il EdaTEdl SaT:, THTE — AT TIEd

S ¢

TETRUT Sitedl = U

REEL |W®u§fr ﬁ'ﬁl??fﬁl%(—

?I(QIQLC%(H%#{IHH | TS

[

TR | e FRIeH qEig: | o

wmmwnwm%ﬁnmw e S| TATE]

N C g(l‘_q_\“

BB I5I=3° ] conj., W =3° JaiJo,, T%3° Pa; BB OW]

Ba: FHAY: FHIHAEREA! ST Tawd | a:
Lﬁ § Ji 3 %: Y 3 Lm o :J"

JaiJo!“Pa;, THUTH Joi°

eﬁw:nww:
ARG ot |

E. <'=|T-l°] conj., «9° Ba E E")_C"O] conj., Sdl Ba E W] conj., 3IITHT Ba EE

bl N

N o . ha¥ .
°AMEdT: | conj., °BMEUM: Ba BF 3T ] conj., 93U Ba
EANIHT: Ba

BB &1 faena| T | conj,,

Jay Pa,: SIGq: HANIE RSTEEESdl cag-neag!: kR 9w a-

L F ACH: T TATEIN Aecll: ORI 7 Tl

, @: JERaRI-

Bo;: 30r1, Mii: 15v5-U

e 1

Jai: 40r10, Jo : 44r15,
Pa;: 72r5

Ba: 71v7

Jay: 86v11, Pay: 66r1



~oUgAl=, =

B0, : 30r4, Mii: 15v8-R

Jai: 40r13, Jo:: 44vl,
Pa;: 72r10

Ba: 72r3
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§U{, SR A | TEHCeRERIAeRT - AEN feeiicl SR eTsi-
[al [ a e Y - <\ o N [ NN

Id: | AE YIS E: | Ao SN T HIg: Tt dF g1 [MSRaHT-
=\ o~ 0x¢ ¢ ~ N o ¢~

an| Qd::dqulwqualdlgc’)dlbllrtql Y Hawd &) dd‘«lé”lm—

(’\iﬂ o han haY o l

frerawll T3l TYSTE<ESHUTIA=H e § |

“Ghantapatha notes samasoktih brought about by upama. The connection is angangibhavah and
thus a samkarah.

Bo, Mii : SRIHAREYeHeeRl | RIS s seer=ia: Tew: TEH
FE: @ 10| ISANSIGAN SlEdlle FLGRA F1: | I T TR

3 A T T geR |
BP TSaSUGAN ] conj., TS AST TGN Mii, TST A GgaT: #° Bo, P <]
conj., STH-GE Mii, 3THGG<E Bo;

JaiJo Pay : SRS | 12211 | RIeAGeiAawll s e e

W I 91 I"ILIIQHI"I{'dGIGI'zH A AT Yg&dl '_'|7=|'|'|7'l c’)llédll"l Gb'{dﬁlll—
A Rt 1 &1 el aEal o @W@Wﬁw Rremaet

TSR S8 Al FHTagaH Fac et |

BR AaTt St | ]olPal\,\ﬁ?)}lTrgﬁTrl_:‘l Jai BB ®EE°] conj., FRR JaiJo,Pa; BB H<E]
JaiJo,, U< Pa; [gH 3T€] JayPa;, om.Jo,

Ba : AT RSN 281 SR IS ST e Tt 21 41|
e SRR m@ﬁé@aﬁ@mmmn

B °°] conj., °9°Ba ] °&dR: | conj., “E&Id: Ba |6 W] conj., Q-
FAACRSAT Ba  BH 28] conj,, TEBa  BH dGI°] conj., AEA° Ba

5.4

6.1

6.1

6.4

6.1
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< A aN o o ¢ e
o1 JayPa,: TIRTACRIHANGER FE o €81l F2all | RIaEi A ST Jay: 714, Pas: om0

6.4

8.1

8.4

T : Tqeeh: Tl TET: G e | Gt doiil e =-

e SR FER AT [SRESATTe T F TS Tgal| 31d THTHEgOIBh U

forerael, 2T ITE 38 318 Gl Ik dgggddl aeall

Bl T Pa, FHE Jay

F AT TG TRl AT FHT ATfellel {1 TR
FASANRIGH FY feaqeria Sgarares: 1| © |

@E °E|1%:] Mii?, Oa?a]ay”sjoqfsPaqfsPags
STelle %id RISl JUGRId a9 9= 7: |
r\ o . Y NN o et oSN
R Firagag=d U g FEeE: 18 ¢ )
A

“*The-commentary” takes the verses 8.7 and 8.8 to constitute a yugmakam. 8.8 is commented upon
separately (after the copied verse or its pratika), however, in Mii Bo; Jai Jo; Pa; . The same structure
(and, in fact, a wording similar to Jai Jo; Pa; ) is found in Candrika as well as Subodha (note that on this
chapter Candrika # Subodha).

Ba and PayJay have yugmam after the second verse and put the commentary in one block.

EE ET\[] Mii, ETIOJol

Mii Bo, : Hif ATt PrdgRresdl fgor: aeieF gfd qsgea ow F9-

wﬁﬁwﬁa&%&wﬁwwﬁmmmﬁ|w %
mewquldq\ddldm hrdadldl: ?IWCU
aﬁﬁawﬁamww Wnﬁs@ﬁwmwaﬁma-

émq:lqaml TQW‘-I‘IPQ%IHI *llﬂg‘élQNQ~ T Ligl*-ldd‘-lgdldcllrﬂ\ll

BE °FRI| Mii, °F0 Bo; BB “W=AT] Mii, ¥=™i Bo, HH °FAaM] Mi, TIAG
Bo; BH “ARAAN: | conj., ANE= Mii, T Bo, B #9] Mii, I Bo, BF °G°]

Bo,, ¥qH° M BB °Alda] Mii, °FidTd Bo,

<Y, <°9gdre,
m@'ﬂﬁ

I
(19, <SG

Bo;: 30r6, Mii: 15v18-R



Jai: 40r16, Jo;: 44v4,

Pa;: 72r14

Jai: 40r18, Jo;: 44v7,

Pa1

72v2
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JaiJo,Pa;: ﬂilﬁiﬂﬁ?ﬁ%l ﬁlﬂ@@&lﬁ?ﬁﬁl‘gm: H@ﬁﬂ%{ﬁlgﬂsaﬁlﬁll Hﬁg— 8.1
Fec] TR ETREGATRI X e g GRer A AT | TeFIENeT 3-
el TN — FHABATHA| TGS AT Fel TG Feqsdl-

s 0N O

: S| qagﬁsna%,wﬁwaﬁwmwawmwaa@m- 84
Y, AGE — HY I PEARERE: UHad AFISTRId 94 Jeid
. O\ . o o o\ . o LN
FAHHS IS FAGHEY A el | AR w T FHigegrEE: G : a0 -
EELEEIEIC] 7
N FUESIAr ANG Fidl ARSI Tl T, TG TSANH-
TR e T, TG TESHIA & Bl

‘@@The same prakriya of caficara- (though omending the part on ra=la) is found in Candrika.@@
cari + YAN (3,1.24: moving badly)
car (6,1.9) + car + YAN — ca (7,4.60) + car + YAN
ca + nUK (7,4.87) + car + YAN
ca + nUK + cal + YAN (Kasika ad 8,2.18)
ca + nUK + cal + YAN + aC (3,1.134)
ca + nUK + cal + aC (2,4.74)
ca + i (8,4.58 ?) + cal + aC — caricala-

bThe derivation for caricala is twice found in the Vyakhyasudha on Amarakosa: (1) at AK 1,2.9 as
caficala, a synonym of “lightening”; (2) at AK 3,1.74 as an adjective “unsteady”. Bhanujidiksita explains
at (1): caficU (gatau: DhP 1,205) + GHaN (3,3.18 : bhave) = caficah ; caficam lati (12 adane : DhP 1,49 +
Ka: 3,2.3 ato ‘nupasarge kah) sa = caricala (*the one that takes motion* ?). At (2) his explanation is the
following : “caficu gatau/ bahulakad alac”. bahulukat refers to 3,3.1 (unadayo bahulam) and thus points
the reader to an Unadi-Satra. The sttra in question must be, perhaps, 1.105 or 1.106 (kambaladayas ca)
that prescribes the affix Kala or KalaC. The same affix is accounted for in Sarvananda’s commentary on
AK. @@(Thanks to HI for this pointer.)@@

BB ST Astadhyayi 3,1.24: 9-8E-H-T9-TT-Cg-G21-Tp AR A

BE T®SIA] Astadhyayi 7,4.87: ITRAIH

BE qermﬁaw?r] Cf. Astadhyayi 6,3.109: ISIEXIGl FTEEH

BE-H AR ... ] Cf. Kasika ad 8,2.18: (SANBAEHAUIHIA Hiad,

BE-H Wl{ ... ] Cf. SiKau 639 (2,1.43) (@@ prakriya of the word durduriidha-via dula utksepe@@):
CANGHTETGE T

BE T9RE] Cf. Astadhyayi 3,1.134: AleGAEEANGHl SUT: ||

BE IS ]| Cf Astadhyayi 2,4.74: TSISH 4

BA-B Ja«AT] JaiJo,, I=ATPa; BB “H«HT] conj. HI, AHMI: JaiJo, , A-A™H Pa; BH

dd: ] Jo,Pa;, d9:°Jai Bf 1:"] conj. cf. Ba Pay, Candrika, Subodha, ?‘ﬁ]ai]ol Pa, BB I=AT]
=~ a _o N [N N o

conj., A=Al JaiJo, Pa; BB HIESIQHaléIIa qlS | conj., A—THgg T Jo, , A—THATGT
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AT Pa, BB TEH] conj., TF Jo,Pa; BE TR IAGE ]| conj, THGH TG Jo, Pay
BE- NG ... THSHA &1 ] Jo, Pay, om. Jai

Ba: FA1C SEAI Z3AH | & AIHA( o ThEaaRR] HPaw FRad 5
{1 FA: | Td: FRONG Py : FISATHAN Fell HY FAGTIAAG TN
WarcT: Sedicl | TR WAl | (aEtd, quny gamEed 99 f&d ar=wd, 96 —
HIY I TFAISTIEAM | qei] T ot =9 qaarry wfsead | agpd smgf-
TEel SRR GVHH, |

8 G!'él'élﬁla] conj., a@ﬁ[Ba BH FHAXA°] conj, wedd Ba BHE E| F°] conj.,

Ba BHE QH\T] conj. Hl cf. Pag, S Ba g 9€Md] conj., ddBa BH %NE’S] conj., q4Al
Ba Hi °Ad] conj., °9T9 Ba

Jay Pa, : 1301 TR GEISHI S9N RS PRI T -
FHTATH I G0 THAGAAASSTIHITaT FrASTRR 0 AT & AT JEHR
T =T GRS T AT HA A F ¢ | TGN JAT Rl — gl
ARl SEaae! 1 el Tgafarng a: Fededrdn: T&d) ThEth Had,
SEHRTE: — A Wadt At et 9y TaeRadd ad Bd =, dgr
feafer o geeil deaHenTE — Ad SR U st| R S I,
@ 7= atrﬁmaﬁﬁs:ﬁmﬁwﬂaﬁ uama@ﬂﬁéquaﬁn -
W‘lf@*lHl%ll‘qfﬁ‘\qulQNQ H(GII\TH %Hdldﬂlddldj

G IGAERLED o T PRI L v

BE “EAT] conj, MGl JayPa, EH “FGIE°] conj, TG Jay, “IG+I° Pay

T FRIGEGG: WUFHWW |
TINGRT: TR AT FHEHEAN: I8 ) |

4Although Jo{* Pa}*® read svakalatra-$alibhir (which produces a yamakam), the text of the comm. u-
nambiguously reads along with Mii® & Ghantapatha — svakalatracarubhih, which nonetheless produ-
ces sound-play similar to rhyming °$alibhih - “carubhih. This chapter, in fact, seems to be full of exa-
ctly this type of sound-play (perhaps, a certain type of anuprasah) — s. 8.10 ‘upeyusas - ‘ktikatviso;
8.11: ‘adara - ‘odarair; or, similarly, 8.8: ‘'nugamyatam puranusete - icchatim puro’nuninye; or the ka-
tham in 7.8d that resounds with vrtha krtha in ab; 8.6 : “mukhair - ‘janair; 8.5 has less obvious °pa-
llavah - ‘nalayo; in 8.4 the “rhyming” words are at the end of each half $akhinah - kaminah; 8.1-8.3 co-

Ba: 72r5

Jay: 8718, Pay: 66111

N aN
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ntain “real” chekanuprasa (lata, acc. to Gerow) or vrttyanuprasa (in 8,3), 8.1, however, still uses the same
device : “ojjvalam - ‘gopuram.

BH °9f§°] Paj®Jay"* Ba Ghantapatha, BE °9ERR] Mavs, °MBAN Jo!* Pav®
Candrika, °g€!!!° Jo¥* Mii¥® Pay®

NIYGTRY WWPWW QH'IEIEP:H SRATROT: |

[ NN aN

: ARl TR 59 ATRIsga: |l 2o ||

thmww-lu(-\c@dlq mﬁwns‘q':m@a ]
Raiedfd : JoTfe@ S 1B 22 |

“Ghantapatha’s “visaribhir vs. ‘vikasibhih introduces anuprasah (@@which type?!@@):
Saritodarair visaribhih. vikasibhih, on the other hand, gives a more straightforward sense.

AE OSSO | Miivs Pags, °STH YHC Jous f319° Candrika, R&A° Jai Pa,

Pa}® Ghantapatha, Candrika iid CEARULE ] Jous Miivs Pays Pays
{18 T M page, FRIEFON o Candrika, RETRIN: Ghantapatha
Paj®

g e ] Jo¥® Mii’® Pa}* Pay® Ghantapatha,

L e wﬁwmm% SIS BRG]
FAIBHTY: HRUT ASRUIGTIRaRaHEEH T || 2R ||

| FSFA N

=\ [N
12 HASTRUI: | Joy® Mir? Ghantapatha, Hqldes: Candrika

B0;: 3019, Mi: 15v6-L  Mit Bo, : FUUISTRITNl I IScaeh] SUGSUITHH! el A S§: | Ficl: | (€.2): 124
TRSAAERT: TARGRN Seriai: RrfiaT: FRY ereaifa: | see i o =
e QR | ik [efciel: - rei: | R, 7 GRS TI-BlieH: THEAHRIG-
T qREUTR FoTel HRETHEST, FHEATL: 2171 (¢.20) : AARALH- 124
TR ARRFGE: | Fewea: | SaTErega FERIee i | Fa: | g fem-
Tl s gaTaTERTawTTd | £ PRFRFRIESIS T T Tefiar-ia -
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12.10

12.13
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§ SR, 5 R GEHIR:, 3T T A 5T: | (€23 ) FEGheAra0n &el:
WWWWWH%«%&H%E(CN) meﬁamama&
@ | W@W@WWWWWWHHWH{W.M—
ARG 57 el T2 57| TEETaadd 39 S JEHal aiid -
U TYH: FHIMR 5 Ao ST uHi e dhdiad 721 @ad Aemmon g4 9-
HIRCAEEETEL T QeI o7l | T S5l HAie S1g: | (<.8R): =
A AT ST | AT “'Wﬂmn ae-

= ¢

FI&'RT%'WWW‘JTIET—H MHRE: ascqu 212181

@@ No mention of hamsa/pankti @@

b@@ Could such an associative mistake of Bo; (abhitah — abhimatah) point towards the scribe’s
knowledge of Skt? @@

‘Bo; ’s reading seems very good, though not typical for this transmissional line.

‘@@ conj. ‘manat to ‘manah 7??'@@

‘@@Mii and Boj have the same/ very similar predecessors. + the scirbe of Mii must have at least
known Skt if not more.@@

fA (so far) very rare case where Bo; differs from Mii !!!

8Here and twice below Mii Bo; clearly read nirtksyamanah. The pasyantah as well as the final su-
mmary (ityarthah) of the 8.11-segment point toward active sense of the word.

"Bo, ’s “visaye yat is also not bad ; in fact the summarizing sakhyo nirtksamanah could theoretically
be seen as a support of the later.

"Following the preceding structure one would expect this to be at the end of the commentary on
8.12-segment.

J@@Mii seems to emmend *unreadable part@@

k@@ candanadrumasca +— @@

'Here Bo; unusually has several better readings than Mii .

13 T(':JWEF[] Bo; Mii*“ : added above the line, el Miie 12 I%Dﬂ“ﬁl?n] Mii, ﬁ“ﬂ%o
Bo, [13f °BM&R: | Mii, °BTERT: Bo, 2 ﬁlElEFr] conj. HI, ﬁ]olqlﬁ'@l?ﬁ"ﬁ Mii
i3A °RTa: | Mi, °FHQ: Bo, [25-B THEAIcH REMEISE ] Mii, 95 Bo, i35
Wd d°] Bo; Mii”® : added above the Ime, w° M 134 dgetar: W», W@W
Sg: | Mii, om.Bo; [2JFA-B W ...Og-qT?J] Mii“c, put in parentheses Mupc,w~ %
FRUT FHSHEETATTATRITIATAGH: Bo, 12§ TMNAH] Mii, TR FHNETH Bo
13 1d Oﬁmﬂ] conj., Oﬁw MiiBo, [2[id 4] Bo,Mii**: added above the line, T
Mie  [3fid °fIsEEd] Mmi, °FSE Td° Bo, [F[i] TSN | Mi, THEd Bo, [/
TGN | conj, “EIHUN MiiBo, 23 °2UT] Bo, Miie(?), °ITNEW Mi* 33
QAN | conj., °UETHIUN Bo, Mit  [12[17-i3 T+ AN S1§: | Mit, om. Bo; [3/3
°E|11%T-l°] Mii, GSfeId° Bo; (also before) [1214 E{ﬁ{] Boy, W?‘l\{Mu 134 ST°] conj,
391° Bo, Mi see, however, Jojetc. [13[14 °®UTEed: | Mii, °&9®U: Bo; [2fid d] Mii, om.
Bo;
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Jai: 40v1, Jo;: 44v9,

Pay: 72v10  JaiJo, Pa,: GUUSTANNCT JEARIICTRT SUGHOMAT qere At ST§: | Ficl: | 12
(¢.R) : CARSAATEN: TANGR, ST FeniiiiaT: FHY THEE: | TFHE I
TR AE: & TE G2;: | Fird il TEE- A | FeeeH S -

'_'ﬁ_q | SRR W Bl |E qﬁﬁmf_vﬁw 12.4
AREJHES, IS (<. zo) TR SRR AR | Fe: |
SATET, =gl 1= T | 5t | e Rrgrgag s fogaraTaa i |
ghmifeenlc: AR RIRSHT, W@WW@HWW‘&H 127
AEd-AAT: GEHTRUT:, 3T TG A TG | (€.22) : :lartﬂ%v;
2 c(IERIEERESIECTI S S 9H WWW:@ 1210
TN J fereraom: B TETRATE-
RETEE LT T 58 IO 57720 | (¢.4R) : Trgete] HeAiiel STg;: | Figaeret:
%\\2 meil 12.13
TG FHIG TS RUE A e ARG UG 3c92: | Fegerateg] 981 I-
fegm: | e STenfeeRT: GEfifa a=ae |

9adidharmah ~ carutvam, parikvanitatavam ?
bnote that Jo; ’s reading (which is not so bad & supported by Bo; Mii ) belongs to a different stru-

ctural element Jo; has roughly RIS W - BTfSA: SRARRIJeIATd,

‘@@ conj. ‘manat to ‘manah 7??'@@ @@Bo; Mii @@

1@(1)@One would expect kriyavisesanam to come after ‘adaram?@@(2)@@ iva is
“lost’@@(3)@@ Pa;’s reading (which is very good!!!) may preserve an earlier stage, but may
be just an eye-skip. In the “ur-version” ala Roger one would, perhaps, throw away the whole chunk
katham pasSyanta ...samudacaro as well as nirtksamanah kriyavisesanam. @@

@@ On the basis of this skip in Pa;j, I wonder if we can conjecture that its template had as
many aksara-s in the line as the skip has (i.e. 37) ?!? to compare, Pa; has ca 45 aks./line. @@

fCf. Candrika: vrkse vrksa amradikah pumsi

p2ps 98 ... ] 22: ?1?

i3 IR ] JoiPai, om. Jai [28 S9FA] Jo, Pay, w_]al 123 qalalgquegmlucbm ]
Jai, qultelgcqgcmlﬁn Pa; , THSHRRIGAAN Jo, @E H@S1 | conj. HI, Wjaljolpal
135 FAEUE: | JaiPa;, FFWUE: Jo, [2H %g?r”?l?cltl?{] Jai, see Bo; Mii, ?g?-lTTFDmFLJol
, A Pa, [3H ] Jo,Pa,, dMJai [2H REN] Jo,, RAAJaiPa, [FH IS ] Jou
Pa;, 'a'q'if‘\[]ai n2pd-1 H@mﬁwﬂﬁ?{ﬁﬁqﬂa&] JaiJo;, om.Pa; [2p3-f3
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°FEYU] T ... Fid: HRMN | JaiJo,, om. Pa; (3[4 SU°] conj, SU° Jo,Pa; (I3

Y

94 3TI'5|T'I%FF[: ‘I{:ﬁﬁ‘[] conj.1?!, q@ ‘CJ-E‘T'\W TR JoiPa; 121415 TgHIA THIGY. ..
...d9qH ] Jo,Pa;, om. Jai

Ba: (¢.%) : TSR SR HHAfE g SG: | =GRT: aeha fafer: | oo 1))
:, e - Rl T TS I Aealit:, TR IR
mamaa,ﬁmmsl I-ld*-cl dmﬂm&l | (¢.20): WWWH—
T, SEFH, T5d-GEHINTT:, ARHHRSHR: | (c.ze):@amm-
A T | T ] FgATe: T AT 39 | T (e 7 9 1 T
FHall aieid G 7=, 76 g , fReeran St fawt g - R fa-
ERE Tl I At o faa | Qﬁwﬁéamﬂminaﬂ%aaﬁa@ | (€.23):
WWWWW“@ | R TTUSHTSTASI~d-
TAMEHE:, TAHROIETEUIEI 3: || Fghi: FHesTa |

‘@@ vistaritam is, in fact, unexpected as a gloss of Saritam. vicitritam?!? madhyam is unclear in
the MS. @@
b@@ MCf. Vallabhadeva ad KS 3,17 : adhityaka adrer uparitana bhuh@ @

@B Eﬁm] conj., Eﬁw Ba @E gd] conj., dd Ba @E °dd®] conj,, °dd° Ba
12fg °qEd] conj., °TAAl Ba

Jay Pa,: GRUSTANGT JECSICTHT: TaaTaRARIHeR SUGHIuT ST, 27 O-
T T T2 | (¢.R) : FHEIEATAE| FHY GHEAING: FEEEEl
TG GRSl A ST§: gaa: | FHehl: FHEaatd: | @-
FSTAGCI: TG STGAT: | TFE TR TR Tqe: 7 77 G | Tt (-
T AR TANGRT: | T | S RIRGRGeS: |

TI-BISRY: TTERT: | Fhst FRIAGES2NS | TRETH Foi-
Il AREAE 7 AT | fh%d‘il((-l‘-ii%,gc'qcl‘d@' FAATL: fenTfy-
T | (¢.2) : T SRR RISear: FhU: GEISTIe! 7l 78 | Fel-
1 | STTET, =gl FerITenTe: | fereTan PreTqug:, SioshuTierIvuT, aifdi-
TCSRITERIEATONG | YRARRRTS: TR RSHI:, ITd TF TR &9 -
T eI, Ry, I dE S GEER:, 3 T A g |
(€.22) : A1 Sal: G AAT STG: | 76 Yo | Rem

Ba: 72v2

Jay: 87v10, Pay: 66v8



ERET, TEa( ?)=,

Bo; : 30r17, Mii:
15v4-Lo
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ST T oS WWW | formftra: W— 12.13
TR 59| el TR 39 A AT — e 39| He A
217 7 9 I+ TR dfd SMeL: ToH: TSR
ferdiemmmon: B SETRATERRTEE Fed 59 (FRIEFAIO: | (€.2R): 1210
FGrl: HAHASTANER] A TG0 Fidl: HRUT FASHINE A AT TARTRIT: | T
gl T U RUg AT TR 3ca2: |

I8 TAHEREE: Jeag: 12.19

“gamanapradesa’— an element of Ba !!!

b@@ Here I keep the reading niriksYamanah for it is the only way I can see now to account for the
following va and niriksamanah. In comparison to the other related versions of the text (Bo; Mi1 & Jai
Jo; Pa;) it seems clear that a certain confusion is involved that was, perhaps, tried to set straight by the
scribe/author of Jay Pas.

’s. Jo1...

d@@See the fn. in Bo; Mii Jai Jo; ...above.@@

2 OHHHBTFﬁ] Pa,, gl Jay [12f THA°] conj.see Ba, T&A° JayPa, [14B &dd=d: |
Jay, ®dded: % gdded: Pa, [ dZ:] conj.see Jai)o,Pa;, H_G,;Jaypc Pa,, agjayac 12f
&U° ] conj., 3T° JayPa, [2[A %io] conj., °@ JayPa, [JH TARM] Jay, d&EId Pa,
39 =gdi] jay, --di: Pa, [p23p3 Q‘lﬁ?ﬁ"] conj., ]%ﬁ??f]ayPag 1414 ﬁﬁm] conj.,
ﬁﬁw_]ayPag 136 A | conj., AT: JayPa, [1J17 Feqedl: | conj.,, FqdA° Jay Pa,
12pd §H°] Jay, @4° Pa, [p2ad ®9I°] conj., ®9° JayPa, (g °IAMI°] conj, T
Jay , °9THI® Pa,

wﬁwﬁoﬁﬁaﬁﬂnﬁ@mﬂw:mﬁﬂmﬁaﬂml
TR IRd =Sl ST =%h: SUrk- Jid: 18 23 1

By the use of reoccuring words as well as ideas (apart from the “usual” technique of collocation)
this verse points back to several others, such as 8.2 (yathayatham tah sahita nabhascaraih) ; 8.4 (ghanani
...karapreceyan apahaya $akhinah) ; 8.8 (jahihi ... ... iti priyam kamcid upaitum icchatim).

LN o

Bo, Mii : JIA: SUE T =g | 2 a1 8 Fidd Madicane — STl s,
FEIaHEIETH - conj. HI

T T T TR A ey, S r=g Al e eel g t Eaarae

A+ FCETIEAT 21?7, A J I Gt Fgresat ParETa | FEEEEE
- E :J" 13.4

9A pratika of the type svagocareti is very unusual for the text of *commentary. It is possible that the
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*original reading was aha — svagocare satyapi.

3] S TR AR | Mi, ST RS Bo, 13 CT™M | Mii,
°UF9° Bo, [3F °F°] Mii, °HI° Bo, [3F °F°] Mii, °F° Bo, [3H °F°] Mii,
°TI° Bo, {3 YA ] Mii, SN Bo; [ HEF] Mire, HEI® Bo, M [ °F&: |
Bo;, °UgH Mii

JaiJo, Pa,: ANSd: SUREA BrE0T =g | % A= BFF Fd WadicdE — @l
N GG | T T T, THCTHIAY THEEE] HH HEEaHTe-
et TgRSHeEAT, 1Y g a9 Al wgfresat RN e & A-
al[gug: |l

134 Wfﬁ?ﬂ] JoiPa;, om. Jai [3Q OW] JaiJoq, °%& Pa;

Ba: WNQ: Tl FHferesat T GEI ;| 0 TETET JE FHEA
SRTHTT: | FET T AT A TEATE] — R Sl Taeed M=
o il I

‘@@ syad — very unclear @@

13 @Eﬂ] conj. HI, Tdl° Ba 13Q o]%'%qo] conj., °1'%|?{I%|El° Ba [13Q ©&°] conj, @°Ba

Jay Pa,: TiAc: S AL Fron Brfn <gp: eniier fHfdaa: | )

ORI | AT 37 el WAieTE — ST Hre T b IquT | foH7eTT: | et
wmﬁag&wﬁaﬁww | g e Rreeiio

AR | & @i T iy, @ T @R R, SRSl
o~ N e N e Ce . O\ o~ ¢ I aN
il awi Fai wfresdl PRrhEREE & wegeE: |

‘@@ Pay’s grais here = ma; perhaps, he did not understand what he was writing. @@

i3 e ] pay, B oy (30 BT Jay, BEUCEIRPa, (@ oFERITE] Jay,
RIS Pa, [3F °T&: ] conj., °TE Jay Pa,

\‘:\: ~ ~ ﬂ]%'q N e NN ~ |
A FhMg UM A [ AHHSAHEA JaH 14 29 1l

Jai: 40v9, Jo;: 4513,
Pa;: 74r4

Ba: 73r6

Jay: 88vl, Pay: 67r8

SFHAT(?),
TI=3dl, “AMHE°=



Bo;: 30v2, Mii:
15v5-Lo

Jai: 40v11, Jo,: 4515,
Pay: 74r7

APPENDIX A. TEXTUAL EXAMPLES. LAGHUTIKA BY PRAKASAVARSA ON
300 SELECTED VERSES OF KA 8.

@@ this and the preceding verse seem to constitute a constrasting pair. In 8.13 the ladies accept
the flowers given by their lovers/ gallants, even though they could have easily plucked them themselves.
In 8.14, on the other hand, the lover picks a flower that grows on a high branch; his nayika, however,
cannot accept it due to his behaviour. @@

idH °F:FGHT| *Prakasa, Candrika, °F: FGHI Ghantapatha

Bo; Mii: ﬁ:wlﬁdlc@wﬁﬁzmﬁl TeBAl gRIaA faewist Sfavan A
ot A g 1 At =51 ¥ Ao el < W fosos@ | 3 ¥4
Wﬁmwwmwwaﬂmﬁamﬁﬁaﬁu
Al et sk, SfcRIgTicHT AIaTosederdl, bl f& o | sicie-

o

[hskaxal
i

mdp °@rEd] M, a?m:«l Bo, [14E-B °\I-?IFH?9PIIE\FI]\ Mii, °¥IF9Ee Bo, [48 °3fd]
Mii, °Fd Bo; [4F M@= ] conj., STHaM=d Bo,, I M 141 oFITA | conj.cf. Jai
Jo;Pa;, °&H: HﬁBol 14 4-5 Bﬁﬂﬂaﬁ?ﬂg Qﬁﬁq:ﬁ%[] Bo; cf. JaiJo; Pa;, om. Mii

JaiJo, Pa, : 37 EIMRATATHHAT, I IS0 QAT Fa=aal g -
QRIS STRTa Al A FRGR | & e =51 Hac aTTgeeral <o 4

Q N ~ o (o N = (N
o | I T TR 10T ST FHTI Faict e Fi el

A fehfagard, AfcHacTgUet ==, Sfcarian AiaTessTedi | i o -
ha¥ o [aNl N [aN Y ~ . [aN [N aNiaN N o

. ”21?
TeT f& S| doeaTchad g: e EHWTRW&WH U ﬁcl:lgc:c’)@l\lw.\.;\

SRl AT = S T | e ferem iRy i, S=RH
Eo'mar%anasrwma (1)1 Z=q

(\\\(\

*q; i L! N L
ENEHRET Ficdl AT W’%qawgaty

WW’Q@T@HWII

i

Y oS

481 FIAN ... qq: ] Amarusatakam 75 (in Arjunavarmadeva): FIAY m [ERESCE
SR [IREFAET Fcdl FTS ThleddHdH | STHEATEISIIHIGHEs fTTfedean I

T T g

14.1

14.4

14.1

14.4

14.7

14.10
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haY e O N O [y [ [N N

4[] S=: AA] JoiPa;, om. Jai [14F TREGH 6 AR ] Jo;Pa;, TR dlE Jai [4F FUH]
JaiJo;, om.Pa; [4F AHYEE° ] conj., HISD® Jo,Pa;, HHUE® Jai [14B Irl?!?:l?ﬁ] JaiPa,

Joicf. BoiMii {44 Ud°] Pa,, SidEed Jor, Al Joio {4 HETEAT] Jo, Pay,
OWJM 45 5"?[0] conj. HI, om. JaiJo; Pa; @E aH | J01Pal, YHJai [ m]
conj., dAH Jay Pay @E Q?"] conj. cf. Pay, _i‘w_('lTJolPal, J\a:|'|7'|/ﬁxrjuna(75) Koka(74), ﬁ
Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), ogt Vema(76) 148 W] conj. cf. Arjuna(75), Koka(74), Ravi(73),
Rudrama(89), Vema(76), b(“\ql'z‘b(\'i\d‘i Jo1, ("‘\ql'z’)d‘i Pa; @E EFI%CIHHC’] conj. cf. Arjuna(75),
Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(76), omjol Pa; [4f AYAH] conj. cf. Arjuna(75),
Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(86), 3T-gdH Jo,Pa, 14[ig TEEA°] conj. cf. Arjuna(75),
Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(86), STH&HIE° Jo, Pa; [14[1d OW] conj. cf. Arjuna(75),
Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(86), J\:i'b-r‘:i.]ol Pa, @@ ﬁ?ﬁ%‘d"] Joi1Pa; Rudrama(89),
LISk Arjuna(75), Koka(74), TAAA° Ravi(73), foatesae Vema(86)  [14[1 ﬁg] conj. cf. Ar-
juna(75), Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(86), d 2]01 Pa; [4ft] dd:] Jo,Pa;, I Ar-

juna(75), Koka(74), Ravi(73), Rudrama(89), Vema(86) @E @ E{I%T-\F\ﬂ% Wﬂ‘{] JoiPay,
om. Jai
141 Ba: HIFIATR el A TEIE A I FRAaETR — (2fE T eRTfa-  pa: 73w

T, Sl HRO Y o FERAGTHYR AT T Tl wTH ST S EIeg ST
@ It T9el gad |l

141 JayPay: 39 wwlwdccnc@w-urqﬁ Wﬁwm?ﬁlﬁﬂwﬁ Jay: 88v6, Pay: 67r13
QERTS ST T U TeTERIR Aol SRHR i | -
T2 femly 7 ) & af == meﬂﬁﬂaﬁ
s [OHE FERAME | 32 WHCH TEIEE AU FEATH g8 -
Y FFETAEd | Fhrgaad, SfaHTadiargyet =6, Alelicar AdTee:
TrAS I AU AR A 212 IeaTchacs g: Radn arsaRgRagmon =-
17 O AT | G, FITRITe = SR | 3 e
Yehd. 1 MNATd, IR R ERaEEUE= ) 92
FHIAI FAFAG! BRI s

1410 ferEF2Ta il TS SehfedH )
WM@WI Jay: 8or1
o

Icl‘cllcbdiilll Qk'q TE {‘I‘:L‘Vgl‘dd‘-l\gﬂ I\
113 AHTIAFISIEUTIGE RIS -9H| ammﬁmamwﬁm%%@ﬁ I



Boj: 30v4, Mii:
16r1-Up

Jai: 40v14, Jo;: 45r11,
Pa;: 74r14
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‘@@ a corruption from ]% QT%"in both mss ! @@

-2 FTY . ‘g?l ] Amarusatakam 75 (Arjuna’): HIHM c,pdsicqlwld 1 T@fsar foX-

NN

BT Al TS FH{AqHqH | e ERsHIEaesH farfaaen I e a9=g-
f&d g 1

4f TEFN ]| conj., T&RN JayPa, [4F °TI4H] conj., °F JayPa, [4H Raﬁ')?ﬁﬁ]
conj. see above, (“lez‘)abd?( Jay, T@id 333( Pa, [140d EITGI] conj. see above, TSI Jay Pay
fidfid TYAH] conj. see above, W%HJayPag 1411 TEEA° ] Jay see above, STHEHIA® Pa,
141 W] Jay see above, S Pa, [14fa3 9:] conj. see above, om. JayPa, [4f13

o S S

°TSAE° | conj., “BAE T° Jay Pa,

PRSI T=a3ld A=l (Heeels: RiYegem=aH)
GHIGY AR[HATE 4T [9de oY A TuggaHill e«

3B OW] Joi*Mii"® Paj*Paj® (JaiJo; Mii  Candrika-patha, Ghantapatha, Subodha

Pa, ), Candrika, o= Ba (comm.) Boy (?),

Bo, Mii : 3G AT Bl art F=acdiyls A GHIQH| %9 a8 T80 THHcR
| |5'|“4('|J'|°|‘°|"|55|°|U|ICEL@*H(I'VQHQﬁ'IE dlddﬂ(’)‘?ﬂld FEAHYEE: | ™Y Ql?-l

Elmﬂm@ dgaraaaal 9 RSl ey g iR qrf&rq@-q'
AL

42?7 or should one read "angyah ?, or in a compound ? Note the different construction (— na niya-
mitavati) in JaiJo; Pa; !
@@@@ " Note that the scribe of Bo; presupposed 2 illegible syllables in his original (— °angini ?).
°angi (NiS) at the end of a bahuvriihu is ok by 4,1.54 (svangac copasarjanad ...) — mrdvangi or mrdvanga
@@

5f A(3d] Mi, Tihd SHSd Bo,  [55-F T ArSSFo=mad | Mi, FET: G RI1Y-
WO Ba [158 °QT{~°[] Mii, °G--Bo; [158 Eﬂ%] Bo;, om. Mii

JaiJo, Pa, : G A B AT Feacdys A TR Ffl qEg TRUi STEH-
e — RiRkied JEaul-er /a0 WiHeal Iiad STAl Al 76 A= IaE-
S| BTG H R EaR| Jaaaelie SeqHaRara: B bid

15.1

15.4

15.1
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4 UiEaaHEE 7 frfead, dadtmaa = sl Ty 3A ik Sar
:atrrlﬁmgﬁmaﬁan

‘@@ Pa; skips from namsukam ahitam (in the verse) to katham (in the comm.). All in all 42 aksara-

s. @@ length of original ?! @@ @@

50 qT&lW] Joi, AE®T Jai 5[ A9 ... FIH] JaiJo,, om. Pa; EE o‘:RTO ] Jo.Pa;

, OEI:\_{}[O Jai [138 5"%] JoiPa;, om. Jai E@ Hmﬂaa?ﬁ] JoiPay, mﬁmﬁl]al 154
VAFAAIT | JaiPa;, VAT Jo,

Ba : ST AT IoR] Tl =1 TREH, fertelsh s feifdet avaage Armedtall
T AT GEcgeATe o et feifeererare | e et ot ey =i -
=4 Al FE: @il

“M@@ ti similar to gha ?!? (in $arada I?), — udgrathita (conj. HI) @@

E. Oﬁ:ﬁ?—[] conj., Al Ba E ﬁ"%?i] conj., ﬁTﬁqt—'iBa EE g@_('[] conj., SIA(?2)IA(?)
Ba [150-8 WQ\T] conj., S=U Ba

JayPa,: Wmﬁﬁaﬁmm%amn qaﬂ%?immre’s
aﬂ@?ﬁlﬂm B D k2 1 e EITHTHFGHE - |t<||a1®|gmlaa<m, ﬁ“lfe\la
B NFSLAAA STA A T A IS =9, [HidaaaarasHid | fE-

Ba: 73v4

Jay: 89r, Pay: 68v8

AR AT GHAU g Hay | Je el (et e ufd fMisaeam-et

H‘iflﬁqaaﬁl SERIRRERI] QL&@QQINWWWWWI

mmw«m A W’ﬁaﬂa‘d SERIEEIR2] S| foa-

Ba: mt’rsna e aa=ar I8 ar a'q’ra T-ITEIII

E@—E\ °conj. ] -- -JaxP(a\lg m, d. (5B oqﬁ:[o] ({’ag, °Ffq° Jay @E °dqn] Jay, (:\HF)T Pa,
154 ﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂ{] conj., RIS Jay Pa, [15 JZHA° | conj., IS d Jay , TLAAA d Pa,
EL: W] conj., 3=H Jay Pa, El| T'ER:I] conj., 9 JayPa,

A SHERAATR S TS FHATTEEH
TGRS Je it ge HIETSE- Fleaam e 28 |

“It is possible that the variant readings abaddha® and °pallavam may have arisen to provide the

SFHC(?), TP
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lacking ‘direct’ Verschrinkung with the previous verse.

l6F STETh° | *Prakasa, Ghantapatha, Candrika, flgH °¥SUM ] *Prakasa, Ghantapatha, °qgd

Subodha, 3TT&° Subodha-pathah Candrika, Subodha
Bo, : 30v7, Mii:

16:3-Up  Boy Mit : TR OIS T T e e | STRERT IRl Sardl: o1
ez e ¥NUT T, U FYATEAE GHEATa BRI PR SHmEsT
T , | T O TR YYfearecn STH-E Hiderd 3 SR
aEd a2 | 164

‘@@7?!? the same reading vadhiidya appears in all Mii JaiJo, Pa; !! @@
o . ha NN <
@@ could B01 s version “THISHTI T3S TAT AT TI dda YRd AEd g9:”

[£9fi 7 EATAT] Boy, om. Mii {48 FAAT] conj, T Mit 4B TS| TR ...
Gfae™ 998 | Mi, T98 Bo,

Jai: 40v17, Joq: 45r14,

Pay: 74v3 JaiJo, Pa,: HIACHIAA! TGS TG e | SATEH JhRAT Saledl: TGl @ 161
WU T | qe, HWWWWWWEH@'
ERG WWWW@@% R atred el
EARAT IRl “HEwl =qdre-+ 2/ TR | FHTES el TG SRR 10
a‘lmﬂﬁaaﬂm

@@ NOTE : the same 9 in all Mii-JaiJo; Pa; ' @@

}f.‘C/

g e | Astadhyayi 3,4.49: TEFET HIIISETHY:
g[-B SR ... °B9: | Cf. Astadhyayi 6,4.25; ST A
9§ ER1°...o 4t ... °B: | Cf. Astadhyayi 6,4.26: THH

f6.fl H?‘ﬁg] J01Pa1, om.Jai [16.] T'EFEI"] JaiPay, T'EmTojol fldl FTEAT] conj., TFA(!)
JaiJo;Pa;, [148 W] Joy Pal, om.Jai [165 ﬂtﬁ?{ ] conj.cf.6,4.25, 3@33[0]01 Pa, [6/-B
TARATIIIIEA .. STGATIFRS: | Jo, Pay, om. Jai

Ba:73v7 Ba: BIAGHIG! Rl JYORRISE: TR 599 | FoH| WA & 161
At e 0 1)1 AR R T e, SRR ST St

SISTEGAT T YOI 7 12, T, eictvargehe] Seidl {efishee SO Suaieiad! ()



16.1

16.4
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fefe TERTT 217! @@

te@ Wis not explained @@
‘@@ This seems to belong to the next verse ''@@

@E ﬁtﬁ@] conj., ﬁ"ﬂ_@'Ba @E EHE"] conj., dll Ba

Jay Pay: W@WWWWWW@%

SEd: | W‘Ilulw_cl'l@dlrdlo EICRIEE] QHHSUTHPJ dIMd FYAEdES
@WWWWW,H@W

mmaﬁm@ﬁﬁamw@n
maﬁwi\@%aﬂmﬁ\:ﬂl eI STEA | S THeed I8TENTgRRA -
QAT TR | g3 SRS |

@@ NOTE no 99l @@

g[ “TISA] Jay, °TSA Pay

Wmﬁmﬂml
TISATIERE AT +RIFAATGE T a2 |l
ERIELICIE R NRIE R HICETEIRE Rl
TEIGAIIG2T TG AT H: FHIES ||

IGTHEFAN 2¢ |

Bo, Mii : FATNCeSG-IqIqzd HATSIEE |Igt 7: THIGS | TIETgaHeATs
il Hel S | 391 T | IS SEHTITST HBHRT 5i-
i, 1 TGS §FS ARl dTena Tqenal Jesd 21d geeal[@], aun;:
AR, RIS ST ST AR = I e Fe B o
TE FfeAfTg: TRETARIA 4, ST T AT RaaTe, frreaeam=hideat |
TR | A1 el JCAGl Sios: FAaRN e a1 faea°] [ @
1| Sferpcd SRSl G Hell 71 A1 SAHaagdel a=ashma°] ]I

‘@@ supply udaram? @@

Jay: 89r10, Pay: 68v14

(2w feSTiTeT),
2§ —OTT°, °O&T°,
SWE=2R

1°ATHS

Bo;: 30v7, Mii:
16r4-Up



Jai: 40v19, Joq: 45v1,

APPENDIX A. TEXTUAL EXAMPLES. LAGHUTIKA BY PRAKASAVARSA ON
306 SELECTED VERSES OF KA 8.

b@@ 71?7 should we should understand smth. like nayikayah udarasya nirayatatvam taruprasiina-
nam uccairbhiutatvat @@

8 ST9aN A | Cf e.g. Amara @@1.7.474@@: ATHSIIRN S&4 o Fhel WAT o Faed,

El] EW] Mii, °Z& Bo, [4fl °Z2] Bo,, QS?I\MB E8f TT5°] Boy, om. Mt {48
NI IR ] Boy, om. Ma [1§/4-H W@W F&E‘{IHTHGHT?] Bo; Mir?© added
in the upper margin, om. Mi®® [18g OWW] conj., BTN Boy, HRIAET: Mii gl
J24] conj., FEA(!) Bo,Mii  IE TAM] Bo,, om. Mii [1df SR ] Mii, fIshaswdigd

B01

Pa: 74v3 JaiJo, Pay: mﬁmm&wnﬁﬁmwuﬁm TGS | HIHET-

Ba: 74r4

FEATIEY] ST Fedl T GFasaed Hel ST cae: | 7oz =t | -
SRl SEHTT HSTHRYT ST, T TTSSE §HS T ol TTdggo! dl-
T TR S TEE RN I qUniiH I, feraaagfgaTa-
wm3m| ﬁfwd’h««% oY, qdl \éd\lgq\Tfl?éd«ll-lM\I afeste-
g, ¥ THT TRl TREIHI] TR 75 d<, 31d g feRaEdedtd,
R, FEaET =T, T | e ool g o
mmwmmmw wgamarﬁqrcisr-
el S e TG He ol | SR =TS Rl T a-
feoraed e gad J9add: |

‘@@ NOTEworthy is that all MSS (apart from Pas ) have difficulties with this word @@ @@
note also, that where Bo; Mii &Jai Jo; Pa; read a present participle, Ba &Pashave a ppp. @@

8 ST9aN A | Cf e.g. Amara @@1.7.474@@: ATHSIIRN S&4 | Thel WAl o Faed,

n8i-g W] conj. cf. Bo1, Ba, JayPas, qIeHEui W JaiJo;Pa; ! g7 FEHd]
conj., 9Eq(?) JaiJo,Pa; [188 J&R°] Jo,Pa;, AHAE° Jai [1§H TTSHAAEHBI | Jo, Pay,
om.Jai [1§[g 3T9°] Jo,Pa;, 3A° Jai

Ba: [FFE STEANGT ISR !B SEETEIET| TSSE §he anai dl 7-
G| AT EAART JMS Tl T el JERl ST AT, I ST,
+ IR ? |7 GHTETE FiheTqEe SloiaT Shel Tl TRExaH Tl
QAT 7, 3 T Al R

18.1

18.4

18.7

18.10

17.1

17.4
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‘@@Ba misses the usual numbering at the end of the previous verse and the pratika- at the begi-
nning. = I suspect some kind of eyeskip between the jaghanabharenopalaksitaya at the end of the last
verse and the explanation of kalatrabharena (by which kacit is obviously also upalaksita) in the present
8.17 @@

b @@nistaryayatatvat ??? vistaratvat ?!?! @@

n7g Oiﬂ?ﬁ] conj., “hAEBa 74 Oqﬁq] conj., HIl Ba

WWWWWWW I Well S 2990: | Ba: 748
ﬁmmgmaaqam : FRIIRN: RGeS aE: | 9,
E@gﬁmﬁ%mﬁa@amwwamu st

18[ 9€9°] conj., 9G°Ba [18[] FAT] conj, FdBa [1§8 aﬁfﬁ] conj., @ﬁ?ﬁ(') Ba

Jay Pa,: HATFA, HIHT AR EEAa0ET A2l M GHIGE STUTE! ! |- Jay: 89v4, Pay: 6915
g 71 VA, TEIEARAUeEd A Fdll FIHd TEIHTATIET AT F-
&1 WA e el SHE e | 2aeal S| Aol ieen &id-
HIAHITET HSTHRYT SIS TFRINT ITSHATT, T TSg 5 TFS I1-
i Al TTSTEe| ATl WAl TS TAERSRITS dF aade I 3-
| T foRaaeTg s e AT ARl = IR feiterel e

AN NN A~

o8, ddiadqrEl aTEFrqurﬁa?l ('@dl I TREZIHI YA 75 d, 31d T

I-'l(l*-{dCdIQIdd\U‘lcdllﬂ(IQd@lgHH\dﬂlddIWdl I(OIQHIFH Q,?‘[ H) W
TS m m RISk HT al |°|(’>*®|HI*'II@(’>°I’JQILIIQI<‘|I|

]fm%@_d %ﬁ% 313,'51?5 T 1 AT ST AAEHST 91| ITNE-

ﬂm?;qmuwmchm FAACTEIE ggd W18 Tqzad:

@@ upalaksitaya most probably missing @@
’@@ NOTEworthy is the slight change of the word-order towards “normalization” : priyasya jahre
hrdayam prapasyatah — priyasya hrdayam jahre prapasyatah.

8f ST9ERN &M | Cf e.g. Amara @@1.7.474@@: SASNSISRN Fed = el WA I Fard,

87 a] Jay, ==4(!) Pa, [dfid IBEA°] conj, - - - - Jay Pa, (TH°= R0 FGA )

2\9<:3T|'H

b N SN kY o .]% '13-[:| ll
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QTN RGO SEAaaqEce-t i 2R |l

Bo, : 30v12, Mii:

16r11-R BolMﬁ:ﬂﬁanﬁWW| ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ—ﬁ@rﬁl@ﬁﬂﬂa:‘gﬂﬁﬁﬁ 19.1
ARG FreBrreTeearaesless | TAraNwl Fedel &feie ford S| riearer-
AT eI AR TIAAATEIHEA SAST:, T fhesareg o1 | Ivid Sat:, f-

CLHES CH 19.4

9 P& ] Mare, BRT Bo,Mie [19f °f3SF] Mi, °f5F: Bo, [9F °TEME° ] Mi,
SGEIY° Bo, [9F °AEM°] Mii, °A€M° Bo, [198 S&d:] conj., 3&A: Bo; Mii

Jai: 4016, Jo;: 45v7,

Pays 7511 JaiJo, Pay : T TETERUII ST | (HTHTE — HET-Soad: T Gl 10
ARG Reeceeafess | TeeR e it BRreToreen| -
AT 8 FIARFTGAETH T The o STe|
I9d Iga:d, al: T | 194

‘@@ Does this word exist ?!'? APTE has udvat (ud asyasti sa udvan), thus udvan; emmend to —
uddhatah ? @@

A9l 1] JaiJo,, TH° Pa; [I9Q °FHA°] JaiPa;, °FG° Jo; [9H S ... ¥S: ] Jo,

Pa;, om. Jai

Ba:74v3 Ba: I Grall & & MU ST Tl I Schivgaiadl, Jaar, 1o
Igel farlt TSt Tt wen: 1 e — R e e
PN o <
FEARE SRR |

i9f] TR ] conj., MEBa (9] IFAE] conj, SHAEBa 198 3| conj.,, I Ba

Jay: 90r2, Pay: 69r15 JayPa2 Wﬁmwﬁmm%dﬁﬁwﬂ@tﬁlwﬁqwm@ﬁm 19.1
|§@Tﬁ|@'{aa:|w ITd: ST IS T FEEANET a1-
i%gwq:@quam AT STl St €t Telt 7eells 1 39t

a"ﬂa_{‘\?‘lﬁ)“ mddi%lc%uéﬂrbl‘qﬂll \‘Sd:bb@l (j'{dld‘}lq I%@If"ld(‘(dl@llc’)— 19.4

NN S

mlml feeaaaTae Fe: FYHNEIa-SaHe S
ey fhosaned TR




20.1

20.4

20.1

20.4

20.1
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94 O]%N'a] Jay, fowa: Pa, [195 q"’zﬁo] Jay, qq—":ﬁPag

J AR FEHEEE |
o o hay . C PN
e fH:ARaad ¥gE: 94 a9siiai-arg §g4 il Re |

E 'anlﬁ:le] Jo?°Paf®Paj’; Mallinaatha, Candrika, Subodha, Jonaraja, "W

q?ﬂﬁqw Mii?s~P¢ illeg. Pay® Ghantapatha

B ¥EE: | Joi* Mii"* Paj* Pay®; *Prakasa,

Bo,Mii: Cl ﬁm FrefiafvaTg O Hgl| el TR FEARIESTE-

fIq || e | gt T, S SRR ST Fheeld, o1
~ o~ . ~ [aN ~ ~ o~ o~ ~ ¢

i’ﬁm {G’JIIT-I sa TR He1 WI:EI?: qe aﬁm CICRIIE

™y deY Fl:f:ﬂ%‘g TAGEHIAAATY ¢ =oh | 373 HHaaUgedieia — fH:ar-

99 el [erfd| JEeaRaar! f5:ardr &) @l oicrsd i |

‘@@ or $anaihtarubhyah @@

Rdf] F°] Bo,, IG° Mix  RGP-B SHIH [eheeT ... IAFTRNIT | Mii, om. Bo, R0J
:O] B()l, ﬁO Mi.l

JaiJo, Pa, : T6RY 757 T ansfiafvang og ded| | TR FARTG-
JsTaRR af| FeER HTI T, ST TR | SHTIT feieheeert,
el e, 421 e gl = ol aftferd TR e -
FON T e I, Ay aey ﬁ\?ﬂqddowdzmlgwﬂ-
%1 ST e T — IR e el sqeer
T Eava A @R IOIREET: )

S

ap

‘@@ or $anaihtarubhyah @@

ITRELIIG| J3i< om. Jo; Pal\ \@. W‘i] conj., 9al° JaiJo;Pa; ROH ﬁ[io] JaiJoq, Ci
Pa; ROF TS| Jo,, UG Jai, °UIE Pa,

Ba: SVIGEHIGETTT+aa afedTg € §gd | Sa[ead][ || — FaRaad | JeeT-
Rt AR &g | TR IONCHTEanT: | SRR FaRed) §-

(‘EE81 RR&FHYH),
Ugd=>

Mii: 16r20-R

Jai: 40r8, Jo,: 45v9,
Pa;: 75r4

Ba: 74v3
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QARG 3¢ T Sl TR TR |l

4Cf. Kasika ad 2,1.6 : yogyata vipsa padarthanativrttih sadr$yam ca iti yatharthah/

@g ]%lio] conj., 9id° Ba kdp OW;[] conj., °HNAl Ba kdp W] conj., -
THYAT: Ba BdB W] conj., JRYUT° Ba

Jay: 6018, Pay: 68v5 Pay: ‘1@ qaﬁﬁ@ﬂ IR aﬂ%ﬂ{aﬂaaﬂ{a'ﬁlalﬁ FHY 9 ¥ -
g Th| Fl| TR FIATIGASTARTS Tl Tz T | FIHTE |
i TR, T TR S (R ET, STHATA FLeT, <&l Idd-
o} Tgan! F TN Afdd TRIATHAGRIATHCAH SRNTT| F: a6 Sed, 3- 204
fraTirhy ey fo: oY TeioeaTg U 9| o Mibmagearsien —
- R TR | R M aRde g, F TOeRsE i |

ko g T 51_:[] conj., T R Pa,, T -Jay RdH d&A] conj, ---JayPa, ROH ‘luﬁol
conj., Oﬂ?hbl Pa,

i, < AR Wrcrrumﬁ]amq |
TENA: JHITERTES TP U RrtaTgrsH: 18 2 |

‘@@ Apart from other reasons, the change to mahiruhah may have been caused by its “collocation-
ability” @@

R1d “ﬁﬂ | Joi*Mii"* Pa}*Pay*: *Prakasa,  Ghantapatha, Vidyamadhaviya, Pradipika
Jonaraja, Subodha(?), HEIGE: Candrika, (Viajayagana®), Durghata(?)

o: 30v14, Mii: 16r3-L  Bo; Mii: STHIS HERIA AP UigEREEs | 2| ST, (FET=- 21
T, TR qOTIEGET e & G2l | T G0 TRt qroggat Siaceamit
T | | I g I A I |

pifl “ATA] Bo,, “WHIMu_ Rif TN ] Mii, om.Bo, P18 TEETOT] M, JERRIOT
Bo; PR1F WeR°] mii, Wi Bo, R1F °GN: | Mi, °3Ted: Bo,

Jai: 41r11, Jo;: 45v14,

Pay: 75110 JaiJo, Pa: AFAA HERIA: am@rmﬁmin T2 | TASTFT ST TS - 21.1
TEEARRUN: TIOIEGEN T6 € Sl ETEUIIUHEE: | el IRl qIog-

L1 L
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Felt TUGTEHTITIEA T TR 76 | TS H A e | T3: gy vt
24 T G TG | @Wu {Rﬂwa d ghegafiE g8
mﬂﬁiwm d = IO AT e TEE: | I -
T TRTE S~ RTe EHEHTR SRR Tl ¥atd T He: | 1 TehTeal-
217 EU AT IO TEYT et A T ST, AR TRIEIER - ST -
[SIGSH

421? = evamvidhah sampannah ? @@

b@@avasthato ?7?@@ Because the flowers establish a [particular type of] good smell that was
different (i.e. good in a different way) in the previous state, the smell [added by the flowers] is certainly
an arambhaka here and thus the smell also becomes a part of the whole (arambhaka — is that what
kapala- is to a ghata-, i.e. its originator and automatically also its constituent.)

Durghata’s reading: Because [the flowers] establish smell different from the one [that existed] in
the previous state, [their] smell is certainly an arambhaka here and thus the smell can be specified as
referring to a part of the whole.

@@See the use of the word arambhaka- in the Vrtti on KaAlSa 4,3.33 (on utpreksavayavah): avaya-
vasabdo hyarambhakam laksayati. @@

B15-H T9: ... Wd] Cf Durghatavrtti 134: u@%‘é TR 3 uwﬁm
N TERET S A TRIe TG : TR QEHT-I FIAHIIIEU! TRIfERIuTH)

B1E-F THIFIDEUE ] Cf. VtIad 5,4.135: TEEARS dahleEIgu |

21 THITEU 1 U T8 el | SHT | Cf Nyasa ad Kasika ad Astadhyayi 5,4.135: A=
TOTEATEG, T80, A §Haa- |

E1f TIH'FEIQO. .. | Astadhyayi 5,4.135: ﬂﬂ@@?‘lﬁ!ﬂﬁ?ﬁm:

B1f @] JaiJo,, om.Pa; R1Q TASHEEUIIUMEZE: | Jo, Pa,, om.Jai R1§ TRTERIHSIEZRA |
Jo, Pa;, UNTEEATHSARIEA UNERAAESRIA Jai  21§-F °TRUA] conj., °T&U Jo, Pa;

B el ASSA] conj. SLP, 71 Fid: WAt Jo, Pa;  R1F TRIEEAI | conj.,, I gt
Jo.Pa, PR1§- YAl 7= ... A G | Jo, Pa;, om. Jai

211 Ba: Wﬁgﬁﬁ%ﬁiwﬁwﬁaml TROTAT TUIG AT Ba: 7502
Al fgherTes | ST aHaH-reu: TGl o4& &:, TEl JTl-
TSI UGATATTe! Fard Tel &t 76 H:, Tl g It 76 4 |

@. °HT%3:] conj., HTFIQE: Ba @E l%l'q_’r"‘qq] conj., a|7=|'|'%\1:[\Ba EE W] conj., T"‘\aBa

211 JayPay: ama:ﬁaamﬂmnaqzﬁ { APUNBEE TPUEHREHERE  Jay: 90vi, Pags 66vil
SEE | %12% | TSR FEGT e q g Heu: qIioTdegar ¢ §: | GeIT -
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T UG TUSLeaHTHTGe et sl &aelt 96 &: | I ﬁgsﬁmﬁn—
afrawag&:gnm | ﬂ'&ﬁ‘*{ﬁd‘ﬁ”ﬂiﬂﬁ‘ﬂ U= T aaﬁm AgfegaiE -
W TSRS ST, o J I WNN@HH?{WWW | R TFTE-
A SATE R HUGHIRRT TH( ?) Told Walld I Thied: | ThIwTHEu a1
IO TEU, 14 F - - - - Hh, A TG -+ STl FHTET: |

B1B-f 77 WBT: ... ] Cf VtIad 54.135: TTEEARS dehI-THEUR|

R1[-] 3" ThI=d: ... | Cf Pradipa (Kaiyata) ad MBhas ad Vt1:5,4.135: Q-\“III'&"H{-LG,NI(‘*-I*H -
T IS T[0T TRl Halld

R1f TI?SI'FEIQO | Astadhyayt 5,4.135: TW@@%W:

R1f | conj., A JayPa, P17 ﬂﬂlﬁg?cﬂ%] conj., Tm’:l-(iﬁg':\ﬁfrJayPag

TN IE A Resreaagaiom: |
TS AT TOMEHIEAETCd T Ead: 9 981l R I

R2H dTUI° | Jay“*Jo!*Mii¥* Pay®, om. Pa}®

o o [N N haN haN o N

I
Ao ¢

AT T e T
feretel foTea Aatsar]fd SRS I 1l ]3I

Ao ECag TR 2T SR AT aITe AT
WWWWWWWII =Y |

Hﬁwﬁmw W@W |
WW"T HH'TI('II ‘:lj@llfq'j,cjngﬂjlclc’)l‘ﬁldllfl Il R4

B3E ORI ] Jay'* M Pay®, TR Joi* Pay®
e © ¢ 0N\ . ¢
e IREEHR, UETHHIEgAH: |
[aN o ~ (ol S =
HIHT E9AAN AHHIIFIRA dHIHIGG: || R&

| FSHHH

21.7



26.1

26.10

26.13

26.16
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R4H GRET°] Jay" Joi* Mii** Pay* Pay®, TEEE° Ghantapatha

Boy Mii: (¢.R%) : 2RI SYUTIGEAieqaod ot | 3 Feicl: | Ui Tet-
AT §9EQ: T4 | FanE| Agegaen: aReeweer i
=t T e Ted:, ST fafeadiReEE RIUICICERCIS R L ERSE
e TRl TRTETERAIEY e || (€.3R) | IRUTEEae: JE I
GG d: FORL:, R Ree, 71 avgaB:, W@Hﬁsﬁ‘ﬂwm
mﬁwmq&@ﬁwamwwﬁwmw afge™
TG QG | TR, ST || (¢.R3) : qT ST &a: | -
2111 | ForeR: HTAATORIRA: e HTe ST 1, Aedegat =+ friawaed
AT [']@W‘JE'QTI Wﬁﬂﬁwgﬁwﬁmﬁ%ﬁl v

L J

WWWWWLI aﬁwﬁrﬁmmmﬁwwﬁmﬁmmm
¢ =~ [a [N
ST FFT TEATaeicd: || (¢.R%) : TG E9Td: | HIEa| qYgag

Bo,: 31r1, Mii: 16r16-L

o 'y S S =_¢ N e N ol haY
EERICh s BRI YE A REE N0 L GGG |6 B L S LR G R BB G a1

SARITATI | T FSHRIFY fosaivTacy Wely &t HeafeaisfonTre et
AHAE e TN | TSl geaTeral R Zaeicae: 21281 (€.w) : J

@I STG: | T2 | THARGR0: FAaardie | SHaag - CHehe-
fraie 9a:, TgfergHaReATHI PRl T« || 37 o Jue-

RGN 51 FHRI | = G= 1| FARA

‘@@ As compared to prapta, samgata gives here an additional meaning, in as much as it specifies
the value of the instrumental in the analysis of the compounf as sahayoge trtiya: rasmibhih saha prapta
ya Sobha sa. On this basis the interpolation in Jo; Pa; gives an alternative interpretation to the very
same analytical form.@@

b@@m kundala missing from Bo; @@

‘@@ This passage repeated in 3 recensions (apart from Ba) appears heavily corrupt. The logical
connection seems to be not valivibhangitvam =- namrata, but, rather, the other way around : namrata
(stanatibharatvat) = valivibhangitvam

Bgfl °TA] conj, XU Bo,, °TUMH Mii  pgf SEUM°| M, [HeTHION° Bo, Bl Faa: |

Mi, @;:LB‘H R6 ¢ Wl Mii, W‘_‘LBM 6.7 ‘5"7\'! ] BoyMii*®, om. Mii®¢
R6B °*IE°] conj., °*ATd° Bo;Mii  pgB °F9ddi®] conj,, oqgaH° Bo,, 994 Mii  RgH



Jai: 41r15, Jo;: 4613,
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°ZE | Mii, 29 Bo; R[] TNU°] Bo,, TRUC Mi R FHEURNEE] Mii, 3%-
9% Bo; R§E T TE] conj, GG Bo,Mii g 9| conj., I9H Bo,Mii B4
AN | M, TE: [° Bo, R4 °EFTAT] Mii, °HIAdT Bo, pgH M| Mii, N Bo,
kgl dd1] Mii, AT Bo, p6M gﬁ‘[] conj., gﬁ‘fi Bo;, om. Mii g1 W@] Mii, GH-
GTAEE Bo, 43 TES FHS | M, IHAS Tg 4 Bo,  p4I7 aﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁwﬁﬂ] Mii, -
ﬁE\Bol kd 13 S]%W] conj., SmBol,SmS%‘WMu 614 e ] conj., dAM™A°
Bo;Mii PG5 TH-AARIAN | Mii, SH=aT Bo; Rg/i5 3TGA° ] conj., 3T° Bo; Mk
R6fid ¥] Mii, om. Bo;

Pay: 75v5  JaiJoPa;: (€.R8): awamﬁwm?@ﬁa o & 9 | GUERAEEgE-

TG, ® A TR G| 5 S0 AEgacRn: TREgAer -
fedeem, @ 4 Feeelcl: %lm-quqci i&ﬁﬁv&«ﬂdlﬂ, I TG Ed-

Ao Al @ TR Rl (<. R3): EﬂTWEEI‘ﬁaTI
FME 9 Iad, d: FOM:, R faam) Fugehng fagm) adqr |-
T, m@uﬁsﬁﬁwu@nﬁmaﬁﬁaﬁﬁwa
qREEA! T AGIGd TEES: | F20 7ll: T Saeied qecs: | -
RO &TT: | (¢.R3) : T TAGAT &99d: | Hizali=| i SrEmior-
TRAY: = T €T 4@, AeEeg Al 7 e JiA a i aE e A
TR ORI | e Shaed Tt foven Reanfq | sesrevi digamiiaar-
AT | ORISR FelTTel AT+ O TETSIFATA | ST EFT
TRACET | RIATSTE TRATRI 0T a1 garan B (¢.k%) : Tgain €9-
Td: | GG TR e, Ygag [Theg -1 Tget 7 T 3-
2T | T TSHEATHY TRy T Tl HerfearaisfonTR wiat =a-
A g IRl | I TaEaT TR adica=:?12 | gawiiia a1 T9d-
FE 3T FATTH: 1| (¢.%) : T HRE &7 | SRt Seqataan= | -
HeRITG G- TG Id:, TelergageeATal« Phiosdaie |
3 T GO e r: Tal: TN | JEISTZa | TERATH-
TGN TETAIAY Al FAHHE Felgesel T2Ial GRIatE Saig | §9aa: -
ASEAAN AT 17| =2 T, T TR Hare |

@@"! This *interpolation gives an alternative interpretation of the value of the Instrumental case of

26.1

26.4

26.7

26.10

26.13

26.16

26.19
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the word rasmibhih in the vigraha given above : visaribhih karictmanirasmibhih prapta [Sobha]. By force
of samgata the sense stated first was, perhaps, smth. like : rasmibhih saha prapta ya sobha sa, whereas
the alternative may go smth. like : ra§mibhih karanabhutaih prapta ya sobha sa. @ @interpolation ' @@
@@

R616-17 A1 AYEHE | Astadhyayi 7,1.79: AT AGHHH

R6f °AEd° | Jo,Pa;, °*ATd° Jai R6f ‘ﬁ q&] JoiPay, q& RJai Réld 5"%5[9]] conj.,
U9 JaiJo, Pa, R6F CFESAN] JaiJo,, STEAAl Pa; RGHT SHUT] JaijJo,, ZHUTSHUI Pa,
612 FTSITE a?ﬁz"] JoiPa;, om.Jai P6[14 Oqﬁ\ﬁo] conj., °giEa° JaiJo,Pa; PRdf4
ﬂTﬁ:IﬁR] JoiPa;, om. Jai Pdf15 Sﬁ'mﬂﬂ] conj., Sﬁ'l"m]aijolPal k615 qodi] conj.,
Hdl JaiJo, Pa; R6[15-[g "l"ld(ﬁi] Jai, AMdE Jo; Pa; Refig E{uﬁlﬁ] conj., E{uﬁm]al
Pa; Rdi7 9HI°] conj., JU° Jo;Pa; PRdf6-17 @F’f]ﬁ qar... W ] JoiPa;, om. Jai
a8 A9d° | conj, 3d° JaiJo,Pa; R6f9d ST ]| conj., T9Y Jo,Pa;, 99 Jai  ReRd
Wﬁ] conj., m]%_]aijolPal kdp1 =: H&%ﬁ Wm] Jo;Pa;, om. Jai

21 Ba:SEUNGY GRIFEN TRIETIIAHE fam gt @izl [AI9El- Ba: 7507
a?dxgwqqqliqm?ﬁ R RETARMIICCIE I C R L aﬂflﬁﬁ'ﬂ
RS A ++0 +aFe mem FueETed ‘ﬂiﬁ

2. Haq@aﬁm Wmml aﬁsﬁm@ﬁa
ﬁﬂﬂ'q’lﬁa,ﬂ T A FTAE SIS AT | (¢.R3) : ST {efeTdd: |
S feseRTe<t e ReFifl, FeeEnie S AR | TRaeTe | -

267 HUMIRIR:, STHUT g 6 Fafed| Fa71 AAEUAdhedeRal -
TR 1 AR 7 e 11 SR N (¢.R%) : SN Foiearat: | iy
TR Sttt 2T <1+ | eFReeehae) 11 il Iat aﬁu@aa&qﬁr

2610 EAAITCRAIIER Tdce TRl | Pricsateacy PElGTHY Il (<.]%) : FaT
|-1~t.\q<4d lethsgcquudl Qﬂ'lﬂbdf&llqvl(bldfg IWWEIHW Im@ﬁaﬁaﬁmﬁﬁ
THARNGHIAATTN N (¢.R%) :!!! THAEY TRTETeISIIATHE {1 SaTg=T-

2013 VAT T2T: | 1| SRR AT+l 2 el T g Heer FafemTeaiar |
q=: F5®

“@@ praskhalatah missing ?! ityarthah at the end of the next sentence suggests that it is a secondary

explanation and not a gloss (i.e. not smth. like madad iva = yatha mattah savilasam skhalanti tathd)@@

NN D

6. W] conj,m(7)|a-{mBa @@ WW ] conj,WBa 6
g'z_l:IT‘EIT ] conj, @TBa @EW] conj., &l Ba 6. oFHY° ] conj, aﬂlﬁl Ba
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EE—E s5'{1‘:]"3'"0] con'i., Hﬁ:ﬂBa EB °<'>Fl'i?|Z°] conj., aﬁiﬁf\m Ba EE\W] conj.,
SE ]'S\a did OE"E'O\] conj.,, °dA° Ba  Refig-fi] dGAMNA d°] conj., daalld Ba Refid
°g?'r\17-l] conj., Q?ﬁ:ﬁmBa R6fi °F°] conj., °HUH° Ba PRgfd TIAT] conj., I Ba

Jay: 90v13, Pay: 6917 Jay Pay: (€.R8): iavnaﬁsaaﬁammaimﬂua?@haﬁ%m %gﬁa | GUF- 261
amﬁamaaaﬁma T2, A TSI, TS a5 §a1m1:nru
AT IREAER ﬁﬁlﬂ?ﬁﬂﬂ, T TaH ARG GEIgI:,
GRS He, e, eI STOHTE! 0T e e e S 9 o0
Il TR aRT Il (€.]R) : TS Ta: FE=l 9 IWad d:
FUNQ:, FeehTe; R, Tat Fadgaism:, o7d @ SRSAETHST 9 aigH-
ERITHI, T T = 9 Ug IREASAN [ FHHY S, AR FET- 26
o | = H: Yo HiSTE St AU | TSRO &TEd: | (€.]3) ;

AT AT F9G: | BT FeaT| Aaahagfd aagfa-mmImipE fRe-
GIGH CKGEIW&&I:W:WW adqml 2610
F1| AR ARl A3 aed fawre 2

T FOT| T fArariTerRINel | oyl S Rasga -
ﬁ‘{l @m@mﬁ\\ ﬁfﬁ WW%T% STIARR- 2613
NUTH| T [ 01 | TEeREr 1l (¢.R9) : aamrlﬁm | Hﬁﬂgﬁm
gt FAS aﬁmﬂ? I 7 BHS
zqmwaﬂ%&lﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁqm@mﬂﬁwm| @m

SIGREUGIGH amaaﬁﬁwﬁgmw&gwmﬂwﬁﬂﬁw
TR e TG | FaTTeR TR auﬂawml AlSEEATg-

RT Tl gadicael: (?) | Sewifd a1 AYEEH* TR 4 3 | (€.]W): AAM G- 2610

A Tl | SRTgEROY: R g pag el eI e

2: I FEIRI, SORRRITRETN: | I STRATeen || Tl
mequwmmlml
=1 T G ST Tt |

FHHE Geh ARETH | ?21? 26.25

‘@@ A very good example of perhaps a marginal note !! See all the remarks on visesanam-this-
and-that in the following comm.@@
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RGd TN AYEE | Cf. Astadhyayi 7,1.79: AN AGEHRE

k4 °F941'{'Hi\"] conj.,\o;aTao_]ayPag h@@qam] COHJ, Hwd: Jay, A4 Pa, P41 EI’TE{UT]
conj., SHUE® Jai, hHI Pa, RdJ I3 | COI’]J, WJayPag g FAT] conj, TR
JayPa, pdiJ ﬁaﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂm] Jay Pagc WPaQCW cancelled(’) @@
CUTIRT® ] conj., ---JayPa, Rdi14 [&°] conj., 3T®° JayPa, PR6R1 W ] Pay, @H
qFfad® Jay  R4RT FEE°] Pab”, T Jay Pay’
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Zusammenfassung

Die vorliegende Doktorarbeit umfasst eine Sammlung verschiedener Materialien zur
text-geschichtlichen Untersuchung einiger bisher nicht publizierten Kommentare auf
das Kiratarjuniya, ein episches Poem in Sanskrit. Obgleich diese Materialien sich
hauptsichlich auf das eben genannte einzelne Werk beziehen, soll jedoch die Art ihrer
Anwendung beispielhaft auch auf die Analyse anderer Werke desselben Genres iiber-
tragbar sein und somit einen weiterfithrenden Beitrag zur Forschung der klassischen
Literatur Indiens leisten.

Das erste Kapitel der vorliegenden Dissertation beschaftigt sich mit allgemeinen
methodologischen Fragen. Hierbei wird hauptsachlich die Methode der strukturellen
Analyse der Kommentare beschrieben sowie auf einige weiterfithrende Fragen beziiglich
der Komposition der Kommentare eingegangen. Das zweite Kapitel bietet eine umfan-
greiche Studie einiger wichtiger bisher nicht publizierten Kommentare auf das Kiratar-
juniya dar. Hierbei werden zunéchst die erhaltenen Textzeugen (vor allem Hand-
schriften) beschrieben und daraufhin die textgeschichtlichen Daten zusammengetra-
gen und evaluiert. Im dritten Kapitel beschaftige ich mich zusammenfassend mit der
Art und Weise, wie verschiedene Kommentatoren die Werke ihrer Vorganger in Thr
eigenes Schaffen integriert haben. Die hierbei beschriebenen Vorgehensweisen kon-
nen sowohl zur Analyse anderer dhnlich zusammenhéngender Texte als auch zur Un-
tersuchung der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung einzelner Texte miteinbezogen wer-

den. In den nachfolgenden Kapiteln wende ich mich dann dem letzteren Problem zu.
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Im vierten Kapitel beschreibe ich zunachst die mir zugénglichen Handschriften eines
einzelnen Kommentars auf das Kiratarjuniya, der Laghutika von Prakasavarsa, und un-
ternehme im fiinften Kapitel eine detaillierte Untersuchung der anhand verschiedener
Quellen erschliefSbaren biographischen Details seines Lebens and Werkes. In dem ab-
schliessenden sechsten Kapitel widme ich mich darauthin einer text-geschichtlichen
Untersuchung verschiedener uns zugénglichen Versionen der Laghutika. Hierbei gehe
ich insbesondere auf die Schwierigkeiten ein, die sich bei einem Versuch der Gegeneinan-
derstellung verschiedener Textversionen ergeben und versuche in einem kurzen Fazit

mogliche Strategien zur Lésung der beschriebenen Probleme anzudeuten.



Abstract

The present doctoral dissertation collects materials pertinent for the text-historical
evaluation of several unpublished commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya, a classical Epic
Poem in Sanskrit. Although the collected data deal primarily with a single poem, their
analysis presented in the current thesis can be considered exemplary for the study of
other texts belonging to the same genre — namely, the Sanskrit epic poetry. In this
way, the current dissertation contributes to the broader field of study of classical Indian
literature.

The first chapter of my doctoral dissertation is concerned with general method-
ological issues. I commence my work by laying out the method of structural analy-
sis of the commentaries on mahakavya- and subsequently deal with several questions
pertaining to the composition of these texts. The second chapter comprises an exami-
nation of several important unpublished commentaries on the Kiratarjuniya. In deal-
ing with each of these texts, I provide a detailed description of its manuscripts first
and, in the following step, survey and evaluate all the relevant historical information
pertaining to the author and the composition of the respective work. The third chapter
briefly examines various procedures adopted by individual commentators, by means
of which the texts of their predecessors were integrated into their own works. The
analysis of textual reuse described in this chapter can be applied, on the one hand,
in order to examine other similar works and, on the other hand, in order to evaluate

the manuscript transmission of individual texts, a problem that is dealt with in the
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subsequent chapters of my dissertation. In the fourth chapter, I describe the avail-
able manuscripts of a single commentary on the Kiratarjuniya, the Laghutika by Pra-
kasavarsa. In the fifth chapter, I attempt a detailed analysis of all the data about the au-
thor’s life and works available to us thus far. In the sixth chapter, I finally turn to a text-
historical analysis of the available versions of the Laghutika. In so doing, I pay par-
ticular attention to highlighting various difficulties involved in the attempt to com-
pare these versions with each other. In a short conclusion I, therefore, propose possi-

ble strategies, which could aid in solving the problems thus described.
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