Gleanings from Asvaghosa’s Buddhacarita.

by
Andrzej Gawronski

(L. Preliminary remarks. [I. The two Indian editions of the Buddhacarita. IIL
Prof. Formichi's boock on Advaghtsa. IV. Critical and exegetical notes on the
Buddhacarita).

I. Preliminary remarks.

According to the Hindu standard of taste the Buddha-
carita of Advaghosa ,cannot but be ranked as a third class
poem“, 1) according to us Europeans it is a sublime composition
oceupying one of the very first places in the endless array of
the creations of Indian thought and fancy 2). The reason of this
different appreciation is obvious to anyone acquainted with poetry
and poetics in India and in Europe. Asvaghosa as an artifi-
cial word-catcher and as a neat-handed carver of quaint ideas
cannot be placed on the unattainable level of Kalidasa and his
suceessors, yet. if earnest conviction and sincerity of feelings be
taken into account, a place high above the average must be assign-
ed to him. Indeed, such power of inemleating one’s own as-
sured belief uwpon the reader’s mind. such awe and at the
same time such love as that which A§vaghosa feels towards
his divine Master, are rarely if ever met with in Indian litera-

1) Asvaghdsa’s Buddhacarita ed. K. M. Joglekar, Bombay 1912, p. 4.
2) »Heuie ist er uns als einer der hervorragendsten Dichter der
Sanskritliteratur, als der bedentendste Vorginger des Kilidasa... be-
kannte. M. Winternitz, Geschichte der indischen Literatur, Il. Band

1. Hilfte p. 292 (Leipzig, Amelang 1913).
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ture. But these qualities of a moral order are not his only title
to glory; for despite of the hard judgment pronounced on Agv a-
ghdsa by the distinguished native critic, the Buddhacarita
is undoubtedly possessed of intrinsic poetical merit. The refine-
ment of Kalidusa’s language was not within its author’s reach —
both writers are divided by centuries — yet his style is generally
as vivid as it is lucid and at times he reveals himself a true
master of word-painting. Nor are the artificialities of the kavya
style unknown to him and if too rare to win for him the good
graces of an Indian pandit they are here and there frequent
enough to incur even the blame of an European eritic. No won-
der then if the appearance of the Buddhacarita — which in
spite of all efforts of Cowell aided by his brilliant editorial qua-
lities was brought to light in a very imperfect shape — has set
astir the eritical activity of many an eminent Sanskrit scholar.
Much has been done and much yet remains to do. The text of
the Buddhacarita such as it is known to us from Cowell’s
edition and from the two Indian editions now in course of pub-
lication still offers various difficulties to the understanding. And
if after the excellent articles of Bohtlingk, Kern, Kielhorn, Leu-
mann, Liiders, Speyer, Windisch and last not least after the work
of the first editor himself I venture to present in the following
a rather large number of fresh emendations or else to throw out
mere suggestions which to me seem plausible, I do so in the
hope that some at least of my corrections of the corrupt passa-
ges and attempts towards final elucidation of the difficult ones
may really advance our understanding of the text and in part
help to restore its original wording.

Some time ago — early in the year 1913 — I accom-
plished a German translation of the Buddhacarita which I in-
tended to publish along with an improved reprint of the Sanskrit
original, representing the text such as I have translated it and
moreover reproducing all the numerous corrections and conject-
ures proposed by the different scholars and scattered in different
periodicals. It was also my intention to collate afresh the Paris
MS. since the text of Canto I as printed by Prof. Lévi does not al-
ways agree with the various readings in Cowell’s edition. But
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about the same time new material was discovered in India. Two
new editions of the Buddhacarita have been begun by two
native scholars, both of them accompanied by copious eritical
apparatus. At first I thought my work rendered superfluous, but
on closer examination of the new publications I saw that is was
only delayed, for neither of the Indian editions may be called
definitive. It also became clear to me that already the common
base of all MSS. extant must have contained numerous faults;
besides it could not have been identical with the archetype
since it differs in several points from that MS. which is known
to us through the intermediary of the Tibetan translation. How-
ever, before I shall be able to bring mny work to a successful
end, I thought it proper to publish some gleanings from it in
the form of critical and explanatory notes on the poem. This
consideration is the ultimate cause of the present article or rather
of that part of it which begins on p. 12.

II. The two Indian editions of the Buddhacarita.

But first of all I must be allowed to make some remarks on the
two Indian editions and on the new manuseript material made known
to us through their intermediary as well as on the Italian transla-
tion of the Buddhacarita by Prof. Formichi. The edition of
Mr. Nandargikar ) is based on a single MS. discovered some
time ago in Panjab and now in private possession in Bombay.
This MS. is almost identical with that one which may be ac-
cepted as the common source of the three Nepal MSS. reproduced
in Cowell’s edition 2). In fact it repeats almost all the blunders
and monstrosities of the editio princeps. The few evident or only
apparent corrections which it shows (mostly confirming Cowell’s
conjectures) ) may or may not be genuine; to me they seem to

1) The Buddha-Caritam of Asvaghosha (I—V) edited by G. R.
Nandargikar, Poona 1911.

2) A pandit of Calcutta seems to have come across that MS.
and he is »writing a monograph on ite. (Can this mean: preparing
an edition of it?). See Mr. Joglekar’s Prefatory Note p. II last but
one a linea.

%) E. g.: in IV. 89 and V. 12 Cowell reads in accordance with

1*
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look a little suspicious. From the editor’s preface we learn nothing
as to the age of his MS. and this is indeed a pity t). Whatever
it may be this MS. will prove of little avail for the future eri-
tical edition of the work. Not devoid of interest are the nume-
rous marginal notes in Bt (= Mr. Nandargikar’s MS.). We can
gather from them that some four or five MSS. of the Buddha-
carita are still extant in North-Western India but also that
some at least of the said notes were added after 1892 because
they give the readings of Cowell’s edition. A startling instance
of this is afforded by the note on IIL. 64 which reproduces not
only Cowell’s vipanavat for nipanavat of Bt but even the mean-
ingless “dirghakiin for " dirghikesn which is a printer's error
corrected by the editor himself in the Additional Errata.

Far more important is Mr. Joglekar’s edition of the Bud-
dhacarita 2). It often considerably differs from the editio princeps
and may be said to represent a different group of MSS. from
that given by Cowell’s edition as well as by Bt and its marginal
notes. The group represented by Cowell’s MSS. has been less
subject to changes. It has perhaps upon the whole more corrupt rea-
dings than the other one but its inferiority in that respect is generally
of a palaeographical nature whereas Mr. Joglekar’s edition often
has a more polished character but its apparent correctness seems

his MSS. “dharmo and dharmah but in a footnole to the former
of the two passages he suggests the correction °dharma. Now this
is the reading of Bt in both cases but again Mr. Joglekar’s MSS. have
both times °dharmo (°dharmah) and it may be noted (cp. infra)
that Mr. Joglekar’'s MSS. represent a different group hence where they
agree with Cowell’s MSS. they in all probability reproduce the reading
of their common source. — But there are instances, however most
rare, where Bt alone has preserved the original reading. Such is the
case in III. 55 where it has the undoubtedly irue reading yo bhusitas
capy avarudyate co against Cowell and Joglekar (who, by the way,
do not agree this time). This correction was made independently by
me as early as in 1908.

1) It is written »in semi Sarada characterse.

%) Ashvaghosha’s Buddha-charita (Cantos I—V) wilh a scholium
by Dattatraya Shastri Nigudkar. Principal. Sanskrit Pathashala, Raja-
pur and Introduction. Notes and Translation by K. M. Joglekar, M. A..
Girgaon, Bombay 1912.
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to be rather secondbaud. Cases in which Cowell's edition is in-
ferior to that of Mr. Joglekar are mostly like the following ones:
IV. b4 d sismiye ed. pr., sismiye Jogl. Bt, IV. b6 a kim vina na-
vagacchanti ed. pr., ki wvema Jogl., kim tvima Bt, IV. 6bec sa-
mupekseyam ed. pr., samupekseya Jogl. Bt. 1) On the other hand
whenever the readings of Cowell differ from those of Mr. Joglekar
without being evidently corrupt as in the examples quoted above
they may be said to be on the whole the true ones. See f. i.
II. 1b tusywimajusyatmajitah sa raja ed. pr. (° jito narendrah Bt),
“vidah sa raja Jogl. where the rhyme testifies in favour of Cow-
ell's MSS.; similarly IL blb putrasthitaye sthitasrih %) ed. pr.,
Bt, sthirasrih Jogl; 1l Te vinGsmavarsasanipatadosiaih ed. pr.,
Bt, vinasya varsiusanipatadosarir Jogl. where asmavarsa is evidently
the genuine reading; V. 31 b wratakhedesu ed. pr. Bt, bata khedesu
Jogl. where bata is clearly secondary and meaningless (one of Mr.
Joglekar’s MSS. viz. H has vratacaryasu). But of course instances may
be quoted in which the readings preserved by Jogl. are undoubtedly
original. E. g. IV. 99d mahabhaye raksati yo ne voditi ed. pr.,
wuthabhaye hysyati yo na rodite Jogl. hysyati is as natural as it
is excellent 3). Likewise in IV. 97a aho ’tidhiram ed. pr., Bt is
less good than aho sudhiraim Jogl. because the final vowel of ako
should be properly pragrhya. To conclude we may state that the
two groups of MSS. in many cases supplement one another. Yet they
are not sufficient to enable us to bring out a correct eritical edi-
tion of the work. There remains ample room for emendations
and conjectures. Numerous examples may be adduced to show that
even the common source of both groups contained evident blunders
which must needs be removed. Some instances are: IV. 28¢cd

1) I have purposely chosen instances in which Bt differs from
Cowell's MSS. in order to show that afler all it is no mere copy
of one of them. It is perbaps an independent and more correct copy
of the Nepal MS. But cf. the other examples, infra.

%) Cp. kwlasya sthitaye sthitijiiah, Kumarasambhava L 18b.

%) Cp. e. g:

hrsyanty rtumukham dystvi navaie navam wagatam

ritmnam parivartena pramintn pranasamksayah |

Ramayana Il. 105. 25 (ed. Bomb.)
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akrida iva babhrajé vivasvan apsarovrtah, read: vaibhrdje (Kielhorn);
IV. 91ab mahatmyam na ca tawmadhye yatra samanyatah ksayah,
read: fan manye (Kielhorn, Kern) and ep.: tam eva manye puru-
sartham uttamain na vidyate yatra punoh punah kriya X1. 59 ed;
V. T a kalisatrave, read: kila satrave (Kielborn, Speyver) ete.

These remarks may suffice with regard to the MSS. Little
remains to be said concerning the technical side of the new edi-
tions. In fact, they exhibit in this respect all the good qualities and
some of the drawbacks of Indian publications. From the commen-
tary on the Buddhacarita compiled by a modern pandit and
printed along with the Sanskrit text of the poem in Mr. Joglekar's
edition we may now and then get some assistance as e. g. ad
IV. 51d where pratisrutyeva kujati is divided into pratisrutyd
iwa and explained by pratidhvaninéva. This is certainly right and
Béhtlingk’s conjecture viz. pratiirutkeva, although excellent in
itself, iz thus rendered unnecessary. The notes of Mr. Juglekar
are almost always very acute and bear testimony of that intimate
acquaintance with all things Indian which is but rarely attained by
an European scholar. His translation, finally, is upon the whole
good and independent though its author sometimes makes a point
of squeezing some sense out of corrupt passages where there
is none. Yet his edition cannot be safely relied upon. His expla-
nations are sometimes in disagreement with his own text (e. g.
ad IV. 10; 52) and since his quotations from Cowell’s edition,
where he can be controlled, are by no means complete or exact we
cannot trust him for completeness or exactness of those variants
which be gives from private MSS. Nearly the same holds good of
Mr. Nandargikar's edition. His translation (for in his Notes he has
given us a nearly complete translation of most of the stanzas) is
often enough wholly dependent on that of Cowell and regarding
the critical accuracy — well, can a writer be said to possess
any who on p. III of his Introduction believes Kaniska to have
ascended to the throne about 120—125 A. D. and on p. VII of
the self-same Introduction states him to have reigned in the
first century A. D.?
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II1. Prof. Formichi’s book on Asvaghosa.

The Italian translation of the first thirteen Cantos of the
Buddhacarita by Prof. Formichi!) must be considered a sad
failure. Tt is almost incredible how little the translator is fa-
miliar with Sanskrit. He simply has no understanding for it
and yet he is mnever loth to give new explanations of difficult
passages, to make numerous conjectures and to charge other
scholars with bad mistakes. Prof. Formichi’s method of inter-
pretation is very simple: he tries to apply isolated Sanskrit words
to his Italian patterns of thought and he does it with a sove-
reign disdain of style. of syntax, nay even of elementary gram-
mar. Such a method may prove of some help if applied to
the somnambulistic would-be Sanskrit of a M-lle Héléne Smith
but in the case of a poem written by a man who did really think in
Sanskrit it cannot but fail. Controversy with Prof. Formichi would
be impossible. Hence I don’t even attempt it. I will limit myself to
quoting some few specimens of his peculiar erudition. May he
who doubts the truth of my words have patience enough to
read the whole book as attentively as I did.

Whenever Indian ideas, Indian beliefs or Indian legends
are alluded to we may take it for granted that Prof. Formichi will
miss the hint. — L 11 dvisaddvipéndrah (samaranganesu | udvan-
tamuktaorakardil $irobhil), it is a common belief in India that
the heads of elephants contain pearls (see Kumarasambhava
I. 6 and the verse quoted by Mallinatha in his commentary
thereon). Accordingly the correct translation is: ,the lordly ele-
phants of his enemies“ (Cowell) but Prof. Formichi prefers to

1) Carlo Formichi, Agvaghosa Poeta del Buddismo, Bari Laterza
1912 (Biblioteca di Cultura Moderna). The translation occupies pp
123—286. Cp. Prof. Leumann’s review of this book in ZDMG., LXVI
(1912) pp. 517—519. The learned critic does not allude, however,
to the translation itself and he devotes to the third part of the book
(Textual eriticism and explanatory notes) only a few words. He
probably did not think it necessary to peruse il attentively, little sus-
pecting what it conceals.
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say: 1 sommi principi nemici“ i. e. ,the chief hostile princes
(sic! dvipendrah)“ 1).

L 50 aGearyakain yogavidhau dvijanim apraptam anydir Ja-
nako jagama | means of course: ,Janaka attained a power of
mstructing the twice-born in the rules of Y 5ga which none other
bad ever reached“ as correctly rendered by Cowell with express
reference to the well-known passage of the Chando gya-Upa-
nisad viz. V. 3. 7. But from Prof. Formichi we learn some-
thing really new viz. that Janaka was himself a brahman:
»tra 1 brahmani Janaka raggiunse nella dottrina dello Yoga quel
grado di maestro non mai prima raggiunto da altri“ i, e, »aMong
brahmans Janaka attained in the doctrine of Yo ga that de-
gree of master(ship) which was not hitherto attained by any other“.

I1. 18a vibudharsikalpam has to be translated with Cowell
plike some rsi of the gods“ since the series brakmarsis, rajarsis,
and devarsis is a thing universally known but Prof Formichi
speaks of the prince’s ,glory like that of prophets and gods“
(pari a quella dei profeti e degli déi) 2).

IV. 19. strisainsargam vinasantain Pandur jiatvapi Kauwra-
vah | Madrirapagunaksiptah siseve kimajam sukham Il

This refers of course to the well-known story of Pandu
who in consequence of a curse was obliged to refrain from
intercourse with his two wives Kunti and Madri for he knew
that it must end in death. But Prof. Formichi turns this pecu-
liar curse incurred by Pandu into a general law and transla-
tes ,pur sapendo che il praticar femmine conduce alla rovina“
1. e. palthough he knew that intercourse with women (!) leads
to ruin“. - Ete. ete.

A few instances how Sanskrit grammar is treated by Prof.
Formichi may now follow :

1. 87 priyatanayam, Prof. Formichi discards the self-evident
correction of Bithler viz. priyutanayas and takes the reading of

1) I beg my reader’s pardon for the most clumsy English in
these literal translations from the Italian.

*) XL 31 a vibudharsayah »the god-sagese (Cowell) »i santi
deéi« i. e. the holy gods (Formichi).
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the text adverbially (1) ,felice per la nascita del figlio® or yhappy
at the birth of his son®.

II. 10a pratibhyo) is said to be a compound (but what
kind of compound?) arisen from prati bhiyak ®) and meaning
ycon timore“ i. e. ,with fear“!  This explanation of mine I may
indeed present as sure“ adds he.

XII1. 86c tasmid esa mah@baho. Prof. Formichl’s note there-
on runs as follows: ,Congetturo in ¢ con la seorta dei codici
tasmad es@mahdmoha ma°. La congettura %) del Cowell: « maha-
bdho » non pud assolutamente stare“. One must indeed rub one’s
eyes well before believing that this peculiar sandhi is no mere
optical illusion. esah amahamoha is here tanght to develop into
esamahamoha altbough every beginner in Sanskrit knows full
well that it cannot give but és0 'mah@moha. And this is not an
isolated example of this peculiar sandhi. Another instance is affor-
ded by ,so jiwati* met with in Prof. Formichi's note on VII. 52.
(I don’t speak of such cases as no puram instead of nah puram).
Well, what shall Prof Formichi say to this? For in case he
should plead inadvertence I must assure bim in advance that
I don’t believe anybody to be capable of writing down such
nonsense with deliberation.

Syntax, style and dictionary are treated no better. One or
two instances may suffice:

1L 27¢ Sakyanaréndravadhih means of course ,the dangh-
ter-in-law of the Sakya king“ (Joglekar) but Prof. Formichi
translates ,principessa degli (‘Gkya“*) i. e. ,a princess (naren-
dravadhin!) of the Sakyast.

1) Read: prabhubhyo, Jogl.

?) Prof. Formichi deems it necessary to inform his fellow-spe-
cialists in a grave tone that prafibhyas became pratibhyc before
a voiced consonant. No doubt!

%) This is no conjecture of Cowell’s but the reading (however
wrong) of two MSS.

4) That the same blunder was committed by Cowell is of course
no justification of Prof. Formichi. Mr. Nandargikar who npon the whole
follows Cowell closely enough. has the correct translation viz. »daugh-
ter-in-law of the lord of the Sakyase<. But if Mr. Nandargikar
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1. 40c vrttaparasvadhena ,con la dignith della condotta®
i. e. ,by the dignity of his conduct“.

II1. 28d wikriya is taken to mean ,mostro i. e. ,monster“.

II1. 45d provaca kircin mpduna svarena ,in a low voice“
(Cowell), ,softly“ (Joglekar). Prof. Formichi says ,in tono quasi
amaro“ 1. e. ,in an almost bitter tone“.

IV. 52. api nama vihanganam vasantenahito madaeh | na fu
cintayata$ cittash janasye prajiemaninah |}

Prof. Formichi supplies éfi after cintayatas. His literal trans-
lation of the whole stanza runs as follows: ,Forse agli uccelli
si ¢ dalla primavera infusa (data, regalata, ispirata) l'ebbrezza
d’amore, ma non gia al pensatore’: tal pensiero & proprio dell
uomo presuntuoso“ which means (in as clumsy English as
his Ttalian here is): ,‘Perbaps the amorous intoxication was
infused (given, granted, inspired) by the spring into birds though
not into the thinker’: such thought (cittam!) is proper to a pre-
sumptuous man®. 1) Risum teneatis?

IV. b6a kith vina anavagacchanti. , Vind in a & usato come
espletivo e avverbialmente, perd non mi sembra necessario cor-
reggere secondo vuole lo Speyer kim imd nd"“ i. e. yin a vina
is used in the sense of an expletive and adverbially, hence it
does not seem to me necessary to correct in accordance with
Speyer kim ima na°“.?) ! vina has thus come to be an ,exple-
tive adverb“ (or ,an adverbial expletive?“).

V. 18¢c ajans 'nyajandir atulyabuddhih. I think we have to
read with Bohtlingk ajane but according to Prof. Formichi we

now and then rectifies his predecessor’s mistakes, Signor Formichi
differs from him only for the worse.

1) Ed. Joglekar has ciffe instead of ciffasi. This variant is sim-
ple and convincing. Mr. Joglekar’s rendering of the stanza is virtually
correct. The sense of it is: What, shall even thougtless birds devote
themselves to love-making but not you who are possessed of reason and
deem yourself wise (hence are able to appreciate love at its just meas-
ure)? — Bohtlingk’s translation does not satisfy me thongh his con-
jecture (eifram) is very plausible too.

%) That Prof. Speyer's correction has hit the mark show the
new variants viz. kith vema ed. Jogl. and kisn tvima ed. Nand.
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cannot do so, because (a thing which apparently escaped Bohtlingk’s
attention) ,ajane & un aggettivo e non credo si possa adoperare
come sostantivo 1. e. ,ajana is an adjective and I don't think
one might use it in the sense of a substantive“ ).

V. 30 bahwlésam hi vadanti dharmacaryam ,they say that
the practice of religion is full of evil (Cowell) but Prof. For-
michi translates: il darsi alla vita monastica &, a detta di tutti,
un grave errore” i. e. ,to embrace monastic life is, as every-
body maintains, a serious blunder®. — Ete. ete.

How deep Prof. Formichi’s knowledge of Sanskrit versi-
fication is we may gather from his note on IIL 65. It runs
thus: ,In ¢ Bohtlingk legge: wardpsarovrtam, e Leumann: wva-
rdpsarobhrtam. Non so persuadermi della scorrettezza della le-
zione del testo, ¢ lascio stare °“mriyam prendendolo per un ba-
huvrihi concordante con adhipdlayam®. The same in English: ,In
¢ Bohtlingk reads varapsarovytam and Leumann varapsarobhytam.
I cannot persuade myself of the incorrectness of the reading of
the text and leave °mgtyam untouched taking it for a bahu-
vrihi to be construed with adhipalayam®. Isn’t it exhilarating?
As if the difficulty lay in bow to explain a compound like va-
rapsarongtyam! That the fifth syllable in every pada of a Ru-
cira stanza must be short and that in consequence thereof the
reading of the text violates the metre, all this is a mystery pas-
sing Prof. Formichi's comprehension 2).

To this may be added a long series of blunders, omissions
ete. due to an almost incredible negligence. Who would think
that Prof. Formichi has neglected to consult the double list of
Errata prefixed to Cowell's edition? And yet this is perfectly
true. He sometimes corrects evident misprints (NB already cor-
rected by the editor) with the pompous words ,I conjecture...“;
again he tries to defend a printer’s error in compliance with

1) It is expressly stated to be substantive in Prof. Cappeller's
dictionary and very probably in others too.

2) Prof. Formichi’s disregard for the caesura is shown by his
rendering of fac chariram VII. 36 cd. which is no compound (cp.
tau carandu 55) and cannot mean »il suo corpoe (= his body) but
>that bodye< (Cowell).
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his guiding principle of respecting the manuseript readings; el-
sewhere he is quite at a loss what to do, as in XI. 27b where
he seems to be a little astonished that both Cowell and Prof
Windisch ,evidently correct badhavebhyah to bandhavebhyah®
which latter figures in the first list of Errata.. Prof. Formichi
himself  cautiously conjectures“ (congetturo con riserva) badha-
nebhyah and, of course, misinterprets the whole stanza.

Prof. Formichi’s numerous corrections of the text are per-
fectly in keeping with the rest of his work and if here and
there they do even convince, 1) the general impressicn is left
unchanged by these most rare exceptions.

IV. Critical and exegetical notes on the Buddhacarita.

Before passing to my own notes on the text of our poem
I beg the reader to pay attention to two points.

Firstly, that my quotations of parallel passages are mostly
taken from the epic poems of K alidasa. In fact I am sure
Kalidasa must have devoted particular study to the works
of his great predecessor. His language is much more akin to
that of ASvaghosa than may be gathered from Cowell’s or
Mr. Nandargikar’s remarks 2).

The second point is with regard to the introductory stan-
zas of the Buddhacarita (as well as to several others in the
first Canto) which are wanting in the Tibetan and the Chinese
translations. They may or may not be genuine but at any rate
they do not come from the pen of Amrtananda and seem
to be much older. My reasons for this statement are:

1) Amrtananda himself confesses to have composed
Cantos XIV (i. e. XIV. 32 ff) —XVII %) but he does not main-
tain the same with respect to the beginning of the poem 4).

!) One of his luckiest corrections is sarbadhya for sambadhya
of the printed text in IIl. 57¢ but this and one or iwo similar ones
are more than balanced by other cases. — Cp. also p. 15, note 1).

?) In the respective prefaces to their editions of the Buddha-
carita and of the Raghuvamga.

%) See Cowell’s Preface p. VI.

4) As would appear from Prof. Lenmann’s remarks in his eri-
ticism of Prof. Formichi’s book. See p. 7, note 1), supra.
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2) With regard to poetical merit the first 24 stanzas in
Cowell's edition are by far superior to anything in the last
three and a half Cantos of the printed text. In fact, they are
scarcely if at all inferior to the remainder of the poem.

3) They contain a regular introduction viz. a mangala
(L 1) %) and a deseription of the hero’s birth-place (L 2 ff) which
reminds us vividly of the Kumarasambhava L. 1 f The
two beginnings closely correspond to each other.

4) They return, each and all, in Mr. Joglekar’s MSS.
which belong to a different group as stated above p- 4 f

5) They ave given by Mr. Nandargikar’s MS. which does
not go beyond XIV. 14 and was perhaps copied from the Ne-
pal MS. before its completion by Amrtananda i e. before
the year 1830. Cp. p. b, note 1).

6) L 45 has an exact parallel in Raghuvamsa IIL 19.
This argument cannot be rejected without further ceremony,
since there exists a marked parallelism between the description
of Buddha’s birth in our poem and that of Raghu’s birth in the
third canto of the Raghuvamgéa Let the reader consider the

following coincidences, some of which were already pointed out
by other scholars:

Buddhuacarita L

Mayapi tam kuksigatam dadhana
vidyudvilasa jeladavaliva |

22ab

tatah prasannas ca babha-
va Pusyas tasyas ca devya
vratasamskytayah | parsvat suto
lokahitaye jajie nirveda-
nam caiva niramayon ca ||

25

Raghuvaméa III

patih pratitah prasovormukhim
priyam  dadarsa  kale  divam
abhritam iva ||

12¢d

disalk presedur maruto
vavull sukhah pradaksi-
narcirhaviragnir adadé|
babhitva sarvam subhasamsi tat-
ksanam bhavo hi lokabhyu-
dayaya tadysam || 14

1) But I admit that this stanza, as well as several others written
i a different metre, may be spurious.



14 ANDRZEJ GAWRONSEI

vata vavuh spariasukha
manojia divyani vasamsy
avapateyantah | suryah sa eva-
bhyadhikam cokase jajvala
saumyarcir anirito 'gnih'
41

bodhaya jato ’smi jagaddhitar-
tham
34a

---- jagato hitaya ||
39d

sa hi svagatraprabhayoy-
jvalantya dipaprabham
bhaskaravan mumosa |
mahdrhajambimadocaruvornc vi-
dyotayamasa disas ca sar-
vak]]

32

kvacit kvanatturyamydan-
gagitair vinamukundamu-
rajadibhis ca | strinam
calathundalabhuigitanam viraji-
tam cobhayaparsvatas tat || )
45

(Compare also:
prasannadik pamsuvivi-
ktavatam Sankhasvananonta-
rapuspavysti | Saririnam
sthavarajangamanam su-
khayatajjanmadinam ba-
brhival
Kumarasambhava L 23)

aristasayyamparito visarina
sujanmanas tasya nijena te-
jasa | nisithadipah saha-
s hatatviso babhuvur ale-
khyasamarpita ive ||

15
(Compare also:
Raghuvamsapradipéna
tenapratimatejasa |
raksagrhagata dipah
pratyadista wabhavan ||
X. 68).

sukhasrava mangalatiirya-
nisvanah pramodanytyaih sa-
ha varayositam | ne kevalam
sadmani Magadhipateh  pathi
vyajrmbhante divaukasam api ||
19

1) This stanza is manifestly corrupt. It is not impossible that
the key to its emendation is to be found in the second half of the
parallel stanza of the Raghuvams§a.
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supto 'pil) putre nimisaika-
caksuh||

70d

narapatir api putrajan-
matusto visayagatini 2)
vimucya bandhanani | ku-
lasadysam acikarad  yathavat
priyatanayas 3) tanayasya jata-
karma ||

87
dhatryankasamvistam  aveksya

cainamn Devyankasamvistam
tvagnisunum |

66 ab

bhavanam atha vigahya Sakya-

ra3jo Bhava iva San-
mukhajanmana pratitah
93ab

nivatopadma stimitena ca-
ksusa nypasya kantam piba-
tah sutananam |

17ab

nasamyatastasya babhiu-
va raksitur visarjayed
yam sutajanmahysitah
rnabhidhanat svayam eva ke-
valaw tada pitrpam mumuce
sa bandhanat||

20

Umavysankau Sarajan-
mang yatha yatha Jayan-
tena SaciPuramdarau |
tatha nypah sa ca sutena Ma-
gadhi  nanandatus tatsadysena
tatsamau ||

23

Some of these coincidences belong tu the commen store of
images and similes of Sanskrit poets4) but their cumulation
cannot but be regarded as striking.

*

*

1) So to be read with Lévi (translation) and Formichi.

2) Kielhorn’s correction for °matani.

%) Bithler's corréction for °‘{anayai. »

4) Cp. Indica, heransgegeben von Ernst Leumann, Heft 3, Uber-
einstimmungen in Gedanken, Vergleichen und Wendungen bei den in-
dischen Kunstdichtern von Valmiki bis auf Magha von Otto Walter.
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Canto 1.

2 c. udngradhisnyam gagane 'vagiadhain. Both Indian editions
seem to corroborate this conjecture of Cowell’s but none the
less the corrupt readings of his MSS. viz. °dhisnor gagane C
and °dhistor gagane P (but Prof. Lévi gives udayradhysuor as
the reading of P and translates ,la cité du hardi Kapila“) make
necessary another emendation viz. udagradhisnymr gagane "va-
gadhai. We find just the same image in Ramayana V. 2. 23
where the city of Lanka is deseribed as

Kailasanilayaprokhyam alikhantam ivambaram |
dhriyamanam vakasam ucchritidir bhavanottamaih

2d. puram maharseh Kapilasya vastu || The true reading
is vastu as suspected by Cowell and proved by (1) the concord-
ant testimony of both Indian editions, (2) the frequent peri-
phrase Kapilahvaywih puram (e. g. L 94b. VIIL. Ha; puram =
vastu not vastu), (3) the reading of CPad VI 30d viz.
sokam Kapilavastunah for °vastunah of D and the printed text.
M. Miiller was certainly right in considering the current form
Kapilavastu as a wrong sanskritization of the Pali Kapilavatthu.
(See: Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, 2nd. ed, p. 238 note).

Be. jagaty adystveva samanam anyaf. — Bohtlingk prefers
#va of P and as we can add now of Joglekar’s edition to iwa
of the editio princeps and that of Nandargikar. Both readings
however are equally good and it is very difficult to decide in
favour of one of them.

6ab. ramamukhendin paribhutapadman yatrapayato 'py avi-
manya bhanuh | — epayato is simply absurd. The sun cannot
set — — after sunset and yet this is exactly the meaning of
our text as shown by the translations (,,There the sun, even

The author sometimes confounds actual agreement in similes and
images due to congeniality with agreement in universally Indian ideas
and, finally, with borrowing of peculiar expressions. Besides, his treatise
is rather superficial and anything but exhaustive. Nevertheless it is
very interesting.
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although be had retired, -- - hurried towards the western ocean¥,
Cowell, and ,where the sun, though he had withdrawn, set
out towards the western sea“, Nandargikar). We must adopt the
reading of C upayato. When the rays of the rising sun fall
(upaya) on the moon they rob its glance i. e. they dishonour
her (vimanay); now the sun was unable to bereave of their
glance the face-moons (i. e. moon-faces) of the fair women in
Kapilavastu and he retired as if vexed by the existence of
moons shining cven by day. The rupaka sa@mamukhendin is the
clue of the whole image; paribhutepadman is a bahuvrihi com-
pound and stands in apposition to it 2).

Sa. kytvapi ratraw kumudaprahasam. — Bohtlingk is right
in his criticism of Cowell’s translation of this pada (,After mock-
ing the water-lilies even at night) but bis own suggestion
that api should mean bhere ,ferner does not hold. It means
simply ,although“. Although the city of K. was a successful
rival of night-lotuses (mocked = surpassed) i. e. was more beau-
tiful than they, yet it was more than a mateh for day-lotuses
too, 1. e. it surpassed them in splendour. In other words
the city of K. pussessed two attributes which are elsewhere in-
compatible. much in the same manner as its ruler (and indeed
many an other ruler in Indian literature) of whom it is said in
verse 10: although he had the majesty of the sun yet he
possessed the mild nature of the moon i. e, he united in himself
two qualities generally opposed.

14 ec. sast yatha bhair akytanyathabhih. — Bohtlingk was
of course fully right in defending the reading of the text against
Cowell’s suggestion (supported now by both Jogl’s and Nand’s
editions) of the easier °bhmi since the yamaka must be respec-
ted and it is only a pity that he neglected to give an expla-
nation of this knotty passage. The sense of the stanza is: the
splendour of the king did not prejudice to that of his brilliant

') Similar instances abound in Sauskrit literature. Cp. e. g.
fasyah --- premakaro rajanikare vijitaravindam vadanam (Dasa-
kumaracarita, Parvapithika, description of Vasumati). The
inverse order is also common e. g. ftvammukhaparkajena Sasinal
sobhaniv tiraskaring (Ratnavali v. 25).

Rocznik oryentalistyezny. 2
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ministers at whose head he stood, even as the splendour of the
moon, lord of the stars, does not eclipse the light of the chief
naksatras. The ministers of king Suddhodana were like him
of noble descent and not much inferior to their lord in
majesty 1). Cp. also III. 9cd and VIIL 74h.

15 b. ravipraebhevastatamahprabhava | —Prof. Liiders is right
in restoring the yamaka ?) but he is wrong in dividing the
whole into °prabha avasta®. Read: raviprabha vastatamahpra-
bhava with v@ —iva. The queen is compared to the sunshine
which is regarded as something distinet from the sun himself
i. e. in our case from king Suddhodana The parallel case
where the moon and the moonshine are viewed as two insepar-
able lovers is very common in Sanskrit literature. See e. g.
Kumiarasambhava IV. 33, Raghuvamsa VL. 85a; VIIL
37; XVIIL 6.3). From the Paficatantra a stanza may be cited
in which the sun-rays are differentiated from the sun and com-
pared to the attendants of a king. (I. 80, Kielhorn’s edition in
the Bombay Sanskrit Series).

26a. pratah payodad iva. — 1 should read pratulpayodad
because if we take pralah as a separate word then we have
nothing corresponding to it in b.

26 c. sphuranmaytkhair vihatandhakaraih ,bursting forth 4)
with his rays which dispelled the darkness“ (Cowell) but sphu-
ranmayitkhiir is a compound word and the whole ought to be
translated ,with flashing rays that drove darkness before them“

1) In the, ,eritical* part of Prof. Formichi’s book we meet now
and then with flashes of genuine humour. So in this case. Bohtlingk
has said: ,(I) 14c An akytanyothabhiih darf nicht geriittelt werden
wegen des vorangehenden Gleichklanges* and Prof. Formichi says:
»(I) 14. In c leggo col Bohtlingk bhair akrtdnyathibhah.

2) According to Prof. Leumann (NKGWG, 1896) this is also
the reading of the MSS. — Prof. Jacobi read as early as in 1893
raviprabhava “statamahprabhivi and akytanyathabhtih. (Das Rama-
yana. etc. p. 125/6.).

3 Aja and Indumati are compared by Kalidasa to a
drop of oil falling down from a lamp and to the fiery streak pro-
duced thereby respectively. See Raghuvaméa VIIL 38.

Y i e. sphuran ma®.
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(Nandargikar). Cp. sphuratprabhamendala, Kumarasambhava
I 24b, Raghuvamsa III. 60d; V. Bble; XIV. 14a

36 ¢. yadgauwravat. — Prof. Liiders’ correction, yam gaura-
vat, is good but unnecessary. The compound stands for yasmin
gauravaty in 37b we have inversely yasya prabhavat for which
yatprabhavat could be used. Cp. also fadgauravat. Kumara-
sambhava VIL 31a (fasu matrsv adarat, Mallinatha).

40a. With gwrirajakila--- bhus cacila we may compare the
following passage from a Gupta inseription: bhar--- °vikampi-
tasailakile”, CII III No 17. The Gangdhar stone inscription of
Viévavarman (dated 480 A. D)) p. 75 1. 13.

43 cd. — kautéhalenwiva ca padupiis ca prapujoymasa sa-
gandhapuspiih || —The two ca’s (first of them omitted in P) are
inelegant if not incorrect. Ed. Nand. has padapais tat; this taf must
be corrected to tam. Ed. Jogl. reads pdapanisi which is better than
pidapais ca but less good than padapais tas. In ¢ kautahaleneva
would be better. — Cp. drumiir abhistaprasevarcitatithi | ---
tapovanaiie--, Kumarasambhava V. 17bd.

55 a. tusir brahmavidbrahmavidar jvalantam. — The reading
of D (which is also that of C secunda manu) viz. brahmavid bra-
hmavidam should have been given preference to. ,That knower
of brahman--- was introduced-- by the king’s guru, himself
a knower of brahman“. In this kind of padanuprusa a certain
contraposition is generally to be found. Examples abound.

56 c. balasamjiiay@iva — could this not mean ,at a mere sign
of the guard?“.

57d. The text of Nandargikar contains a metrical error
(pura Vasistham iva Rantidevakh). Another metrical error occurs
in Joglekar’s edition in 68 d (fam préksya kutas tava dhira baspah).

61 b. dharména siuksmayi dhanany apasya | — dharmena is
perhaps an instrumental of comparison, cp. Speyer, Sanskrit
Syntax § 107 and Vedische und Sanskrit-Syntax § 39. This
construction is a peculiarity of the epic dialect but it occurs
also, although very rarely. in the classical language. The mean-
ing would be: ,riches trivial as compared with dbarma“.

2%



20 ANDRZES GAWRONSKI

Canto II.

bb. sadhvyo ’rajaska gunavatpayaskiah (scil. gavah). — are-
jaskah is corrcet as shown now by the frequent use of the same
epithcet in Bhasa's works; see the bharatavakya in the Pra-
tijidyaugandharayana, Avimaraka, Abhisékana-
taka (bhavantv arajaso gava ityadi). The correction of Prof.
Kern viz. sadhirajeskah is thus rendered superfluous. If how-
ever an emendation of the text were deemed necessary then the
only one which offers itself without diffieulty is 'jaraskah; cp.
the parallel passage I. 89c.

6d. dvan asya paksav aparas tu nasam || —Bohtlingk was
right in adopting the reading of C nfisa (cp. also nasit ed. Jogl.);
his translation, however. should be slightly modified. Not ,er
hatte (nur) zwei Parteicn, eine andere (dritte) hatte er micht®
but ,er hatte zwei Parteien, aber (eine zweite d. bh.) cine Ge-
genpartei hatte er nicht“. Cp. vipakse ,foe, enemy®.

7 c. vinasmavarsasanipatadosaifh. — Perhaps we ought to
read ~ghasaih in view of the marked parallelism between ab
and c¢. which requires some counterpart to ~sabdah, as well as
of the parallel passage XIIL 45 varidhara brhantal savidyutah
sasanicandaghogah (cp. also III. 34d).

15. steyadibhis capy abhita$ ca nastam

svastham svacakram puavacakramuktam |
ksemain subhiksam ca babhnoa tasya
purany aranyani yothaive rastre ||

The MSS. have in d aranyasya C and arapyamni P. The
new Indian editions read pwrésv aranyesu '), which is clearly
a later emendation. Various other corrections have been tried,
all of them without suecess. And yet the variant preserved by
C comes very near the truth. Read: pwranaranyasya i. e. pur@
Anarapyasya and cp.:

nanavystiv babhavasmin na dwrbhiksal satam vave |
Anaranye maharaje taskavo vapi kascana ||
Ramayana IL 110. 10.

1) A marginal note in Bl reads purany arapyani. Cp. above p. 4.
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(21)22. (talo maharhani ca candanant
ratnavalis causadhibhih sagarbhah |
mgrgaprayukian rathak@ms ca haimin
acakrire “sinai suhydalayebhyah || )
vayo nurupant ca bhasanani
hiranmaya hastimggasvakas ca
rathas ca gano vasanaprayukia
gantrs ca camikararapyacitral ||
This alternation of accusatives and nominatives is of course
wrong. I read therefore Aivapmayan hastimpgasvakaoms ca 22b
and rathams ca 22¢. Ed. Nand. has gantryaé ca but it leaves
the remaining accusatives unchanged. Ed. Jogl. replaces the
whole set of accusatives in both stanzas by nominatives and has
moreover the singular gantri ca for gantisé ca.
96a. sthirasilosamyutat. — 1 should like to read “yukint
in order to avoid a change of metre. ~samyutat was perhaps ori-
ginally a gloss. See my note on V. 81.

99 ¢. sarvartusukhasrayesu. — Cp. swrvartusukhasévyani, Ra-
mayana IV. 43. 46.
31d. bhravaiicitair ardhaniviksitais ca. — This could remain

if we were to take bhr@wadicitair as an adjective qualifying the
following substantive. But against such an interpretation speaks
the parallel passage IV. 25 %) where brows and stolen glances are
spoken of separately. The reading of Joglekar's edition viz.
bhruvdiicitair 2) (i. e. bhruvd “Acit@ir) eannot be good because of
the singular bhruvo. T should therefore propose to read bhru-
saiicitiiir i. o. bhroaficitzir with the same euphonic License which
oceurs in frigambakem for tryambakaim in Kumaras ambhava
III. 444d.

42 0 d. babandha santvena phalena caitams tyago 'pi tesin hy
anapayadystah || The change of subject in d as well as the
wholly unnecessary hi are very hard. T read: tyago hi tesam

1) The parallelism was first pointed oul by Prof. Liiders.
2} The short u confirms my correction.
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anupayedystah || One of Mr. Joglekar's MSS. (A) has khalu pa-
padystah whieh conveys exactly the same idea viz. he fottered
them (= the criminals) with goodness since setting them alto-
gether free was considered a bad advice. Compare the following
passage from the Mrechakatika:

Carudattah | satruh kytaparadhah saranan upetyn  pa-
dayoh patitah sastrena na hantavyah |

Sa rvilakah | evam tarki svabhih khadyatam |

Carudattah | na hi na hi upakarahatas tu kartavyah |

(ed. Stenzler p. 176 1. 21—24).
Cowell’s rendering of this stanza is in my opinion too simple
and does no justice to the artificial stvle of a mahakavi.

43 c. yasamsi capad gunagandhavanti. There is no need to
change the reading of the text into °garbhavanti as Prof. Liiders
should like; gandha means here ,.pride“ i. e. king Suddho-
dana was proud of his glory acquired by virtues. gandha is
used in the same sense by Kalidasain Raghuvaméa XIIL7a.

80 a. riraksisantah srigam atmosanstha (--- bhamipalah). Ed.
Nand. has atmasainsthai which was already suggested by Cow-
ell. This is no doubt the better reading. Cp. e. g.:

duraradhyah sviyo rajiam dwapa dusparigrahh

tisthanty apa ividhare ciram atmani samsthitah ||
Paficatantra I 67 (ed. Kielhorn).
Cp. further (kama) asasyamana api mahayanti cittain nraam kim
punar atmasamsthah || XL 9ed

Canto IIT.

Ld. site nibaddhani ca kananiai || — Since buddha with
Loe. means ,bound to“ and not ,bound by“ or ,bound up in%,
as rendered by Cowell, this reading was justly condemned by
the majority of the interpretors. Mr. Joglekar’s edition has Siténa
haddhani and a marginal note in Mr. Nandargikar’s edition gives
the following variants: S@ileyanaddhani. saivalagandhini and Sai-
valanaddhani in addition to saileyagandhini of the text. The two
readings with $Zivala are manifest bluuders since saivila is
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a water-plant; they are due to palaeographical similitude of this
word to Sdileya. But the compounds containing saleya in the
first member are no more good sinece they are properly epithets
of rocks and not of groves. They are perhaps due to the copyist’s
acquaintance with the epic poems of Kalidasa; see saileyanad-
dhesu silatalesu, Kumiarasambhava I HHd and saileyagan-
dhini Silatalani, Raghuvam$a VL blbh. — For my part. I amn
inclined either tc adopt the simple reading of Jogl. sifena bod-
dhani, which was also my first correction, or to propose
a combination of siena (Jogl) with waddhani (Nand., marginal
note) for which a partial parallel may be found in Ramiayana
IIL. 16. 23: avasyayatamonaddha -- vanarajayah. To sita the
sense of ,coulness. frost“ should be given; Cowell’s translation
,cold season* is not good.

16 a. sromirathah — Hhips® (Cowell). ,Was soll aber ratha
hier bedeuten? Ist vielleicht sronstatah zn lesen? “ (Bohtlingk).
But $ronitaldh is too pale. T think the author alludes to the bips
(or rather buttocks) being sometimes called Kama’s chariot. The
buttocks are compared to his triumphal car in the passage of the
Dadakumaracarita mentioned above in a foot-note to 1. 6,
(tasyah) --- dwrikrtayogimanoratho ‘tighanam jaghanam, in the
deseription of Avantisundari: jaitrarathacaturyena ghanam
jaghanam (viz. vidhaya), p. 49, 8 and in several other passages.

17. Sighvain samarthapi iu gaitum anyd@
gatim nijagraha yayaw na turpem |
hriya pragolbhani niguhamana
rahah prayultani vibhusanani ||
Prof. Kern has restored ¢ in what seems to me a perfectly
satisfactory manner. He reads hriyapragalbha (,vor Scham schiich-
tern“) vinigiwhamiing. By the obscure rahah prayuktani vibhusa-
nani in d the tinkling girdle and other ornaments are meant as
shown by the following stanza which throws a bright light on the
situation hinted at by Asvaghdosa:
iyam apratibodhasayiniin rasana toam prathama rahaksalhi |
gativibhramasadantvavia na Suea nanumyteva laksyate ||
Raghuvamsa VIIL 58
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Finally, the commentary of Mallinatha on this stanza enables
us to understand the use of hriyapragalbha. He says: iyam
prathamadya rahahsakhi | swratasamaye "py anuyanad iti bhavah |

31b. kalena bhiyo parimgystam wroyam | 1 should read bha-
lena which agrees better with $isutes, yuva and jaram.

33 a. vayahprakarsit means: since you are to live long,
since your life shall be protracted.

41d. parain samaslisya is cexplained by kpto ‘svatantrah
42d which confutes Prof. Speyer’s objection.

47 ¢. $rutvg ca me rogablayam. — The use of ea is hard.
I should like to read hi.

48d. puryagamasn bhimipatis cakara || It is simply incon-
ceivable to me how one can take this to mean ,the king
himself entered the city“ (Cowell). Besides it is bad Sanskrit.
The explanation given by Mr. Joglekar is more correct (pu-
ryam agaman pury@gamai returning, coming) but his trans-
lation does not correspond to the situation (,the king himself
returned to the city“). Mr. Nandargikar’s translation (,The lord
of the earth returned of his capital“) is still less satisfactory,
since the king did not leave the royal precinet. Moreover the
addition of ,himself“ by Cowell and Mr. Joglekar is entirely
acbitrary. In order to avoid all these drawbacks, but without the
full conviction to have hit the mark, I venture to ecorrect pu-
ryagomam into pauragamai ,he convoked an assembly of ei-
tizens“. The following stanza scems to presuppose some such
assembly 1).

d8e. kim kevalasyaiwa janosya dharmah. — Read: kevala-
syaisa. kevalasya jonasya corresponds thus exactly to saroapraja-

) margasya Saucidhilytaye caiva cukrosa rusto pi ca nogra-
dandah || which does not mean »>and. althongh unused lo severe
punishment, even when displeased, he rebuked him whose duty it
wzs lo see that the road was clear« (Cowell), for this translation
omits eva which belongs to the preceding word (and not o the
following owe as rendered by Mr. Nandargikar), but: >he rebuked
only him whose duty ete. (and not the others) for even though
angry he was averse {o severe punishment<.
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nam and esa dharmalk to ayam antah . éva for esa (and viee
versa) is not uncominon.

62a. tasmad ratham suta wivartyatam nah. — Prof. Leumann
tries to defend the neuter ratham on aceount of vywhani X. 27¢
and lokani X. 31d but the latter passage has been brilliantly
restored by Prof. Windisch (lokan imams trin api kim punar
gam) and vyuhani (whose correctuess is doubted by Bobtlingk)
is a &mul deyévevoy while ratha is used as a masculine in both
the preceding and the following stanzas. The would-be neuter
rathav owes its origin to the mechanical influence of some such
phrase as nivartay@masa sa ndiva tom ratham | IIL 63 b.

Canto IV.

10.  $obhayata quniiir ebhir api tan Uttaran Kwrin |
Kubérasyipi cakridam Y) prag éva vasudham imam ||

Read sobhayatha and translate: ,You embellish with these
graces (of yours) even the Northern Kurus, nay, even the
pleasure-grove of Kubéra, not to speak of this country“. In his
harangue. Udayin is throughout stating the excellencies of the
nautch-girls addressed and therefore the simple indicative mood is
used in verses preceding and following our stanza. Ed. Jogl. has
sobhayantyo which is not so good as sobhayatha though at any
rate better than sobhayate or sobhayeta (Kern). It is further false
to translate vasudham imam by ,this earth“ (as opposed to heaven),
neither the Kuruksctra nor the Kailasa being celestial
regions. It means ,this country“ i. ec. the territory of the
Sakyas as oppused to the more distant land of the Northern
Kurus and to the garden of Kubéra situated still farther off
in the Northern direction. (I am well aware that the reading
sobhayatha contains a slight metrical irregularity).

24 cd. sumarurvhur amaram kumaragrahanam prati || —
,rose cven above themselves for the conquest of the prince®
(Cowell), 2) ,strung themselves up for the purpose of seizing the

1) wilh Biihler and ed. Jogl. for ¢a kridasm.

2) Mr. Nandargikar follows Cowell here as elsewhere.
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prince* (Mr. Joglekar). Neither the text nor the renderings
quoted are satisfactory. For ,even“ (api) and ,above* (afi’) no
warrant is found in the Sanskrit original. It 1s also clear that
samaruh being a neuter verb, it cannot govern afmanam as its
object. Hence I venture to propose a slight correction viz. spm-
aruruhann @imanamn they engaged themselves in captivating the
prince“. But prati remains a little hard.
29d. samghattair valgubhih || 1 read samghattavalgubhih .
sairghatt@ir is due to other instrumentals in the same line.
32.  Fkacid ajRapayantiva provacardrinulepani |
tha bhaktii kurusveti hasteon samslisya lipsaya ||
The whole stanza must appear meaningless unless we assign to
bhakti the double meaning of ,decoration“ and ,love“. Another
girl, still wet with unguent, said to the prince: ,Set a decora-
tive line (bhakti) here“ (this explains the use of ardranulepana)
and at the same time she, as it were, commanded love (bhakti) —
instead of begging it (this explains the use of  ajiapa-
yantiva).
40. apayantamn tathG@ivinya babandhur malyndamabhih |
kascit saksepamadhwrair jogrhur vaconankusaih ||
Since jagrhur is evidently opposed to babanmdhur it must have
the meaning of ,stung“ or something like. But this it cannct
mean. It cannot further mean ,punished“ (Cowell) because the
driver does not punish the elephant with his hook. We expect
some verb mcaning ,to goad, to drive. to spur on“. Should we
read tutudur or jaghnus tu (ep. baspapratodabhihatau nypepa 1X.
1¢)? or perhaps cuksudur? Cp. the following stanza from the
Paficatantra:
tavat syat sarvakrtyesw puruso 'tra svayam prabhul |
strivakyankusaviksunno yavan no dhriyate balat ||
II. v. 145 (ed. Biihler. BSS).
59d. suped ought to be corrected with Bohtlingk to svaped 1).

1) It is true that both Indian editions have svapyad bul I sos-
pect this to be rather a corrected than a correct form since both
editions read in the same line tisthan wisided va (tisthen J in Jogl
ed.) which seems to be an ancient blunder.
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Kielhorn calls this ,eine dem Kunstdichter ebenso unerlaubte
Form wie visvasét in XI. 16 es ist“ but I think we may give
Advaghosa eredit tor having used both these forms since one
of them is found even in Kalidasa’s Meéghadiita viz awa-
santyah from asvasati in v. 8b 1.

61a. viyujyamane ’pi taran. — Read: ki since this image
is illustrative of the foregoing yathacetas tathaive sah. Be-
sides api seems pleonastic on account of puspair api phalair
api in

16b. jaloprabhavasainbhavam | — Cowell’s rendering of this
compound viz. ,daughter of the son of the Water (Agni)“ has
been rectified by both Indian interpretors whose attention the
known legend of the Mahabharata did not escape . jalapra-
bhava (a word not registered in the Petropolitan dictionary) means
here ,fish“. jalaprabhavasmibhava corresponds closely to matsya-
yoniju Mahabharata L 64. 110b ?) and refers to Satyavati,
a daughter of the celestial nymph Adrika (cursed with the
temporary assumption of the shape of a fish) by king Vasu or
Paricara. She was brought up among fishermen for which
reason she got the name dasargjasuta 1. 64. 91d (or simply
dasasuta in -an interpolated $loka of the same chapter. 54 a).
Hence she is called dasnkanya in a passage of the Dasgaku-
maracarita which, by the way, very probably proves Dan-
din’s acquaintance with the Buddhacarita. Cp. Dasakuma-
racarita p. 85 (Nirnaya Siagara Press ed.?) and Buddha-
carita IV. 7124

Ya. angte sraddadhanasya. — Read ‘sraddadhinasya. The
whole means: why should one deceive an ingenuous lover.

180cd. jonasya cakswrgomaniyamandalo

malidharain castam iyaya bhaskarah ||

That Bohtlingk was perfectly right in taking (against Cow-

ell) the compound adjective in ¢ for  nicht etwa ein Beiwort der

) ed. Hullzsch, London 1911. Mallinatha and Stenzler
read asvasatyah from asvasiti.

3 I am quoting the Mahabharata from the new Bombay
edition of the Southern recension, the only one available to me.
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Sonne Uberhaupt, sondern der untergehenden is proved by an
exactly parallel case viz. the epithet of the setting sun in the
Kumarasambhava VIIL 29b netragamyam avalokya bhaska-
ram ).

Canto V.

14 cd. balayanvanajivitapravrtiau

.= — = = - L
vijagamatmagato madah ksunéna ||

If we connect madah with ° pravyttau then atmagato becomes
meaningless and superfluous. In fact it is omitted by Cowell
and wrongly rendered by Mr. Joglekar who does not take ac-
count of its reflexive nature. I read °pravgttc and translate:
nThe arrogance regarding himself and originating in (or: derived
from, caused by) his vigour, his youth and his life, vanished
in a moment¥,

92 d. toranasalabhaiijikeva || This emendation of Cowell’s is
now rendered doubly sure by the testimony of Mr. Joglekar’s
edition. From the whole description (evalambya gavaksaparsvam --
capavibhugnagatrayastih --) as well as from the stanza XVI1. 17
of the Raghuvam3sa quoted by the Indian scholar it appears
clearly that the weaning of toranasalabhaiijika is ,a caryatid“.
The reading “malabhaiijik@ is necessarily false sinee it is the
name of a play i. e. an action and a girl can he compared only
to an objeet. A play caunot lie leant against a window.

D8 (e)d. (asayista vikirnakanthasitra)
gajabhagna pratipatitanganiva ||

This is the reading of the editio princeps based on P but
of course it is unacceptable. C (i. e. C and D) has patipatanga-

1) The German translator of the Kumarasambhava, Dr Wal-
ter, has not quoite understood this passage and indeed many an other
too. Neverlheless his translation is careful and good. (See: Der Ku-
marasambhava oder die Geburt des Kriegsgottes, ein Kunstgedicht des
Kalidasa- -- in deutsche Prosa iibertragen--- von Dr phil. Otlo Wal-
ter. Miinchen-Leipzig 1913).
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neva which may fairly be corrected to patita ') latanganeva. This
conjecture of mine made years ago is now confirmed in a very.
curious manner by the rcading of Mr. Joglekar’s edition viz.
gajabhagni bhuvi- patiteva moca which conveys exactly the same
idea though in different words. Cp. also V. 29b; b1d; VIIL
24cd and other similar passages. Numerous examples of the
same simile may be quoted from other poets e. g. Sita vyathita
cakampe chinneva yukta kadali gajéena, Ramayana IIL
53. 61 (ed. Gorresio); anapuyini samsrayadrume gajabhagne
patanaya vallari, Kumarasambhava IV. 31 etc.

6la. wiyrtasyaputa vivpddhagatra. — Read: wivrttagatia
which alone agrees with madaghiirpiteve in c.

68 b. javinam Chandakam itthamn ity uviaca | —ittham it is
hard. Read: abhyuvaca.

13 b. nibhrtain hrasvatanitjopysthakarnam | Read: wibhyta-
hrasva® and ep. e. g. wiblyptordiwakarpah (viz. rathyah). Sakun-
tala v. 8b (ed. Cappeller).

81. Haorvituragaturamgavat turaingah

sa tw vicaran manaswa codyamanaf |
arunaparusabharan antarviksam
surasabahiing 2) jagama yojandani ||

Read in ¢: arunatarunabhtisam. The reading parusa is either
due to palaeographical confusion or else to a gloss aparusa,
much in the same manuner as calasya in X. 18 a which was abbre-
viated from acalasya, a gloss to Sailasya 3) . arupn means here of
course the dawn, a moment later the sun will rise (VI 1la).
With regard to the rhvme ep. terun@runaragnyogat, Raghu-
vamsa V. T2c. With harvituragaturaingavat turamgah bhas to be

1) Perhaps we ought to read phalita on account of ab. Cp.
tato *bhisangavilavipraviddha prabhrasyamanabharanaprasina | sva-
wmirtilabhaprakytim  dharitrine lateva  Sita sahasa jagama || Ra-
ghuvams$a XIV. 54.

?) Sarasa is of course wrong but I am unable to decide
between parama (Bohtlingk) and sarala (Prof. Kern)).

3) Another very interesting proof that glosses have here and
there crept into our text is the variant #rdtwm P ad I. 67d which
is a commenifary on the misunderslood piatwm.
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compared afitya haring harinsé ca vartante vajinah. Sakuntala
(ed. Cappeller) p. 3 1. 16.

Canto VI.

lab. tato muhurte ‘bhyudite jagaceaksusi bhaskare | — C has
muhurtabhyudite. 1 think we ought to read tato mukartad udite
»& moment after, when the sun rose,--“.

9. wmam Tarksyopamajavain turamgam anugacchaia |
darsita sawmya madbhaktiv vikrama$ cayem Gtmanal ||

Cowell remarks with regard to Tarksya: ,an old mythic
representation of the sun as a horse“; cp. the following stanza:
gatim khava ivasvasya Tarksyasyeva patattrinah |

anugantugiv na Saktir me gatim tave mahipate ||
Ramayana IL 105. 6.

6cd. bhartysnehas ca yasyayam idpsah Sakta ') eva ca
Read: idysi saktir eva ca . bhartysneha corresponds to madbhakt
and fakti to vikrama in the hnmediately preceding stanza.

8. tat prito 'smi tavanena mahabhagena karmana |
dysyate mayi bhave yam phalebhyo ’pi  paranmukhe

There must be something wrong in the third pada, dysyate
cannot satisfy. Cowell translates according to the true ac-
ceptation of the word ,is seen“ but one feels that something
more eloquent is needed. I read: dysyas fe?2).

104d. nasti nisk@ranasvati || — I should divide niskarana
svata and explain the latter word by svasyiayam ity abhiminah. .
svata is here a synonym of mammnatva (as used e. g. in the Ku-
marasambhava I 12d) or, to put it otherwise, of sueha. Cp.
Mallinatha's commentary on Kumarasambhava IIL 35 d;
°sneha ° is here glossed: istasadhananibandhanah prémaparanama
mamatabhimanah.

3ba(b). atha bandhwin ca rajyam ca (tyaktum eva krta ma-

1) The MSS. have sakta.
?) Cp. the reading of P (sdumya tapovaré) ad VIL 11a (sau-
myas tapovane).
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tih || ). — Cowell's suggestion bandhitins ca is good but unneces-
sary. bandhu may be employed for any relative once mentioned
or whose degree of relationship is easily gathered from the con-
text and it assumes then the more precise meaning of father,
wife 1) etc. as the case may be. Here as in other passages of
our poem it means ,father“. Cp. IX. 28 ¢ (tarh Rahulam moksaya
bandhusokat); 34 c; also IX. 17c. Cowell’s constant rendering of
bandhu by ,kindred“ is not to the point because of the collec-
tive sense of the English word.

48. madviyogam prati cChanda swmtapas tyajyatam ayam |

nanabhavo hi niyatam prthagjatisu dehisu ||

The latter half of this $loka has been utterly misunderstood
by Cowell who translates ,change is inevitable in corporeal
beings who are subject to different births“. The correct rendering
of the whole verse is: ,Abandon this distress, Chanda, regarding
(thy) parting from me, because separate existence is an in-
evitable rule with men who are born separately“.

47 cd. samyogo viprayogas ca tatha me prapinam matoh ||
Read: mata@u in accordance with Asvaghosa’s syntax.

b9 c. dystvamsukan kanconahamsacitram. — Cowell has not
understood this passage. He was rectified by Bobtlingk who
translates: ,nachdem er (sein) mit goldenen Ginsen verziertes
Gewand angesehen hatte“. Prof. Leumann prefers the reading
of C °cihnam and translates the compound by ,mit goldenem
schwan (oder mit goldenen schwiinen) gezeichnet“. He quotes in
support of his opinion a parallel passage from the Jain eanon
where a piece of cloth is called hamsalakhana i. e. ,mit einem
schwan (oder mit schwiinen) gezeichnet. Of course he is per-
fectly right but the same parallel may be found nearer at hand
viz. in Kalidasa’s works. See: vadhudukulam kalahassalaksa-

Y E. g. in durabandhuh, Méghaduta v. 6c, which is glos-
sed as asammnihitadarak by Vallabhadeva and wviyuktabhtryo by
Mallinatha (Prof. Hultzsch gives the meaning of bandhu as »kins-
man, relative«, Glossary s. v.). Cp. the Petropolitan dictionary s. v.
bandhy.
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nam ), Kumarasambhava V. 67¢, kalahamsalaksanwin kala-
hamsacihnam. Mallinatha; (babhiwa --- upontabhagesu ca ro-
cuninko gajajinasyiiva dukulabh@vah || Kumarasambhava VIL
32) gajajinasyaivopantabhagesv aiicalapradesesu rocanaivanko ham-
sadicihnain yasya so. tathokto dukalabhavah patt@nsukatvom ca
babhiwa, Mallinatha. — Painted stuff is still called ,indienne*
in French although it is no more imported from India but
fabricated at home (Rouen).

Canto VIL

12. tatpurvam adyasramadarsanam me
yasmad iman. dharmavidhin na jane |
tasmat - -

I think we bave to read yaf purvam in a because of yasmad
in b, but I cannot find fault with fatpurvam in itself as Prof. Speyer
seems to do. In L 25¢ it is used adverbially (as in Kuma-
rasambhava V.10c¢), here it is an adjective qualifying @srama-
darsanam (cp. Raghuvamséa XIV. 38c. Kumarasambhava
VII. 30b)2).

13(c)d. (kramena tasmai kathayamcakara)

tapovisesain tapasah phalam ca ||

Read: tapovisesams and cp. tapovikavams ca niriksya, supra
11a and blinnis tu te te tapasam vikalpah. infra 14d. — C (i. e.
C and D) has tapowisesain ta°; with this spelling has to be com-
pared kamam C for kaman of P and the printed text in X. 34c.

23. trasa$ ca wityam maran@t prajanin

yatnena cecchanti punah prasutim |

) Dr Walter translates this by »>das mit Schwiinen gezierte
feine Kleid der jungen Frauc; it should be »gezeichnete«. (See p. 27
note 2).

2) Cp. also: tatprathamavalambanam || Kumarasambhava
V. 66d (lad eva prathamamn tatprathamam | --- tac ca tad ava-
lombanany grahanam ca-- | Mallinatha).
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satyam provettau niyatas ca mytyus
tatrdiva magno yata éva bhitah ||
I should read in b punahprasutim (cp. e. g. svargaya yu-
smakam ayam tu dharmo mamabhilasas tv apunarbhavaya, infra,
48ab) and in d magna and bhitah because the plural is employed
throughout in the preceding and in the following stanzas.
42b. samkirpadharma patito ’Sucir va | —The reading of P
viz. ° dharme should have been preferred as clearly shown by
dharme sthitah in the prince’s answer to this question.

44a (b) ity evam ukte sa tapasvimadhye

(tapasvimukhyena marasimukhyah | ) .

Read: wktah. It cannot be separated from manisimukhyah
(Tcacakse ).

46 ¢ (ratisca me) dharmanavagrahasya. — ,when 1 first
grasped the idea of dharrma“ (Cowell). I translate: ,(of me) who
have newly taken to the dharma i. e. who am a neophyte re-
garding it“. Cp. (aham--) dharmam imaw prapannah XI. Th.
As to the use of the root grah in this sense cp. e. g. pravrajyam
agrahisam, Dasakumaracarita p. 139. 6. Cp. also navagraha
as an epithet of elephants.

51d. kundodahasto. - The MSS. have kumdeévahasto C and
kumdovahasto P. 1 should propose to read kundirahasto.

Canto VIIL

13. idam puram tena vivarjitai vanam
vanam ca tal tena samanvitam puram |
nn sobhate tena hi w6 vina puram
Marutvata Vytravadhé yatha divam ||
The best commentary on this stanza is the following pas-
sage from the HitGpadéda: tena vina sakalajanapiirnd 'py
aymin gramo miam praty arapyevat pratibhati ) (quoted in Speyer’s

1) Cp. also: grham hi grhinihinam aranyasadySam mama ||
Paficatantra Il 130cd (ed. Hertel, HOS, Cambridge Mass. 1908;
cp. v. 129). Other similar verses might be quoted.

Roeznik oryentalistycznv. 3
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Sanskrit Syntax § 179 ¢) Rem.). Cowell was certainly wrong in
his explanation of this verse (Translation, II. 15, foot-note) and
so was Bohtlingk (ad IL 15d), though less. By the way, its
immediate source is doubtless the following $loka:

vanam nagaram evastu yena gacchati Raghavah |

asmabhis ca parityoktam purain sompadyatam vanam ||

Ramayana II. 33 22
Cp. p- 42, final remark.

19a jana$ ca harsatisayeno vajicitah. — Read: hésatisayena.

3b(a)b. (varain manusyasya vicaksano ripur)

na wmitram aprajiiom oayogapesalam.

Prof. Formichi tries to thunder down Cowell for his trans-
lation of ayogapesala but without suceess. The word must be divid-
ed into a-yogapésela ') and being opposed to vicaksapa it means
nearly the same as apr@jiia i. e. foolish. The idea is very com-
mon all over the world. Cp. e. g. pandito ’pi varam satrur na
mirkho hitakarakah, Paficatantra I v. 417ab. etc.

43¢(d). anagasau svah samavehi sarvaso

(gato nydevah sa hi devi devavat || )

Read: anagasau naw because sumivehi demands an object
and this cannot be the following clause. Cowell’s translation is:
oknow that we two are entirely guililess“.

54 abhiiging nunam iyam vasundhara
tam aryakarmanam onuttamam prati |
gatas tato 'sau gupavan hi tadyso
nrpah projabhagyagunaih prasiyate || %)
prati is an unhappy conjecture of Cowell’s. The reading
of the MSS. viz. patimn (pati P) should be restored. I translate:
aSurely this earth does not deserve this noble, incomparable

1) yoga has here the sense of >manner, expedient, resource.
shift, trick etc.< rather than of »emergency< as rendered by Cowell.
See also XL 47b and arihayogavicaksanah, Raghuvamsa IX.
184 (yogesupayesu, Mallinatha).

2) This stanza is probably interpolated but it no less deserves
elucidation.
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lord (or husband). Therefore he is gone, for it is the merits and the
virtues of the subjects which produces a virtuous king like him¥.

62d. tatha sa dharmam. mad rte cikirsati || —Read: tatah sa
as in the following stanza (- — fafo 'sya joto mayi dharma-
matsarah || ).

66b. na foj (viz. svargasukham) janasyiatmavato ’pi durla-
bham | —Read hi (Prof. Kern) and cp. e. g. dvitiyas tu (viz. svar-
gak) sarvasyaiva sulabhah kuledharmanusthayineh, Dadakuma-
racarita p. 83 L 1.

8la(b). iti tanayaviyogajataduhkhasi

{(ksitisadysam sahajanm vikaya dhairyam |

Read: °dubkhah. The reading of the text is due to the

numerous accusatives in the following line.

Canto IX.

6(a)b. (--- asti sa dirghabahuh)
praptah kumarc na tu novabuddhah |

P has cava®. The end of this line must in my opinion con-
ceal something opposed either to praptak or to kumarah. Should
we read na ca navaruddhah? Or perhaps na tu balabuddhih? Cp.
balo 'py abalapratimo 11. 23 ¢; balas ca balabuddhis ca, MBh,
VIL bb. b.

14b. paraemi te ‘cyovinam étam artham | —The MSS. have
the corrupt reading tevavinim etam. The Tibetan translation leav-
es the choice between bhavitam (adopted by Kielhorn) and
bhavinam and I cannot doubt that the parallel passages decide
in favour of the latter correction. See II. 25a; 33 b.

21 c. ubhe ’pi is perhaps good. Cp. IV. 97a (above p. b).
Moreover the hi suggested by Bohtlingk is quite out of place
here since fasmat alone is sufficient.

26d. (devir--) kalitum ca narhasi. — Should we read: ca
marha? Cp. my note on II. 26a.

29 (a)b. (Sokagwina tvadvirahendhanéna)

nihsvasadhuména tamahsikhena |

The rapaka tamahsikha contains a manifest contradiction.
I read: tapahsikhena.

3*
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34 cd. samtapahetur na suto na bandhur
ajfananaimittika esa tapah ||
Read: éva . esa tapah is unnecessarily strong. On the other
hand stress should be laid on ajiiananaimittika.
40d. paropacarena ca dharmapuda. — This is a conjecture
of Cowell’s but as Bohtlingk rightly observed the reading of
the MSS. viz. parapacaréna should have been preferred. What
is meant by parapacara we learn e. g. from the story of Sam-
buka as told in the Ramayana VIL 73-76 and in the
Raghuvamga XV. See especially the following verses:
yo hy adharmam akaryam va visayéparthivasyotu
karoti casrimulam tatpure va durmatir narah |
ksipram ca narakam yati sa ca vaja na samsoyak ||
Ramayana VIL 74. 29/30.
rajan prajasu te kascid apacarah pravartate |
tam anvisya prasamayer bhavitasi tatah kyte ||
Raghuvaméa XV, 47
Cp. also apunyena prajanam aganyatamaresu, Dadakumira-
carita p. 262 L 6, and other similar sayings.
47cd. agner yatha hy uspam ap@in dravatvam
tadvat pravyttaw prakytion vadaenti ||
I should read: pravyttisn prakyter vadantt.
50d. aikyam ca dattva jaged udvahanti || —Read gatvd and
cp. e. g gatvaikatvarm sa Kysnena, Mahabharata IL 25. 69a.
blc. yad atmanas tasya ca tena yogah. — 1 should read
tatra (i. e. tasmin garbhe) for tasya which cannot be an epithet
of Gtmanas since atman is here mentioned for the first time.
60b svapuram pravisya | — Read: pravigtah. This must
have been felt by Cowell for he translates ,came to his city®.
61a. evamvidha dharmayasahpradiptah. 1 read °pradipah
because a substantive is needed here.
62b. (mantrinah---) urpasya caksusah. — Prof. Lenmann’s
conjecture mrpasya cakhyusah is unnecessary. The same meta-
phor recurs e. g. in the Gangdhar stone inseription of Vidva-
varman (CII IIL p. 75, L. 23) where a certain Mayuraksaka,
the minister of king Vidvavarman, is called #@jias triiyam
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iva caksuh. Another instance is the following $loka (II. 30) from
the Kumarasambhava:
sa dvinetram Hares caksubh sahasranayonddhikam |
Vacaspatir woicedam prafijalir Jalajasanam ||
Cp. also the numerous passages in Sanskrit literature where
the king is spoken of as nayacaksuh and the like, e. g. Raghu-
vaméa L 55; IV. 13 (caksusmalta--- sastréna) ete.

64ab. na me ksamam sangasatin hi darsanam grahitum. —
I should like to read sangasatuwir.

Canto X.

12 c. vijayatam kva pratigacchatiti. — I should propose to
read parigacchati cp. X1 T3ec.

15a. tasmin vané lodhravanopagidhe. — The reading vane
is false and must be corrected to girau. firstly, because it refers
(tasmin!) to the mahidharain Pandavam named in the preceding
line, secondly, because the future Buddha standing on the Pan-
dava mountain, clad as he is in his red garment, is compared
to the rising suu touching the verge of the Eastern mountain,
and finally, because it would be pleonastic to speak of a vana
as vanopagidha.

33 c. yavat svavamdapratiruparupan. — We must separate
° pratiriipa riipam on analogy with a b and d.

35. dharmasya carthasya co jivaloke
pratyarthibhutani hi yauvanani |
samraksyamanony api durgrohan
kama yatas tena yatha haranti ||

The text of d is evidently corrupt. Cowell’'s rendering of

it is plainly impossible but neither the corrections proposed seem
to me satisfactory (path@ Prof. Leumann, patha dravanti Boht-
lingk, svéna patha Prof. Windisch, best emendation). I read in d
kama yatas tena patha hriyante and translate the whole stanza
as follows: ,Youth in this world of living beings is an enemy
of duty and wealth; hard to master though it be ever so guarded,
it is drawn forth on that path where the pleasures (are to
be found“).
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Canto XI.

6. suhyttoya caryataya ca rajan
vibhavya mam eva viniScayas te |
atranunesyami suhrttayaiva
bruyam ahawm nottaram anyad atra ||
This stanza is indeed a hard nut to erack. The MSS. read
in d vih@ya prag which is borrowed from §loka 7 as pointed
out by Cowell. The Tibetan translation as communicated by
Wenzel says: ,whatever a determination of thine imagines of
me, to this (answering I would say“). It would seem to me that
some Sanskrit phrase as sambhavayaly esa viniscayo mam would
be more in keeping with this than Cowell’s conjecture. Then in
¢ atra 18 quite out of place; it is apparently borrowed from d:
indeed the copyist after having gone aloud through the whole
line might have easily put the last word of it in the beginning.
Finally, the optative bréyam is wholly incongruous with the
future anunesyomi. Hence I should read in ¢ ato "nunesyams ca.
The translation will be no more difficult after these changes.
Ba. naswisebhyo 'pi tatha bibhemi. — Read hi instead of
'pi because this stanza contains an argument for the statement
made in the foregoing one. Besides in a gradation like this
api should be reasonably if at all expected after the last sub-
stantive.

19d. kah kamasamjiiam visam asasada || — Read perhaps
asvadeta.
27e. himsresu tésv ayatanopamesy kamesu. — No correction

18 needed. himsrésu is equivalent to himsianam madhye. Trans-
late: ,these pleasures which may be compared to dwelling-
places among evil-doers (or wild beasts)* and compare with this
the following half sloka which for the present I am unable to
identify: himsranam purato vaso na sukhayopajayate.

28.  girau vané capsu ca sagave ca
yadbhramsam archanty abhilanghamonah |
tesu drumapragraphalopamesu
kamesu kasyatmavaio ratih syat ||
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Cowell says in his translation of this verse: ,which those
who would leap up to reach fall down upon a mountain or into
a forest etc. But this does not render the Sanskrit original.
Besides it would be rather difficult to fall down upon a moun-
tain. Bohtlingk’s remarks are untenable because it is evident
that yad stands in correlation with ¢2su and making part as it
does of a whole set of relative pronouns standing for kamah
it cannot be taken in the sense of ,da“ (= since). yadbhram-
sam is a compound and means ,the fall (caused) by them“ i. e.
by the pleasures. abhilanghamanah must be taken substantively
(=men passing viz. mountains, rivers ete. whaore they come to
fall) and the whole stanza means: It is for the sake of pleasur-
es that men are fighting their way through mountains and
forests, passing rivers and going over oceans whereby they reach
a miserable end, because the pleasures are unattainable even as
fruits growing on the topmost branches of a tree — what self-
controlled man would find joy in them?“. Cp. tasydiva (i. e. ka-
masya) krte visistasthanavartinah kastani tapamsi maohanti danam
darupani yuddhani bhomani samudralanghan@dini ca noarah
samacaranti | Dasakumaracarita p. 86/87.

29 c. angarakarsapratimesu tesu kamesu. — A similar pas-
sage from the Paficatantra viz. svahastenangarah karsitah (L.
p. 27 1. 13) shows that we have here to do with a proverbial
locution meant to characterise fruitless exertion. The numerous
corrections proposed (karsi Bohtlingk, varse Kielhorn, +@si Speyer)
are thus rendered superfluous.

BT7h. éantam avaptvkamah. — The correction to s@ntim is
unnecessary. In fact the neuter of the past participle is often
used by Aévaghosa in the sense of a(n abstract) substantive.
Cp. visayowvaptasukhe V. T6b (it is far less natural to take ava-
ptasukha as a karmadhiaraya compound); tad ewam aviin na-
radevi dosato na tatprayatwin pratigantum arhasi (read: prati
gantum and translate: do not charge the blame of his departure
on us two; dosato gam) VIIL. 49b. An instance of the same
employment of the past participle from the Raghuvamsga is:

sragtur vardtisargat tu maya tasya durdtmanah |
atyaradham ripoh sodham candaneneva bhoginah ||
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(atyarudham atyarchanam | ativyddhir ity arthah | napumsake bhawve
ktah | Mallinatha). X. 42,

60a. yad apy avoceh paripalyatam jera. — Read: prati-
palyatam and compare jara pratiksya vidusa samepsuna 6 d.

60c. capalam hi dysyate. — No correction is needed. ca-
palam is used abstractedly cp. (supra ad 57 b and) the following
statement of Speyer’s: ,, Auch kommt es, wenigstens im Sanskrit
(nur in aus buddhistischen Quellen geflossenen Schriften ?) ver-
einzelt vor, dass das Neutrum eines Adjectivs als Abstractum
verwendet wird, wie slaghyam ,Lobenswiirdigkeit Pafic. I. 374,
$uci ,Reinheit* Jtkm 128, 3, sthiram [= sthairyam] Sukas. 23.
10“ (V. u.8-8. § 2).— Cp. usuam as opposed to dravatvam IX. 47 c.

66 d. visusya yasmin (i. e. kratiu) param ucyate phalam | —
Cowell connects param with phalam (,highest reward“) but it
belongs to visasya and means ,another". Cp. parahimsaya in the
next stanza (67b) ,through the injury of another“ (Cowell).

Canto XIIL

1 cd. Avadasyasramain bheje vapusa pujayann iva || — Read:
purayann iva and ep. vapusabhibhiya tam asramas--- prapede
VIL 1ecd and twayy agate purna ivasramo "bhat, VII. 38a.

8 c. abhuktveva $riyam praptah. — abhuktvaiva would be better.

13¢. tvaddarianad aham manye. — P has tvaddarianaham,
I read twaddarsanam. Kumarasambhava VI 55 has anugra-
hat but there the construction is different.

22b. badhyate. — The root bandh is out of place here.
We must read either vardhaté which stands in the parallel pas-
sage quoted by Prof. Hopkins1) from the Mahabharata or
else badhyate. Prof. Formichi reads vadhyate but this is rather
an epic form for the classical hangyate. Besides it would be
pleonastic on account of the following mriyate for of course it
cannot mean ,soffre“ (= suffers).

28 a. ya evaham sa evedam. — 1 read without hesitation
tad évedain.

1) JAOS, XXII, second half (1901) p. 388.
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35 e d. tasmad esa mahabaho mahamoha iti smytah || — P. has
mahamoho instead of mahabaho. Read of course tasmiad eso ma-
hamoha in order to keep in agreement with the preceding and
following stanzas.

Al c. arjavain jowatuwm hitva. — This cannot be possibly
right. Could we read avartmin jagatam hitva? Cp. puncr avartate
jagat, infra 86 b.

68 d. (iti tasya sa tad vakyam gphitva---) pratyuttaram uwva-
ca sah || — This second seh is certainly false. Read ha and cp.
infra 81d.

10ab. vikaraprakytibhyo hi ksetrajiiom muktam apy aham
manye. — Read vikaraprakytibhyam hi and cp. supra 17a pra-
kytis ca vikaras ca.

81 d. pratijagama ha || — ,he turned away“ (Cowell) but does
it not rather mean ,he returned“? I should read parajagama ha
yhe went away“. Or perhaps parijagama? Cp. XI1. 73ec.

92cd. varsani sat karmaprepsur akardct karsyam atmanah |
Read param prépsur and cp. above Bodhisattvah param prepsus
tasmiad Udrakom atyajot || 86 ¢ d.

101 a b. nirvytih prapyate samyaksatatendriyatarpanat — Se-
parate samyak sata®.

107 c. saphenamalanilambur. — Read separately saphéna-
mala (corresponding to sitasankhojjvalabhuja, a) nilambur (cor-
responding to nilakambalavasini, b).

Canto XIIL

13c. priyabhidheyesu ratipriyésu (--- cakravakésu--). —
o(the cakravaka birds) tenderly attached as they are and
well deserving the name of lovers¥. There can be no doubt that the
cakravaka birds fully deserve this name, nevertheless the cor-
rect translation of the Sanskrit original would be simply ,bearing
the name of i. e. called the dear or the beloved ones“. Now
priya is certainly no such constant epithet of the cakravakas
that it might be insisted upon as one of their chief character-
istics. Further, ratipriya cannot mean ,tenderly attached.
I read therefore without the slightest hesitation priyavidheyesu
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(= priyadhinesu) and translate the whole: nobedient to their
sweet-hearts and devoted to pleasure“. Cp. the epithet of the
voluptuous Agnivarna in the Raghuvamsa strividhe
yanavayauwvanah, XIX. 44d.

16 d. ki syad acitto na Sarah sa esah || — ,can he be
destitute of all feeling? is not this that very arrow ?“ (Cowell).
»forse che inanimato non abbia ad essere il dardo. ma lui il
santo“ (Prof. Formichi). Cowell’s translation is of course better.
since an arrow was not a senseless object with an Indian poet
(bano hy ayan tisthati lelihanah, v. 13 b). but we ought to read Sarah
sa éva in view of tam eva banam, ¢, and ésa Sarah sa éva yah-—,
v. 11 ¢. The reading of the text means: is this no arrow?

26 ¢c. harsena kascid vyrsavan mnonarta. — Read nanarda.
Bulls are no peacocks.
48¢. so 'praptakalo vivasah papata. — This is good in

itself but the context makes necessary the correction 5o "prapta-
kamo.

One final remark: there are numerous points of contact
between the Buddhacarita and the Ramayana (especially
Book II), which seem to prove undisputedly that Aévaghosa
was intimately acquainted with the latter work. To this question,
however. I intend to devote a special article which, I trust, will
be published erelong.



