Cristina Pecchia

Transmission-specific (In)utility,
or Dealing with Contamination: Samples from
the Textual Tradition of the Carakasamhita”

The categories of “derivative” and “inutile” witnesses will be presented
here, taking into consideration a contaminated manuscript tradition in
which copies were produced by using more than one exemplar. The
treatment of these types of witnesses will be elucidated by discussing the
“transmission-specific utility” of their textual evidence. An analysis of
some manuscripts that represent the categories discussed will then be
presented. The manuscripts analyzed are witnesses for the eighth chapter of
the Vimanasthana, the third section of the Carakasamhita, for which a
critical edition is under preparation.’

1. TRANSMISSION-SPECIFIC UTILITY AND ELIMINATION OF WITNESSES

It may be assumed that the history of the tradition of most works began
with a single exemplar, which was transmitted through being copied. Each
copy is theoretically directly dependent on the first exemplar, and thus also
theoretically useless, as far as its actual contribution to the critical
constitution of the text is concerned. However because copying performed
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by human beings also implies accidentally deviating from the source, each
copy contains innovations and is thus an independent copy. Therefore, a
preliminary and fundamental issue to be considered in critically
constituting a text from its manuscript sources is the establishment of the
nature of the witnesses of the direct manuscript tradition:* each extant
copy, through its very nature of being a copy, has to be tested with regard
to its testimonial utility. Together with unintentional changes owing to
polygenesis,” two other factors often operate in the history of the
transmission of a text: deliberate change by the copyists* and conflation of
different sources, or contamination. These three factors have been called
“disturbances”.” In fact, they can alter the perception of the dependence of
a manuscript® on another by distorting the evidence through which the
dependence can be inferred. Therefore, when analyzing the witnesses in
view of the text’s constitution, the possible effects of disturbances should
be taken into account; for even if a witness does not depend “exclusively
on a surviving exemplar or on an exemplar which can be reconstructed
without its help”,” it may not have an effective testimonial capacity with
regard to the text’s constitution. Conversely, witnesses that can be

2 The word “tradition”, with reference to the tradition of a work, refers to a specific
textual content that is passed from person to person or generation to generation.
Because this handing down affects the content itself through change, tradition also
entails the process of transmission, change and preservation of a specific textual
content. Manuscripts and printed books are the most common material forms in which
textual traditions have been reproduced in the last centuries. The books that contain a
particular work represent the direct tradition of that work. Its indirect tradition is instead
represented by the texts, reproduced on any kind of material support, that contain
passages belonging to that particular work in the form of citations or paraphrases.

3 Polygenesis indicates the development of an innovation through possibly distinct
processes, which also implies possible distinct sources.

* 1 consistently use the word “copyist”, and not “scribe”, to indicate a person who
makes written copies of texts by hand, because the word “scribe” preferably designates
a person who writes books or documents by hand as a profession. It is in fact well
known that handwritten copies of texts were also made by persons who were not
engaged in this as a profession. For a typology of the copyists with special reference to
those of the CaS, see Pecchia 2009: 149-153.

> GenL (tr.) 176 ~ GenL 149: “perturbazioni”.

® Throughout the present paper, the noun “manuscript” will be used in the sense of
codex, or handwritten book (= codex manuscriptus in Latin), with reference to a set of
sheets of paper, or other material, that constitutes a text-bearer which is a material unit.
Because a manuscript may contain more than one work, it may be the witness of more
than one work.

7 TC ~ TK §4.



established to be derivative, i.e. as directly deriving from another extant
copy, may have testimonial capacity.

Accordingly, we may speak of the transmission-specific utility of a witness
on the basis of its contribution to the text’s constitution. The adoption of
the factor of “transmission-specific utility” in the recensio® chiefly affects
decisions regarding the elimination of witnesses from those that might be
used for the text’s constitution. The issue is to ascertain which witnesses
will definitely not serve the purpose of constituting the text. Elimination is
typically applied in the case of a manuscript that directly derives from
another extant copy, namely a “derivative manuscript” (Latin: codex
[manuscriptus] descriptus).” This type of manuscript is normally devoid of
any transmission-specific utility because its testimonial function is equal to
that of the extant copy it directly depends on. It can be assumed that it
exhibits a text “worse” than that of its exemplar, due to additional errors,
or, in some cases, an “improved” text, owing to the copyist’s emendation.
It should be noted, however, that observations that are valid for a certain
part of a manuscript might not be valid for the manuscript as a whole; the
possible composite nature of a manuscript (due, for instance, to the fact that
it contains different works, or different copies of the same work) and the
conflation of different exemplars in one manuscript, because portions in the
exemplar(s) were lacking, are factors that must also be taken into
consideration. If one analyzes the portion of a manuscript that corresponds
to a particular textual unit, the conclusions only apply to the manuscript as
a witness of that specific portion, and not necessarily to the entire
manuscript.'

The idea of the elimination of derivative manuscripts from the number of
witnesses used for the constitution of the text was already applied by the
humanist Politian (Angelo Poliziano 1454-1494)'" and later independently
discovered by others.'” As the history of textual criticism has shown, a
widespread tendency to eliminate witnesses on account of their being

8 According to the definition given by Paul Maas, TK §2, recensio is “to establish
what must or may be regarded as transmitted” (7C 1). It is thus a process that, beginning
from the extant copies and going back to the prototype, exposes what cannot be
considered as transmitted, namely what certainly varied in the transmission process, so
that what remains is presumably what is transmitted (see Montanari 2003: 17f.).

® Another possible English equivalent for codex descriptus is “apograph” (see, for
instance, West 1973: 33, n. 4), but this word is often used in the more general meaning
of copy, i.e., any manuscript that was copied from another manuscript.

10" See Pasquali 1952: 36-38.

"' See GenL 17 ~ GenL (tr.) 47.

"> See GenL 68, n. 27, and 69 ~ GenL (tr.) 98, n. 27, and 99.
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derivative has been seen since the second half of the nineteenth century,
stimulated by the wish to reduce the number of witnesses for the easier
reconstruction of an archetype."” Furthermore, in reference to the principle
Paul Maas presents in Textkritik / Textual Criticism (henceforth TK/TC)
§8a, namely,

[1]f a witness, J, exhibits all the errors of another surviving witness, F, and
in addition at least one error of its own (“peculiar error”), then J must be
assumed to derive from F[,]

Sebastiano Timpanaro asserts that

Maas’s rule has in practice undergone an imprudent attenuation that leaves
it not immune to risks. In this attenuated form, it might be formulated as
follows: If a witness J presents many errors of another extant witness F,
some correct readings absent from F — which however may be the result of
conjecture by the copyist of J — and furthermore errors of its own, then J is
a copy of E.M

3 The archetype is the oldest lost ancestor of a work that precedes the split of the
tradition and that can be reconstructed through the extant textual tradition. The term was
made popular by Lachmann in the middle of the nineteenth century (see GenL 19-21,
66f. and n. 21, 74 and n. 8 ~ GenL [tr.] 49f., 97 and n. 21, 103 and n. 8). The
“Lachmannian” meaning of archetype is characterized by “the limitation of the term to
lost ancestors alone and, what is more, to ones distinct from the original or official text”
(GenL [tr.] 50 ~ GenL 20). This technical usage implies that the archetype is the result
of a reconstruction process, which is based on the witnesses that remain after the
elimination of the derivative manuscripts. Only if the remaining witnesses are more than
one can a split of the tradition be assumed and a reconstruction of their common
ancestor be possible (see TK §5). If the whole manuscript tradition of a work can be
proved to descend from an extant manuscript, this is the oldest ancestor and its
descendants are derivative manuscripts, whereas the descendants of the lost oldest
ancestor, i.e., the archetype, are the “material” that is needed for the reconstruction of
the ancestor’s text (see Montanari 2003: 330f.). The word archetype is also used in its
non-technical, etymological, meaning of original exemplar of which all witnesses of the
same work are copies. Because direct evidence of authorial intention is normally
lacking in the case of ancient texts, in the absence of contrary evidence, we
conventionally assume that the reconstructed form of the text is close to that composed
and circulated by the author himself.

' Timpanaro 1985: 178: “La norma del Maas ha subito in pratica una attenuazione
lassista che la rende non immune da rischi. In tale forma attenuata, si potrebbe
formulare cosi: «Se un testimonio J mostra molti errori di un altro F conservato, un
certo numero di lezioni giuste non presenti in F° ma che possono essere frutto di
congettura del copista di J, e in pid altri errori, J ¢ copia di F».” Michael D. Reeve’s
criticism (Reeve 1989) of Timpanaro’s 1985 article on the present point, as well as on
others, seems to be due to a misunderstanding of Timpanaro’s presentation of the
argument. For instance, Reeve (1989: 4) states that Timpanaro rewrites Maas’s rule in
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The elimination of presumed derivative manuscripts has also been practised
by scholars working with contaminated textual traditions, in which the
criterion exposed in 7C §8a is in most cases inapplicable, as implied by the
author himself, who depicts the abstract situation in which the textual
tradition is not contaminated (see reference to 7C §6 below, p. 126). As
David C. Greetham has asserted, “the axiom propounded by Maas ... has in
general been widely accepted as a necessary means of sorting good (or
independent) witnesses from bad”." In fact, such elimination of presumed
deﬁvaltéive manuscripts has often become an expedient to save time and
work.

In the following, I will discuss the category of derivative manuscripts
together with their treatment from the specific perspective of their
“transmission-specific utility”. In this context, another category, namely
inutile manuscripts, can be identified. Decisions regarding the inutility of
witnesses are concerned with the way and degree to which these witnesses
contribute to the text’s constitution. In a comprehensive approach to the
text and the history of its tradition, inutility should actually be written
“(in)utility”, because each manuscript copy is also a unique witness to the
work; each transcription is the result of a centrifugal movement from the
focal point, the original text. At the same time, each transcription reflects
the centripetal forces at work in the act of copying, which bring about a
system of compromise between the language (and style) of a text and the
copyist’s language (and style)."” Indeed, all types of manuscripts bear
details that are useful for the history of the text’s tradition, inasmuch as
they inform us about: (a) aspects of the paratext, such as the division of the

accordance with the practice of unnamed scholars and adds: “Strictly, this version is a
rider to the original axiom rather than a replacement for it, because on its own it
positively requires J to have true readings absent from F if it is to be a copy of F; but
perhaps Timpanaro really does intend it as a replacement.” As I hope it is clear from the
above translation of Timpanaro’s words, Timpanaro presented neither a replacement,
nor a rider, for Maas’s rule, but a formulation of the way in which that rule, beyond
Maas’s intention, has often been applied.

" Greetham 1994: 309.

' See GenL 17 and 68-70 ~ GenL (tr.) 47 and 98-100.

7 See Segre 1979: 66. These considerations are related to the concept of
“diasystem”, for which see ibid., p. 53-70. In short, each manuscript is a unitary system
that is established by the copyist by re-organizing syntactic and stylistic forces of
cohesion in the system of compromise between his language (and style) and that of the
text as reflected in his exemplar; for the copyist is never passive, but has a tendency to
impress on the text the features of his own system, whether consciously or not.
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text into sections, titles, forewords, epigraphs and so on;'® (b) the condition
of the text in the exemplar before any changes or damage occurred; (¢) how
and why manuscripts relate to another exemplar."

2. DERIVATIVENESS AND INUTILITY
2.1. Establishing Derivativeness

In the second edition of TK, paragraph §8a, with its criterion for
establishing that a manuscript is derivative (see p. 4 above), is followed by
a paragraph in which “the external state of the text in the surviving
exemplar” — further specified as “where physical damage to the text in the
exemplar has caused the loss of letters or groups of letters”, etc. — is
indicated as a factor that may alone show the direct dependence of a
witness on another surviving witness. This factor may also have a “vital”
role when the ancestry of a manuscript cannot be established with
reasonable certainty.” Some scholars have noticed that this manner of
establishing the derivation of one witness from another is problematic,
especially because of its specific assumptions. In fact, Maas’s treatment of
elimination is preceded by the following statement (7C §6):

[I]t is assumed (1) that the copies made since the primary split in the
tradition each reproduce one exemplar only, i.e. that no copyist has
combined several exemplars (contaminatio), (2) that each copyist
consciously or unconsciously deviates from his exemplar, i.e. makes
“peculiar errors”.

Inasmuch as the first of Maas’s assumptions presupposes cases in which
contamination did not occur, his general criterion does not easily apply —
contamination being a normal phenomenon.”’ Moreover, the factor of the
external state of the text would never become relevant, because it should be
applied to a manuscript — which may or may not belong to a contaminated

'8 The term paratext was introduced by Gérard Genette in order to define the liminal
devices and conventions that form part of the complex mediation between book, author,
editor and reader. See, in particular, Genette 1987.

1 See Bologna 1993: 538.

20 See TC 9: “This [i.e., any case in which it is difficult to establish the ancestry of a
manuscript] shows us how vital it may be to find positive proofs of the dependence of a
witness on another surviving witness.”

2l See Timpanaro 1985: 175-178, and also Pasquali 1952: 30, n. 3.
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tradition — in which the copyist reproduced its model with perfect accuracy,
a situation that does not exist, except in cases of very short texts.*

In well-known books on textual criticism, however, the proof of a witness’
derivativeness 1is still currently based on the fulfilment of the general
criterion and the external conditions of a witness. Martin West, for
instance, simply repeats Maas’s general criterion in a section beginning:
“In the absence of contamination”.” He then adds in a footnote: “In
practice it is easy to mistake an apograph for a closer congener and vice
versa. The assumption of direct dependence is more certain if it is possible
to point to some physical features of the exemplar.”** A statement like this
does not make clear whether and when the physical features of the
exemplar should appear in the proof of derivativeness, inasmuch as the
assumption regarding derivativeness is said to be “more certain” through
some physical features. This implies that without it the assumption of
derivativeness is already certain, and that it is actually useless.

As Giorgio Pasquali first emphasized, the aspects of a manuscript that can
be considered to be the direct result of particular conditions in another
manuscript are the only definite evidence for establishing the
derivativeness of the former witness from the latter.> These aspects
constitute “external” evidence in the sense that they are physical conditions
as well as the graphic or peculiar visual features of a manuscript that are
not intrinsic to the text of the work but are due to accidents in copying, the
effects of time on the exemplar, and the gap between the copyist’s writing-,
language- and knowledge-system and that of the exemplar’s copyist.
Instances of external evidence are:*°

(1) “windows”, 1.e., short blank spaces or signs for illegible characters,
corresponding to material damage in another manuscript, like holes,
ink stains or erased passages;”’

2 See Timpanaro 1985: 178 and n. 17. These considerations are what Reeve calls
Timpanaro’s “amusing objection that the original axiom [of Paul Maas about derivative
manuscripts] is useless” (1989: 5).

> West 1973: 33f.

** West 1973: 33, n. 4.

25 As for the elimination of derivative manuscripts, see Pasquali 1952, Chapter 3 and,
for a comment on Maas’s principle, p. 30, n. 3.

*% What follows is a summary of Montanari 2003: 94-100, in which the limits of the
presented cases are also explained. Montanari is commenting on 7K §8a, in which most
of the cases that follow are explicitly mentioned. See also Pasquali 1952: 32-35, and
Timpanaro 1985: 165f.

*7 See also Reeve 1989: 22.



(2) “palaeographic” accidents, like corrections or graphic peculiarities,
or “codicological” accidents, like the inversion, exchange or loss of
leaves;28

(3) omission of a line, which then results in a lack of logical unity, or a
corruption or a lacuna, which “evidently impair the meaning, without
constituting a «copyist’s trap» — jumps du méme au méme, similar
beginnings or endings of words, letters ... that can be easily confused
in a given script, words that can be confused with one another because

. . 2
of phonetic vulgarism, etc.”; ?

(4) readings of the main text and marginal or supralinear additions in a
witness that are mingled in another transcription;>

(5) additions which have been clearly produced in an exemplar;
“documentary” evidence, i.e., more or less explicit statements
regarding the source of the copy.’

The need for external evidence for the proof of the relationship of
derivativeness between two or more witnesses is due to the fact that, in
practice, the examination of the textual evidence alone turns out to be
inconclusive.

When we observe that two or more witnesses coincide in a substantial
number of readings (around 90% of the readings), we may suppose a
relationship of derivativeness between the two witnesses. The textual
evidence can then be tested by examining their agreements in innovation;
such agreements characterize a specific constellation of manuscripts by
being present in them and at the same time lacking in all the other
manuscripts.” Agreements in innovation are significant when they help to

% See also Reeve 1989: 10-13. An important observation is made by Timpanaro:
“Lacunas that can derive from material damage ... suffered later by the ancestor have no
value as conjunctive errors” (GenL [tr.] 105, n. 13 ~ GenL 75, n. 13).

* GenL (tr.) 179 ~ GenL 152. See also Timpanaro 1985: 166 and n. 3, and Reeve
1989: 16-19.

% See also Timpanaro 1985: 168f.

°! See also Reeve 1989: 20f.

32 Timpanaro 1985: 167, n. 4. Reeve (1989: 30f.) warns that “[s]ubscriptions can also
set traps, because scribes occasionally copy them in full, even down to a date or a first
person”.

33 «Agreements in innovation” simply help to identify what did not vary through
identifying what varied: they can be observed from the perspective of any point of the
textual tradition where different readings occur. Therefore, any reading that is an
agreement in innovation is neither erroneous nor correct; it can be a transmission error,
a textual error (see n. 39), a presumptive correct reading, or an equivalent reading (see
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indicate the nature of the relationship between the manuscripts under
examination. Significant agreements in innovation do not include (1)
agreement in unintentional error, which can develop through different
processes, (2) agreement in trivialization, which may arise independently,
(3) agreement in apparent correct readings, which can be easily transmitted
through collation with another copy, and (4) agreement in correct reading,
which may be due to preservation.” Significant agreements in innovation
can be identified in different stages of the analysis of the textual evidence.

After verifying the readings that occur exclusively in two or more
manuscripts, their differences have to be examined; the analysis of the
disagreements of a witness with its presumed direct exemplar should
provide plausible explanations for each disagreement. At this point, it
would be unproblematic to accept that a witness J which has all the errors
of another extant witness F and at least one additional error of its own is
directly dependent on F, if accounting for all the “errors” were
unproblematic. However, it does not always turn out to be so, especially in
the case of contaminated traditions. In the phase of the recensio it is not
always certain that a reading is an error. Accordingly, it might be
impossible to establish whether J has an additional error or whether F does.
The uncertainty about the quality of a reading remains in the case of an
“equivalent reading”.” Furthermore, it is quite possible that some readings
with regard to which the presumed derivative manuscript J does not agree
with its presumed exemplar F should be explained as the result of J’s
copyist’s conjecture or his collation of more than one source after he
noticed a corruption in F. However, the ascertainment of the intentional
nature of a specific reading in J that is different from F may then be
problematic, for one should be able to establish that the copyist was
inspired to change the text of his exemplar on account of easily noticeable
corruptions.®® One should also be able to demonstrate that the copyist, who
lived in a particular time and place, was able to emend the text in the way
we have it. It is thus quite possible that one might not be able to establish

n. 35). The evaluation of an agreement in innovation will establish whether it is an error
and what kind of error it is. An agreement in innovation is similar to a “conjunctive
error”’, in Paul Maas’s terminology (“an error common to B and C of such a nature that
it is highly improbable that B and C committed it independently of each other” [TC 43 ~
TK 26], with the important distinction that the notion of innovation does not imply that
of error.

* See Genl (tr.) 180 ~ GenL 153.

3 By “equivalent reading” (lezione adiafora in Italian) a reading that can neither be
assessed as correct or erroneous is meant.

3% See Pasquali 1952: 27.



beyond any doubt that J differs from F on a number of “transmission”
errors which are innovations by J’s copyist. Moreover, one might not be
able to exclude that J’s and F’s copyists produced two different readings
using the same text E, here also including the case that one copyist’s
reading mirrors that of the exemplar and the other’s does not. Thus,
because the analysis of two witnesses’ set of readings can easily reveal how
uncertain the conclusions are, external evidence is needed to prove the
relationship of derivativeness between two or more witnesses.

2.2. On the Edge of Derivativeness: Inutile Manuscripts

It is not uncommon that the analysis of the variant readings leaves a margin
of uncertainty that cannot be further interpreted. Thus, in the absence of
any external evidence, J cannot be assigned the status of a derivative copy.
In this case too, however, the elimination of such non-derivative
manuscripts may be legitimate, as stated by Timpanaro in 1978 and again
in 1985, in referring to “elimination of inutile manuscripts” (eliminatio
codicum inutilium).”’ This type of witness, which is on the edge of
derivativeness, can safely be evaluated as “inutile” from the point of view
of its contribution to the reconstruction of the archetype and
hyparchetypes.”® By calling a witness inutile we admit, in fact, that we
cannot prove its being the second of two consecutive links in the chain of
textual transmission. We therefore take recourse to the assumption that the
two links have a common exemplar. Yet for the reconstruction of the
hyparchetype to which both witnesses belong we can legitimately use only
one of them because their individual contribution does not significantly
differ. The case of an inutile manuscript also occurs when J may be
assumed to be separated from F by merely one or two copies, and when J

37 Timpanaro 1978: 196, n. 1, and Timpanaro 1985: 187. Unfortunately Greetham
(1994: 309), who mentions the elimination of inutile manuscripts propounded by
Timpanaro, only partially understood his proposal. In fact, Greetham states that “some
recent classicists ... have questioned the value of the eliminatio, Timpanaro suggesting
the adoption of eliminatio codicum inutilium (‘useless’) in place of descriptorum”. Of
course Timpanaro suggested the elimination of inutile manuscripts (eliminatio codicum
inutilium) along with, and not instead of, the elimination of derivative manuscripts
(eliminatio codicum descriptorum), and further pointed out the exceptional case of
contaminated derivative manuscripts (see below § 2.3).

3% A hyparchetype is the reconstructed variant-bearer whose stemmatic position is
immediately inferior to that of the archetype. The term was introduced by Paul Maas in
TK §8e (“Hyparchetypus”; see Montanari 2003: 120). For the archetype see n. 13
above.
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indeed exhibits a cumulative amount of transmission errors that may have
been introduced by those copies. Another typical case in point is that of a
text which appears twice in the same manuscript. Because both copies
belong to the same manuscript, it is most likely that both descend from a
common exemplar, instead of one directly deriving from the other.

2.3. Contaminated Derivative Manuscripts

In analysing the variant readings of a manuscript that might be derivative,
one sometimes observes that the copy exhibits a text which is different
from that of its presumed exemplar owing to the copyist’s emendation. The
copyist may have emended the text either by conjecture (emendatio ope
ingenii) or through the collation with other witnesses (emendatio ope
codicum). In fact, it is possible that manuscript J, in addition to the errors it
shares with its presumed direct exemplar F, has errors of its own that agree
with errors in other witnesses, these being “textual” errors, not
“transmission” errors.”’ In such cases, it is likely that “one can solve the old
dilemma of derivative or independent only by considering the more recent

. . . . . . . 40
manuscripts as derivative manuscripts bearing independent readings”.

Witnesses that show contamination and yet can be established as derivative
have been called “contaminated derivative manuscripts” by Timpanaro."’
Establishing that a contaminated witness J derives from F requires a
particularly accurate examination on account of the fact that numerous
pieces of evidence showing J’s dependence on F are not sufficient per se to
determine its dependence on F and F only; for J should also not be
suspected to belong to another specific tradition “that, although extremely
disfigured, is still different”.** The external evidence clearly has a
particularly relevant role in this case. Contaminated derivative manuscripts,

however, can actually bear a transmission-specific utility because they may

% The distinction is explained by Montanari as follows: a copy bears a
“transmission” error when it is not true to its exemplar, whereas it bears a “textual”
error when it does not reproduce the original (paraphrase of Montanari 2003: 82).

% Nardo 1979: 136 (at the end of a discussion on derivative manuscripts):
“Altamente probabile rimane soltanto che dal vecchio dilemma, descripti o
indipendenti, si possa oggi uscire considerando i recentiores come descripti portatori di
lezioni indipendenti.”

' See Timpanaro (1985: 186), who quotes Nardo 1979 and also refers to Alberto
Blecua, Manual de critica testual (Madrid 1983), p. 45, n. 5.

42 Pasquali 1952: 35: “corruttele che ... faccian sospettare di una tradizione sfigurata
quanto si vuole, ma diversa”. See ibid., p. 35f., and GenL 128 ~ GenL (tr.) 156.
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transmit “readings taken from one or more lost codices”. Accordingly,
contaminated derivative manuscripts should not automatically be
eliminated because of their derivativeness. On the contrary, they “cease to
be subject to elimination” if they preserve “textual” readings that derive
from a witness which cannot be unambiguously identified as extant.*

2.4. Inutile Manuscripts by Contamination

When contamination has occurred in a text’s transmission, it is problematic
to classify the manuscripts genealogically and also difficult to assess the
manuscripts’ usefulness with regard to the reconstruction of the archetype;
for in a tradition “disturbed” by contamination, it is unlikely that the
process of collation has not affected the testimonial quality of a number of
witnesses. In fact, the set of the characteristic features of group a, to which
the main exemplar A belongs, is blurred by contamination and the
characteristic features of group b, to which the collated exemplar B
belongs, can never be determined with certainty, because the collation of
another exemplar occurs unsystematically. It may turn out that the
manuscript C can contribute neither to the reconstruction of the readings of
group a, to which it essentially belongs, nor to those of group b of the
collated exemplar. When this is the case, manuscript C can be classified as
inutile, insofar as (1) its attestations of group a are not absolutely reliable
and (2) its peripheral attestations of group b are not useful for the
ascertainment of the text belonging to the group of the collated exemplar.

Thus, a manuscript can be tentatively eliminated from the number of
witnesses that will be examined for the text’s critical constitution precisely
because of contamination, given that a reliable genealogical picture of the
tradition can be delineated. This implies that the collation of the extant
witnesses has to first provide information about different parts of the work
and produce a substantial amount of data that has the aim of establishing
the genealogical relationships among the witnesses and their transmission-
specific utility.**

* Timpanaro 1985: 185f.: “E se un descriptus reca lezioni attinte a uno o pid codici
perduti, ... cessa di essere eliminandus.” See also Montanari 2003: 133.

* As observed among others by Pasquali (1952: 36), collating either a single sample
or samples that are too short to reliably reconstruct the genealogical relationships of all
extant witnesses is a poor method for the genealogical classification of manuscripts, and
an especially dangerous one in the case of contaminated traditions, because the process
of collation from which contamination derives is not constantly at work throughout the
text.
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Transmission-specific utility is thus the determining factor for recording
the complete text of a witness in the critical apparatus. With regard to
manuscripts rendered inutile by contamination, the fact that evidence in C
that does not agree with group a may have a non-ascertainable nature
inasmuch it may be ascribed to either contamination or innovation
recommends a prudent procedure. Moreover, the character of the evidence
might be confirmed by the later appearance of new witnesses. For these
reasons a partial elimination from the critical apparatus of manuscripts
determined to be inutile by contamination seems to be more appropriate
than a complete elimination: their testimony is taken into account for some
samples which are significant with regard to their length and position in the
text; they thus remain available for further reflections, possible different
judgments, and comparison with other witnesses that might subsequently
be retrieved.

A relevant issue underlying these considerations is the potential
contribution of contaminated manuscripts, and is the subject of the
following.

3. CONTAMINATED MANUSCRIPTS*

Contaminated manuscripts, be they derivative or not, shed light on some
specific aspects of transmission, change and preservation of the work by
indicating possible epicentres of the manuscript tradition and giving clues
on the work’s circulation. In fact, historically, the more a work circulated
the more often contamination occurred, and most likely within a
scriptorium, or an epicentre of the manuscript tradition. When a
scriptorium had two or more exemplars of the same work, it was unlikely
that it would produce an edition without readings deriving from various
exemplars (i.e., a “ne varietur” edition); indeed, one should assume that
different types of collations took place.* If the witness B collated by C’s
copyist belongs to a group b that can be poorly reconstructed through the
extant manuscripts, for example, because of lacunae, damaged folios, and
so on, the contaminated manuscript C may be of great help for the
reconstruction of group b’s text by throwing light on obscure passages.
Moreover, contaminated manuscripts may also point to extra-stemmatic

* The expression “contaminated manuscript” is actually a short form to indicate the
nature of the handwritten text that a material unit bears. The term contamination is not
used with reference to the materiality of a manuscript, but to its textual content.

% See Segre 1961: 64f.
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ancestors, inasmuch as their readings preserve traces of a ‘“completely
different branch or tradition” for which no other witnesses are left in the
extant material.*’

3.1. Classifying Contaminated Manuscripts

The usually complex picture of a contaminated tradition can be clarified
somewhat through discerning the contamination process on the basis of
hypotheses about how the copyists actually worked. According to Cesare
Segre,” a distinction (discussed below) can be made according to (1) the
frequency of the copyist’s collation and (2) the object of contamination. It
should be noted that even though the hypothesis of contamination should
be based on the errors of a group, rather than on those of a group
representative, a contaminated manuscript C shows more of the errors and
characteristic readings of manuscript B than of its reconstructed ancestor b,
because the farther we are from the archetype, the more numerous are the
innovations in the witnesses.”

3.1.1. Frequency of the Copyist’s Collation

The contamination process can be classified from the viewpoint of the
degree of the copyist’s collation. A copy could have: (a) sporadic
contamination, (b) frequent contamination, or (c) full contamination, where
all the differences between the collated exemplars are recorded. The
manner in which a text has been collated and the degree of its
contamination can seriously influence the axis of errors and characteristic
readings regarding a manuscript, and to an extent that the results of
examination of the genealogical relationships between manuscripts are
highly distorted. Moreover, the occurrence of both frequent and full
contamination suggests that the copyist, or the copyist of the exemplar on
which our manuscript depends, was one who sought out variant readings.
However, it should be noted that the line between contamination and
recasting can be a fine one: a copyist who intervenes when he encounters
difficulties in his main exemplar might also emend the text by conjecture
and should therefore also be considered a potential creator of new

*T GenL (tr.) 179f. and 184, n. 52 ~ GenL 153f. and 158, n. 52.
% See Segre 1961: 63f.
¥ Ibid., p. 1961: 66.
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readings.”’ The typology of copyists is decisive in this case: a learned
copyist is a typical source of a copy that presents contamination and
readings that may be conjectures.’’

3.1.2. Object of Contamination

Objects of contamination can be (1) exemplars or (2) readings. In the case
of contamination of exemplars (1), the exemplar is alternately only one,
even though the copyist actually used two manuscripts, because he needed
a second, for example, to complete an incomplete text, or because one or
the other was more legible or authoritative for some sections of the text but
not for the text as a whole. In the case of contamination in reading (2), the
exemplar is potentially not one but many at any point of the text: the copy
was actually produced by drawing on more than one exemplar in a process
of silent collation. The copyist has copied from exemplar A, but (2.1) also
collated it with another exemplar B (simple contamination), or (2.2) has
collated it only at certain points with another exemplar B (fragmentary
contamination), or (2.3) with B, D, etc. (multiple contamination).

It is very unlikely that external evidence (see p. 7f. above) of derivativeness
in a given witness is transmitted through contamination. For example, it is
unlikely that an evident corruption like a lacuna in C that is present in the
collated copy B, is not found in the main exemplar A, but the converse is
likely to be true: a lacuna in C, which is present in the main exemplar A, is
not found in the collated copy B, due to the fact that this part of the text
was not collated or, for some reason, escaped the attention of the copyist. If
external evidence cannot help to establish which group the main exemplar
belongs to because “genuine corruptions or mechanical lacunas are lacking
or are too infrequent”,”* the following should be taken into consideration:
the copyist who is collating a copy B with the main exemplar A is more
likely to be attracted by conspicuous variations in B, rather than by variant
readings that require attentive concentration, like graphic, phonetic and

% Ibid., Segre 1961: 65: “Mentre la contaminazione sporadica corrisponde a un
intento di fedelta, la contaminazione fitta o multipla suggerisce un senso di relativita,
invita a raggiungere, con mezzi autonomi, una almeno speciosa scorrevolezza: il copista
si fa, di cercatore, creatore di varianti. Ne deriva che, qualora alla contaminazione
abbiano contribuito esemplari perduti di alta antichita, la fiducia nei loro rappresentanti
contaminati deve essere contrappesata da un severo giudizio su eventuali congetture e
rimaneggiamenti seriori.”

>! See Pecchia 2009: §5.

> GenlL (tr.) 177 ~ GenL 151.
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morphological variant readings, particles and monosyllabic words. It is thus
more likely that a manuscript belongs to the tradition of the exemplar with
which it agrees on numerous variant readings that suggest little need for
perspicacity in the copyist. If this phenomenon is also not clearly visible,
another criterion might be chosen, namely that of the most economical
premise, which assumes a minimum number of sources of contamination.”

4. SAMPLES FROM THE EIGHTH CHAPTER OF THE VIMANASTHANA,
THIRD SECTION OF THE CARAKASAMHITA

Examples of the identification of different types of witnesses according to
the principle of the transmission-specific utility are given in the following
sections. The textual tradition under examination is that of the
Carakasamhita (CaS), more specifically the eighth chapter of its third
section, the Vimanasthana (Vim.).

Observations concerning the text of the Vim. as transmitted in a specific
manuscript allow us to draw conclusions regarding the manuscript as a
witness of the Vim. text, but not regarding the entire manuscript. The
manuscript as such may in fact contain a much wider text (i.e., more than
just the eighth chapter of the Vim.), for which different considerations may
be necessary. This holds true even if the manuscript contains other parts of
the CaS because at least at a certain point of its history, the CaS also
circulated as a composite work, as a set of texts, each sthana being a
distinct unit.”* The extant copies of the Ca$ are the result of a long process
of transmission: the text of the CaS has been copied and re-copied by
copyists of varying proficiency and ideologies through many centuries. The
manuscripts of the Vim. that are currently available to the above-mentioned
project™ are fifty-three. The work called CaS is almost two millennia old,”
but as for the material textual tradition of the Vim. we are chiefly
concerned with a period of approximately four centuries, because the oldest
dated available CaS manuscript is from 1592 (samvat 1649, according to

> See Avalle 1972: 82-86. The criterion of the most economical premise presents a
basic methodological problem, which Timpanaro expresses as follows: “If in every case
of innovation one prefers the more economical hypothesis, the majority becomes a
totality, while the minority is cancelled out” (GenL [tr.] 182 ~ GenL 155).

>* See Pecchia 2009: §2.

> See n. 1 above.

% See Meulenbeld (1999: 114): “The philosophical material in the Carakasamhita ...
suggests that the author called Caraka cannot have lived later than about A.D. 150-200
and not much earlier than about 100 B.C.”
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the colophons in Satrasthana and Cikitsasthana).”’” Contamination can be
widely observed in the manuscript tradition. In each family, the witnesses
agree on a relatively small set of readings because some manuscripts also
present agreements with other families, thus revealing contamination.”

4.1. The R Family

A case in point is presented by the following group of eight witnesses,
written on paper, in different types of devanagari script:

B1, date 1797, f. 46r-65r (ca. 20 folios, out of 65)

Bs, no date, f. 136r-153r (ca. 18 folios, out of 39 ~ Vim. only)
Bo, date 1864, f. 14v-26r (ca. 12 folios, out of 254)

Ib3, no date, f. 197v-226r (ca. 18 folios, out of 426)

Jnl1, no date, p. 29-60 (ca. 31 pages, out of 60 ~ Vim. only)
Jn2, no date, p. 42-85 (ca. 43 pages, out of 85 ~ Vim. only)
L1, no date, f. 174v-199r (ca. 25 folios, out of 480)

T1, no date, f. 253r-286v (ca. 34 folios, out of 789)

These constitute a family which will be here conventionally called R. It is
identified on the basis of the agreements in innovation™ that the
manuscripts show in contrast to all the other manuscripts.

Before entering into details, a few words are needed in order to explain
how the collation data are presented in the following lists.”’ The text of the
CaS is quoted according to the version edited by Trikamyji, our reference
text, which is given in square brackets. The text is preceded by the
paragraph and line numbers in which it appears in the reference text.

7 Te., the Alipur manuscript, Bhogilal Leherchand Institute of Indology, no. 5283 in
Vol. 4 of the handlist of the library.

% For the genealogical relationships between the manuscripts and for the
manuscripts’ group designations concerning CaS Vim. 8, see the article by Philipp A.
Maas in the present volume.

% See p. 8f. above and n. 33.

% The textual material contained in the manuscripts has been processed by means of
the Classical Text Editor (CTE) software, which was designed by Stefan Hagel. It was
developed in connection with an Austrian Academy of Sciences project begun in March
1997 by the Commission for Editing the Corpus of the Latin Church Fathers (CSEL).
Hagel has also provided the software with a number of functions that meet the needs of
scholars working on Sanskrit texts.
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Witnesses that agree with Trikamji’s text are indicated immediately after
the closing square bracket. They are followed by readings that contain a
plus, or a minus, or a change in comparison with Trikamji’s text,61
separated by a semicolon. Variant readings of the witnesses of the R family
are given in every detail, while readings that are found in other witnesses
are only summarized.

Unless other indications are given, the lists contain a selection of readings
that includes only those readings in which the text’s variance does not
consist of common scribal, clearly unintentional, errors.® For, only in this
case of non-unintentional errors does the origin of the variance require an
explanation ad hoc, which is not necessarily acceptable if applied to other
variant readings. However, common scribal errors are mentioned if they are
of any interest in the comparison of the readings of two witnesses.

Readings are taken from two parts of Vimanasthana 8, which are here
conventionally called A and C: Part A refers to Trikamji’s paragraphs 1-14,
with 756 entries in the collation, and Part C refers to paragraphs 67-92,
with 739 entries in the collation.®®

We now go back to the agreements in innovation that the above-mentioned
eight manuscripts share against all the other manuscripts.

List 1: R agreements in innovation (Part A)

(1) 4,1 [tato] other mss.; ato R (ate Bo)

1 As Tov (1992: 236) observes, “any plus element in one text could be considered
either an addition in that text or an omission in another one, depending on the direction
of the textual phenomenon”.

%2 Varjant readings are considered due to common unintentional (also called
accidental, or mechanical, or involuntary) scribal errors when their variance consists in
either haplographies, dittographies and graphic metathesis that produce obviously
meaningless semantic units, or changes in aksaras and groups of aksaras that may
easily occur due to peculiarities of the script of the manuscripts under examination. In
our case, because the script is devandagari, unintentional changes mainly consist in
missing or additional anusvara, visarga and “r” written above the upper line of the
letter, missing or additional elements that cause “a” and “a”, “0” and “au”, “e” and “ai”
to interchange, and graphic similarity that generates confusion of “ta” and “na”, “ca”
and “va”, “ma” and “bha”, “ma” and “sa”. For a typology of common unintentional
scribal errors, see for instance Katre 1954: 56-58, Greetham 1994: 280ff., Willis 1972:
49 and Part II (typology based on Latin texts), and Tov 1992: 236-258 (typology based
on the witnesses of the Hebrew Bible).

% These figures refer to the arrangement of the November 2008 collation, after

which no substantial changes were made.
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(2) 7,6 [pariharartham paradosapramandartham] pariharartham
pramanartham R (T1[ac]®;  parihamrartham etc. Jni;
pariharartha etc. B1); the variant readings of the rest of the
transmission are characterized either by the presence or absence
of Cartham paradosa®, or also by the absence of
paradosapramandrtham

3) 11,6 [puspa] other mss.; puspaphala R; puppaphala V5b;
phalapuspa T3

4) 13,26 [pratikaranam] pratikaradinam R (pratikaradina B1);

the other mss.

Within the R family, the manuscripts B5, Jn1 and Jn2, and Ib3 and T1 show
particular affinities. In the following B5, Jn1 and Jn2 will be examined.

4.2. B5Jn1In2

Bs, Jn1 and Jn2 have 41 agreements in innovation in Part A and 47 in Part
C. Their only agreements in long lacunae are in 8.13.29-32, in which B5
and Jn1 read pravesistavyam, and Jn2 pravesitavyamm, instead of pravesina
sardham purusena ... acaratanupravestavyam, and in 8.87.15-16, in which
Bs, Jn1 and Jn2 read asmin vyadhav instead of asmin dese ... yuktam asmin
vyadhav.

List 2: Selection of B5, Jn1 and Jn2 agreements in innovation

(Part A)
(1) 4,5 [jaapana) jiianana
(2) 8,8 [daksya] diksya
(3) 8,11 [-pratikaram anuraktam ca) pratipattikaraktam
4) 9,7 [-rajata-] rajataye
(5) 12,3 [bhisajas] bhisas
(6) 13,2 [canusisyat] tan* Sisyan™
(7) 13,2 [brahmacarina) brahmacarint
(8) 13,6 [madarpanena) tadarpanena
(9) 13,26 [tathaivasannihitesvaranam] tathaivasannihitesvarinam
(10) 13,35 [pramanam aturasya) pramdaturasya
(11) 14,8 [idam] ide
(12) 14,8 [siddhacaryesu) tiddhdcaryesu

(Part C)

4 See Appendix for the readings before correction (ac) and after correction by
second hand (zpc) in T1.
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(13) 81,2 [-vidhi-] vibhi®

(14) 81,3 [bhedagram] nedagram

(15) 81,4 [akhyayamanam] akhyayanamam

(16) 82,3 [asmai] aster

(17) 84,1 [dasavidham tu] tu dasavidha tu

(18) 84,2 [samdarsayisyamah) radarsayisyamah

(19) 84,4 [karya-] karyam dhatusamyam karyam

(20) 86,4-5 [karyasyabhinirvartane samartho na veti]
karyasyabhivartaneti

(21) 86,5 [yair upapanno) rupapanno

(22) 87,6 [-pranipatagamanadiyukti-] pranipatayukti

(23) 87,6 [samsodhanopasamane] samsodhane

These readings are typical transmission errors, owing to misreading,
miswriting, omissions, additions, etc., that may have been unintentionally
produced by the copyists. However, their occurrence in these three copies
only is suspicious, inasmuch as it is not very likely that three different
copyists by accident independently produced the same innovation at the
same point of the text.

The examination of the agreements in innovation reveals that Jn1 and Jn2
never agree against the rest of the witnesses in Part A and that they agree 7
times in Part C; B5 and Jn2 share 24 readings in Part A and 11 in Part C,
while B5 and Jn1 share 16 in Part A and 18 in Part C. In order to ascertain
the nature of these witnesses, an analysis of their agreements in innovation
is required; subsequently, the witnesses have to be tested against the variant
readings upon which they do not coincide, in order to establish whether
their divergences were generated by the copyist’s innovations (either
intentional or unintentional) or by contamination. However, some
preliminary remarks have to be made: first, even though the three
manuscripts are not dated, their scripts testify two very different stages of
the devanagarf script. Bs bears an old type, rich in prsthamatra vowels,*
while Jn1 and Jn2 exhibit a very recent type. Second, the material on which
Jn1 and Jn2 are written is very recent. Further, Jn1’s and Jn2’s single
readings”’ are more numerous than the ones in Bs. This preliminarily

% “bhi” may be due to anticipation of the following bhedah.

% Tn Part A, “e” is written 18% of the time as a prsthamatra; “ai”, “o” and “au”
occur 11% of the time with prsthamatra.

67 «Single reading” is used throughout the present paper for the Latin expression
lectio singularis, which is translated in different ways by different authors. For instance,
it is rendered as “peculiar reading” by Flower, in 7C, and as “unique reading” by Most
in GenL (tr.). I have a slight preference for “single reading” because it is etymologically
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suggests the transmission-specific inutility of Jni and Jn2 since their
contribution to the reconstruction of an ancestor would be negligible in
comparison with that of B5.

4.3. Jn2

Bs5 and Jn2 have a very high amount of readings in common: approximately
94% in Part A and 93% in Part C.%°

List 3: Selection of B5 and Jn2 agreements in innovation

(Part A)

(1) 1,1 [-bhisagjitiyam] bhisagjatiyam
(2) 3,3 [parikseta] parikseta sam

(3) 4.2 [paridrsta-] pahiridrsta

4) 4,4 [-jiiam] sthamm

(5) 4,4 [anahankrtam] anamhakrt*m
(6) 4,4 [akopanam] akaupanam

(7) 4,6 [suksetram] susevam

(8) 4,7 [suSisyam] sunisyam

9) 5,2 [tatprasadat] utprasadat
(10) 6,2 [cety] t*

(11) 7,5 [anukraman] anukramate®

closer to the Latin expression and because “single” cannot be easily confused with an
attribute that might be used to qualify a reading, as seems to be the case especially in
Flower’s translation.

% The total amount of readings that the two witnesses might share is calculated by
first deducting the number of the single readings, because in this case we are sure that
the two manuscripts do not agree. The total number of entries (for example 756 in Part
A), minus the number of single readings of the manuscript that bears the highest number
of single readings (in this case Jn2, with 52), gives the number of lemmata (704) that
correspond to 100% of the readings upon which the two witnesses might agree. Because
Bs and Jn2 agree on 665 readings, they have a 94% agreement rate. The calculation is
based on two assumptions: first, some single readings in one manuscript may coincide
with cases of single readings in the other manuscript under consideration; the opposite
case, that no single readings in one manuscript coincide with cases of single readings in
the other manuscript, does not occur in the manuscripts under consideration here and it
is highly unlikely for manuscripts that are genealogically related. The second
assumption is that the situation described in the first assumption occurs in the totality of
the cases for the manuscript that has the lower number of single readings. Because this
only approximately corresponds to the actual situation, the result that is obtained is
approximate.

% The reading can be explained as deriving from anukramat (variant reading in
BiL1), in which the vertical line in ma was interpreted as a prsthamatra “e”.
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(12) 7,6 [-pramanartham] praganarthamm

(13) 13,7 [bhavitavyam] ravitavyam \

(14) 13,10 [cabhyanujiiatena) ma vanabhyanujiiatena
(15) 13,12 [-arthopdharane] arccavaharane

(16) 13,38 [natyartham] na artham

(17) 14,13 [’nyatha tv] nyatham

(Part C)

(18) 67,7 [buddhih] sa buddhitir iti (with B5[ac])”

(19) 80,3 [kas catra] katvat*

(20) 81,6-7 [pariksyasya bhinnasyabhilasitam artham srotum aham
anyena pariksa vidhi bhedenanyena] pariksyasyanyeva BS5;
pariksyayanyeva Jn2

(21) 86,1 [bhisan nama] bhisamgama

Here too we have transmission errors. For some of them, it is not likely that
two copyists independently made the same error at the same point of the
text when reading the same aksaras in their common exemplar. It is less
problematic to accept that aksaras were not correctly transcribed by a
copyist and were then “faithfully” reproduced by another copyist according
to the new form they had assumed. For instance, looking at entry no. 16 in
the list above, it is not very likely that the copyists of B5 and Jn2
independently wrote na artham from an exemplar which had natyartham,
since the similarity of “tya” and initial “a” is not very common, even
though it can be observed in some styles of devandagart script. It is thus
highly probable that the misinterpretation occurred in one manuscript and
its result was subsequently copied by another copyist, who merely
reproduced what he could read in his exemplar, without further intervention
either by conjecture or contamination. The same holds true for the entries
no. 5, 7-11 and 13-15. Similar considerations can be made especially for
the additions in entries no. 2 and 3.

At this point the question arises whether both B5 and Jn2 derive from an
exemplar that already contained these readings, and both manuscripts
transmit them, or whether one manuscript was directly copied from the
other. An examination of the readings where they do not coincide reveals
that Jn2’s readings can be explained as unintentional errors, whose
antecedent can be easily seen in B5 readings; conversely, B5’s single
readings cannot be explained as originating from readings in Jn2.

0 Other manuscripts in the R group read sa buddhir iti or sa buddhim ifi.
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The following two lists present a selection of readings where Jn2 and B5 do
not coincide. List 4a shows cases where Jn2 agrees with some other
manuscript; List 4b shows some of Jn2’s single readings, which total 51 in
Part A and 47 in Part C. Jn2’s readings are recorded first, followed by B5’s
readings. Jn1’s readings are here listed because the three manuscripts are
closely related. Other witnesses of the R family are recorded only if they
share readings with one of the three manuscripts above; witnesses that do
not belong to the R family are indicated by “etc.”. The reading that is
followed by a siglum only is a single reading.

List 4a: Selection of Jn2 readings that diverge from B5 readings

(Part A)
(1) 3,5 [-pajitam] Jn2 etc.; ptajitam B5Jn1 etc.
(2) 3,6 [-dosam] In2 etc.; dasam B5
(3) 7,1 [adhyayana-] BS etc.; ayana In2 etc.; adhayana Jni1
(4) 8,4 [anaharikrtam] Jn2 etc.; anahakrtam B5Jn1
(5) 13,13 [-labham pretya cal B5Jnl etc.; labham ca pretya In2
(some manuscripts read labham ca pretya ca)
(6) 13,23 [mahdajanadvesinam] B5Jn1 etc.; om. Jn2 etc.
(7) 14,9 [tesu te] In2 etc.; tesu te samyag vattitavyam | tesu te BS; tesu
te samyag vartitavyam te tesu te Jnl
(Part C)
(8) 80,3 [bhisaja] bhisajanam ca Jn1In2; bhisaja [nam ca pra) B5
(9) 89,5 [vaikarinam] BsL1 etc.; vaikarikanam Jn1lb3T1 etc.;
(10) 89,7 [cavyapattir] capattir B5; vyapattir Jn1Jn2
(11) 91,1 [anubandhas tu] anubandhasa Jn1In2LL1; anubandhas ta B5

List 4b: Selection of Jn2’s single readings together with B5 and Jni
readings:

(Part A)
(1) 3,3 [vividhani hi] vidhani hi Jn2; vi[dhol<dha>ne hi B5; vidhane hi
Jn1

(2) 3,5 [sumahadyaSasvi] mahahtayasasvi Jn2; mahalpltayasasvi BS5;
mahatayasasvi Jnl

(3) 3,10 [laksanavac codaharanavac] laksandc codaharanavac Jn2;
laksanac codaharanavamc BS5; laksanacodaharanavac Jni

(4) 4,6 [acaryah] Inl etc.; acalryam] <rya>h In2; arcaryah B5

(5) 5,1 [tam] sa tam In2; [sa] <ta>m BS; sam Jn1L1

(6) 5,3 [drdhatayam) drdimdhanayam JIn2; dg’[dﬁm]<dum>2dhandydm
B5; drdhanayam Jn1 etc.

(7) 6,2 [tadvidya-] tadidya Jn2; tadhidya B5Jn1

(8) 7.4 [sukhopavisto] stucopavisto JIn2; susopavisto B5 etc.;
musopavisto Jni

9) 7,4 [-purah-] punarasuh Jn2; punarasuh BS5;
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(10) 7,7 [’parahne] uparahne Jn2; ’parahne B5Jn1 etc.

(11) 8,4 [aminminam] aminmine JIn2; aminminem B5Jn1

(12) 8,5 [medhavinam] medhavimanam Jn2; nedhalalvimanam BS;
nidhavinam Jn1

(13) 11,3 [kuSastirnam) kuSa[stril<stri>(n)na IJn2; kusastirna B5L1 etc.;
kuSastram Jni

(14) 11,6 [-sarsapaksatopaSobhitam] sarsavalkr|<ksa>topasobhitam Jn2;
sarsavaksatopasSobhitam B5Jn1

(15) 11,7 [aingudibhir] imgudibhir Jn2; emgudibhir B1B5Jn1

(16) 11,7 [samidbhir] samindrir Jn2; samidrir B5sJn1

(17) 13,2 [satyavadinamamsadenal BsJni1 etc.;
satyavadinamalsadil<sade>na Jn2

(18) 13,3 [medhyasevina nirmatsarendasastra-| nirmatsarena
melyal<’ya>mevini  In2;  nirmatsarena  me’yamevini  BS5;
nirmatsarenama’yamevini Jnl

(19) 13,4 [ca te] cante Jn2; ca tai B5In1

(20) 13,5 [anyatra] In1 etc.; aty atra B5; ity atra Jn2

(21) 13,7 [-hitanuvartind] hetunanuvartina Jn2; henanuvartina BS;
hetatu[rva]vartina Jn1

(22) 13,8 [anutsekenavahitenananya-| anutsukenavahite|val<na>’nasya
In2; anutsukenavahitena’nasya B5; anutsukenahavahiteva’nasya Jnl1

(23) 13,9 [vinitenaveksyaveksya-| vinitevanaveksyaveksya — In2;
vinite[valnaveksyaveksya BS5; vinitenaveksyaveksya Jni

(24) 13,13 [ca] B5Jn1; om. Jn2

(25) 13,19 [aSaundenapapenapapa-| asauln(da)l<nye>na napapena Jn2;
asSaudenapapena Bs5Jn1

(26) 13,25 [-duhkha-] Okha Jn2; .u(h)kha B5; "~ Inl

(27) 13,28 [bhartrathavdadhyaksenal athavadhyaksena In2;
vartrathaval|dhye|<dhya>ksena B5; caturarthe vadhyaksena Jn1

(28) 13,34 [-gatesv anyesu] gatedhanye Jn2; gatesv anye B5Jn1

(29) 14,5 [cabuddhimatam)] cabuddhima(tol<ta>m In2; cabuddhimatam
BsJn1

(30) 14,9 [vartamanasyayam] varttamanasyalyal Jn2; vartamanasyaya
BsJn1

(31) 14,14 [hy dacaryo] vacarya Jn2; yocarya B5; pvocarya Jni

(32) 14,15 [cadhyapana-] B5Inl etc.; cadhyana Jn2

(33) 14,15 [anyais] anye In2; a[rnye]l<nye>s B5; arnyes Jn1

(34) 14,16 [-vidhir] In1 etc.; vitrir In2; vivvir B5

(Part C)

(35) 67,1 [pravartetayurvedal JInl etc.; vartte ayuveda JIn2;
varttelayuveda B5

(36) 67,2 [-prativakya-] prativak* Jn2; prativaka B5Jn1

(37) 67,5 [sarvam] B5In1 etc.; sarve Jn2

(38) 67,7 [-bhatah] B5 etc.; sita Jn2; bhita Jni

(39) 68,3 [prasamsanti]| Samsanti Jn2; Sasasamti B5Jn1

_24 -



(40) 68,4 [-karyayoni] B5 etc.; karyayani Jn2; karyayoni Jn11Ib3T1 etc.

(41) 70,1 [yad] B5Jnl1 etc.; vad Jn2

(42) 74,2 [-nimittah] nitistah Jn2; nitisrah B5Jn1

43) 77,1 [saiva] sauca In2; sauva BS; sau Jnl

(44) 78,3 [karyanam] kasayanamm Jn2; kasayanam B5; kasapanam Jn1

(45) 78,3 [atas tipayah)” ato nyupayah | In2; ato bhyupaya va BS; ato
bhyupaya Jni1

(46) 80,6 [kva ca nivrttih] katicin nivrttih In2; kva ci nivrttih BS; kvacin
nivrttih Jn1L1

(47) 80,6 [-nivrtti-] nivrttir Jn2(ac); nivrtter Jn1Jn2(pc)BS5 (nirvrtter L1)

(48) 81,5 [bhavan)] dhamtavan Jn2; dhnamtavan B5 (dhatavan B1); tavan
Jn1 etc.

(49) 81,5 [prechaty]” ivyacchaty IJn2; ilbalchaty Bs; ity In1Ib3 etc.

(50) 81,7 [-bheda-] In1 etc.; bhedevamna Jn2; bhedevamta B5

(51) 82,4 [aptam] asem|[ptel<pta>m Jn2; apta[ptelm B5; am Ini

(52) 85,2 [vyakhyasyate] nuvyakhyasyate B5Jn1 etc.; tu vyakhyasyate Jn2

(53) 86,1 [karanam] Bs5In1 etc.; karanam tu Jn2

(54) 86,7 [bhisagguna) bhisak*gunai Jn2; bhisaggulnol<na> BS5;
bhisagguna Jn1

(55) 87,1 [tad yad] B5)nl1 etc.; tadvad Jn2

(56) 87,9 [adravyabhiitam] dravyabhiitam ca Jn2; davyabhiita Jn1 B5

(57) 87,17 [upaSamayati] upalSamal<sma> iti Jn2; upasamabhati BS;
upasama iti Inl; upasaya iti 1.1

This long list represents in detail what a very incorrect witness is like. The
variance-generative process in Jn2 requires the assumption that its exemplar
was inaccurately copied, most probably due to limited familiarity with the
exemplar’s script. In fact, Jn2’s readings often seem to derive simply from
interchange of letters. In a number of cases, they would agree in innovation
with Bs if no further error would have occurred in Jn2. List 4b, Part A,
records 23 single readings in B5 (out of 39) that correspond to single
readings in Jn2. In many instances, B5’s readings could be the direct
antecedents of Jn2’s readings, especially the ones in entries no. 1-6, 9, 12,
15,17, 19, 23, 26, 28-29, 31, 36, 39, 42-44, 46-50, 54 and 57 in List 4b. In
entry no. 2, a “pa” in B5 that was not completed in order to indicate its
deletion was interpreted as “h” by the copyist of Jn2. In no. 4, the aksara
“ca” within the word dcarya, corrected from “rca”, was first followed by
“ryam” and then corrected to “rya”, maybe because the sign above the line
(the “r” in “rca”) had been interpreted as an anusvara. In no. 5, 6 and 23, a

Al manuscripts, with minor differences, agree upon the reading ato ’bhyupayah.
2 Other manuscripts, including those belonging to the R family, read icchaty.
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correction in Bs was not properly understood.” In no. 15, the first “i” in
imgudibhir was based on a prsthamatra “e” in emgudibhir (as it is written
in B5), which, in its turn, may have been the result of an unintentional error
that occurred through transcribing airigudibhir. In no. 17, the fact that “e”
1s not infrequently written as prsthamadatra in the exemplar may have at first
induced Jn2’s copyist to read the sign above the line as forming an “i”,
hence the sadi before correction deriving from sade in the exemplar; a
similar process can be seen in no. 1 and 29. In no. 19, ca tai could be
wrongly read as cante if it was written with “ai” with a prsthamdtra in the
exemplar, as it is actually in B5. The other readings can also be explained
as errors that unintentionally occurred. Even though they do not necessarily
presuppose Bs, they are not in contradiction with the latter’s readings (see,
for instance, the reading in no. 37, in which Jn2’s copyist read an anusvara
as “e”). Only very few readings remain to be explained without recourse to
Bs’s readings: in entry no. 53 (karanam tu Jn2, against karanam of all the
other manuscripts), the fu of Jn2 may be considered as a spontaneous
addition on the part of the copyist, caused by his internal dictation of the
text with regard to its thematic structure; at this point, in fact, the text does
have a change of subject. In entry no. 56, the ca in Jn2 may be a case of
perseveration of the almost immediately preceding adravyabhiitam ca.

So far Jn2 has been shown to be an inutile manuscript because it mostly
agrees with B5 or, when it does not, its readings can be explained as
deviations from an exemplar that is either very close to B5, or B5 itself. The
Jn2 readings that are like the B5 readings before correction (e.g., List 4b,
no, 23) are especially relevant. Moreover, because the entire set of Jn2’s
errors can be easily interpreted in accordance to B5’s readings, no
conjecture or contamination has to be assumed. The cases in which B5’s
text was corrected do not presuppose any particular conjectural activity and
even less contamination (see List 4a, no. 1, 2, 4, 7, 8). External evidence,
however, can be offered for Jn2’s derivativeness from B5. In entry no. 26 in
List 4b ([-duhkha-] Okha Jn2; .u(h)kha Bs; =~ Jn1), a hardly legible aksara
in B5 corresponds to a blank space in Jn2. By examining B5, it is clear that
the illegibility of part of the aksara that has been recorded as “.u(h)” is due
to a small oval-shaped hole in the paper itself (at the end of the first line, in
folio 138r), a specific physical corruption that occurred at a certain point in
time. The copyist of Jn2 did not try to restore the text he could not read and
simply left a blank space before “kha”. Jn2 can thus be eliminated from the

7 In Bs corrections are normally made immediately after writing wrong aksaras, in
the line itself. Signs of deletion are very small strokes above the aksara to be deleted.
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number of manuscripts used for the constitution of the text, inasmuch as it
1s a derivative manuscript with no trace of contamination.

4.4. Jn1

The copyist of Jn1 also did not intervene with a conjecture of his own to
restore the text he could not read. In the same entry (no. 26 of List 4b), in
fact, In1 attests three illegible aksaras. This suggests that Jn1’s copyist was
also reading from an exemplar that had a physical corruption where duhkha
was written. It is unlikely, however, that a manuscript other than B5 had a
physical corruption precisely in the same place. Furthermore, in B5 at the
very end of folio 138v where the oval-shaped hole responsible for the
aforementioned illegible aksaras occurs, we read anuvarnayet® |
[t*]sre[sal<ya>sa(yo) (17,7 anuvarnayet); for this reading, Jn2 has
anuvarnayet™® svasreyasa so, and Jn1 has anuvarnayet* I—

One has to assume that Jn1 was copied from either B5 or a very similar
copy, maybe one that was made after the physical damage had occurred in
the paper. It is not very plausible that this copy is Jn2, because Jn1 and Jn2
agree only few times in innovation (they do not coincide in any innovation
in Part A and only seven times in Part C) and because a reading like that
mentioned above for anuvarnayet would be even less easy to understand if
the direct exemplar were Jn2, which has very clear aksaras at that point.
However, the copyist of Jn1 also wrote dashes instead of aksaras when the
text in B5 1s perfectly legible, as in these entries:

List 5: Jn1 readings with dashes replacing aksaras

(1) 4,4 [anahankrtam] anamhakyrt*m B5In2; anamha =~ Jn1
(2) 4.4 [anasiuyakam] B5Jn2; Ini

(3) 7.4 [-purah-] punarasuh B5; punarasuh Jn2;
(4) 13,25 [-duhkha-] .u(h)kha BS; Okha Jn2; "~ Jn1

These readings are an argument against the assumption that Jnl is a direct
copy of B5, which is in any case its closest relative. Jn1 and B5 share
approximately 92% of their readings in Part A and 91% in Part C,”* while
they have 16 agreements in innovation in Part A and 17 in Part C.
Furthermore, the very fact that Jn1 has 83 single readings in Part A and 57
in Part C suggests a problematic exemplar and, on the other hand, a not
completely secure reading and transcription on the part of the copyist.
Actually, if one takes into account the peculiarities of the script in Bs5,

"% For the mode of calculation, see n. 68.
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which is quite different from that of Jn1 and Jn2, a number of readings in
Jn1 can be explained as the result of a re-translation of signs that the
copyist was not perfectly familiar with (especially the prsthamatra “e”).

A further examination of Jn1 readings that do not agree with B5 confirms
the transmission-specific inutility of Jn1, whose variance is clearly due to
unintentional errors of the kind shown in List 4a and 4b and discussed in
that context. Exceptions are few:

List 6: Selection of Jn1’s readings that diverge from those of B5

(Part A)
(1) 1,1 [-bhisagjitiyam] Inl; bhisagjatiyam B5Jn2
2) 8,6 [tattvabhinivesinam] vesanam Jn1Jn2;

tatvabhinivesa[nel<na>m B5

(3) 8,10 [cananya-] B5Jn2; canyatra Jni

4) 8,10 [-bhiita-] B5Jn2; n*ta Jn1

(5) 11,3 [kuSastirnam] kuSa[stril<stri>(n)na In2; kuSastirna BS;
kusastram Jn1

(6) 13,10 [-karinanasiiyakena| dharina anatubh*[skil<ya>kena Jni;
dharina ananusiiyakena B5Jn2

(7) 14,9 [tesu te] In2; tesu te samyag vartitavyam te tesu te Jnl; tesu
te samyag vattitavyam | tesu te B5

(Part C)

(8) 67,4 [asastram] Bs; asastrakam Jn1Jn2

(9) 71,1 [karyayonis] In1Jn2; karyonis B5

(10) 87,17 [upaSamayati] upasama iti JInl, upasamabhati BS5;
upalSamal<sma> iti Jn2

(11) 89,5 [vaikarinam] B5; vaikarikanam Ini; vikarikanam Jn2

(12) 89,7 [cavyapattir] vyapattir IJn1In2; capattir B5

These readings do not constitute an argument against Jn1’s derivativeness
from Bs5 if they can be explained as the results of unintentional scribal error
or as the result of either conjecture or contamination. Contamination can
safely be excluded because a copyist who collates using more than one
manuscript does not produce a copy like Jn1, which has quite a number of
single readings and a very poor quality of text in terms of plausible
meaning. Conjectural activity can theoretically be assumed because the
frequent obvious corruptions in an exemplar like B5 certainly offer
incentives for conjecture. If anything, the Jn1 copyist should have done it
more often. Therefore, with regard to the cases in which B5 has a text
different from, and especially shorter than that of Jn1, one may assume the
spontaneous intervention of the copyist, which yet exhibits characteristics
in accordance with the context and the peculiarities of B5. The readings in
List 6 can be justified by this not unreserved explanation. Readings no. 1,
8,9, 11 and 12 can be considered as spontaneous corrections that were
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undertaken due to the semantic context. The other readings can be
understood as resulting from misinterpretation of aksaras or unintentional
developments into errors.

A reason also has to be indicated for the fact that Jni’s copyist wrote
dashes where B5 has aksaras (see p. 27 above). One hypothesis is that he
also used the dashes when the sequence of aksaras he could read was
particularly nonsensical to him. This may explain anamha ~— in the
place of anamhakrt*manasityakam (List 5, no. 1-2), additionally
considering that the copyist evidently had difficulties in reading “si” in the
word anasityakam, which he also miscopied later on when the aksara
appears again (List 6, no. 6). This hypothesis may also hold good for
punarasuh (List 5, no. 3). One may further argue that the use of dashes was
just a temporary practice of the copyist, because the copyist of Jn1 very
rarely used dashes subsequent to the passages recorded in List 5. This fact
may suggest that at the beginning of the copying the copyist made effort to
understand the text, but then abandoned this attempt in favour of
straightforward copying.

In the absence of definite physical evidence, Jn1 cannot definitely be called
a derivative copy of Bs5, but it is certainly an inutile witness.

4.5. 11

Close affinities to B5, Jnl and Jn2 are shown in particular by two other
manuscripts of the R family, namely B1 and Li. Bl presents an
extraordinarily high number of single readings (206 in Part A and 177 in
Part C), which make it also reliable in terms of faithful reproduction of its
exemplar: The copyist performed an act of pure copying, even though with
difficulties, which often seem to derive from a partial understanding of the
peculiarities of the writing-system of his exemplar. He did not try at all to
emend the text of his exemplar by conjecture and/or contamination, even
though his exemplar must have been problematic, both in textual and
palaeographic terms. Conversely, the text we read in L1 was emended here
and there. In fact, L1 shows deviations from other witnesses of the R
family. Some of them are common unintentional scribal errors. The
interchange of “ksa” and “ksya”, or “dha” and *“dhya”, also has to be
considered an accidental scribal error, because it is particularly frequent in
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L1.” However, other deviations in L1 are more likely the result of a process
of emendation, either by way of conjecture or utilization of other sources.

List 7: Selection of readings in which the R family is split’®

(Part A)

(1) 3,7 [-satra-] other mss.; statra sitra L1; statra B5Jn1Jn2

(2) 3,7 [svadharam] other mss.; svaudharam L1; svaparam
B1BsJn1Jn2T1(ac)

(3) 4,3 [prakrtijiam] other mss.; prakrtisthajiiam L1; prakrtistham
B1BsJn1Jn2; prakrti 1b3

4) 4,5 [-samartham ceti] samartham ity K(-J1]3) etc.; samartham
some mss.; <sama>'rtham [samartham] ity T1; artham
samartham ity 1b3; arham samartham ity J1J3; artham samartham
In2; artham samarthamm B5; artham samartham B1In1; sartham
L1

(5) 11,11 [satrakaran] Bi1BSInlJn2K etc.; statrakaran L1,
stamtrakaran 1b3 etc.; [[stamtram]<sitra>]<tamtra>"karan T1;
tamtrakaran sitamtatrakaran® Bo

(Part C)

6) 672 [atra] tatra LlBoTl(zpc)K etc.; te ‘tra
B1BsIb3Jn1Jn2T1(ac); om. some of the other mss.

(7) 81,5 [bhavan] Bolb3Ti1K etc.; bhatavan L1; dhatavan BI;
dhnamtavan B5; dhamtavan Jn2; tavan Jnl

(8) 87,13 [yat tu] other mss.; yac ca LL1; tac ca Bo

(9) 87,19 [iti] B1BsJn1Jn2T1(ac)Ib3K etc.; iti bhavanti catra ...
rasatas tatha iti (a text consisting of nine stanzas is inserted here)

LlBoTl(zpc) etc.

(10) 88,2-89,2 [pariksa tv asya vikaraprakrte$
caivondatiriktalingavisesaveksanam vikarasya ca
sadhyasadhyamrdudarunalingavisesaveksanam  iti. karyam

dhatusamyam, tasya laksanam vikaropasamah. pariksa tv asya]
L1Bo etc.; pariksa tv asya B1B5Jn1Jn2Ib3T1

In the following observations, any reference to the “copyist of L1” should
be understood as a reference not only to the copyist of L1, but also to the
copyist of the exemplar, or of the exemplar’s exemplar or beyond, that L1
reproduces; emendations did not necessarily occur at the same time.

75 Furthermore, the difference of “ksa” vs. “ksya”, also in combination with
superscript vowels, is in any case scarcely significant from a genealogical point of view,
because it may be due to an accidental proliferation of vertical strokes.

’® Tn List 7 and 8 the manuscripts that go under the siglum K are sometimes explicitly
recorded because of the K family’s relevance in terms of the preservation of readings of
the archetype.
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Moreover, any reference to the source of contamination, on the basis of the
extant witnesses, should be understood as implying its plurality. When L1
was produced a process of emendation had already occurred in its
exemplar. For, as the entry no. 1 shows, a correction siitra for statra, which
was perhaps written in the margin, was copied as if it were part of the main
text; an analogous explanation can be given for entry no. 7. Moreover, a
conflation of different sources, perhaps in the form of corrections or
annotations in the margin, can be noted in entry no. 3. On the one hand,
from the readings in List 7 one can infer that in some places L1 represents a
stage of the R tradition in which some R peculiarities that are displayed by
B1, Bs, Jn1 and Jn2 had not yet developed. In the entry bhavan (no. 7), for
example, a copyist wrote “ta” instead of “bha”.”’ Someone noticed the error
and wrote the correct aksara “bha” in the margin or above the line. The
correction was not understood by the next copyist, who wrote the two
aksaras simply one after the other. Another copyist (or more than one)
further developed this error by writing “dha” instead of “bha”, either
because he tried to make sense of the text he had in his exemplar, or
because he incorrectly interpreted the “bha”. On the other hand, one can
infer that the copyist of L1 had at his disposal an exemplar that was not
entirely satisfactory and that he took a somewhat critical look at it, so much
so that he also emended the text on the basis of his own understanding of
the text itself, or also by consulting another witness. In this respect, entries
no. 9 and 10 are particularly relevant. In fact, the omission of a longer
passage — a saut du méme au méme — that is found in B1, B5, Jni, Jn2, Ib3
and T1 (see entry no. 10) does not occur in L1 and Bo. The assumption that
the omission independently occurred in at least four different copies (if we
do not take into account Jn1 and Jn2) is however doubtful, especially when
they belong to the same family, as we know from other pieces of evidence.
It is instead plausible that the lacuna was already present in their common
ancestor. With regard to Bo and L1, the question arises whether they have
the text because of preservation or contamination. The same question is
posed by entries 6, 8 and 10, as well as by a number of L1’s readings that
lie outside the R family.

List 8: Selection of L1 readings deviating from R

(Part A)
(1) 7,1 [-ksanah] R (-L1) etc.; laksanah L1K etc.
(2) 7,2 [va]L1etc.;caR (-L1)

" The similarity between the aksaras “ta” and “bha”, which is typical of the modern
Bengali script, is also found in some types of devandagari.
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3) 8,1 ladhyapane] A(pc)J1J3P1 etc.; adhyapana
R(-L1)A(ac)Chlp1P2 etc.; athadhyapana L1 etc.; athadhyapane
some of the other mss.

4) 9,7 [malya-| sagandhahastamalya KL1 etc.;
sahagamdhahastamalya Bs5Jn1In2Ib3T1; sahagandhastamalya
B1; sahagamdhadasrak* malya Bo

(5) 13,17 [nabhidrogdhavyam] Bolb3T1 etc.; nabhidrodharvyah L1,
natidrogavyam B5In1In2; na drogdhavyah K; 1B1

(6) 13,20 [-Sarmyadhanya-| P2 etc.; samyadhanya
L1AC6ChI2IplP1U; Sasyadhanya J1J3; dhanyasarmya or
dhanyasarma some of the other mss.; dhanya B5Jn1Jn2Bolb3T1
etc.; TB1

(7) 13,27 [na ca] L1K etc.; na ca na some of the other mss.; na
Bs5Jn1Jn2BoIb3T1 etc.; ca B1

(Part C)

(8) 69,1 [tad] L1K etc.; yad R (-LL1) etc.; om. some of the other mss.

9) 74,1 [khalu] tu 11K etc.; tu khalu R (-L1) etc.

(10) 81,3 [bhavato] R (-L1) etc.; te bhavato L1

(11) 84,9 [visesena] R (-L1) etc.; visesayena L.1; visayena K etc.

(12) 89,2 [rugupasamanam] some of the other mss.; rugapagamanam
L1K; rujopasamanam BoT1 etc.; rujopasamanam 1b3;
rujopatsamanam B5In1Jn2; tujopasamanam B1

Through considering entries no. 12 in List 8, and no. 10 in List 7, in which
B1, Bs, Jni, Jn2, Ib3 and T1 have a long lacuna, one can formulate a
hypothesis about the origin of Bo’s and L1’s text. Both Bo and L1 do not
have the lacuna, but they continue the text in Vim. 8.89,2 in a different
way: Bo reads rujopasamanam, like the other representatives of the R
family, while L1 reads rugapagamanam, in agreement with the K family.
One can thus infer that the copyists of Bo and L1 obtained the lacking text
from two different sources. The copyist of Bo either had at his disposal a
copy of the R family in which there was no lacuna, or copied the text from
an exemplar that was close to the R family but did not belong to it. On the
contrary, L1’s copyist emended the lacuna by collating a witness that
evidently did not belong to the R family. As already pointed out above (p.
30), the agent is not specifically the copyist of L1, but a series of copyists
whose different acts of copying are reflected in Li. I find it much less
likely, although not impossible, that L1’s copyist had in his main exemplar
the text corresponding to the lacuna, but looked at the collated exemplar to
check the reading rujopasamanam and finally decided to reject this reading
in favour of rugapagamanam, which he could read in the collated
exemplar. I find it more plausible that the copyist of L1 either noticed that
the text of his main exemplar was defective or saw that the collated
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exemplar had more text than the main exemplar. He therefore copied what
he could read in the collated exemplar, also including rugapagamanam.

These observations raise doubts about the transmission-specific utility of
L1. In fact, it seems to be a case in which the system of the characteristic
features of the R family, to which L1’s main exemplar belongs, is not
clearly outlined owing to contamination, and the characteristic features
deriving from the group to which the collated exemplar belongs never
reach the form of a system (see paragraph 2.4 above); for L1 cannot be
identified as very close to any other specific group of manuscripts, except
R, even though its source of contamination has some specific similarities
with the group K. Thus, L1’s contribution to the reconstruction of R is not
helpful for readings that, owing to their semantic congruence, did not catch
the attention of the copyist and were simply copied in. These readings are
in fact attested by other witnesses belonging to the R family. In a critical
passage, on the contrary, L1 may agree with the other representatives of R,
but it may also present a completely different text, as we can see in the case
of the filling of a large lacuna and also of an important insertion (see List 7,
no. 10 and 9). These passages are the result of the collation with at least
one additional exemplar. However, the information we can obtain from L1
about this second source is only fragmentary and does not show any
particularly interesting feature. For these reasons, and on the basis of the
more complex estimation of the transmissional utility of the other witnesses
in the R family, L1 can be considered to be an inutile witness by
contamination.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of the manuscripts that has been presented here aims, first of
all, at avoiding unwieldy and unnecessary collations. Even though collating
1s now a much easier task than it was in the past because of the possibilities
offered by computer technology, nonetheless, repeating Paul Harrison’s
words,”® one’s precious resources (time, money and eyesight) should be
expended only on witnesses that are worthwhile, especially when one is
dealing with extensive manuscript traditions. Moreover, in the case of
extensive manuscript traditions, a critical apparatus that records each non-
derivative extant witness can easily produce an unclear picture of the text’s
tradition; for the reconstruction of the hyparchetypes and archetype would
be constantly disturbed by the recording of data that derive from the

8 Harrison 1992: xlix.
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copyists’ free use of different exemplars. For these reasons, an analysis of
the manuscripts that aims at establishing their testimonial utility is an
important procedure within the editorial work. The actual object of this
analysis is the manuscript as a material object and as a container of a text
that, for the purpose of analysis, is resolved into readings.

Decisions about elimination of witnesses are not based on any reassuring
clear-cut rule, but on a process of analysis in which the observation of
some data (in the first place the readings into which a text is resolved)
allows one to make a claim that other data will have to support, and against
which no sound argument should be found. If a manuscript can be
established as being derivative, it can be left aside as far as the constitution
of the text is concerned. If a manuscript is contaminated, be it derivative or
not, its transmission-specific utility may prove to be low. This fact would
justify its elimination from the number of witnesses used for the
constitution of the text. The category of inutile manuscripts, to which
contaminated manuscripts may belong, is a way to deal with the impasse
that their analysis may produce, either because definitive proof of
derivativeness cannot be found, or because the data, owing to
contamination, are too “slippery” to be of any significant use for the text’s
constitution. In fact, both agreements in innovation and deviations of a
certain witness with respect to the other extant witnesses may fail either to
constitute an individual textual system or to contribute to the representation
of a group textual system.

Yet any judgement about utility is a relative one that depends on the
evaluation of the other witnesses, especially the closer ones, such that any
new knowledge concerning the textual tradition under examination ought to
generate a reassessment of previous conclusions.

APPENDIX
THE TUBINGEN MANUSCRIPT, UNIVERSITATSBIBLIOTHEK, MA. 1.458 (T1)

The manuscript Tt was bought in Benares by A.F. Rudolf Hoernle for
Rudolf von Roth, as Roth himself writes in a note on the flyleaf of the
manuscript: “Erkauft 1871 in Benares (durch R. Hornle) um 22 Rs., fiir
Ergéinzung des fehlenden dem Copisten 5 Rs” (“Bought in 1871 in Benares
(through R. Hornle), for 22 Rupees; for completion of the lacking part, 5

_34 -



Rupees to the copyist”).” Since then the manuscript has been kept in the
Tiibingen University Library, having become part of the “Nachlass Roth”.*

In a remark about the manuscript, Richard Garbe notes that the manuscript
bears different collations and some completions made by Roth himself.*' It
is likely that Roth annotated the manuscript while he worked at the
translation of a portion of the Vim., which was published in 1872. On the
basis of philological and bibliographical observations, it is possible to
identify the sources of Roth’s collations.

Corrections in T1 show significant agreements in innovation with the
witness Ca:

Part A:

(1) 3,6 [-dosam arsam] T1(ac) etc.; dosamargam CaTl(ZpC)

(2) 4,4 [-anupaskrtavidyam] Ti(ac) etc.; anupaskrtavedyam
CaTi (zpc)

(3) 8,11 [-pratikaram] pratipattikaram T1(ac) etc.; karam CaTl(zpc)

(4) 9,4 [kalyane ca karane] om. T1(ac) etc.; karane CaTl(ch)

S 99 [grathitagrathitani) grathitagrathita  Tl(ac)  etc.;
grathitagrathitasthas ca CaTl(zpc)

(6) 11,3 [gomayodakenopaliptam] gomayopaliptam Ti(ac) etc.;
gomayodakavaliptam CaTl (zpc)

Roth states in the introduction to his translation of Vim. 8.3-67 (not
including the section corresponding to Vim. 8.27-66) that, beside the
Tiibingen manuscript (corresponding to our T1), he also had at his disposal
a manuscript from Cambridge described in Aufrecht’s Catalogue of
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge 1869,*
which is our Ca. It can thus be maintained that Ca was the copy collated by
Roth in making corrections to the text in T1. Manuscript Ca, however,
contains only CaS sthanas I-11I, up to III (= Vim.) 8.74,2. Corrections by
T1’s second hand still continue to appear even after this point, when Ca

" The remark by Hoernle (1907: 19) that our T1, together with another manuscript,
Ma. 1. 459, was procured by himself for Roth in 1873, in Benares, most probably
actually refers to the latter manuscript only, because Roth published his translation of
part of the Vim. in 1872. He therefore must have received Ti before this date.
Furthermore, Roth does not refer to the other manuscript from Benares that Hoernle
mentions, even though that too contains the Vim.

%0 See Zeller 1999.

81" Garbe 1899: 62: “Vollstindig in 4 Bidnden, mit verschiedenen Collationen und
einigen Ergénzungen von Roth’s Hand.”

%2 Roth 1872: 442.
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could not help any longer. It seems plausible that corrections were then
made by using manuscript L1, because T1 and L1 share a significant
agreement in innovation in Part C:

[tadrsam] om. T1(ac); drsyate LlTl(zpc) in the insertion after iti in Vim.
8.87,19 (see List 7, no. 9)83

This agreement is all the more important because it is contained in a long
insertion made by the author of the corrections, for which the number of
possible sources is restricted to the manuscripts that have this interpolated
part of the text. However, it is unlikely that Roth had already consulted L1
at the stage of his work on the CaS that is reflected in his 1872 publication
because in the introductory remarks to the translation he does not state that
he used L1 or any other London manuscript, even though he mentions them
in the short list of manuscripts of the Ca$S that were accessible in Europe.*
Also the fact that Roth thanks Julius Grill for more precise information
about these manuscripts seems to point out Roth’s non-direct acquaintance
with this part of the East India House collection prior to 1872.%

EDITORIAL SIGNS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS
USED IN THE RECORDING OF MANUSCRIPT READINGS

* virama

0 blank space
illegible part of an aksara

0O unclear part of an aksara

[] deleted text

<> inserted text

<>? text inserted or corrected by a second hand

[1<> aksara recorded as it occurs before and after
correction

T the text of a certain manuscript is not available for
this lemma, because the text has in this point a larger
lacuna

ac ante correctionem

8 For another significant agreement in innovation, see Preisendanz 2009: 292, n. 8.

8 Roth 1872: 442.

8 For a different scenario, cf. Preisendanz, loc.cit., where the author suggests that
Roth may have copied L1, or made extracts from it, during the years 1843-1845, when
he visited the libraries of Paris, London and Oxford.
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om.

PC
PC

=

Bi
Bs
Bo
Ca
Ce
Ch
Ib3
I

2

I3

Jni1

Jn2

Jpt
L1

P1
P2
Ti
T3

Vsb

omitted

post correctionem

post correctionem by a second hand
ACe6ChlJ1J2]3]p1P1P2U
B1BsBolb3In1Jn2L1T1
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