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On the Proof Passage of the Carakasamhitä*.
Editions, Manuscripts and Commentaries

ERNST PREIS

Without any doubt the Carakasamhitä - being primarily a treatise
on internal medicine (käyacikitsä), but also dealing with all topics
of early Indian medicine - also represents one of the richest early
sources for the history of Indian philosophy in general, epistemolo-
gy, dialectics, logic, early Indian education, cultural and social his-
tory, as well as cultural anthropology. As already pointed out many
times, in the eighth chapter of the third book of the Carakasamhitä^
the Vimänasthäna, we come across a section discussing the method
of debate (sambhäsüvidhi). It depicts, in a very lively manner, the
"parley of specialists" (tadvidyasambhäscif with its two sub-forms,
the "friendly parley" {sandhäyasambhäsä or anulomasambhâsâ)
and the "hostile parley" (vigrhyasambhäsä).2 It has already been
emphasized that after this vivid description of debate practice, the
following text changes stylistically and terminologically, continu-
ing with a list of forty-four basic topics of debate (vädamärga-
paddf followed by brief definitions and short examples, pointing
to an adapted compilation of definitions from an earlier source that
concerned debate.4

1 CS Vimänasthäna 8.15f.
2 Cf. Roth 1872; Kang 1998; Prêts 2000: 369ff.; and TPhSI 2 s.v.
3 CS Vimänasthäna 8.27. For interpretations of the individual topics cf. Solomon

1976: 78-87; TPhSI 1 and 2 s.v.; and Prêts 2000: 37Iff.
4 CS Vimänasthäna 8.28-65.
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The importance of this passage and its relation to the section
in the Nyäyasütra that refers to dialectical and logical terms was
realized quite early5 and its technical terminology was contrasted
with other early texts.6 However, the authors who were engaged in
the analyses of the sambhäsävidhi did not work through the text
very critically nor in great detail. For various reasons none of them
analyzed the text using appropriate philological criteria with the
exception of Hakuju Ui, who tried - obviously after having recog-
nized that deviating readings of the passage existed - to prepare a
sort of critical edition for his own purposes.7 The ambiguity of the
transmitted text can already be seen by the fact that the study of
this subject matter in the secondary literature is based on varying
textual evidence.8 Even the list of the topics of debate referred to by
these authors diverges, as for example in the positioning of "ex-
ample" (drstänta), listed by some following "answer" (uttara)? and
by others between "reason" {hetu) and "application" (upanaya)10 as

5 Cf. e.g. Vidyabhusana 1920: 31-35; Dasgupta 1922: 377ff.
6 Cf. Tucci 1929:xvi-xxii.
7 Ui 1925 used copies of six editions of the Carakasamhitä for the com-

pilation of a "critical" text. Ui mentions only editor, place of edition and year of
edition. Four of these editions could be identified: CS 1877, CS 1878/79 (= 2nd
edition of CS 1868) CS 1896 (= 2nd edition of CS 1877; in comparison to the
first edition which is based on a manuscript of the Kashmiri recension, the sec-
ond edition is based on manuscripts of the eastern recension; cf. the discussion of
recension below), and CS 1897-98. The other two editions could not be identi-
fied with certainty. One of these two editions, that by Harinath Sankar, Calcutta
without date, may be the edition by Yashodanandan Sarkar, Calcutta 1894 or the
edition by Harinatha Visharada that includes the Äyurvedadipikä, Calcutta 1892-
1919. The other edition, Calcutta 1882, of which Ui does not mention the editor,
may be the edition including translation by Avinashacandra Kaviratna Kaviraj,
Calcutta 1884/85. But these suggestions regarding the two unidentified editions
are only speculative.

8 Cf. e.g. Vidyabhusana 1920, Dasgupta 1922 or Frauwallner 1984: 70 with
Solomon 1976, TPhSI 1 and 2 s.v., Kang 1998: 133, or Prêts 2000: 371, fn. 9.

9 CS 1877, p. 300,13-16: imäni khalu padäni vädamärgajnänärtham adhi-
gamyäni I... hetuh upanayo nigamanam uttaram drstäntah siddhäntah ...

10 CS Vimänasthäna 8.27: imäni tu khalu padäni bhisagvädamärga-
jnänärtham adhigamyäni ... hetuh, drstäntah, upanayah, nigamanam, uttaram,
siddhäntah...
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the sequence is found in the members of proof {avayavd) in the
Nyäyasütra.u

It is remarkable that in the list of debate topics many of the
Carakasamhita editions of the 19th century, "example" {drstänta)
is listed following "answer" {uttara) and before "accomplished
doctrine" {siddhänta),n whereas most of the editions of the 20th
century display the other reading, i.e., "example" between "reason"
and "application" in the sequence of proof terms.13 It should also be
mentioned that all manuscripts considered in our study so far sup-
port the former reading.14 In contrast to other, later editions and the
19th-century edition of the Jalpakalpataru of Gaiigädhara Kaviräja
that support the latter reading,15 earlier editions of the Caraka-
samhita together with the Âyurvedadïpikâ of Cakrapânidatta (about
AD 1100) also support the former reading.16

A problem to be taken even more seriously is seen in connec-
tion with the manner of proof, in which of the two, as yet, re-
cognised readings of the editions, the formulation of example
{drstänta) and application {upanayd) would lead to different con-
clusions regarding the early manner of proof, a fact already pointed
out by Oetke.17 In the manuscripts and all the editions which have -
according to the manuscripts - "example" {drstänta) following

1 x Cf. NSû 1.1.32: pratijnähetudaharanopanayanigamanany avayavah.
12 Cf. e.g. CS 1877 above, CS 1884/85, CS 1897-98.
13 Cf. e.g. CS above; although according to his introduction (cf. p. 17) the

editor of the CS used the Lahore manuscripts (cf. Ch, below footnote 31) for his
edition, which is confirmed by some variant readings found in the footnotes of
the CS, he did not record the deviating order of the items of the list as found in
this manuscript. It is remarkable that all other editors who present the position of
drstänta between hetu and upanaya do not point out the existence of an alter-
native order elsewhere.

14 Cf. e.g. Ch (DAV College, Chandigarh, Lalchand Research Library, Ms. no.
2315) fol. 164r,4f: ... pratijnä sthäpanä pratisthäpanä he tu h upanayo ni-
gamanam uttaram drstâmtah siddhântah ...

15 Cf. CS 1878/79 (with JKT) and CS 1927-33 (with ÄD and JKT).
16 Cf. e.g. CS 1892-1919 (with ÂD) and CS 1922 (with ÄD).
17 Cf. Oetke 1994: 38 and 8If.
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"answer" (uttard) in the list and definition section, the example in
the proof {sthäpanä) and the counterproof {pratisthäpanä) verbally
exemplifies both properties: the property to be proved (südhya) and
the proving property {sädhana), and is accordingly also followed
by a different reading of the application {upanaya)}* In contrast to
this reading, in Gangädhara's edition19 and in most of the later
editions the example mentions only the exemplifying object with-
out adducing the two respective properties, whereas these proper-
ties are explicitly formulated in the application.20

Although there are more than forty editions of the Caraka-
samhitä dating from the middle of the 19th century up to the last
few years,21 and new editions are even now in progress, a critical
edition of the text has yet to be made. Contrary to all expectations,
several editions of the Carakasamhitâ are seemingly not based on
new material at all. They present rather - and this situation can
already be seen from the beginning of the 20th century - secondary
or even tertiary compilations of texts previously edited. Only very
few of these editions offer variations of the manuscripts and thus
could theoretically be called critical. The few critical remarks are
rather incidental, as is also the case in the perhaps most-quoted

18 Cf. e.g. CS 1877, p. 301,6-15: sthäpanü ... yathâ nityah purusa iti pratijnâ,
hetur akrtakatväd iti, drstäntah - akrtakam âkâsam tac ca nityam, upanayo yathä
cäkrtakam äkäsan tathü purusah, nigamanan tasmän nitya iti. pratisthäpanä ...
yathanityah purusa iti pratijnâ, hetur aindriyakatvät, drstänto ghatah aindriyakah
sa cänityah, upanayo yathâ ghatah tathâ purusas tasmâd anitya iti. Cf. the same
textual reading with minor variants in Ch fol. 164\4-7. In this way also CS 1892-
1919 (with ÄD), CS 1922 (with ÄD), CS 1970.

1 9Cf.CS 1878/79.
20 CS Vimänasthäna 8.3If. (with ÄDT): sthäpanä ... yathä - nityah purusa iti

pratijnâ; hetuh - akrtakatväd iti; drstäntah - yathäkäsam iti; upanayah - yathä
cäkrtakam äkäsam tac ca nityam tathâ purusa iti; nigamanam - tasmän nitya iti.
pratisthäpanä ... yathä - anityah purusa iti pratijnâ, hetuh - aindriyakatvâd iti,
drstäntah — yathä ghata iti, upanayo yathä ghata aindriyakah sa cânityah, tathâ
câyam iti, nigamanam - tasmâd anitya iti. Cf. the same textual reading with minor
variants in CS 1878/79 (with JKT), CS 1920-22 (with CU), CS 1927-33 (with Â D
and JKT) and CS 1983-88.

21 Cf. Meulenbeld 1999, IB: 3-6.
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edition of the Carakasamhita, namely Trikamji's edition of 1941,
upon which translations of the Carakasamhita are based today.22

The irregularity of the texts of the sambhäsüvidhi in its various
editions as shown in the above examples also continues in the
thirty-six manuscripts containing the Vimänasthäna that have been
considered in our study thus far. In addition to this, there are more
than a hundred other variant readings in the usual editions alone, to
which must be added those variants that are seen in the manuscripts
and in the oldest surviving Commentary, Cakrapânidatta's Âyur-
vedadïpikâ.

Consequently, the decision was made to undertake the project
of a critical edition and annotated translation of the eighth chapter
of the Vimänasthäna of the Carakasamhita with the collaboration
of Karin Preisendanz and funded by the Austrian Science Fund.23 It
has been decided to take all available manuscripts and editions, as
well as the preserved commentaries into account.

Before going into the details of the subject matter of proof and
counterproof, some remarks on the collection of manuscripts and
the manuscript situation with regard to the Carakasamhita in gene-
ral should be added: At the moment the project is aware of about
two hundred existing manuscripts of the Carakasamhita and its
commentaries, in part consisting only of chapters of the text or
even smaller sections. The collection of manuscripts which has
been drawn together in Vienna amounts to about ninety manu-
scripts, partly on microfilm, partly photocopied and partly in digital
form, of which thirty-seven contain the relevant section of the
Vimänasthäna. Unfortunately, only one manuscript of Cakrapâni-
datta's Âyurvedadïpikâ containing the complete text of Vimäna-
sthäna 8 (CÄ) is available and regrettably this copy of the manu-
script is largely illegible in relevant portions.24

22 Cf. e.g. CS 1976-97 and CS 1981-94.
23 Fonds zur Förderung der wissenschaft l ichen Forschung, Project no. P

1 4 4 5 1 , direction: Karin Preisendanz.
24 Nat ional Library, Kolkata, M s . no . R D S 7 8 .
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One has also to take into account that most of the manuscripts
are rather late copies dating from the 17th to the 19th century.
From the 12th century we have a copy of one manuscript written in
early Devanagari script,25 but which unfortunately does not contain
the Vimänasthäna, but only Cikitsasthäna 3 up to the end of the
Carakasamhitü. Some relevant manuscripts have been located in
Indian manuscript libraries, as for example the manuscripts in the
Maharaja Sawai Man Singh II Museum, City Palace, Jaipur26 that
are mentioned by Yogindra Nath Sen in his edition,27 but due to
various reasons they could not yet be procured for the project.

Generally speaking, the thirty-six manuscripts containing the
Vimänasthäna, which are written in Sharada and different kinds of
Bengali and Devanagari scripts, are of heterogeneous quality with
regard to the scribal habits, the occurrence of scribal errors, the
legibility, etc.

As to the preliminary stemmatological results, one has to go
somewhat into details. The first results of the critical work have
clarified somewhat the differentiation of recensions. As early as the
beginning of the last century Cordier28 had noticed "that the text of
the Carakasamhitä must have been subject of considerable varia-
tions, as is obvious from quotations found in commentaries."29 Ann
Glazier, who for a time worked on a critical edition of Caraka's
Sârïrasthana, but unfortunately discontinued her endeavour, com-

25 Ms. no. 1-1648, Reel no. A 46 /6 o f the Nepal-German Manuscript Pre-
servation Project (184 folios [cikitsasthäna 3 - jvaracikitsita, to the end] , old
Devanagari [according to catalogues: Newar i ] , palm leaf, date: samvat 3 0 3 , i.e.
AD 1183) .

26 Mss . nos. 2068 , 2069 , 2107.
27 Yogindra Nath Sen mentions two Mss. from Jaipur in the introduction of

his edition (CS 1920-22): "Jaipur manuscript, copied in 1643 o f the Samvat era,
i.e AD 1700 [most probably either AD 1586/1586 or 1721/22]; character Deva-
nagri; fairly correct" and "Jaipur manuscript, very old, without date; character
Devanagri; correct but incomplete, from the beginning up to the end o f Gulma
Nidana only".

28 Cordier 1902: 528-530 (= Ros_u 1989: 546-548) .
29Meulenbeldl999, 1A:96.
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pared passages of the Cikitsästhäna of the mentioned manuscript
from the 12th century to a Sharada manuscript from Pune (PI)30

and the manuscript from Lahore (Ch).31 Based on Cordier's obser-
vations, she found convincing evidence for the existence of a Kash-
miri recension. This conclusion is supported by the commentary of
Cakrapânidatta, who mentions the deviating readings of the Kash-
miri version on several occasions. In any case, the crucial criterion
for the distinction of these two recensions is the different order of
the chapters (adhyâya) in the Cikitsästhäna from the ninth to the
twenty-fifth chapter.32 On closer examination it turns out that not
only do the Sharada manuscript and the Lahore manuscript display
this deviating composition, but so do five other manuscripts from
manuscript libraries in Jammu (Jl, J2, J3),33 Udaipur (U),34 Alwar
(A)35 also do, as well as a Devanagari manuscript (C7)36 from the
library of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Calcutta. At the beginning
of Vimänasthäna 8 one finds similar variant readings in both the
Sharada manuscript and the other five manuscripts which are not
found in any of the other manuscripts - although they are not
directly interdependent with the exception of one Jammu manu-
script (J2) that is a direct copy of the Sharada manuscript. Surpris-
ingly, one Bengali manuscript, containing only fragments of the
Vimänasthäna (C6),37 also supports these variations.

3 0 Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune, M s . no. 555 o f 1875-76 .
31 D A V Col lege , Chandigarh (Lalchand Research Library), Ms . no. 2 3 1 5 .
32 The ninth adhyâya o f the Kashmiri recension is the fourteenth o f the eastern

recension, the tenth adhyâya o f the Kashmiri recension is the nineteenth o f the
eastern recension, the eleventh is the twenty-first, the twelfth is the twenty-
fourth, etc .

33 Raghunath Temple Library o f His Highness The Maharaja o f Jammu and
Kashmir, Ms. nos. 3266-3267 (J l ) , 2309 (J2), and 3330-3331 (J3).

34 Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Udaipur, Ms. no. 1474.
35 Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Alwar, Ms. no. 2498.
36 According to its variant readings, C7 has the closest relation to the Alwar

(A) manuscript. This manuscript (C7) most probably has been the copy used for
Jïvânanda's edition (CS 1877).

37 Asiatic Society o f Bengal, Kolkata, Ayurveda handlist, Ms. no. G 2503/1 .
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In comparison to the western, Kashmiri recension, the eastern
recension, which probably is based on the 12th-century manuscript
from Nepal or a related manuscript, displays two branches: one that
is represented mostly by Bengali manuscripts,38 of which the oldest
is a manuscript from Varanasi dated 1698 (VI)39, and a second
branch represented by a group of Devanagari manuscripts from
manuscript libraries in Baroda (B),40 Kota (K),41 London (L2, L3),42

Nepal (Nl),43 Pune (P4),44 Tübingen (T1,T2)45 and Varanasi (V5).46

Nevertheless, direct dependencies of the manuscripts of either
group can be shown only in very few instances, but here is not the
place to go into details. On the other hand, it may also be that most
of the manuscripts will not allow a clear distinction of their interde-
pendencies, but only a rough classification of their affiliations.

The problem of the recensions is not significant for the follow-
ing proof passage, since all manuscripts of the different branches
correspond to a certain extent. It rather is the problem of the edi-
tions that are influenced by the corrections and interpretations of
Gangâdhara's Jalpakalpataru.

It seems clear that, in the list of topics concerning debate in the
manuscripts,47 the positioning of "example" {drstänta), following

38 National Library, Kolkata, Ms . no. R D S 101 (C4); Asiatic Society o f
Bengal , Kolkata, Ayurveda handlist, M s . no. G 4 4 7 4 / 3 (C5); Trinity Col lege
Library, Cambridge, Ms . no. R. 15. 85 (Ca); Sarasvati Bhavan Library, no.
108685 (V3) ; Sarasvati Bhavan Library, Varanasi, Ms . no. 108824 ( V 4 , scribe
Gangädhara), and some other minor manuscripts which will not be specified here.

39 Sarasvati Bhavan Library, Varanasi, Ms . no. 4 4 8 4 2 .
40 Central Library, Baroda, Ms . no. 12489.
41 Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Kota, Ms. no. 1563.
42 India Office Library, London, Sanskrit Ms . no. 881 (L2) and 1445a & b

(L3).
43 Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project, Kathmandu-Berlin, Ms.

no. E-40553 - Reel no. E 2211/10.
44 Änandäsrama, Pune, Ms. no. 1546.
45 Universitätsbibliothek Tübingen, Ms. M. a. I. 458 ( T l ) and M. a. I. 459

(T2).
46 Benares Hindu University, Vaçànasi, Ms. C 3688 .
47... hetur upanayo nigamanam uttaram drstântah siddhântah ...
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"reply" (uttara) and before "accomplished doctrine" {siddhântà) is
the genuine sequence in both recensions. The other position of
drstânta between "reason" (hetu) and "application" (upanaya) as in
Trikamji's edition,48 which is not supported by any of the manu-
scripts, must be attributed to Gahgädhara's edition of his commen-
tary Jalpakalpataru in which he tries to standardize the reading of
the Carakasamhitu with the sequence in the Nyüyasütra by stating
directly following his commentary on hetu: "Now, according to the
correct sequence [of members of proof], the example is defined."49

Also the manuscript of the Ayurvedadïpikâ, in its sequence of
definitions, supports the manuscripts of the Carakasamhitä in the
positioning of drstânta after uttara and before siddhänta,50 al-
though Cakrapänidatta does not quote the list. The topic "drstânta"
in the Carakasamhitä is meant to define the general example
(drstânta), not the member of proof udäharana (exemplification)51

of the Nyüyasütra as Gaiigädhara suggests. Moreover, the sequence
of the Nyüyasütra does - to some extant - support Caraka's se-
quence. The general example (drstünta) in the Nyüyasütra is also
placed directly before the siddhcmta in the list of topics in NSü
1.1.152 and in the definition part of its Book 1 as well,53 in which
the definition of the example corresponds for the most part to that
of the Carakasamhitä.5A

48 Cf. CS Vimanasthana 8.27: ... hetuh, drstantah, upanayah, nigamanam,
uttaram, siddhântah, ...

49 JKT 1580,23: atha kramikatvad drstäntam laksayati.
50 Cf. CÄ fol. 70r,7-70v,2: ... hetusämyam uttaram kriyate tadâ viparyyayo

bhavati evam evodaharana dvayam saviparyyayam sampur.m uttaram bhavatïty
arthah. mürkhavidusäm buddhisämyam ity anena laukikünäm panditänün ca yo
'rthe. vivädasiddhah sa drstänto bhavati...

51 NSûl .1 .36f . ; cf. Prêts 2004.
52 N S ü 1.1.1: pramänaprameyasamsayaprayojanadrstäntasiddhüntüvayava-

tarluinirnayavädajalpavitandähetväbhäsacchalqjätinigrahasthanünäm tattva-
jnûnân nihsreyasâdhigamah.

53 Cf. N S ü 1.1.25f.
54 Cf. CS Vimânasthâna 8.34: drstünto nama yatra mûrkhavidusâm buddhi-

sämyam y o varnyam vaniayati; and NSû 1.1.25: laukikaparïksakûnâm yasminn
arthe buddhisämyam sa drstantah.
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Even Gangädhara, in his Mrtyunjayasamhitä,55 does not support
the reading of his own edition,56 but reads in accordance with the
manuscripts.57

With regard to the text of the establishment or proof (sthä-
panä)5* of the proposition {pratijna), it is clear that all thirty-six
manuscripts that have been consulted so far do not support Gangä-
dhara's reading and, accordingly, Trikamji's edition that depends
on Gaiigädhara's edition.59 Again it seems that Trikamji believed in
the correct reading of his antecessors when editing the Caraka-
samhitä, who for their part apparently believed more in the authen-
ticity of the Jalpakalpataru''s reading60 than in the evidence from
the manuscripts. Gangädhara comments on the example of the sthä-
panä passage in his Jalpakalpataru firstly: kah punar iha drstänta
ity äha drstänta ityädi. yathäkäsam iti. He then proceeds to explain
why the ether is able to serve as an example for the case in ques-
tion. Obviously it was Gangädhara who placed the sequence yathä-
käsam iti as a Pratïka in his Jalpakalpataru and added it according-
ly in his edition of the Carakasamhitä. And again, Gangädhara

55 To my knowledge this work o f Gangädhara exists in only a single copy in
Gangädhara's own hand at the Calcutta Sanskrit College (Sanskrit College,
Kolkata, Ayurveda handlist, Ms. no. 153). It is a rearrangement o f the Caraka-
samhitä, in which he has taken the text apart and arranged it anew according to a
didactical point o f view. (cf. various colophons o f the Mrtyunjayasamhitâ: ... iti
carakakrtasamhitäyäm gangädharena pravibhaktamisritäyäm mrtyuhjayasamhi-
täyäm . . . ) .

56 CS 1878/79 (1st edition 1868).
57 This fact points to the assumption that he wrote his Jalpakalpataru later

than the Mrtyunjayasamhitâ.
58 CS Vimänasthäna 8.31.
59 Cf. CS Vimänasthäna 8.30f.: atha pratijna - pratijna näma sädhya-

vacanam; yathä - nityah purusa iti. atha sthäpanä - sthäpanä näma tasyä eva
pratijhäyä hetudrstäntopanayanigamanaih sthäpanä. pürvam hi pratijna, paseät
sthäpanä, kirn hy apratijnätam sthäpayisyati; yathä - nityah purusa iti pratijnä;
hetuh - akrtakatväd iti; drstäntah -yathäkäsam iti; upanayah -yathä cü kr ta kam
äkäsam, tac ca nityam, tathä purusa iti; nigamanam - tasmän nitya iti.

60 JKT 1577,22-24: kah punar iha drstänta ity äha drstänta ityädi. yathä-
käsam iti, äkäeasamänadharmavattvena purusasya nityatvasädhako äkrtakatvam
iti hetuh.
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himself does not support this reading in his Mrtyufijayasamhitâ, but
for the most part reads in accordance with the other manuscripts.

With regard to the counter-establishment or counter-proof
(pratisfhäpanä),6] the relation of the editions of Gangädhara, and
respectively Trikamji, and the manuscripts is, structurally seen,
completely the same.

The formulation of example and application in the provisional
critical edition (cf. appendix) still has to be understood with due
care. At present, it is too early to draw conclusions from formula-
tions that may be revised when new material appears. Nevertheless,
if one compares Trikamji's edition to the formulation in the manu-
scripts, one may appreciate what critical work on manuscripts can
bring to light: Instead of the mere representation of an instance
(yathäkäsam) in which both properties are known to coexist in a
kind of relationship that implicitly allows one to deduce one prop-
erty from the other, as can only be seen by the formulation of
the application, the manuscript's reading explicitly mentions both
properties as coexisting in this instance. The function of the ap-
plication is also clearly expressed, namely that the proving property
subsists in the subject of proof and therefore allows, on condition
of the concomitance of the proving property and the property to be
proved in the example, the conclusion that also the subject of proof
exemplifies the property to be proved.

To conclude, let me finally point out that the formulation of the
sthüpanä in this form is very close in structure to the formulation of
the proof in the Nyäyabhüsya.62 However, it will be possible to
draw a conclusion from this statement only when the project has
made further progress.

61 CS Vimänasthäna 8.32.
62 NBh 34,12-15: tatra sädharmyokte tävad dhetau väkyam, anityah sabda iti

pratijhä, utpattidharmakatväd iti hetuh, utpattidharmakam sthälyädi dravyam
anityam ity udäharanam, tathä cotpattidharmakah sabda ity upanayah, tasmäd
utpattidharmakatväd anityah sabda iti nigamanam.



78 ERNST PRÊTS

APPENDIX:

Preliminary critical edition of Carakasamhitä,
Vimänasthäna 8.30f. on pratijhä and sthäpanä

The preliminary critical edition is based on sixteen selected manu-
scripts. Six manuscripts (A, C6, C7, Ch, PI, U) represent the
Kashmiri recension, of which the Sharada manuscript PI is the
oldest (1688). Ten manuscripts represent the two branches of the
eastern recension: the branch which consists mainly of Bengali
manuscripts (C4, C5, Ca, Vi, V4) of which VI is the oldest (1698),
and the branch which comprises only Devanagari manuscripts (B,
K, L3, Tl , T2), mainly from the 18th century. Additionally,
Gaiigädhara's Mrtyunjayasamhitä is listed at relevant passages in
the critical apparatus to provide a comparison to the reading in his
later Jalpakalpataru.

The critical edition contains only substantial variants. However,
some non-substantial variants may be recorded in cases of rele-
vance for establishing the stemmatological affiliation, etc., or in
cases of special interest.

Punctuation and regular sandhi of the critical edition are edito-
rial. The variants of the different manuscripts and independent
sources are separated by semicolons.

Sigla (of mentioned manuscripts):

Superscript letters indicate the script of the manuscript:
d Devanagari
b Bengali
* Sharada

Ad AI war, Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute 2498
Bd Baroda, Central Library 12489
Clb Calcutta, Sanskrit College 153, Mrtyunjayasamhitä (Gafigä-

dhara)
C4b Calcutta, National Library RDS 101
C5b Calcutta, Asiatic Society G 4474/3
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C6b Calcutta, Asiatic Society G 2503/1
C7d Calcutta, Asiatic Society G 4391
Cab Cambridge, Trinity College Ms.R. 15.85
Chd Chandigarh, DAV College 2315
Kd Kota, Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute 1563
L3d London, India Office Library Ms 10. 1445b
PI* Pune, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 555 of 1875-76
T1d Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek 458
T2d Tübingen, Universitätsbibliothek 459
Ud Udaipur, Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute 6294
V1 b Varanasi, Sarasvati Bhavan 44842
V4b Varanasi, Sarasvati Bhavan 108824

Symbols used:

I danda
* virama
' avagraha

illegible aksara, due to blurring, etc.
illegible part of an aksara, due to blurring, etc.
contain aksara or part of text deleted by scribe; deleted text
in grey

1 contain aksara or part o f text unambiguously deleted by sec-
ond hand; deleted text in grey
contain emendation or corrective insertion (interlinear / inter-
aksara I in margin); emended text in grey

Y contain emendation or corrective insertion (interlinear / inter-
aksara I in margin) unambiguously by second hand; emended
text in grey

om. omitted by manuscript
S: secondary, additional testimonies / other sources / commen-

taries
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Preliminary critical edition:

atha pratijnä1. pratijnä näma sädhyavacanam; yathä nityah
purusa1 iti.

atha sthäpanä? sthäpanä näma tasyü* eva pratijnäyä hetubhir
drstäntopanayanigamanais ca5 sthäpanä. pürvam hi pratijnä6

pascät sthäpanä;1 kirn hy apratijnätam* sthäpayisyati?9 yathä:10

nityah purusau iti pratijnä;n hetur akrtakatvädn iti;u drstäntah -
akrtakam äkäsam tac ca nityam;]S upanayah - yathä cäkrtakam16

äkäsam tathä purusah;xl nigamanam - tasmän nitya]S iti.

1 atha pratijnä : Bd, C4b, C70, Ca\ Chd, Kd, L3d, ?\\ Tld, T2d, Ud, Vlb

pratijnä; Ad |pryiijtKi|-{pratijftä kramapräptä kathyatey\ om. C5b, C6b

2 nityah purusa : C7d, L3d nityapurusa
3 atha sthäpanä : Ad, C7d, Cab, Chd, Kd, L3d, Pl', Tld, T2d, Ud sthäpanä; om.

Bd

näma tasyä : C4b, C5b, V1b nämaitasyä
5 hetubhir drstäntopanayanigamanais ca : Tld hetujbhn-| drstämtopanayabi-

gaman|au| ais ca; B, T2 hetubhir drstämtopäyanigamanais ca; L3d hetubhi
drstämtopäyanigamanais ca; Kd hetubhir stämdrtopanayanigamais ca; Ad, C4b,
C7d, Vlb hetubhir drstäntopanayanigamaih; C5b hetur drstäntopanayani-
ganjaineh; C6b hetubhi nigamaih; Chd hetubhih drstäntopa-
nayaniga ma)-maih; Pl' hetubhih drstäntopanayanigamaih; Üd hetubhir
drstämtopanayanigamai; Cab, V4b hetudrstäntopanayanigamaih

S: AD 276a, 19: sa ca sädhyam param prati hetvädibhis caturbhih sädhyati;
C1b hetudrstäntopanay anigamaih

6pratijnä : V4 loke pratijflä; Tld (loke;: pratijfiä; Cab loko pratijftä
S:ClS loke pratijnä
7 hi pratijnä pascät sthäpanä : Ud hi pratijnäpanä
8 kirn hi apratijnätam : Bd, L3d, Tld, T2d kirncit pratijfiätam; Kd kimcit

pratijflänarn
9 sthäpayisyati : C4b, C5b, Tld, VIb sthâpayisyatïti I
"yathä : Bd, Kd, L3d tathä; Tld ia^a)-thä; T2d sathä; om. Chd

11 nityah purusa : C7d, Kd nityapurusa; Tld nitya(h'purusa
12pratijnä : Tld [praiijnäl'-^prasiddhäy2

13 akrtakatväd : Bd, C4b, C5b, Kd, L3d, Vlb akrtakatvam; Tld akrtaka-
tvanKät* r\ T2d akrtakrtvam; Pl i akrtatväd

14 iti : om. Bd, C4b, C5b, Cab, Kd, L3d, Tld, T2d, VIb

15 drstäntah - akrtakam äkäsam tac ca nityam : Bd, T2d drstänto krtakam
äkäs"am tac ca nityam iti; L3d drstänto krtakam äkäsam tac ca nityam; C6b
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ADDENDUM (March 2008)

This article is based on a paper I presented at the Helsinki World
Sanskrit Conference in 2003. The final version was completed
about one year later.

At the time of my final version I was engaged in the prelimi-
nary work on a critical edition of Vimänasthäna 8 of the Caraka-
samhita together with Karin Preisendanz, who acted as project
director. In October 2004, Philipp Maas joined the project as a
second collaborator. At that point in time, the project was extended
to all eight chapters of the Vimänasthäna. A year later, Cristina
Pecchia also joined the project. And I left the project in 2006 to
work on a new project of my own.

During the last years, not only did the number of manuscripts
increase and the stemma was defined more precisely - mainly by
Philipp Maas - but also the methodology of compiling the manu-
scripts gradually changed as well as the critical edition's method
and form. Therefore my preliminary critical edition of the passage
on proof, which I still hold to be more or less adequate, deviates
fundamentally in form and character from the work being currently
done.

In this place I must acknowledge my indebtedness to the fol-
lowing institutions for permitting the use of Carakasamhita manu-
scripts as well as these institutes' members and employees for their
gracious assistance (listed according to their appearance in this
paper): DAV College, Lalchand Research Library (Chandigarh),
National Library (Kolkata), Nepal-German Manuscript Preserva-
tion Project (Hamburg), Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute
(Pune), Raghunath Temple Library of His Highness The Maharaja
of Jammu and Kashmir (Jammu), Rajasthan Oriental Research
Institute (Jodhpur, Udaipur, Kota, Alwar), Asiatic Society of
Bengal (Kolkata), Sarasvati Bhavan Library (Varanasi), Central
Library (Baroda), India Office Library (London), Änandäsrama
(Pune), Universitätsbibliothek Tübingen, Benares Hindu University
(Varanasi), and the Trinity College (Cambridge).


