Anna Aurelia Esposito

Some Aspects of Textual Criticism Concerning the
Keralite Drama Manuscripts

INTRODUCTION

The Keralite drama manuscripts are well known through Taruvai Gana-
pati Sastri’s' editions, which were published from 1911 onward in the
Trivandrum Sanskrit Series (T'SS). Among the texts edited by Ganapati
SastrT are the thirteen “Trivandrum plays” attributed to Bhasa, Mahen-
dravikramavarman’s Mattavilasa, the two dramas of Kulasekharavar-
man, Tapatisamvarana and Subhadradhanafijaya, and Harsadeva’s
Nagananda.? Although these editions present a number of variant read-
ings in notes, Ganapati SastrT’s editorial work turns out to be unsatisfac-
tory in more than one respect when one compares the editions with the
manuscripts from which they were prepared. In this paper, I would like
to focus on three major points: First, the orthographical conventions of
the scribes, second, the edition of the Prakrit passages, and third, the
problem of contamination. These problems are by no means restricted
to the Keralite drama manuscripts; nevertheless, since they provide good
examples for the above mentioned points, they can be used as the start-
ing point for a more general discussion of editorial practice.

1. THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION AND ITS
ORTHOGRAPHICAL CONVENTIONS

Most of the dramas contained in Keralite manuscripts are transmitted
exclusively in this tradition. Besides the thirteen “Trivandrum plays”,
the prahasana Mattavilasa and the two dramas Tapatisamvarana and
Subhadradhanafjaya, the dramas most frequently represented in Ker-

' Taruvai Ganapati Sasti was born at Taruvai in Tinnevelly District in 1860 A.D.
(Raja 1980: 257). Later he “sanskritizised” his name to “Taruvagraharam Ganapati Sas-
tri”. I would like to thank Heike Moser for this reference.

? The dramas were published in the following order: 1911 Tapatisamvarana (7'SS
11): 1912 Subhadradhanafijaya (7SS 13). Svapnavasavadatta (758 15). Pratijiayaugan-
dharayana (7SS 16), Pancaratra (7'SS 17), Avimaraka (7SS 20), Balacarita (7SS 21),
and Madhyamavyayoga, Dutavakya, Dutaghatotkaca, Karnabhara and Urubhanga
(T'SS 22); 1913 Abhisekanataka (7'SS 26); 1914 Carudatta (7'SS 39): 1915 Pratimanataka
(7'SS 42): 1917 Mattavilasa (7'SS 55) and Nagananda (7'SS 59).
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alite manuscripts are the prahasana Bhagavadajjukiya by Bodhayana,®
the one-act play Kalyanasaugandhika by Nlakantha*and Saktibhadra’s
Agcaryactdamani,” which is often combined with the other two dramas
centering on Rama, the Pratimanataka and the Abhisekanataka. Only
some of the dramas found in Keralite manuscripts, e.g., Harsadeva’s
Nagananda and Kalidasa’s Sakuntala, can also be located in other manu-
script traditions. Most of the dramas, or individual acts of them, are to
this day performed in Katiyattam, the living Sanskrit theatre of Kera-
la.% This affiliation to the tradition of Kutiyattam perhaps explains the
uniformity of the Keralite drama manuscripts.” They are written on
palm leaf,*usually in Malayalam script, but occasionally also in Grantha.’

% First edition 1924 by Banerji Sastri. Lockwood and Bhat’s (1995: 11/4-8) attri-
bution of this drama to Mahendravikramavarman is rather dubious; see Steiner 1997:
255-261.

* First edition 1925 by Barnett.

> First edition 1926 by Kuppuswami Sastri.

% For the repertoire of this theatre tradition, see Moser 2008: 245-275 (cf. also the
very detailed description of the 41-day performance cycle of the Mantrankam. the third
act of the Pratijiayaugandharayana, in Moser 2000).

” The only exception to this uniformity is the spelling of the Prakrit passages, where
we find two different systems (see below).

% For details concerning the species of palm tree, the preparation and conservation
of the leaves, etc., see Murthy 1996: 27-31 and Vijayan 1996. The scribes incised the let-
ters into the dried palm leaf with a stylus. A black paste was then smeared over the leaf
and subsequently wiped off. The paste settled into the grooves and thus made the letters
visible (see also Murthy 1996: 52-54). When the dye had faded away, this procedure was
repeated. The leaves of a manuscript were normally foliated with numbers appearing in
the left margin of each recto side, usually mid-way down (for details about the two sys-
tems of numeration, etc., see Esposito 2010b). For binding, two round holes were punched
in the middle of each half of a leaf. A wooden board of approximately the same size as
the leaves and with similar holes was placed on either side of a set of leaves. A cotton
cord was drawn through the string holes and the bundle bound together with it (see also
Murthy 1996: 28). In this way single dramas or sets of dramas are kept together as a
batch. Since single leaves can easily be removed, sometimes whole dramas are missing
from a set. At times, texts written by different scribes and concerning unrelated topics
are also bound together, as in the case of ms. Lahore 6243. This manuscript not only
contains the Abhisekanataka and the Pratimanataka written in Malayalam script, but
also an Advalayanasmrti written in Grantha script. There are also some recent paper
copies of palm-leaf manuscripts (mostly in Devanagari script), e.g., mss. R 3810 (written
in 1921/1922), R 5148 (written in 1925/1926) and SD 1024 (written in 1906) of the Gov-
ernment Oriental Manuscripts Library, Madras, or ms. T 48 of the Oriental Research
Institute and Manuscripts Library. Trivandrum.

? The only South Indian drama manuscript written in Grantha of which I am aware
is ms. 1488 of the Calicut University collection. It contains the Abhisekanataka, the
Balacarita and the Avimaraka. While the Balacarita is complete, only a single folio of
the Abhisekanataka is preserved, which contains the prose passage after verse 34 of the
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Therefore, when examining the manuscripts, we have to take into ac-
count similarities between the aksaras of the Malayalam and Grantha
alphabets respectively."” The oldest manuscripts are about 500 years old;
the most recent ones were written in the beginning of the twentieth
century.' Metrical passages are usually transmitted quite uniformly in
the manuscripts, while numerous and significant variations can be found
in the prose and the stage directions."?

Quite important for a correct evaluation of variant readings, especially
in the Prakrit passages, are the peculiar orthographical conventions of
the scribes of the Keralite manuscripts. Since most editors do not men-
tion these conventions, many researchers are uncertain about their spe-
cifics. This fact has sometimes led to futile speculations or even mistakes.
With regard to the Keralite drama manuscripts, it is crucial to know
that there are two spelling systems for the Prakrit passages. In the first
system, medial and final nasals are written exactly as in Sanskrit pas-
sages.'” In the second system, the representation of a medial and final

seventh act up to the end: of the Avimaraka the last folios with the text after verse 10
of the fourth act are missing.

' T will refer in the following only to manuscripts written in Malayalam script. Here
confusion is especially likely between ca (). pa (a), va (fi) and kha (F). between ga
(&%) and $a (UT), between da () and bha (1), and between o and au in combination with
a consonant (ko = &k, kau = @), furthermore between i (£5), u () and u (&) as
well as between the symbol for @ in combination with a consonant (Z) and the visarga
(8). In older manuscripts, there is still a great resemblance between ka (i) and ta (7).
In some hastily written manuscripts the visarga can easily be confused with a danda.

""" Unfortunately only a few of the drama manuscripts written in Malayalam script
are dated. In all of them the year is given in kollam. The so-called “Kolambam (or Quilon)
KEra” began in September, A.D. 824 (cf. Burnell 1874: 55). In the case of the “Trivandrum
plays”, the scribes mention the year during which they copied the respective text only
in the following manuscripts: TR 10720 (825 kollam | A.D. 1650), TR 20469 (841 kollam
/ A.D. 1666), TR 557 (998 kollam | A.D. 1823), and TR 12356 (1071 kollam | A.D.
1896).

2 This does not necessarily point to different performance traditions; it rather allows
the conclusion that the stage directions were added to the manuscripts in the course of
time. In the Katiyattam tradition, directions for performing the plays were noted down
in special handbooks for the performers, called Kramadipika and Attaprakaram. In the
Kramadipika, stage directions, costumes, the way of entering the stage, etc., are pre-
scribed; the Attaprakaram contains comments meant for the actors, like interpretations
of the scene, descriptions of the feelings that should be shown, etc.

" In Sanskrit passages, a nasal is combined with a palatal, retroflex, dental or r in
a ligature. In combination with a velar, however. a nasal is usually represented by the
anusvara () in order to avoid difficult ligatures, the only exception being sometimes 7g.
For the same reason, either the anusvara or a special sign for m with virama (&) appears
before labials. Additionally, m with vir@ma can sometimes be found before ». The same
rules apply to final anusvara.
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nasal as a class nasal is very rare; usually it is written as a small circle
above the preceding consonant or vowel." The two systems also differ in
the representation of geminate consonants. In the first system, geminate
consonants are written as in Sanskrit with ligatures ({fa = @, ddha =
L), In the second system, however, the doubling of consonants is indi-
cated by a small circle preceding the consonant to be doubled (lla = afif,
ddha = atL); ligatures are rarely employed in the Prakrit passages.'”
Printz was aware of the fact that in some Dravidian writing systems the
doubling of consonants is indicated by a symbol similar to the anusvara;
he did not know, however, that in this system the writing of the anusvara
(or nasals in general) differs clearly from this anusvara-like symbol indi-
cating gemination. He therefore wondered whether forms like dassania
and damsania (Skr. darsaniya), both attested in the “Trivandrum-plays”,
could simply be orthographical variants (1921: 9f.).'¢

Peculiar to the second spelling system is the writing of yy; for example,
ayya (Skr. arya) is written a—circle—a (@mad@®).'” In the first system, yy
is always written with a ligature as a double ya (%) (ayya = @REY)."S In
this case Printz (1921: 21) speculated about the treatment of yya, refer-
ring to Pischel (§ 284) who suggested that the small circle in asa either
presents a choice between the pronunciations jj and yy, or expresses a
sound in between these phonetic groups." Since the manuscripts in
which geminate consonants are written with ligatures in the Prakrit
passages without exception read ayya where the other manuscripts have
asa, there can be no doubt about the pronunciation of the small circle.

4 B.g.. kim dani is written in the first spelling system @sWBIET (properly: kin
dani), in the second system ah oenTT,

" In this system, &, for ¢ in combination with consonants (in the Malayalam script
this sign precedes the affiliated character), is inserted between the circle indicating the
doubling of the consonant and the consonant itself: for example, cche, which appears in
Sanskrit passages as well as in manuseripts written according to the first system as g,
is written as ook,

'S Kven Burnell was apparently not aware of the two spelling systems; cf. Burnell
1874: 34-36.

17 See also ayyena, written a—circle—epa (RO, and ayyo, written a—circle—o
(Edosal).

'8 See also ayyena = EREHLET, ayyo = EREALE

" Also Achan (1925: xxiii-xxv) speculated in his edition of the Bhagavadajjukiya
about the treatment of ayya, ayyena and ayyo, as he obviously knew only one of the two
Prakrit spelling systems. He drew conclusions similar to those of Pischel (Achan 1925:
xxivf).
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Further, manuscripts following the first system consistently use éva in
the Prakrit passages,” while those following the second system exhibit
évva throughout. However, in the printed editions both forms, évva and
eva, appear throughout without any identifiable system. Based on
Glanapati SastiT’s editions, Printz (1921: 10) declared éwva as the pre-
dominant form in the Prakrit of the “Trivandrum plays”.

These are only three of many examples where editorial inaccuracy and
the absence of any description of orthographical conventions in the manu-
scripts have led to wrong conclusions. It is therefore crucial to describe
orthographic conventions accurately in the introduction to a critical edi-
tion. Furthermore, for the evaluation of variant readings, the reader not
acquainted with the original script needs to be informed about letters
that can be easily confused as well as about frequent scribal errors.”!
Although the above may seem obvious, it is actually a rare practice.

2. THE PRAKRIT PASSAGES

In editing a drama, the most difficult decisions often concern the Prakrit
passages. Prakrit is far less standardized than Sanskrit. As a conse-
quence, different grammatical forms or different spellings of the same
word often appear side by side in the manuscripts. How should these
inconsistencies be handled? Two diametrically opposed positions in deal-
ing with this problem have emerged:* Some scholars, including Pischel
(p. 46, § 42) and Hillebrandt (1912: iif.), have pled for adjusting the
Prakrit in the manuscripts to the rules taught by the Prakrit gram-
marians.® This approach has had many opponents: Richard Salomon
(1982: 124f.), for example, states that since Pischel’s time new forms of
early dramatic Prakrit have been discovered which show that the gram-
marians’ knowledge of the dialects was incomplete and that their rules
are therefore unauthoritative.* Salomon mentions the Prakrit of Ag-
vaghosa’s plays, edited in 1911 by Liiders, eleven years after the publi-

2 Similarly, they have yyeva after the short vowels ¢ and ¢, but never after a voca-
tive.

' For frequent writing mistakes in manuscripts written in Malayalam script, see
Iisposito 2004: 281f. and 2010b.

# For a more detailed exposition, see Steiner 2001.

# Both Hillebrandt and Cappeller, for example, thus harmonized the forms in the
Prakrit passages in their editions of the Mudraraksasa and Sakuntala, respectively, as
they explicitly state in their introductions (Hillebrandt 1912: iif.; Cappeller 1909: xvii).

- Gawronski (1911: 282) also prefers the inconsistencies and unusual forms found in
the manuscripts to the prescripts of the grammarians.
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cation of Pischel’s grammar. Similarly, the Prakrit in the “Trivandrum
plays™ also deviates in many respects from the Prakrit of the gram-
marians.” For instance, there is no regular treatment of intervocalic
consonants. Sometimes they are preserved, and sometimes they are
dropped irrespective of the word, the manuscript or the play. Thus we
find many cases of “correct” and “incorrect” forms side by side, like jai
and jadi for Sanskrit yadi, or laheam and labheam for Sanskrit labheya.
And even worse, the Prakrit of the “Trivandrum plays” contains some
forms that are not only contrary to the rules of the grammarians, but
also contrary to the Prakrit of other dramas. For example, Sanskrit yya
and rya are normally represented by jja in Sauraseni. In the “Trivan-
drum plays”, however, instead of jja, yya is found in all manuscripts, as,
for example, in ayya (Skr. arya) or kayya (Skr. karya). In dealing with
Sanskrit jiie in Prakrit words, the manuscripts of the “Trivandrum
plays” alternate between nna and #iia. The same alternation occurs in
the case of original Sanskrit nya and nya, as, for example, in anna or
anfia for Sanskrit anya. This usage of #7ia is, as far as I know, not found
in the Prakrit of any drama apart from those by A&vaghosa and the
dramas of the Keralite tradition. Instead of -métla, only -matta is found
for Sanskrit -matra in the “Trivandrum plays”. The infinitive of k.
kattum, and the participium necessitatis katlavva appear more frequent-
ly in these manuscripts than the kadum and kadavva of later plays. It
would be quite absurd to “correct” these forms according to the gram-
marians’ rules since they are found in all manuscripts of the “Trivan-
drum plays™ and even of other plays of the Keralite tradition.

In two of the thirteen “Trivandrum plays”, Pancaratra and Balacarita,
we come across a hitherto unknown Prakrit dialect, the dialect of the
herdsmen.?® As in Sauraseni, the nominative singular of the masculine
stems in -a ends in -0. The change of ra to [a, however, is reminiscent of
Magadhi, as is the distinctive irregular treatment of Sanskrit stha, ksa
and ska in some of the manuscripts. A unique feature is the representa-
tion of all sibilants by the retroflex sibilant.*” Neither in the Natyasastra
nor in the grammars do we find the description of a dialect that cor-
responds to this language of the herdsmen. The dialect contains simi-

# For the Prakrit of the “Trivandrum plays”, see Esposito 2004: 31-83.

% For a more detailed description of this dialect, see Esposito 2004: 35-37.

* The only other instance of a dramatic Prakrit employing the retroflex sibilant is
the Dhakki, found in the Mrechakatika, where Skr. § becomes s, but Skr. s and s are rep-
resented by s; see Pischel § 228 as well as Bloch 1965: 73. Furthermore, the retroflex sibilant
appears in some (northwestern?) inscriptions: see von Hintiber 2001: 177f. (§ 220).
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larities to SaurasenT as well as to Magadht; should we therefore “correct”
it to fit Magadht or Sauraseni? Or would it be better to describe this
dialect as we find it in the manuscripts, even though it is not attested
by the grammars?

Concerning Prakrit passages in general, I completely agree with Salo-
mon’s opinion (1982: 137), according to which the only accurate and
productive method is to give the greatest weight to the manuscripts
themselves. The “correction” of forms that diverge from the grammar-
ians’ rules, as proposed by Pischel, or the standardization of forms, as
carried out by Hillebrandt or Cappeller, obscures the evidence of the
manuscripts and impedes a thorough investigation of the Prakrit.

3. CONTAMINATION AND CHRONOLOGICAL LAYERS

In most manuscript traditions, contaminated manuscripts can cause
major problems in establishing a stemma and editing a text. The Keral-
ite drama manuscripts are no exception to this. One puzzling example
appears in the one-act play Dutavakya attributed to Bhasa.

The epic source of the Dutavakya is the Udyogaparvan of the Maha-
bharata.”® The Dutavakya’s plot is very similar to that of the epic, but
abbreviated and condensed. The number of characters is reduced to five:
Krsna Vasudeva, Duryodhana, the chamberlain Badarayana, the discus
Sudarsana and Dhrtarastra. The presence of the other characters is
evoked by akasabhasita, i.e., by the communication of a character with
characters that are off-stage. In the Dutavakya, Krsna Vasudeva is
sent to the Kauravas to make a last effort to prevent the impending war.
From the very beginning, Duryodhana is obstinate and refuses the
Pandavas a share in the realm. An exchange of insults soon ensues.
Vasudeva realizes that his efforts are useless and wants to leave the as-
sembly. Duryodhana tries in vain to catch him and finally rushes to fetch
his bow.*” Vasudeva flies into a rage and calls his discus, Sudarsana, in

2 MBh 5.70-148; chapters 94-121 as well as 131-134 draw partly on mythology and
itthasa.

2 Cf. Dasartupa 1.128: kim bravisy evam ityadi vina patram braviti yat | Srutvevanuktam
apy ekas tat syad akasabhasitam [/ “When [one actor| alone, without [another| actor [on
the stage| says ‘Do you say so?’ or the like, as if hearing something, though it is [really]|
not spoken, that is [called| Conversation with Imaginary Persons (akasabhasita)” (transl.
Haas 1912).

Tt is not explicitly stated why Duryodhana leaves the assembly, but verse 41 and
Duryodhana’s words “dhanus tavat” in ms. 842 B of the Sanskrit College Manuscript Li-
brary Tripunithura. Cochin, confirm this assumption. See also Esposito 2000: 552, n. 5.
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order to kill Duryodhana. However, Sudarsana reminds Vasudeva of the
karmic necessity of the impending war. Vasudeva admits having acted
in rage and sends Sudarsana back to his abode. Here we meet with a
contextual inconsistency: Sudardana is just about to go as Vasudeva’s
four weapons enter without having been asked to do s0.*! In verses 47-50
according to all editions available to me, Sudarsana describes the appear-
ance of Sarnga (the bow), Kaumodaki (the club), Paficajanya (the
conch-shell) and Nandaka (the sword), one after the other. After their
appearance, he sends each weapon back to its abode. In verse 51,
Sudaréana again describes the features of Vasudeva’s weapons — this
time they appear collectively — and sends all of them away in verse 52.
This passage clearly contradicts logic. When we take a look at the
manuscripts,” most of them contain only verses 51 and 52, which de-
scribe the collective appearance and exit of the weapons. Only two
manuscripts contain verses 47-50 which describe the weapons individu-
ally, and just one manuscript contains all six verses.” Since the double
entry and exit of the weapons is meaningless, this must be considered
as the result of contamination. It goes without saying that a careful
editor should not include all six verses in the text of his/her edition, as
Ganapati SastrT did.

In my opinion, it is not difficult to ascertain which is the original ver-
sion. Verse 51 describes the collective appearance of Vasudeva’s four
weapons, with the description of each weapon in one pada. Verse 52 is
devoted to Sudarsana’s commanding the weapons to return to their
abode. At some time, both verses were probably considered too simple
and unadorned, and were thus replaced by verses 47-50, where every
single weapon is described in a separate verse, in kavya style, with com-
parisons and unusual vocabulary. Yet it is doubtful whether verses 51
and 52 really represent the original text: in fact, the whole scene with
Sudar$ana seems out of place. Up to this point, the plot follows the cor-
responding parts of the Udyogaparvan very closely. The fundamental
conflict in the drama is the same as in the epic, and as in the correspond-
ing passage of the Mahabharata Krsna Vasudeva’s deification has not

# Contrary to Sudarsana whom Vasudeva had called.

3 For my critical edition of the Datavakya (Esposito 2010a), I relied on twenty-one
manuscripts. For a description of the manuscripts, see Ksposito 2010a: 34-45.

# The two manuscripts containing verses 47-50 are ms. 842 B of the Sanskrit College
Manuscript Library Tripunithura, Cochin, and ms. 10696 B of the Oriental Manuscript
Library, University of Kerala, Trivandrum. The manuscript containing all six verses is
ms. Cod. Malay. 5 of the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Munich.
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yet taken place.* During the discussion with Duryodhana, Vasudeva is
depicted as quick-tempered and vulnerable, as being very “human”?
and not at all like the highest deity of the later bhaktv ideology. When
he keeps Duryodhana from catching him, his maya demonstrates his
power, and it is not that of a deity, but of a yogin. Through his maya
he is able to show himself in various sizes, to multiply himself and to
disappear®® In this way, the drama presents a simplified version of
Krsna’s demonstration of his power in Dhrtarastra’s sabhd, where he
causes different deities and heroes to emanate from his body in the form
of shining light (MBh 5.129.1-11).

With the appearance of Sudarsana, Vasudeva’s character changes com-
pletely. He is no longer depicted as a mere human trickster; instead
Sudarsana praises him as the supreme deity, as the highest being of the
universe.”” Here we observe a clear break, caused by a later insertion.
Krsna Vasudeva is no longer just the hero of the Mahabharata as in the
foregoing passages of the drama. His deification has taken place on a
full scale, and traces of the beginnings of a bhakti ideology can be rec-
ognized.* In my opinion, the original version of the drama contained
neither the appearance of Sudarsana nor the arrival of the other weap-
ons. After Duryodhana leaves the sabhd, Krsna also wants to depart.
Like the parallel passage of the Mahabharata,* this original version of
the Dutavakya probably ended with Dhrtarastra making some kind of
apology to Krsna before his return to the Pandavas’™ camp.

To sum up, the Dutavakya seems to consist of the following chrono-
logical layers:* In the original version, Vasudeva probably decides after
Duryodhana’s exit (after verse 41) to leave the assembly (prose passage

# In large portions of the Mahabharata, there is no trace of Krsna's later deification
and his identification with Visnu.

- As, for example, in MBh 5.126.

% Krsna’s power to let Duryodhana fall from his seat or bewilder the kings as he
enters the sabha can also be ascribed to this yogic ability.

i1 See, for example, verse 43: avyaktadir acintyatma lokasamraksanodyatah | eko neka-
vapuh Sriman dvisadbalanisadanah ||. Sentences like tricaranatikrantatriloko narayanah
khalv atrabhavan (prose after verse 46) clearly show Vasudeva’s identification with Visnu.

* For a more detailed analysis of the relevant passage and on a possible influence
of the Paficaratra tradition, see Esposito 2000: 555f.

3 MBh 5.129.25-28. In this passage, Dhrtarastra asserts that he wants peace, but
declares himself powerless against Duryodhana.

* For an overview, see also the table in the appendix below. Since the dating of the
various chronological layers is outside the scope of this article, the reader is referred to
Esposito 2000: 557f. on this point.
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after verse 54). He is detained by Dhrtarastra who apologizes for his
son’s behaviour (verse 55). Vasudeva accepts the apology and leaves for
the Pandavas’ camp. From the point of view of the course of events as
well as of the conception of the characters, this original version is very
close to the plot of the parallel passage in the Mahabharata. The first
addition was the appearance of Sudarsana, marked by a complete change
of Vasudeva’s character. This interpolation begins with Vasudeva sum-
moning Sudarsana (after verse 41) and continues with Sudarsana’s entry
(verse 42), his description of Vasudeva as bhagavan narayanah (verse 43)
and his query about Vasudeva’s commands (verse 44). After Vasudeva’s
threat to kill Duryodhana (verse 45), he tries to pacify Vasudeva (verse
46) who finally sends him back to his abode, at which time Sudarsana
leaves (prose passage after verse 54). The collective entrance and exit of
the weapons (verses 51 and 52), of Garuda (verse 53) and of the bewil-
dered gods (verse 54) should be regarded as a second interpolation.
Jontrary to Sudarsana, they come of their own accord, without being
summoned by Vasudeva. Furthermore, they do not actually appear on
stage. As argued above, verses 51 and 52 describing the collective ap-
pearance and exit of the weapons could easily be considered too simple
and unadorned, and were thus replaced by verses 47-50.

Thus, not only do verses 47-50 represent a later addition, but appar-
ently the whole passage beginning with the summoning of Sudar$ana
and continuing up to his exit seems to be an interpolation (or rather, two
successive interpolations). An editor should therefore not hesitate to
mark this passage with square brackets and denote it in the apparatus
as delendum (del.).

Other dramas of the sometimes inconsistent Keralite tradition should
be examined along similar lines: by paying attention to possible logical
or conceptual breaks, consulting the manuscripts and, if possible, com-
paring them with their literary sources, the Mahabharata, the Ramayana
or the works of the Brhatkatha tradition.*

1 In this respect some research has already been carried out: For example, Zin (1990:
180-183) as well as Tieken (1993: 9-21) refer to some inconsistencies in the Pratijiayaugan-
dharayana. However, Ahlborn (2007: 158-163) disputes Tieken’s characterisation of the
whole drama as “patchwork” (1993: 18f.). Scholars have also pointed out a number of
irregularities in the Carudatta (see Esposito 2004: 17f.).
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JONCLUSION

First, for a thorough understanding of the text as well as for an appro-
priate linguistical survey it is crucial to accurately describe the ortho-
graphical conventions of the scribes. Second, in the case of Prakrit
passages the “correction” or standardization of forms conceals the evi-
dence of the manuscripts and impedes a thorough investigation of the
Prakrit. All forms found in the various manuscripts should be given in
the apparatus, even those that seem to be writing mistakes. Since Prakrit
is not standardized like Sanskrit, supposed writing mistakes can some-
times turn out to be quite interesting and in the end “correct” forms.*
My third and final point is that works presenting quite inconsistent
textual traditions, as in the case of the Keralite drama manuscript tra-
dition, should be examined thoroughly as to possible logical or concep-
tual breaks. If later additions can be detected, we should not hesitate
to mark them clearly in our critical editions.

It would, however, be exaggerated to record clear Sanskritisms like carmma- in-
stead of camma- (Carudatta 1.8b, ms. 22848 D of the Oriental Manuscripts Library,
University of Kerala, Trivandrum), grahido instead of gahido or brahmanena instead of
bahmanena (Carudatta 111.15.12 and 111.16.14, ms. 834 L of the Sanskrit College Manu-
seript Library Tripunithura, Cochin).
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AprPENDIX: OVERVIEW OF CHRONOLOGICAL LAYERS
DoTavAkya, VERSES 41-55

original version

first insertion

second insertion | third insertion

Duryodhana tries in vain to catch Vasudeva, threatens him (verse 41) and leaves
the assembly
Vasudeva calls Sudaréana
Sudarsana enters (verse 42) and describes bhagavan narayanah
(verse 43)
asks Vasudeva about his commands (verse 44)
Vasudeva threatens Duryodhana (verse 45)
Sudarsana reminds Vasudeva of the karmic necessity of the
war to be (verse 46)
Vasudeva sends Sudarsana back to his abode
Sudarsana describes the
entering bow
Sarnga (v. 47),
the club Kaumo-
daki (v. 48).
the conch-shell
Paficajanya
(v. 49).
the sword
Nandaka (v. 50)
and sends them
back
Sudarsana describes the entering weapons of
Vasudeva (v. 51)
addresses the weapons and sends
them back (v. 52)
describes the entering Garuda
and sends him back (v. 53)
describes the bewildered gods and
sends them back (v. 54)
[ Sudarsana leaves
Vasudeva also wants to leave
Dhrtarastra apologizes for the behaviour of his son (verse 55)
Vasudeva accepts the apology and leaves




Textual Criticism Concerning the Keralite Drama Manuscripts 281

Achan 1925

Ahlborn 2007

Adcaryactidamani

Bhagavadajjukiya

Bloch 1965

Burnell 1874

Cappeller 1909

Dagarapa

Esposito 2000

Esposito 2004

Esposito 2010a

Esposito 2010b

Bibliography

P. Anujan Achan (ed.), Bhagavadajjukiyam. A Prahasana of
Bodhayana Kavi with Commentary. Edited with critical notes
and introduction. Jayantamangalam: Office of the Paliyam
Mss. Library, 1925.

Matthias Ahlborn, Pratijiayaugandharayana. Digitalisierte
Textkonstitution, Ubersetzung und Annotierung. <http://
www.opus-bayern.de/uni-wuerzburg/volltexte/2007/2408/>,
URL checked on 31.05.2010 (Ph.D. dissertation).

S. Kuppuswami Sastri (ed.), Ascaryacadamani. A Drama by
Saktibhadra. [Sri Balamanorama Series 9]. Mylapore: Sri Bala-
manorama Press, 1926.

Alnantaprasad| Banerji SastrT (ed.), Bhagavadajjukam. Jouwr-
nal of the Bihar and Orissa Research Society 10 (1924) i-xxiii.

Jules Bloch, Indo-Aryan. From the Vedas to Modern Times.
English edition largely revised by the author and translated
by Alfred Master. Paris: Maisonneuve, 1965.

Alrthur| Cloke| Burnell, Elements of South-Indian Palacogra-
phy. From the Fourth to the Seventeenth century A.D. Being
an introduction to the study of South-Indian inscriptions and
mss. Mangalore: Basel Mission Press, 1874 (repr. New Delhi:
Asian Educational Services, 1994).

Carl Cappeller (ed.). Kalidasa's Sakuntala (kiirzere Textform).
Mit kritischen und erklirenden Anmerkungen. Leipzig: H.
Haessel Verlag, 1909.

Dhanaiijaya, The Dasaripa. A Treatise on Hindu Dramaturgy.
Now first translated from the Sanskrit with the text and an
introduction and notes by George C|ristian| O[tto| Haas. |In-
do-Iranian Series 7]. New York: Columbia University Press,
1912 (repr. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1962).

Anna Aurelia Esposito, The Two Versions of Dutavakya and
Their Sources. Bulletin d’Etudes Indiennes 17-18 (2000) 551-
562.

1d., Carudatta. Ein indisches Schauspiel. Kritische Edition und
Ubersetzung mit einer Studie des Prakrits der “Trivandrum-
Dramen’. [Drama und Theater in Siidasien 4]. Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 2004.

Id.. Datavakya — Die Worte des Boten. Kin Einakter aus den
‘Trivandrum-Dramen’. Kritische Edition mit Anmerkungen
und kommentierter Ubersetzung. [Drama und Theater in Siid-
asien 10]. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010.

Id., The South Indian Drama Manuscripts. In: Saraju Rath
— Christophe Vielle (ed.), Production, Distribution and Collection
of Sanskrit Manuscripts in Ancient South India. Leiden: 15.J.
Brill, 2010 (forthcoming).



282

Gawronski 1911

Haas 1912
Hillebrandt 1912

von Hiniiber 2001

Kalyanasaugandhika

Lockwood — Bhat 1995

Liders 1911

MBh

Moser 2000

Moser 2008

Murthy 1996

Pischel

Printz 1921

Raja 1980

Salomon 1982

Anna Aurelia Esposito

Andrzej Gawronski, Am Rande des Mrcechakatika. (Kufn's)
Zeitschrift fir vergleichende Sprachforschung 44 (1911) 224-284.

See Dasartipa.

Alfred Hillebrandt, Mudraraksasa by Visakhadatta. Ed. from
MSS. and provided with an Index of all Prakrit words. Part
I: Text. Part 11: Index. Breslau: M. & H. Marcus, 1912 (repr.
Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1984).

Oskar von Hintiber, Das dltere Mittelindisch im Uberblick. 2.,
erweiterte Auflage. [Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschayf-
ten, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, Silzungsberichte 467 =
Verdffentlichungen der Kommaission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen
Siidasiens 20]. Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 2001.

Llionel| D|avid| Barnett (ed.), The Kalyanasaugandhikam of
Nilakantha. Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies 3 (1923-
1925) 33-50.

Michael Lockwood — A[lake| Vishnu Bhat, Metatheater and
Sanskrit Drama. New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal, 1995.

Heinrich Liiders, Bruchstiicke buddhistischer Dramen. |Konig-
lich Preussische Turfan-Expeditionen. Kleinere Sanskrit-Texte
1]. Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1911 (repr. as Monographien zur In-
dischen Archiologie, Kunst und Philologie 1, Wiesbaden: Franz
Steiner Verlag, 1979).

Mahabharata. The Mahabharata for the first time critically ed.
by V.S. Sukthankar, S.K. Belvalkar et al. 20 vols. Poona:
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1933(1927)-1966.

Heike Moser, Mantrankam. The Third Act of Pratijiayaugan-
dharayanam in Katiyattam. Bulletin d’ Etudes Indiennes 17-18
(1999-2000) 563-584.

Id., Nannyar-Kattu — Ein Teilaspekt des Sanskrittheaterkom-
plexes Katiyattam. Historische Entwicklung und performative
Textumsetzung. [Drama und Theater in Sidasien 6]. Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, 2008.

R.S. Shivaganesha Murthy, Introduction to Manuscriptology.
Delhi: Sharada Publishing House, 1996.

Richard Pischel, Grammatik der Prakrit-Sprachen. |Grundriss
der indoarischen Philologie und Altertumskunde 1/8]. Strass-
burg: Karl J. Triitbner, 1900.

Wilhelm Printz, Bhasa’s Prakrit. Frankfurt a. M.: Wilhelm
Printz, 1921.

K. Kunjunni Raja, The Contribution of Kerala to Sanskrit Lit-
erature. Madras: University of Madras, 1980.

Richard Salomon, The Original Language of the Karptra-

mafjari. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft
132 (1982) 119-141.



Textual Criticism Concerning the Keralite Drama Manuscripts 283

Steiner 1997 Roland Steiner, Untersuchungen zu Harsadevas Nagananda und
zum indischen Schauspiel. [Indica et Tibetica 31]. Swisttal-
Odendorf: Indica et Tibetica, 1997.

Steiner 2001 Id., Play Editing and Prakrit Grammarians. In: Frangois
Grimal (ed.), Les sources el le temps. Sources and time. A col-
loquium. Pondicherry 11-13 January 1997. [Publications du
Département d’ Indologie 91]. Pondichéry: Institut Francais de
Pondichéry, 2001, p. 63-76.

Tieken 1993 Herman Tieken, The So-called Trivandrum Plays Attributed
to Bhasa. WZKS 37 (1993) 5-44.

Vijayan 1996 K. Vijayan, Palm-leat Manuscripts in Malayalam. In: A. Pan-
durangan — P. Maruthanayagam (ed.), Palm-Leaf and Other
Manuscripts in Indian Languages. Madras: Institute of Asian
Studies, 1996, p. 164-168.

Zin 1990 Monika Zin-Oczkowska, Udayana-Schauspiele aus Trivandrum
in der Entwicklungsgeschichte der Udayana-Erzihlung. Ph.D.
dissertation, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitiat, Miinchen, 1990.






