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RCARRIHEE FR R T putad]
A JRnIreRy )

Thus the passage is read both in the Calcutta
and in the Paris edition. So far as I am aware,
all scholars who have had occasion to refer to it
(Lassen, Indische Alterthumslkunde, IL. p. 486;
Bohtlingk, Pénini, vol. IL. Introduction, p. xv.;
Goldstiicker, Pdnini, p. 238, notc; Weber, In-
discke Studien, vol. V. p. 166) agrec in con-
sidering it to be corrupt; all of them have
changed =syrRst to ®swarzsy, and in addition to
this, Professors Lassen, Bohtlingk, and Weber
have substitated Fzymiy for T

The translations which have been proposed
are the following . —

Prof. Lassen: ‘Chandra and other teachers
introduced the Mahabhishya, after having
received his (viz. Abhimanyu’s) orders to
feteh it.’

Profs. Bohtlingk and Weber: ‘The teacher
Chandra and others introduced the Maha.
bhishya, after having received his (viz. the king
Abhimanyu’s) orders to come there (or to
him).”

Prof. Goldstiicker: ¢After Chandra and the
other grammarians had received from him (the
king Abhimanyn) the order, they estublisheld a
tert of the Muhdbldshyn, such as it could be
estublished by means of his MS. of this work
(literally : they established a Mahibhishya



108

THE INDIAN ANTIQUARY.

[Arri, 1875.

which possessed his—the king’s—grammatical
document, or, after they had received from him
the order and his MS. they established the text
of the Mahabhdshya).’

None of these translations appears to me to
be tenable; for, to omit other considerations, I
do net believe that the words s=-a13r qearazETg
can convey the meaning ascribed to them by
Lassen, Bihtlingk, and Weber, nor am T aw: re
that the word ayrarq is ever used in the sense of
‘a grammatical document’ or ‘a manuscript,’
claimed for it by Prof. Goldstiicker.

Left entirely to conjecture—for MS. copies
of the Rdjutarangint do not seem to exist in
this part of India—I propose to read the above
passage

FEEEARAFSA TAATIIRR |
TATA FEnTSE )
and to translate thus:

‘At that time Chandrachirya and
others brought into use the Mahibhishya, after
having received its doctrine or traditional in-
terpretation (syrarry) from another (part of the)
country.’

In support of this alteration and transla-
tion I must refer to the verse from the Vikya-
padiya.

FITARH T AR TACCN: |

8 AF wy@EF FIHAHEW: 77|
which I have reprinted in the Iidiwn Antiquury,
vol. II. (Oct. 1874) p. 286. Those scholars
in India and Europe to whom MSS. of the
Rijataranqgini are accessible will easily be able
to ascertain how far my conjecture may be
supported by the authority of the MSS., and
none can be more willing than myself to adopt
whatever other intelligible reading may be sug-
gested by the latter; of hasty conjectures we
have, I think, in Sanskrit enough already.

I cannot conclude this short note without
protesting against the statement, which I find
repeated over and over again, that at some time
or other the text of the Mahdbhdshya bad been
lost, that it had to be reconstructed, &c. All we
know at present amounts to this, that for some
period of time Patanjali’s great work was
net studied generally, and had consequently
ceased to be understood. We may perhaps allow
a break so far as regards its traditional interpre-
tation, but for the present we are bound to
regard the text of the Mahdbhdshya as given
by our MSS. to be the same as it existed about
two thousand years ago.

Deccan College, February 1875.




