CHAPTER 06

Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s Sarasvata-prakriya
and later commentators

Anubhutisvarupacarya (=AS), according to
Abhyankar and Shukla, belonged to the 12% cent. and has
written grammar called Sarasvati-prakriya or Sarasvata-
prakriya, but (as discussed earlier in Ch. 03), he belonged
to the 13% cent. AS explaines 562 aphorisms in 03 Parts
(3fw) in 60 chapters titled Prakriya. His Sarasvata-prakriya
is fully elaborated and justified by Muni Candrakirti in his
Subodhika.

AS is an illustrious commentator who is commented
upon by a large number of commentators. Their available
personal account is presented here below with their
commentaries chronologically.

Apart from the Sarasvata-prakriya of AS there are
25 commentaries of this school of grammar and the
following 04 are published, so the critical study of there is
preserved in their discussion.

(1) Muni Candrakirti and his Subodhika
e fErehT 37T fYeht (ART-¢-R), H. WATET AT fhan,
¥, SevST Hehd Ged, v, §3¢Y
(2) Mahopadhyaya Vinaya Sagara and his Bhoja-
vyakaranam
Pub. Arya-Jaya-Kalyana-Kendra, Mumbai, 1985.
(3) Ramasrama and his Siddhantacandrika
. Yl T, W« # g O, e, 9.4, 9%¢¢ (1925 AD)
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(4) Jinacandra and his Siddhantaratnika
g, fitsmatesm,

w. =t aenfEsa AAu=mTr, TEER,

(01) Amrtabharati & his Subodhika or Subodhini -
His work bears another name as fagfr! and is said to have
been composed at the holy place of Purusottama.? He is
one of the two who mentions Naredranagari as an original
writer on the Sarasvata aphorisms. Amrtabharati was a
pupil of Amalasarasvati, and he bears the title w@ga-
giareer=rd. Unfortunately all the existing mss. of this com-
mentary contain such a confusion as to the name of the
author and of his %, some stating the work to be that of
Viévedvarabdhi, the pupil of Advayasarasvati, others say
that it is hard to get at the truth. As the earliest known
Ms.? of this work is dated VS 1554 (=1497 AD), the author
must have lived about the last quarter of the 15" cent.*

Abhyankar & Shukla® date him in 1554 AD which it
seems, is through oversight and even Saini® without
giving any evidence, follow these two.

(02) Satyaprabodha Bhattaraka & his Sarasvata-
dipika — He has written a commentary on the Sarasvata-
prakriya in the year VS 1554 (1498 AD). He is a pupil of
Muni Brahmasagara.’

(03) Pmnjara]a & his Sarasvata-prakriya - He
belongs to the Srimali family of Malabar, but settled in
Malva. He gives the appraisal (1) of his ancestry at the
end of his commentary, from which it seems that he was a
minister to Gaisudin Khilji (1469-1500 AD) of Malva.
Punjaraja carried on the administration very efficiently
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collecting round him a band of learned admirers, and
indulging in the numerous acts of charity and relief. He
must have lived in the second half of t}le 15" cent. He also
wrote a work on Alankara called Sisuprabodha,® and
another larger work called Dhvanipradipa.® Saini is not
specific in dating him between 1469-1500 AD.

(04) Madhava & his Sarasvata-siddhanta-ratnavali -
His commentary is also known as Madhavi.'® He is the
son of Kahnu and pupil of Snranga He mentions several
commentators before him. If the date of a Ms. of his
commentary (VS 1591 = 1534 AD) is correct, he must be
placed earlier than Candrakirti.

He is a well-known epoch-making scholar of the 16™
cent. who has written a number of treatises in various
Sastras. His Dhatuvrtti is a well-known work in grammar. "

(05) Ksemendra & his Sarasvata-tippana - Like
Amrtabharati, he also speaks of Narendracarya as the
original author of the Sarasvata Sutrapatha. No more
personal information is available of him except that he
was the pupil of Krsnaérama and the son of Haribhafta or
Haribhadra. This fact is sufficient to indicate that he is .
other than the great Ksemendra of Kashmir who lived in
12% cent., a full century before even Bopadeva (1398 AD).
Ksemendra speaks of some predecessors of his, and he 1s
in turn quoted by Jagannatha (latter half of 16™ cent.), the
author of Sarapradipika, and is unfavorably criticised by
Bhatta Dhanesvara (1595 AD) who explicitly calls his own
commentary ksemendratippana-khandana. As aMs. of this
last work is dated VS 1653 (1596 AD), it is clear that
Ksemendra must have lived before the first quarter of the
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16™ cent. and Saini has definitely mixed up this Ksemendra
with the Ksemendra of Kashmir."?

(06) Muni Candrakirti & his Subodhika" or Dipika -
The appraisal (swif&r) given at the end of this commentary
reads that he was a Jaina belonging to the F&g7=s,
established by Devasiiri (VS 1174 = 1117 AD). He had a
pupil called Harsakirti who wrote this commentary for the
Sarasvata grammar. From the wuf&r of this latter work we
learn that Candrakirti (=CK) was honored by Sahi Salem
(1545-1553 AD) the emperor of Delhi. Candrakirti thus
belongs to the second quarter of the 16™ cent.!

Abhyankar & Shukla date him to 12% cent. which is
not acceptable, because his Subodhika is a commentary
on Sarasvata-prakriya of Anubhutisvartipacary who
flourished in 13™ cent.!s

CK accepting S<f as a separate aphorism (though
not in the AS) explains with the illustration and concludes
the chapter on & with the remark: zft agdfasagar

FETEReRad ety forfear|

CK explains fasf illustrating it as two dots (: & &)
comparing with two horns of a calf or the breasts of a girl.!

He also clearly mentions Panini and others for the
simple mention of the word &f=q and clarifies that Fq afsa
and &9 are termed- as Wiiidfed meaning 99 (a noun, gram-
matically a declinable).!”

CK explains the term s as that by which the agent,
the object and so on are separately presented.
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CK refers to the addition of T in the aphorism, though
he seams aware of the succession of ¥ from the preceding

aphorism =& T Ty (7/50).18

CK gives grammatical derivation of the term &1g (root)
as that which possesses the meaning.?

CK recognizes the forms of the words of the aphorism
not under (S. 525), but furnishes the required details under
g A= (S. 531).

CK explains the meaning of the term #&r (making an
abstract noun) in relation to the Brahminhood (sgmre) as
the cause of engaging himself in the actions like sacrificing
(zs) etc. for a man of Brahmin caste.?

CK explaining the word 3at (a group of three eras,
called the Silver Era) mentions clearly the statement of
addition (awFe¥ @TER @ 9 v in the sense of a group of
three eras the suffix @ is applied to the number noun &
after making its 7o), but this statement of addition is ab-
sent in the list of atfdfeurs of the Sarasvata school.

CK commenting on the aphorism &&ivmaa: ({3/34)
explains many of the swnfe aphorisms.?!

CK provides the declension of S&Ri=: &s[erss: (not
given by AS) under (S. 197).

AS gives explanations fully wherever necessary and
hence CK also points out AS’s style of leaving repetition.

CK commenting on this aphorism illustrates the usage
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of three persons with both the varieties expressed (5gsad1)
and not expressed (3vwgsaur) citing Kalidasa’s
Kumarsambhavam and Raghuvan$am, Campiikathd,
Ratnamala and even AdiSarikara’s Visnusatpadi.

CK commenting upon the singular declension (under
S. 131) (s@m@r) of Dat., Abl., Gen. and Loc. refers to and
Katantra and Hemacandra’s systems of Sanskrit grammar
and discussing the declensions of word t (wealth) he cites
Amarakosah.?

CK commenting on the AS’s statement regarding the
@&R of Panini in this and the following aphorisms, remarks
specifically that in the other school of Sanskrit grammar
(i.e. of Panini), and his successors or the students of his
school. He enlists the ten &R following the order of the
Sarasvata school.

CK enumerates all the ten roots indicated in T
(under S. 393), which is certainly the abbreviation of Panini
(6/1/16).%

He illustrates many a time quoting various texts like
Bhagavata 10/5/11 under @ik of S. 244, Prakriya-kaumudi
under the ahorisms 11, 140, 249, 256, 267, 279, 287, 291
& 297. Panini’s aphorisms like 20 and under S. 243, etc.

(07) Megharatna & his Sarasvata-vyakarana-
dhundhika or Sarasvata-dipika - He was a Jaina belong-
ing to the geq@wawr=s, and the pupil of Vinayasundara also
called Amalasvami.?* A Ms. of this work is dated VS 1614
(=1556 AD), and this gives the lower limit for
Megharatna.?
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(08) Mandana — The name of his commentary is no-
where available. The colophon at the end of the @fFéserory
states that Mandana was the #emwrene and "=afd to Alpasahi.
His father was Vahada (the brother of Padama) and he be-
longed to the @wawr=s. The commentary subsequent to the
af=emeRee seems to have been written by one of his pupils.
One of the mss. of the commentary?® affirms Padama as a
minister (3M1A) to Alpasahi or Alam the king of Malva
and Padama was a @8¥eR or @=ufd. So Mandana accordingly
must have inherited his father’s office and title. On the
authority of the earliest dated Ms. of the commentary, which
belongs to the year 1574 AD, he must have flourished in
the later half of the 16% cent.”’

Abhyankar & Shukla as well as Saini do not mention
Mandana at all.

(09) Vasudevabhatta & his Sarasvata-prasada® -
He calls himself the pupil of Candiévara and gives the date
of his commentary to be VS 1634 (=1578 AD).”

Saini mistakes VS 1634 as 1634 AD, but it should be
1578 AD.

(10) Ramabhatta & his Vidvatprabodhini®® or
Ramabhatti®' - He flourished in 1593 AD.** His commen-
tary is a curiosity not so much for its subject matter as for
the manner of its compilation.

At the end of each section of the commentary the au-

thor gives in one to five stanzas details about himself, his
family, his travels, and his literary works.
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He was an Andhra scholar from the Urarigala hills of
Telarigana country, ruled by king Prataparudra. His father
was Narasimha and his mother Kama was a very pious
lady. He has written various literary works like commentaries
on the three Kavyas of Kalidasa.

The main interest of the work lies in the record of the
holy places visited by him.

(11) Jagannatha & his Sarapradipika® - He is
quoted by Dhanesvara* (1595 AD) and he in turn, quotes
Ksemendra (before 1550 AD). Therefore he must have
flourished during 1550 — 1595 AD. He is different from
Panditaraja Jagannatha® who flourished between 1620-
1665 AD.3®

(12) Dhanesvara & his Ksemendratippana-
khandanam - He wrote his commentary with the avowed
object of correcting Ksemendra (No.05 above). As a
consequence he comes after Ksemendra and before 1595
AD, when one of the mss. of Dhaneévara’s commentary
was copied. He has written, as mentioned in the wwf&r of
five stanzas at the end of the afga section of the commentary,
a Tika on the Mahabhasya called Cintamani, a new grammar
for beginners called Prakriyamani and a commentary on a
Stotra from the Padmapurana.’

(13) Katinatha & his Sarasvata-bhagyam® — He is
not communicative about himself and the only thing that
can be definitely asserted of him is that he must have lived
prior to 1610 AD, when a Ms.* of his commentary was
copied down at Barhanpur.®°
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(14) Surasiniha & his Sarasvatakhyatadipika — He
is well-known as king Siwairaj of Jodhpur and ruled dur-
ing 1594 — 1619 AD. He wrote a work on the Sarasvata-

vyakaranam.*

(15) Bhatta Gopala - The name of his commentary
is nowhere available. No personal information is available
from any source except that a Ms. of his commentary was
copied in 1615 AD.*

(16) Mahopadhyaya Vinayasagara*® & his two
works Bhoja-vyakaranam* and Vidvccintamani - He
belongs to the sree=s Jaina Sect. The work is composed
in 2128 verses** wherein the Sarasvata aphorisms are
interwoven in those verses, just as the lotuses among the
roaming bees in the lake.*

He flourished in the 16 - 17 cent. He was s stfvan
from Ahmedabad. His father was Bhima and mother was
Naku.*” He got his honourific title Mahopadhyaya in the
times of Dharmamtirtisuri (1528-1613AD).*® He was the
second Mahopadhyaya disciple of Kalyanasagarasturi®
(1576-1660AD), the Yugapradhanacarya. Later on
Mahopadhyaya Vinayasagara was also honored as
Acarya.®

He incorporates only 482 aphorisms though the present
researcher has, after a close and critical examination, arrived
at 490 aphorisms (Belvalkar 597 aphorisms and 91 arfie)
in his other small work called Vidvaccintamani.

Mahopadhyaya Vinayasagara himself has said about
this work, Bhoja-vydkarapam, that it was composed for
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the satisfaction of king Bhojamalla, the prince of
Bharamalla (1585AD) and the ruler of Kaccha territory.

The Bhoja-vyakaranam is indebted to the Sarasvata-
sitraprakriya of AS. Both the works are treated in three
Parts (afxr). The divisions of the topics as well as the order
of treatment are also similar. The explanations, examples
and citations given in Sarasvata-prakriya are found versified.
Ramacandra (later half of 15" cent.), the author of Prakriya-
kaumudi, is referred to in both the works and even more
frequently in the Bhoja-vyakaranam, yet Bhoja-
vyakaranam has its originality.

He being a Jaina by religion, does not seem fast to
the customs or norms of superiority of Jainism, on the
contrary he accepts the all-accepted norms, such as the
deity connected to knowledge~§iva, the trinity of g
connected to the trinity of gods® yet at the same time, he
introduces the good points of Jainism.>

Some of the salient features of the Bhoja-
vyakarapam® are as under:

The Sarasvata aphorisms, try to abridge many of the
groups (77) of words and roots of Paninian School by tak-
ing the first member and thereby appending 3fe (= and
others) to the rest, for the sake of brevity and easy memory.
The Bhoja-vyakaranam, as per its nomenclature, gives the
aphorisms but clarifies what the word sfs means. It enlists
the rest of the words or roots. Similarly the plural usage is
also explained by stating the rest of the members.

After giving the declensions of words, the similar
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words are enlisted, while the difficult words are just
mentioned.>* In the verbal conjugations (Part-II), the first
root of each group is conjugated completely and then the
distinctive formations are discussed. The comparison® and
superiority®® of Panini siitras are also focused.

In many verses, one or two or more aphorisms are
interwoven.’’

The indicatory letters () of the suffixes and the roots
are mentioned with their specific functions and the meaning
of the roots is also stated.

In some places, the beautiful verses are given to
support the exact meaning of the word.*®

The Bhoja-vyakaranam is a treatise on the aphorisms
of the Sarasvata School of Sanskrit grammar and hence, to
remind the original work 1.e. Sarasvata aphorisms, various
synonyms of the goddess Sarasvati are employed.

The impact of Paninian grammar is seen frequently.

It is quite amazing and even disappointing that such
an important and scholarly work on the Sarasvata School
of Sanskrit grammar is not regarded worthy of proper
mention. The well-known author of the Systems of
Sanskrit grammar not placing Bhoja-vyakaranam in the
history of Sarasvata school of Sanskrit grammar, accom-
modates somehow in the appendix, with a note:*® “Bhoja-
vyakaranam by Vinaysagara (Vinayasundaraccording to
Belvalkar)- written for the benefit of a king Bhoja, son of
Bharamalla. This work, like the above (Prabodhacandrika),
is metrical in form, following the usual arrangement.”
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Thus Bhoja-vyakaranam is not only the simplest trea-
tise on the Sanskrit grammar, but also a synthesis of two
schools of grammar.®® Thereby, it conspicuously speci-
fies that the Sarasvata grammar is fully equipped to place
the reader on the royal road to the Paninian grammar. This is
what is clearly mentioned in the last aphorism® of the
Sarasvata school (and naturally in the Bhoja-vyakaranam,
t00).%2

The style and method of the Bhoja-vyakaranam is so
simple, lucid and interesting that it proves itself indispens-
able for the beginners of Sanskrit grammar and language.

(17) Sahajakirti & his Sarasvata-prakriyavarttika -
He was a Jaina =14 and a pupil of Hemanandanagani of
the &awr=s. The commentary was composed in 1623 AD.%

(18) Harhsavijayagani & his Sabdarthacandrikid -
His contribution is very slight. He has been apparently con-
tent to write a very diffuse commentary on the intro-

ductory verses of the Sarasvata-prakriya. He was the pu-
pil of Vijayananda and flourished in VS 1708 (= 1652 AD).%

(19) Raghunatha & his Laghubhasyam® - He flour-
ished in the 17® cent., and was a pupil of Bhattoji Diksita.
He was a Nagara, the son of Vinayaka. He wrote a small
gloss on the topic named Paricasandhi of the Siddhanta-
kaumudi.%

(20) Ramasrama alias Ramacandrarama & his
Siddhantacandrika - He belongs to 1684 AD. He is
commented upon by Sadananda in his Subodhini and also
by Lokeévara, the author of Tattvadipika. So he can be
paced in the last quarter of the 17% - the first quarter of the

th 68
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The Siddhantacandrika of Ramasrama (= RM) is
published® and hence its brief outline is furnished in the
following table:

TAEH
No. | Chapter Sa. With Pa.Su, Total
Su. slight
change
01 | GTHRTR] 13 — 001 014
02 | @raft: 20 — 010 030
03 | st / 04 — 010 014
ECAREICH
04 | 21 — 019 040
05 | faestaf: 09 01 010 020
06 | @wT: glorggr: 58 01 023 082
07 | @ EifergT: | 13 01 007 021
08 | wRITAgEaergT: | 11 01 005 017
09 | gaTaTqfergT: 46 01 020 067
10 | sararsifergT: 03 — — 003
11 | cawamgeatergm: | 03 — 003 006
12 | goqeerq ey | 15 — 006 021
13 | s=mani 08 | - — 001 009
14 | divemr: 12 01 060 073
15 | ®R&H 07 — 061 068
16 | @9 23 — 089 112
17 | atgam: 35 — 188 223
SANEL
No.| Chapter Sa. With Pa.Su., Total
Su. slight
change
01 | wm=Ea: 102 03 097 202
02 | 3EET: 020 01 038 059
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03 | g 010 — 007 017
04 | feam=T: 004 — 013 017
05 | @@= 006 — 004 010
06 | suTEa: 002 — 003 005
07 | e 002 — 006 008
08 | garea: 003 — 010 013
09 | Fara: 005 — 005 010
10 | T 001 01 017 019
11 | sa=awiean 002 — 039 041
12 | grayfsar 006 — 026 032
13 | as=awisan 006 — 018 024
14 | aseanfear 001 — 005 006
15 | smrearayisan 004 01 026 031
16 | SvsaEd: — _— 001 001
17 | srcAaewisan 001 — 064 065
18 | =eluey — — 004 004
19 | viraswien 005 — 012 017
20 | FHeguis — — 010 010
21 | Frrufar — 01 025 026
22 | ydge: 040 — 150 190
23 | SumEw: 002 — 373 375
24 | STRFE: 022 05 091 118

RM commenting on the aphorisms of Sarasvata
School of Sanskrit grammar discusses 515 aphorisms of
this school. Besides he endeavors to make this school an
aid to the learning of the Paninian school and hence he
introduces almost 1510 aphorisms from that school, though
there are 18 rules (of Panini) with minor changes.

Even the two Parts viz. the former half (g=fe) and the
latter half (3wwre) reveal the impact of Bhattoji Diksita’s
Vaiyakaranasiddhantakaumudi. Even the discussion on the
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Agentive nouns (%) is dealt with in two chapters or
sections like v, followed by swnfs and 3waaw, similar to
those of Bhattoji Diksita.

The striking feature is found in the latter half where

RM follows Anubhutisvartipacarya for the order of the rules
of conjugations i.e. &afx (6™), Tl (7%) and garlz (8%).

(21) Ksemankara — The name of his commentary is
nowhere available. His date is not given or guessed by any
of the authors on the Sarasvata school. But fortunately the
date of his son Lokeévara (next No. 22 below) is
tentatively arrived at in the last quarter of the 17® cent.
Hence he can be supposed to have flourished in the third
quarter of the 17® cent. He is the author of a commentary
on Sarasvata-prakriya.”

(22) Loke$akara & his Tattvadipika — Lokedakara
(or Lokfévara, according to Saini) has commented upon
the Siddhantacandrika of Ramasrama (1684 AD) and
hence he can be put in the last quarter of 17® - the first
quarter of the 18® cent. He was the son of Ksemankara.”

(23) Jinacandra & his Siddhantaratnam — He is a
very modern commentator on the Sarasvata-sitras.
Jinacandra Stiri (= JC) was a disciple of Sri Sagara-candra
Siiri. His commentary on the Sarasvata grammar is famous
by the name Siddhantaratnam or Siddhantaratnika.”

Muni Jayanta Vijaya, the younger disciple of $ri
Vijayadharma Sturi has written a gloss (Zrwvi&) on the
Siddhantaratnika, in the year VS 1985 (1929 AD).” He
completed his gloss in Varanasi on the 5* day of bright sremr.
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JC, according to Belvalker, is a modern commentator
of the Sarasvata school and must have flourished in about
1850 AD.™

In the benedictory verses (Rg«m=rw) JC bowing down
to the lotus-feet of his teacher, introduces his effort to write
a commentary on the aphorisms of the Sarasvata School.”
In three Parts (afr) JC has commented on 1008 aphorisms
i.e. 434 aphorisms in the First Part called sermaftr, 426 apho-
risms in the Second Part called sreawaf and 148 apho-
risms in the Third Part called Fe=.

The following table will make it clear how JC reads
aphorisms more than those of the Sarasvatasiitrapatha.

wawrgt (Part I)
No. | Chapter Sa. With Total
Su. slight
change

YIIGEEUE - 13 04 17
02 | wfcams: 00 33 33
03 | w=afn: 21 07 28
04 | gk 05 06 11
05 | sTestfe: 15 05 20
06 | ATEREr: 04 02 06
07 | fomtater: 11 05 15
08 | wr=m: glergT: 55 05 60
09 | @ | 16 02 18
10 | E&Tear TEh T : 13 02 15
11 | ger=m: ierg: 47 10 57
12 | gareT: diferg: 03 00 03
13 | goTar AR eeT: 03 00 03
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14 | goHTEHET 16 01 17
15 | s=aia 06 05 11
16 | v 13 04 17
17 | afgaveom 22 50 72
18 | R 07 22 29
19 | swmayeRn 26 19 45
fechrargter (Part I
No. | Chapter Sa. With Total
Stu. | slight
change
01 | vanfey wehufem: 91 48 139
02 | wnfesaremufe: 08 15 023
03 | wanfasrafe: 04 05 009
04 | srETley ReAuR: 13 25 038
05 | srrfesaremufe: 02 05 007
06 | smifewmEdfs: 04 09 013
07 | griey wEAvfe: 05 07 012
08 | gifesamaufe: 01 00 001
09 | gyt 03 03 006
10 | feanfay wedufem: 04 04 008
11 | Rerfesarmuie: 01 03 004
12 | feafepsmaafe: 00 00 000
13 | wnfagwafe: 04 04 008
14 | nfey urerufe: 01 01 001
15 | enfesaramafe: 00 00 000
16 | el 01 00 001
17 | wenfey wedufe: 01 01 002
18 | wnfesaramuie: 00 00 000
19 | aerfesyrafea: 02 08 010
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20 | gerfewmEd: 02 01 003
21 | garey werufe: 00 02 002
22 | qerfesaTEate: 01 02 003
23 | FfepmEaE: 05 00 005
24 | FnfesarcrRufe: 00 00 000
25 | gafesrEafe: 05 03 008
26 | s~ - 02 16 018
27 | arfsan 05 20 025
28 | gsaufsan 07 10 017
29 | aserwawirar 02 01 003
30 | @vgrea: 01 00 001
31 W@FT@WT 04 14 018
32 | stcRvRwieaT 01 37 038
33 | wxeiueufsn 00 06 006
34 | Rl 00 07 007
35 | wraaviEaT 04 11 015
36 | svadufear - 00 00 000
getrafy (Part 1)
No. | Chapter Sa. With Total
Su. slight
change
01 | HEATRTH 67 66 133
02 | SuEa: 07 08 015

The closer study of his commentary reveals the three

observations as follows:

(1) JC’sstyle is easy and the language is simple.

(2) He has followed Anubhutisvartipacarya’s Sarasvata-
prakriya in most of the aphorisms and even the
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chapterisation is in the same order with the only change
in the naming of the Part-III.

(3) As compared to 568 aphorisms (+90 atixi®) of the
Sarasvata School, JC introduces and explains 440
aphorisms more i.e. 1008 total aphorisms.

Thus JC commenting on the aphorisms of Sarasvata
school of Sanskrit grammar discusses 554 aphorisms of
this School. There are 524 rules and arii& (of the same

school) with minor changes.

JC has, it seems a special arrangement, because he
comments not only on the Sarasvata school, but he is
presenting an easy and simplified text on Sanskrit
grammar. He must have thought of his only purpose of
making the beginners conversant in the Sanskrit Language
and Literature through the study of his text-
Siddhantaratnika. For this reason only he has introduced
chapter on the meta-rules (01.02) and Nasal-coalescing
(01.06), though he keeps the sequence of chapters on con-
jugational formations wafs (6%), Farfs (7%) and garfe (8h).

But he follows Ramasrama while commenting on the
rules of the Part-1IT making only two chapters viz. Fe=veem
and 3ImEg:,

Later on the commentators on this school felt it
necessary to present this school as an aid to the Paninian
school and hence this school acquired its other view as a
preliminary text to the Paninian school.

There are two more commentators whose date is
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neither mentioned by any of the historians nor it can be
inferred from any other source.

(24) Dayaratna & his Sarasvata-paribhasa - He wrote
a grammar work of the Sarasvata school in explanation of
the technical rules giving conventions and maxims.” As
the list of maxims is provided by Jinacandra in his
Siddhantaratnika (01.02), it can be inferred that he might
have been a predecessor of Jinacandra (1850 AD).

(25) Harideva & his Mitaksara - He wrote Mitaksara
otherwise called Sarasvatasara a work giving a short
substance of the Sarasvata-vyakaranam.”

Conclusion

In addition to these names there could be mentioned a
few others sufficient to indicate the course of development
of the school. However, a few more writers may be
mentioned by name who wrote commentaries on the
Sarasvata independently of the Sarasvata-prakriya,
although none extant is older than that work.”

They are:- Ratnakara,” Narayanabharati, Mahidhara
(16™ cent.), Ksemankara (1683 AD), etc.

The above historical development shows clearly that
no other school of Sanskrit grammar has grown to such an
extent in seven centuries. The only reason behind its growth
can be specifically seen that it was an easy, simple and a
helpful system for the beginners.
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ST et e ge il e R 1

Belvalkar S.K., P 97: &3 srerfy qesieesars e

Belvelkar, P 97.

Ibid.

A Dictionary of Sanskrit Grammar, P 39.

Post - Paninian systems of Sanskrit Grammar, P 182.

Belvelkar, P 97, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 412 and Saini, P 182.

See Dr. Bhandarkar’s Report for 1882-83, P 12, Belvelkar, P 97
FN No. 1.

Belvalkar, pp. 96-97.

Aeretfer guTeaTaT SATEaT e T |

SpITET |1 S Ui ATEa AT || §° et R

Belvalkar, P 98, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 306, P 252 and Saini, P 182.
Belvalkar, pp. 97-98, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 136 and Saini, P 182.
e TR AT sk : g || g qfie 1| 27AB

Belvalkar, P 98.

Abhyankar & Shukla put Anubhiitisvaripacarya in 12% cent., P 151.
AT FARIETIHIT |

FacrsEde @ FEd sfla v | T TN

favrsamt g vy wfemieay gar ar fawke:

syt AW < SRR T T

geTer Ry e 11 S TR

FTRTore e 3f T | ot strgor st e srsemr At st s R reewe @
SIS wgRifRfiRmaeay@d: 1 g 3¢ |

(2) T ERTSY (19T ¢ /R /¥ 1) (R) Seargest = 191 ¢ /3 / 83 11 (3) Tivrearerat
ATITRER | 91° 4 /3 /3% 1 (%) Rremfewasw 1wy /3 /e (1) @rfiasad || ar
VAVASLY

¥ FEER @ AREN G LTy

. WISt kg T v

® o R R aft s g e 1 g e ot gk

TE SUTET | ST AT | 3T GRIevaT | Ro( T | 7Y qre | 8T ahrears ey | =19
AR | o A (T501T) | T I | qg SN T T TR

FaaT ArsHaeaTty fire seieeT gel |

giveet AeeAt f§ mdnefwsiier ) g e 330

Belvalkar, P 99, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 426 and Saini, P 182.
Dec. Coll. Collection, no.13 of 1877-78.

Belvalkar, pp. 98-99.

argead weA wareren =7 [iRar|l 27cd & Vide. FN 13 of this chapter.
Belvalkar, P 98, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 427.

TR et g =ntey & ) g° i 34 cdi

Abhyankar & Shukla, P 324 and Saini, P 182.
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Belvelkar and Abhyankar & Shukla do not mention his date.
ST KT RS et aar |
R et AT arRrder v 1| g s 3ol
Belvalkar, pp. 97, 98 & 100 and Saini, P 182.
Abhyankar & Shukla, (P 158-159 and P 426) write, “He refers to his
work Kaustubha-khandana in his Praudha-manorama-khandana.”
Kane P. V. : Hostory ‘of Sanskrit Poetics, pp. 309-312.
Belvalkar, pp. 99-100 and Saini, P 182.
HINHTAY JAS: BlormRawsEg|
AQRETS T ST wae: || §° T 320
BORI No. 292 of 1880-81.
Belvalkar, P 100, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 427 and Saini, P 182.
Belvalkar, P 80, FN 01, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 427, while Saini
does not mention this commentator.
Belvalkar, P 100 and Saini does not mention even the name.
Belvalkar, pp. 115-116.
Vide. sgmemafamaamR - frfe- e, intr., edi. Dr. Jani Jaydev
Arunoday, Arya-Jaya-Kalyana-Kendra, Mumbai, 1985.
The major part of the verses is composed in 7Y metre and the rest
portion in 3w, smatfifa, sk, sewafeem, wfaf, wiaf, Srafdr and
srgafafsfeay meters.
STt gETior T SR |
TG fEREHTARY, TETTHIE EIaR || A 3.3%¥ 1|
AT S AT A<: |
feraTR: ety g gafeam | e 2,221
srfepeaTor itaH ST IV, 6. FATTHERRS A7.4T., §3¢3 (FRE. 03R) 7. oo-{o4|
Ibid. pp. 106-118.
siifafeoerrsm: gRemmERT: |
Aut farsttrand: giemmarr: | 331
AIseTeoR] salutes & (7ga), #e” (fa) and 9 respectively in the
begining of the three Parts.
EEHYT Fefe: FOIETT WY | 5 3,300 )
Vide: Dr. J. A. Jani’s article - Bhojavyakaranam - A Study, Pub.
Shri Sahitya Sudha Sadanam, Chandigarh, pp. 162-167.
FARY STV ST IR Frel axead |
SEATRIT (7T LITAT YT5aT: |reAt fa=erdt: || 9 £.¢.R3
FeTRrT i SR ST URETEE: |
ARSI SHRITRauEd: | 9°2.2¢.<1
srsfur ety arfomsi ge: 19 £.2.31
U adIdIg g4l gt o)
HTITRTAT FETTST Seh TagqReT: 1 2. 960}
T AUHIAGT G |19 2.%.¢ |
TeRTfg TEHY T AT Y FeTar || 7U3.3.8% I
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frefirfemafidiird fyuaat woad 1 9 345100
Belvalkar places wisrma=er under “lesser Manuals and School-books,
while Abhyankar and Shukla as well as Saini do not mention even
his name.”
Vaidya Kishora Ramakanta got Ph.D. in Sanskrit on the subject of
this siise@r] in Dec. 2000 (The M.S. University of Baroda,
Vadodara). His topic was Wit - sissareorm: qeries eaa |
ArreRwe fafg: 11 83.aR11
Arrue fafy: TR sl 1) 53,234 1| where 9% means Paninian
grammar. Which is the preceding verse of gaferar (3.3¥%), etc.
Belvalkar, P 100 and Saini, P 182.
sreerdafRiET gafosoe Terem: 1| g sfder 34abi
Belvalkar, P 100, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 443 and Saini, P 182.
et Ty AT |
wftr TS fFETETTT AT || g S 3% 1
Belvelkar pp. 102-103, Abhyankar & Shukla P 320 and Saini P 182,
Belvelkar P 102, Abhyankar & Shukla pp.323-324 and Saini P 182.
w. =t AgevaR Jw, o=, . $R¢¢ 1 (1924 AD)
Abhyankar & Shukla, P 136.
Belvelkar, P 102, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 336 and Saini, P 182.
Belvelkar, P 102, Abhyankar & Shukla, P 161, though Saini dates
him in 1641 AD (P 182) without furnishing any proof.
RrgracforaT, v, auias Smeme, 90 93 |
Belvalkar, P 102.
HAGRIGTRAIS FeaT s g |

TR g9 gt e g 2.0
Abhyankar & Shukla, P 426, while Belvelkar and Saini do not men-

tion this commentator.

Abhyankar & Shukla, P 427, while Belvelkar & Saini do not men-
tion this commentator.

Belvalkar, pp. 101-102.

The dates of Ratnakara and Narayanabharafi are nowhere mentioned.
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