
CHAPTER 03

Anubhutisvarupacarya 
(Controversy about the authorship of 

Sarasvata Text)

I Authorship of the Sarasvatasutrapatha

Belvalkar S. K. in his Systems of Sanskrit Grammar 
(P 96) writes: “From this obscure and almost mythical 
personage, who could not have lived prior to the establishment 
of Muhammedan rule in India, our next leap in the History 
of this School is to Anubhutisvarupacarya, the author of 
the Sarasvata-prakriya. He may have had one or two 
predecessors in his task. Anyhow when he took up the task, 
there was probably such a confusion in the order of the 
Sarasvata Sutras that he found it necessary to arrange 
ff) the whole matter for logical presentation.”

“Anubhutisvarupacarya could not have lived earlier 
than 1250 AD and later than 1450 AD, when Punjaraja1 
the earliest of his known commentators lived. When the 
Sutras once received a stereo-typed form at the hands of 
Anubhutisvarupacarya, the further history of this school is 
mainly one of the commentaries and sub-commentaries; 
and the fact that very few of the commentators - and they 
are over 15 in the course of about 175 years - make any 
really original contribution, but confine themselves merely 
to an explanation more or less accurate, only means that 
the grammar was meant for practical purposes only. That 
there should have arisen so many commentators at all is to 
be explained on the ground that the several local Pandits
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felt it necessary, in vindication of their scholarship, to write 
for their patrons fresh commentaries rather than take up 
those already existing.”

Abhyankar K. V. & Shukla J. M. in their Dictionary 
of Sanskrit Grammar (P 161) writes about Narendra i.e. 
Narendracarya alias Narendrasuri:

“An old grammarian believed to have been the original 
writer of the Sarasvata-vyakaranam, on the strength of 
reference to him in the commentary on the Sarasvata- 
vyakaranam written by Ksemendra as also reference in 
the commentary on the Prakriya-kaumudTby Vitthalesa. 
He is believed to have flourished in the 10th cent.”

And again about Anubhutisvampacarya (=AS) they 
wirte (pp. 25 & 426): “A grammarian of the 12th cent, who 
wrote a work on grammar called Sarasvati-prakriya or 
Sdrasvata-prakriyd. The traditional founder of the Sarasvata 
school. The name of Narendracarya is associated with 
Sarasvata school by Ksemendra, Vitthala and Amrtabharati. 
Possibly Narendra wrote sutras. Anubhutisvampacarya 
added Varttikas and settled the text, which was known 
after him. He has also written Dhatu-pdtha and 
Akhyataprakriya. The grammar is a short one and is studied 
in some parts of India.”

“Name of a grammar work which was once very popular 
on account of its brevity, believed to have been written in 
the form on ancient grammarian named Narendra who 
is said to have composed 700 aphorisms under the inspiration 
of SarasvatT. The exposition of these sutras by a reputed 
grammarian named Anubhutisvampacarya, who possibly
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flourished in the 13th cent., is known by the name Sarasvata- 
prakriya, which has remained as a text book on grammar 
to the present day in some parts of India. This Prakriya is 
popularly known as Sarasvata-vyakarayam. The technical 
terms in this grammar are the current popular ones.”

Saini R. S. in his Post-Paninan systems of Sanskrit 
grammar (P 182) gives the list of the commentators

Narendracarya ascribing strongly the authorship of 
the Sarasvata aphorisms to Narendracarya and not to AS, 
says that the word pm indicates the making of this grammar 
perfect by AS. This makes clear that NC is the Sutrakara 
and AS is the Prakriyakara.2

CK explaining the figure of speech revealed in the 
name of AS, gives the information that he was a monk. He 
is the one whose form or nature itself is the knowledge or 
experience.3

II Life & date

The different views of the above four scholars can be 
compiled as follows in order to get a clear picture of 
Anubhutisvarupacarya’s life & date.

As there is no exact historical material available to 
date AS, he can be introduced as one who could not have 
lived prior to the Muhammedan rule in India. He is the 
author of the Sarasvata-prakriya. It is also a point of doubt 
whether he had one or two predecessors in writing his work. 
When he took up the task, there was such a confusion in 
the order of the Sarasvata aphorisms that he found it
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necessary to arrange the whole matter for logical
presentation.

AS could not have lived earlier than 1250 AD and 
later than 1450 AD, when Punjaraja (15th cent.), 
Amrtabharatl (1498 AD) and Madhava (1534 AD), the 
three earliest of his known commentators lived. After AS 
arranged the sutras in a sterio-typed form, the further 
history of this School is mainly one of commentaries and 
sub-commentaries; and very few of the commentators have 
made any really original contribution, but have given 
merely an explanation. This is to make the grammar 
inevitable for practical purposes only.

A hermit bearing the name Anubhuti as the first 
member and svarupa as the second member i.e. 
Anubhutisvarupacarya has composed an auspicious text 
of grammatical operation (sH^n) befitting to the clever.”

This stanza is important, as it provides 03 information:
(1) the author of the commentary is none other than AS,
(2) The author was a hermit (4wft) and (3) The commentary 
is befitting to the clever i.e. the scholars and hence it 
indicates the probability of (a) AS as an original author of 
the Sarasvata school of Sanskrit grammar (which is not 
correct).5

(b) The controversial discussion on the 
commentator’s (AS’s) for using the form in the court.6

The anecdote regarding AS (which is no were 
recorded except in the Bhumika of Shastri Navalkishor) 
has some ground of AS being a resident of Varanasi. He
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was a hermit of the Sarasvati sect of monks. This proves 
that AS was residing in a hermitage (stt^t/^) of the 
Sarasvati SanyasI and again he was not a moving monk
(*"!)■

The mention of the name and others
provides also a scope of in reference that AS has good 
report with the stalwarts, though nothing is known about

The same stanza furnishes another reference to wr 
(=wrfcr), the deity frequently saluted in the list of the 
deities of Varanasi.

AS also salutes which suggests his sub-sect of 
Sarasvati Sanyaslnas.

Therefore the incorrect usage (Loc. pi.) instated of
^has some other shed of meaning, because the word 
means “regarding the Unborn or the birth-less Persons.” 
The arises here, is the plural usage instated of the singular. 
The plural usage indicates either plurality or the form of 
respect, none of which can be understood in the move usage.

The last stanza is a sort of final benedictory stanza 
(sr^wf^r)8, as it prays Lord Hayagriva for the protection

“May Goddess Laksmi’s (Kamala’s) shelter Lord 
Hayagriva, whose louts feet are fully sucked (i.e. worshiped 
devotedly) by the honey-bees in the form of gods, demons 
and men, protect you (i.e. the learners and teachers).”

The above benedictory stanza bespeaks of the
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Hayagriva-worship and possibly AS belonged to the group 
of Sanyaslns whose sect-deity was HayagrTva.

/ _
Most of the Puranas like Srimad Bhagavata 

Mahapurana mention the locality and the followers of the 
HayagrTva worship, but it does not help to come to any 
conclusion regarding the native of AS.

Chitrava Sastn in his Madhyakdlin Caritrakosa (P 21) 
provides the information that “Anubhutisvarupacarya 
composed the grammar called Sdrasvata-prakriya. The 
anecdote regarding him is thus. One’s he was speaking in 
the court and then he uttered an ungrammatical form of a 
word. The scholars of the assembly asked for the explanation. 
He promised to give the explanation next day. He went 
home, propitiated goddess Sarasvatl and obtained the 
grammar from Sarasvati. Next day he removed the doubt 
of the scholars in the court. It is believed that over above 
Sdrasvata-prakriya he wrote (1) Akhyata-prakriya and (2) 
Dhatupdtha. He must have been flourished between 1250 
AD - 1450 AD.9

Moreover it is wellknown that a group of Madhva 
followers of Karnataka worships Hayagriva. But AS does 
not seem to have any connection to them, because he was 
the resident of Varanasi.10

AS is a devotee of and hence pays salutation to Him 
in the last benedictory stanza.11

Ill Anubhutisvarupacarya as a commentator

This can be well examined through various points of 
his style-
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(1) Separating the words of aphorisms like, as e,g.

(a) fw^TF[S. 199 asf%^3RFt i
(b) S. 283 as I

(2) Explaining the difficult words of the aphorism
like, as e.g.

(a) The vowel sr (under S. 185) stands to provide the 
scope of ^ (f*f). (b) *zft: (12/38) as the Genitive dual form 
of % (dual) of % and 3. (c) The indicatory ^ (under S. 210) 
which is the initial member of wjfj (Dat. pi.) with the words 
that both the situations of a many-lettered (^) suffix and 
the suffix with an indicatory ^ (fhq[) are applicable here, 
but the first situation changes the final sr into t* }2

(3) Clarifying the difficult words, as e.g.
(a) short reference to the aphorism earlier,
(b) The sparer like the vowel % is used for the 

(easy) pronunciation, while the nasal ^ indicates the

(c) short reference to the aphorism explained 
earlier, but still he gives its explanation unM f^r ffe I

(d) the word f: (under S. 451) as the Ablative 
sing, of the combination of 3

(4) Adding the key word, as e.g. (a) (under
S. 492) - f the combination of % and f. (b) (under S. 
499) - wi is substituted for w&{. Clarifies the aphorism 
adding a key word.13

(5) Justifying the terms/words employed as e.g.
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(a) The w&m in sM r^ftT *pr: (under S. 8) as 3^ ^ 

sfr. After declaring the model words, he remarks:
(^) ^TTt cRR-cSRRqw^cTW&m: i, etc.

Even in the verbal conjugation (snww) he conjugates 
the model verb and for the rest he remarks:

(a) pfpr yiwlwib 3ftnFl i 
^1uf%nicri

(b) j Hfd i etc.

(6) Pointing out the division of the aphorisms 
(#rf%wpr:), as e.g. (ajfq^w-orw^ir-^usrsT-^cfRir

AS divides the aphorism into two (though the editor 
of the printed text of AS’s Sarasvata-Prakriya gives sepa
rate numbering of each of the group making 6-13 apho
risms) seem to read two aphorisms, but the Ms. of 
Sarasvatasutrapatha reads both the aphorism as one. CK 
specifically points out the division of the aphorism into 
two.21 f
cT 3) *r - $t w h and l (1/6)

(b) The reads wbrr w ftp: (13/59), wtm ww{
I and 1 Later on this #rl%wr: resulted into two inde
pendent aphorisms.14

(7) Supplying optional aphorism, as e.g.

(a) In some places AS supplies some easy and simple 
aphorisms, though it is not clear whether such aphorisms 
are from his pen or from some other text on grammar. These 
aphorisms have a close similarity with those of Panini.
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(b) AS explaining the optional aphorism 3#
(56) justifies the duplication of <r in sr^ffcr with the help of 
the optional aphorism fs:.

AS (or the editor) omits S. 153 aphorism and 
supplies the optional aphorism ^ ^ 3T.15

AS gives the optional (under S. 164) aphorism ff%^r 
which is explained by CK taking the help of the 

etc.16

(c) The indicatory ^ in (Dat. pi.) as that both 
the situations of a many lettered (f$) suffix and the suffix 
with an indicatory % (1w) are applicable here.

(8) Dividing the words & conjugating the verbs - 
AS declines the worlds in the usual order of Nominative to 
Vocative at the end, just at some places the order is 
Nominative, Vocative to Locative.

AS’s statement: the conjugation of ^5 root is similar 
to that of 3pr-3FRr as the conjugational forms of this root are 
similar to that of m-^ - snftero

AS has given some of the declensions of the pronoun .

AS following the Prakriyd-kaumudi declines the 
words in order form Nominative, Vocative and the rest.

AS e.g. (1) % (m), (2) (m) and (3) sFif / istf (m)

But sometimes AS declines the words in the popular 
method beginning from Nom., Aec., etc. up to Vocative.
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AS comments on the declensions of the pronouns 
(you) and (I, we) separately in two chapters (nos. 12 
& 13) adopting Nom. sing, to Loc. PL followed by the 
substitution of the doublets in the next chapter.18

AS gives forms of Past Perfect Tense of the roots ^ 
(102) w and (104) in his Sarasvata-Prakriyd,
though Paninian school does not read 4g*-WFT.19

AS accepts the root ’j and f which is referred to by 
Battojidiksita as the view of some grammarians.20

AS reads both the roots m (209) rrsqfcr and nrsr (210) 
uu^rfcr without referring to the forms of ^mr-UTS^rfcr.21

AS remarks that elision and the vowel % occurs in this 
aphorism by way of succession.22

AS remarks the prohibition of *pr in S. 468 on the 
strength of the indicatory % to which CK adds the support 
of the aphorism (12.9).23

AS remarks that the suffix sr of under S. 534 
(13/41) is an exception to the suffix ^ of the ^ ?rr% under 
S. 531 (13/38) which shows that the '^Hi6 of the Sarasvata 
school must have employed the -

(9) Pointing out the Succession (3i|f f%), as e.g. (a) f
iR/? II (b) 3TITI m/m (c) 4t: f: iiv9/y?ii etc.

The editors add f: in the texts of AS, though the 
succession of occurs from the preceding aphorism (7/41).
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The editors substitute w. for ’KRT % though the former 
occurs by way of succession and the latter is un- available 
in the aphorism.25

(10) Naming the chapter - This is the discussed fully 
in Ch. 02.

(11) Reference to Panini -

AS is exact in furnishing the well-known (Paninian) 
technical terms like w and justifies the Non-coalescing 
(3wf%) of the vowels in the aphorism. Ramas'rama adopts 
the same explanation.26

AS incorporating the last aphorism justifies cite: as 
from other texts of Sanskrit grammar, probably that of 
Panini who speaks of the in his fw.27

AS incorporates almost all the aphorisms of Panini 
either in toto or with a little alteration.28

AS corrects the terms of Sarasvata school with the 
terms of Panini, as under:

I I |

AS incorporates 3^wr^rf%f%w[(Pa. 1/4/62) which is 
referred to by CK as a maxim and not an aphorism of other 
school of ancient grammarian.29

AS cites here 3T^Mwfr: (Pa. 2/4/56) in the form of a 
statement explaining the terms and sudunpr for the
group of four (Present Tense, Imperfect Past, Imperative 
and Potential) and the rest respectively, while CK simply
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refers to it with the words, “the definitions and
smfsrRjcp are given in the original text i.e. Sarasvata-prakriya 
of AS.30

AS incorporates many of the aphorisms of Paninian 
School of Sanskrit grammar. They are presented in the form 
of corrective statements (^rrfxfe).31

The aphorisms of Paninian school are incorporated 
in the Sarasvata-prakriya with necessary changes i.e. 
transforming the terminology and adding word or words 
of succession.32

AS quotes the aphorism hj (Pa.
7/2/5) to conjugate the Aorist form of the root ^-^rf*r%.33

AS includes the aphorism ffTwPr: (Pa. 2/4/53) without 
mentioning its source.34

AS and CK both accept the root and f which is 
referred to by Battojidiksita as the view of some 
grammarians.35

AS commenting on f^r (265) to get, of the group
ofetc. (under S. 437) refers to some grammarians taking 
the root as belonging to zsfkz operation.

The above comment has clear mention in the 
Siddhanta-kaumudT (under S. 2524) of Bhattojidlksita who 
writes that the root belongs to operation according to 
Vyaghrabhuti (an ancient grammarian later than Patanjali) 
and others, while the considers it to treat as of the 
srfis operation.36
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AS quotes ll??/? 311 enjoining substitute
for ^ in case of (fe), while Panini’s rule fto (1/3/
60) regulates substitution in only srr^q?.37

AS incorporates aphorisms of Panini to explain S. 472 
aphorism, while CK is silent.

AS quotes in S. 473. 11?^/^ II Panini
Im° ?/\/*\ 11 referring to with the word
cbPiq.

AS supposing a doubt about S. 474 aphorism clari
fies that this aphorism refers to the $c[ roots. Which shows 
that like Panini does not stands for the topic of ^rr.38

AS completes the lacuna of the Future Participles 
doiWaMH^ (Pa.3/1/96) which according to NC were not 
necessary in this school.39

AS referring to the grammarians (siif^ebi:) quotas the 
^nter-

mRi ^oik n40

The aphorism 555 ^4ehi3cM4^<^<iuMc&eHi: wFnfuwhr 
is (Pa. 2/1/49) with a slight change.

AS conjugating the form of Aorist 3P sing, of 
(214) fwrfcT, quotes f^3nf*rf^(Pa. 3/1/46) and gives two 
examples of embracing and touching.41

AS conjugating the forms of Aorist 3P sing, of W{ 
(219) STTRifcr, refers to optional form mfm adopted by some 
(not in Panini) grammarians (without giving any name).42
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Under the S. 285 aphorism explains many of the wmfe 
aphorisms.

This aphorism seems to have been accepted by 
Anubhutisvarupacarya and his successors (esp. CK) to get 
the benefit of the device called “the split of an aphorism” 
(#rfwrr:).

IV Anubhutisvarupacarya and Ms successors

Anubhutisvarupacarya (13th cent.) is a fortunate 
commentator who is succeeded by more then 20 successors, 
who have contributed to his Sdrasvata-prakriya through 
their commentaries making his explanations accurate and 
easily graspable. Among them only 05 commentators are 
available in the form of published texts.

Muni Candrakjrti (second quarter of 16th cent.) has 
given full justices to the explanations of AS in such away 
that one can see clearly the utmost respect paid to AS. He 
explains the difficult key-words, marks the succession, 
shows the words separately along with recognizing their 
grammatical forms, justifies the usages and points out the 
specifically the names or the references mentioned cursory 
by AS.

Vidvadvara Ramacandrasrama alias Ramasrama 
(1684 AD) has presented AS’s Sdrasvata-prakriya in a 
praise worthy form. He seems to have got the idea - that 
AS, rather NC (the author of the Sarasvata aphorism), 
aimed at to present system of Sanskrit grammar which can 
become an easy and perfect aid to the Paninian school. 
There for he packed up the style and contain of
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Bhattojidiksita’s Siddhanta-kaumudi and enriched the•« ^ «

Sarasvata school by writing the commentary Siddhanta- 
candrika,

Mahopadhyaya Vinayasagara (16th - 17th cent.) plays 
an important in the Sarasvata school. He has written 
Bhojavyakaranam to teach king Baramalla’s son 
Bhojamalla (with his name the more gets the title). He fol
lows As folly in keeping the 03 parts impact, though his 
commentary is in 2030 verses. The verses incorporates not 
only the Sarasvata aphorisms, explanation and the 
illustrations, but also various discussions.

More over M. Vinayasagara has composed the work 
called Vidvaddcin tamani containing the sequential order 
of NC’s Sarasvata aphorisms in the form of 126 verses.

Jinacandra (1850 AD) has as a matter of fact written 
Siddhantaratnika as Siddhantaratnam. The work is a sort 
of a handbook of Sanskrit grammar and hence the work 
contains short but sweet explanations of the Sarasvata 
aphorisms. He incorporates the utmost necessary statements 
of AS and even CK. He is the second in the tradition after 
CK who enlists the meta-roles (paribhas a) in an inde
pendent chapter, ch.02.

Thus the above discussion points out salient features 
of the style of AS and the characteristics of his Sdrasvata- 
prakriya along with the indebtedness of his successors.

Conclusion

The above discussion leads to the following points : 
01. AS is the commentator (not the author) of the

Sarasvata aphorisms authorized by NC (10th cent.).
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02. AS was a monk following the sect of worship 
and a disciple of some Sarasvata-sanyasin.

03. His commentary proved itself to be a simple, yet per
fect and comprehensive, because of that it was fur
ther commented upon more than 20 commentators.

04. His successors have paid due respect and even hom
age.

♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦

1

2 
3

4

5
6
7

8

9
10 
11 
12

13
14

15
16

Here the name of Madhava should have been taken, because he 
flourished in the 14 cent.
spifHc^ WStfqYeTiHW WlPklfl: ftf: li II
3T. 3fsr^#: tfd II f 3° f 3?? II

W. Ilf^f ||

vide ch. 02 & 03. 
vide chapter 02 & 03.

urosrakr ^ ferTftflt 5OT%t#wiMRR!;ii?ii 
SMcITSt ^{ik: |

H 3?? II
Belvelkar S.K., P 96.
cf. The commencement of Part-II of this thesis.

?T^Rt*)ch«|^T (fer) || ’frft” f ?vaH II
W ITcf 5R|few ¥ wfeaP' 'STMT W<mTfe? 3FT strrf| *EPj; 

fe[ felt, cKT 3# irfpT TT^pft: tjkt: trrfefet I

1°TT ?'9HH

spr
3T.

3f.

sfetsJj; ||?^.^o || sfeiT: |
si. ferr m% tifet 11 tf g* f 3 o ? 11
«r. fed iMNBkfPHi-t ^-11^11 M II

feli^ntfe: I ufe:fet^fe:'frfet?Rltllf0T'f 3°?ll 
¥. urat: fthWc^iTi spritfen^o? n 
ffiferrsRerat citi S. 153 (7/56). 
sRvrahff 1S. 164 (6/11).
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17

18
19

20

21
22
23
24
25

26

27

28

ar. sjq^^qTli f 3° f° \9? II

^«<s9>qil S. 202 (7/8).
sr. I I <^tifd>lKlqtdfa f|i?WTra'Wrtfi^T: I

3rratsdfq f^rift ii V93 ii
ar. ?jraW^ qt ^r f^rr^ft fe^mw=sr 13TTcfrs^rFr

M R«nt ii f f ^ ii
3r. dsy)RRrk«Hi41 3T srarsT %f%q; 11 f t f ? ?y 11
sr. f^rt-sfqrfqqfifcfwi Ilf ??yii

wrw tlf^THHI)
S.468.^Tf^f II R^ll 

S. 534.frk:|| ??.y?ii
3r. CTafaftsfir dd>R*q <H)qpWRi II f XT ? VII

yflh-MId>1fLIT^3Tq^HT'-i^frtlM|-°4: ^%|| CTT ?^ll 

sFfrjr^i^Kii'pfwifBif:Ilf ff °<Ul 
WMi: || ?.? ||

im.<*ii

ar.
ar.
w.
S.

3^r1*r*M^i d4l R^dd-p^ ii qrftr i% ii
4-^d dlRd> §Rrftfct fI 
WfarqTfpT: df apfr^Tf^crr: || qrftHo ||
(?)?^cr^:^rfliqr ?/v/hvii (^) itsrtot qr^ ii qr ?/y/y:hi (3) 
+fH«i'4)^dlMi ii qr II (Ylferqqf^uqr ?/y/y?ii (H)3nqfg#rr
ii'TT V?/?^n(^)^fte::iiqr VV^°ii
(.'Ifcqsfpqsptiiqr */3A? if (^) wTshtcrr) i d>4Pi 11 qr VV^H (?0)t^n 
qrVV^ii (??) wst?r%!tqrr VVK°n (??) «n5t^n4li| iiqr W^u 

iiqr (?y)^5Mdd4R^^d iiqr VV=mi (?H)
^dMl ftd'kl Il’TT ^/^/??ll (?^) *|<lRHlf: b|^^d<WI^ II <Tf ?/V^II (&) 
atsM^r wr n qr VVH?ll (?<r) araM^ferr qqffw n qr VVH^ll (?s) 
for:jrfd'^ iiqr V3/H3II (^°)wi^atH«wHmw«i^: iiqr V3/H*ti (*?) 
srTfsrfqqFr: iiqr VS AH II(^)^if¥iPiiushmisnifididHt iiqr VVK^n 
(^) awfml: m#$t: ii qr II (^y) feM^for ii qr V VVH (¥t)

nqr VSAhii (^)iiqr V3A?n (^)
fcqt«fq#rw<?)sfeVf iiqr VSA*n (teJqs^pWfcffa: iiqr VSAHii(^) 

qrrfPr n qi° VV^H (^o) tbft^q#Rrr% u qr VV^n (S?) 
qr vvvni (^) q’d^i^qfdBK'i^diM, ii qr v?/^n 

iqr VV^H (^v)fcqRrq^:^r iiqr VSA?ii 
(?H) ^(f<^lq^i«rf <2dki«w<*qi*t it qr VV^H (^) ^mrfsr-

iiqr^/i/\3?ii (^)fwn^sqKFP^ iiqr ?AA°ii (3^) 
3rqKi%q^41 iiqr VV^n (v°)11qr?/y/^kii(v?)q<i%sit$: 
II qr ?/Y/^ II (Y?) qRU|iqfdWl{%cf: IIqi° ?/y/^9|
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29

30

31
32

33

34
35

36
37

38
39
40
41

42

qr ?/x/^ti (xx) li qf ?/x/?ui (vh) qfRn II qf ?/
ii^rr ?/v/^? n (v\s)smkiRcrJ-11 

qf VV^H (x^l^nt)^ uqr ?/x/<r«'ii (x<0 anf qqf«i=ra% uqr ?/x/ 
<rtii (h°)qst^Tfqftfwiiqr V^/?°H (H?)w%: yldRRiMfd<w4l: uqr ?/x/ 
Wi Ov?) sfdRRiyfdqi^ ii qr V V?? n (K3) srtxffotqspfr uqr VV 
?xii (H3)1wqT^s§ppjiiqr R/^/^W (Hx) 11
qf V3/^ll (HH) ^ wlchk^^chfdq^iy^^HWli qr ?/?/?? || (H^) 
<^iQcbiWfeftqT=Er itW^Kii
3T. ^||
®r. qwtfwqrfqqdlft"4I<4I^ ||f 3* T3^||
sr. 3!#cr^rrg% 41 qrajar: qri tpg--f^iflfi^eii «i4yift> qwtfyrfw?i

hi(vi41^mi^ II f a* f vo||

sjqR^iyuiTH wi qfffisr: llf qni?l3<:il
(?) d$ff«!th°q: IIfvr^/^/wII (^)OTfwpTfJffqFRT^rfisr:
lif qr 3/?/3<ill 0)q3f:pm4UM: Ilf qrs/x/?sui (x)

Ilf qr Vx/??*it (H)|^pmp( n f qr $/x/TOn (\) HHretei 
41 mTIlf qr 3/?An (^)q^^qdip^Rwoid'qi:«{^ iif1qrv/ 

V?^n (<0 '^clwfq)Q^towwqtRsq: ii f qr ^/xAii (^) fqrfqRt 
f^qrq^q^qpp llfqr ?/3A?it (?o)fqftt<q: h g°qr 6/\/\6\\ (??) 
hp^uiRI^wyqre^Tqtssp;llfqr^/x/^n(?^)^qffcqtrrr: iifqr?/ 
3/-^,<ixil
3T. ^q;rt'!3Wf%f^sw: II f 3° f Va II
q. %4*\<wX fKr#tra®RB l f^wpr: il f r f \\
ipiqfq: iiqrvVH^iif^qfqr^frqqfqqqfql^i 
3T. ^MlM<^iq4lqTqtiisrfir%f%g;iif ^°f ??xn 
q. fjFrTsfq fqq£Ww 11 f r f ? ?H 11 
f^Hi%lft^fcT|si%%|3iferfe^%i^wiif ?H3 II 
q. 3T%: ^ I 91%: WI^Tl sptcfr oft qt | ^TRFT% | *Rft cj STR^fcT I q^T^ 11 ;f

3*f?^||
q. ?T%:^^lMf:^Tcn^ft«Tq%3ni#3ftq^Hf 3*f?V9^|| 
fcri^^i#w(iif 3“T^ H

3T.
?r.
3T.

q.

f ?*8ll
srf^r^sqrf^: nf rf ?^n
%f I qqfqqqifqf% Ricpl^s-: qftqq-Hoqq:

f 3*f?^ll
3Rl41Rdl ^Ri^ll f Tf ?3? ||
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