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Preface

The Compendium of Susruta (Sanskrit: Susrutasamhita) is a world
classic of ancient medicine, comparable in age and importance to
the Hippocratic Corpus and the Huangdi Neijing. It is a substantial
treatise, written in the Sanskrit language, that presents a systematic,
scholarly form of medicine for diagnosing and treating the many
ailments that patients presented in South Asia two thousand years
ago. The Compendium is a text written by physicians for physicans
and is one of the founding treatises of the indigenous medical sys-
tem of India, Ayurveda. As such, it still informs indigenous medical
practice in India and Ayurvedic complementary and alternative
medicine internationally.

Amongst historians of medicine, The Compendium is perhaps
most famous for its passages describing remarkable forms of sur-
gery. These techniques were used in South Asia and beyond: The
Compendium’s method of couching for cataract circulated in China
in the seventh century and a form of facial plastic surgery described
in The Compendium was witnessed by British surgeons in India in
the eighteenth century and subsequently formed the basis of certain
types of facial reconstruction as practised even today.

In 2007, a previously unknown manuscript of The Compendium
from the uncatalogued collections of the Kaiser Library in Kath-
mandu was announced in a scholarly publication." This manuscript,
MS Kathmandu KL 699, is datable to 878 cg, almost a thousand
years before any other known manuscript of the work. Furthermore,
it became clear that two other manuscripts in Kathmandu were
close copies of KL 699, albeit from later dates.

These exciting discoveries provide a kind of time machine by
which we can directly examine the medical thought of Nepalese
physicians of the ninth century. We can also start to see the changes

1 Dimitrov and Tamot 2007.
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and additions to the text that have happened in the last millennium.
Almost all of these later changes to the text have tended to obscure
its clarity and directness, banalizing the language and inflating the
recipes. Through the critical study of MS Kathmandu KL 699 and its
companions we are beginning to recover an older, more authentic
and more meaningful version of this medical classic.

This book presents a single chapter from The Compendium that is
of unique interest to medical history. The book also lays out the ba-
sic parameters and methods of the project that will also apply to fu-
ture publications. The members of the Su$ruta Project have already
read, edited and translated several other chapters. These materials
are already available in digital format through the project website.?
It is our intention to continue to publish both digitally and in print.
We are currently preparing a critical edition and annotated transla-
tion of the Kalpasthana, The Compendium’s book on plant and animal
poisons and their remedies.

Beyond the present funded project, the important work of editing
and translating the other five books of the treatise remains for the
future. Therefore the present book aims to establish an academically
sound model for disseminating this older version of The Compendium
to an international audience that will pave the way for future editions
of the rest of the work.

When one sees an authorial collaboration such as the present
book, it is natural to be curious about who did what. The bulk of
the words of this book were co-written by myself and Jason Birch.
Andrey Klebanov contributed an important section describing the
manuscripts; Madhu K. Paramesvaran wrote about the evolution
of recipes through time. The text of the translation was a fully
collaborative effort, arising out of weekly seminar meetings that we
all attended and to which we all contributed. Usually, Jason or I
would present a first draft, and that was discussed word by word,
together with re-visiting difficult manuscript readings and refining
the critical edition. Additionally, Vandana Lele, Harshal Bhatt,
Madhusudan Rimal, Deepro Chakraborty and Paras Mehta all spent
many hours carefully transcribing the old Nepalese manuscripts so
that the text could be edited using the methods of Digital Humanit-
ies. The book could not have been written without the participation
of the whole project team.

2 Waujastyk et al. 2021-.
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1 Introduction

The Compendium of Susruta (Susrutasamhita) is amongst the most im-
portant treatises on medicine to survive from the ancient world. It
has been studied seriously by historians since it first became available
in print in the mid-nineteenth century.3 Meulenbeld listed forty-four
editions of the work since the first edition of 1835 by Gupta in Cal-
cutta, and eight translations, starting from the Latin translation of
1844 by Hessler.# Many more translations have appeared in recent
decades and reprints of the early twentieth-century editions continue
to be reprinted frequently.

The study of this work has yielded rich historical discoveries
about the earliest history of surgery, ancient pharmacology, toxic-
ology and many other social and medical topics. Yet there remain
fundamental unanswered questions about the history of the text
itself and about related issues in the history of medicine in Asia.>

In January 2007, a manuscript of the Susrutasamhita in the Kaiser
Library, Kathmandu, previously unknown to contemporary scholar-
ship, was brought to international attention by Dimitrov and Tamot.°
MS Kathmandu KL 699 is a Nepalese palm-leaf manuscript covering
about two thirds of the Sanskrit text. It is dated to 878 cg, making it
one of the earliest dated manuscripts known from South Asia.” The
manuscript has been declared by UNESCO to be part of the Memory
of the World.®

The newly-discovered manuscript in Nepal is related to two other
early palm-leaf manuscripts in the National Archives in Kathmandu,

3 Theeditio princeps was that of Gupta (1835-36). A selection of prominent stud-
ies includes: Hoernle 1897; 1906a,b; 1907a,b; Strauss 1934; Singhal et al. 1972—
82; P. V. Sharma 1975; Ray et al. 1980; Adriaensen et al. 1984; Yano 1986; P. V.
Sharma 1999-2001; Valiathan 2007; and Meulenbeld’s magnum opus HIML.
HIML:IB, 311 ff.

HIML:IA, 203-3809.

Dimitrov and Tamot 2007.

Harimoto 2011: 87-88.

UNESCO 2013.
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2 The Nepalese Susrutasamhita

MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333 and MS Kathmandu NAK 1-1079. Kle-
banov has assembled compelling evidence for believing that these
Nepalese manuscripts present a version of the text that was in wider
circulation in northern India, especially Bengal, in the period up to
about 1200 ce.? Generally speaking, the Nepalese version of the Su-
Srutasamhita is shorter and sometimes clearer than the versions com-
mented on by Cakrapanidatta (fl. eleventh century) and Dalhana (fl.
twelfth century). The version of the Susrutasamhitai commented on
by Dalhana has formed the basis of modern printed editions and
translations, such as those of Yadavasarman Trivikramatmaja Acarya
and others.” Some of the changes in the text between the Nepalese
version and what we might call “Dalhana’s version,” or “the vul-
gate version”, consist of the addition and loss of numerous verses,
changes to medical recipes, and reordering of chapters, especially
in the Uttaratantra or last part of the work."" Lariviere hypothesized
long ago, in a different context, that Sanskrit texts tended to continue
to expand through the addition of new materials,

The process of addition to these compilations must have
gone on for centuries. The hearers or readers of these
compilations must have known other verses ... and it
would be natural for them to include these verses in the
compilation. This type of addition may have continued
until a commentary on the collection was composed. A
commentary would have served to fix the text. And the
expansion of the text would have been more difficult
after that.”

In the case of the Susrutasamhiti, the Nepalese manuscripts appear to
present us with the last recoverable snapshot of this stage of the work
when it was still open to absorbing new materials, most notably the
Uttaratantra, and before the text was fixed as a result of the author-
ity of the major commentators, Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana."> It is

9 Klebanov 2010; 20214.

10 Su1915; Su1938; P. V. Sharma 1999—2001. Note that Acarya himself referred to
this text as “Dalhana’s version” (see footnote 130 below).

11 For discussion of “the vulgate,” represented by Su 1938, see p. 27 below.

12 Lariviere 2003: xii, cited with agreement by Olivelle (2005: 51) in the context of
legal literature and by Bronkhorst (2016: 62—63) in the context of epic literature.
See the latter citation for further discussion of Sanskrit text formation between
the empires.

13 The roles of earlier commentators including Jejjata, Gayadasa and Candrata in



Introduction 3

in this sense that we use the expression, “Dalhana’s version,” when
referring to the vulgate text of the Susrutasamhita.

The present study offers a critical edition and annotated transla-
tion of the sixteenth chapter of the Slokasthana, the first book of the
Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita.'* This chapter is important
in the history of Indian medicine because of its discussion of sur-
gical methods for repairing torn ears and severed noses. In addi-
tion to discussing the manuscripts and published editions used in
this new edition, the introduction of this study addresses some of
the challenges of editing the Nepalese manuscripts and the salient
differences between the Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita 1.16
and the text as known to Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana. The notes to
the edition incorporate alternative readings mentioned by the com-
mentators. The annotations to the translation discuss the following
topics: instances where the text is uncertain; non-standard spellings
and syntax; the meaning of technical and obscure terms; relevant
remarks by the commentators; ambiguities in the identification of
medical ingredients, in particular, plant names; and the additional
compounds, verses and passages in Dalhana’s version of the text. In
short, this is a pilot study for undertaking a complete edition and
translation of the Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita.

Importance of SS.1.16 in the History of Medicine

Simple forms of surgery have a long history in South Asia. In works
datable to at least 1200 BCE we learn how a reed was used as a cath-
eter to cure urine retention.'> Cauterization too was described in the
same ancient sources, to prevent wounds from bleeding. The Ath-
arvaveda, in the early first millennium BcE, described the bones of
the human body, showing early anatomical awareness in a religious
context.'® The Brahmana literature of the only slightly later period

closing the text and influencing Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana remains an open
research problem.

14 This book is called the Siitrasthana in later versions of the Susrutasamhita. Note
that the Susrutasamhitd itself used the name Slokasthina at several places, e.g.,
6.42.61 (Su1938:721), 6.65.30 and 31 (Su1938: 818), usually referring to identi-
fiable passages in that part of the work. The name is also used in the Slokasthana
itself, at 1.1.40 of the Nepalese version.

15 Zysk 1985: 70-71.

16 Translation by Hoernle (1907b:8§43, §100). Further bibliography: HIML:IIB,
819.
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contained more detailed descriptions of animal butchery in the con-
text of religious sacrifice that involved the enumeration of internal
organs and bones.'” This exemplifies an early Sanskrit vocabulary
for internal parts of bodies. However, this is not the same as ana-
tomical dissection, whose methods and intentions are quite differ-
ent. As Keith pointed out long ago, the enumeration of the bones in
the Brahmanas was derived from correspondences with the number-
ing of various verse forms, not from anatomical observation.'® With
the Susrutasamhita, we find ourselves in the presence of something
quite different and far more sophisticated from the medical point of
view, where the body was studied specifically for medical and sur-
gical purposes.’ The text gives us a historical window onto a school
of professionalised medicine, including surgical practice, that exis-
ted almost two millennia ago and which in its day was perhaps the
most advanced school of surgery in the world.

The author of the Susrutasamhita described how a surgeon should
be trained and how various operations should be done. There are
descriptions of ophthalmic couching (the dislodging of the lens of
the eye), perineal lithotomy (cutting for stone in the bladder), the
removal of arrows and splinters, suturing, the examination of dead
human bodies for the study of anatomy, and other procedures.>® The
author of the Susrutasamhita claimed that surgery was the most an-
cient and most efficacious of the eight branches of medical knowl-
edge.** Anecdotal discussion with contemporary surgeons suggests
that many details in the descriptions could only have been written
by a practising surgeon: it is beyond reasonable doubt that elabor-
ate surgical techniques were a reality amongst those whose practices
were recorded in the Susrutasamhita.**

17 Malamoud 1996; Saha 2015.

18 Keith 1908.

19 Zysk 1986. The Carakasamhita too has brief descriptions of surgical techniques,
but the Susrutasamhita goes into greater detail.

20 Wilson 1823; Mukhopadhyaya 1913; V. Deshpande 2000; Wujastyk 2003;
Valiathan 2007; Narayana and Thrigulla 2011 and many other studies.

21 Susrutasamhitd 1.1.15-19 (Su1938: 4).

22 Leffler et al. (2020) provide a detailed discussion of the Susrutasamhitd’s sur-
gical technique in the case of ophthalmic cataract, with references for further
reading. The manuscript account by Jack (1884) provides a fascinating quant-
itative comparison of traditional couching operations with his contemporary
nineteenth-century methods (MS London Wellcome 3007).
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Torn ear-lobes

The Susrutasamhita described otoplasty for the repair of torn ear-
lobes.?> A similar, but not identical, procedure was described by
Celsus in the early first century ce.*4 Majno, writing as a practising
surgeon, noted that,>>

...through the habit of stretching their earlobes, the Indi-
ans became masters in a branch of surgery that Europe
ignored for another two thousand years.

The different types of mutilated ear-lobe that the Susrutasamhita de-
scribed are not always easy to understand from the Sanskrit: the il-
lustrations supplied in Majno’s text greatly help with the visualiza-
tion of the most likely scenarios.2®

Rhinoplasty

One of the best-known surgical techniques associated with the Su-
Srutasamhita is rhinoplasty, the repair or rebuilding of a severed nose.
The history of this operation has been discussed by Wujastyk, and a
translation of the Sanskrit passage from the vulgate edition of the
Susrutasamhita was given.?” This fascinating technique is certainly
old in South Asia, having been witnessed by travellers from Niccolo
Manucci in the seventeenth century onwards.?® Many witnesses, in-
cluding the most famous, Cruso and Findlay,* described an opera-
tion that differs from Susrutasambhita in that it takes the grafting skin
from the forehead, not the cheek. But the operation witnessed by
Thorburn in the nineteenth century is especially interesting, since the
technique followed the Susrutasamhita exactly in taking flesh from the
cheek, rather than the forehead.3°

23 Shiffman 2013: 43 briefly summarized early otoplasty history. The comprehens-
ive study of ears in the history of Indian culture by Bollée (2010) oddly omits
reference to Susrutasamhitd’s surgery, although it mentions the text’s descrip-
tion of ear diseases.

24 De Medicina, book VII, {8—9 (Spencer 1935-38: 3, 359-365).

25 Majno 1975:291.

26 Majno 1975: 290—291; reproduced with permission in Wujastyk 2003: 92-93.

27 Wujastyk 2003: 67—70, 99—100. See also HIML: IB, 327-328, note 186, for further
literature and reflections. Once again, a similar but simpler technique was de-
scribed by Celsus in De Medicina book VII, {10 (Spencer 1935-38: 3, 365-367).

28 Manucci 1907-08: 2, 301.

29 Longmate 1794:883, 891 f.

30 Thorburn 1876: 352-353.
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As noted by Meulenbeld, none of the extant commentators — Je-
jjata, Gayadasa, Cakrapani or Dalhana — explained the technique in
any detail beyond short lexical glosses.3' This suggests that the com-
mentators may not all have known the technique at first-hand.

The skin flap

It is worth highlighting here a point of critical surgical importance:
the continued attachment of the skin flap. One of the crucial innov-
ations of the “Hindu Method” of nasal reconstruction, as observed
and internationally reported in the eighteenth century, was that the
skin flap taken from the face remained partially connected to its ori-
ginal location.3* This ensured the blood flow essential to keeping the
skin alive while it healed in its new location.33 The Sanskrit of the
vulgate is ambiguous on this critical point and the wording of the
Nepalese version is unclear. However, Dalhana clarified the mean-
ing of the vulgate here by stating that when reading the expression
“connected,” one should understand “connected flesh”.34 He thus
indicated that he understood the flesh to be connected to the face.35
Thus, we cannot know definitively at present whether the connec-
tion of the flap was known to the redactors of the Nepalese version,
although it seems likely. It was probably known to the redactors of
the vulgate, and was certainly known to Dalhana in the twelfth cen-
tury.

Earlier in the chapter, in the context of ear-piercing and repair,
the vulgate has a passage that is more explicit and conclusive. After
listing the names and characteristics of different types of ear-lobe, the
vulgate cites some summary verses from an unknown source.3® The
last of these verses says,

31 HIML:IB, 328. Dalhana noted cryptically, on 1.16.27-31 (Su1938:81a), that a
rather different version of the text, cast in $loka metre, was also known to him
from other sources. Dalhana’s variant bears a resemblance to the description of
the operation given in printed editions of the Astarnigahrdayasambhita at Utt.18.59—
65 (Ah1939: 841).

32 See Wujastyk 2003: 67—70.

33 This surgical innovation distinguished the “Hindu Method” from sixteenth-
century European methods associated with Gaspare Tagliacozzi and others
(see, e.g., Carpue 1816: passint).

34 Susrutasamhitd 1.16.28 (Su1938: 81).

35 See p. 64 below.

36 1.16.11-14 (Su1938:78).
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If no lobe exists, an expert may create an ear-lobe by
scarifying and then using living flesh still attached to the
cheek from which it has been sliced.3”

The commentator Dalhana was even more explicit in his gloss on this
passage:

“Living” [flesh] means “together with blood”.3®

Thus, Dalhana’s comment gives us unequivocal evidence for the
concept of a living skin flap in the twelfth century, and it is almost
certain that this is also what the text of the Susrutasamhita intended
by the word “living.”

There is one remaining historical problem. These specific verses,
1.16.11-14, are not present in the Nepalese version of the text. This
suggests that they were part of a different tradition of practice with
a verse literature that was integrated into the vulgate text of the Su-
Srutasamhita at a time after the Nepalese version as recorded in 878
cE, but at the latest by the time of Dalhana in the twelfth century.3®

If we can assume that the descriptions of ear-surgery and rhino-
plasty were part of a single professional tradition of surgical method,
then the above passage, in the context of ear-lobe repair, strongly
supports the idea that rhinoplastic surgery too was conducted with
attention to keeping a living skin flap.

By the late first millennium, had the rhinoplastic technique
moved from the professional competence of scholar-physicians
(vaidyas) to that of barber-surgeons (Ambasthas and others)? Or
perhaps the influence was in the other direction, and a technique
known to practitioners elsewhere in South Asia in the first millen-
nium was integrated into the text of Susrutasamhita. The rhinoplastic
description consists of only five verses and they are written in
the Upendravajra metre, which is different from the rest of the
chapter. The description’s appearance at the very end of the chapter

37 1.16.14 (Su1938: 78): TUSGHIET HiGH HIHwEH SHEdl | FUAISHTIICR] FATTSEA
FEAd| Cf. the translation of the whole passage by Wujastyk (2003:94).

38 1.16.14 (Su1938:78): STt FfEERaEd: |

39 Another theoretical possibility is that what we have termed “a different tradi-
tion of practice” was in fact a separate ancient version of the Susrutasamhita that
predated the Nepalese version and that included these verses. Study of more
manuscripts of the Susrutasamhiti may throw light on this issue, but it is un-
likely that dated witnesses older than MS Kathmandu KL 699 will come to light,
and this means that an older, separate transmission will necessarily remain a
hypothetical construct.
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— where text can be added easily —, its terseness, its ornate metre,
and the paucity of the commentators’ treatment could all be taken
as pointing in this direction.



2 The Transmission of the Work

The Nepalese Version

In the present study and the other publications of our research
group, we focus on the study of what we call the “Nepalese version’
of the Susrutasamhita. The primary rationale behind using this des-
ignation was outlined by Klebanov,*° but we consider it necessary to
reflect upon its meaning here, given the conceptual significance that
this term occupies in our research. It is possible that in the course of
our research, we will refine our understanding of this designation
and, consequently, review and modify our current interpretation.

Put plainly, the ‘Nepalese version’ refers to a hypothetical
text-critical reconstruction of the wording of the Susrutasamhita
that is based primarily on the evidence of three ancient Nepalese
manuscripts that we have briefly introduced above and that we
will describe in more detail in a later section. We call these MSS
“Nepalese” not just because they were preserved and discovered by
modern scholarship in the Kathmandu Valley but also because we
believe that they were produced in the same area. We conclude this
because all three MSS are written in a specific variety of Indic script
which was not used outside of the region.

Furthermore, we speak of a single “version” because these man-
uscripts attest to a specific line of transmission of the text. That is
to say, in terms of stemmatic analysis they share a common ancestor
or hyparchetype, while at the same time, they bear no signs of sig-
nificant contamination. This hypothesis was first postulated by Kle-
banov (2010) and later reiterated by him (2021b) as the result of a
systematic analysis of two complete chapters, SS 1.3 and SS 1.15, and
several shorter excerpts from the Susrutasamhita transmitted in the
Nepalese manuscripts. On the one hand, these studies highlighted
that all three MSS preserve a highly uniform text with very few vari-
ations, virtually all of which can be explained as standard scribal er-

40 Klebanov 20214: 2-3.
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rors or corrections. On the other hand, Klebanov (2010; 2021b) sys-
tematically compared the relevant textual excerpts with four prin-
ted editions, alternative readings reported by several commentators,
parallel passages in other texts, and with a number of additional
manuscripts of the Susrutasamhita. This analysis demonstrated that
the text of the Susrutasamhita supported by the Nepalese MSS of our
study differs evidentially from all these other sources. But the mere
fact of Nepalese provenance does not guarantee that a manuscript
transmits the Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita. For example,
Klebanov also established that in spite of its Nepalese provenance,
MS Kathmandu NAK 1-1146,4" does not support the Nepalese ver-
sion and need not be taken into consideration when reconstructing
the readings of the latter’s hyparchetype. Thus, we do not feel that
it is justified to use the technical term “Nepalese recension,” since
at least two versions of the work are preserved in manuscripts from
Nepal. Also, the word “recension” suggests conscious editorial in-
tervention at some point in the transmission, for which we do not
yet have evidence.#* At the same time, we do wish to indicate the
provenance of the oldest witnesses.

More than two hundred manuscripts of the Susrutasamhita are
preserved in different libraries across South Asia and until they
have been studied and place into a stemmatic relationship with
our present witnesses, any hard assumption about the regional
character of the transmission line remains premature.*> What can
be said with certainty is that the Nepalese version preserves many
archaic features of an early transmission of the Susrutasamhita and
that some of these features have already been identified in other
manuscripts of this work and have been studied briefly.

Our research group builds upon the above hypothesis about
the existence of a distinct Nepalese version of the Susrutasambhita
and concentrates primarily on the study of this text in its own right
and, additionally, frequently compares it with the version of the
Susrutasamhita promulgated by the late medieval commentator
Dalhana and recorded in the widely-used Su1938. The present
study of SS 1.16 also considers the readings found in Su1939,

41 Rimal and Wujastyk 2022.

42 Editorial terminology in this area is not absolute: “recension,” “version” and
“redaction” are sometimes used interchangeably, or differently in various com-
munities of scholars. See Roelli and Macé 2015: 164 ff.

43 For a list of known manuscript copies of the Susrutasamhiti, see the sources
mentioned in footnote 122 below.

”ou
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that reflects Cakrapanidatta’s readings, and incorporates various
observations made by both medieval commentators, Cakrapanidatta
and Dalhana, into the notes of the edition and some annotations of
the translation.

The current study and several earlier publications furnish
a catalogue of uniform features that are characteristic of the
Nepalese version and set it apart from the vulgate version.*
These features of the Nepalese version include orthographic
variants, peculiarities in the structure and structuring elements,
as well as the actual wording of the text. As argued elsewhere
in this article, many of these variants appear to represent an
archaic version of the Susrutasamhita. This is partly because
they preserve a version of the text that appears to be less edited,
that is, more rudimentary in content and original in expression,
that in turn suggests that it precedes later editorial interven-
tion. We also assign a high historical value to many Nepalese
readings because they constitute an internally more consistent
and coherent text that is at times further supported by external
testimonia.

Additionally, we want to make it clear that we do not think that
the Nepalese version provides a so-called original text of the Susruta-
samhita. Rather, the Nepalese version is a witness to a hyparche-
type, not the archetype, of the Susrutasamhita. The Nepalese ver-
sion provides us with an intermediary node in the history of this
work between the oldest reconstructable text and the vulgate ver-
sion that was known to Dalhana in the twelfth century and that is
reproduced in most printed editions of the Susrutasamhita. The old-
est reconstructable text will only come into focus when all surviving
witnesses for the work have been studied. Having said that, our be-
lief is that the Nepalese version is certain to be closer to the oldest
reconstructable text than are contemporary printed versions of the
work. One of the reasons for this belief is simply that the Nepalese
MSS give us physical evidence for the state of the work in the ninth
century, which cannot be many centuries later than the original as-
sembly of the work in the form we are familiar with, i.e., a work of
five topical sections with a large added sixth section, the Uttaratantra,
that has a somewhat independent character.

44 Earlier publications include Harimoto 2011; Wujastyk 2013; Birch, Wujastyk,
Klebanov, Parameswaran, et al. 2021; Birch, Wujastyk, Klebanov, Rimal, et al.
2021.
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To summarize: the evidence arising from our studies to this
point leads us to think that the Nepalese MSS of this study provide
access to a single line of textual transmission that goes back to a hy-
parchetype that predates the composition of all major commentaries
on the Susrutasamhita and that, due to its regional character, has
suffered relatively little contamination. We term this hyparchetype
the “Nepalese version.”

The Versions of Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana

The commentaries of Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana, titled Bhanu-
mati and Nibandhasanigraha respectively, are based on similar but
not identical versions of the Susrutasamhiti. Both versions differ
significantly from the Nepalese version.#> Dalhana was aware of
Cakrapanidatta’s work and reiterated many of his predecessor’s
remarks, so the interpretation of the root text by these two comment-
ators is, broadly speaking, consistent.#® Dalhana also had several
manuscripts of the Susrutasamhita available to him, as we know
because he frequently mentioned their variant readings.*”

In addition to the fine-grained issues raised by the relationship
between these commentators, there are added issues introduced by
the way the editors of the printed versions of these commentaries
handled the texts. The most obvious difficulty is that Y. T. Acarya
and Sarman’s text of the Siitrasthiana as commented on by Cakrapani-
datta (Su1939) simply duplicated the main text of that section from
Y. T. Acarya and N. R. Acarya’s edition of Dalhana’s commentary
(Su1938).48 This duplication of the root text in the two books cre-

45 See HIML:IA 374-379 on these authors. Meulenbeld already noted that “the
text of the Susrutasamhitd in the [1939] edition of the Bhanumati differs at many
places from the text of the [vulgate edition of 1938]” and gave examples from
the siitrasthana (HIML: 1B, 496, note 76).

46 HIML:IB, 499, n.162.

47 See HIML:IA, 377. Meulenbeld drew attention to Dalhana’s commentary on
5.8.24cd-25ab (Su1938:587) as a particularly striking example of such aware-
ness (HIML:IB, 497, n.112). In this passage, Dalhana noted that certain read-
ings known to the earlier commentators Jejjata and Gayadasa were, “not to be
found in current manuscripts” (6= aﬁwmgw%g ATEd).

48 There are a few exceptions where Cakrapanidatta glossed a word or compound
that is different to the one glossed by Dalhana. For example, in 5SS 1.16.18, Cakra-
panidatta glossed TSI whereas Dalhana glossed TTCENY. The editors reflec-
ted this in the root texts of the Bhanumati (Su1939:130) and Nibandhasangraha
(Su1938:79) respectively.
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ates the entirely misleading impression that both commentators had
the same Susrutasamhita text before them.49 However, there is much
evidence, including in the chapter treated in the present study, that
this was not the case.

To give a concrete example, Dalhana commented on four verses,
SS 1.16.11-14, as part of his root text, that Cakrapanidatta cited sep-
arately only in his commentary.’® Cakrapanidatta had introduced
each verse with “some people say” (HFca&f~d). This clearly indic-
ated that these verses were not in the version of the Susrutasamhita
upon which he was commenting. But a century or so later they had
become part of the main text that was read by Dalhana. In spite of
this, the editors Y. T. Acarya and Sarman included these verses in
their 1939 edition of the Susrutasamhita with Cakrapanidatta’s com-
mentary as if they had been part of the main text of the Susrutasamhita
that Cakrapanidatta read. Such cases make it hard for the reader to
clearly see that these two important commentators were responding
to different versions of the Susrutasamhita.

Furthermore, the duplication of the root text is questionable in in-
stances where Cakrapanidatta did not acknowledge or comment on
some verses that appear in what we might call “Dalhana’s version”
of the Susrutasamhita. In some cases, this is an arqumentum ex silentio
because it is possible that Cakrapanidatta may not have remarked on
a verse when its meaning was obvious. However, in other cases, the
commentarial convention of citing the first words of a new verse or
passage suggests the absence of a verse in the root text of the Susruta-
samhita.

For example, there is a prose passage at SS 1.16.18 that Cakra-
panidatta commented on in his Bhanumati (Fig. 2.1, left).5" It is fol-
lowed by several verses also in the main text of the Susrutasamhita
that elaborate on the content of the prose passage.>* Dalhana com-
mented on these explanatory verses (Fig. 2.1, right), citing keywords
that show they all formed part of the main text of the Susrutasam-

49 A similar situation exists with the edition of the Yogasiitravivarana by Rama
Sastri and Krishnamurthi Sastri (1952) that is printed with the base text of the
Patafijalayogasastra taken the edition of Agase and Apate (1904) which is signi-
ficantly different from that on which Sankara was commenting (Maas 2013: 77~
78).

50 Su1938:78 and Su1939: 128—129 respectlvely

51 Su1939:130, i.e., BX%TNQWWW . "gEml. Tt is numbered Su.1.16.19 in
Dalhana’s Nibandhasangraha (Su1938:79).

52 SS1.16.19—23in Su1939,i.e., wfear ..., 944 ..., as .., ?NT‘{,G@
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Figure 2.1: The text as it appears in Cakrapani (left) and Dalhana
(right) (Su1939:130, Su1938:79).

hita that was before him.53> However, Cakrapanidatta’s older com-
mentary showed no awareness of the first few verses in this group,
SS 1.16.19-21ab.5* Apparently, they were not part of the text of the
Susrutasamhita as he knew it. In spite of that, the editors printed
these verses in their edition of Cakrapanidatta’s work as if they were
indeed part of the Susrutasamhita known to him. Incidentally, the
editors remarked in a footnote that verses 20-21a were not in the
Nepalese manuscript that they consulted. This shows that the ver-
sion of the Susrutasamhita that Cakrapanidatta knew is similar to the
Nepalese version, at least in this particular case.>>

A similar instance occurs in the edition of the Bhanumati at SS
1.16.31, where the editors of the 1939 printed edition included a verse
in parenthesis that was commented on by Dalhana but not by Cakra-
panidatta (see Fig.2.2).5° This verse was almost certainly not in the
text of the Susrutasamhita known to Cakrapanidatta. The manuscript
on which the editors” edition of Cakrapanidatta’s Bhanumati com-
mentary was mainly based, MS London BL H. T. Colebrooke 908,
does not include the root text of the Susrutasamhita.>’ Therefore, it re-
quires a careful reading of the commentary itself to reverse-engineer,

53 1.16.19—23 (Su1938:79-80).

54 Su1939:130-131.

55 Su1939:130, N. 2.

56 The verse begins e faeise, It is printed in the vulgate as 1.16.32
(Su1938: 81), with Dalhana’s commentary. It is printed in parentheses as 1.16.31
in the edition of the Bhanumati (Su1939:133).

57 This observation is based on an examination of the opening passage MS London
BL H. T. Colebrooke 9o8. The MS is described in IOLR: 1.5, 928, #2647. The
section “The 1939 Edition,” on p. 31 below, describes the sources that the editors
used for that edition.
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Figure 2.2: Susrutasamhita 1.16.31 in the 1939 printed edition.

as it were, what its author, Cakrapanidatta, was seeing in the man-
uscripts of the Susrutasamhita that he had before him in the eleventh
century. But there is no evidence that they included the verses SS
1.16.19—21ab and 31 that are printed in the Su1939 edition as if they
were present to Cakrapanidatta.

Cakrapanidatta and the Nepalese version

We have already seen one case where Cakrapanidatta’s version of
the Susrutasamhita was more similar to the older Nepalese version
than to the later version of Dalhana. There is more evidence for this.
For example, SS 1.16.5 of the Nepalese version begins with the com-
pound FEEHEAT; Cakrapanidatta began his comment on this pas-
sage by glossing this very expression. By contrast, Dalhana’s ver-
sion inserted two compounds, fFERTETTRRGEAEE and Teaard-
@, before this.>® It appears that Cakrapanidatta was not aware of
the compounds that Dalhana saw in his later version, but was indeed
reading a text similar to the Nepalese version.>?

If one looks beyond SS 1.16, there are further instances where the
Nepalese version and the root text as read by Cakrapanidatta have
the same reading, but Dalhana mentioned it as an alternative that
is, “read by others.” For example, the Nepalese version of SS 1.1.22
begins AMRASBIE..., which is also the reading commented on by
Cakrapanidatta.®® However, Dalhana commented on == and
stated that “others read TSR0

Another example is the reading of &1 ferama: in Dalhana’s com-
mentary on SS 1.1.8.1 that is not in his main text but that he ascribes

58 1.16.6 (sic) (Su1938:77).
59 1.16.5 (Su1939:126-127).
60 1.1.20 (sic) (Su1939:17).
61 1.1.22 (Su1938:5).
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to “some others”.%> This reading is likely to be derived from the ex-
pression YETEE: in the main text of the Nepalese version, and to
have been rewritten before Dalhana’s time because it was hard to un-
derstand.®3

Differences between the Nepalese and later
versions of Susrutasamhita 1.16

Several differences between the text of the Susrutasamhita as recon-
structed on the basis of the Nepalese MSS and as found in its multiple
contemporary printed editions have already been pointed out in pre-
vious publications. For example, Klebanov listed differences in the
chapter sequences as they affect the overall organization and struc-
turing of themes and elements of the text.°4 Others have explored
variations in the frame story of the work as a whole.®> Klebanov dis-
cussed the interchangeable use of two titles for the first book of the
text, namely “Slokasthana” and “Siitrasthana.” He also discussed an-
other feature of the Nepalese version, namely the additional colo-
phons found at the end of each book and also at the end of each dec-
ade of chapters of the work.®®

The greater internal coherence of the Nepalese version

In an exemplary investigation of textual variants in the Nepalese ver-
sion, Harimoto studied the classification of snakes in SS 5.4 and re-
vealed that the Nepalese version preserves a text that is internally
more consistent and coherent than the versions of the Susrutasamhita
found in different printed sources.®”

Klebanov contributed some further general remarks and ex-
amples of substantive differences between the Nepalese and vulgate
versions, and provided two more case studies.®® The first dealt
with the list of skin lesions associated with urinary disease.® Their

62 1.1.8.1 (Su1938:3).

63 See the discussion by Birch, Wujastyk, Klebanov, Rimal, et al. (2021: 4-5).

64 Klebanov 20214:27f.

65 Wujastyk 2013; Klebanov 20214:28-32; Birch, Wujastyk, Klebanov, Param-
eswaran, et al. 2021; Birch, Wujastyk, Klebanov, Rimal, et al. 2021: 2-4.

66 Klebanov 20214: 32—44.

67 Harimoto 2011: 101-104.

68 Klebanov 20214: 44-55.

69 WHEMEH in the Nepalese spelling.
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signs and pathogenesis are described in the Nidanasthana and their
treatment in the Cikitsasthana.7® This list of skin lesions exemplifies
a case where the Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita is internally
more coherent than that commented on by Dalhana. The first
commentator to identify the problem in this passage that gave rise to
the incoherence we see in Dalhana'’s text was Gayadasa (fl. ca. 1000),
who proposed a textual conjecture that corresponds to the reading
of the Nepalese version.”" It looks as if Gayadasa had both a text
corresponding to the Nepalese version as well as the less coherent
version in the manuscripts before him; although he proposed the
reading of the Nepalese version, by Dalhana’s time the less coherent
version had become the accepted version of the text.

The second case study by Klebanov focussed on the variation in
the list of bodily winds (H10T) in SS 3.4.7> This discussion too relied
upon Gayadasa’s learned remarks. He commented on a version of
the Susrutasamhita corresponding to the Nepalese version and repor-
ted an alternative reading and its interpretation preferred by another
ancient commentator, Jejjata (fl. ca. 650 — c.750). It is Jejjata’s read-
ing that is known to modern readers of the Susrutasamhita from the
vulgate version of the text.

As the present study demonstrates, many features pertaining to
the actual content of the Nepalese version continue to come to light as
we proceed with our study of the manuscripts. On the whole, these
observations indicate that many features of the Nepalese version of
the Susrutasamhita are likely to go back to an early state of the work
that was common to other versions of the compendium. However,
there are also textual features, such as the text-structuring colophons
concluding every tenth chapter, are likely to have occurred within a
local Nepalese transmission of the text and it is unlikely that they will
be attested in MSS from other regions, when a study of those is done.
When evaluating the Nepalese readings historically, it is necessary to
keep in mind that there is plentiful evidence that Dalhana’s version
of the text also included extremely early readings and variants, sug-
gesting that some of the readings accepted by Dalhana were ancient,

70 Susrutasamhitd 2.6 (Su1938:289—294) and 4.12 (Su1938: 454—455) respectively.

71 MS Kathmandu KL 699 was copied a century or more before Gayadasa’s time,
so its version cannot have been influenced by Gayadasa’s innovations or sug-
gestions. The reverse is more likely, although we are still uncertain of whether
Gayadasa was aware of the Nepalese version. Being from Bengal, it is not un-
likely that he knew it.

72 Klebanov 20214: 52—55.
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if not original. Each case has to be weighed, and we are not yet in a
position to make definitive jugements about the early divergence of
textual recensions.

The detailed comparison that follows of 1.16 of the Nepalese ver-
sion with Dalhana’s Nibandhasangraha unfolded as the chapter was
edited. The differences appear to emanate largely from attempts in
Dalhana’s version to standardise, simplify or clarify the language
that appears in the Nepalese version, to add and redact informa-
tion, and introduce changes to recipes and therapies. Examples from
1.16 have been provided to demonstrate these general observations
which, we expect, will be supported by a larger survey of the text.

Transpositions

Table 2.1 reveals the extent to which 1.16 of the Nepalese version was
redacted to create the one known by Dalhana. In this particular case,
twenty-seven verses have been added in the vulgate. Eight of these
verses (11-14, 21—22ab, 23cd—24, 32) are well integrated with the ex-
isting material in so far as they reiterate and elaborate on the con-
tent of passages in the Nepalese version. A block of nineteen verses
(26.1-19) at the end of this chapter in Acarya’s edition of the Niban-
dhasangraha (Su1938: 80) was known by Dalhana. These verses cover
additional diseases of the ear-lobes, with their treatment and com-
plications. Although Dalhana conceded that some predecessors read
them in this chapter, he concludes that they were not composed by
sages and, therefore, should not be read. Acarya probably included
these verses because they were in his manuscripts, but Dalhana’s
comments prompted him to place them in parentheses.”3 Be this as it
may, this large block of verses is not present in the Nepalese version.

One can also see in Table 2.1 that verses 17 and 18 of the Nepalese
version were transposed in the redaction of Dalhana’s version, where
they are numbered 26 and 25 respectively. Although this only occurs
once in 1.16, such transposing of verses and even their hemistiches is
common in the redaction of other chapters of the Susrutasamhita.

73 Acarya (Su1938:80) did not state that these verses were absent in some or all
of his manuscripts, which he usually did in a footnote if this was the case. A
broader survey of manuscripts would be helpful for establishing whether these
verses were part of the transmission of the Susrutasamhiti in other parts of India.
For example, they are present in MS Hyderabad Osmania 137-3(b).
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Table 2.1: A Comparison of verses in 1.16 of the Nepalese and
Dalhana’s versions.

Nepalese version Dalhana’s version

1 1
- 2
2-9 3-10

- 11-14
10-15 15—20

- 21-22ab

16 22cd-23ab

- 23cd—24

- 25

17 26

- 26.1-19

18 -
19-23 27-31

- 32

Apart from the transposition and addition of verses, the redact-

ing of the version known to Dalhana involved many small, yet some-
times significant, changes that are described below.74

Changing Spelling, Sandhi and Syntax

The language of later commentators like Dalhana is more standard-
ised, simplified or improved in comparison with the language that
we find in the more archaic Nepalese version. Such differences in-
clude the standardising of spelling,”> sandhi,”® and verbal forms,””
as well as interventions to simplify and clarify syntax.”® These ef-

74

75

76
77

78

The present study focusses on the commentary of Dalhana, but many of the
same investigations could be made with regard to the surviving parts of the
other early commentaries. See the discussion below, p. 33.

For example, 9§ (SS 1.16.21) — 9§ (1.16.29, Su1938: 81). For more informa-
tion on this, see footnote 203 to the translation.

For example, o8& 5] (SS 1.16.2) — o&&H Fj, (1.16.3, Su1938:76).

For example, IAMHET (SS 1.16.21) — I@H (1.16.29, Su 1938: 81); W?ESI'Q"]H (SS
1.16.21) — 3‘131?‘1(1 16. 29, Su1938:81).

A NI NI N

For example, FUTAEgAT-EGATEl ARG ST, | fFeTsadr deairaiasH)

N A A~

(SS 1.16.3) — FMMTAEEAA JEAAT AT HI AT FeTEaadn deanagH 3id |
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forts often involved splitting compounds.” In some instances, these
changes improved the grammar,° or altered the meaning.’" How-
ever, some prefixes of verbal forms,®* case endings,83 and indeclin-
ables were changed for less apparent reasons.® There is also a tend-
ency to replace uncommon words with generic ones,® to add in-
declinables,?® to omit the verb “to be” at the end of sentences,®” and
to introduce verses after a prose passage with the phrase Wafd =m=1.5%

Technical Terms

There is evidence of standardising and altering technical termino-
logy in versions of the Susrutasamhita subsequent to the Nepalese
one. Two examples of this in Susrutasamhiti1.16 are the terms for
“joins” (=) and “a slice of flesh” (@¥1). The Nepalese version uses
three terms for “joining” splits in the ear flaps and the flesh of nose
(3=, =T, |fe). Redactors of subsequent versions appear to have
tried to standardise this terminology by replacing &< and &=
with &= in prose passages.® However, the use of the term 9=
was retained in verses, perhaps because of the metrical challenges of

SN NN NEENEEN

(1.16.4, Su1938: 76); MHASTIRHLUNT, (SS 1.16.6) — SIS TRE=E, (1.126.7,
Su1938: 77); GAGRI (SS 1.16.10) — I = FAT (1.16.15, Su1938: 78); 34
(SS 1.16.15) — He A (1.16.20, Su1938: 79).

79 For example, Fe=aliagrdl A, (SS 1.16.4) — Fe=adl e fH (1.16.5,
Su1938:76); HT-_*‘JT%‘TIFFJ@ (SS1.16.10) — WW (1.16.20, Su1938: 78).

8o For example, GUHTEEH, (SS 1.16.10) — GUHTE &, (1.16.15, Su1938: 78).

81 For example, &MUMTHIE: (SS 1.16.12) — ENTNSSIAM: (1.16.17, Su1938:79).

82 For example, qeEfed: (SS 1.16.8) — ferafat: (1.16.9, Su1938:77); Fa=a (SS
1.16.10) — AlEEEA (1.16.15, Su1938:78); TA (SS 1.16.10) — A TG (1.16.15,
Su1938:78).

83 For example, A (SS 1.16.2) — A (1.16.3, Su1938: 76).

84 Example of indeclinables include 31 (SS 1.16.13) — aT (1.16.18, Su1938: 79);
(SS 1.16.16) — g (1.16.23, Su1938:79); d (SS 1.16.18) — A (1.16.25, Su1938: 80).

85 For example, FEE (SS 1.16.15) — AT (1.16.20, Su 1938: 79); T (SS 1.16.21)
— &9l (1.16.29, Su1938: 81).

86 For example, [absent] (SS1.16.6) — = (1.16.7, Su1938: 77); [absent] (SS 1.16.10)
— @ (1.16.15, Su 1938: 78); [absent] (SS 1.16.12) — M (1.16.17, Su1938:79).

87 The words ¥@fd or ¥al=d are omitted four times in Dalhana’s version (1.16.10
(twice), 1.16.17 and 1.16.18 (Su1938: 77, 79)).

88 For example, [absent] (SS 1.16.11) — Wald T (1.16.16, Su1938: 79).

89 For example, FHGREIEIhRdA: (SS 1.16.9) — UHGREHRdA: (see 1.16.10
(Su1938:77)); ARl (SS 1.16.9) — TR (see 1.16.10
(Su1938:77))
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making such a change or perhaps because the verses had greater tra-
ditional authority. Also, the names of joins which incorporate |
and & remained the same.%°

The Nepalese version contains the rather obscure term a1 for the
slice of flesh that a surgeon cuts from the cheek in order to construct
a new nose.”" Modern dictionaries define 9 as a leathern strap or a
slice of bacon,”* the latter of which is more indicative of its meaning
in the Nepalese version. This word was written out of subsequent
versions,?3 and it was not mentioned as an alternative reading by
either Cakrapanidatta or Dalhana, which suggests that its use and
meaning may not have been known to them. However, 9 was used
by the author of the Astangahrdayasamhita in the context of rhino-
plasty, so it likely to be the correct reading in the Nepalese version.?*

Augmenting the Text

Apart from adding whole passages and verses (as seen in Table 2.1),
redactors of subsequent versions augmented the text by expanding
existing compounds and inserting new compounds and words.
Within the microcosm of 1.16, adjectives and adverbs were inserted
to clarify statements,> and phrases added to elaborate on diseases
and treatments.®® In particular, the characteristics and number of
symptoms of a disease, as well as their reasons for arising, tend to
increase in subsequent versions. For example, the Nepalese version
(SS 1.16.5) said that the wick in a newly pierced ear should be
removed because of aggravated humours or a culpable piercing
whereas the version known to Dalhana (1.16.6 (Su1938:77))

90 These names are “HIHIE, FAEHTF, and STHRATSHTE in SS 1.16.9 (cf. 1.16.10
(Su1938:77)).

91 SS1.16.20 and 23.

92 Apte:1385, MW:917.

93 T (SS 1.16.20) — TEH.(SS 1.16.28, Su1938: 81) and TERH (SS 1.16.23) — AE-
I (SS 1.16.31, Su1938: 81).

94 Utt.18.62 (Ah1939:841). This may suggest some independence between the
text of the Susrutasamhiti as transmitted to its direct commentators and as trans-
mitted to Vagbhata. The word a9 is old, occurring, also in the form a&ﬁ, from
the Atharvaveda onwards (EWA: 2, 521-522).

95 For example, 8% (116.2, Su1938:76) — f¥g STEAFTIIRL (1.16.3,
Su1938:76); [absent] (1.16.2) — A A (1.16.3); [absent] (SS 1.16.3) —
MM (1.16.5, Su 19&8: 77). . .

96 For example, 9=g, (SS 1.16.2) — ¥AE, FHREUS, a1 (1.16.3); [absent] (S5 1.16.2)

[\ N

- FSHIeAH: TSN (1.16.3); [absent] (SS 1.16.3) — fgald o=@ (1.16.5).
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included two further reasons, namely, because of piercing with
a painful, crooked and unrecommended needle or because of a
wick that is too thick. Some of the split ear flaps in Dalhana’s
version have additional characteristics,”” and a list of four symptoms
associated with incurable joins in the Nepalese version (SS 1.16.19)
was increased to six in Dalhana’s version (1.16.10 (Su1938:77)).
Also, models of classifying symptoms were introduced in sub-
sequent versions. For example, the Nepalese version (SS 1.16.4)
lists the symptoms of mistakenly piercing a duct in the ear whereas
the version known to Dalhana (1.16.5, Su1938: 76—77) cla551f1es
these symptoms according to three ducts called Flic5I, TR
and BI&f®, which results in some repetition of the symptoms
mentioned.?®

Transposing Words, Verses and Passages

A close comparison of the Nepalese version with the vulgate reveals
changes in the order of words, sentences and verses. Examples of
such transpositions occur in SS 1.16. In most cases, the changes in
word order are insignificant and may be the result of different prefer-
ences in syntax or even scribal eye-brain-hand miscommunication.??
However, the transposition of verses and passages is usually the res-
ult of efforts at redacting the text to add new material. A good ex-
ample of this is the transposition of SS 1.16.17 and SS 1.16.18 in the
Nepalese version to 1.16.26 and 1.16.25, respectively, in Dalhana’s. It
seems that this transposition may have resulted from the insertion of
new verses 1.16.23cd—24 and 1.16.26.1—19 in the latter.

97 For example, dieIqHaTsHaE: (1.16.9, Su 1938 77) ST ST %"ﬁUTiH

[N o X o

RN A (1.16.10, Su 1938: 77); W Hfera: (SS 1.16. 9) ISR -
AUITTS: HEH: (1.16.10); TFATHIANS: (SS 1.16.9) — AT S: (1.16.10).

98 In Dalhana’s version (1.16.5, Su1938: 76-77), the symptoms of fever and pain
(SAR, 3G) are repeated. This repetition does not occur in the Nepalese version.
It is possible that this classification was not in the version of the Susrutasambhita
known to Cakrapanidatta (1.16.4, Su1939:126) because he mentions that some
read classifications of ducts at this point in the text and he cites verses from

Bhoja on FlfesI, TR and SR, but he does not gloss or comment on the
passage known to Dalhana.

99 For example, SMUEISHe (SS 1.16.9) — TSMe (1.16.10, Su1938:77); T ZFHTT

(S5 1.16.9) — T & FWlo (1.16.10, Su1938: 77); eIt FEomeaA (S5

1.16.9) — GAUTHRTEHATITNS = T (1.16.10, Su1938: 77); TR0 FHNE aTH-
S | A G dEEHRAT (SS 1.16.2) — T T TESHNEN| T Z FARE
THEAME: (1.16.3, SU1938:76).
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Redacting Recipes and Elaborating on Treatments

Some of the additional text in subsequent versions of the Susruta-
samhitd introduces new ingredients in recipes and different proced-
ures in treatments. In many instances, the new material merely clari-
fies or elaborates on the original but sometimes it changes the recipe
or treatment significantly. An example of a suppletion that clarifies
the text of the Nepalese version can be seen in SS 1.16.3 of Dalhana’s
version (Su1938:76), which contains a statement that the physician
should insert a wick of cotton after the ear has been pierced.'*® This
statement anticipates the instructions in the Nepalese version (SS
1.16.5-6) on removing the wick because of aggravated humours and
replacing the wick with a thicker one every three days. In this case,
the additional statement of Dalhana’s version elucidates the role of
the wick in the procedure of piercing the ear.

A similar clarification occurs in Dalhana’s version at 1.16.18
(Su1938:70),"°" which reiterates the cure for an ear tainted by a
humour that was described earlier in SS 1.16.7.'°> The reiteration
is quite apt because it follows a passage that outlines the various
symptoms of ear disease arising from each of the three humours.'3
The author of the Nepalese version probably assumed that, after
reading SS 1.16.12, the reader would refer back to SS 1.16.6 for the
cure of an ear affected by a humour. However, in Dalhana’s version,
the treatment is reiterated.

In Dalhana’s version of SS 1.16, there are two instances in which
ingredients were added to recipes of medicines in the Nepalese ver-
sion. The first is the recipe of an ointment that should be applied to
a pierced ear that has not healed. In Dalhana’s version, the recipe
was rewritten to include sesame seeds.'®* A more significant change
occurs in another recipe for an admixture of an oil that is supposed
to be rubbed into a healthy ear to enlarge it. Dalhana’s version of
the admixture has five additional ingredients, namely, prickly chaft-

100 For example, [absent] (SS 1.16.2) — T"\ilﬂa'l%? TAFEd (1.16.3, Su1938: 76).

101 Corresponding to SS 1.16.13 in the Nepalese version, lines 59-61 of the edition
below, p. 52.

102 Nepalese version SS 1.16.6, lines 16-17 of the edition below, p. 48.

103 Dalhana 1.16.17 (Su1938:79), corresponding to Nepalese SS 1.16.12, lines 55-58
of the edition below, p. 52.

104 Nepalese version S5 1.16.5 (lines 13-15, p. 48 below): WW’@WTW&EHH?W&—

LN

JHANTeUS9d which become, in Dalhana 1.16.7 (Su1938: 77): qﬂ%@m-

N NN

BHAIdSheh HY T e USTId,
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flower, Withania, milk-white, sweet plants and Indian ipecac.’® It
also has beggarweed instead of Indian kudzu.'°®

The general tendency in re-formulating a recipe from the
Nepalese version in later versions of the Susrutasamhita was to
preserve most ingredients of the original and to add new ones.

Comparative therapeutics

For at least two reasons, it is interesting to compare the text materials
of the Susrutasambhita 1.16 with parallel materials found in other texts,
including the Carakasamhita, Astangasangraha, and Astangahrdayasam-
hita. The latter two works, both ascribed to Vagbhata, can safely be
dated to a period after the composition of the Susrutasamhita but be-
fore the commentator Dalhana, thus throwing light on a period of
development for which witnesses are limited and also broadly the
period at which the Nepalese version was current. Secondly, the
manner in which Vagbhata’s works incorporate and modify mater-
ials from the Susrutasamhita can help us to understand how recipes
and therapies evolved within specific lines of textual transmission.

The materials presented in Susrutasamhita 1.16 are parallel to
those in two chapters of the Astarngasangraha, namely Uttarasthana,
chapters 1 and 22, titled “balopacaraniya” and “karnarogapratisedha,”
and Astangahrdayasamhita, Uttarasthana 1 and 18 with the same
chapter names."”

First, let us return to the comments on the insertion of a wick that
were mentioned above (p.23). The Nepalese version says nothing,
while Dalhana’s version says “one should insert a cloth wick” (ﬁ-
ﬂaﬁ Qﬁil'aﬂ) A little later, both versions say, “one should remove
the wick”.’°® Tt seems likely that the editor of Dalhana’s version ad-
ded the initial phrase about inserting the wick because it seemed ne-
cessary to say that the wick was applied before being removed. The
older Nepalese version seems slightly less coherent on this point, but

105 Dalhana’s version 1.16.7 (Su1938:77).

106 Nepalese version SS1.16. 14 (lines 62-65, pp. 52-53): RGBT AN H-

Wm which become, in Dalhana 1.16.19 (Su1938:79): -
TSI IR T T R T R e TSR [ H R e TS Ty Jeswll -
R,
107 As1980: 619—-629 and 734-744 and Ah1939: 777—781 and 837-841, respectlvely
108 d= Elﬁﬂ'qz?il in the Nepalese version (line 13), and the less clear @ EI'R’IHEIE?Q

Dalhana’s version (1.16.6 (Su1938:77)).
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is perhaps represents an earlier version of the text on the principle
of lectio dificilior potior. Both the Astangasarnigraha and the Astanga-
hrdayasamhita describe first inserting a thread in the pierced ear-lobe
and subsequently replacing it every third day.’*® In this repect, they
agree with Dalhana’s version.

Secondly, it is interesting to consider again the recipe prescribed
to treat the vitiation of humours in the pierced ear, mentioned above.
A slightly modified recipe is found in the Astarngasarngraha6.1.63
(As1980:626), but the same is not present in Astangahrdayasamhita.
As pointed out above, Dalhana’s version adds a paste of sesame
seeds (fd@®e®) to the recipe attested by the Nepalese version. In
the parallel version of the recipe found in the printed editions of
Astangasangraha, honey (HY) is missing, but ghee (3T9) is found.
However, when checking the manuscripts of the Astarngasarngraha,

one of them reads @M&: instead of 2MA: (WW@W
TSHAd). "0 Interestingly, the paste of sesame seeds (fd@®e®) of
Dalhana’s version is not present in the Astangasangraha and is

replaced by &1, which is most probably spikenard.

Since the paste of sesame seeds is the main differentiating factor
between the recipe versions attested by the Nepalese version and
Dalhana’s version, a general review of the contexts of its use in the
major texts may be enlightening. References for the paste of sesame
seeds are found in the texts shown in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2: Sesame seed paste (fd@&®e®) in different texts.
Text Instances of sesame seed paste
Carakasambhita 6
Susrutasamhita 11
Astangasangraha 16
Astangahrdayasamhita 5

Among them, references with the combination of the paste of
sesame seeds, ghee and honey are not rare either, with four instances
each in Susrutasamhita and Astangasangraha and two instances in
Astangahrdayasamhiti. A combination of the paste of sesame seeds,

109 6.1.58 (As1980:626) and 6.1.36 (Ah 1939: 780) respectively.
110 MS Mumbeai, Asiatic Society 162, catalogue no. BD 263/1-6
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ghee and honey has also been specifically quoted as a general
healing recipe.""*

Another matter of interest is the combination of ghee and honey.
We find many instances where this unique combination alone or in
combination with other drugs is used in a variety of clinical con-
texts including those prescribed for the healing of ulcers or surgical
wounds."*

This material evidence points to the general historical trend that
medicines in the older Nepalese version of the Susrutasamhita present
a central core recipe, consisting of a few drugs, that develops with
ever-increasing complexity in the more recent versions of Dalhana
and later authors.

111 E.g.,  SuSrutasamhiti 1.11.22ab  (Su1938:49), Astangasangraha 1.38.21
(As1980:249-250) and Astangahrdayasamhita 1.30.34 (Ah1939: 357).

112 E.g., Astangasangraha 1.37.30 (As1980:246) for ¥d®Us and Astangasangraha
4.17.22 (As 1980: 517) for healing of the surgical wound in IGRI.



3 The Printed Editions

The careful survey of printed editions of the Susrutasamhita by Meu-
lenbeld lists no fewer than 44 entries."'3 These range from the first
edition by Madhustidana Gupta (1835) to editions in the 1970s. The
number of reprints and editions since that time might almost double
that number. Translations began with Hessler’s Latin translation in
hess-1855 and continue up to the present in scores of publications in
many languages."'

The vulgate

The great ayurvedic scholar Yadavasarman Trivikrama Acarya pro-
duced three successive editions of the Susrutasamhita with the com-
mentary of Dalhana, in 1915, 1931 and 1938. These editions, espe-
cially the last, are generally considered the most scholarly and reli-
able editions of the work, and have been constantly reprinted up to
the present day."'> We refer to the last of these editions as “the vul-
gate.”

The 1915 edition was based on three manuscripts. The 1931 edi-
tion used another seven manuscripts plus two printed editions. For
his final 1938 edition, Acarya used a further three manuscripts.''
These sources were described by Acarya as follows; we provide an
overview in Table 3.1.

The sources of the 1915 edition

1 Calcutta, Royal Asiatic Society. Covers the siitra, nidana, sarira
and kalpa sthanas.

113 HIML:IIB, 311-314.

114 E.g., Zysk 1984; HIML: IIB, 314-315.

115 See also the studies of these editions by Klebanov (20214:§1.2) and Wujastyk
(2013:143-144). . )

116 The following account is paraphrased from Y. T. Acarya and N. R. Acarya’s own
account of their sources (Su1938:22).

27
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Jaipur, Pandit Gangadharabhattasarman, lecturer at the
Royal Sanskrit University. Covers the cikitsasthana and the
uttaratantra.

Bundi, my great friend the royal physician Pam. Sriprasadasar-
man. Covers the uttaratantra.

The sources of the 1931 edition

1

Varanasi, professor of literature, the great Gaurinathapathaka.
With the Nibandhasangraha. Covers the nidanasthana and uttara-
tantra.

Ahmedabad. My friend Sva. Va. Vaidya Ranachodalala
Motilalasarman. With the Nibandhasangraha. Covers the
sartrasthana.

From the personal library of my great friend Sva. Va. Vaidya
Murarajiéarman. Extremely old. No commentary. Covers the
sarirasthana.

Pune, BORI library. With the Nibandhasarigraha. Covers the 3a-
rirasthana."7

Pune, BORI library. With the Nibandhasangraha. Complete.
With some damaged folia.

Bombay, Asiatic Society. Incomplete.
Varanasi, the private library of Vaidya Tryambakasastri. Cov-
ers the cikitsasthana. The variant readings of this MS were com-
piled by Prof. Guruprasadasastri and supplied to Acarya.

A printed edition together with the commentary Susruta-
sandipanabhasya by Professor Haranacandra Cakravartti.
Complete work. This is the 1910 Calcutta edition numbered
“t” by Meulenbeld."*?

A printed edition of the first 43 chapters of the siitrasthana,
printed in Bengali script, with the commentaries Bhanu-
mati, Nibandhasarnigraha, edited by Vijayaratnasena and
Nisikantasena. This is the 1886 Calcutta edition numbered “g”
by Meulenbeld.™*°

118

117 Not one of the three MSS of the Sarirasthana described in H. D. Sharma 1939.

118 Possibly MS Mumbai AS B.I.3 or MS Mumbai AS B.D.109 (Velankar 1925-
30:v.1, # 212 and 213). But both these have the Nibandhasargraha. The first
covers only the Sarirasthana; the second may be complete, but Velankar calls it
only “disorderly.”

119 HIML:IB, 312; Bhattacarya 1910-17.

120 HIML: IB, 311; Sena et al. 1886—93.
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Table 3.1: The sources of Yadavasarman T. Acarya'’s three editions:
manuscript coverage (@) and print coverage (o).
edition 1915 1931 1938
source |1 2 3|1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9|1 2 3
sthana
sii. | @ ® o ol | @ °
ni. ([ o e 7 o e o o
a. { e 6 o o o o (]
ci. ° e 7 @ o ° off
ka. [ ) e ? o [
utt. e o o e ? o

 Covers chapters 1—43 only. T Covers chapters 1-9 only.

The sources of the 1938 edition

1 Gwalior, from the library of my great friend Pam. Rame$varasastrin

2

Sukla. Covers the siitra, nidana, $arira, cikitsia and kalpasthanas.
Bikaner, from the library of the Royal Palace, supplied by
Pam. Candrasekharasastrin. Contains the commentary Nyaya-
candrikapafijikavyakhya by Gayadasa. Covers the nidanasthana.
This is almost certainly MS Bikaner Anup 4390."**
Kathmandu, located in the private library of the Royal Guru
Hemaraja Sarman. An extremely old palm-leaf manuscript.
Readings from this MS were compiled by Pam Nityanandasar-
man Jo$1 and sent to Acarya. Covers the beginning of the work
to the end of the ninth chapter of the cikitsasthana.

Th\e siglum for this manuscript in footnotes was dT for dISIAY-
[SSEN

Evaluation

Estimates show that there are approximately 230 extant manuscript
witnesses for the Susrutasamhita.>> Although most of these manu-

121 See Wujastyk 2023.

122 This figure is arrived at by summing the MSS mentioned by Raghavan et al.
(NCC: 39, 373-375) and in the NGMCP. The real figure could be many scores
higher. Cf. the overview at Wujastyk et al. 2020.
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scripts cover only parts of the whole work, they amount to approx-
imately twenty times the evidence that was used by Acarya for his
vulgate editions.

While the descriptions provided by Acarya of his source mater-
ials seems at first to be moderately comprehensive, Table 3.1 reveals
the underlying paucity of textual sources for these editions. At first,
it appears that fifteen manuscripts were consulted. However, we
quickly see that two of the sources were other people’s printed edi-
tions, and one of those covered less than a quarter of the work (no. g
of 1931). That reduces the manuscript base to 13 witnesses. Acarya
does not appear to have seen two of the manuscripts at all, having
been sent collations prepared for him by others (7 of 1931 and 3 of
1938). Thus, Acarya’s final edition was based on the personal con-
sultation of eleven partial manuscripts. One of them remains uniden-
tified (6 of 1931). Only a single manuscript covers the whole of the
Susrutasamhita, no. 5 of the 1931 edition. Manuscript 1 of 1938 is the
next most complete, but it omits the uttaratantra, which comprises a
third of the work. Manuscript 1 of the 1915 edition is third in size, but
it still omits both of the longest sections, and thus offers less than half
the work. For the rest, the evidence is spotty, with each part of the
work being supported by only between four and eight manuscripts,
excluding the printed editions.

Two sources stand out for their historical importance. The first is
no. 3 of 1931, which Acarya calls “extremely old.” It covered the §a-
rirasthana only, and unfortunately we know nothing of the later his-
tory of this manuscript. The second is no. 3 of 1938, which is one of
the important Nepalese manuscripts being considered in the present
project. Acérya’s remarks and references to Hemarajasarman'’s in-
troduction to the Kasyapasamhita allow us to identify this manuscript
as MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333."*3 The editors of the vulgate, Y. T.
Acarya and N. R. Acarya, stated that this manuscript covered up to
the ninth chapter of the cikitsasthana, but in fact it covers the whole
work."?4 Perhaps the editors only received collations for this portion
of the manuscript and did not know that it was a witness for the
whole work.

123 Su 1938: 22; Hemaraja Sarman 1938: 56-57. Discussed by Klebanov (20214: §1.1,
2.3). See also HIML:IIB, 25-41; Wujastyk 2003: 161-169.
124 Su1938: 22.
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The 1939 edition

In 1939, Yadavasarman Trivikrama Acarya and Nandakigora Sarman
co-edited an edition of the sitrasthana of the SuSrutasamhita that
was published by the Swami Laxmi Ram ayurvedic centre in Jaipur,
and printed at the famous Nirnayasagara Press in Mumbai (see
Fig. 3.1)."5 The text was edited on the basis of the following sources.

Sources for the Bhanumati

1. A printed edition. Covered the Bhanumati up to chapter
Su.sii.4o0. The siglum was ¥ for Hlea. 20

2. A manuscript in the India Office Library library provided
through the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute in Pune."”
This manuscript covered the Bhanumati up to the end of the
siitrasthana. The siglum was & for E&diosRad. 28

Sources for the Susrutasamhita

1. A palm leaf manuscript from Hemarajasarman’s personal lib-
rary.'* The siglum was dT for dr€q=.

2. His own published edition. The siglum was € for ScaUMEHA:
%:.130

3. Haranacandra Cakravarti’s published edition with his own
commentary.’3" The siglum was .

125 Su1939. The description of the sources below is based on Yadavasarman T.
Acarya’s remarks in his introduction (pp.3-4). See also the remarks on this
edition by Klebanov (2021b:7). On the Swami Laxmi Ram centre, see Hofer
2007

126 Sena et al. 1886—93. The manuscript on which this edition was based is prob-
ably in the library of the Calcutta Sanskrit College, and described in H. Sastri
and Gui 1895-1917: v. X.1, which is not yet available to our project. See also
HIML:IB, 495, n. 57 for mention of this manuscript. The reference at Rama Rao
et al. 2005: 217 to CSCL accession number 97 in Bengali script may be this man-
uscript.

127 At this time, manuscripts from Britain were routinely lent to scholars in India
and vice versa.

128 Wujastyk 2021; MS London BL H. T. Colebrooke 908 (PanditProject #109978,
consulted on July 03, 2021).

129 L.e., MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333.

130 Su1938. It is noteworthy that Acarya refers to his 1938 edition as representing
“the Dalhana version.”

131 Bhattacarya 1910-17.



32

The Nepalese Susrutasamhita

. § areAT: | ggadigar 22

TF— SRR Twmt wdEt @rEer? (3. 9 . 9)
RIASATFFTEE, | AR qRiFE R A7 TERIFON, | SRy
TER’ (0. o §111939 ) T S¥em, | AT ST Y FAA qEEh-
FONY | GFH -9 QY G Esad a3 | S a9
aefleuaT q@’ (F. /L e, o) gR_

AT A FIFSHNGHIN—aT, Tex 717 ARraguwrs-
mmmqmﬁ@w@mmzmﬂmgﬁmraﬁﬁirﬁfﬂmr-
& wmn AaE:, gemeraTaRrarasa i e =5 -
ST m:?tz-e?agﬂarm wmaaarqaamr&uf‘warm =ret-
ATHIATATS; wrAXFreat T gRAFEraw Srevat sac
TRy RaaTadargeaad; | 98-
frat s h@mﬁma:ﬁq&mmqmﬁam
MFaFN O ECRATICTAATY; FIATGI A SHTCIC
waEERRE I IME  geawmeagiaat s srdiama-
TAATAA 5 IETEAS A @R aRERRe g
fAfraRbdnmegand =; @Ewas T 91 SRITIAATH-
TABHIUN UTYELOGHAG T; TTSAHTOTAS AT ZEENTY-
EL AR ACATAAT AR TIITATRA ST HETOATT =T 0 % N

TR, TY TS0 SRAME—AR=R | RSN I o~
U T SR SRFASEUAAT: | gords, 9O g, aaIsw-
Ta(Te)e TR SAFFEOTST: IR | ZEATAFAEIT-
st | v ARy Reridraadond wefaEet:; gdhaed
Tl | 517 SfeF, SIF Sy | mmmwm
o, | SRR TR Sa-aRaiens: 7iea:, @ Jeisia-
W GETHIRUREYE,, SFRATER TS SRR R SR aTE-
SRR aaia | Mt afeuniar Teot  Jgdaigaae Twed; Ak
BT BE HEt IHEFIRTEEATIad, | gEEpRagRaaFRR  gEeR

2 cadmraERmat *{nﬁmgwwmﬁ SN T ICRRATE IR
sRTErEt = R a1 R W W ar 1 2 CRTETIEEET.
gedEl R an | ¥ ©CRuFNTmad’ @ an | u CTHEEEEC o 4
g ‘gt e’ SR g. © Y § TR TS ¥R Wo | ¢ amm’
5 g | Co ST

Figure 3.1: A page of the 1939 Bhanumati edition, showing the variant
readings in the footnotes.



The Printed Editions 33

Evaluation

The main innovation of this publication was to present the only
surviving part of the commentary on the Susrutasamhiti by the
great eleventh-century medical scholar Cakrapanidatta, namely
the Bhanumati.’3> A secondary purpose was to present the text of
the siitrasthana as read in MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333, that had
recently been brought to the editors” attention. In their judgement,
the Kathmandu manuscript presented a text that was closer to
what Cakrapanidatta had before him than the text according to
Dalhana. In spite of this, the editors largely reproduced the root text
of Dalhana’s version. This was the first Susrutasamhita edition in
which Acarya used sigla to identify the sources from which variant
readings were reported, so while it has limitations, it for the first
time enables us to get some idea of origins of his readings at the
level of individual words and sentences (see Figure 3.1).

Acarya noted in his introduction that the manuscripts containing
Dalhana’s commentary all came together with the root-text of the Su-
Srutasamhita, and thus the main Susrutasamhita text reflected the read-
ings chosen by Dalhana. But the manuscripts of the Bhanumati con-
tained the commentary alone, without the root-text, and had many
explanations based on different readings of the root-text than those
of Dalhana. In many of these cases it was hard to infer what readings
Cakrapanidatta had before him. But Acarya noted that Cakrapani-
datta had a text before him that had much in common with the text
of the Nepalese manuscript.'33

There is compelling evidence that Cakrapanidattas’s Bhanumati
commentary once covered the whole text of the Susrutasamhita.'34
The loss of the rest of the work ranks amongst the greatest disasters
in Ayurvedic literature. Remarkably, the whole Bhanumati may still
have existed in the early twentieth century. In 1903, Palmyr Cordier
reported being privately informed of a complete copy of the work in
a personal manuscript collection in Benares."35

132 HIML: 1A, 374—-375 and IB, 495-496.

133 Su1939: 3—4. See discussion by Klebanov (2021b:7).
134 HIML:IA, 375.

135 Cordier 1903: 332.






4 The Manuscripts

Our edition is based on the textual evidence of three manuscripts. All
three were produced in the Kathmandu Valley, Nepal and preserved
in libraries there. Klebanov (2021a:§2.1) provided a comprehensive
description of the individual manuscripts, quotes and translates their
colophons and thoroughly examines various problems involved in
their interpretation.'3® That is why we will present only the key data
essential for the study of our edition in the present book. In referring
to the manuscripts, we use the sigla K, N and H, which correspond
to the initial letters in the names of the libraries or owners, and have
become canonical.

K MS Kathmandu KL 699 (fig. 4.1) is preserved at the Kaiser
Shamsher (KL) library in Kathmandu.'3” It was microfilmed
and catalogued by the NGMPP/ NGMCP as C 80-7.13 The
MS comprises 152 palm-leaf folios that originally belonged
to several different codicological units written by different
scribes.’3 The folios are 53.5 X 4.4 cm in size and have two
string holes. The text is written in the so-called transitional
Gupta script, with six to eight lines per folio."*® The MS is
incomplete and contains a large part of the Susrutasamhita
as well as the Sausrutanighantu.'#* The date stated in the
colophon at the end of the compendium is verified for Sunday,
April 13, 878 ce. However, physical damage to the manuscript
folio containing the colophon means that it is no longer
possible to interpret it definitively. In particular, two persons

136 See also Harimoto 2010; 2011; 2014.

137 See also the description by Klebanov (2021a:§2.1).

138 See the description in the online NGMCP catalogue, Harimoto 2013.

139 Bhattarai (2020:46) and Klebanov (2021a4:11) agree that four to five scribes
were involved in the manuscript’s production.

140 Codicological features of the manuscript, including the layout, peculiarities of
the script, and various ornamental and text-dividing symbols were studied by
Bhattarai (2020).

141 Klebanov (2021a: 11) provided a detailed description of the content.

35



Figure 4.1: Folios 17r and 17v of MS Kathmandu KL 699 (K).

Figure 4.2: Folios 30r and 30v of MS Kathmandu NAK 1/1079 (N).
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are mentioned in the concluding remarks, someone called Sri
Harsacandra and Vaidya Vasuvarman, but their roles are not
perfectly clear. Klebanov (20214:16) thinks that the former,

...either sponsored the copying enterprise or wrote
the manuscript himself, [and that he subsequently |
donated it to Vaidya Vasuvarman on the condition
that he (Vasuvarman) would study the text and
explain it to others. The second condition was that
the manuscript should remain in the family and not
be given away either for sale or as a pawn. If the
manuscript sat unused, it should be returned to Sri
Harsacandra.'4*

N MS Kathmandu NAK 1-1079 (fig. 4.2) is kept at the National
Archives Kathmandu (NAK), under accession number
1/1079%.'43 It was microfilmed twice by the NGMPP as
A 45-5(1) and A 1267-11(2),"4. In 2023 the project was
able to purchase higher-quality colour digital images of the
manuscript from the NAK. The manuscript comprises 65
palm-leaf folios, 56 x5cm in size, with two string holes each,
and it is bundled together in a composite manuscript with
at least one other medical work. The text is written in a
variety of Newari scripts, with seven lines per folio on average.
Although the text contained in the manuscript does not cover
the entire Susrutasamhita and breaks off abruptly in the second
chapter of the sarirasthana, the actual MS, as a codicological
unit, appears complete, that is, no leaf seems to be missing
from the originally unitary artefact. Based on paleographic
considerations, the manuscript can be dated tentatively to the
twelfth or thirteenth century.

H MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333 (fig. 4.3) formerly belonged to the
historical collection of Hemaraja Sarman (fl. 1878-1953).%45 It
is now held by the National Archives Kathmandu and was mi-
crofilmed twice by the NGMPP as B 29-19 and B 30-15, but the
latter microfilm is incomplete.’#® The manuscript comprises
435 palm-leaf folios, 34 x 5cm in size, with one string-hole

142 Klebanov (2021a4:13-17) provided a translation and study of the colophon, as
well as an exposition of different positions related to its interpretation.

143 See also the description by Klebanov (20214:§2.2).

144 See the description in the NGMCP database by Acharya (2012).

145 See also the description by Klebanov (20214:§2.3).

146 See the NGMCP description by Klebanov (2012).
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Figure 4.3: Folios 22v and 23r of MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333 (H).
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left of centre. It is written in a type of Newari script that is
more recent than that of N, with approximately six lines per
folio. The manuscript is exceptionally well preserved. Of vital
value for the present project, the manuscript supports the com-
plete Susrutasamhiti and the Sausrutanighantu. The final colo-
phon identifies the scribe of the manuscript as Vaidya Amara-
simhaka, son of Kamaladatta, and states the date on which he
concluded the copying of the text. Both reading the colophon,
that is, deciphering the actual characters, and the interpreta-
tion of the concerned passage involve diverging opinions, all
of which concur, however, in assigning the MS to the sixteenth
century. Klebanov (20214: 21—26) gave an analytical account of
the views expressed in literature, considered further options,
and proposed that the MS was completed on Sunday, July 29,

1543.

Editorial Principles

Method

The data for the critical edition comes from the witnesses of the
Nepalese version, described above. Diplomatic transcriptions of SS
1.16 of these manuscripts have been created by researchers of the
Susruta Project according to a subset of TEI Guidelines that has been
formulated by Charles Li and tailored for the Saktumiva platform.'47
MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333 was transcribed first because its script
is relatively easy to read, the scans are clear, it is the most complete
of the manuscript witnesses, and its text is extremely close to that
of MS Kathmandu KL 699. Following that, MS Kathmandu KL 699
and MS Kathmandu NAK 1-1079 were transcribed.

The diplomatic transcriptions were uploaded to Li’s manuscript
collation platform called Saktumiva, chapter by chapter as they were
completed.® An electronic edition of the vulgate of the Susrutasam-
hita, that was transcribed, without the commentaries, by Tsutomu
Yamashita and Yasutaka Muroya on the basis of Acarya’s 1931 and
1938 Bombay editions has also been included on the Saktumiva plat-
form and is available for collation.'#9

147 See Wujastyk 2021—, TEI Consortium 2010 and Li 2017—: “TEI Tagging”.

148 See the Saktumiva interface Li 2017-.

149 This electronic edition is also available on the SARIT website (Wujastyk et al.
2008—: sub “Susrutasamhita”). The version at Saktumiva has received several


https://sushrutaproject.org
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Saktumiva’s collation function standardises punctuation and or-
thographic variants according to filters which can be turned off or
on.'>® These filters enable the editors to ignore dandas, numbers and
floral punctuation marks (puspika) in the transcripts, as well as or-
thographic variants, such as & and 4, certain germinated conson-
ants, and visarga variants. On the basis of the automatic collation,
Jason Birch created a provisional edition of S5.1.16, which the pro-
ject’s researchers read together at weekly seminars. Manuscript im-
ages were routinely checked to verify the transcripts, particularly
when a reading was uncertain; the commentaries of Cakrapanidatta
and Dalhana were read, and variant readings reported by these com-
mentators were included in notes to the edition. Also, various ref-
erence books were consulted, to elucidate the meaning of technical
terms and identify relevant information in other medical works."*

An initial draft of the translation and many annotations were
written by Wujastyk during the seminars as the Project researchers
discussed the text’s meaning. The transcripts, provisional edition
and translation were uploaded to the project’s repository at Github
on a weekly basis.">* Therefore, the project’s work has been publicly
available as it evolves. The software tools used in the project have
been described on the project website.'53

Stemma

The data from transcripts collated by Saktumiva can be exported as
a FASTA file and aligned according to characters, syllables or words
by a program called Helayo.'>* The resulting NEXUS file can be read
by phylogenetic software to build a stemmatic tree.'>> This proced-
ure was done with transcripts of several chapters of the Nepalese
witnesses, and the results confirmed the editors’ preliminary stem-
matic hypothesis that Kand H are more closely related to one another

corrections and the intention is to merge these back into the SARIT edition even-
tually.

150 On the rationale for implementing text-critical principles as algorithms, see Li
2017 and Li 2018: §4.4.

151 Particularly valuable reference resources included V. Josi and N. H. Jos1 (Ay-
Maha), Meulenbeld (HIML), and the literature on materia medica cited on
pp. 85 ff. below.

152 Wujastyk 2021-.

153 Wujastyk et al. 2021—: “The toolbox”.

154 Li 20224.

155 This process is discussed in greater detail by Li (2022b).
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than K and N.° Given the early date of K and the small number of
other surviving witnesses of the Nepalese version, the relationship
between the manuscripts at our disposal is reasonably clear and, in
the case of 55.1.16, the manuscript data was largely confined to N and
H owing to a missing folio of K. Rather than having to assess numer-
ous variant readings from a large number of witnesses, the challenge
of editing has been to repair the text where it has become corrupt in
the few witnesses available to us.

The Edition and Apparatus

The critical edition of SS.1.16 in this article retains many of the pecu-
liarities of MS Kathmandu KL 699 because the editors have endeav-
oured to present to the reader a hyparchetype of the text that was
transmitted by this ninth-century manuscript. Therefore, the Sans-
krit has been standardised as little as possible and, although the text
has been corrected and repaired wherever it was corrupt in the wit-
nesses, it has not been normalized or conventionalized to the extent
of many modern editions of Sanskrit works.

The editors have assumed that the authors of the Nepalese
Susrutasamhita were familiar with Paninian Sanskrit and, although
there are some non-standard spellings and grammatical forms
in the text, there are very few instances of hyper-Sanskritization,
Buddhist-Hybrid Sanskrit or Epic forms that would suggest that this
assumption is unreasonable.'>” Therefore, the editors of SS.1.16 have
opted to retain some perhaps unfamiliar features of the Sanskrit
in MS Kathmandu KL 699 when they are grammatically correct.
For example, in external sandhi, the class nasal is usually used at
the end of a word instead of an anusvira (e.g.,1.16.3, edqTET=He),
although the anusvira is sometimes used (1.16.15, 35+ T=Ee). In

156 See chapter 2 above for further discussion.

157 On the contrary, the text of the Susrutasamhiti sometimes retains legitim-
ate Paninian forms that are rare or unknown elsewhere in Sanskrit litera-
ture. For example, the term karmuka “effective,” formed by P.5.1.103, is vir-
tually unknown in classical Sanskrit, and is said even by the authors of the
Kasikavrtti to occur uniquely as an adjective describing a bow. Yet it occurs
in both the Susrutasamhita (1.41.5 (Su1938:182)) and the Carakasamhita (1.26.13
(Ca.1941:138)), describing “effective” drug substances. Cf. the observation by
M. Deshpande (1988:118) that other rare Paninian usages in the early Sanskrit
medical texts provide evidence that, “... in all likelihood there was a dialect of
Sanskrit closer to Panini’s time and region in which [such peculiar Paninian
usage existed]. This peculiarity did not exist in most other dialects of Sanskrit.”
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most cases, the consonant following a % is doubled, but this is
not always the case.’®® Since these inconsistencies seem inherent
to the transmission of the text and may have even been authorial,
the critical edition reflects them as they occur in K and, when the
testimony of K is not available, the witness most similar to K, which
is H.

The Nepalese manuscripts often have an anusvira before a danda
at the end of a sentence or verse. Whether these anusvaras should be
changed to the consonant H is a moot question because there is no
formal Paninian concept of ‘end-of-sentence” and his rules on sandhi
are contingent on the close contact of sounds (samhita).’>® How-
ever, it is reasonable to assume that at the end of a verse, paragraph
or sentence the speakers would have paused for breath or thought,
so sandhi should be applied, in which case a final anusvara or class
nasal of the following consonant is changed to #, Nonetheless, this
remains an assumption about how the text would be pronounced.
Therefore, in a critical edition, inserting dandas and changing anus-
varas to H before them are subjective decisions by the editors. The
scribal use of dandas and anusvaras in the Nepalese manuscripts can
be seen in the digital edition if one switches off the filters for ignoring
dandas and final anusvara variants.

Unconventional spellings and grammatical forms have been re-
tained and noted in the annotations to the translation. However, the
editors have corrected scribal errors and repaired corruptions in the
transmitted text with conjectures wherever possible. Therefore, al-
though the edition retains many of the peculiarities of the Nepalese
manuscripts, it is not a diplomatic transcript or a hybrid of diplo-
matic and critical editing because the features of the transmitted text
have been retained or changed deliberately, and the reasons for do-
ing so are given in either the introduction or, in more specific cases,
the annotations to the translation.

158 Examples of the germination of consonants are Hua] (1.16.1 ff), @ﬁ (1.16.2), ‘1?2?

(1.16.2), T (1.16.5), 01@7{ e (1.16.5), atd (1.16.6) and EEI'I%@?[ (1.16.6).
Examples where it does not occur in 1.16 are o3I, (1.16.8,19), @’-TTT—L (1.16.16,

32), om%ﬁq{o (1.16.10); oHTAATINT: (1.16.10) and &R0 (1.16.10).
159 Panini 1.4.109 T afers: dfea, et passim.
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kumarasya vaman kanyay ( Artatah N, H:pratani )
A:[app] picuvartim  A:[om]

pratanum siicya bahalam araya |[2]| pravesayet |

Figure 4.4: The digital edition of S5.1.16.3

Digital Edition

The editors are producing both printed and digital editions of the
Nepalese Susrutasamhita. Since the print and digital environments
differ markedly, each edition has its own format.

Instructions for reading the digital edition have been provided by
Liat Saktumiva. Inbrief, you can generate the apparatus by choosing
a base text and one or more of the other witnesses. You can also
choose to hide or ignore in varying degrees TEI tags, punctuation
and orthographical variants in the transcripts of the witnesses. On
theright side of the text, the digital edition displays an apparatus that
is negative in so far as the lemma and its witnesses are not included.
This apparatus intelligently truncates variants where possible.

For example, as seen in Figure 4.4, the apparatus for the words
pratanum siicyd bahalam araya is on the right side of the display. This
entry means that the editors have chosen to read pratanum, which the
reader must infer is attested by K, whereas A has tatah and N and H
pratanii. Witness A has added the word picuvartim after tatah, omitted
siicyd bahalam,**® and has pravesayet instead of araya, which is attested
by all of the Nepalese witnesses.

A popup on a dark background, as shown in Figure 4.4, displays
the manuscript sigla for the witnesses that support the selected read-
ing, which is labelled “NE” (“New Edition”). As seen in Figure 4.5,
the positive apparatus of pratanum siicya bahalam araya appears in a
pop-up window in which the lemma and variants are aligned ac-
cording to letters, and the variations are highlighted in yellow. The
positive apparatus can be expanded by highlighting one or more
words, and even entire passages or verses, and clicking on the col-
lapsed menu icon.

In both the negative and positive apparatuses of the digital edi-
tion, you must infer conjectures and corrections by the editors. Testi-
monia and notes are in the apparatus on the right side of the “pro-
visional edition” text. They give an opportunity for the editors to

160 The omitted words are displayed by hovering the cursor over [OM] adjacent to
A in the apparatus.
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SP: pratanum sicya bahalam araya
A: tatah [app] picuvartim [om] pravesayet ||
K: pratanum siicya bahalam araya
N: pratani siicya bahalam araya
H: pratani siicya bahalam araya

Figure 4.5: The witnesses to a selected passage of 55.1.16.3

provide scholarly commentary of various kinds, but the editors can-
not write comments directly into the textual apparatus itself, since it
is constructed live each time the text is displayed.

The digital form of the edition is “soft,” in the sense that editorial
work on the files that generate the critical text is potentially continu-
ous, adding ever greater refinement and precision. And, especially,
as more manuscript witnesses come to light and are transcribed, the
edition is open to continuous enrichment.

Printed Edition

The printed edition of SS5.1.16 has four layers of footnotes. The first
layer reports the witnesses that have been collated. Line numbers
and lemmata have been used to identify the witnesses that have been
collated for a particular section of the text, as seen in the following
example on p. 47:

2 AT: — ofagfsgH | MSS K, H, and N

The above entry means that a textual passage beginning with 31Td:
on line 1 and ending with ofglSEH on line g is attested by manu-
scripts K, Hand N. This layer also indicates passages that are missing
or omitted in a particular witness.

The second layer of footnotes reports the variant readings of the
Nepalese witnesses. This apparatus is negative, that is to say, only the
testimony of the variant readings have been reported, and not that
of the lemma. The following entry is an example of the apparatus’
syntax, on p. 47:

& 9dq | 9aIN H

This entry means that on line six of the edition the editors have
chosen to read 9dd, instead of ¥d<, which is attested by witnesses
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N and H. The reader can infer that ¥1qq is attested by K because the
first layer of footnotes indicates that K has been collated here. In
prose passages, the lemmata and variants consist of corresponding
words and, in verses, corresponding syllables. Emendations by
the editors are indicated by the abbreviation em., and omissions
and suppletions in the witnesses are indicated by om. and add.,
respectively. A wavy line under a letter means that it is unclear to
the editors. Text deleted by a scribe is shown underscored by double
lines, and the scribe’s substitution is appended in quotation marks.

There are minor notational variations between the online digital
edition and the printed edition presented here. For example, a scribal
“crow’s foot” mark (®T9<q), often indicating a marginal insertion, is
displayed in the digital edition as,

N:aneX |

and in print as

¢ 3] 3 A N.

The third layer of footnotes contains the variant readings of the
vulgate, which have been presented in the same format as the second
layer. If a reading of the vulgate has been accepted by the editors
against different readings in the Nepalese witnesses, the siglum for
the vulgate (i.e., A) has been placed next to lemma in the second
layer of footnotes.

The fourth layer of footnotes includes various testimonia and
notes. The testimonia mainly consists of the variant readings noted
by the commentators Cakrapanidatta and Dalhana. Those known to
Gayadasa may be added in future publications. The notes include
brief comments on certain emendations and editorial decisions.
More elaborate discussions on such issues have been included in the
annotations to the translation.

In the printed edition below, the numbering of passages has been
adjusted to follow the text of the Nepalese version of the work. The
numbering of the corresponding passages in the vulgate is presented
in small digits in the right margin.






5 Critical edition of
Stutrasthana 16

AT FUTTH N T | ¢ |

Imﬁvﬁ&mﬁmmﬁwuﬁal 98 "
aed a1 YgFIE W& WWW FH-
FOERAaTE" S m?
PSR HU0~d (5% gfumaedH 7y
feretid | QaviaTul FHRE qHgAMEN: | Fog =T
TESHIAT IR

Witnesses
- IYI:—ofgfgd]| MSS K, H, and N

MS variants
¢ A | K. 3 GEH] om. N. 3% oHFSERAAra | A; oHES
@iaaH K, H,N. ¢ a=ag ] a=ag K. ¢ $IR ] FAREEAN. 4 9]
FANH. & 9dq] 9G4 N H.

Variants from Su 1938
? aaﬁwuﬁﬁ:i] FUHTE T A, ¢ AR | add. TEEM -
amar—vrﬂnA ?E‘JH??{EL]TEI@I?{A amﬁ]mmA ¥ O | add.
FANE A, @ gqawnmwm] YA ASHIeTH: TSRATEE-
TAA. % FOOH] FNA. 4 fBE] BEA. « fBE] add. snfecamuaiG
T ARA. % WG] GA & Sd] add. WWWA &
FE: ] FAAE A, & Tdd GO FESHRAT | dd: rgafd saTdan A.
Notes

*The compound ﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁ"@ﬁﬂaﬁ? is an emendation based on the sim-
ilar text at 3.2.25 (Su 1938: 346).

*The atmanepada participle is a permitted form, although the vulgate
has the parasmaipada. Dalhana, on 1.16.3 (Su1938:76), recorded the

alternative reading w&aﬁﬁﬁaﬁ before TSHISH: TSI in the vulgate.

47

1.16.1

1.16.3
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MS variants
go oxaYo] em.; oXAYI N ; oXAYL H.  23-2% oT~IawaHoy | oTgde-
@IS N. 28 oqﬁﬁ’ésm‘mo] oJREHTMYo H. 29 odlig | oall N 2¢—2%
FIAETHA | & FITERE N ; ST 87 H, % ] en.; §HAN
H.

Variants from Su 1938
¢ 9] TgAA A, ¢ Siddea™i] deT A, oFddl] ogdddl A. < ofd-
FSFH] ofEMid A, to T TE=BIagal RIERTR | doTe FE=adl e
g FlREAREGIR hEea Wafed | af FMHE A, 2o 60| Sl
g0 ogfgo] g@: fo owAYo | WAYLA. 022 odgdle | add. = Al HH-
REEIGEI ST A, 22 offfeo | ToFRIA. 22 oiedo] add. aaﬁf@%m
A. R WAl | add. 3§ Fum vfagdia | el

A. 23 @] add. FAEEA IS AT A, 23 UG | STEARIA. 2329
TR | WIRTSHTe A, 1318 on%'wa?aﬁtﬁﬂ oHIABEAT-
THA. 29 O] add. TTAEIGES AN A, 2 fTAd] add. rq'uma,
JEEHA Nl A, 2% HEFIlo | dHEFRFIe A, 26 AFSURERUTTERA | ST
FSAIRETAAA 2% G| add. TA. 29 odlg| odU A 2o FeAld] UM,
At SOUEEAIE | om. A, 2¢-1% SETTETHRA] Segdo A 2% NI
FAEN A

Notes
*Dalhana, on 1.16.6 (Su1938:77), stated that some do not read g&e-

Y o SN

Frrgfo,

“The unusual form ¥ is supported by both manuscripts and we
have retained it in spite of only meagre evidence for the form in epic
Sanskrit.

1.16.4

1.16.5

1.16.6

1.16.7

1.16.8
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e TFERed: TR g fgr o)
Nl AETATE] Tt Teaed J 51 Nl < ||
I FHEA TEeREIHEaAl Hdfed | T
AR | IASHIF: | a@ml AEEH: | TT-
TSHIT: | aﬂam | feredferm: | sArEifom™: | Fured-
foh: | STERUICHIwTH: | WigH: | EI=H0: | Tgi-
W|W|Wlmla§mqw
R T | ?ﬁmaﬂmﬂwnz%—cqm
dh: | %MﬁﬂHHIqullabdgg\(%Uul%.l Wfd(@l-

o o LN aN | ¢ oo
o o ¢ oo o <
QM5 RATEHIHR: | le-
o N

o\ ha¥ [ e

Ted | AETATHMIETRAA: HATHUT ATl |
MS variants
Ro O] FAN. 2 &dI] A;FRINH. R o0& | offflo N. 24
SFERUEETF: | om. N. R& FHG: | FHEE: H. & ] fAH. &R0
oTd@Hlo | A; ogq@Hlo H; odE@dHI N. ¢ o¥&h: | oFd: N; oWgsh: H. ¢
Tgle] TeN. R T@] A;FTRENH. 2032 URSe | RIe@e H
3R FARo| FARI H. IR-3% AEHURe | enm.; Aeharco H; Trehamo N.
Variants from Su 1938
R0 aﬁﬁa:] frafia: A, ¢ GUEF] @O A, R oZREGAE |
oTIRUERIHAT: A. R WAl | om. A. 1 Hle] dffo A. W oHfeTH: |
o | oFTH SEeA 1% Who| Ao A. & HEHIS: | FHIEE A. 1%
@] om. A. R o] dAfHe A, ¢ TgTo] TGTE: A. o FGIIHINR |

add. I¥Fd: SOGRERBET A, 2032 AT | EFTe A, R Mgo |

XN

o A. 33 @A) FA. W mwramﬁm] WW A.

3339 TSI VAl | AT A, 3% dNF] d9F A, 3% SRR ] ©EERR

A.

Notes
L‘Cakrapénidatta, on 1.16.9-13 (Su 1939: 128), and Dalhana, on 1.16.10
(5u1938:78), pointed out that others read W‘ﬁ%ﬂ: (instead of
THGREERAD: ). At the same place, Dalhana also mentioned that

some read TIATEHMANG: (instead of TAFFTHREINSY) and others
do not read EITETEE: T=TETAT:.

1.16.9
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dieEed: gEEreml dd SRR
SHNaUeTTies:  EfefE: | Sfagmaes:  w-
amaaaﬂmwé\wma’ﬁwwm@%vml
ur«aanm mwm@%wn -
W REEeTRIUaTes: FFRS 3l e
TEUTREARIRGTR! = RGN 1R 11 ©

W\TS o a(‘: = ﬂ\ b .
DIAERIR: ﬁ?l:ﬂfl?&ﬁrq{{ﬂ FUHUETSS -

YTERITAYUUEI

MS variants
5 A== | om. N. 3¢ Tlefqqid: | oUfedad=a: N H. 3¢—3R f-
Ao | A; ™o N; Ffedo H. o o®Me ] oMo H. Yo oF(Ho |
offifo N. %2 3Tdl] adl N. 92 og{uldle | oF@Wuidle N. %R M-
&) A; IEivEwiEE N H.

Variants from Su 1938
335 YRATHAY| add. SHATMMAL A, 3539 F] om. A, 9 oFHTI-
o] oTHIRAUR A, 3¢ Ufeuauia: | TRaHEe A, 3¢ ofeNIdaadEHo |
oRTETAGEHo A, 3% FIHY| FHEE A, 3% AU add. JA®A. 9o
oglgo | add. oWTe A. Yo oUWke ] add. ofiedle A. Yo oMo | om. A.
w2 inserted passage | Wefed = TET TlEa FUR 7 Wafeg| FO9G TH
A A feg] e || ST e SR Hed| Sl et
It FEEfATEaTEd: || Thd Mo T et Rer =1 A At fgen e g
fega AR, G || TTUSTgeaTe HiGH ETewie STl | FHOTIIe HTdToe] Fare-
e mEfEdl A, $2 SAHE ] SEAH A, W GRTG ] oFRR A, W
GUHTSHNA | GUATE BN A, 9R-93 UIEHYGe | U Fice A.

Notes

“The vulgate passage inserted between 9 and 10 (from Haled I to
FrEfad) was probably also absent in the version of the Susrutasambhita
commented on by Cakrapani, who cited it in his commentary as be-
ing “read by some” in regard to the joins (¥<d) that they describe
(1.16.9-13 (Su1939:128)).

* RN HEIYERuTEId of the MSS has been emended to FRINAATEITE to
make sense of the list of ingredients, which is in the accusative case.
This 3EIYENEIEE in the MSS may be a dittographic error.

1.16.10
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ISFA eell FFelTee] ST
TR = el eI ST e
WW@WWWW
Frat forege il A GUHISH-
i weTed WI AT
PR R Graad Agaa -
ﬂ&ldmiﬂld'wll@“\i”(’ﬂ AR TeATdRIIS H\EWTE
A FAG IR NFG TR | i
A= | 2o |l

ferergAfegareats] rTHH{CR T |

AT el 22 |

MS variants
9 o] JEIN, ¢4 TFA] Ajom. NH. 94 STUE | SR H. 9%
snmwmaag] oslTﬁmaeﬂaaaagN w5 G| SEEAN. w& dfd] A;
AN H.  ©& vo T=Tgio | aargio N o digHo | aMaig®e N. ¢
SAfAEd | SESEHAN. ¥R odledd] o@lN Yo ow] oVUET H. 4o
oiligd] oiE N. 4o-42 oFA| oFgN. 43R Teeidaid ]| SIUrNd N.
WRNgoll ] add. AN, 3 g e N, up ARE ] e
N. ug fa=ad] a=@d N.

Variants from Su 1938
gy ] TEHA. 94 o] add. IUTR A, ©% FdedAg | I A.
¥E adl] aT A. 959 UFATEGH | IAEWigHoe A, Y ¥¢ oHUSI-
THlo | oHUSITIGHo A, ©¢ FUUH ] FOMA. ¢ FaEd| Fegelad ] 3I1d-
{TEAaaH A, 92 oFfeur] o@fd A ¢ Fiazd] GEERT A, @2 T<ad]
TEAAA. 92 Taad ] add. FAA. o ARG | TEFEFTEHLA. 4o
o] @Afdo A, wo—u2 FTHUMESA] FTG A, W AT | T -
ATNRAA. 4R N2l ] add. WEAE A, w foeEad] e A

1.16.15

1.16.16
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AR SR h S a1 gerd] |
& aTage ThaeIsEel IRgEa=Tard| fUxgs me-
T | HEE FTHUT: FUGHTAITHTENd:
sﬁqﬁrraﬁvnaqw’rﬂhq'@gﬁ‘r%n 2Rl

N e

| 9] &2 ferevga: HUTT WAl dad Z: -
NEIT&TIFLI Y[ WE@W| ‘i:RTq
f&aa 123

aq_ o\ ¢ ¢ .:l ha¥ [aNl aN _
Qi aaH ST NG JS™

MS variants
Wy oFfgo | oFge N. 44 oFTxh| o Th N. 4& THagIS®el] em.; &
gl Gel N ; Thagl &6l H.  4& oed] oGeaf N; oqgdaM H.  4&
og8] 0g8 N. 4o o] Do N. 4o oFUUl:] oFUT: N. 4o o&(d: |
offd: H. 4c¢ &llUNcdo ] &MUl 9o N. 4R &2i] ®&I N. §o oUThdedl-
] oTFFTEAAA N ; oTFRAAR H. 53 SFeflio ] SFfet: So H. - 53
ogEETMEGAIH | oFeETaaa- I N.

Variants from Su 1938
wy dlfdo | AR A, 4§ WSK@[] TH &GS A, ug Wakd] om. A.
Ko IEUEFRTEM | WWHHA wo a0 ] TR A, wo-4¢ oF-
TEE: FAEA] oFalh TAERMEA A, 4¢ Eiumedo | gﬂwswo A W
inserted passage | WWWWWI AW RT]
GEAT A, 4R FHUUN| HAUT A,  Go FFAT] AASHA A.  §o oTHAHl-
] oUEREEAEM A, &0 W] om. A. §o U] om. A. &2 T&Id]
BUATA. &R AAWe | FAEEWe A, & INTF: | add. TIAM A, §-83
oTHTIS | oHAHI T9: IS A.

1.16.17

1.16.18
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. < < o o o

IS ST |1 2% 1€

bl NN (aN

Tl AfagUuEH Sergd: |
qAISTUET: TrERaSai feed |l g1l

aﬂ Q;l_ L NN ha NN o :l
AT aie: AT = 1 & 11

MS variants
&9 oAHIGHARo | oFHIGHFASNde N.  &g-&4 Faqarded | odfead N.
wy oTF] TN, &s ] FREE N, se S @REA N s
] XN, &9 qdisqagd: | ddl 9ued: H; adl Jead N, &% T&f: |
JEEN. &2 FAd] FAAN. & FSFH ] o H.

Variants from Su 1938
§% oFBMdlo | oTSTHIHRTINIT A, &% ofgRImgHheicafho | ofgiR-
T ISRl 5284 Hidlded | offdamd A. &4 doH ]

. oY o~ e s o . ~
add. AA. & o] oTHA. &% WidIAlAE | @A A 58 d
HergH: | ®eddd A A, &< inserted passage | TAERTAARRASHI-
Ec_;i o | < y N ﬂ \\: “ ?\[a. o . ﬁ . o ° |
A. &¢ TEEREHo | WEEETo A, % I die: | AUERIJA. &2 ]
JA.

Notes
“Dalhana, on 1.16.19 (Su1938:79), noted that some read NEGLLE |
in the place of TESTSl.  This reading appears to have been ac-
cepted by Cakrapani, who glossed TN as HaEd (1.16.18-20
(Su1939:130)). Cakrapani also said that some read sarpis in the

place of 999, In the compound beginning with ¥, Dalhana noted
that some read 34?%‘1@3?[ .

*N has a ®HUT after 3, but the missing letter (one would expect ")
has not been supplied in a margin or elsewhere.

*Dalhana, on 1.16.23 (Su1938: 80), noted that some read GE BT

1.16.19

1.16.20

1.16.22cd
-23ab
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3t e gfeife: S deEiETE I 2ol ¢

ST e o fgdfea: @u: R
GEISAGA TE] o FHIU Fgd=sn: || 2< ||

MS variants

vo o] oFel H. o q] & H. v divEg] F@ N. o3 Tl ]
GUHIN; @FHT H. 93 offed: | o@eHN. g ] em.; N H.

Variants from Su 1938

wo inserted passage | ATEr=de A Fld SATIE: TFEAal {a: |l a@qﬁga:q;u?a_
FRATEC | AHERTRN SHTAT: fode =g A, v gfe: | gk
A. 92 @[] dA. ot GEGTER] AFESEA A, 92 inserted passage ]
(FOTIATHATSUT YT Gl | || FHOTqredt St aTafimeRserd: | ¢ ||
ST FEE: Fect Fere ot | PRI : Tl 2ii: et &1 g ifres qree-

Y-S

TRIE Th: TR Y| HUG: qFIY: WW?EEWII 3|l T

awwﬁﬁmlwagqﬁﬁ% TSTREHIE: 1| 9 | e e d-
gﬁwwmmmmqammﬁwmanw T A ISR
e GeAHUEA || SFATCHAIEF: T %ursggmqsrqn Rl ST TEHEUGH
eSS || B = e 20 Rt BRIl o Il ST Hie:
WWII IATE TS wﬁaﬁﬁwmn <\l TR RTYAIRI-
FHISY AR TNE A U | g 2 Wamﬁaﬁﬁw
Wllﬁﬁwwwmwn 20 || T YT ZaTdeH TR

NN Sy

21 T TS} TS &, T TEERTSAHRA N €2 || ST HHUgHh deHn
| FUiNae 29 ieg de fasrmani e Hg%aﬁlma%ﬁaﬁﬁm
I TR a6 & Fageti |l 23 1| TSNS JagaT=aTaHeE |
Tqvelh W TEET 9 TN ¢ || JSHi €T 1] FUeHA: BRI He-
Wﬁ%&mmﬁmﬁﬁt@wmwawu 24 || Tfeereh TfEHT
74 SEdeadie gl dd: ST 951 4 Seraddl 25 | fRaen doed 9851
%@zﬁwwu #fiOT i T e | 2ol ngqvﬁn%auugm
YT TE N S9: ST SAAedGHN e FaH | 2¢ || Tdeh: TagH: oy
Tlea: | STehl: TEsha = Soqadll 22 1) A, ¢ T&g] TA.

Notes
“Dalhana, on 1.16.26 (Su 1938: 80), stated that some read Gfae: (i.e
the reading of the Nepalese version) instead of 2re:.

1.16.26.1

1.16.25
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]%‘\f\ QJ [N K3
a_ o f\(\bq |

cql_f\ 51 (3
T3 TR aend a1l 2R 1| ©
o ST fe TTUerAg
Wwa&ml
HHTWW?LIROII

ﬁﬁlﬁaamﬂmuw
& A |

c_cla—{ﬂﬂﬁﬁ?l
wm@ﬁwﬂa:naen
TS ST AT
do (aEeasaaEH |
o T | ﬁsﬂm

N o

Rl o= T LIEMIIRR |

MS variants

55

oy AIRGRMET | ATTGHEET N, ©o ofH[UI | ofHUo N. @9 oSiGaluli| odie-
ZUH N. 9 T TN, ¢o TH] T H. <R oFgH] oFge N. «¢3
it | emn.; Gelitad N ; TR H. <& 9=Tgo | em.; ToTge H; 9§ N.
co AU ] ANGAN. Qo fa=a:] A; RN H. Re oda®] ogam: N.

Variants from Su 1938

oann

oy faafaam ] FENaEE A, o« AIERE!] AERET A,

co T ¢

A. R A] TAA. <R oFgH] oTE A. <3 GUfad] GERd A. <
T TA. ¢« SAFRE] T FAH A, ¢4 FEUUEIE | FEUE
¢ UMTFe ] Uage A. <o AU]]| RIAH A, Ro &WAAo | @I A.

Notes

RCakm'l\aaruclatta on 1.16.26 (Su1939:133), said that others read -
TR here. Dalhana, on 1.16.27-31 (Su1938:81), stated that

some read, mgmwmwﬁmlmm

o N

TREd N

LRI

1.16.27

1.16.28

1.16.29

1.16.30
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o N

WWHWIHH
WQWI
ﬁ C .qaa_

[SEE| @q(i?{l%m NI 1.16.31
i T

MS variants

Qy GMH] UM N. %2 JUNTH] SUNTERLH. %2 3] 9 H. °R o3|
oB¥IN. °% Fad | dda: N. % oHEH] o"H=EHN. 4 ] om. N.

Varlants from Su 1938

%7 §] WA, °R dg¥e] EE‘&IOA %3 ] €M A. /¢ HESI] HHiA.
QY oHIGH] oHIEM A. 4 EHTFL] om. A. & inserted passage ] AR

oS

o ARERHAlE R | 9 TR e Tat: Elv_c\[i:l'é'l?'fll A.




6 Translation of Sutrasthana 16

Introduction

Notable earlier translations of the vulgate text of this chapter include
those of Hessler (Latin, 1844-55), Hoernle (1897) Bhishagratna
(1907-16), Singhal et al. (1972-82), Ojihara (Japanese, 1974) and
P. V. Sharma (1999—2001).*

The topic of piercing the ear (%Uia?l‘ﬂ) is not discussed in the
Carakasamhita,'®> but it is mentioned in some texts that followed the
Susrutasamhita, such as the Kasyapasamhita.*®3 Also, the instrument
for piercing the ear is described in the Astangahrdayasamhita.’*+ In
the versions of the text known to Dalhana and Cakrapénidatta,165
the heading of this chapter is “the method of piercing and joining
the ear” (EF'TQIE’-T\-JW'I%T"EI), instead of the Nepalese version’s “the
method of piercing the ear” (W"Jﬁf‘h) The topic of joining the
ear (EIEUSIHW) is discussed in passages 1720 of the Nepalese version.
However, it appears that only subsequent redactors reflected its
importance by including it in chapter headings.

The Nepalese version also omits the opening remark on Dhan-
vantari that appears in subsequent versions of the text. For a dis-
cussion of the frame story in the Nepalese version, see the study by
Birch, Wujastyk, Klebanov, Parameswaran, et al. (2021).

In the following translation, most Sanskrit passages are in prose.
Those in verse are indented in the translation.

161 See also Zysk 1984: 288—291.

162 HIML: 1B, 326, n. 175.

163 HIML:IIA, 30.

164 1.26.26 (Ah1939: 321).

165 Su1938: 76 and Su 1939: 125, respectively.

57
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Translation

1 Now we shall expound the method for piercing the ear.**°

2 One may pierce a child’s ears for the purposes of protection and
decoration. During a bright fortnight, in the sixth or seventh
month, on one of the notable days, half days, hours and constel-
lations, the physician, with a calming presence, sits the boy, who
has received a benediction and the recitation of a blessing,167 on
the lap of a wet-nurse.'®® Then, he should pull the ear with his
left hand and pierce straight through with his right hand at a
naturally-occurring cleft.'®® For a boy, do the right ear first; for a
girl, do the left one. Use a needle on a thin ear; an awl on a thick
one.'7?

166 When commenting on this statement, Dalhana (Su1938:76) and Cakrapani-
datta (Su1939:125) observed that only the ears of healthy people should be
pierced, and they quoted the lost authority Bhoja to affirm this: “When pier-
cing the ears of children who are free of disease at these times, their ear flaps
and apertures, as well as limbs, increase” (1.16.1 (Su1938:76)).

Some texts use the adjective FU-T9H rather than o=,

167 The causative form @94d is known in Classical Sanskrit (Whitney 1885: 166).
The compound %ﬂﬁmﬁﬂaﬁﬂ “who has received a benediction and the re-
citation of a blessing” is an emendation based on the similar text at 3.2.25
(Su1938:346). Cf. also 3.10.8, 24 (Su1938: 388, 390) that have slightly differ-
ent formulations.

168 The versions of 1.16.3 known to Cakrapanidatta (Su1939:126) and Dalhana
(Su1938: 76) have the additional compound FARETE, (“on the lap of one who
holds the child”) after 9T, The gender of FANER is made clear by Dalhana’s
gloss “a man who holds the child.” Also, both versions add TTSeheAsh: TBl-
¥ (“having enticed with children’s toys”) to indicate that the child should
be tempted with toys to stay on the assistant’s lap. According to Dalhana on
1.16.3 (Su1938: 76), the toys include replica elephants, horses, bulls and parrots.
Dalhana further mentions that others read WeafrRINaT (“or by special treats”) be-
fore El'l?ﬁﬁ%ﬂ%:, but we see no trace of these small kindnesses in our witnesses.

169 The versions of 1.16.3 of Cakrapanidatta (Su1939:126) and Dalhana
(Su1938:76) add that this naturally-occurring cleft is illuminated by a

o~

ray of sunshine (STEAFTTATE).

The syntax of this slightly long sentence is unusual because of the dual object @
“the two (ears)” at the start of the sentence, which is remote from the main verb.
The other singular accusatives referring to the ear being pierced are governed
by absolutives.

170 Dalhana on 1.16.3 (Su1938:76) clarifies that the awl is a shoe-maker’s knife
for piercing leather. He also cites the authority of “the notes of Laksmana”
(Laksmanatippanaka) on the issue of the thickness of the needle. The Notes
of Laksmana is not known from any earlier or contemporary sources and was
presumably a collection of glosses on the Susrutasamhita that was available to
Dalhana in twelfth-century Bengal. See Meulenbeld (HIML:IA, 386).
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One may know that it was pierced in the wrong place if there is
excess blood or too much pain. The absence of side-effects is a
sign that it has been pierced in the right place.'”*

In this context, if an ignorant person randomly pierces a duct
there will be fever, burning, swelling, pain, lumps, paralysis of
the nape of the neck, convulsions, headache or sharp pain in the
ear.'7?

Having removed the wick (ﬁ) because of the accumulation
of humours or an unsatisfactory piercing at that location,'73 he
should smear it with barley, liquorice, Indian madder, and the
root of the castor oil tree, thickened with honey and ghee. And
when it has healed well, he should pierce it again.'7+

He should treat the properly-pierced ear by sprinkling it with
raw sesame oil. After every three days one should make a thicker

171

At this point, MS Kathmandu KL 699 is missing a folio, so the rest of this chapter
is constructed on the basis of witnesses MS Kathmandu NAK 5-333 and MS
Kathmandu NAK 1-1079.

172 This passage was significantly augmented in Cakrapanidatta’s and Dalhana’s

versions. They outlined the specific problems caused by piercing three ducts

called i1, AfHI and Sl “blacky,” “little killer,” “little red” (1.16.4
(Su1939:126) and 1.16.5 (Su1938:77) respectively). The sequential order of
these problems as mentioned in the Nepalese version was retained in the other
versions and divided between each duct. Cakrapanidatta cited several verses
attributed to Bhoja on the problems caused by piercing these three ducts in the
ear flap: “ i, HAHY and M are the ducts situated in the ear-lobes. Listen
in due order to the problems that arise when they are pierced. Paralysis of the
nape of the neck and convulsions, or sharp pain arise from piercing Sif&dl. Pain
and lumps are thought to arise from piercing T, Piercing I gives rise
to swelling, fever and burning.” (Su1939:126). The slight instability of vocab-

ulary in this passage is interesting, and the term T in particular suggests a

possible connection to the theory of T, (on which, see Sieler 2015:30-39), or
to the Susrutasamhita’s idea that vessels in the body are distinguished by colour
(e.g., SS 3.7.18 (Su1938:377), see Wujastyk 2022: 405).

173 In addition to these reasons, Dalhana on 1.16.6 (Su1938:77) added “because of

piercing with a painful, crooked and unsatisfactory needle” (TR eI
TdMd) and “because of a wick that is too thick” (TIW'I?I@'I?L). Dalhana was
aware of the reading in the Nepalese version because in his commentary on
1.16.6 (Su1938:77) he noted that some read “because of the accummulation of
humours” rather than “because of piercing with a painful, crooked and unsatis-
factory needle or because of a wick that is too thick.” On the concept of humoral
accumulation (§H&M™), see the important analysis by Meulenbeld (1992).

174 The description of the drug is ambigious: the word “root” could be taken with

each plant, or just with the last. The vulgate reads just “castor oil root” so we
assume that is the traditional interpretation.
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wick and do the very same sprinkling.'75

7 Once the ear is free from humours or side-effects, one should
put in a light dilator (ﬂa‘éﬂiﬁ) in order to enlarge it enough.'7°

8 A person’s ear enlarged in this way can split in two,

either as a result of the humours'77 or a blow.'7%
Listen to me about the ways of joining it can have.

9 Here, there are, in brief, fifteen ways of mending the ear flap.'79
They are as follows: Rim-join (FHIE=I=®), Lotus-splittable
(ST@SHHTF), Dried Flesh (9gTH), Fastening (TEfEH), Cheek-ear
(TN%EUS[), Take away (3Tl'é"|€l), Ready-Split (ﬁﬁﬁl’q), Multi-joins
(=M@IH), Door-hinge (FaEdT®), Half door-hinge (31‘535‘112-
|i+%), Compressed (&), Reduced-ear (@?ﬁﬁ'ﬁ), Creeper-ear
(TN, Stick-ear (FEEHT), and Crow’s lip (FIHIE). 180

In this context, among these,

Rim-join:  both flaps are wide, long, and equal.
Lotus-splittable: both flaps are round, long, and equal.
Dried flesh: both flaps are short, round, and equal.
Fastening: one flap is longer on the inside.
Cheek-ear: one flap is longer on the outside.’®*

175 Describing ear and nose operations similar to those here, Celsus described the
use of a quill (Latin pinna) where the Sanskrit authors use a cotton wick (De
Medicina VII {1011, Spencer 1935-38: 3, 366—367).

176 Cakrapanidatta on 1.16.6 (Su1939:127) and Dalhana on 1.16.8 (Su1938:77)
pointed out that the dilator can be made of wood, such as that of the prickly
chaff-flower, the neem tree and tree cotton. Dalhana added that it can also be
made of lead and should have the shape of the datura flower. The manuscripts

have variant readings for Wﬁmﬂ@%ﬂ at this point that include a scribal
emendation, none of which construe plausibly. It is possible that the unusual
verb form 3T+ ,/Hd puzzled the scribes and caused the implausible scribal read-
ings and emendations.

177 Dalhana on 1.16.9 (Su1938:77) notes that the word & here can refer to either
a humour, such as wind, as we have understood it, or a disease generated from
a humour.

178 We translate U as “person’s,” not “men’s” following Panini 1.2.67 ‘gﬂﬁf’%‘m.

179 The Nepalese version uses the word = to refer to joining a split in an ear flap,
which is consistent with the terminology in the verse cited above (8). However,
1.16.10 of Dalhana’s version (Su1938:77) uses the term s here and at the very
beginning of the chapter (i.e., 1.16.1) to introduce the topic of repairing the ear.

180 For an artist’s impression of these different kinds of joins in the ear flap, see
Majno 1975: 290 (reproduced as Figure 3.2 in Wujastyk 2003:154).

181 For an artist’s impression of this join, see Majno 1975: 291 (reproduced as Figure
3.3 in Wujastyk 2003:155).
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Take-away: the flaps are missing, in fact, on both sides.
Ready-split: the flaps are like a dais (95).
Multi-joins:  one flap is small, the other thick, one flap is
equal, the other unequal.
Door-hinge: the flap on the inside is long, the other is
small.

Half door-hinge: the flap on the outside is long, the other is

10

small.

These ten options for joins of the ear should be bound. They can
mostly be explained as resembling their names.’8> The five from
compressed (&f&T) on are incurable.’®> Among these, “Com-
pressed” has a dry ear canal and the other flap is small. “Reduced
ear” has flaps that have no base and have wasted flesh on their
edges. “Creeper-ear” has flaps that are thin and uneven. “Stick-
ear” has lumpy flesh and the flaps are stretched thin and have
stiff ducts. “Crow-lip” has a flap without flesh with compressed
tips and little blood. Even when they are bound up, they do not
heal because they are hot, inflamed, suppurating, or swollen.84

A person wishing to perform a join of any of these should
therefore have supplies specially prepared according to the
recommendations of the “Preparatory Supplies” chapter.'®5

182

183

184

185

Cakrapanidatta on 1.16.9-13 (Su1939:128-129) and Dalhana on 1.16.10
(Su1938:77—78) provide examples of how the names of these joins describe
their shapes. For example, the rim-join (FHE=I) is similar to the join of the
rim of a wheel (FsheIN).

Dalhana on 1.16.10 (Su1938: 77-78) mentions that some do not read the state-
ment that only five are incurable, and they understand the causes of unsuccess-
ful joins given below (i.e., heat, inflammation, suppuration and swelling) as
also pertaining to the first ten when they do heal.

The version of 1.16.11-13 known to Dalhana (Su1938:78) has four verses (%)
at this point that are not in the Nepalese manuscripts. The additional verses it-
erate the types of joins required for ear flaps that are missing, elongated, thick,
wide, etc. All four verses were probably absent in the version of the Susrutasam-
hita known to Cakrapanidatta. He cites the verses separately in his commentary,
the Bhanumati (Su1939:128-129), introducing each one as ‘some people read’
(% faeFaf~d). However, in Trikamaji Acarya’s edition of the Sitrasthina of the
Bhanumatt, the root text is largely identical to the one commented on by Dalhana
(Su1938), even in instances like this where Cakrapanidatta’s commentary in-
dicates that he was reading a different version of the Susrutasamhitd. See further
the discussion on p. 6 above.

Susrutasamhitia 1.5 (Su1938:18-23), probably verse 6 especially, that lists the
equipment and medications that a surgeon should have ready.
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And in this regard, he should particularly gather'®® top layer
of fermented liquor, milk, water, fermented rice-water, and

powdered earthenware crockery (W) 187

Next, having made the woman or man tie up the ends of their
hair, eat lightly and be firmly held by qualified attendants, the
physician considers the joins and then applies them by means
of cutting, splitting, scarification, or piercing.'®® Next, he should
examine the blood of the ear to know whether it is tainted or not.
If it is tainted by wind, the ear should be bathed with fermented
rice-water and water; if tainted by choler, then cold water and
milk should be used; if tainted by phlegm, then the top layer of
fermented liquor and water should be used, and then he should
scarify it again.

After arranging the join in the ear so that it is neither proud, de-
pressed, nor uneven, and observing that the blood has stopped,
one should anoint it with honey and ghee, bandage each ear
with tree cotton and gauze (E?I?l), and bind it up with a thread,
neither too tightly nor too loosely. Then, the physician should
sprinkle earthenware powder on it and provide medical advice
(RF). And he should supplement with food as taught in the
“Two Wound” chapter.'89

11 One should avoid rubbing, sleeping during the day,
exercise, overeating, sex, getting hot by a fire, or the
effort of speaking.

12 One should not make a join when the blood is too pure, too
copious, or too thin."° For when the ear is tainted by wind, then

186 The reading in the Nepalese manuscripts of feRIS a2 ToTaTd has been emen-
ded to FRINAEITEXd to make sense of the list of ingredients, which is in the
accusative case. Also, the repetition of STHIEXUMA in the Nepalese version
suggests that its second occurrence, which does not make good sense here, is a
dittographic error.

187 The term %‘TIE'_{U% is unusual. Dalhana (Su1938:79) defines it as the powder
of fragments of fresh earthen pots and Cakrapanidatta (Su1939:129) as the
powder of earthenware vessels.

188 There are syntactic difficulties in this sentence. We have adopted the reading
in Dalhana’s version (Su1938:78), which has = %l following IR, It is
likely that a verb, such as %, dropped out of the Nepalese transmission.

189 Susrutasamhitda 4.1 (Su1938: 396—408).

190 1.16.17 of Dalhana’s version (Su1938:79) reads “impure” for the Nepalese “too
pure,” which would appear to make better medical sense. Emending the text
to ALE- for AcZTS- in the Nepalese version would yield the same meaning as
Dalhana’s version.
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14

15

it is obstructed by blood, unhealed and will peel. When tainted
with choler, is becomes pinched (3M€), septic and red. When
tainted by phlegm, it will be stiff and itchy. It has excessively
copious suppuration and is swollen. It has a small amount of
wasted (&1 flesh and it will not grow.'!

When the ear is properly healed and there are no complications,
one may very gradually start to expand it. Otherwise, it may be
inflamed (&), burning, septic or painful. It may even split
open again.

Now, massage for the healthy ear, in order to enlarge it.

One should gather as much as one can of the following: the fat
and marrow of monitor lizard, of scavenging and seed-eating
birds, and of creatures that live in marshes or water, 92 and
milk, sesame 0il, and white mustard 0il.*93 Then cook the oil
with an admixture of the following: purple calotropis, white
calotropis, heart-leaf sida, country mallow, country sarsaparilla,
Indian kudzu, liquorice, and hornwort."* This should then be
deposited in a well-protected spot.

The wise man who has been sweated should rub the
massaged ear with it. Then it will be free of complic-
ations, and will enlarge properly and be strong.'?>

191

In his edition of Susrutasamhiti, Acarya (Su1938:79 n. 1) includes in paren-
theses the following treatment for these conditions, which according to a foot-
note is not found in the palm-leaf manuscript he used: ‘One should sprinkle it
with raw sesame oil for three days and one should renew the cotton bandage

[ oY N o O

after three days’ (STWd RIS ARE=ETERETE g aRaddd).

192 For such classifications, see the analyses by Zimmermann (1999) and Smith

(1994).

193 Dalhana’s version of 1.16.19 (Su1938:79) includes ghee. However, Dalhana’s

remarks on this passage and Cakrapanidatta’s on 1.16.18 (Su1939: 130) indicate
that they knew a version of this recipe, perhaps similar to the Nepalese one,
that did not include ghee. Dalhana also noted that others simply read four oils,
beginning with fat and without milk, whereas Cakrapanidatta said that some
say it is made with four oils and milk.

194 The version of this verse known to Dalhana (vulgate (Su1938:79)) adds several

ingredients to this admixture, including prickly chaff-flower, Withania, milk-
white, sweet plants and Indian ipecac. Also, ithasbeggarweed instead of Indian
kudzu. When commenting on 1.16.19, Dalhana (Su1938:79) noted that some
do not read sweet plants and Indian ipecac. Therefore, at his time there were
other versions of this recipe circulating, with fewer ingredients, as seen in the
Nepalese version.

195 For these aims (i.e., healing and enlarging the ear), the text known to Dalhana

(Su1938:79) had an additional verse and a half describing an ointment for rub-
bing the ear and sesame oil cooked with various medicines for massage. Cakra-
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Ears which do not enlarge even when sweated and
oiled, should be scarified at the edge of the hole, but
not outside it."%°

In this tradition, experts know countless repairs to
ears. So a physician who is very intent on working in
this way may repair them."9”

If an ear has grown hair, has a nice hole, a firm join,
and is strong and even, well-healed, and free from
pain, then one can enlarge it slowly.9

Now I shall describe the proper method of making a re-
pair when a nose is severed. First, take from the trees a
leaf the same size as the man’s nose and hang it on him.
Next, having cut a slice of flesh (99),'99 with the same
measurements, off the cheek, the end of the nose is then
scarified.>*° Then the undistracted physician, should
quickly put it back together so that it is well joined.

panidatta (Su1939:131) did not comment on these verses, nor verse 15 of the
Nepalese version, and so the version of the Susrutasamhiti known to him may
not have included them.

196 Dalhana’s version of 1.16.23 (Su1938:79-80) added another hemistich that

stated more explicitly that the scarification should not be done on the outside
of the hole as it will cause derangement.

197 After verse 17, the 1938 edition of Acarya (Su 1938: 80) has in parentheses nine-

teen verses on diseases of the ear-lobes, treatments and complications. It is pos-
sible that these verses were in some of the witnesses used by Acarya to construct
the text as they occur in other manuscripts, such as MS Hyderabad Osmania
137-3(b). However, Cakrapanidatta (Su1939:132) and Dalhana (Su1938: 80)
stated that some read about the diseases of the ear-lobes in this chapter whereas
others read about them in the chapter on various treatments (TrsrRfarRe) (SS
5.25), which does indeed begin with a discussion of the disease IRHIE. Dalhana
went on to say that some believe that these verses were not composed by sages
and, therefore, do not read them.

198 The order of verses 17 and 18 is reversed in Dalhana’s version (Su1938: 80).
199 The version of 1.16.28b known to Dalhana (Su 1938: 81) reads “bound, connec-

ted (reH)” instead of “slice of flesh (3).” This is a critical variant from the
surgical point of view. If the slice remains connected, it will have a continuing
blood supply. This is one of the effective techniques that so astonished surgeons
witnessing a similar operation in Pune in the eighteenth century (see Wujastyk
2003: 67—70).

200 Or 1.16.20 could mean, ‘... off the cheek, it is fixed to the end of the nose,

which has been scarified.” Unfortunately, the Sanskrit of the Nepalese version
is not unambiguous on the important point of whether or not the flap of graf-
ted skin remains connected to its original site on the cheek. However, Dalhana
(Su1938: 81) clarified the meaning of the vulgate here by stating that one should
supply the word “flesh” when reading “connected,” thus indicating that he un-
derstood the flesh to be connected to the face.
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21 Having carefully observed that it has been sewn up
properly, he should then fasten it along with two
tubes.?** Having caused it to be raised,*** the powder
of sappanwood,”®3 liquorice and Indian barberry
should be sprinkled on it.>4

22 The wound should be covered properly with tree cot-
ton and should be moistened repeatedly with sesame
oil. Ghee should be given to the man to drink. His di-
gestion being complete, he should be oiled and purged
in accordance with the instructions specific to him.?%

23 And once healed and really come together, what is left
of that slice of flesh (%) should then be trimmed.>°®
If it is reduced, however, one should make an effort
to stretch it, and one should make its overgrown flesh
smooth.>7

201 Dalhana noted that the two tubes should be made of reed or the stalk of the leaf
of the castor-oil plant (on 1.16.21 (Su1938:81)). They should not be made of
lead or betel nut because the weight will cause them to slip down.

202 The Sanskrit term SHMERET in 1.16.21 is non-Paninian.

203 For 9§ (sappanwood), there are manuscript variants 9%g (MS Kathmandu
NAK 5-333) and 90§ (MS Kathmandu NAK 1-1079). Also, MS Kathmandu
KL 699 (f.141:1) has 991§ in a verse in 1.14 (cf. 1.14.36 (Su1938:66)). The text
known to Dalhana has 9% (1.16.29 (Su1938:81)) and this term is propagated
in modern dictionaries.

204 Dalhana glossed 3T5 as THIE, elixir salve (Su1938: 81).

205 The expression @GR is ungrammatical but supported in all available wit-
nesses.

206 The vulgate transmission has lost the word @ and replaced it with 19 “half,”
which makes little sense in this surgical context.

207 Dalhana accepted a verse following this, 1.16.32 (Su1938:81), which pointed
out that the procedure for joining the nose is similar to that of joining the lips
without fusing the ducts. He noted that earlier teachers did not think this state-
ment on the nose and lips was made by sages, but he included it because it was
accepted by Jejjata, Gayadasa and others, although they did not comment on it
because it was easy to understand. Cakrapanidatta also did not comment on
this additional verse (Su1939:133).
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Glossary

Numbers after the final colon refer to pages in this book.

The symbol — means “another name for.”

beggarweed (vidarigandha) —
$alaparni. Desmodium
gangeticum (L.) DC. See
Dymock: 1, 428, G]M1: 602,
cf. NK: 1, #1192; ADPS: 382,
414 and AVS: 2, 319, 4.366
are confusing: 24, 63

castor oil tree (gandharvahasta)
— eranda. GVDB: 135,
K&B: 3,2277: 59

castor-oil (eranda) Ricinus
communis, L. See NK: 1,
#2145, Chopra: 214 : 65

country mallow (atibali)
Abutilon indicum, (L.)
Sweet, but may be other
kinds of mallow, e.g., Sida
rhombifolia, L.. See NK: 1,
#11, IGP: 1080, NK: 1, #2300,
ADPS:71,77: 63

country sarsaparilla (ananta)
Hemidesmus indicus, (L.) R.
Br. See ADPS: 434,
AVS: 3, 141-5, NK: 1, #1210.
But see GVDB: 13 for
complications that may
suggest that it is to be
equated with sariva, which
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may sometimes be
Cryptolepis or Ichnocarpus
fruitescens R. Rr.
(GVDB: 429-431) : 63
datura (dhattiira) Datura metel,
L. See AVS: 2, 305 (cf.
Abhidhanamaiijari), NK: 1,
#796 ff. Potter,.,: 2921,
ADPS:132: 60
elixir salve (rasafijana) — afijana.
See Indian barberry : 65
fermented rice-water
sauvira. GVDB: 458, NK: 2,
appendix VI, #18: 62
giant potato (ksiravidari)
possibly — ksirasukla. Ipmoea
mauritiana, Jacq. See
ADPS: 510, AVS: 3, 222,
AVS: 13,1717 ff: 88, 89
heart-leaf sida (bala) Sida
cordifolia, Linn. See
ADPS: 71, NK: 1, #2297: 63
Holostemma creeper (jivantt)
— sitryavalli? Holostemma
ada-kodien, Schultes. See
ADPS: 195, AVS: 3, 167, 169,
NK: 1, #1242: 88



88

horned pondweed (daivila) also
Saivala, $evara. Zannichellia
palustris L. The uncertainties
of this identification are
discussed by Singh and
Chunekar (GVDB: 409).
Sometimes identified with
scutch grass (diirva)
(GVDB: 409). Identified as
Ceratophyllum demersum
Linn. (“hornwort”) by
AVS: 2, 56-57x: 88

hornwort (jalasitka) — jalanilika.
Ceratophyllum demersum, L.
See AVS: 2, 56, IGP: 232.
Singh and Chunekar
(GVDB: 166) suggest horned
pondweed. Dalhana noted
on 1.16.19 (Su1938:79) that
some people interpret it as a
poisonous, hairy,
air-breathing, underwater
creature: 63

Indian barberry (afijana) —
rasafijana, daruharidra.
Berberis aristata, DC.
Dymock: 1, 65, NK: 1, #3335,
GJMa1: 562, IGP:141: 65, 87

Indian ipecac (payasya)
Uncertain. Possibly
Tylophora indica (Burm.f.)
Merr. Perhaps a synonym of
panacea twiner, giant potato,
purple roscoea, and plants
like asthma plant and Gulf
sandmat (GVDB: 237—238).
Also “curds” when not a
plant: 24, 63, 88

Indian kudzu (vidart) —
payasya. Pueraria tuberosa
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(Willd.) DC. See ADPS: 510,
AVS: 1, 7921, AVS: 4, 391; not
Dymock: 1, 424f. See

GJMz2: 444, 451, AVS: 1,187,
but AVS: 3, 1719 = Ipmoea
mauritiana, Jacq: 24, 63

Indian madder (mafijistha)
Rubia cordifolia, L. See IGP,
Chopra: 215, GVDB: 289: 59

liquorice (madhuka) see
yastimadhuka : 63

liquorice (yastimadhuka)
Glycyrrhiza glabra, L.
AVS: 3,84, NK: 1, #1136,
GVDB: 329f.: 65

milk-white (ksirasukld) An
unidentified plant.
GVDB: 126: see purple
roscoea and giant potato: 24,
63, 89

monitor lizard (godha) Varanus
bengalensis, Schneider. See
Reptiles: 58: 63

neem tree (nimba) Azadirachta
indica A. Juss. GVDB: 226: 60

panacea twiner (arkapuspi) —
arkaparni, Tylophora indica
(Burm. f.) Merr.
GVDB: 23-24. Maybe
identical to Indian ipecac,
giant potato and similar
sweet, milky plants. See
GVDB: 24, 127, 238, 441, 443
for discussion. For discussion
in the context of Holostemma
creeper, see ADPS: 195 and
AVS: 3,171. The etymology
of the name suggests
Helianthus annus Linn., but
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this plant is native to the
Americas: 88

plants like asthma plant and
Gulf sandmat (ksirini)
various milky plants, perhaps
including Euphorbia hirta
Linn. (asthma plant) and E.
microphylla Heyne (Gulf
sandmat) (GVDB:127) : 88

prickly chaff-flower (apamarga)
Achyranthes aspera, L. See
GJM1: 524 f, AVS: 1, 39,
ADPS: 44 £, AVS: 3,2066f,
Dymock: 3,135: 23, 60, 63

purple calotropis (arka)
Calotropis gigantea, (L.) R.
Br. See ADPS: 52, AVS: 1, 341,
NK: 1, #427, Potter,,: 57,
Chopra IDG: 305-308: 63

purple roscoea (ksirakakolr)
GVDB: 89 notes that many
physicians use Roscoea procera
Wall. in this context. But the
identification is uncertain.
Possibly connected to
milk-white or giant potato:
88

sappanwood (pattarnga) Also
pattanga. Caesalpinia sappan,
L. AVS: 1, 323, K&B: 2, 847f,
GVDB: 234: 65

scutch grass (diiroa) Cynodon
dactylon (Linn.) Pers.
(GVDB: 205) : 88

89

sesame oil (taila) Sesamum
indicum L. GVDB: 183: 63

spikenard (jatamamst)
Nardostachys jatamansi DC
GVDB: 163, etc: 25

sweet plants (madhuravarga)
The sweet plants are
enumerated at Susrutasamhita
1.42.11. See also GVDB: 127:
24,63

top layer of fermented liquor
(suramanda) K&B: 2, 502,
NK: 2, appendix VI, #49,
McHugh 2021:39: 62

tree cotton (karpasa) G.
arboreum L. ADPS: 231. Pace
the identifications of Singh
and Chunekar (GVDB: 92,
247), since G. barbadense L.
is native to South America
and G. herbaceum L. which is
native to Africa: 60, 89

tree cotton (picu) See tree cotton
(karpasa) : 62, 65

white calotropis (alarka)
Calotropis procera, (Ait.) R.
Br. See NK: 1, #428,
Chopra: 46b, Chopra
IDG: 305-308: 63

Withania (asvagandha) Withania
somnifera (L.) Dunal. See
AVS: 5, 409 f, Dymock: 2,
566 f., Chevallier 150: 24, 63



Athousand-year-old Ayurvedic manuscript containing the
Compendium of Susruta was announced to the scholarly
world in 2007. The Nepalese manuscript, since adopted by
UNESCO as part of the Memory of the World, reveals the
state of classical Indian medicine in the ninth century. It
enables us to study the changes in this medical classic that
have taken place from the ninth to the nineteenth century,
when printed texts began to dominate the dissemination
of the work. The present monograph describes the re-
search project focussed on this manuscript and offers an
edition, study and translation of the historically important
chapter about the plastic surgery on the nose and ears.
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