DALHANA'’S VERSION OF THE SUSRUTA SAMHITA

P. V. SHARMA*

It appears from Dalhana’s commentary that there were djfferent
versions of the text of the Susruta Samhita prevalent in different tradi-
tions. Commentators belonging to different traditions have held up
their respective traditional version and have presented their commentary
on that basis. Jejjata, Gayadasa, Karttikakunda etc., had their own
traditional versions. Sometimes Dalhana has mentioned a number of
versions! of the single text.

Apart from the academic traditions, there may be regional basis
also as we see Kasmira recension of the Caraka Samhita. Similarly
the Susruta Samhitda might also have recensions accordiag to regional
factor.

While presenting his interpretation, Dalhana has discussed there
various textual versions exposing their traditional controversy. For
doing so, he had to go through all these texts and study the textuil ver-
sions critically. The great labour involved in such a gigantic work can
be well imagined.

Moreover, Dalhana, too, had his own version which he did not
mention explicitly but going through his commentary minutely and com-
paring it with the text, this can be detected. Some of the samples have
been given here (Table D).

In deciding the version, Dalhana has not followed blindly any
previous commentator, but has always used his discretion. Sometimes,
he follows Gayadasa or Jejjata or rejects both but sometimes he takes
decision based on the views of majority of commentators or old tradi-
tion. Applied utility was always in his mind.2
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Looking to this situation, the reader has to be very cautious in
going through the present text and has to use his critical acumen in
deciding the version as Dalhana has done. Even then, it would be
difficult for any body to claim that his version represents sincerely the
original version of Susruta. Dalhana mentions Gayadasa as having special
position among the scholars presenting correct versions of the text 3
which shows that regarding textual version he had particular leaning

towards Gayadasa.
¢

He has also mentioned of a South Indian tradition which was not
popular in north. 4

Regarding SuSruta, it seems that there were to distinct traditions,
one the followers of Vrddha Susrata and the other those following
Sufruta.s.

Dalhana has bitterly crticised some of the versions as <pramada
patha’ 6

Some of the textual versions accepted and commented upon by
Dalhana do not seem to be correct. For example tinisaindhavam 7
would be more acceptable and intelligible in the form of tinifam dhavam
which is perhaps the original and correct text.

Some of the versions seem to be doubtful at first instance though
it is not possible to propose alternative versions. The following may
be seen :

1. Yavakamstavakan (S. Ci. 28. 19). Here Dalhana interprets
tavakan as tavakabhavan which is not at all intelligible.

2. Sajirakanyardrasragabsra sauvarcalani (S. U. 47. 80). This
being in the form of bahuvrihi compound is adjective of madyani but
ardrakasrpgaberasauvarcalani does not fit here. To solve this anomaly,
Dalhana has proposed that ‘saha’ may be understood before ardraka.
(ardrakasyadau sahasabdo boddhavyah). But this is stretching too far.
In fact, the reading seems to be wrong; it may be sajirakamrardraka-
sragabera sauvarcalani.

3. Kriya va manusi yasmin sagrahah parikirtyate (S. U. 60. 40.).
Correctly the reading should be sa grahi parikirtyate.
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4. Kuliraksaudramandakisiddham tailam ca pujitam. (S. U.
21, 45).

The first and the last words have been intepreted as karkataérﬁgi and
brahmibheda respectively but the word ksaudra has been left uninterpre-
ted. Evidently honey is not used in the preparation of tailas and as such
the reading seems to be incorrect.

5. Svarasairbhraga vrksaaim (S. U. 35. 4.). The word bhrgpga
has been interpreted as patrabhapga which as prefix does not fit with
the word vrksa; this anomaly is perhaps due to faulty versien.

6. Pibedyusam saharjakam (S. U. 42. 111). Here the word
arjaka has been interpreted but saha is left out in the commentary. It
may be saha meaning mudgaparni or meaning with. In the later case,
the better reading would be pibedytisaiica sarjakam.

Sivadasa Sena, the last classical commentator of the later medieval
period, has also referred to Dalhana’s version in his commentary® and
more than once has also critised it as it did not tally with the ancient
tradition or the majority view. ®

TABLE 1
Existing version Dalhana’s version
STAT qatq HAETHH: A1 qafd, seares: (g 32.4).
TITAT ARAATIH dyFameR araared (. 47.7)
afewn: sasAT: qHT: qASAT: (g 44.11)
HIEHT: wfeat: (. 44.23).

qeqq efvd qqqv &tE . 44. 51)
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RelSlel] 2 SemfeRT (g 44.82)

AIATIIIES T FETIAT: gefEaed g Ao waT (. 46.46).

greivSs] Y gq1{E } reeATeel T HTlg e
ferg faarfaagas sraee waw (- 46.167)

YA } Jrewa; (g 46.361)

HIFA ATIAT: gad gagaaa: ([ 38.118)

AT aawast: (% 4 26)

T oA FYA oA (7. 6.21)

afd@F1q TRl afe@TaTRET (3. 39.158)

gtz griafficiey (3. 39.234)

GATTAFIHTAE guATEEIERIE (3. 39.236)

star=araarfafa: sfarrsaraaiaar (3. 39.290)

SrerTEaaT et (3. 40.72)

qrTET qrar fagear (3. 42.49)

agL: g ayd: gepd: (3. 48.16)

gAq@ =TI Tant: TR (3. 44.14)

RIENECI IR R artfeFeaTas (3. 44.27)

FRATS AT FUERIETRAT (3. 48.21).

=" i (3. 48.23)

LIS (R RG] sttt faediga (9. 60.40)

fagweanfroarfy faweanfaiog) (3. 61.23)

NOTES
1. S. 11.39-42

2. g wamt T {17 2fq So92; T qrSaeAEAAg sarenta: |
S. C. 9.69.
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a% 918 qfsaRTR 1 q5fd, Ssweafsacarenttuzfa afsq: 1 S. 11.2.24

srentfareg aaaaaTa: Sssertwama afsa: 1 S. 91.42-76
agfireg Sesrerffir: afga o | S. Su. 134.
LA R Ffaq gsfea, ag farasmr sfr guaifiamarty fafaaq
S. Su. 12-28.
L}
qfsswmrTrasan g faferee asgfgsrn S. Su. 29-44.
froffaars s fa: sfmemssfata: S. Su. 17.37
TTRTOTIRATEG e ceve veen woe gafeq | AISTAATATGEATY: | S. Su. 16.32
FEGHATEATIAA: | S. C. 1.37-7; 38,93. also Ci. 31.8.
FRAATATITA: | S. Su. 15-28, 30, U, 25-4
g g TATRATS: | S. Su. 25-30, 27-9,
qoF FATTATEATT | S. U. 89-217.
= JUISSTCATATITH | S. Su. 46-69.
S. Ci. 16-43.

§ivadasasena gjves this version as tinisatvacam. Further he
comments that Candrata had read it as tiniSam dhavam. He also
mentions the version tinisaindhavam which is evidently Dalhana’s
(See Carakadatta, vidradhicikitsa 20).

Tooweg ‘q9T qaa saw agfa
g afsar.. oo eeee T | TSt
efregaq eft seam: qofir 1 Cakradatta, trsnacikitsa 7-19. also. 2.3.

seameg wgEtAead  ‘wgEmed ar sfq afscar sarasd afszwgsatafa o
Tq gRd  A<FEAET | wgQ W’ g@R gy o’ 5y seq: afecan
faarfararfarn gfa s, ae srnfng agh saremaEm ibid.
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SUMMARY

The commentary of Dalhana suggests that there were different ver-
sions of the text of Susruta Samhita. Dalhana had his own version,
and he used his discretion to decide the correct  text. Sometimes he
follows Gayadasa or Jejjata or sometimes rejects both. Applied utility
was always in his mind. He mentioned a South Indian tradition also.

The article also gives a table of some samples which on minute compari-
son show that Dalhana had his own version of Susruta Samhita.

gaEfgar aa oEw F1 A5
o ozt

TTgW & SATEAT ¥ A TZT I gt § B o guadfgm F OsWE q1
Iqee8 F | Tegul FT AGAT 4TS AT AT IgL 7 TGy 713 &1 faug 37 & fad wag
# gfgaar & w1 foar | F& 9T qY S A FE WA FTATART FEQ@E
fog T@ TaET X QA1 5% fad sEfFE @ S 1 e swifrar s
Fead gFafT of | IFEH uF gt T e &7 Seow W fRar g 1 om
# o ST it & &9 § fai w7 § foww gew a=aq7 3@ aoa F1 gfaarfzd

FxaT & &5 aufean &1 seru=md ¥ ar@ sraar € are an



