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IRTRODUCTION

The work and its author

The SangItanarayana is the most extensive surviving Sanskrit treatise on
music to have been composed in the Eastern region of India now called
Orissa. It consists of four chapters (paricchedas): gitanirnaya (on
vocal music), vadyanirnaya (on instruments), natyanirnaya (on dance and
the mimetic art) and Suddhaprabandhodaharana (sample compositions of the
duddha and sdlaga varieties). The inclusion of dance is one of those
features that distinguish sangTta (the tauryatrika, cf. note on I.12
etc.) from gandharva, an earlier conception of music as applied in the
Natyaéastra of Bharatamuni and the Dattilam. Though we can already see
in the Nityadastra the context in which music and dance are closely
allied in the service of the total vrtti, which is drama“'”’, the
category of sangita itself, in which the three forms gita, vadya and
nriya were considered integral, became the subject of a post-Bharata
gastric tradition. The outstanding treatise in this tradition was the

/
Sangitaratnakara of Sarngadeva, composed in the Deccan in the 13th
century, and this work was to exert a strong influence on the technical
1. The expounding of lasya (a form of dance) is 'appended' to that of
music in BhNS; cf. Lath 1978, p.32: "Gandharva was explicitly defined as
containing three elements: svara, pada and tala; nrtta or nrtya did not
form a part of it by definition. Yet Bharata describes lasya as part of
his exposition of gandharva because its musical accompaniment was,
evidently, formed with elements of gandharva. Strictly and logically
speaking, lasya had no place in an exposition of gandharva, and Dattila,
indeed, makes no mention of it. Lasya is not included within the scope

of any of the topics under gandharva or even remotely suggested by them.
Bharata's chief interest, however, lay in theatre of which lasya formed

an integral part."



literature of many regions for many centuries. It is 1in the
Sangitaratnakara tradition that we must place much of the material we
find in the Safngitanarayana. In both works dance is dealt with
comprehensively, and I regret that I have had to omit this section from
my study, both because of its length (the chapter is the longest in a
long work) and because I lack the necessary expertise to deal with it in
the same depth as the (in the Vestern sense) 'musicological' portions.
1t has, however, received some attention from the dance specialist D.N.
Patnaik‘'’, who was able to use the chapter in a comparative study of
sources for a general examination of 'Orissi' dance. I have confined
this dissertation to the first, second and fourth chapters, which have
figured far less in studies of the sangita literature. In these
sections 1 have found opportunities to examine or re-examine some of
the language and method of Sanskrit musicology, since the Narayana is a
nibandha in which a good variety of earlier sources are drawn together,
with or without new emphasis or interpretation. Moreover, although an
edition of the Narayana was printed in 1966, I have found it necessary
to re-edit the text, using fresh manuscript evidence.

There is no evidence that the author of the Narayana possessed a
copy of the Ratn@kara, or that he derived material directly from it, but
the detail, the ordering, and even the wording of topics is often so
close that an indirect link is certain. Most often this link was the
work of Harinayaka, an early (at least pre-16th century) authority for
the Orissan and ‘Greater Bengal' sangTta tradition;<<® his treatise is

not yet available except through fragmentary quotations in these later

1. Patnaik 1971. 2. See note on I.35.



works. The immediate influences on the Narayana are those of this
Eastern tradition, on which published research is scanty and scattered.
Some of the Orissan literature is briefly described by Kavi (1931,
intr.), Raghavan (1961), and Nijenhuis (1977, p.31f.), but these
accounts are in need of correction and updating.

In two articles®'’ the late K.N. Mahapatra has proposed an earlier
date for the composition of the Narayana than the mid-18th century,
which Nijenhuis and others have accepted. These articles were published
shortly after the second volume of the Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit
Manuscripts of the Orissa State Museum, in the introduction to which
Mahapatra had given his earlier opinion in a statement on the date and
literary oeuvre of Purugottamamiéra, namely that this author was writing
in the 18th century.<=*> It was, I believe, on the basis of this eariier
statement by Mahapatra that S.K. Sahu (in the English foreword to the
printed edition) identified Gajapati Jagannatha Narayanadeva of
Parlakimi@i (c.1718-1767 A.D.) with the putative author of the work, and
it was presumably from this source that other scholars have repeated the
identification. Mahapatra's later argument rests on several layers of
evidence, which I summarise.

That the real author of the treatise was not the king Narayanadeva
but his guru Purusottama Midéra is indicated both by colophons to some
manuscripts<®” and by internal evidence in the text itself; in the text
the putative author (a Gajapati Narayanadeva of Parlakimidi, Ganjanm
District) respectfully acknowledges his indebtedness to Purusottama,

1. Mahapatra 1960¢<=’, 1961. 2. Mahapatra 1960, p.cciif.

3. Where this occurs, it is attached to a post-colophon after the
statement of Narayana's authorship: érijaganndthdya namah !
érikaviratna-purusottamanidrakrtih sangitanardyapanama granthah samaptah |

Mahapatra was not aware of the 'Northern' group of manuscripts, which
support this ascription.



makes frequent references to examples of Purusottama's compositions, and
quotes other of his literary works. There remains the possibility that
the king really did compile the work under the influence or direction of
his guru, but we shall see that the ng%alébarapa supports the

latter's actual authorship. Mahapatra has collected evidence for the
dates of both the king and Purusottama. A commentator (tTkakara)
Kaviratna Purusottama Miéra is known as the author of several works in
the first half of the seventeenth century¢'’, the earliest extant of
which is a grammatical treatise called Subantapradipika, in which the
author states that the work was finished in the 24th anka=’ year of
king Purusottamadeva of the Khurda dynasty, a year which corresponds to
1621 A.D. Purusottama mentions that he composed the work as a mere boy
( ... maya balyavata viracitz@ ...), and his birth is therefore to be
roughly fixed in the first few years of the seventeenth century.
Corroborative evidence for an early 17th century date is found in two
commentaries by Purusottama, one on the Anargharaghava of Murari and one
on the Hamsaduta of RUpagosvamin, both stated to have been composed in
the reign of Nrsimhadeva or Narasimhadeva, son of Purusottamadeva of
Khurda, i.e. in the 1620's. From the tika on Anargharaghava it is known
that the author's father, Anandamidéra of the éEQQilya gotra, was also an
accomplished scholar, and a verse in the HamsadUtatTka mentions

{ - ., ! , ,
Purugottama's brother, Sridharamisra, also as a scholar in various

branches of learning. References to Purusottama's poetic compositions

1. Manuscripts of some of these are to be found in the Orissa State
Museum collection and are listed in the Descriptive Catalogue. 2. The
system of anka (regnal) years was a special prerogative of the Orissan
Gajapati kings. See Kulke in Eschmann et al., 1978, p.325.
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in the Natyamanorama of RaghunZtharatha (dated 1697'’ in a chrono-
logical statement in the text itself) suggest that by the end of the
17th century his reputation was well established. By the 18th century
the SangItan@rayana was sufficiently popular to be quoted, with or
without acknowledgement, by other Eastern sahgT%aéﬁstra writers such as
Narahari Cakravartin, and possible Haricandana in his SafgIta-
muktavall. <=> Further extant works by Purugottamamiéra are a tika on
éfiharsa's Naisadhacarita and a Niladrinathadataka, this being datable
from its concluding verse to 1644 A.D. (again given as a year in the
reign of Gajapati Narasimhadeva). There is also a poem called
Yamakabhagavata by the same author. A connection between the
Sangitanarayana, the Yamakabh@gavata and the NT1Zdrindthadataka is
confirmed by a common mangalZcarana verse (which opens our present
work). Other works no longer extant are referred to in the
Sangitandrayana. The identification of Nar@dyanadeva with the 18th
century Gajapati Jagannatha Narayanadeva of Parlakimidi is ruled out
first by the statement in the colophons to each pariccheda (in all
manuscripts) that Narayanadeva is the son of Padmanabha, also mentioned
in the genealogical verses which follow the mangaldcarana in most
manuscripts (but are omitted in the printed text). Only one king in the
Parlakimidi line called Padmanabha was succgged by a son named Narayana,

and this was Ananta Padmanabha Narayanadeva, who ruled from 1636 to 1645

1. See Mahapatra 1960, p.clvii. This is to be accepted rather than 1702,
a date given in the preface to the published edition (Raghunatha 1959)
and followed by Nijenhuis (1977, p.31). 2. In the Sanskrit foreword
to his edition of the MuktavalT (Haricandana 1955, p.ca), Pt.
Vanambaracarya suggests that the references to the Narayana in that text
are interpolations, but this is based on the assumption of an 18th
century date which he, like other writers apart from Mahapatra and those
who have read Mahapatra, accepts for the Narayana.



A.D. His son Sarvajha Jagannatha Narayanadeva ruled from 1648 to

1664<'>, and it is he that must have been the patron of the latter half

of Purusottamamidra‘s career.

Our author, who thus appears to have dedicated and ascribed his
magnum opus on music to his second patron, must have left the service of
his former Khurda court patrons (at Puri) some time after the
composition of the NT1adrinathadataka (1644 A.D.). By then, if we can
trust the colophons, he had already acquired the title Kaviratna, which
was also in other known cases conferred by the Khurda kings on their
favoured poets. Purusottama would have had good reason to leave Puri at
this time. During a period of political upheaval the Khurda territory,
and in particular the palace and temple of Puri, was invaded by the
Mughal Subahdar of Cuttack in 1647.<<* Gajapati Narasimha was killed in
his palace in an open revolt, and we may infer that Purusottama felt his
future patronage much in doubt. Such circumstances could easily have
led to his migration to the relatively stable Southern feudatory kingdom
of Parlakimidi in Ganjam district, where a growing cultural interest in

the court could soon absorb him as the king's teacher.

1. Mahapatra 1960¢=’, p.207-208. The chronology of the Parlakimidi
dynasty has thus been reassessed since the publication of Sewell's
'Sketch of the dynasties of South India' (Sewell 1884), and also the
succession of the later king Pratapurudra Gajapati Narayanadeva, who was
brother, not son, of Padmanabha Nardyanadeva, according to Mahapatra.
Mahapatra probably had access to such records as the family chronology
of the Khemundi r&jas, which is referred to by K.C. Pattanaik (see
Prajnanananda 1960, p.242). 2. See Kulke, The struggle between the
Rajas of Khurda and the Muslim Subahdars of Cuttack for dominance of the
Jagannath temple (op. cit., p.329) Kulke shows the episode to be a
revolt which was the culmination of tensions created by Narasimha's
ritual and social reforms at the court and in the temple. The evidence
suggests that the priests of Puri were to some extent in collusion with
the Mughal forces, both groups having been suspicious and mistrustful of
the king's growing influence in certain political and social areas. His
court poets could not have been certain of continuing patronage under
his successors. See also Mahtab 1959-60, vol.2, p. 463 etc.



The Saﬁgitanarayapa was obviously intended to serve as a reference
guide to topics in the theory of music. Apart from the author's
original poetic compositions, the work contains a mixture of new
observations with more or less substantial extracts from older works of
saﬁgftagéstra, some from Orissa and Bengal and some (mainly through the
intermediary of the Eastern sources) from the earlier 'canonical'
repertoire. In many works of the genre in this period we can see a
tendency to preserve ancient theory, even when it may appear obsolete if
applied to contemporary musical reality, alongside genuinely
contemporary material. It is arguable that that this tendency is a
constant feature of the éEstra; it need not be considered a blemish if
we attempt to understand the context and readership of the literature.
The canonical technical literature on musical theory had a learned and
autonomous tradition of its own, not necessarily subject to change under
the influence of practical musical performance. Works like the Narayana
are then not only concerned with practical musicianship and contemporary
musical structures (which certainly figure to some extent) but are also
exercises of scholarship and erudition. We should not be surprised to
find that the author of such a treatise has wider scholarly interests
and talents in Sanskrit literature and thought than music alone; the
varied literary output of Purugottamamiéfa is a good example of the
context in which a number of music treatises were composed and studied.
To reproach the author for antiquarianism or for presenting "old wine in
new bottles" is, in my view, to miss the point; musical references in,

for instance, Sanskrit kavya literature, whether reflecting contemporary



musical practice or not, needed to be explained through just such
special treatises. ¢'”

The text is in verse, mainly the standard éastric anustubh and
sometimes longer kKavya metres, for instance in the genealogical
prologue and in the numerous quotations of ragadhyana$lokas; in the
poetic compositions illustrative of musical settings, newer metres are
used which are closer to the tradition of Jayadeva and show a clear link
with vernacular poetry (as also in the diction and idiom). Quotatiomns
from other technical works are frequently expanded by a prose vrtti. The
work opens with a mangalacarana and a lengthy genealogical section on
the dynastic heritage of king Narayana, composed as a poetic tour de
force in kavya metres. There follows a statement of the &3stric
sampradaya and a prEééstya. After this the first chapter deals with
general musical theory taking a strict order of topics in accordance
with earlier &astric models; this order is far from random, and in
itself shows a developing argument concerning the genesis of musical
material from simple elements through stages of growing complexity, e.g.
ndda - Sruti 4 svara -+ grama etc.<=’ The long section dealing with the
classification and description of ragas (I.122ff.) contains a large
number of ragamzla iconic verses taken from an Eastern repertoire of
texts and including some which have not hitherto figured in studies of
ragamala iconography. Indeed, interest in the poetic tradition of
rEgaﬁElE, in the dbyéhaélokas, has so far been almost entirely
subordinate to the art-historical classification of the pictorial icons.
1. I have discussed this point in Katz 1983. 2. The method is
examined in my notes in the commentary, e.g. in the sections on raga and

tala. A preliminary comparison of the classical Indian and Greek
notions of melodic construction may be found in Rowell 1981.

Vit



The 'recensions' of several sets of verses as found in the Orissan and
Bengal works add useful textual data to the material presented by
Valdschmidt (1972, 1975), Ebeling (1973) and Nijenhuis (1971, 1976), as
well as providing valuable iconographic comparisons with the dhyanas of
Somanatha's Ragavibodha, Damodara's SangTtadarpana, éfikatha's
Rasakaumudi, and other works.

It is in the treatment of composition and tala that we find material
of most interest for the study of the specifically Eastern music of the
Vaisnava devotional tradition. The account of formal structures relies
quite substantially on the categories and terms of earlier Indian
theory, but is useful as a record of the later Eastern perceptions of
that theory. In an effort to link local Eastern practices and
terminology with earlier theoretical writings, the author and/or his
sources provide various descriptions of contemporary musical structures,
technical terms and classificatons, such as the ksudra gitas (1.547ff.)
and occasional vernacular words. Perhaps the most interesting section
in this regard is the account of the sUda composition and its sfdanga
talas (1.453ff. etc.), which may be compared with song-forms known from
other parts of India. The final pariccheda gives valuable examples of
such compositions from the putative author's own hand, and though there
is too little evidence to give any clear idea of the melodic character
of these songs, we can make some attempt to understand the order of
their structural sections and their metrical organization. The second
pariccheda gives lists of musical instruments, and singles out certain
ones for detailed description, presumably because these are instruments
familiar at the time of composition of the text, even if parts of the

descriptions are borrowed from older literature and applied to

1%



contemporary local models; such use of the &3stra is characteristic
throughout. These instruments are three chordophones (the kacchapi- ,
rudra- and kapilasika-vTnas), then in the avanaddha ('covered') group
the mardala and the muraja (a type still used to this day in the
accompaniment of Orissi and Bengali devotional music in preference to
the Hindustani tabla), and among the éugira (= sugira , aerophones) the
Va@éa (horizontal flute) and in the ghana (idiophones) the tala or
cymbals.

The author draws regularly on at least a dozen separate sources, of
which some are not at present available except through such quotationms.
I have described the sources to the best of my knowledge in the
commentary; but I am sure that much evidence remains to be recovered
from manuscript sources in Bengal, Orissa and elsewhere, and that it
will be easy in time to improve on my findings. The main intermediate
source for the earlier classical theory of éﬁrﬁgadeva‘s tradition is
Harinayaka, but also prominent are Subhatikara's Sangitadamodara and the
Paficamasarasamhita of 'Narada' (often referred to simply as the
Naradasamhit@a). Though these are without doubt Eastern texts¢'®, there
is no evidence to link them specifically with Orissa or the Oriya-
speaking areas of 'Greater Bengal'. The two other most quoted works

are, however, definitely Orissan, namely the GTtaprakEéa of Krsnadasa

1. In the late 18th century Sir Villiam Jones comments: "The Pandits of
this province <= Bengal> prefer the Damédara to any of the popular
Sangitas; but 1 have not been able to procure a good copy of it, and am
perfectly satisfied with the Ndrayan, which I received from Benéres, and
in which the Damédar is frequently quoted." (Jones 1965, p.135f.) Thus
it appears that bythemn the Narayana had had time to spread beyond its
native Orissa, perhaps through the agency of the Vaisnava bhakti
movement, and become recognized as an authority further North. Jones
nowhere shows any awareness that the work came from Orissa.



Badajena Mahapatra:'® and the Sangitakaumudi of (?)Viravara‘“’. The
second of these exists in four manuscripts in the Orissa State
Museum*~=’, but I have not been able to have access to them, as they
were said to be in process of preparation for publication. The promised
published edition of this earlier text, short though it appears to be,
may turn out to be a valuable source, dealing with the whole field of
the tauryatrika through Orissan eyes. Raghavan (1961 vol.18, p.7) gives
brief notes from the Madras manuscript, which also I have been unable to
consult so far. The Gitaprakada has now appeared in an edition by $ry
Nilamadhaba Panigrahi<“®. The work deals with gita (vocal music) alone,
and provides the Narayana with many of its terms of description. As I
have shown in the commentary, some arguments raised in the éftaprakﬁéa
are respectfully relayed by the Narayana but without complete agreement.
In this respect the Narayana, and also its contemporary or later
contemporary Sangitakalpalatika (Haladhara, 1984), give an interesting
record of current debate in musical theory.¢®” For several of the
passages quoted by our author I have been able to improve on previous
readings, and in this respect the Narayana can be of value even for our

reading of earlier texts.

1. Sic, not as in Nijenhuis 1877 p.32. 2. Not 'Sanasena' as in
Raghavan 1961, vol.18, p.6 and Nijenhuis p.32. See note on I.35. 3.
See Mishra 1974, p.428. 4. Krsnadasa 1983. I have recently filmed a
manuscript in Jaipur that Panigrahi did not know, and at first sight I
find this may improve on several readings. 5. See for instance note
on the angas of prabandha, I.362ff.



T scripts and ot t \'4

I have examined fifteen manuscripts of the Narayana, six of them
fragmentary and nine complete, and I have seen references to several
others. The printed NagarT text, published by the Orissa Sangeet Natak
Akademi in 1966, does not refer specifically to any manuscripts, but it
is stated in the Sanskrit foreword that several (aneka) were consulted
by the editors, Pandit Vanambaracarya, Kavicandra K.C. Pattanaik<'’
an#K.N. Mahapatra. The first two of‘these scholars died before I
started my work, but I did have an opportunity to meet K.N. Mahapatra
early in 1981, not long before his death. He told me that he had in
fact had little to do with the edition; this must explain the failure of
both Sanskrit and English forewords to take into account his research
published in the two articles cited above, which he was the first to
show me. Furthermore he was unable to say which manuscripts had been
used for the edition; he felt that rather few had been read by the other
two editors, and could not explain why the genealogical verses had been
omitted unless it was simply that they did not figure in the manuscripts
they had seen. He therefore agreed with my proposal to accord the
printed text no more authority than a further undated manuscript.<=" I
was told elsewhere that Vanambaracarya had dealt with the text in his
capacity as a Sanskrit scholar (he bhad published in 1955 an edition of

the SangTitamukt@valT with an Oriya translation) while Pattanaik had lent

1. ‘KalT Babu' or Sri Kalicarana Pattanaik,of revered memory in Orissa
today, was a leading influence in the effort to establish 'Odissi music’
on the Indian cultural map in the 1960's. His reputation rested largely
on his Oriya plays and songs. Among his many publications was the
edition of the Ragacitra (see Ragacitra 1966 in the bibliography).

2. It is likely that one manuscript he consulted was the one he gave to
the Orissa State Museum (see note below on Mus 43).



the project his knowledge of music. Though I have not been able to see
what remains of Pattanaik's library, we know from published statements
that he had some Sangitanarayana manuscripts (and/or transcripts?) of
his own.¢'> O0Of the manuscripts that were available to him in the Orissa
State Museum there are indications that not all were consulted. The
printed version does however give occasional variant readings, or
perhaps conjectures, in brackets in the text. The status of these is
unclear to me, and here again Mr K.N. Mahapatra was unable to answer my
questions. If the bracketed readings are genuine variants it is strange
that so few are given. At the end of the book there is an appendix with
a few extra verses (compositions) and apparently variant readings of
some of the ragadhy@nadlokas; I have not seen these in any of the
manuscripts I have examined, and none of those I asked in Bhubaneswar
had any idea where the material came from.

It will be seen from the number of references in my apparatus to BS
(the printed edition) that I have found much toZZ&gt. But I admit that
the task would have been very much more arduous if I had not been able
to use this edition as an initial model, against which I could record
variants. Of the manuscripts available in the Orissa State Museunm,
Bhubaneswar, I have thoroughly examined the four complete texts except
for the second pariccheda of MS Mus 43 (in my edition Ms 'Biv'), which
time prevented me from reading. The remaining four manuscripts that had
so far been brought into that great collection contain only the first
1. Mentioned by him in his lectures on 'Odissi music' at the
Madras Music Academy (published as Pattanaik 1958); also see
Prajnanananda 1960, p.242, in which Pattanaik is quoted: "I have
collected six different readings of the manuscripts, of Sangita-

narayana, from different parts of Orissa, and in each manuscript the
name of the author is Gajapati Narayana-deva of Khemundi -

X



pariccheda or little more and are s== in very poor, virtually unusable,
condition.*'” I examined them briefly but was discouraged from
attempting to work with them. The following information was gathered
partly from the unpublished library records, as not all the manuscripts
have yet appeared in the published catalogue. Sr1 Nilamani Midra's
Alphabetical Catalogue (Mishra 1974) is a fuller listing than the
Descriptive Catalogue, but even there two of the manuscripts are not
included. All of the Bhubaneswar manuscripts are in Oriya script
incised in palm (palmyra) leaf.

Ms. Mus/5a (Ms. no. 261 in vol. 2 of the Descriptive Catalogue,
Mahapatra 1960). Incomplete. Extends to the end of the pariccheda 2.
Collected in April 1950 from Sakhigopal, Puri. The rest of the
manuscript contains the SangitakaumudT and the Gitaprakasa, and some
leaves have been identified as belonglng(one section of the Bharatagama
of Nandikedvara. The script is unclear and the whole manuscript is in
very poor condition; the beginning portion has crumbled away and the
rest is hard to handle without doing further damage. No scribal details
or date in colophon.

Ms. Mus/6 (Ms. no. 259 in vol. 2 of the Descriptive Catalogue).
Incomplete, in similarly poor condition. Collected from Puri town in
1950. No date etc.

Ms. Mus/44 (uncatalogued) First pariccheda. Very poor condition.
Contains also the Caurapaficasika. Acquired from K.M. Senapati and
collected from Banpur, Puri District, 1973. No date etc.

The lengthy genealogical prologue which appears after the mangalacarana

in these three manuscripts (see present edition I.3-15) is absent in

Ms. Mus/8 (no. 260 in Descriptive Catalogue, vol. 2) Fragment of
pariccheda 1 in very poor condition, collected in 1955 from Ranapur,
Puri District. No date etc.

1. 1T am convinced that there are several more to be found in other
libraries in Orissa, such as the Raghunandana Library in Puri and
perhaps even in Parlakimidi itself. There is no published record of
these, however, and I have not had the time to conduct a comprehensive
search.

X v



While I was discouraged from even handling the manuscripts just listed,
s0 poor was their condition, the following four complete texts were in a

less precarious state and have been used for my edition.

Ms. Mus/9 (no. 258 in Descriptive Catalogue, vol. 2) = Ms. Bi in
present edition. c¢m.4 x 38.5. 2-5 lines. Ff.186. GSanskrit mula with
Oriya prose translation by Sadadiva. Collected in 1956 from Khallikot,
Ganjam District. There is no date, but the scribe's name is given in
the post-colophon: artatrapnarathasarmana likhitam idam pustam |

The text is clear and readable, and the presence of the complete Oriya
translation in what I was told is judged to be 18th century prose is a
valuable indication of the state of the text at that time.

Ms. Mus/19c (uncatalogued, but listed in Mishra's Alphabetical
Catalogue, p.429, as no. 4467) = Ms. Bii in the present edition. Kept
in well decorated wooden covers. cm. 3.5 x 33. 5 lines. Collected in
1965 from Narasinghpur, Cuttack District. Generally legible and correct
text. This is the only Orissan manuscript yet found which ascribes the
work to Purusottamamidra (see apparatus at end of pariccheda 4). Many
folia are damaged, but most of the text could be made out. Many folia
were uninked, and I was advised that if the text had been studied
recently it would almost certainly have been inked at the time of
reading. The museum staff had no hesitation in inking these leaves for
my use. No date, but the scribe's name is given in a post-colophon
statement: tungagovindadaksinarayamahzpatrays a likhitam idam /
érilaksmivallabhZyah érfprasanapurugottamadeVa udhara karibe adhama
lekhanakaraku | bhTmasyapi ... (scribal aphorism

These two manuscripts contain the genealogical prologue already

5
mentioned. It is a%?nt in

Ms. Mus/25 (uncatalogued, but listed in Mishra's Alphabetical Catalogue
p- 429, as no. 4468) = Ms. Biii in the present edition. cm. 3.5 x 3. 4
lines. Ff.148. Collected from Gadamanitri, Puri District, between
March 1967 and December 1968. Post-colophon mentions scribe and a date
corresponding to 1910 A.D.: adya asadha éhklapaksa dasami vela tini
prahara sna 1317 sala thare ééga hela | likhitam bariharamiéraéérmapﬁ /

Ms. Mus/43 (uncatalogued) = Ms Biv in the present edition. cm. 3.5 x
36.5. 3-5 lines. Acquired in 1969 from K.C. Pattanaik, collected from
Jagannath Vallabh, Cuttack. Pattanaik probably used it or part of it
for the published edition. Leaves of the third and fourth paricchedas
in disarray. Additional leaves from another text (which is not what
appears as the pariéﬁgpa portion of the printed text). No date etc.
found.
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The three undated manuscripts were judged by Sri Nilamani Misra (amn
acknowledged authority on the palaeography of Orissan manuscripts) to be
no earlier than the last part of the 18th century and no later than the
first part of the 19th. I collated the four manuscripts during April
and May 1982 with the help of Sri Nilamadhaba Panigrahi, who was in
Bhubaneswar at the time to oversee the printing of his GItaprakasa
edition. For the most part I used the printed version as a master copy
and took down variants at dictation. In frequently imposed moments of
spare time I checked my transcriptions by reading back in the
manuscripts myself. In addition I was helped by two specialists on the
staff of the Manuscripts Department, both of whom inadvertently
confirmed the accuracy of my readings. Sri Panigrahi was in any case
aware of the necessity for accuracy and took pains to remove any
possible ambiguities in his Oriya pronunciation of Sanskrit.

The other manuscripts consulted, all of them containing the
genealogy in the first pariccheda, were the following. (All are Nagari
except for Calcutta. I have not repeated the dimensions and other
details of physical description etc. which are readily available in the
published catalogues, but my readings often differ from those of the
cataloguers.)

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Mill 47a (no. 480 in Aufrecht 1864, p.201)
= Ms. O in the present edition. Very inaccurate, but closely similar to
the Calcutta manuscrlpt (see below). The post-colophon gives the
scribe's name and Kaéi as the place of copylng 1i° é%fbﬁpf‘
vamdhopadhyayena k&adyam ramesvarasanne vai°® $u° sa.kuje | Keith 1909,

p-99. suggests a date between 1813 and 1820, a peiod when other
Banaras manuscripts in the Mill collection were copied.

London, India Office Library, San. Ms. R.S. XVI ¥ 28 (no. 16 in the
catalogue of the Jones manuscripts, Tawney and Thomas 1903, pp.7-9) =
Ms. L in the present edition. Less inaccurate than the other NagarT
Mss., and more heavily corrected. This is the manuscript to which Jones
refers in his essay "On the Musical Modes of the Hindus". There is no
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scribal post-colophon, but the copy was obviously made before the
publication of that treatise in the 1790's.<'’> The first part (only) of
the manuscript is annotated with headings and jottings by Jones himself.
Tawney and Thomas suggest (p.7) that the copy was probably made from a
Telugu original. It now seems more likely that the original was NagarT,
but this itself may have come straight, or through other intermediaries,
from an Oriya model. When Jones commissioned the copy he had apparently
no knowledge that the work or its manuscripts were from Orissa.

Jammu, Shri Ranbir Sanskrit Research Institute, Ms. 1856 (catalogued by
Sir Aurel Stein in his Raghunatha Temple Library volume, Stein 1894,

p.57, as no. 656 and by M.M. Patkar 1973, p.260 as sangita Ms. 26) =
Ms. J in the present edition. A date of samvat. 1892 (= A.D. 183%) is
given in the post-colophon (see below). Microfilm obtained, lacking

f£f.75v. and 76.r (pariccheda IV.20.c. - 25.12. (p.218), etavata).

Kathmandu, Nepal Durbar Library, Ms. III. 267 A (catalogued by
Haraprasad Sastri 1915, p.150f.) = Ms. N in the present edition.

This is strikingly similar to the Jammu manuscript in its (only
moderate) standard of clarity and accuracy. It is dated samvat. 1857 (=
A.D. 1800) in a post-colophon. It is likely that both this and the
Jammu copy were taken at Banaras, together with many other manuscripts
in these two collections. Haraprasad's catalogue entry for this is
slightly puzzling; the verses he cites from the 'beginning' are simply
not in the microfilm copy I have obtained, which starts with the same
verse as the other NagarT manuscripts. Also he indicates a large number
of lacunae which are in fact perfectly clear aksaras, but perhaps the
markings are simply intended to indicate what he considers to be
doubtful readings. Lastly, in the brief descriptive note he says
thatfthe manuscript is prose and is correct. It is neither.

Calcutta, Asiatic Society ¥s. no. 2513 (catalogued by Haraprasad Sastri
1955, p.37, no.60) = Ms. C in the present edition. This is one of the
two copies that were found by Rajendralal Mitra and recorded in his
'Notices' (Mitra 1871, 1886) wvol.1l, p.180, Ms.318 and vol.8, pp.39-40,
Ms.2583. The former, which Mitra noted as being in the possession of
Satidacandra of Krsnanagara, Nabadvip<<’, may still exist in Nabadvip;
the latter isthe one now in the Asiatic Society. Mitra believed the two
to be different works, but it is clear from the extracts that they are
both the same Sggitanarayana. The script is Bengali, demonstrably
copied from a Nagari original and very close in most respects to the
Oxford Ms. No details of scribe or date. Microfilm obtained.

1. The treatise was first written in 1784, then published in an expanded
version in the third volume of the 'Asiatick Researches'. It has been
reprinted several times since. 2. The files of the 'New Catalogus
Catalogorum' in Madras refer to a Sangitanarayana in the Edward VII
Anglo-Sanskrit Library, Nabadwip, Bengal. There is no published
catalogue of the collection, and this information is from a library
handlist. I have made inquiries by letter to Nabadwip, but received no

.further information.
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Madras Government Oriental Mss. Library, R. no. 3234 (Madras Triennial
Catalogue 1919-20 to 1921-22, p.4804f.) = Ms. Mi in the present edition.
A NagarT transcript made in 1920-21 of the first pariccheda and part of
the second from a (presumably Oriya palm leaf) manuscript at
Parlakimedi.

Madras Government Oriental Mss. Library, R. no. 4212 (Madras Triennial
Catalogue 1922-23 to 1924-25, p.6227f.) = Ms. Mii in the present
edition. A similar NagarT transcript, starting in the second pariccheda
(before the point at which Mi. breaks off) and continuing to the end of
the work, made in 1922-23 from a manuscript at Kadala post, Ganjam
distriect. With the small overlap this makes up an almost complete text
with Mi, but there are lacunae and it appears that the leaves at the
beginning of the original of Mii were in disarray.

The Ganjam origin of the Madras copies makes these valuable a priori,
and there is a striking similarity between their readings and those of
the Bhubaneswar manuscripts, often differing from the others. 1
consider these as a group separate from the Nagari manuscripts. All are
from Orissa, share significant readings, and represent an unbroken
transmission through Oriya script (barring the transfer to NagarT of Mi.

and Mii., the originals of which I indicate by pi. and pii). The

omissions, errors etc. of Biii and Biv are sufficiently similar to

A\ fA; /A"

B o 1
/ \
BH

B

suggest a common origin (6):

Bi
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BS (the edition published by the Bhubaneswara Orissa Sangeet Natak
Akademi, is not obviously transcribed from any of the Orissan
manuscripts I have seen, and I assume that its model (s) were others
which K.C. Pattanaik had in his collection. These 1 represent by X in
the stemma. There are occasional signs that Biv (which belonged to
Pattanaik) may have been consulted, but I cannot be sure that it was; he

may have used some other manuscript which resembled, or was related to,

Biv.

The original(s) of the Nagari/Bengali group may quite possibly antedate
any of the a group, and these manuscripts may therefore contain some
readings of greater antiquity and authenticity than any of the Orissan
ones. This group I consider as a separate branch descended from a
manuscript B. Despite the common coverage, shared lacunae, and
countless common readings in this branch, there are sufficient
divergences between L and the rest of the group to suggest that J, N, O
and C are from a different intermediary, which I have called Y. The
Oxford (0)and Calcutta (C) manuscripts are so close that I believe they
can only be explained as copies of a single model, 6. There are many
signs in C that its model was a bad Nagari manuscript, ya being confused
with pa and tha, tra with va etc. Many nonsenses are shared by O and
C, e.g. damodas tu (I1.70.1) and all those readings designated §, most
often to be found in the 'supplementary notes' to my apparatus. C often
reads TT (initial &, for® ) as ga, ma as nya etc.,which are easy
misunderstandings of NagarT. Some lacunae in O which are not shared by
C rule out the otherwise attractive possibility that C was copied from

0. There are places where even such poor manuscripts as O and C have
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restored a plausible or even certainly correct reading which is not to
be had in L, J or N. The hypothetical original I represent by B was
almost certainly a NagarT manuscript in Banaras. The Banaras link is
shown in the post-colophon to O, in Sir William Jones' statement that
his copy was made there, and in what we know about the origins of the
Jammu and Nepal collections, many items in which were commissioned
copies of Banaras manuscripts.¢'’® S must have met the hurdle of
transcription from Oriya to NagarI, resulting in characteristic
casualties like va for ba, and confusion of da and ha (not uncommon in
Nagari but very characteristic of Oriya, in which the extra stroke on
€Pda making E? , ha is often omitted); the resulting solecisms have been
copied with great faithfulness by the scribes, whose ignorance of

musical theory is plain in many places,

The complete stemma, then, shows two main branches, the 'Northern' group

B and the Orissan group o:

,///\\\ e
M:I*i //\

< 5 N &

1. cf. Stein 1894, p.viii.

XX



According to the 'Catalogue of Sanskrit manuscripts in private libraries
of the North-Vestern Provinces', pt.III (Allahabad 1878), no.87, there
was an incomplete Nagari paper manuscript of fifteen leaves in the
possession 0f Ayodhyaprasada Tivari of Jaunpur, 'not procurable for
copying'. I assume that this was in some way connected with the B
group. Three incomplete Telugu-script copies of the Narayana are listed
from the library of the Sri Venkateswara Oriental Research Institute
(see bibliography, Tirupati 1956), nos.8814-8816. [ came to know of
these too late to attempt to include them in this edition, but I intend
to procure copies in the future, since it i:
transcriptions from reliable Orissan manuscripts in Ganjam, where Telugu

and Oriya have coexisted near the Orissa-Andhra border.

In this survey of manuscripts I should mention the textual work done
by Pandit N.R. Bhatt and some other Indian scholars under the direction
of M. Alain Daniélou in the early 1950's. M. Daniélou's staff was busy
collecting manuscript and printed sources on saﬁgitaééstra from all over
India when he was in charge of musicological research at the Benares
Hindu University, and thereafter while he was Director of the Adyar
Library, Madras. Numerous transcripts were commissioned from libraries
and many texts were indexed. A resulting achievement was the extensive
index of references, technical terms etc., numbering around 250,000
entries according to Daniélou's own estimate; on his return to Europe,
M. Daniélou deposited this valuable work in a special section of the
library of the Fondazione Cini in Venice, together with much of his
library of manuscripts and printed books on music.

Some work had been

done by N.R. Bhatt at Adyar on the Sangitanarayana. The Oxford



manuscript was taken as a model, and variant readings were collected

from the London, Jammu and Calcutta manuscripts, as well as frcom a

u

transcript of an Orissan palm-leaf copy. This last manuscript appears,
from a bibliographical entry in the above mentioned index, to have been
in the "MS library Maharaja of Kalahandi in Bhuvaneshwar library." I
have not been able to identify this with any manuscript that I have
seen, as there is no reference number available and the library staff
and records in Bhubaneswar have no record of any copy made for Danielou.
Bhatt and his colleagues (whom I refer to collectively as the 'Venice
copyist') started work on collating these sources, and I have obtained a
film of the unfinished collation book from Venmice. I have found that
this does not render my own manuscript collations redundant, as I differ
from the Venice copyist in very many interpretations of readings. The
copy has nevertheless been useful to me when I wished to confirm lacunae
or take a ‘second opinion' on some bizarre readings in the ¥
manuscripts, but I have depended in most cases on my own readings.

The index, on the other hand, is a work of enormous potential value, and
could be used to identify and locate numerous quotations and technical

discussions in many safigita works.

Some printed works must be taken into account. Two compilations

bearing the title Samgitasarasamgraha borrow substantial sections from
the Narayana. The first was the work of the late 18th or early 19th

century Bengal Valsnava poet Narahari Cakravartin, also called

Ghanaéyémadésa.“’ In this treatise, and again in other works dealing

with music, the Ragaratnakara, Gitacandrodaya and the fifth chapter

1. See Nijenhuis 1977 p.35.

I have yet to see a definitive statement on
the date of this author.
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(taranga) of the Bhaktiratnakara, there are many borrowed pa

I have been able to use as further textual evidence for the Narayana in

its 18th century readings in some, presumably Bengali or perhaps

Orissan, manuscript. Narahari uses his own illustrative compositions,

but the theoretical account is largely the same as Purusottama'

tn

Having no independent manuscript evidence for the text of these works, I
have referred to the published editions by Prajnanananda (Ghanadyamadasa

1956) and Guru Bipin Singh (Narahar®i Cakravartin 1982). As these are

not critical editions, it is impossible to know how many of the readings

are editorial corrections; nevetheless I have sometimes found useful
confirmation of readings which occur in one or more of the Narayana
manuscripts. The Sangitasarasangraha of Sir S.M. Tagore (Tagare 1875)

is a compilation from the Néréyapa and several other sources, sometimes

acknowledged and sometimes not. I assume that Tagore had access to a

manuscript closely related to C, if not C itself. His readings of
Narayana passages fall generally into the f group, but some of his
variants or emendations are worthy of notice. '’

The Madras manuscripts were used by M. Ramakrishna Kavi for the

numerous citations from the Narayana in his emMcyclopaedic compilation,

Bharatakoéa (Kavi 1951). His readings show frequent editorial changes,

and I have been wary of using them as a textual source for this edition,

preferring the Mi and Mii transcripts in most cases (except where the

photocopies were illegible).

Finally, I have used the available printed editions of certain works

1. Many musical technical terms in Monier Willlams' dictionary are
derived from Tagore's work, or perhaps in some cases from discussions
with Tagore. These include several corrupt readings from our text.
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referred to by Purusottama - Subhahkara's Sangitadamodara, Narada's
Paﬁcamasérasamhité. Ramanandaraya's Jagannathavallabha, and the
Gitaprakasa of Krsnadasa. In my apparatus I have recorded significant

variants in those editions from the readings in the Narayana

manuscripts. 1 have also noted variants in parallel passages in the

SangTitamuktavall of Haricandana. I can find no certain indication of
the relationship of this work to the Narayana, but at the very least we
can see that some of the same sources were used; the readings may

therefore be useful for comparison.

The edi

I have recorded almost all readings from all manuscripts in the
assumption that even some of the nonsenses could possibly be of use in
determining a place in the stemma for manuscripts that may be discovered
in future. Significant variants in related printed works are noted, but
where Tag agrees with B or ¥ or § or C I have not recorded it
separately. The volume of 'rubbish' in the apparatus would have
obscured the more valuable or genuine variants if all had been left in
one place, and would have made the edition and translation harder to

read. I have therefore removed readings of doubtful or secondary value

to a section of supplementary textual notes. Perhaps many readings that

still stand in the main apparatus might reasonably have been demoted to

the 'supplementary' category, but of course a reading does not have to

be 'correct' or 'possible' to be of interest; some of the solecisms that

appear in the apparatus may represent corruptions of possible variants,

or indeed the origins of scribal conjectures. VWhere I am convinced that

an ascertainable reading of a lost original is corrupted by one or more



of its apographs or descendants, the original reading is stated first,
and the errant readings thereafter within brackets. If the errant

readings are of little interest I have indicated with an asterisk that

they will be found in the supplementary notes. Thus in the apparatus to

1.7.a, B(*0J) means that I believe the B reading to have been
vemkatadrau ca kole, as is found in the B manuscripts except O and J,
the readings of which are in the supplementary notes.

Doubtful readings are indicated with a (?). Vhere a reading in the

apparatus is preceded or followed in its manuscript in some way other
than what might be assumed from the main text, I have indicated the

preceding or subsequent aksaras 1n brackets.

Round brackets are used to indicate marginal and interlinear

additions or corrections in manuscripts, e.g. 1.5.d, where niyahato is

added in the margin of L. Readings in round brackets in the BS edition

are transliterated just as they stand in that text. In cases of damage

and lacunae I have indicated a missing aksara with + , and an uncertain

number of missing aksaras with ... + Following the common

practice of editors of Latin and Greek texts, I use angled brackets < >

in the text to mark aksaras supplied by me, and square brackets [ ] for
deletions. The dagger t marks passages which I am unable to restore to
my satisfaction. In the apparatus I have used angled brackets to show
what I suppose is the reading that has been corrupted. So in I.4.a 1
believe Bi intends lalayantam the actual reading is transferred to the
supplementary notes.

I bhave not treated the NagarT use of anusvara for all nasals as a
true variant, but when there are other reasons for citing readings I

have kept the anusvara as it stands in the manuscript. Similarly I have
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omitted to note the very frequent va for ba, though when a reading is
recorded for some other reason the original va is given.

The numbering of verses is entirely editorial. Sometimes, for ease
of reference, I have numbered half-$lokas where perhaps in a continuous
printing of the text they might have been treated differently. Letters

are used to link printed lines with variants in the apparatus and

supplementary notes.

(See above for full details of Mss., and bibliography for printed
editions.)

A

BS Bubaneswar printed edition.
Bi Bhubaneswar Ms MUS/S.

Bii Bhubaneswar Ms MUS/15c.
Biii Bhubaneswar Ms MUS/25

Biv Bhubaneswar Ms MUS/43.

Madras Ms 3234.
Madras Ms 4212
Bi.Bii.Biii.Biv.M.
Biii + Bivw.

Calcutta ¥s 2513.
Jammu Ms 1856,

Nepal Ms III. 267 A.
Oxford Ms Mill 47a.
JNOC.

OC.

Ok O 40O DR 55
H.

Ghan SangItasdrasangraha of Ghanadyamadasa (Ghanaéyﬁmadﬁsa 1956)
GitPrak GTtaprakada of Krsnaddsa (Krsnaddsa Badajend Mahapatra 1983)
JagVall Jagannathavallabha nataka (Ramanandaraya 1883)

Mano Natyamanorama (Raghunatha 1859)

Mukt SaﬁgltamuktavalI (Haricandana 1955)

NarPSSi Pancamasarasamhita, Bangiya Sahitya Parisat (Banerji 1977)
ﬂarPSSii Pancamasarasamlhita, Asiatic Society (Banerji 1977)

Subh SangItadamodara of Subhafikara (Subhankara 1960)

Tag SangItasarasangraha of S.M. Tagore (Tagore 1875)

VaisSS Vaisnava Sangita Sastra (Narahari Cakravartin 1982)
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CRITICAL TEXT ARD TRAKSLATION



SANGITANARAYANA

CRITICAL TEXT and TRANSLATION

pariccheda I

érigageééya namah | 1.

niladrikandaranandimandardlayavanditam | a.
vande vandarumandaram indiramandiram mahah I1111| b.

I worship the greatness which resides in Laksmi, is the heavenly Mandara
tree to devotees, and is praised by those who reside on the sacred
mountain Mandara taking pleasure in the caves of Niladri.

1. om namo ganesaya L. érisriga* C. ériganes&ya namah | avighnam astu

-

Bi.Biii. srlprasanapurusottamaya namah | erganesaya namah Bii. ér1ga‘ !
érisarasvatyai namah Biv.

a. ‘“kandarananda® Bi.Biv

b.'ndérag sendira@ paramam mahap B(xJ.8).

pravrttatdlam karatalikabhir abhIrikanam kalavenugitam | a.
nrtyantam atyantam udirnahasam rasam bhajantam harim antar Ide 1211 .

In my heart I praise Hari, who dances unendingly along with the music of
the flute, the tala (accompaniment) provided by the hand-claps of the
Abhira maidens, loudly laughing as he performs the rasa.

b. udarahasam B (udalhdsam ). uditahasam Bii.6(¥Biii).BS. uditavasam
Bi. udarabhavam Tag.

praleyasailatanayakucakotim uccair
nidclisya sanmukhamukhair atipItamuktim |
tarsikulasya 1ihatah éubham Adidantu
lambodarasya darapuskaradhunangni {1311

aoop

May the tremblings in the tip of Gapeéa's trunk indicate blessing - of
him who licks, frantic with thirst, the lofty breast-tip of the daughter
of the great mountain (Parvati), which has been sucked dry and abandoned
by the mouths of Sanmukha (Skanda).

3.a. - 15.b. om. BS.8.

a. kucakotimurti Bi.

b. niscusya Mss. ‘mukhe ratipitam Bi. ‘muktam Bi.J.
c. harsakulasya Y. ‘kulasya niyatam Ssubham 8.

balam alapataladyair lalayantim harer manah |
caturbhujabhujaslistam 1stam srastuh sutam bhaje (1411

oL



pariccheda I

I worship the young girl (deity), beloved daughter of the creator,
embraced by the arms of the four-armed one, who with her alapas and
talas delights the mind of Hari.

a. ‘patakKadyair Bi.Mi. l@layantam <Bi.>Mi. 1TlayantTm J.L.

asan nipanurupa adhidharaninrpa gaﬁgavaméévatamséb
kamsadhvamsamsabhdjo nijabhujavijitaksoniakraricakrah |

yair @kramya kramenodbhatasubhataghatatopakarnatalata-
kgopTéak§obhadTkgékgamakalavarakedﬁrakab sarabhajam | 1511

a0 oo

There were kings on earth like nipa flowers, ornaments of the line of
the Gangas; they shared the inheritance of the destruction of Kamsa, and
with their own arms defeated the circle of enemy kings. By their
gradual advance <there was made) of the mighty a field of corpses
capable of initiating in terror the kings of Karnata and Lata, proud
though these were in their great armies of excellent warriors.

a. dipanurupa Bi. ‘vatamsalh Bi.

b. ‘vijitam ksoni® Bi. ‘kravicakrah Bii. “°vicakrah Bi.

c. ksairakramya Bi. °dbhatavibhatatopa® B ("dbhata(vikata)-
bhatatopakarna® L).

d. *ksonTSaspharadTksakarananitodarakah sdra® B (“karana(niyahato)dadrakah
sara‘® L. °mitodara°® 6). °varakodarakah Bii.

prodyajjambharikumbhisphutavikatamabhadantidantantaralo-
nniladdharalamajjaparajaladhijale 'ksali kauseyakor yaih |

yair evakhani lekhaspadanagaranadigarvasarvahkasa&rih
éramyatkumbhTnasenapramadasuvadanagahyamano hradaughah 1161 |

a0 o

These kings washed from their silken girdles, in the water of the
Western ocean, the streams of marrow that ran between the tusks of
(their)> mighty elephants which were as vivid as manifested Airavatas.
These kings built numerous tanks, defeating in their beauty the pride of
the rivers of picturesque cities, tanks wherein plunged lovely ladies in
their joy and weary snake-kings.

a. propajjambha® Mi. prodyajjrmbha° Bii.

b. °nmiladdharasrapataparajala°® . (°srayatz® O.N. °patam parajala® J).
‘ladbh@a(?)ralamarjja" Bi. °jale éalikaukseyakopaih B. kaukseyakofaih Mi
kauggyakakgaib Bi.

d. damyatku® B. érimatkumbhisena® Bi. ‘kumbhTnadesapra°® Mi. °suvadana-
marjamano pradosaih f ( “marjamano pradosah L. marjamana madosaih §).
"vadanagrﬁhyaméno hra® Mi. °gayamano hra® Bi. Bii.

yesam ééggﬁgasahgibhavaduruyaéaéam venkatadrau sarange
simhadrav arkakope 'pi ca kamathagirau nTlagailadike 'pi |

sa sa prasadarajir jayati patunatadvaijayanty agrajahgha-
ghatavyagrogravajivrajakrtasamayollahghanavriditarka 171!

a0 o

And these kings, whose great fame approached the stature of ééga



pariccheda I

himself, gloried in many temples, on the mountain of Venkata, at
Saranga, on Simhadri, at Konarak and on the mountains Kamatha and NIla,
palaces with banners fluttering, which shamed the Sun (arka) by
violating with their rows of impetuous horses, quickened by the spurs to
their thighs (agrajanghagh@ta), the proper <passage of> time.

yaéaSa ve® Bi. vemkatadrau ca kole B(¥0J).

a.
b/ tadvat karpurakamtau 81vasat181rau nTladai® B. arkakode 'pi(?) Mi.

Sailadyake 'pi Mi.

c. sasTt prasada’ Mi. patunatir vaija® Bi. ‘vaijayamtyosvajasram 8
(*jayamtyosnajasram N).

d. ha bhavyagro® §N. s& bhavyagro® JL. °grard@ji° B. °vaji’ Bi.
*trajakrta® §. °langhanam vrT°

Bi. °vriditakah 8. ‘vridito ‘rkah Bi.Bii.

nanadanadhidanapramuditadharanTnirjaradrenikhidyat- a.
panldronantaralaskhal1tamanlgan’klrnarathyabhlpurna ! b.
asthanadvahsthasamsthasthltanrpasamupasthapltoddandasundo— c.
nmadyadvetandagandodgalitamadajalair yatpurl pahkilabhut 1811 d.

Their cities (yatpuri) were full of streets littered with the many
Jjewels fallen between the chinks (antarala) in the capacious ('tub-
like', °dropa‘) but flagging (khidyat) hands of lines (érepi) of gods-
on-earth (Brahmins), who were gladdened by <the kings'> munificent gifts
('gifts upon gifts', dana + adhidana). These cities were muddied by the
flowings of must running down the cheeks of rutting elephants which
stood, with raised trunks (uddapgaébpga), stationed by the kings like
(samstha?) doorkeepers (dvahstha) <with rasied staffs> by the meeting

halls.

a. danadhlyana Mss. Jarasrenlsldat Bi.

b. ¢ khldyat)srenyamte svasusanuanmanlgunaganaklrna B(x6). °panidro-
nyantarala® Mi.

o EStEladvEsthamtasthasthitan;pasamukhopasthitoddam@aéuée(?) 0. sim.,
with “dvasthatamsthasthi® C. asthastaladvastha® J. asthastaladvastha® N.
astaladvastha® L. asthanadvastha® Bi.Bii.

d. ‘nmadyanve® Mi.f. °gandochulita’®(?) Bi. °gandatsalita’(?) Bii.
jalair yat paripankilo bhUt Bi. °jalair yatra puhpamkila® B (yatra
puri(?) pamkild@® L). yat purT sahkula® Mi.

yesam asetugangam kamalajanllayaspardhltogragrahafﬁ
rajanty acaraputalr dhrtanlgamasatalh purita vipravaryaih |
yesam pratad ca sayam érutivih1tahav1hpreksanapraptapatnl—
guﬁganmanj1rakan01valayakagakagalp samidheni vililye {1911

Qa0 oo

Thelr land-grants, extending from Setubandha to GaﬁgE, a match for the
abode of Brahma himself, were resplendent, being filled with excellent
Brahmins, pure in conduct and thoroughly versed in countless sacred
texts; their wives, come to watch the Vedic sacrificial rites, morning
and evening drowned the mantras with the ringing of their jingling
anklets, girdles and bracelets.
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a. kamalajamilalayayaddhisevyagraharar(-ja°) O.N. kamalajamila-
yasyadadapyagrahara C. kamalajanilayasyaddhisevyd® J. “nilayaspa-
rddhimagragrahdra Bi. kamalajanivayah spandino(?) 'gragra®(?) Mi.

b. (°h§r§)jamty56§rapﬁrair B(xE). dhutanisamaéataip B(*¥§N). (nisama
corrected to sudhana in margin L). dhutanigamasutaih Bi. krtanigama®
Bii. vipravaryam f (vipravaryo O. vipravargo C).

c. ‘vihitaharipreksa® f. °havihpresanam prapta’ Bi.

d. valayakalakalaih samidh@anam vili® B (sabhidh@nam C). samidhe-
nirjalTle Bi.

tesam bhUkhandabhiisa khimudir iti suraksoniviksobhi rajyam
tatrabhUt padmanabho nrpatir atibalah kalakalpo 'rivarge |

viras tasmdd akasmanmiladamalaguno 'dhItasangTtavidyah
kundatkirtir mukundasmrtikrtisukrtT bhUpan@rayano ‘bhTt {10!

8o o

Adorning their territory was the kingdom called Khimudi, which
disquieted <by its greatness’> the heavens themselves, and there there
was a king, Padmanabha, exceedingly mighty, bringing death to enemies.
From him was born the heroic king Narayana, in whom all pure qualities
came at once into bloom, who was learned in the science of music, whose
fame had the purity of the kunda (jasmine) flower, and the repute of
whose good acts reminded one of Mukunda. (or: ... adept in compositions
recalling Mukunda.?’

a. ‘khamdabhusoragavasatisuraksoniviksobhivadyam B. °khandabhusam khi’
Bii. °viksyobhird® Mi.Bii. )

b. yatrabhft Bi. kA@lakalpo rivamde 8.

c. vVviras tasman milada® Bii.

d. kundakirtir Bi. °‘smrtikrtasukr® Bii. °smrtir atisukrtT bhu” B ("smr-
tir atisukrtir bhu® &§. °“sukrti bhi® JN).

tendtha nAnamunibhilh samTksya granthan krtamé cadhunikaih kavindraih! a.
sahgitan&rayanapustam etat tauryatrikanam kriyate hitaya 111111 b.

gTtam kaidcin nartanam vapi kaiscid

vadyam kaidcit taddvayam kaidcid uktam | c.
svalpe 'pyésmin dyéyatam sarvam etat
rajflah sainyam k@cabhitter ivantah 111211 d.

Narayana studied the works of many ancient sages and modern poets, and
is composing for the good of the triple musical arts this treatise, the
Sangitanarayana.

Some have described the vocal alone, some only dance, some the
instrumental, and some have given two out of these. In this work, small
though it is, all may be seen, like the image of a whole king's army Iin
a mirror.

a. tenadya nana’ L.Bi.Bii. namamuni® L. tatotha nana° JN. k;taé cadhu”’
LIN.
b. °narayanaguptam etat B (°rayane guptam N).

c. ‘cin nartanam kaidcid uktim kaidcid vadyam taddvayam napi(?) kai® Bi
d. ‘smin pasyata sarvam B (pasyant@ sarvam §). ka@cabhitte ciram te B.
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kva rajyatvam dramanarham adhva kvayam sudurgamah | a.
naivam paryanuyojyo 'yam kim na syat sadanugrahat 1131 b.
gantukamasya me param sahgTtagamavaridheh | C.

o

santo 'valambanam santu sthane sthane nimajjatah 111411

How unequal are this arduous path and kingship, in which exertion is
unfitting, and yet he (ayam) should not be censured, for all things are
possible with the favour of the good. May the good be my support when
here and there I start to sink in my striving to cross the ocean of
musical lore!

a. kim va labdham érama° B(¥C.) r@ajatvam Mi. “tvam éramam$idhya(?) na
hi kvayam Bi. éramﬁhap madhva kva® Bii. pra(?)manarham Mi. syat sadhv-
anugrahat Bi.

b. paryanuyogo pi kim na 8.

c. ramtuka® 0. rantuk@mam sa me C. santukama® LN. ‘kamamaya param Bi.
d. sato valamvanam JN. snane sthane LN. syane sthane ninimajjatah §.
sthane sthanTyamajjatah Bi.

santapakam ksamabhzajam saram vandaruvigrahe |
khalam halam na b3lam va nZlam stotum aham budhah 11151

o o

I am not competent to praise the mischievous (khala) boy (Krsna), nor
{the one of> the plough (Balarama) - the tormentor ('teaser', santapaka)
of pitiable <mortals> (ksaamabhajam) and the essence (sdra) in the body
(vigraha) of the devotee (vandaru).

a. ‘kam kalabhajam B. saravandaru® Bi. vamdarusamgrahe B(¥§).

b. khalahinam na valam va Bi. khalam halam va alanam sada stotum aham
vudhah L. sim., with sayastotum JN. khalam halam va ala na thah sto-
tum amvudhah O. khalam halam va | 13 na(?la) tha stotum amvudhah C.

khalam talam (?tvalam) va nalam va nalam ... budhah Mi.
atha sangitotpattim Zha | 1,
pura caturnam vedanam saram akrsya padmabhuh | a.

o

idam tu paficamam vedam sangTtdkhyam akalpayat |11611

Now is stated the origin of music. In the beginning Padmabhu (Brahma)
drew forth the essence of the four Vedas and fashioned this as the fifth
Veda, which is called sangita.

a. purpam catur® §. purnam catur® J. purnam ca® N. purvam catu® L.

padmajah Bi.
b. sangitartham Bi. tadantapaﬁcamam vedam sangitam samakalpayat Mi.

kasmat kim jatam ity aha | 1.
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rgbhyah pathyam abhud gItam samabhyah samapadyata | a.
y&Jurbhyo 'bhinayd jata rasas cdtharvanah smrtah 111711 b.

Now is stated what arose from each. From the Rgveda was born recitation,
from the Samaveda song, from the Yajurveda abhinaya (mimetic gesture),
and from the Atharvaveda are said to have come the rasas.

1. kas tasmat kimcij jatam ity Zhuh B(#6.JN).

a. abhid gl (om. tam) 6. sukhapathyam abhid NL. rgbhyo vadyam abhtd J.
syottyasmacadyam abhut tam C. +(?su)syotyasmicadyam abhud O.

sama® ... °‘dyata om. O. s@mabhya samapadyata C. samupadyate 6.

b. yajurbhyo narttanam abhlit rasas ca’ J. yajurbhyo narayano bhu isaéca
vivesah smrtah O. pattubhyo narayano bhi isdsca vedah smrtah C. yajur-
bhyo (bhisyo deleted) naryo rasas oakharvasah surtah L. yajurbhyo
narayato rasas cakharvaéah smrtah N.

sampraddyaduddhim Zha | 1.
brahmesanandibharatadurganarad&kohalah ! a.
daddsyavayurambhadydh sahgltasya prac@raksh | 11811 b.

Now 1s stated the purity of the tradition: Brahma, éiva, Visnu, Bharata,
Durga, Narada, Kohala, Ravapa, Rambha and others - these are the prop-
agators of sangita (music).

a. durganara’ Bi.Bii.®.
b. vayurebhadyah 0. ‘vayur ityadya C. prakarakah § (prakakah O.
prakarah C. prakddakah J.). sahgItarthapra® Bi.

pracastyam &ha | 1.
érutismrtyadisahityananasastravido ‘pi ca | a.
sangItam ye na jananti te dvipadd mrgah smrtah 11911 b.

It (sangTta) 1s extolled: tbough they may know Sruti, smrti etc., and
literature and the various sastras, those who do not know music are
(merely) two-legged beasts.

1. om. Biii. praéﬁgéﬁm a° BS. pradamsyam a° Bi.

prayojanam aha | 1.
trivargaphaladah sarve dEnayajﬁastaVEdayab | a.
ekam safigitavijfianam caturvargaphalapradam |20l b

Its use: all such actions as votive donation, sacrifices and singing of
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hymns bring the fruit of the trivarga (dharma, artha and kama), but only
the knowledge of sangita bestows that of the caturvarga (i.e. of moksa
in addition).

1. (and all subsequent prose directions and v;tti in Sansk. mula) om.

a. °yajﬁavra(?)r5dab 0. °jﬁastu(?)t§dayap C. °suradayah LJN.
*japadayah Tag.

b. ekasangTta® B. etat sangita® Bi.°ngitadigjnanam Mi. After b. BS has:
na ca trivarga® (see after v.24 below).

katham ity aha | 1.

harIsadistuter dharmo dhanakamau nrpaditah | a
niskamam tadanusthanan moksas tasmidt tad abhyaset 11211 b.

This 1is explalned (music brings) dharma from the singing of praises to
Hari, ISa and the other gods, and dhana (artha) and kampa from kings and
others, while moksa is obtained from the dispassionate performance of
it; therefore it should be studied.

a. dhanakamo 8 (°karmo §).
b. niskamatadanu® Bii.®.8. niskamas tad®° Tag.

kimsvaripam etad ity aha | Siromanau | 1.
gltam vadyam ca nrtyam ca trayam sangitam ucyate | a.
g