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EPIGRAPHIC NOTES'
A. Wezler (Hamburg)
1. A-HAS1 A-PRAKSEPANIYA

1) The proper and full understanding of inscriptions of the Indian sub-
continent, whatever the language(s) in which they are composed, quite
naturally depends to a high degree on the clarification of individual words,
terms, idiomatic expression etc. Nevertheless not all scholars specialized in
this field of studies or drawing in their work on inscriptions seem to be
aware of the many semantic problems posed by this kind of texts — just as
by most other ancient or mediaeval nou-inscriptional texts. It cannot be
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denied that, phenomena like the epigraphical hybrid Sanskrit apartz, the
languages used in inscriptions still show so many peculiarities that it is
legitimate, nay even necessary to distinguish e. g. inscriptional Sanskrit as
a special kind of sociolect from the other forms attested elsewhere. It
would hence seem appropriate to keep the investigation of the semantical
problems one is confronted with in reading €. g. Sanskrit inscriptions within
the boundaries of inscriptional Sanskrit as such. However, practical as well
as methodical reasons speak against this restriction: a particular word, etc.,
may not be attested in any other inscription; inscriptional Sanskrit inspite of
all its special features was, of course, not entirely dislinked from the San-
skrit language as such, the mainstream, so to say, and its development; on
the contrary it is a priori highly probable that it was closely related to
‘administrative Sanskrit” — of which we know very little indeed because of
the scarcity of pertinent documents. But there are at least two Sastras
which are likely to be influenced by, or to contain traces of ‘administrative
Sanskrit’, viz. the Dharma- and Artha$astra. It is the former's relevance for
inscriptional Sanskrit that I intend to demonstrate here, though for the time
being by one example only >,

2) In “Appendix [: Prvileges attached to Free Holdings™ of his Indian
Epigraphical Glossary* D. C. Sircar lists the compound a-hasta-prakse-
paniya, adding references to £, i. e. Epigraphia Indica, 11 and 23; yet he
does not give the meaning also, but instead states this compound to be
“same as a (?)° a-bhata-pravesa, etc. Cf. samasta-rdjakiyindm = a-hasta-
praksepantya”. If the first of these references is followed up, one is faced
with the fact that there is no entry a-bhata-pravesa, but only a-bhata-
p‘rdves'ya, explained by Sircar as “same as a-prdvesya”, the latter expres-
sion being commented upon thus: “refers to the freedom of the gift of land
from the entry of royal agents; same as a-bhata-pravesa etc. ...” In follo-
wing up the second reference what one is led to is the entry “sarva-
rdjakiydndm = a-hasta-praksepaniya (CII 3), same as a-bhata-pravesa,
etc.”, and under the preceding entry, viz. samasta-rdjakiyandm = “same as
g-bha;a-praves’a, a-cata-bhata-pravesya, a-bhata-cchatra-pravesya etc.”,
i. ¢. one is referred back to the very beginning of the “Appendix™!

Now, not everybody is fond of being sent from post to pillar — like in
a municipality. But what really annoys one here is not the feeling of being
the dupe, but the completely arbitrary use of the expression “same” —
which already in itself is also not entirely unequivocal — , viz. in cases
where even “being tantamount to” is not, or could not be, justified. What
one would rather expect even from a ‘glossary’ is that the meanings of the
various terms listed are also given. And as for a-hasta-praksepaniya, Sir-
car's ‘method’ appears to be particularly strange as the compound is trans-
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lated and explained in the article of H. M. Bhadkamkar on “Navalakhi
Plates of Siladitya I. — [Gupta-]Samvat 286" published in Vol. 11 of the
EI®, viz. in the following manner: “This word is equivalent to the Marathi
idiom hdta ghalane (lit. to put one's hand in a matter). This phrase, there-
fore, should be rendered ‘not to be meddled with’ by and of the royal offi-
cers”, this latter addition evidently being caused by the fact that in this in-
scription the expression a-hasta-praksepaniya is (already) preceded by sar-
vardjakiyanam (cf. line 26f. of the second plate).

But if the scholar using Sircar's “Glossary” takes into consideration that
the “Index” of EI 11 on p. 347 contains a printing mistake, viz. p. 117 in-
stead of 177, it dawns on him how Sircar's statement in the “Preface” 7 that
“the words have been mostly taken from my Indian Epigraphy and the In-
dices and Glossarics appended to various epigraphical publications™ has to
be understood: apparently Sircar has simply extracted his material among
others from the volumes of the EI without taking the trouble of himself
opening the book at the page concemned!

3) In his commentary on Manusmrii 8.316 cd (asdsitva tu tam raja
stenasydpnoti kilbisam) — by which we are led into the Dharmasastra
context of “Le voleur, le roi et la massue” recently studied in detail by
Fezas® — Bharuci® states by way of explanation that “the thief who is
forcibly punished”, i. e. who does not voluntarily approach the king and
ask for punishment, “or even put to death is not released from guilt by that
punishment alone. Therefore even one who has undergone such a punish-
ment must still perform the penance.” 1% But he continues to say: yas ca
svayam eva prayascittam drabhate na tatra rajfio hastapraksepo 'sti. i
tatha ca vaksyati “prayascittam tu kurvanah™ ** [9.240] iti. Derrett quite
evidently scores a bull's eye when he renders this as follows: “And if he
has already bcgun his penance on his own initiative the king must not in-
fere with this''. Manu will raise the point at ‘But those who perform the
penance’.” Unfortunately, however, Derrett does not explain how he inter-
prets this latter remark of Bharuci which is not entirely clear by itself. For
what is taught at 9.240, is that “when the prior classes have performed the
restoration as it is prescribed, they should not be branded on the forchead "
by the king, but they should have to pay the highest fine” ™, and Bharuci
agrees 5 Thus any of his readers cannot but wonder whether his remark on
8.316 cd has to be understood as clarifying that a thief who has already
begun his penance-on his own initiative '* is not branded, but has to pay
the urramasdhasa or rather that he has to be left in peace by the king. That
is to say, the question raised by Bharuci's remark is: What does “the king
must not interfere with it” mean in terms of the administration of justice?
Does it mean that the king should allow the culprit to first complete his

.
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penance and only then fine him, or does it mean that the king-should
also fine the thief if he has performed the prescribed prdyascitta? o

As Bharuci's aim — like that of all the other Dharma$astra comment
tors — cannot but be to demonstrate that the Manusmirti is a homogeneou:-
consistent text, free of contradictions, there is however, no room fo‘
doubting that it is the first alternative which he has in view. To say of th[
king that he does not, or must not U interfere with the prdyascitta alreade
begun by the thief, amounts therefore to the statement that the king, in thiy
case, is free from the commitment'® to see to it that the expiali’on pref
scribed is imposed on the culprit and that it is carried out by him correct]
and fully. His interference is not necessary because what it would effect i);
already done by the thief on his own.

4) The passage quoted from Bharuci's Manu-S$astra-Vivaraga shows that
the .expression a-hasta-praksepaniya found in certain inscriptions represents
an irregularly formed compound, derived from or rather based on the sen-
tence/syntagma na [x + affix of the locative] [y + affix of the genitive]
hastapraksepo [asti]. This is quite evidently an idiomatic expression, even
though the slt.gill more basic syntagma hastam/hastau pra-ksip is apparently
not attested *; it is equally patent that it is used metaphbn'cally, and the
n'let'aphor is also immediately intelligible even to people who do not know
similar__metaphorical idiomatic expressions from their own mother
tongue . ‘

Interestingly enough, the expression hastapraksepa itself is attested in
the Mallasa'rul copper-plate of Vijayasena !, but, of course, within a sen-
tense containing the negative particle: ... asya brahmanasya pasca-mahd-
ycf]na-pravarttanenopabhuﬁjdnasya na kenacid erad-vamfajendnvatamena
va svalpapy abadhd praksepo va karyyah... 2, “nobody bom in this family
@i. e. of the donator Vijayasena) or any other person must make (i. €.
cause) even a slight pain/distress/anguish for or interfere with the Brahmin
[Vatsasvamin] wpo uses [the land donated to him] by regularly performing
the t‘!ve' mqi}dya]ﬁas” . Though the construction is slightly different, there
are snmx'lantJes with the passage from the Manu-Sdstra-Vivarana: here, too,
it is an 'm'dividual who is warned that he must not interfere and here, too, it
is a religious activity which is the object of a possible interference. This
mt'erference, however, has to all appearances nothing to do with the dona-
tor's, or rather his descendent's duty/duties. It seems that in this case has-
tapraksepa refers to anything that would ultimately disturb or hinder the
sacrificial activities of the Brahmin.

5). Thf: parallel from Bharuci's commentary is, however, especially in-
s@chve in that it intimates, to say the least, that “non-interference” of the
king means not more than that the king refrains from doing something that
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—

forms part of hjsﬂdulies 24 and/or rights — if the particular context, viz. that
of the king's interference with the domain of dharma, is rightly regarded as

. an accidental element only which can hence be ignored. This “noun-

interference” is therefore a deliberate act, and has to be distinguished also
¢. g- from a king's failure to do what he ought to do, in certain cases, jus-
ified by Medhatithi in & way both fair and convincing by its realism B

It is this terminological meaning from which one has to statt when try-
ing to interpret the expression (... rdjakiyanam) ahastapraksepaniya as used
in inscriptions, e. g. that of Siladitya mentioned above (§ 2) or the two
copper-plate inscriptions from Berar2®, as onc_of the usually many attri-
putes of grama, i. e. a village, given by a king. Njammasch, who in onc of
ner studies of the inscriptions of the Maitrakas of Valabhi comes to speak
of this expression at several places 7 proposes, when she quotes it for the
first time, the literal translation “(the village or plot of land) must not even
pe touched with the hand by all men of the king”, i.e. by adding “even”
she leaves ber readers in doubt as to whether she has recognized the meta-
phorical character of the expression or not. Yet, she calls it a formula, and
seems to be certain that it expresses the fact that “the bureaucracy of the
state withdraws”?® e. g. from a monastery. that “donations of villages to
Buddhist monasteries were furnished with the usual administrative immu-
nity"”. It is true that in these cases a word in the locative is missing, i. e.
it is not expressly stated to which particular duty of the rdjakiyas the
“privilege”, to use’ Sircar's term, refers, what it is which they. must not
“nterfere with”: but does this fact alone warrant the conclusion that — not
a particular act or type of acts it is that none of the rdjakiyas must interfere
with (whatever his special duty may be), but — the totality of possible
administrative, etc., acts is meant? Certainly not. But it is, of course, logi-
cally equally possible that the qualification “all” (sarva) of the rajakiyas is
meant to include this very totality of the various official functions or du-
ties, which each of the rdjakiyas has, respectively.

That is to say, I do not want to dispute the correctness of Njammasch's
interpretation; I simply wonder on which evidence or deliberations it is
based. For, quite evidently Sircar's ‘method’, viz. to simply contend the
“sameness” of the expression at issue here and expressions like ab-
ha!acd;aprﬁves‘yaso, is not only just highly problematic in itself, but is also
shown to be not applicable at all by the fact that in one and the same in-
scription ®! both these expressions are used one after the other, that is to
say, first acdtabhata-praveSya and then sanardjakiyandm ahastaprak-
_sepaniya”. There are, of course, texts, e. g. the Buddhist suras, etc., a
characteristic feature of which is precisely the juxtaposition of — not just
two, but — many quasi-synonyms. But is it probable that the device of
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shooting many linguistic arrows at one and the same target should have
becq used by those who composed inscriptions on copper-plates of granis
of villages? ity alam ativistarena. :

Notes .
'In borrowing this title from F. Kielhorn (Kielhorn F. kleinc Schrifte
W. Rau. Wiesbaden, 1969. P. XVII) I should like to cxpressl my deep vcner:l(ign/f?.(hbi)s’
great gcholar apd not by any means to intimate that I want to pit him.
1978 On which cf. the book: Damsteegt,Th. Epigraphical Hybrid Sanskrit. Leiden,
> The relevance of the Arthasdsira has been most convincingly de S
fn'c'nd B. Kilver in a number of aticles, viz. e. g. “Kautalya’f )[lzi‘rjld?:ar;:‘-m:‘:go?;iﬁf
:;cd "/ Indology and Law. Festschrift J. D. M. Derrett. .Wiesbadc;x{. 1982. P. 168ff
Kautalyas Stadt als Handelszentrum: der Terminus pufabhedana-" // ZDMG 135: Wies:
baden, 1985. P. 299ff. — Note that the notion of inscriptions as used by me includes le
gal dofumen(s, ¢. 8. deeds of land etc. : .
s De}hi-Varanasi-Pa(na 1966.
. This “a” seems to be a printing mistake.
; i/lz :)h:tp?e;?. of the volume which was still edited by Sten Konov.
. Cf.: Bulletin d'Etudes Indiennes. N 7-8 (1989-1990). P. 47-95.
As for the text, see: Bharuci's Commentary on the Manusmrti... Vol. 1 / Ed. by
1. D. M. Derrett. Wicsbaden 1975, P. 140: yas w rdjid baldd dandyate vadhyate vd na
lasya tena d(u,u,’!e/m niskptir asti. yatah tena dandena danditendpi :f('ud prdyascittam kar-
lavy%n eva. yas ca svayam eva prayascittam drabhate na tatra rdjiio hastapraksepo ‘sti.
Quoted from Derrett's translation, i. €. o. c. Vol. 2. P. 186. Subsequently Bharuci
states that “even though he has undergone his punishment he must still satisfy the owner
of the property by restitution.”
The emphasis is mine.
1 E ;na\:l ;:er;f:ztgc;:thc misprints of this quotation which were overlooked by Derrett.
gurutalpe bhagah kdryah
surdpdne surddhvajah /
steye ca svapadam kdryam
e brahmahany asirdh puman //.
The translation quoted is that of Doniger W. and Smith ,Brian K. The Laws of

Manu... Penguin Books, 199]. P. 224, because Derrett (0. c. [cf. fn. 10], p. 271) has

le l‘ly misund rstood th X i i
pression ath dit
clea u ‘¢ 0d the e ; €SS10 Yy oaitam Of Manu 9.240 which reads as touows'

purve varng yathoditam /
ndnkyd rdjid laldge syur
s ddpyds taitamasdhasam //,
The remark he adds to his
6 ' I paraphrase of 9.240 refers to t
" Is this expressed in 9.240 by the dimanepada? ® the next verse
In fagt there is no mood expressed in the Sanskrit original.
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Bt e g.: Lingat R. The Classical Law of India... Berkeley-Los Angeles-London,
1973. P. 225(f." }

'19 Among the quotations given.in The Larger Petrograd Dictionary s. v. ksip + pra
it is only the phrase kaksayor hastam praksipdmi from the Mrcchakatika which could be
of interest, but in it the verb is clearly used in its primary meaning. Cf. also:
Mrcchakatika 9/21¢c: diptdgnau panim antah ksipasi.

M ¢f. e. g.: “seine Finger/Hander von ctwas lassen” in German.

2! pyblished by N. G. Majumdar // El 23. P. 150ff.

2 quote the text as is has been emended by Majumdar.

2 On these cf. ¢. g.: 3.67ff. v ,

B1is precisely for this reason that the rendering of hastapraksepa by “meddling
with” (cf. § 2 above) is not really adequate. :

What 1 have in mind is a passage from his commentary on Manu 8.349 which
reads thus: na hi prasdrya hasiau rdjd pratipurusam dsitum saknoti; note that this is
meant to refute the opinion that a Brahmin etc. should, or rather: is allowed, to bear (a)
weapon(s) only in case of an asamstha, “a total breakdown of the public order”’, after the
death of a king.

26 cf. Bl 23. 1935-36. P. 204ff. (especially p. 211 and p. 221). Note that the refe-
rence to p. 17 is a mistake — which I am not able to correct.

21 f: Beitrige des Sildasien Instituts, 1. Sonderheft 1993. P. 33, but also Heft 2.
P. 30.

2 Cf. Beitrige des Sadasien-Instituts, 1. Sonderheft 1993. P. 33.

% Ibid. P. 37; cf. also: Heft 2. P. 30.

30 10 this case, too, one wonders whether ‘prdvesya is really to be taken literally or
if is does not only prohibit the entry of cdyas, etc., in their official function.

>l cf.: Bl 23. P. 221 and 221.

3 pe sitaation would, of course, be a different one if in one inscription the ex-
pression A were 0 be found at a place where in another inscription the expression B is
used, and vice versa. But even in such a case onc could not simply draw the conclusion
that it has by necessity the “same” meaning as B.

«CMEILLIAHHBIE KACThBI» B «3AKOHAX MAHY»
A. A. Buzacun (Mocksa)

IxapMamactpa Mary — «Mamy-cMpaTE» («32KOHbI Many») COREPXHT
oBCToATE b HOE NepedncieHre KacT (0xamu) ¢ yKasaHHeM HX NpPOHCXOXIE-
ung. Kak @ BO BCeil IBTEpaType O Jxapme (IXapMamacTpax), IKaTH 06b4B-
NSIOTCS Pe3y/BTATOM «CMEMICHHs» H3HAGIBHO CYMIECTBOBABUIMX HETBIPCX
BapH (OYeMy HX H Ha3bBAIOT «CMCIIAHADIME KacTaMH»).
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