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Abstract: The present article deals with a peculiar system of markers used in a
manuscript of the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha written in the Grantha script, belonging to
the Cambridge University Library (Or.2366). In the northern ‘orthodox’ manuscript tradition of the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha, basically only four markers are used to
analyse and rearrange the text of the Saṃhitāpāṭha, i.e. daṇḍas (for separating
the words), avagrahas (for separating the members of the compounds), circles
between daṇḍas (for marking the galitas), and the particle iti. Besides these four,
however, in the Grantha manuscript a full system of additional markers is used.
These markers, all illustrated in the article, apparently served the purpose of flagging peculiar or ‘irregular’ euphonic modifications and other alterations in the
Saṃhitāpāṭha, possibly to provide the reciter with all the information needed to
accurately convert the Padapāṭha into the Saṃhitāpāṭha.

1 Introduction
The present article deals with a group of unusual markers found in a manuscript
written in the Grantha script transmitting the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha. The manuscript
belongs to the Cambridge University Library and is part of its extremely rich collections of South Asian manuscripts: it consists of ninety-four palm leaves (including five guard-leaves) and covers the first two aṣṭakas of the Ṛgveda, corresponding to sūktas 1.1 to 3.6, in Padapāṭha form.1

||
1 The manuscript (shelfmark Or.2366, not dated) was examined and catalogued by the author
of the present article – together with all the Grantha manuscripts belonging to the Cambridge
University Library collections – in the course of his six-month collaboration (autumn 2013 and
summer 2014) to the AHRC-funded project ‘The intellectual and religious traditions of South Asia
as seen through the Sanskrit manuscript collections of the University Library, Cambridge’. The
online catalogue entry of the manuscript is available at: http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-OR02366/1.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110543100-013,
© 2017 M. Franceschini, published by De Gruyter.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 License.
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The Padapāṭha, ‘word-for-word recitation’, is traditionally recognised as one
of the three basic (prakṛti) forms of Vedic recitation, the others being the Saṃhitāpāṭha, ‘continuous recitation’, and the Kramapāṭha, ‘progressing (or step-bystep) recitation’.2 In this article, the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha (henceforth also Pp.) and
its relationship with the corresponding Saṃhitāpāṭha (henceforth also Sp.) will
be discussed. The Kramapāṭha, important as it is, falls outside the scope of this
work.3 The redaction of the only recension of the Ṛgvedasaṃhitā surviving to our
days is ascribed to the Śākala school and especially to the clansman Śākalya, who
is also credited with the composition of the Padapāṭha of the Ṛgvedasaṃhitā.
Śākalya lived during the late Brāhmaṇa period, possibly in Videha (present-day
North Bihar) (Gonda 1975, 16; Witzel 1989, 135–138 and passim; Witzel 1997, 265–
266, 322–324). Śākalya’s Padapāṭha is regarded as ‘an early commentary upon the
Saṃhitā’ (Arnold 1905, 5), ‘the oldest surviving philological treatment of the
Ṛgveda’ (Scharfe 2009, 73), and ‘the first linguistic analysis of the Saṃhitāpāṭha’
(Levy/Staal 1968, 5), in that it ‘avoids sandhi and includes pauses between the
words, uses repetitions and deviations which serve to clarify the nature of compounds and it presents word forms unchanged by, for example, metrical requirements’ (Falk 2001, 181). This linguistic analysis is accomplished in Śākalya’s Padapāṭha by means of a few symbols and markers. In the northern manuscripts
written in Devanāgarī, they are represented by daṇḍas (to separate words), avagrahas (to separate the members of compounds), circles between daṇḍas (to mark
the galitas), and the particle iti (to mark the pragṛhya vowels and for other purposes).4 Symbols and markers serving these same purposes are found in the Cambridge manuscript as well, although in most of the cases their graphical representation differs from that in the Nāgarī manuscripts. Besides this, however, a
peculiar system of additional markers is used in the Cambridge manuscript,
which has no equivalent nor counterpart in Śākalya’s Padapāṭha as it is known
from the northern, ‘orthodox’ manuscript tradition.

||
2 The three prakṛtis were soon complemented by eight vikṛtis, ‘modifications, derivatives’. Of
the vikṛtis, the Jaṭāpāṭha is the oldest, the Ghanapāṭha the most complex. See Gonda 1975, 17;
Aithal 1991, 5–6; Falk 2001, 181.
3 The Ṛgveda Kramapāṭha as we know it is ascribed to Bābhravya, and is later than the
Saṃhitāpāṭha and the Padapāṭha. Other arrangements of the text of the Ṛgveda, such as the
Jaṭāpāṭha and the Ghanapāṭha, are based on it (Gonda 1975, 17). However, Falk (2001) assumes
the existence of an earlier Kramapāṭha lost to us, ‘nothing more than a teaching technique’,
which may possibly predate the Saṃhitāpāṭha and the Padapāṭha forms of the text.
4 For the different purposes served by the marker iti in the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha, see Rastogi 1970
and Jha 1975.
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In the following pages, all the markers found in the Cambridge manuscript
will be presented and illustrated, with the notable exception of those strictly relating to the Vedic accent.5 The present work consists of two sections. The first
section deals with those symbols and markers in the Cambridge manuscript that
have a counterpart in the northern manuscripts of Śākalya’s Padapāṭha. The second section, by contrast, is devoted to the examination of those markers that are
characteristic of the Cambridge manuscript, as they have no equivalent in the
northern transmission of the text.

2 First section
2.1 Compound boundary marker
The analysis of compounds in the Padapāṭhas6 consists primarily in the separation
of their members, which are always two and are, as a rule, given in their pausa
form.7 In manuscripts, the separation is indicated by a ‘compound boundary
marker’ (henceforth CBM), a special sign interposed between the two members of a
compound. In manuscripts written in Devanāgarī, the symbol used for this purpose
is the Nāgarī avagraha sign, and this practice is reflected in the printed editions
since Müller’s editio princeps. The term avagraha, ‘separation’, designates the interval between the two members of a compound in the Padapāṭha in such an early
text as the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya. However, it is difficult to decide whether the term
refers there to the recited or to the written form of the text,8 and even if the latter is
the case, we still do not know what graphic sign was intended by the word avagraha

||
5 These latter will be dealt with in another article by the same author (forthcoming), together
with the particular signs and the different methods used for marking the Vedic accent in manuscripts written in the Grantha script.
6 In the present article, under the term ‘compound’ are included all the pairs of words or word
elements which are analysed (i.e. separated by an avagraha) in the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha, including
those consisting in the stem with certain prefixes, suffixes and endings.
7 The exception to this rule is represented by the possible combination of the initial or final
sound of a compound with the marker iti; see Rastogi 1970, 5–10.
8 There is no doubt that, at least in some occurrences, in the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya the term avagraha must refer (at least primarily) to the recitation of the Padapāṭha, since it denotes an interval of time, e.g.: mātrā hrasvaḥ || tāvad avagrahāntaram || (I.27–28), ‘A short vowel has one mora.
That much is the interval of an Avagraha’ (Shastri 1922–1937, II.36 [text], III.6 [translation]).
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in the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya, given that the first known written attestation of the avagraha dates from as late as the 9th century CE.9 Be that as it may, the sign used as
CBM in the Cambridge manuscript is shown in the pictures below: it looks like a
hybrid between the Grantha avagraha and the Grantha pluta (protracted vowel)
marker (both of which, incidentally, are hardly ever found in manuscripts).10

| doṣā-vastaḥ | (ṚV 1.1.7, Or.2366 [1r3])11

| mandayat-sakham || (ṚV 1.4.7, Or.2366 [1v8])

2.2 Pragṛhya vowel markers
The term pragṛhya, ‘separated’, is used by the ancient Indian phoneticians to refer
to those vowels that are not subject to the rules of sandhi and, as such, remain unchanged before any following sound. Pragṛhya vowels include ī, ū and e, when representing dual endings (both in declension and conjugation) and when expressing
the Vedic locative case; the pronoun amī and some Vedic pronominal forms (tve,
asme, yuṣme); the final vowel of an interjection; and the particle ū̆, also when combined with a preceding final ā̆ resulting in o (e.g. o < ā u, atho < atha u, uto < uta u,

||
9 ‘The mark Avagraha […] first appears in the Baroda Copper-plate of the Rāṣṭrakūta king
Dhruva, dated A.D. 834–35’ (Pandey 1952, 109). On the contrary, the daṇḍa is already represented by a vertical line in the Aśokan inscriptions (Pandey 1952, 105).
10 For printed samples of the two signs, see Grünendahl 2001, 76 and the chart of the Grantha
script in the Unicode Standard (Version 7.0) at: http://www.unicode.org/charts/PDF/
U11300.pdf.
11 In the present article, the CBMs are represented in transcriptions with a hyphen.
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mo < mā u).12 Although strictly speaking not a pragṛhya vowel, the o of the vocative
singular of u-stems is nonetheless treated in Śākalya’s Padapāṭha as if it were one.13
Turning to the written text, in the Padapāṭha of the Ṛgveda the pragṛhya vowels are
marked by appending the particle iti14 to them; the pragṛhya particle ū̆, however, is
peculiarly treated, being always lengthened and nasalised (Arnold 1905, 72 (§ 120);
Macdonell 1910, 65 n. 13). For example:15
Sp.: asme dhehi = Pp.: || asme iti | dhehi | (ṚV 1.9.8)
Sp.: kavī no = Pp.: || kavī iti | naḥ | (ṚV 1.2.9, Nom. dual)
Sp.: vāyav ā = Pp.: || vāyo iti | ā | (ṚV 1.2.1, Voc. sing.)
Sp.: imam ū ṣu = Pp.: || imam | ūṁ iti | su | (ṚV 1.27.4)
On the other hand, if the pragṛhya vowel is the final of a compound, the Padapāṭha
first gives the compound followed by iti (marking the pragṛhya vowel), and then by
the compound repeated in analysed form, i.e. with its two members separated by
an avagraha.16 However, the so-called devatā-dvandvas, ‘deity-dvandvas’,17 are an
exception, in that they are never analysed in the Padapāṭha and, therefore, they are
treated as they were a single word: as such, if they have a pragṛhya vowel as their
final, they are simply followed by iti, without being repeated. For example:
||
12 On the pragṛhya vowels, see Whitney 1889, 48 (§ 138); Macdonell 1910, 59 n. 9, 63 (§ 69c), 65–67
(§ 71.2abc, § 72.1b, § 72.2abc, § 72.3b); Rastogi 1970, 2–5.
13 This fact was also acknowledged by Pāṇini: see Bronkhorst 1982, 184 (§ 2.4). Possibly the o of
the vocative singular of u-stems was included under the pragṛhya category following the analogy
with the final o of particles such as o, atho, uto, mo, which are actually pragṛhya, being the result
of the combination of the final ā̆ of ā, atha, uta, mā with the unchangeable particle ū̆: see Arnold
1905, 132 (§ 171b); Macdonell 1910, 67 (§ 72.3).
14 The Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya (I.58) defines the particle iti used as a marker in the Padapāṭha as
anārṣa, ‘not coming from the ṛṣis (i.e. not belonging to the Vedic hymns)’, to distinguish it from the
same particle when it is part of the text of the saṃhitā (Rastogi 1970, 1). A clear and useful survey of
the uses of iti in the Padapāṭha of the Ṛgveda is given in Rastogi 1970; see also Jha 1975.
15 In the present article, quotation from both the Saṃhitāpāṭha and the Padapāṭha of the Ṛgveda
are based on Max Müller’s edition (1877, 2nd edition). When it has been considered necessary, the
readings have been checked against the Poona edition (Sontakke and Kashikar 1933–1951).
16 For layout reasons, in Müller’s edition of the Ṛgveda the ‘simple’ iti and the iti followed by the
analysed compound have been replaced with a dot and a circle respectively, both aligned to the top
line of the Devanāgarī script (Müller 1877, vii–viii).
17 The devatā-dvandvas, also known as ‘doubly dualized dvandvas’ (Oliphant 1912, 46), are copulative compounds, whose two members refer to conventionally associated pairs of divinities, or
other personages, or personified natural objects. See Whitney 1889, 486–487 (§ 1255); Oliphant 1912;
Insler 1998 (according to whom the oldest – as well as the most common – type of devatā-dvandvas
in the Ṛgveda are not real dual dvandvas, but pairs of independent words).

382 | Marco Franceschini

Sp.: rudravartanī || = Pp.: | rudravartanī iti rudra-vartanī || (ṚV 1.3.3, Voc. dual)
Sp.: śatakrato | = Pp.: | śatakrato iti śata-krato | (ṚV 1.5.8, Voc. sing.)
Sp.: indravāyū ime = Pp.: | indravāyū iti | ime | (ṚV 1.2.4, Voc. dual, devatā-dvandva)
In the Cambridge manuscript, the pragṛhya vowels are indicated as in the northern manuscripts, but with two notable differences. The Grantha character for the
independent (or initial) vowel i is used in place of the particle iti for marking a
pragṛhya vowel at the end of a single word (and of a devatā-dvandva). Moreover,
when a pragṛhya vowel occurs at the end of a compound, only the first member
of the compound is repeated after iti, in pausa form and followed by the CBM; the
second member is omitted in the repetition. The pictures below show how the
words and the compounds given above as examples of the analysis in Śākalya’s
Padapāṭha are written in the Cambridge Grantha manuscript.

|| asme i | (Pp.: || asme iti | – Sp.: asme) ṚV 1.9.8 (Or.2366 [3r1])

|| kavī i | (Pp.: || kavī iti | – Sp.: kavī) ṚV 1.2.9 (Or.2366 [1r8])

| vāyo i | (Pp.: || vāyo iti | – Sp.: vāyav) ṚV 1.2.1 (Or.2366 [1r5])
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| ūṁ i | (Pp.: | ūṁ iti | – Sp.: ū) ṚV 1.27.4 (Or.2366 [7v10])

| rudravarttanī iti rudra- || (Pp.: | rudravartanī iti rudra-vartanī || – Sp: rudrava-rtanī)
ṚV 1.3.3 (Or.2366 [1r10])

| śatakrato iti śata- || (Pp.: | śatakrato iti śata-krato | – Sp: śatakrato)
ṚV 1.5.8 (Or.2366 [2r2])

|| indravāyū i | (Pp.: | indravāyū iti | – Sp: indravāyū) ṚV 1.2.4
(Or.2366 [1r6])

2.3 Galita markers
The galitas or galantas (or samayas, as they are called in the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya)
are conventional omissions from the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha of passages that have
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previously occurred in the text.18 Without going into the intricate rules governing
the use and structure of the galitas, it will suffice here to note that in the manuscripts in Devanāgarī, the sign marking the galitas (which is also called galita) is
a circle between daṇḍas (Falk 2001, 183). However, in the Grantha manuscript
under scrutiny two different signs are used to mark the galitas: the Grantha full
(initial) vowels o and the plus-sign. It appears that the following pattern is followed in the manuscript: the first occurrence of a repeated passage is given without alteration or added symbols, in regular Padapāṭha fashion, whereas all the
subsequent occurrences are enclosed by a pair of Grantha full vowels o19 and are
given in Saṃhitāpāṭha form; on its second occurrence, the passage is quoted in
full, whereas from the third repetition onwards, only the initial and final syllables
are written, and a plus-sign (or the cursive form thereof) marks the omission of
the missing syllables. For example:

First occurrence: || marut-bhiḥ | agne | ā | gahi || ṚV 1.19.1 (Or.2366 [5r7])

Second occurrence: || o marutbhir agne ā gaha [for gahi] o || ṚV 1.19.2 (Or.2366
[5r7])

||
18 An introduction to the galitas, as well as a detailed analysis of the galitas in the first four
maṇḍalas of the Ṛgveda, are given in Falk 2001; see also Kashikar 1947 and Kashikar 1951. The galitas are not recorded in Max Müller’s edition of the Ṛgveda, since the editor, disregarding their occurrence in the manuscripts, ‘provided a Padapāṭha to every word of the Saṃhitāpāṭha’ (Falk 2001, 183).
19 Occasionally one of the two os is missing, probably due to oversight.
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Fifth occurrence: || o marut + hi o || ṚV 1.19.5 (Or.2366 [5r8])

Seventh occurrence: || o marutbhi + hi o || ṚV 1.19.7 (Or.2366 [5r9])

The cursive form of the plus-sign is occasionally used, as in the picture below.

|| o prātaḥ + mmyāt o || ṚV 1.63.9 (Or.2366 [22r7–8])

2.4

Final r markers

In some cases, words and compounds with an original final r are analysed in
Śākalya’s Padapāṭha, although their treatment is not straightforward, being
characterised by several inconsistencies and special cases.20 By way of simplification, whenever in the Saṃhitāpāṭha an original final r is converted into any
other sound (i.e. a sibilant or visarga) or is dropped (because of a following initial
r), in the Padapāṭha the final r is restored and an iti-marker is appended to it; in
cases where that r is the final of the last member of a compound, the compound
is repeated in analysed form (i.e. with its two members separated by an avagraha)

||
20 For the rules of sandhi concerning final r, see Whitney 1889, 61 (§§ 178–179). For a brief but
quite accurate survey of the different cases and methods used for marking the final r in Śākalya’s
Padapāṭha, see Rastogi 1970, 7–9 and Jha 1975.
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after the iti-marker. The Cambridge manuscript follows the same conventions,
but with two differences: the iti-marker is reduced to a mātra (or ‘dependent’)
short vowel -i and in place of the repetition of the whole compound in analysed
form, only the first member is repeated after the marker -i, followed by the CBM.21

|| hotar -i | pāvaka | (Pp. | hotar iti | pāvaka | – Sp. hotaḥ pāvaka) ṚV 1.13.1
(Or.2366 [3v9])22

| ahar -i | svaYḥ | (Pp. | ahar iti | svaḥ | – Sp. ahaḥ svar)
ṚV 1.71.2 (Or.2366 [24r4])23

| punar -i || (Pp. | punar iti | – Sp. punaḥ)
ṚV 1.140.8 (Or.2366 [53r3])24

||
21 The ways the final r is marked in both Śākalya’s Padapāṭha and the Cambridge manuscript
clearly mirror those used for marking the pragṛhya vowels.
22 In Müller’s edition, the analysis of the word hotar (| hotar iti |) is omitted: no doubt this is an
oversight, since the analysis is regularly recorded in the Poona edition (Sontakke and Kashikar
1933–1951).
23 The symbol transcribed here with ‘Y’, which actually looks more like a small Latin letter ‘h’
turned upside down, is used in the Cambridge manuscript for marking the independent svarita
called jātya (‘genuine’) or nitya (‘invariable’).
24 Here the final r is converted into visarga because it occurs at the end of a hemistich.
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| vidharttar iti vi- | sacase | (Pp. | vidhartar iti vi-dhartaḥ | sacase | – Sp. vidhartaḥ
sacase) ṚV 2.1.3 (Or.2366 [70v2])
In addition to the cases shown above, in which the original final r is converted
into another sound in the Saṃhitāpāṭha, in the Cambridge manuscript (but not
in the Śākalya Padapāṭha) the scribe has also marked cases in which an original
final r appears unchanged in the Saṃhitāpāṭha, but is converted into a visarga in
the Padapāṭha in accordance with the rules of permitted finals. This happens
when the final r occurs in front of a voiced phoneme, which can be the initial
sound either of the following word or of the second member of a compound. Apparently, when the combination occurs between words, a Grantha syllable ra between daṇḍas is used as a marker, whereas when it occurs between the two members of a compound the marker is represented by a ligature combining the final r
of the first member with the initial syllable of the second member. Admittedly,
however, these cases seem to be only occasionally marked.25

| bhrātaḥ | ra | agastya | (Pp. | bhrātaḥ | agastya | – Sp. bhrātar agastya)
ṚV 1.170.3 (Or.2366 [64r4])

ahaḥ-vidaḥ | rvi || (Pp. | ahaḥ-vidaḥ | – Sp. aharvidaḥ) ṚV 1.2.2 (Or.2366 [1r6])
||
25 For example, the following cases are not marked: Sp. doṣāvastar dhiyā = Or.2366 | doṣāvastaḥ | dhiyā | [1r3] (ṚV 1.1.7); Sp. punar garbhatvam = Or.2366 | punaḥ | garbha-tvam | [2r5]
(ṚV 1.6.4); Sp. punar dāt = Or.2366 | punaḥ | dāt | [6v6] (ṚV 1.24.1); Sp. punar eyuṣīṇām =
Or.2366 | punaḥ | ā-īyuṣīṇām | [46r7] (ṚV 1.124.4); Sp. punar asmabhyaṃ = Or.2366 | punaḥ |
asmabhyaṃ | [69r7] (ṚV 1.189.3).
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3 Second section
With the exception of the last cases illustrated above, the previous section dealt
with devices of textual analysis which are found in both the northern written
transmission of Śākalya’s Padapāṭha and the Cambridge manuscript in Grantha
script, although their graphical representation is often different in the two traditions. In this section, several additional devices of textual analysis will be presented which are found only in the Cambridge manuscript and, as such, have no
counterpart in the northern manuscripts of the text. These devices are used to
indicate some euphonic modifications and other alterations of the text which
take place in the Saṃhitāpāṭha of the Ṛgveda, and which are left unnoticed in
Śākalya’s Padapāṭha.

3.1

Exceptional combination of a pragṛhya vowel

In the previous section it has been shown that the pragṛhya vowels are marked in
the Cambridge manuscript with the Grantha independent vowel i or with the particle iti. However, in the Saṃhitāpāṭha there are few cases in which a pragṛhya
vowel is exceptionally combined with the initial vowel of the following word
(Whitney 1889, 48, § 138g). These cases are marked in the Cambridge Grantha
manuscript: the final pragṛhya vowel is firstly regularly marked with a full Grantha vowel i or the particle iti; then an additional marker is added between daṇḍas,
consisting of a ligature showing the combination of the syllable ending with the
pragṛhya vowel with the initial vowel of the following word.

| vedī i | dya | asyām || (Pp. | vedī iti | asyām | – Sp. vedy asyāṃ) ṚV 2.3.4 (Or.2366 [71v4])

3.2 Hiatus markers
In general, hiatus is strongly contrasted by the euphony of classical Sanskrit. To
avoid hiatus, the rules of sandhi prescribe that a final and an initial vowel coming
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together are combined into one vowel, or one of the two is turned into a semivowel, or the latter of the two is elided (abhinihita sandhi).26 In contrast, hiatuses
were abundantly admitted in the earlier language of the Veda, as the evidence of
the metre shows, although they were largely suppressed by the later application
of the classical rules of sandhi.27 Nonetheless, a good number of them survive in
the Saṃhitāpāṭha of the Ṛgveda: in the Cambridge manuscript, they are marked
with the Grantha syllable vya enclosed between daṇḍas, placed in the break between the two vowels.

| devāsaḥ | vya | asridhaḥ | (Pp. | devāsaḥ | asridhaḥ | – Sp. devāso asridha) ṚV 1.3.9
(Or.2366 [1v3])

| manīṣā | vya | agniḥ | (Pp. | manīṣā | agniḥ | – Sp. manīṣā agniḥ) ṚV 1.70.1 (Or.2366
[23v9])

3.3 The anunāsika sign and nasalisation markers
In the Cambridge manuscript, the anunāsika is represented by an ‘L’-shaped sign
with the horizontal stroke longer than the vertical one.28 It is employed to indicate
a nasalised vowel, as in the representation of the particle ū̆ shown above (| ūṁ i
|). The sign for anunāsika is also used in the manuscript as a marker indicating
the results of the combination (in the Saṃhitāpāṭha) of a final n preceded by a

||
26 See Whitney 1889, 39 (§ 113), 42–48 (§§ 125–138); Macdonell 1910, 63–67 (§ 69–73).
27 See Whitney 1889, 39 (§ 113), 42 (§ 125c), 45 (§ 129e), 46 (§ 133abc), 47 (§ 135c); Arnold 1905, 5
(§ 14) and passim.
28 In the present article, the anunāsika is represented by the letter ṁ, to distinguish it from the
anusvāra (ṃ).
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long vowel:29 a final ān before an initial vowel is marked with a simple anunāsika
between daṇḍas, indicating the resulting āṁ;30 final īn, ūn, ṝn before voiced
sounds are marked with an anunāsika and a Grantha syllable made of r and the
initial voiced sound of the following word, indicating the resulting īṁr, ūṁr, ṝṁr;
a final ṝn before an unvoiced sound is marked with an anunāsika and a visarga
between daṇḍas, indicating the resulting ṝṁḥ.31

| su-bhagān | ṁ | ariḥ | (Pp. | su-bhagān | ariḥ | – Sp. subhagāṁ arir)
ṚV 1.4.6 (Or.2366 [1v7])

| iṣu-dhīn | ṁra | asakta | (Pp. | iṣu-dhīn | asakta | – Sp. iṣudhīṁr asakta)
ṚV 1.33.3 (Or.2366 [10r10])

||
29 See Whitney 1889, 70 (§ 209); Macdonell 1910, 68–69 (§ 77b).
30 As noted by Winternitz (1902, 222–223), the same marker is used for the same function in
manuscript No. 176 in the Whish collection (No. 165 in Winternitz’s catalogue), which, predictably, transmits the Padapāṭha text of the Ṛgveda. Incidentally, this is the only mention found so
far in scholarly literature of one of the markers used in the Cambridge manuscript.
31 There is only one occurrence of this marker in the manuscript, namely | nṝn | ṁḥ | pātram |
[44r1] (Pp. | nṝn | pātram | – Sp. nṝṁḥ pātraṃ, ṚV 1.121.1). Unfortunately, the passage cannot be
shown in the present article because the quality of the relevant picture is too poor for reproduction.
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| paridhīn-iva | ṁri | (Pp. | paridhīn-iva | – Sp. paridhīṁr iva) ṚV 1.52.5 (Or.2366
[17v7–8])32

| rtūn | ṁra | anu || (Pp. | rtūn | anu | – Sp. ṛtūṁr anu) ṚV 1.15.5 (Or.2366 [4r11])

| dasyūn | ṁryya | yonau || (Pp. | dasyūn | yonau | – Sp. dasyūṁr yonāv) ṚV 1.63.4
(Or.2366 [22r3–4])
In the Ṛgveda, a small number of cases are found in which a final ā̆ is nasalised
to avoid the hiatus or contraction with a following initial vowel.33 In the Cambridge manuscript, these nasalisations are marked with an anunāsika between
daṇḍas.

| śāśadānā | ṁ | eṣi | (Pp. | śāśadānā | eṣi | – Sp. śāśadānāṁ eṣi) ṚV 1.123.10 (Or.2366
[46r1])

||
32 In the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha, the particle iva is regularly combined in a compound with the preceding word, and, thus, separated from it by an intervening avagraha.
33 See Macdonell 1910, 59–60 (§ 66.2).
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3.4

Prolonged and shortened vowels markers

In the Saṃhitāpāṭha of the Ṛgveda, the final vowel of a word, that of the former
member of a compound, and the vowel of the syllable of reduplication are prolonged in a good number of cases, the prolongations being mostly for prosodic
reasons.34 In Śākalya’s Padapāṭha, all these words are recorded with their regular
short vowel, and the prolongations are not indicated in any way. On the contrary,
in the Cambridge manuscript these prolongations are regularly marked: the
lengthening of a short a is marked with a mātra (or ‘dependent’) long vowel -ā,
and that of a short vowel other than a is marked by repeating the whole relevant
syllable with its vowel lengthened. All the markers are placed between daṇḍas
after the relevant word or compound.

|| vidma | -ā | (Pp. | vidma | – Sp. vidmā) ṚV 1.10.10 (Or.2366 [3r7])

| aśva-vatyā | -ā | (Pp. | aśva-vatyā | – Sp. °āśvāvatye°) ṚV 1.30.17 (Or.2366 [8v9])

||
34 See Whitney 1889, 84–85 (§§ 247–248); Macdonell 1910, 62–63 (§ 68). The topic is extensively
discussed by Arnold (1905, xi–xiii, 6, 108–148), according to whom most of these final vowels
were originally long and had been shortened in later times, in obeisance to the rules set by classical Sanskrit grammarians. However, the primitive quantity must often be restored for metrical
reasons. This being the case, what we call ‘prolongation’ is in fact ‘restoration’ of the original
quantity, which is often necessary to match the requirements of the metre. The fact that the Padapāṭha usually gives short vowels in place of the original long ones ‘is only evidence of the
pronunciation of the word at the time when this commentary was composed’ (Arnold 1905, 6).
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| hṛdaya-vidhaḥ | -ā | (Pp. | hṛdaya-vidhaḥ | – Sp. hṛdayāvidhaś) ṚV 1.24.8 (Or.2366
[6v10])

| vavṛdhe | -ā | (Pp. | vavṛdhe | – Sp. vāvṛdha īṃ) ṚV 1.167.8 (Or.2366 [63r8])

| kṛdhi | dhī | (Pp. | kṛdhi | – Sp. kṛdhī) ṚV 1.10.11 (Or.2366 [3r8])

| carṣaṇi-dhṛtaḥ | ṇī | (Pp. | carṣaṇi-dhṛtaḥ | – Sp. carṣaṇīdhṛto) ṚV 1.3.7
(Or.2366 [1v2])

| mithu | thū | (Pp. | mithu | – Sp. mithū)
ṚV 1.162.20 (Or.2366 [59r9])
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In a few cases, the opposite alteration occurs, i.e. the final long ā of a devatā-dvandva
is shortened in the Saṃhitāpāṭha. In the Cambridge manuscript, this shortening is
marked by repeating the final syllable of the compound with a short a between
daṇḍas.35

| indrāvaruṇā | ṇa | (Pp. | indrāvaruṇā | – Sp. indrāvaruṇa) ṚV 1.17.3 (Or.2366 [4v10])

|| indrāvaruṇā | ṇa | (Pp. | indrāvaruṇā | – Sp. indrāvaruṇa) ṚV 1.17.7 (Or.2366 [5r1])

3.5

Final s markers

As a rule, a final s before voiceless velar and bilabial plosives k(h) and p(h) is turned
into visarga. However, in a number of cases the s is retained or converted into a
cerebral sibilant ṣ (Whitney 1889, 58, §§ 170–171). These cases are passed under silence in Śākalya’s Padapāṭha; in the Cambridge manuscript, however, they are
marked with a Grantha ligature joining the retained sibilant with the following initial plosive.36

||
35 In addition to the two examples shown here, other cases are found in ṚV 1.15.6b ([4r11][4v1]),
ṚV 1.17.8 ([5r1]) and ṚV 1.17.9 ([5r1], with the mark ṇa erroneously placed after the word following
the compound). In all these cases, Arnold suggests reading índra váruṇa (as two separated vocatives, each bearing its own accent) in place of the devatā-dvandva índrāvaruṇa, ‘on the analogy
of varuna mitra in i 122 7a’ (Arnold 1905, 137, § 174 ii); see also Insler 1998.
36 In compounds, a final s before k(h) and p(h) is regularly retained in the Veda (Whitney 1889,
58, § 171) and, consequently, it is not marked in the Cambridge manuscript. No special signs for
jihvāmūlīya and upadhmānīya are found in the Cambridge manuscript.
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| patnī-vataḥ | kṛdhi | skṛ || (Pp. | patnī-vataḥ | kṛdhi | – Sp. patnīvatas kṛdhi)
ṚV 1.14.7 (Or.2366 [4r6])

| brahmaṇaḥ | pate | spa || (Pp. | brahmaṇaḥ | pate | – Sp. brahmaṇas pate)
ṚV 1.18.1 (Or.2366 [5r3])

| śavasaḥ | pate | spa || (Pp. | śavasaḥ | pate | – Sp. śavasas pate) ṚV 1.11.2
(Or.2366 [3r10])

| catuḥ-pade | ṣpa | (Pp. | catuḥ-pade | – Sp. catuṣpade) ṚV 1.114.1
(Or.2366 [40r3])

| dhīḥ | pīpāya | ṣpa | (Pp. | dhīḥ | pīpāya | – Sp. dhīṣ pīpāya) ṚV 2.2.9
(Or.2366 [71r9])
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3.6

Sp. ścandra (vs Pp. candra) marker

In the Saṃhitāpāṭha of the Ṛgveda, the adjective candra (‘bright, brilliant’) occurs in a number of cases in its old form ścandra, especially where it is the second
member of a compound.37 In the Padapāṭha, the word is invariably recorded as
candra: in the Cambridge manuscripts, however, the form ścandra of the Saṃhitāpāṭha is indicated with a Grantha syllable śca enclosed by daṇḍas placed after
candra-.

| puru-candraḥ | śca || (Pp. | puru-candraḥ | – Sp. puruścandraḥ) ṚV 1.27.11
(Or.2366 [8r3])

| sva-candram | śca || (Pp. | sva-candram | – Sp. svaścandram) ṚV 1.52.9
(Or.2366 [17v10])

3.7

Retroflexion markers

An original dental nasal n or sibilant s, recorded as such in the Padapāṭha, is often changed to its corresponding retroflex (ṇ and ṣ respectively) in the Saṃhitāpāṭha, due to the rule of euphonic combination. These alterations are indicated
in the Cambridge manuscript by placing the syllable with the altered (i.e. retroflexed) consonant(s) between daṇḍas, after the relevant word or compound.
However, the original vowel of the syllable is occasionally replaced with a short
vowel a.

||
37 See Macdonell 1910, 74 (§ 81.2c); Macdonell 1916, 37 (§ 50a n. 5).
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| suteṣu | naḥ | ṇa | (Pp. | suteṣu | naḥ | – Sp. suteṣu ṇo) ṚV 1.10.5 (Or.2366 [3r5])

| vṛṣa-pāneṣu | ṇa | (Pp. | vṛṣa-pāneṣu | – Sp. vṛṣapāṇeṣu) ṚV 1.51.12 (Or.2366
[17r10])

| pra | nonumaḥ | ṇo | (Pp. | pra | nonumaḥ | – Sp. pra ṇonumo) ṚV 1.11.2 (Or.2366
[3r10])

| su-pranītiḥ | ṇa | (Pp. | su-pranītiḥ | – Sp. su praṇītiś) ṚV 1.73.1 (Or.2366 [24v9])

|| ni | sasāda | ṣa | (Pp. | ni | sasāda | – Sp. ni ṣasāda) ṚV 1.25.10
(Or.2366 [7r9])
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| ūṁ i | su | ṣu | (Pp. | ūṁ iti | su | – Sp. ū ṣu) ṚV 1.27.4 (Or.2366 [7v10])

| puru-stutaḥ | ṣṭu || (Pp. | puru-stutaḥ | – Sp. puruṣṭutaḥ) ṚV 1.11.4
(Or.2366 [3v1])

| su-stutim | ṣṭu || (Pp. | su-stutim | – Sp. suṣṭutim) ṚV 1.7.7 (Or.2366 [2v1])

| su-stutiḥ | ṣṭa | (Pp. | su-stutiḥ | – Sp. suṣṭutir) ṚV 1.17.9 (Or.2366 [5r2])

| aprati-skutaḥ | ṣka || (Pp. | aprati-skutaḥ | – Sp. apratiṣkutaḥ)
ṚV 1.7.6 (Or.2366 [2v1])
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3.8

Multiple markers

To conclude, it is worth noting that in the Cambridge manuscript there are cases
in which multiple alterations affecting the same word or compound are also
marked. In some of these cases, two different alterations are pointed out by one
single mark. For example, in the first picture below, the syllable | rṇi | between
daṇḍas marks both the conversion of the visarga into r (niḥ > nir) and the change
of the dental nasal to the corresponding retroflex (nijā > ṇijā). Similarly, in the
second picture, the syllable | rṣa | indicates both the conversion of the visarga into
r (dhūḥ > dhūr) and the change of the dental sibilant to the corresponding retroflex (sadam > ṣadam). In other cases, however, two or more markers are appended to one single word or compound, each indicating a different alteration.
For example, in the third picture below, the symbol transcribed with a capitol ‘Y’
marks a jātya accent, and the Grantha syllables ṣa and ṇyā mark the change of
the original dental sibilant and nasal (s and n) to their correspondent retroflex
sounds (savanyā > ṣavaṇyā).

| niḥ-nijā | rṇi | (Pp. | niḥ-nijā | – Sp. nirṇijā) ṚV 1.162.2 (Or.2366 [58v5])

| dhūḥ-sadam | rṣa || (Pp. | dhūḥ-sadam | – Sp. dhūrṣadam) ṚV 2.2.1 (Or.2366 [71r3])

| adhi-savanyā Y | ṣa ṇyā | (Pp. | adhi-savanyā | – Sp. ādhiṣavaṇyā) ṚV 1.28.2
(Or.2366 [8r5])

400 | Marco Franceschini

4 Conclusions
In the previous pages, all the markers found in the Cambridge manuscript have
been presented.38 To conclude, some final observations will be given, aiming to
answer the following five questions: (1) What is the function of the system of additional markers found in the Cambridge manuscript? (2) Are these markers commonly used in Grantha manuscripts transmitting the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha or does
the Cambridge manuscript represent a unicum in this sense? (3) Are these markers
found only in the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha or they are used in the Padapāṭhas of other
śākhās as well? (4) Are they unique to manuscripts written in Grantha or do they
have a counterpart in Padapāṭhas written in other South Indian scripts? (5) When
did these markers come into use?
(1) With regard to their purpose, it seems clear that these markers function as
a ‘code’ to provide the reciter with the information needed to convert the Padapāṭha into the Saṃhitāpāṭha. Furthermore, it seems natural to suppose that
these markers, in an extremely compact fashion, encode the rules laid down in
the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya concerning the conversion of the Padapāṭha into the
Saṃhitāpāṭha. However, this conjecture needs further investigation. The assumption that historically the Padapāṭha precedes the Saṃhitāpāṭha and that the
former is the basis on which the latter is formed goes back to Max Müller and has
been adopted by several scholars since, but also rejected by others.39 Similarly,
the role played by the Prātiśākhyas in the process of constructing the

||
38 With the exception of those relating to the Vedic accent, as pointed out in the Introduction.
Moreover, for all the attention paid in the search, chances are that a few infrequent markers may
have escaped notice.
39 According to Max Müller, the arrangement of the text in the Padapāṭha ‘bildet die prakṛti,
die Norm, welcher die Sanhitā, d.h. der verbundene Text des Veda, folgt. Die Sanhitā ist demnach, fur Grammatische Zwecke, als Vikāra des Padapāṭha (der Prakṛti) zu fassen’ (1856, xxxii;
here Müller is commenting upon Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya II.1, saṃhitā padaprakṛtiḥ). More recently,
the same opinion has been maintained by Bronkhorst (1982, 185 and passim), who went so far
as to postulate that ‘the Padapāṭha was originally the written version of the Ṛgveda’ (Bronkhorst
1982, 185). In his view, it ‘was written down from its beginning’ and, consequently, it is ‘not unlikely that the Padapāṭha of the Ṛgveda is the oldest surviving written book of India’ (Bronkhorst
1982, 184, 186). Bronkhorst reiterated his opinion twenty years later, although with some caution
(2002, 806–808). On the other hand, the assumption that the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha precedes the
Saṃhitāpāṭha is rejected by Scharfe, who argues that it ‘has long been laid to rest’ (2009, 103),
probably alluding to the arguments he had adduced in Scharfe 2002, 10–11. On a possible influence of the scripts on the origins of the Padapāṭha arrangement of the Vedic texts, see Houben
and Rath 2012, 30–31.
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Saṃhitāpāṭha from the Padapāṭha is debated. Several scholars hold that providing the rules for converting the former into the latter is actually the primary purpose served by the Prātiśākhyas.40 However, this view has recently been challenged by Scharfe (2009, 97–107), who contends that ‘no Prātiśākhya states it as
its purpose to reconstruct the Saṃhitā-pāṭha’ (2009, 106).41 As important and interesting as this debate may be, it takes us beyond the scope of the present article.
Turning back to the Cambridge manuscript, it seems clear that its additional
markers constitute an aid for converting the Padapāṭha into the Saṃhitāpāṭha.
Whether these markers encode the rules of the Ṛgvedaprātiśākhya or those of
some other (local?) treatise is not clear at present, and deserves further investigation.
(2) and (3) The markers found in the Cambridge manuscript seem to be commonly used in the Grantha manuscripts of the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha. Furthermore,
similar markers are also used in Grantha manuscripts transmitting other Padapāṭhas, particularly that of the Taittirīyasaṃhitā. In fact, it seems that the use
of a system of additional markers is a regular feature in the Grantha manuscripts
transmitting these two Vedic texts in Padapāṭha form: at least, this is the result
of a survey of the manuscripts belonging to the Cambridge University Library
(UL) and the Institut Français de Pondichéry (IFP), and of the examination of
Winternitz’s catalogue of the Whish collection (1902). Systems of markers of the

||
40 This view was expressed by Whitney, according to whom 'the Prātiśākhyas [...] take for
granted, upon the whole, the existence of their śākhās in the analysed condition of the padatext, and proceed to construct the saṃhitā from it’ (1868, 82); later, it was also expressed by Max
Müller, who maintained that the Prātiśākhyas ‘start from the Pada text, take it, as it were, for
granted, and devote their rules to the explanation of those changes which that text undergoes in
being changed into the Saṃhitā text’ (1891, xlii). The same opinion has been reiterated, in a
slightly different fashion, by Winternitz, who holds that the Prātiśākhyas ‘contain the rules by
the aid of which one can form the Saṃhitā-Pāṭha from the Pada-Pāṭha’ (1927, 283), by Gonda,
who maintains that the Prātiśākhyas ‘were composed for the purpose of exhibiting – in oral instruction – all the changes necessary for constituting the saṃhitā text on the basis of the padapāṭha’ (1975, 17), and by Bronkhorst, according to whom ‘the desire to construe the
Saṃhitāpāṭha on the basis of the Padapāṭha also underlies the Ṛgveda-Prātiśākhya’ (1982, 185).
41 According to Scharfe, ‘the concerns of these texts [i.e. the Prātiśākhyas] are the qualities of
the combined and separated words, i.e. as words appear in the Saṃhitāpāṭha and Padapāṭha –
not the directed conversion of the Padapāṭha into the Saṃhitāpāṭha’ (2009, 99). On this argument, see also Scharfe 2002, 241–243.
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sort described in the present article are used in all the manuscripts in these collections that transmit the Padapāṭhas of the Ṛgvedasaṃhitā (five manuscripts) 42
and of the Taittirīyasaṃhitā (fourteen manuscripts).43 It should be noted, however, that both the number and the graphical shape of the markers can vary considerably from one manuscript to another. For example, four distinct signs for
anunāsika and as many as eight distinct CBMs have been found in the manuscripts. Moreover, it happens that different markers have the same function in
different manuscripts, that the same marker serves different purposes in different
manuscripts, and even that different signs have the same function in the same
manuscript. For example, two or even three distinct CBMs are used together in
the same manuscript, even if it was presumably written by one and the same
scribe.44 At a first perusal, it seems that the preference for one particular marker
among several serving the same function is more a matter of personal choice on
the part of the scribe than a characteristic connected with the text transmitted in
the manuscript. In other words, different signs and different markers are used to
convey the same information in manuscripts belonging to the same śākhā, and
this also holds true with regard to the Vedic accent marks, which are not dealt
with here, but which will be examined in a forthcoming article by the present
author. Once again, however, this point needs further investigation.
(4) It is perhaps tempting to surmise that this system of additional markers,
apparently so common in Grantha manuscripts, may also be found in Padapāṭhas
written in other South Indian scripts, such as Telugu, Kannada and, primarily,
Malayalam. At present, though, it has been possible to examine only two manuscripts in the Tigaḷāri script,45 transmitting portions of the Ṛgveda Padapāṭha. A

||
42 Two manuscripts belonging to the IFP collection (RE 45685 and RE 45710), two manuscripts
belonging to the Whish collection (Nos 176 and 177, corresponding to Nos 165 and 166 in Winternitz’s catalogue; see Winternitz 1902, 222–224), and the manuscript described in the present article (UL collection, Or.2366). With regard to the two manuscripts in the Whish collection, the
presence of a system of markers similar to the one described in the present article can be evinced
from the records in Winternitz’s catalogue: in the former manuscript an anunāsika between
daṇḍas is used for marking the results of the combination (in the Saṃhitāpāṭha) of a final n preceded by a long vowel and followed by a voiced sound (cfr. Section 3.3 above, and especially
note 30); in the latter, the syllable vya enclosed between daṇḍas is used for marking a hiatus
arising from the non-application of the abhinihita-sandhi (cfr. Section 3.2 above).
43 Of these manuscripts, four belong to the UL collection (Or.2356, Or.2357, Or.2362, Or.2369)
and ten to the IFP collection (RE 20305, RE 30516, RE 38367, RE 38376, RE 39651, RE 40269, RE
46070, RE 49434, RE 50342, RE 50372).
44 Two different CBMs are used in RE 50342, RE 50372, RE 20305, RE 46070; three different signs
in Or.2369.
45 Both manuscripts (RE 43176 and RE 43211) belong to the IFP collection.
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cursory examination of these manuscripts shows that they mainly follow the
marking system of the ‘orthodox’ northern manuscript tradition in Devanāgarī:
they use the anārṣa marker iti in accordance with it, and none of the markers
found in the Grantha manuscripts seem to be employed in them. However, in contrast with the northern tradition, no CBM is used in either of them, and a special
marker is used to mark the galitas, which differs both from the circle between
daṇḍas used in the northern manuscripts and the independent o used in the
Grantha manuscripts.
(5) The available data is too meagre to speculate about the time when the
system of additional markers observed in the Padapāṭhas written in the Grantha
script entered into use. All that we know at present is evinced from the manuscripts themselves. One of the manuscripts listed above (i.e. Or.2369) bears a date
corresponding to 1828 CE. On the other hand, we are led to assign some manuscripts of the IFP collection46 tentatively to the 17th or the first half of the 18th century, on the basis of certain palaeographic features. Accordingly, all that can be
said at present is that the system of additional markers was probably in use by
the 17th or 18th century. However, we cannot expect to shed much more light on
this point if we base our research merely on the data from manuscripts, even more
so considering that manuscripts from South India dating from earlier than the 17th
century are extremely rare. Rather, references to the use of these additional markers in secondary and commentarial literature (also in vernaculars) would be of
great help in establishing the period when they came into use. In this respect,
suggestions from colleagues working on the transmission of the Vedic texts in
South India will be particularly valuable and most welcome.
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